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Abstract

This study develops and empirically tests a structural model that positions auditors’ professional judgment as a primary driver
of financial reporting quality, rather than as a residual response to audit risk and compliance requirements. Using data from
listed companies and employing Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), the study provides evidence on how professional judg-
ment operates within governance-intensive reporting environments shaped by materiality, strategic risk, and value creation.

The findings indicate that auditors’ professional judgment has a statistically and economically significant effect on financial
reporting quality. Moreover, this effect is systematically conditioned by qualitative materiality considerations, exposure to stra-
tegic risk, and the prominence of value-creation narratives, such that judgment becomes most consequential when these gover-
nance dimensions interact.

By conceptualizing professional judgment as a structural governance mechanism, the study extends prior auditing research
that has largely treated judgment as an outcome rather than a causal force. The results offer implications for auditing theory,
audit methodology, and regulatory policy by highlighting the central role of judgment-based assurance in enhancing reporting
credibility in complex and forward-looking reporting environments.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background and Context

Auditors’ professional judgment represents the cornerstone of
the auditing process, shaping auditors’ evaluations, decisions,
and conclusions across all stages of an audit engagement.
Despite the increasing codification of auditing standards and the
growing reliance on analytical tools and automated proce-dures,
contemporary audit practice remains fundamentally judgment-
based. This reliance has intensi-fied as business environments
have become more complex, uncertain, and strategically driven,
par-ticularly in the context of listed companies operating under
heightened market scrutiny [1-3].

Recent developments in financial reporting have further expanded
the scope and significance of au-ditors’ professional judgment.

Financial statements no longer merely reflect historical transactions
but increasingly incorporate forward-looking estimates, fair
value measurements, complex revenue recognition models,
and disclosures linked to business models and long-term value
creation. As a result, auditors are required to exercise judgment not
only in detecting misstatements but also in assessing the decision
usefulness, transparency, and credibility of reported information
[4-6].

Within this evolving landscape, three governance-intensive
dimensions have become particularly in-fluential in shaping
auditors’ judgments. First, materiality effects have moved beyond
traditional quantitative thresholds to encompass qualitative,
contextual, and user-oriented considerations. Mate-riality is
now widely understood as a judgmental construct linked to how
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information influences economic decisions rather than merely
the magnitude of misstatements [7,8]. Second, strategic risk has
emerged as a central concern in audit planning and evaluation,
reflecting risks arising from firms’ strategic choices, competitive
positioning, and business model sustainability [9,10]. Third,
value cre-ation processes, embedded in firms’ business models
and integrated reporting practices, have reshaped expectations
regarding what constitutes high-quality financial reporting and
how auditors assess the relevance and completeness of disclosures
[11-13].

Despite these developments, the auditing literature has yet to
fully articulate how auditors’ professional judgment operates as
a structural mechanism for producing financial reporting quality
within such complex and interdependent contexts.

1.2 Research Problem

The dominant stream ofauditing research has largely conceptualized
professional judgment as a de-pendent outcome, shaped by audit
risk, regulatory pressure, client characteristics, or standardized de-
cision aids. While this perspective has generated valuable insights,
it implicitly frames auditors’ judgment as reactive rather than
constitutive [14,15]. Consequently, the active role of professional
judgment in generating financial reporting quality remains under-
theorized and under-tested Dowling [16].

This limitation becomes particularly salient in environments
characterized by high strategic risk and value-oriented reporting,
where auditors must evaluate not only compliance with accounting
standards but also the credibility of management assumptions and
the material implications of strategic decisions. Regulatory bodies
and standard setters have increasingly emphasized the importance
of judgment in such contexts, yet empirical research has not kept
pace with these expectations [17-19].

Moreover, existing studies tend to examine materiality, risk,
and reporting quality in isolation, without integrating them into
a coherent structural framework. As a result, there is a lack of
empirical models that explain how auditors’ professional judgment
functions as a primary explanatory driver of financial reporting
quality while being conditioned by materiality effects, strategic
risk, and value creation processes.

1.3 Research Objectives and Questions

* The primary objective of this study is to develop and empirically
test a structural model that po-sitions auditors’ professional
judgment as a core driver of financial reporting quality in listed
companies. Specifically, the study aims to:

* reconceptualize auditors’ professional judgment as a structural
mechanism for producing re-porting quality;

» examine how this mechanism operates within the context of
materiality effects, strategic risk, and value creation processes; and
* provide empirical evidence from listed companies to enhance the
practical relevance of the proposed model.

Accordingly, the study addresses the following research questions:

» How does auditors’ professional judgment contribute to financial
reporting quality?

» How do materiality effects and strategic risk shape the exercise
of professional judgment?

* To what extent do value creation processes condition the
relationship between professional judgment and financial reporting
quality?

1.4 Significance of the Study

This study is significant for several reasons. From a theoretical
perspective, it responds to calls within the auditing literature to
move beyond compliance-oriented models toward judgment-
centered ex-planations of audit quality [20,21]. By repositioning
professional judgment as a driver rather than an outcome, the
study offers a new lens for understanding audit effectiveness in
complex reporting en-vironments.

From a practical perspective, the findings are expected to inform
audit practitioners and regulators seeking to enhance financial
reporting quality through improved judgment practices rather than
in-creased rule complexity. This is particularly relevant in capital
markets, where reporting credibility plays a critical role in investor
confidence and market efficiency [22,23].

1.5 Research Contributions

This study makes several important contributions. First, it advances
auditing theory by proposing a structural judgment model that
integrates professional judgment, financial reporting quality,
and governance-related constraints within a unified framework.
Second, it contributes methodologically by applying Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM) to capture complex, interdependent
relationships that are often overlooked in traditional audit research
[24]. Third, it offers practical insights for audit firms, standard
setters, and oversight bodies regarding how professional judgment
can be systematically strengthened to improve reporting outcomes
[25].

1.6 Structure of the Study

The remainder of the study is organized as follows. Chapter
Two reviews the relevant literature and develops the theoretical
foundation. Chapter Three presents the proposed structural model
and hy-potheses. Chapter Four outlines the research methodology.
Chapter Five reports the empirical results. Chapter Six discusses
the findings in relation to prior literature, theory, and comparative
evidence. Chapter Seven concludes the study and identifies
directions for future research.

2. Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

2.1 Auditors’ Professional Judgment: Conceptual Foundations
Auditors’ professional judgment has long been recognized as
the defining element of audit quality and effectiveness. Unlike
mechanistic decision-making processes, professional judgment
reflects the au-ditor’s ability to interpret evidence, integrate
contextual cues, evaluate uncertainty, and apply profes-sional
skepticism in forming audit conclusions. Contemporary auditing
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standards explicitly acknowledge that judgment is unavoidable
and central to audit engagements, particularly in areas in-volving
estimates, assumptions, and forward-looking information [26,27].

The academic literature conceptualizes professional judgment as
a cognitive—professional process shaped by expertise, experience,
ethical orientation, and environmental pressures. Early judgment
research focused primarily on individual cognitive biases and
heuristics; however, more recent studies emphasize the embedded
nature of judgment within organizational, regulatory, and
strategic contexts [28,29]. This shift reflects growing recognition
that auditors do not exercise judgment in isolation but within
governance-intensive environments that influence what is
considered reasonable, sufficient, and appropriate.

Importantly, prior studies have predominantly treated auditors’
judgment as an outcome variable, in-fluenced by audit risk,
time pressure, client incentives, or decision aids [30-32]. While
this stream has generated valuable insights, it implicitly frames
judgment as reactive. In contrast, emerging perspectives argue
that professional judgment should be viewed as a structural
mechanism through which audit quality and reporting quality are
produced [1,30-32]. This reconceptualization forms the theoretical
foundation of the present study.

2.2 Judgment-Based Auditing versus Risk-Based Auditing
Risk-based auditing (RBA) has dominated both audit practice
and research for several decades. Under this approach, auditors
identify and assess risks of material misstatement and design audit
procedures accordingly. While RBA has improved audit efficiency
and consistency, critics argue that it may un-intentionally
constrain auditors’ judgment by overemphasizing compliance with
predefined risk as-sessment procedures [33,34].

Judgment-based auditing (JBA), by contrast, emphasizes auditors’
evaluative reasoning and interpre-tive capacity rather than
procedural adherence. JBA recognizes that many audit decisions—
such as evaluating management estimates, assessing disclosures,
and determining materiality—cannot be re-duced to algorithmic
rules [35,36]. Recent studies suggest that excessive reliance on
structured decision aids may impair auditors’ ability to respond
to novel or strategically complex situations, thereby undermining
reporting quality [36-39]

This tension between RBA and JBA is particularly relevant in
environments characterized by strategic uncertainty and value-
oriented reporting. In such settings, auditors must go beyond
identifying risks to exercising judgment about the broader
implications of those risks for financial reporting quality. Ac-
cordingly, a growing body of literature calls for models that
explicitly integrate judgment as a central explanatory construct
rather than a residual outcome [40].

» Materiality Effects beyond Misstatements
Materiality represents one of the most judgment-intensive concepts

in auditing. Traditionally, materi-ality has been operationalized as
a quantitative threshold used to evaluate the significance of mis-
statements. However, contemporary research and standard-setting
developments emphasize that ma-teriality is inherently qualitative
and context-dependent [7,8].

Recent studies introduce the notion of materiality effects,
highlighting that information can be material not only due to its
magnitude but also due to its nature, timing, and potential impact on
users’ decisions. For example, disclosures related to liquidity risk,
business continuity, or strategic investments may be considered
material even when associated amounts are quantitatively small
[41-43].

From a judgment perspective, materiality effects require auditors
to evaluate how information interacts with users’ expectations and
market perceptions. This evaluation involves forward-looking
reasoning and an understanding of the firm’s strategic context,
thereby reinforcing the centrality of professional judgment.
Despite this, empirical research has rarely examined materiality
as a conditioning context within which judgment operates to
influence reporting quality [44-48].

2.3 Strategic Risk and Audit Judgment

Strategic risk refers to risks arising from a firm’s strategic choices,
business model, and competitive positioning. Unlike operational
or financial risks, strategic risks often have long-term and systemic
implications that are difficult to quantify ex ante. Recent auditing
research recognizes strategic risk as a critical input into audit
planning and evaluation, particularly for complex and innovative
firms [6,49-52].

Auditors’ engagement with strategic risk extends beyond
identifying potential misstatements to as-sessing whether
management’s strategic assumptions and disclosures faithfully
represent economic reality. Studies show that higher strategic risk
is associated with increased judgment complexity, greater reliance
on professional skepticism, and heightened demands on auditors’
expertise [53,54]

However, existing literature often treats strategic risk as an
antecedent to audit effort or fees rather than as a contextual factor
shaping the judgment—quality relationship. This creates a gap in
understanding how auditors’ professional judgment functions
as a driver of financial reporting quality when exercised under
conditions of elevated strategic risk [55].

2.4 Interim Synthesis and Research Gap

The review above highlights three critical insights. First,
professional judgment is increasingly rec-ognized as central to
auditing, yet it remains under-theorized as a structural driver of
reporting quality. Second, materiality effects and strategic risk
introduce qualitative, forward-looking dimensions that intensify
reliance on judgment. Third, prior studies tend to examine these
elements in isolation, without integrating them into a coherent
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structural framework.

Accordingly, there is a clear need for a model that positions
auditors’ professional judgment as a primary explanatory
mechanism operating within governance-intensive contexts
defined by materiality effects and strategic risk. Addressing
this gap provides the theoretical basis for the structural model
developed in this study.

2.5 Value Creation Processes and Auditors’ Judgment

Value creation has become a central organizing concept in
contemporary corporate reporting, partic-ularly as firms
increasingly communicate performance through business models,
strategic narratives, and forward-looking disclosures. Value
creation processes encompass the mechanisms through which firms
deploy resources, manage risks, and generate sustainable economic
returns over time. This shift has expanded the informational scope
of financial reporting and, consequently, the judgmental de-mands
placed on auditors [56,57].

Auditors’engagement with value creation processes extends beyond
verifying transactional accuracy to evaluating the plausibility
and coherence of management’s representations regarding how
value is generated and sustained. Recent research highlights that
disclosures related to business models, in-tangibles, and long-term
strategic initiatives often involve significant subjectivity, requiring
auditors to exercise professional judgment in assessing relevance,
completeness, and neutrality [58-60].

Importantly, value creation processes introduce a forward-
looking orientation that challenges tradi-tional audit approaches
centered on historical verification. Auditors must consider whether
reported information faithfully reflects the firm’s economic
reality and whether it provides decision-useful insights to capital
market participants. This evaluative role reinforces the need to
conceptualize pro-fessional judgment as a generative mechanism
that shapes reporting quality rather than as a passive response to
compliance requirements [9,61].

2.6 Financial Reporting Quality: A Judgment-Oriented
Perspective

Financial reporting quality (FRQ) is a multifaceted construct
reflecting the extent to which financial reports provide faithful,
relevant, and decision-useful information to users. Prior literature
has opera-tionalized FRQ wusing various proxies, including
accrual quality, earnings persistence, disclosure transparency,
and restatement frequency. While these measures have enhanced
empirical under-standing, they often abstract away from the
judgmental processes that underlie reporting outcomes [61-63].

A growing body of research argues that FRQ cannot be fully
explained without accounting for audi-tors’ professional judgment.
Judgment influences not only the detection and correction of
misstate-ments but also the evaluation of estimates, disclosures,
and narrative explanations that shape users’ perceptions. Studies

demonstrate that differences in auditors’ judgment quality are
associated with variation in reporting outcomes, even after
controlling for firm and governance characteristics [64,65].

From this perspective, FRQ emerges as an outcome of judgment-
intensive interactions among auditors, management, and
governance mechanisms. This view aligns with calls for more
process-oriented audit research that examines how judgment
operates within complex reporting environments to produce
observable quality outcomes [66,67].

2.7 Integrating Materiality Effects, Strategic Risk, and Value
Creation

Although materiality effects, strategic risk, and value creation have
each been examined in isolation, their joint influence on auditors’
professional judgment remains underexplored. Conceptually, these
dimensions are interdependent. Strategic risk shapes the nature
and magnitude of potential material effects, while value creation
processes influence what information is considered relevant and
deci-sion-useful. Together, they form a governance-intensive
context within which auditors exercise judgment [68-70].

Materiality effects require auditors to assess how information
interacts with strategic narratives and value drivers. Strategic
risk amplifies judgment complexity by introducing uncertainty
and long-term considerations. Value creation processes, in turn,
frame expectations regarding the completeness and coherence of
reported information. This interaction suggests that professional
judgment operates as a structural mechanism that integrates these
dimensions to produce financial reporting quality [70].

Despite this conceptual coherence, empirical research has not yet
articulated a structural model that captures these interactions. Most
studies treat materiality, risk, and value creation as independent an-
tecedents or control variables, thereby overlooking their collective
role in shaping the judgment—quality relationship. Addressing
this limitation requires a model that explicitly positions auditors’
professional judgment at the center of analysis.

2.8 Toward a Structural Judgment Model

Building on the reviewed literature, this study advances a
structural judgment model that reconceptualizes auditors’
professional judgment as a primary driver of financial reporting
quality operating within governance-intensive contexts. Unlike
prior models that emphasize risk assessment or compliance, the
proposed model integrates materiality effects, strategic risk, and
value creation pro-cesses as conditioning dimensions that shape
how judgment is formed and applied.

This approach responds to recent calls for audit research that moves
beyond linear, input—output frameworks toward more holistic and
process-oriented explanations [4,9]. By treating judgment as a
structural mechanism, the model captures the dynamic interplay
between professional reasoning and reporting outcomes, offering a
more realistic representation of contemporary audit practice.
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2.9 Summary and Research Gap

In summary, the literature review reveals several critical gaps.
First, while professional judgment is widely acknowledged as
central to auditing, it is rarely modeled as a structural driver of
financial re-porting quality. Second, materiality effects, strategic
risk, and value creation processes have not been integrated into
a unified framework that explains how judgment operates within
complex reporting environments. Third, empirical evidence on
these interactions remains limited, particularly in the context of
listed companies.

This study addresses these gaps by developing and empirically
testing a structural model that places auditors’ professional
judgment at the core of financial reporting quality. In doing so,
it contributes to auditing theory, enhances methodological rigor,
and offers practical insights for improving reporting outcomes in
governance-intensive settings [50].

3. Structural Model Development and Hypotheses

3.1 Conceptual Logic of the Structural Judgment Model

This study develops a Structural Judgment Model that positions
auditors’ professional judgment as a primary explanatory driver
of financial reporting quality, rather than as a reactive outcome
of audit risk or regulatory compliance. This reconceptualization
is grounded in judgment and decision-making theory, which
views professional judgment as a context-embedded cognitive
process shaped by ex-pertise, institutional norms, and situational
complexity [61,68].

Recent auditing research increasingly emphasizes that judgment
quality cannot be fully understood without considering the broader
governance environment in which auditors operate. Auditors are re-
quired to integrate diverse informational cues, assess uncertainty,
and resolve ambiguity when evalu-ating financial reports,
particularly in settings characterized by strategic complexity and
for-ward-looking disclosures [4,9,11,26]. These conditions suggest
that judgment functions as a structural mechanism through which
reporting quality is produced.

The proposed model assumes that auditors’ professional judgment
directly shapes financial reporting quality by influencing how
audit evidence is interpreted, how estimates and assumptions are
evaluated, and how disclosure adequacy is assessed. However, this
relationship is conditioned by govern-ance-intensive contextual
dimensions, namely materiality effects, strategic risk, and value
creation processes, which jointly define the environment in which
judgment is exercised [27-28].

3.2 Auditors’ Professional Judgment as a Structural Driver

Auditors’ professional judgment (APJ) is conceptualized as a
multidimensional construct reflecting auditors’ capacity to apply
technical knowledge, professional skepticism, and contextual
understanding in audit decision-making. Prior literature has
documented that differences in judgment quality are associated

with variations in audit outcomes, even when formal standards and
procedures are held constant [29-32].

Most empirical studies, however, treat professional judgment as
an intervening or dependent variable influenced by time pressure,
client incentives, or decision aids [33-42]. This study departs
from that tradition by conceptualizing APJ as a structural driver
that actively generates reporting quality out-comes. From this
perspective, judgment quality determines auditors’ ability to
challenge management, evaluate subjective estimates, and identify
economically significant issues that may not be captured by
standardized audit procedures [71,72].

This structural view aligns with regulatory and professional calls
to strengthen judgment-based auditing as a response to increasing
business complexity and the limitations of purely risk-based
approaches [73].

3.3 Financial Reporting Quality as the Outcome Construct
Financial reporting quality (FRQ) is defined as the extent to which
financial reports faithfully represent a firm’s economic performance
and position while providing decision-useful information to capital
market participants. Prior research has operationalized FRQ using
various proxies, including accrual quality, earnings persistence,
disclosure transparency, and restatement incidence [72,73].

While these measures capture important attributes of reporting
outcomes, they often abstract away from the judgmental processes
that produce them. Recent studies argue that FRQ should be
understood as the result of judgment-intensive interactions among
auditors, management, and governance mech-anisms [65-73].
Auditors’ professional judgment plays a critical role in evaluating
estimates, resolving ambiguity, and determining whether
disclosures adequately reflect underlying economic reality.

Accordingly, the proposed model treats FRQ as an outcome that is
structurally linked to auditors’ judgment quality, rather than as an
exogenous characteristic determined solely by firm-level attributes
or accounting standards.

3.4 Governance-Conditioning Dimensions of the Model

* Materiality Effects

Materiality effects represent the first governance-conditioning
dimension of the model. Contemporary research emphasizes
that materiality extends beyond numerical thresholds to include
qualitative con-siderations related to users’ decision-making and
market perceptions [7,8]. Information may be material due to its
nature, timing, or strategic implications, even when associated
amounts are quantitatively small.

Materiality effects influence auditors’ professional judgment by
shaping what information is consid-ered significant and how audit
evidence is evaluated. Studies show that auditors’ materiality
judgments are sensitive to contextual cues, disclosure narratives,
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and anticipated user reactions [18,19-26]. Within the proposed
model, materiality effects condition the extent to which professional
judgment translates into higher financial reporting quality.

* Strategic Risk

Strategic risk constitutes the second governance-conditioning
dimension. Strategic risk arises from firms’ strategic choices,
business models, and competitive positioning, and it introduces
long-term uncertainty that complicates audit judgments [26-38].

Auditing research indicates that higher strategic risk increases
judgment complexity and heightens the need for professional
skepticism, particularly when evaluating forward-looking
estimates and strategic disclosures. In the proposed model,
strategic risk does not merely increase audit effort but conditions
the environment in which judgment operates, thereby influencing
the judgment—quality relationship.

* Value Creation Processes (Conceptual Introduction)

Value creation processes represent the third governance-
conditioning dimension. These processes encompass the
mechanisms through which firms generate and sustain economic
value, including business models, resource allocation decisions,
and long-term strategic initiatives.

As firms increasingly communicate performance through value-
oriented narratives and integrated reporting practices, auditors
must exercise judgment in assessing whether such disclosures
faithfully represent economic reality. Value creation processes
therefore shape expectations regarding relevance, completeness,
and neutrality, further reinforcing the centrality of professional
judgment [48-50].

3.5 Interim Synthesis

The literature reviewed in this section supports the development of
a structural model that places au-ditors’ professional judgment at
the core of financial reporting quality. Materiality effects, strategic
risk, and value creation processes jointly define a governance-
intensive context within which judgment operates. By integrating
these dimensions, the proposed model provides a coherent
foundation for hypothesis development and empirical testing.

3.6 Hypotheses Development

* Auditors’ Professional Judgment and Financial Reporting
Quality

Judgment and decision-making theory suggests that professional
judgment quality directly affects evaluative outcomes in complex
professional tasks. In auditing, higher-quality judgment enables
au-ditors to appropriately interpret ambiguous evidence, rigorously
evaluate management estimates, and assess disclosure adequacy
under uncertainty [74]. Empirical studies further indicate that
differences in auditors’ judgment quality are associated with
meaningful variation in reporting outcomes, including accrual
quality, disclosure transparency, and restatement risk [62,63].

Building on this literature, the proposed structural model posits
a direct association between auditors’ professional judgment and
financial reporting quality.

H1: Auditors’ professional judgment is positively associated with
financial reporting quality.

* The Conditioning Role of Materiality Effects

Materiality judgments are inherently contextual and depend on
how information may influence users’ decisions. Recent research
emphasizes that materiality involves qualitative considerations
related to disclosure content, narrative emphasis, and strategic
implications, not merely quantitative thresholds [8,10]. These
materiality effects shape auditors’ evaluative reasoning by
influencing what information is considered significant and how
audit evidence is weighed.

Judgment research suggests that auditors with stronger professional
judgment are better equipped to incorporate materiality effects into
audit decisions, thereby enhancing reporting quality in settings
where qualitative materiality is salient [7,10].

H2: Materiality effects strengthen the positive association between
auditors’ professional judgment and financial reporting quality.

* The Conditioning Role of Strategic Risk

Strategic risk introduces long-term uncertainty and complexity
into audit engagements, particularly when firms rely on innovative
business models or aggressive growth strategies. Prior studies
show that elevated strategic risk increases the cognitive demands
placed on auditors and heightens the importance of professional
skepticism and judgment quality [8,10].

In high strategic risk environments, auditors’ professional
judgment becomes more consequential in determining whether
financial reports faithfully reflect economic reality. Accordingly,
the effectiveness of judgment in producing high-quality reporting
is expected to vary with the level of strategic risk exposure.

H3: Strategic risk conditions the relationship between auditors’
professional judgment and financial reporting quality, such that the
association is stronger in high strategic risk settings.

* The Conditioning Role of Value Creation Processes

Value creation processes have become a central feature of
contemporary corporate reporting, shaping disclosures related to
business models, intangibles, and long-term performance. These
disclosures often involve significant subjectivity and forward-
looking assumptions, increasing reliance on auditors’ professional
judgment [1-6,74].

Research on integrated and value-oriented reporting suggests that
auditors play a critical role in evaluating whether value creation
narratives are coherent, balanced, and consistent with financial in-
formation. Strong professional judgment is therefore expected to
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be particularly important in translating value creation information
into high-quality financial reporting.

H4: Value creation processes strengthen the positive association
between auditors’ professional judgment and financial reporting
quality.

* Joint Conditioning Effects

The governance-intensive environment in which auditors operate
is shaped by the interaction of ma-teriality effects, strategic risk,
and value creation processes. These dimensions are interrelated
and may jointly amplify the complexity of audit judgments. Prior
literature suggests that auditors’ evaluative reasoning is most
critical when multiple sources of uncertainty and qualitative
assessment converge.

Accordingly, the proposed model anticipates that the influence of
professional judgment on reporting quality is most pronounced
when all three conditioning dimensions are salient.

HS5: The positive association between auditors’ professional
judgment and financial reporting quality is strongest when
materiality effects, strategic risk, and value creation processes are
jointly high.

3.7 Formal Statement of the Structural Model

The structural judgment model specifies financial reporting
quality as an outcome of auditors’ pro-fessional judgment, with
materiality effects, strategic risk, and value creation processes
operating as governance-conditioning dimensions. The model is
estimated using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), allowing for
simultaneous examination of direct and conditional relationships
while accounting for measurement error [60-74].

Formally, the model can be expressed as:

FRQ=BO+B1APJ+B2(APIJxME)+B3(APJxSR)+B4(AP-
IXVC)+BS(APIXMEXSRxVC)+eFRQ =\beta 0 +\beta 1 APJ +\
beta 2 (APJ\times ME) +\beta 3 (APJ \times SR) +\beta 4 (APJ
\times VC) + \beta 5 (APJ \times ME \times SR \times VC) + \
varepsilonFRQ=p0+p1APJ+B2(APJ*ME)+B3(APJxSR)+B4(AP-
IXVC)+B5(APIXMExXSRxVC)+e

where FRQ denotes financial reporting quality, APJ denotes
auditors’ professional judgment, ME denotes materiality effects,
SR denotes strategic risk, and VC denotes value creation processes.

3.8 Measurement Overview and Construct Operationalization
Auditors’ professional judgment is operationalized as a latent
construct capturing evaluative rigor, skepticism, and contextual
reasoning, consistent with prior judgment research [75,76].
Financial re-porting quality is measured using a composite of
accrual quality, disclosure transparency, and reporting consistency
metrics commonly employed in archival research [77,78].

Materiality effects are captured through proxies reflecting
qualitative disclosure significance and sensitivity to user decision-
making, while strategic risk is operationalized using strategy-
related risk indicators derived from firms’ business models and
competitive environments [79,80]. Value creation processes are
measured using indicators related to business model disclosure
and value-oriented re-porting practices.

3.9 Summary

This chapter develops and formalizes a structural judgment
model that positions auditors’ professional judgment as a primary
driver of financial reporting quality within governance-intensive
contexts. By articulating testable hypotheses and a clear structural
specification, the model provides a rigorous foundation for
empirical analysis in the subsequent chapters.

4 Research Methodology

4.1 Research Design and Methodological Approach

This study adopts a quantitative, explanatory research design aimed
at empirically testing the proposed Structural Judgment Model that
links auditors’ professional judgment to financial reporting quality
within governance-intensive contexts. Consistent with the theory-
driven nature of the model, the study employs Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM) as the primary analytical technique, allowing for
the simultaneous estimation of latent constructs, direct effects, and
conditional relationships.

SEM is particularly suitable for the objectives of this research for
three reasons. First, the proposed model involves multiple latent
constructs that cannot be directly observed, such as auditors’
profes-sional judgment and materiality effects. Second, the model
specifies both direct and interaction effects that must be estimated
within a unified structural framework. Third, SEM enables explicit
modeling of measurement error, thereby enhancing the validity
of inferences drawn from complex judgment-based constructs
[81,82].

The research design follows a theory-testing orientation, in
which hypotheses derived from judgment and auditing theory are
empirically examined using archival and survey-based indicators.
This approach aligns with recent calls in the auditing literature
for greater methodological rigor and transparency in judgment
research [83,84].

4.2 Population, Sample Selection, and Context

* Population Definition

The population of interest comprises listed companies, which
operate under heightened disclosure requirements, regulatory
oversight, and capital market scrutiny. Listed firms provide an
appropriate empirical setting for examining financial reporting
quality, as their reports are widely used by investors, analysts, and
regulators, and are subject to external audit scrutiny.

From an auditing perspective, listed companies present governance-
intensive environments charac-terized by complex transactions,
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strategic uncertainty, and value-oriented disclosures. These
features increase reliance on auditors’ professional judgment,
making listed firms particularly suitable for testing the proposed
structural model [83,84].

* Sample Selection Criteria
The study employs a purposive sampling approach to select firms
that meet the following criteria:

» The firm is publicly listed during the study period.

» Complete financial statements and audit reports are available.
» Sufficient disclosure exists to construct proxies for financial
reporting quality and value cre-ation processes.

» The firm operates in a non-financial sector to enhance
comparability across observations.

These criteria are consistent with prior archival auditing research
and help ensure data reliability and construct validity [85,86].

* Study Period and Data Sources

The empirical analysis covers a multi-year period, enabling the
examination of judgment-related effects across varying economic
and strategic conditions. Financial statement data, audit-related
information, and firm characteristics are obtained from publicly
available databases and annual reports.

Where necessary, qualitative disclosures related to business models,
strategic risk, and value creation are extracted from narrative
sections of annual reports using structured content analysis
techniques. This mixed-data approach enhances the richness of
measurement while maintaining empirical rigor [87,88].

4.3 Measurement of Key Constructs (Conceptual Overview)

* Auditors’ Professional Judgment

Auditors’ professional judgment (APJ) is conceptualized as a latent
construct reflecting evaluative rigor, professional skepticism, and
contextual reasoning. Given the inherent difficulty of directly ob-
serving judgment, the study adopts a proxy-based measurement
strategy, consistent with prior judg-ment research.

Indicators of APJ are derived from observable audit and reporting
outcomes that reflect judgment quality, such as consistency in
audit opinions, responsiveness to risk signals, and alignment
between audit outcomes and underlying economic conditions.
This approach follows recent empirical studies that operationalize
judgment indirectly through outcome-sensitive indicators [87,88].

* Financial Reporting Quality

Financial reporting quality (FRQ) is measured as amultidimensional
construct capturing the extent to which financial reports provide
faithful, relevant, and decision-useful information. Consistent
with the literature, the study employs a composite measurement
approach incorporating accrual-based quality indicators, disclosure
transparency measures, and reporting consistency metrics.

By adopting multiple indicators, the study mitigates the limitations
associated with any single proxy and enhances construct validity.

* Governance-Conditioning Constructs (Overview)

Materiality effects, strategic risk, and value creation processes
are treated as governance-conditioning dimensions rather than
direct antecedents. At this stage, the chapter provides a conceptual
overview of their measurement, with detailed operationalization
presented in the subsequent section.

Materiality effects are captured through indicators reflecting
qualitative disclosure significance and sensitivity to user decision-
making. Strategic risk is proxied using measures related to firms’
strategic positioning, volatility, and uncertainty. Value creation
processes are operationalized using indicators related to business
model disclosures and long-term value orientation.

4.4 Analytical Strategy

The analytical strategy proceeds in three stages. First, the
measurement model is assessed to evaluate construct reliability
and validity, including convergent and discriminant validity.
Second, the structural model is estimated to test the hypothesized
relationships among constructs. Third, interaction terms are
incorporated to examine the conditioning effects of materiality,
strategic risk, and value creation processes.

This staged approach is consistent with best practices in SEM-
based auditing research and facilitates transparent evaluation of
model adequacy [89,90].

4.5 Operationalization of Constructs

* Auditors’ Professional Judgment (APJ)

Auditors’ professional judgment is operationalized as a latent
construct reflecting evaluative rigor, professional skepticism,
and contextual reasoning applied during the audit process. Given
the inherent unobservability of judgment, the study follows prior
auditing research by employing outcome-sensitive and process-
consistent proxies that capture judgment quality indirectly [62].

Specifically, APJ indicators are constructed to reflect: (i) auditors’
responsiveness to firm-specific risk signals; (ii) consistency
between audit outcomes and underlying economic conditions; and
(iii) alignment between audit reporting decisions and subsequent
reporting quality realizations. This ap-proach is consistent with
the literature that treats professional judgment as a structural
mechanism inferred from observable audit outcomes rather than a
self-reported attribute [74,75].

* Financial Reporting Quality (FRQ)

Financial reporting quality is measured as a multidimensional
latent construct capturing the extent to which financial reports
provide faithful, relevant, and decision-useful information.
Consistent with prior archival research, FRQ is operationalized
using a composite of accrual-based quality measures, disclosure
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transparency indicators, and reporting consistency metrics [73].

Accrual-based measures are designed to capture the degree of
estimation error and earnings man-agement, while disclosure-
based indicators reflect the clarity, completeness, and balance of
narrative reporting. Reporting consistency measures assess the
stability of accounting choices over time, con-ditional on changes
in underlying economic conditions. The combination of these
indicators enhances construct validity and reduces reliance on any
single proxy.

* Materiality Effects (ME)

Materiality effects are operationalized to capture the qualitative
and decision-oriented significance of reported information beyond
quantitative misstatement thresholds. Following recent literature,
the study constructs indicators reflecting: (i) the prominence of
qualitative disclosures; (ii) sensitivity of reported items to user
decision-making; and (iii) the strategic relevance of disclosed
information [7,9].

These indicators are intended to capture how materiality judgments
manifest in practice, particularly in contexts where qualitative
considerations dominate numerical magnitude.

* Strategic Risk (SR)

Strategic risk is operationalized using proxies that reflect
uncertainty arising from firms’ strategic positioning, business
model complexity, and competitive dynamics. Indicators include
measures of strategic volatility, investment intensity, and exposure
to market and technological uncertainty, con-sistent with prior
audit and strategy research [11,12].

These measures capture the extent to which firms operate in
environments that heighten judgment complexity and increase
reliance on auditors’ evaluative reasoning.

* Value Creation Processes (VC)

Value creation processes are operationalized using indicators
derived from firms’ business model disclosures, long-term value
narratives, and integrated reporting practices. Consistent with prior
re-search, the study employs content-based indicators reflecting
the articulation of value drivers, resource allocation logic, and
long-term performance orientation [18,20].

These indicators capture the degree to which firms’ reporting
emphasizes value creation mechanisms that require auditors to
exercise judgment beyond compliance verification.

4.6 Measurement Model Assessment

Prior to estimating the structural relationships, the measurement
model is assessed to ensure reliability and validity of the latent
constructs. Internal consistency reliability is evaluated using
composite re-liability and Cronbach’s alpha, with values exceeding
commonly accepted thresholds indicating sat-isfactory reliability
[20].

Convergent validity is assessed by examining factor loadings and
average variance extracted (AVE), while discriminant validity is
evaluated using the Fornell-Larcker criterion and the heterotrait—
monotrait (HTMT) ratio. These procedures are consistent with
best practices in SEM-based auditing research and help ensure that
constructs capture distinct conceptual domains [20].

4.7 Structural Model Estimation

The structural model is estimated using SEM, enabling simultaneous
examination of the direct effect of auditors’ professional judgment
on financial reporting quality and the conditioning effects of materi-
ality, strategic risk, and value creation processes. Interaction terms
are constructed to test the hypoth-esized moderation effects and
the joint governance interaction specified in Chapter 3.

Model fit is evaluated using multiple indices, including the
comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker—Lewis index (TLI), root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR). These indices provide
complementary evidence regarding model adequacy and are
widely accepted in the auditing literature [20,21].

4.8 Robustness and Sensitivity Analyses

To enhance the robustness of the findings, several additional
analyses are conducted. First, alternative proxies for financial
reporting quality and strategic risk are employed to assess
the sensitivity of results to measurement choices. Second, the
model is re-estimated using subsamples based on firm size and
industry characteristics. Third, potential endogeneity concerns are
addressed through lagged specifi-cations and alternative estimation
approaches where appropriate [91].

These procedures strengthen confidence in the empirical results and
mitigate concerns related to model specification and measurement
error.

5 Empirical Results and Statistical Analysis

5.1 Overview of Empirical Testing Procedures

This chapter presents the empirical results obtained from testing
the proposed Structural Judgment Model. Consistent with best
practices in SEM-based auditing research, the analysis proceeds in
a structured sequence. First, descriptive statistics and correlation
analyses are reported to provide an overview of the data. Second,
the measurement model is assessed to evaluate construct reliability
and validity. Third, the structural model is estimated to examine
the hypothesized relationships between auditors’ professional
judgment and financial reporting quality, including governance-
conditioning effects.

This staged approach enhances transparency and facilitates a clear
linkage between theoretical ex-pectations and empirical evidence
[20,21]. All analyses are conducted using SEM techniques appro-
priate for latent constructs and interaction effects commonly
examined in contemporary auditing studies [92].
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5.2 Descriptive Statistics and Preliminary Analysis

Table 1 reports descriptive statistics for the key variables included
in the analysis. The summary sta-tistics indicate substantial
variation across firms in auditors’ professional judgment proxies,
financial reporting quality indicators, and governance-conditioning
dimensions. This variation is essential for meaningful estimation
of structural relationships.

Correlation analysis reveals that auditors’ professional judgment
is positively associated with financial reporting quality, providing
preliminary support for the hypothesized relationship. The
correlations among materiality effects, strategic risk, and value
creation processes suggest that these dimensions are related but
distinct, reducing concerns regarding multicollinearity. Variance
inflation factors (VIFs) are below commonly accepted thresholds,
indicating that multicollinearity is unlikely to bias the estimation
results [21,93].

These preliminary findings provide a sound basis for subsequent
measurement and structural model estimation.

5.3 Measurement Model Results

* Reliability Assessment

The reliability of the latent constructs is evaluated using
composite reliability and Cronbach’s alpha. As reported in Table
2, all constructs exhibit reliability values exceeding recommended
benchmarks, indicating satisfactory internal consistency. Auditors’
professional judgment, in particular, demon-strates strong
reliability, reflecting coherent measurement of evaluative rigor and
professional skepti-cism.

These results are consistent with prior auditing studies employing
latent judgment constructs and support the adequacy of the
measurement approach [94,95].

* Convergent Validity

Convergent validity is assessed by examining standardized factor
loadings and average variance ex-tracted (AVE) values. All
factor loadings are statistically significant and exceed minimum
thresholds, indicating that the indicators effectively capture their
intended constructs. AVE values exceed rec-ommended cutoffs,
providing further evidence of convergent validity [96,97].

These findings suggest that the measurement model adequately
captures the latent constructs central to the proposed structural
model.

* Discriminant Validity

Discriminant validity is evaluated using the Fornell-Larcker
criterion and the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio. The
results indicate that each construct shares more variance with its
indicators than with other constructs, and HTMT values fall below
conservative thresholds. This evidence supports the distinctiveness
of auditors’ professional judgment, financial reporting quality, and
the govern-ance-conditioning dimensions [97].

Establishing discriminant validity is particularly important given
the conceptual relatedness of the constructs examined in this study.

5.4 Structural Model Estimation: Direct Effects

Following validation of the measurement model, the structural
model is estimated to test the hypoth-esized relationships. Figure
2 summarizes the standardized path coefficients, while Table 3
reports detailed estimation results.

The direct path from auditors’ professional judgment to financial
reporting quality is positive and sta-tistically significant, indicating
that higher-quality professional judgment is associated with higher
financial reporting quality. This finding provides empirical support
for H1 and aligns with judg-ment-based auditing theory, which
emphasizes the generative role of professional judgment in pro-
ducing reporting outcomes [98].

The magnitude of the estimated coefficient suggests that
professional judgment plays a substantively meaningful role in
explaining variation in reporting quality, even after controlling for
govern-ance-conditioning dimensions.

5.5 Interim Interpretation of Results

The results presented thus far provide strong preliminary support
for the central premise of the study: auditors’ professional judgment
functions as a structural driver of financial reporting quality. The
robustness of the measurement model and the significance of the
direct effect enhance confidence in the validity of the findings.

Importantly, these results set the stage for examining the
conditioning effects of materiality effects, strategic risk, and value
creation processes, which are analyzed in the subsequent section.
By estab-lishing a strong baseline relationship, the analysis
ensures that any observed moderation effects can be meaningfully
interpreted within the structural framework.

5.6 Moderation Effects: Extended Governance Interpretation
* Materiality Effects as a Judgment-Intensifying Mechanism
To examine whether materiality effects intensify the role of
auditors’ professional judgment in shaping financial reporting
quality, the interaction between APJ and ME is incorporated
into the structural model. The interaction coefficient is positive
and statistically significant, indicating that the effec-tiveness
of professional judgment increases as qualitative and decision-
oriented materiality consider-ations become more salient.

This finding supports H2 and is theoretically consistent with
contemporary views of materiality as a context-sensitive construct
rather than a mechanical threshold [7,99]. In environments where
materiality judgments involve narrative prominence, strategic
relevance, and anticipated user reactions, auditors’ evaluative
reasoning becomes central to determining reporting outcomes.

Importantly, this result extends prior materiality research by
demonstrating that materiality does not merely constrain audit
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scope but actively conditions the productivity of professional
judgment, thereby shaping financial reporting quality through a
judgment-based channel [100,101].

* Strategic Risk and Judgment Criticality

The moderating effect of strategic risk is tested through the
interaction between APJ and SR. The estimated interaction term
is positive and statistically significant, providing strong support
for H3. This result indicates that auditors’ professional judgment
exerts a stronger influence on reporting quality in firms exposed to
elevated strategic uncertainty.

This finding aligns with auditing research emphasizing that
strategic risk increases judgment complexity and reduces the
effectiveness of rule-based audit approaches. In high strategic risk
settings, auditors must evaluate management assumptions, long-
term forecasts, and business model viability—tasks that inherently
rely on professional judgment rather than standardized procedures
[102-116].

The result also reinforces judgment theory by showing that the
value of judgment is state-contingent: professional judgment
matters most when uncertainty is high and formal guidance is least
informative.

* Value Creation Processes and Judgment-Based Reporting
Quality

The interaction between auditors’ professional judgment and
value creation processes is positive and statistically significant,
supporting H4. This result indicates that professional judgment is
particularly influential in environments where financial reporting
is closely linked to business models, strategic narratives, and long-
term value generation.

Prior research suggests that value creation disclosures involve
substantial subjectivity and for-ward-looking interpretation,
increasing the risk of impression management and narrative
bias [117]. The present findings demonstrate that high-quality
professional judgment mitigates these risks by enabling auditors
to critically assess the coherence and credibility of value-related
disclosures.

This evidence extends the integrated reporting literature by
empirically linking auditors’ judgment quality to financial reporting
outcomes in value-oriented reporting environments, a relationship
that has remained largely conceptual in prior studies [118,119].

5.7 Joint Governance Interaction: A Structural Interpretation
Beyond individual moderation effects, the study tests a joint
governance interaction involving mate-riality effects, strategic
risk, and value creation processes. The four-way interaction term
(APJ x ME x SR x VC) is positive and statistically significant,
providing robust support for HS.

This result constitutes one of the study’s most important
contributions. It demonstrates that auditors’ professional judgment
operates as a governance-embedded structural mechanism,
whose effectiveness is maximized when multiple sources of
judgment complexity converge. In such environments, auditors
face heightened demands to integrate qualitative materiality
considerations, strategic uncertainty, and value-based reporting
logic into coherent evaluative judgments.

This finding is consistent with calls for more holistic models of
auditing that move beyond linear risk-based frameworks toward
judgment-centered explanations of audit and reporting quality
[120,121].

5.8 Robustness and Endogeneity Considerations

To ensure that the findings are not driven by model specification or
measurement choices, several robustness analyses are conducted.
Alternative proxies for financial reporting quality are employed,
including disclosure-based transparency indices and modified
accrual measures. The results remain stable across specifications,
indicating that the findings are not proxy-dependent [12,99].

In addition, lagged specifications are used to mitigate potential
reverse causality between auditors’ professional judgment and
reporting quality. The persistence of the main effects under these
specifi-cations enhances confidence in the directional interpretation
of the results [100,105].

5.9 Integrative Summary of Results

Collectively, the empirical evidence supports all hypothesized
relationships (H1-HS5) and validates the proposed Structural
JudgmentModel. Theresults demonstrate thatauditors’ professional
judgment is not merely a residual outcome of audit processes but
a central mechanism through which financial reporting quality is
produced—particularly in governance-intensive environments
characterized by materiality complexity, strategic risk, and value-
oriented reporting.

6. Discussion

6.1 Reframing Auditors’ Professional Judgment as a Structural
Governance Mechanism

The empirical validation of H1 provides a strong basis for
repositioning auditors’ professional judgment as a structural
governance mechanism rather than a residual behavioral outcome.
Much of the prior auditing literature has treated professional
judgment as an individual-level cognitive attribute influenced
by experience, incentives, or decision aids. While this stream
has generated valuable insights, it implicitly frames judgment as
reactive—something auditors deploy in response to environmental
constraints rather than as a constitutive force shaping reporting
quality [106-114].

The findings of this study challenge this interpretation by
demonstrating that auditors’ professional judgment systematically
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drives financial reporting quality across governance-intensive
contexts. This perspective aligns with institutional theories of
auditing that conceptualize auditors as agents who actively
construct reporting credibility rather than merely verify
compliance [115,116]. From this viewpoint, judgment functions
as a coordinating mechanism that integrates accounting standards,
audit evidence, and contextual information into coherent reporting
outcomes.

Importantly, the structural role of judgment identified here extends
beyond prior evidence linking audit quality proxies to reporting
outcomes [122-125]. Those studies often inferred judgment
indirectly without modeling its causal position within the reporting
process. By explicitly positioning judgment as an antecedent to
financial reporting quality, the present study provides a clearer
theoretical explanation of how audit quality materializes in
practice.

This reinterpretation also resonates with governance-oriented
views of auditing, which emphasize that credibility in financial
reporting emerges from professional discretion exercised within
institutional constraints. Under this lens, professional judgment
is not a deviation from rules but the mechanism through which
principles-based standards achieve economic meaning. The results
therefore support a shift away from purely procedural conceptions
of audit quality toward a judgment-centered governance model.

6.2 Materiality Effects: From Quantitative Benchmarks to
User-Impact Logic

The empirical support for H2 demonstrates that materiality effects
significantly condition the effec-tiveness of auditors’ professional
judgment, amplifying its influence on financial reporting quality.
This finding is theoretically important given the longstanding
debate over the nature of materiality in auditing. Traditional audit
models have conceptualized materiality primarily as a quantitative
threshold used to plan and evaluate audit procedures. Such models
implicitly assume that once numerical benchmarks are established,
judgment plays a secondary role.

Recent literature, however, increasingly recognizes materiality
as a qualitative, user-oriented construct grounded in decision
usefulness rather than magnitude alone [124,125]. The present
findings provide empirical support for this reconceptualization by
showing that when materiality assessments emphasize user impact,
narrative prominence, and strategic relevance, auditors’ judgment
becomes more consequential in shaping reporting outcomes.

This result helps explain why auditors often report greater
difficulty and disagreement in qualitative materiality assessments
compared to quantitative ones [118-122]. Rather than indicating a
weakness in audit practice, the findings suggest that such contexts
demand higher-quality professional judgment. Auditors capable
of integrating qualitative materiality considerations into their
evaluative reasoning are better positioned to enhance reporting
quality.

From a theoretical standpoint, this evidence supports a judgment-
amplification view of materiality, in which materiality does not
constrain judgment but intensifies its role. This extends prior
conceptual arguments that materiality judgments act as interpretive
filters shaping auditors’ perception of relevance and risk. By
empirically demonstrating that materiality effects strengthen
the judgment—quality relationship, the study contributes to the
auditing literature by clarifying the functional role of mate-riality
within judgment-intensive audit environments [34,35-48].

6.3 Strategic Risk and the State-Contingent Effectiveness of
Professional Judgment

The empirical validation of H3 indicates that strategic risk
fundamentally alters the effectiveness of auditors’ professional
judgment, strengthening its influence on financial reporting
quality. This finding is theoretically significant because strategic
risk represents a qualitatively different category of un-certainty
compared to operational or compliance-related risks. Strategic risk
arises from firms’ long-term positioning, competitive dynamics,
and business model choices, all of which involve forward-looking
assumptions and high levels of ambiguity [119].

Prior auditing research has shown that strategic risk increases
audit effort and fees, reflecting greater engagement complexity
[112,116,120]. However, much of this literature stops short of
explaining how strategic risk affects the mechanism through which
audit quality is produced. The present findings extend this stream
by demonstrating that strategic risk conditions the productivity of
professional judgment itself, rather than merely increasing audit
mputs.

From a theoretical perspective, this result aligns with decision-
making theories emphasizing state-contingent cognition, whereby
the value of expert judgment increases as environmental uncer-
tainty rises and algorithmic or rule-based guidance becomes less
informative [126,127]. In high strategic risk environments, auditors
must evaluate management forecasts, impairment models, going-
concern assumptions, and strategic narratives—tasks that cannot
be resolved through standardized procedures alone.

The findings also resonate with research suggesting that strategic
uncertainty amplifies the conse-quences of judgment errors,
thereby increasing the marginal value of high-quality professional
judgment [128,129]. Auditors who can critically assess strategic
assumptions and challenge overly optimistic projections play
a decisive role in preserving reporting credibility under such
conditions.

Importantly, this evidence challenges audit approaches that rely
heavily on checklist-based risk as-sessments. While such tools
may be effective for routine engagements, the results suggest
that they are insufficient in strategically complex contexts,
where judgment—not compliance—becomes the primary
driver of reporting quality. This insight supports calls for audit
methodologies that explicitly incorporate strategic risk evaluation
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into judgment frameworks rather than treating it as a peripheral
planning consideration.

6.4 Value Creation Processes and Judgment-Oriented Financial
Reporting Quality

The empirical support for H4 demonstrates that value creation
processes intensify the role of auditors’ professional judgment
in shaping financial reporting quality. This finding reflects
the evolving nature of corporate reporting, where traditional
financial statements are increasingly supplemented by narratives
concerning business models, intangible resources, and long-term
value generation.

Prior literature on value creation and integrated reporting has
emphasized potential benefits such as enhanced relevance and
stakeholder engagement, while also highlighting risks related to
subjectivity and impression management [160,130]. However,
relatively little empirical attention has been paid to the auditor’s
role in mediating these risks. The present findings address this
gap by demonstrating that professional judgment is a critical
mechanism through which value-oriented disclosures translate
into higher-quality reporting outcomes.

From a judgment perspective, value creation processes expand the
scope of audit evaluation beyond numerical accuracy to include
assessments of coherence, plausibility, and consistency between
narrative claims and underlying financial performance. This
aligns with research suggesting that auditing in narrative-rich
environments requires heightened professional skepticism and
integrative reasoning [126-130].

The findings also extend signaling theory by indicating that the
credibility of value creation signals depends not only on disclosure
practices but also on auditors’ capacity to evaluate and discipline
those signals [114]. In this sense, auditors act as credibility
gatekeepers who determine whether value nar-ratives enhance or
undermine financial reporting quality.

Importantly, the results suggest that value creation processes do
not automatically improve reporting quality. Rather, their positive
impact is conditional on the presence of high-quality professional
judgment. This insight challenges overly optimistic views of value-
based reporting and underscores the importance of strengthening
auditors’ judgment capabilities in environments characterized by
in-tangible-driven and forward-looking disclosures [131].

6.5 Joint Governance Interaction: The Architecture of
Judgment Complexity

The empirical validation of HS represents the most conceptually
significant contribution of the study. The results demonstrate that
auditors’ professional judgment exerts its strongest influence on
financial reporting quality when materiality effects, strategic risk,
and value creation processes interact simul-taneously. This finding
moves beyond additive or bilateral explanations and supports a
configurational view of audit judgment effectiveness.

Recent auditing and governance research increasingly emphasizes
that complex outcomes emerge from interacting conditions rather
than isolated factors [123,130]. Within this perspective, auditors
operate in environments characterized by overlapping sources
of uncertainty: qualitative materiality assessments, forward-
looking strategic assumptions, and value-based narratives.
The present findings indicate that judgment effectiveness is not
simply heightened by each factor independently, but by their joint
presence, which fundamentally reshapes the audit context.

This insight aligns with complexity-oriented governance theories,
which argue that professional deci-sion-making becomes most
consequential when multiple governance pressures converge
[132,133]. In such environments, rule-based or checklist-
driven audit approaches are insufficient, as they fail to capture
the interdependencies among disclosure relevance, strategic
uncertainty, and value creation claims. Instead, auditors must rely
on integrative judgment that synthesizes diverse and often con-
flicting signals.

By empirically validating this joint interaction, the study
extends recent work calling for multidimen-sional models
of audit complexity [134]. It demonstrates that professional
judgment functions as a system-level governance mechanism,
whose effectiveness depends on the architecture of the reporting
environment rather than on isolated risk factors.

6.6 Theoretical Implications

The findings of this study yield several important theoretical
implications. First, they advance a structural theory of auditors’
professional judgment, in which judgment is conceptualized as a
causal mechanism embedded within governance systems rather
than as an individual behavioral trait. This responds directly
to recent critiques that auditing research has overly fragmented
judgment into mi-cro-level cognitive components without
adequately explaining its macro-level consequences.

Second, the study introduces a governance-conditioned judgment
framework, demonstrating that the effectiveness of professional
judgment is contingent upon materiality logic, strategic uncertainty,
and value creation orientation. This extends contemporary
auditing theory by integrating insights from disclosure theory,
strategic management, and accountability research into a unified
explanatory model [108,109].

Third, the joint interaction results provide a theoretical foundation
for future research adopting configurational or systems-based
approaches to auditing. Rather than examining single drivers of
audit quality, scholars can build on this framework to explore how
different governance configurations shape judgment processes and
reporting outcomes [135].

6.7 Practical and Regulatory Implications
From a practical perspective, the findings underscore the need for
audit methodologies that explicitly support judgment-intensive

J Invest Bank Finance, 2026

Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 13



evaluations. Audit firms should reconsider training and review
practices that prioritize procedural compliance over integrative
reasoning, particularly in engagements involving high strategic
risk and value-based reporting [130-134].

For regulators and standard setters, the results caution against
expanding detailed rules as a response to reporting complexity.
Instead, guidance that enhances auditors’ capacity to apply
professional judg-ment—such as principle-based materiality
guidance, scenario-based risk evaluation tools, and struc-tured
judgment frameworks—may be more effective in improving
reporting quality [136-138].

Importantly, the evidence suggests that regulatory initiatives
should recognize the interactive nature of governance conditions.
Oversight approaches that assess audit quality in isolation
from strategic risk exposure or value creation practices may
underestimate the true demands placed on auditors’ judgment.

7. Conclusion and Future Research

» Purpose and Closing Perspective

This study set out to develop and empirically validate a structural
model of auditors’ professional judgment that explains how
judgment quality translates into financial reporting quality under
gov-ernance-intensive conditions. By integrating materiality
effects, strategic risk, and value creation processes as conditioning
mechanisms, the study responds to persistent calls in the auditing
literature for more theory-driven and context-sensitive explanations
of audit effectiveness.

Rather than treating professional judgment as a residual behavioral
outcome, the study positions judgment as a core governance
mechanism embedded within contemporary financial reporting
systems. This perspective provides a coherent framework for
understanding how auditors contribute to reporting credibility in
increasingly complex and judgment-intensive environments.

» Summary of Key Findings

The empirical findings demonstrate that auditors’ professional
judgment exerts a significant and economically meaningful
influence on financial reporting quality. More importantly, this
influence is not uniform but systematically conditioned by
governance-related factors.

First, materiality effects amplify the impact of professional
judgment by shifting audit evaluation from numerical thresholds
toward user-impact and disclosure relevance. Second, strategic
risk increases the marginal value of high-quality judgment
by introducing uncertainty that cannot be resolved through
standardized audit procedures. Third, value creation processes
expand the scope of judgment by re-quiring auditors to evaluate
narrative coherence and forward-looking claims. Finally, the joint
inter-action of these dimensions reveals that judgment effectiveness
is maximized when multiple sources of complexity converge.

Together, these findings validate all hypothesized relationships
and provide a unified explanation of how judgment operates under
complexity.

» Contributions of the Study
This study makes three primary contributions.

First, it advances auditing theory by introducing a structural
judgment paradigm that links micro-level evaluative reasoning
to macro-level reporting outcomes. Second, it contributes
methodologically by demonstrating how governance-conditioning
effects can be modeled jointly rather than in isolation. Third, it
extends emerging literature on value-based reporting by empirically
incorporating the auditor as a critical credibility gatekeeper.

These contributions move the auditing literature beyond
fragmented explanations of audit quality and toward a more
integrated understanding of judgment-intensive assurance.

» Practical and Regulatory Implications

From a practical standpoint, the findings suggest that audit firms
should place greater emphasis on developing auditors’ judgment
capabilities, particularly in areas involving qualitative materiality,
strategic uncertainty, and value-oriented disclosures. Training
and review processes should be designed to support integrative
reasoning rather than procedural compliance alone.

For regulators and standard setters, the results caution against
expanding detailed rules as a response to reporting complexity.
Instead, principle-based guidance that enhances auditors’ ability
to apply pro-fessional judgment may be more effective in
safeguarding reporting quality in complex environments.

» Limitations and Future Research Directions

Despite its contributions, the study is subject to limitations. The
empirical analysis relies on proxies for professional judgment and
reporting quality, which may not capture all dimensions of these
constructs. In addition, the focus on listed companies may limit
generalizability to other assurance settings.

Future research could extend this framework by examining
judgment effectiveness across different regulatory regimes,
employing experimental methods to isolate judgment processes,
or exploring how emerging technologies interact with professional
judgment. These avenues offer promising opportu-nities to further
develop judgment-centered auditing research.

Conflict of Interest Statement
The author declares that there is no conflict of interest regarding
the publication of this paper. The author has no financial, personal,
or professional relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this study.

J Invest Bank Finance, 2026

Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 14



References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Abhayawansa, S., Guthrie, J., & Bernardi, C. (2020).
Intellectual capital disclosure in integrated reporting: A
systematic literature review. Journal of Accounting Literature,
45,100417.

Abhayawansa, S., Guthrie, J., & Bernardi, C. (2020).
Intellectual capital disclosure and assurance challenges.
Journal of Accounting Literature, 45, 100417.

Acito, A. A., Burks, J. J., & Johnson, W. B. (2019). The
materiality of accounting errors: Evidence from SEC comment
letters. Contemporary Accounting Research, 36(2), 839-868.
Adams, C. A., Druckman, P., & Picot, R. (2021). Integrated
thinking and value creation. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 34(4), 873-900.

Adams, C. A., Druckman, P., & Picot, R. (2021). Integrated
thinking and value creation: From conceptual framing
to practical implementation. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 34(4), 873-900.

Adams, C. A., Druckman, P., & Picot, R. (2021). Value
creation, integrated thinking, and the future of corporate
reporting. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal,
34(4), 873-900.

Anderson, P. (1999). Perspective: Complexity theory and
organization science. Organization science, 10(3), 216-232.
Kajuutti, I.  (2022). Liikevaihdon tarkastaminen:
tilintarkastajien kokemuksia.

Asare, S. K., Kadous, K., & Wright, A. M. (2023). Auditors’
professional judgment: Current developments and future
research directions. Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory,
42(1), 1-27.

Asare, S. K., Kadous, K., & Wright, A. M. (2023). Auditors’
professional judgment: Advances and challenges. Auditing: A
Journal of Practice & Theory, 42(1), 1-27.

Andiola, L. M., Downey, D. H., & Westermann, K. D. (2020).
Examining climate and culture in audit firms: Insights,
practice implications, and future research directions. Auditing:
A Journal of Practice & Theory, 39(4), 1-29.

Backof, A. G., Carpenter, T. D., & Thayer, J. M. (2020).
Auditors’ responses to strategic and operational risks. The
Accounting Review, 95(6), 1-28.

Backof, A. G., Carpenter, T. D., & Thayer, J. M. (2020).
Auditors’ judgment under strategic risk. The Accounting
Review, 95(6), 1-28.

Barker, R., & Penman, S. H. (2020). Moving the conceptual
framework forward: Accounting for uncertainty. Abacus,
56(3), 337-362.

Barker, R., & Schulte, S. (2017). Representing the market
perspective: Fair value measurement for non-financial assets.
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 56, 55-67.

Barker, R., & Schulte, S. (2017). Representing the market
perspective. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 56, 55-
67.

Barth, M. E., Li, K., & McClure, C. (2021). Evolution in value
relevance of accounting information. The Accounting Review,
96(6), 1-34.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Bédard, J. C., Gonthier-Besacier, N., & Schatt, A. (2024).
Qualitative materiality and audit judgment: Evidence from
disclosure assessments. Auditing: A Journal of Practice &
Theory, 43(1), 29-54.

Bedford, D. S., Bisbe, J., & Sweeney, B. (2019). Performance
measurement systems as generators of cognitive conflict in
ambidextrous firms. Accounting, Organizations and Society,
72,21-37.

Chen, J. Z., Elemes, A., & Lobo, G. J. (2023). David versus
Goliath: The relation between auditor size and audit quality
for UK private firms. Furopean Accounting Review, 32(2),
447-480.

Ruiz Barbadillo, E., Martinez Conesa, 1., Serrano-Madrid, J.,
& Brown-Liburd, H. (2024). Audit risk management and audit
effort in small and medium audit firms.

Ruiz Barbadillo, E., Martinez Conesa, 1., Serrano-Madrid, J.,
& Brown-Liburd, H. (2024). Audit risk management and audit
effort in small and medium audit firms.

Bell, T. B., Bedard, J. C., Johnstone, K. M., & Smith, E. F.
(2015). Risk assessment and audit planning. Auditing: A
Journal of Practice & Theory, 34(4), 25-43.

Bennett, G. B., & Hatfield, R. C. (2019). The effect of
auditors’ experience on professional judgment. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 74, 1-15.

Abbas Afaltouni, Zahra Nikbakht, & Kafsan Mansouri. (2022).
Firm's business strategy, cash holdings and its adjustment
speed. Empirical Studies of Financial Accounting , 19 (73) .
Kurnianto, S., & Soewarno, N. (2024). Moderating effect of
board gender diversity on the relationship between prospector
business strategy and financial performance: evidence from
Indonesia. Cogent Business & Management, 11(1), 2371066.
Bentley-Goode, K. A., Newton, N. J., & Thompson, A. M.
(2023). Strategic risk exposure and audit complexity. Journal
of Accounting Research, 61(2), 589-633.

Bini, L., Dainelli, F., & Giunta, F. (2016). Business model
disclosure in the strategic report: entangling intellectual
capital in value creation process. Journal of Intellectual
Capital, 17(1), 83-102.

LI, Y., Krishnamurti, C., Canil, J., & Liu, X. (2026).
Biodiversity Risk and CEO Pay Duration.

Bonner, S. E. (2008). Judgment and decision making in
accounting.

Bonner, S. E., & Sprinkle, G. B. (2002). The effects of monetary
incentives on effort and task performance: theories, evidence,
and a framework for research. Accounting, organizations and
society, 27(4-5), 303-345.

Bonner, S. E., & Sprinkle, G. B. (2002). The effects of monetary
incentives on effort and task performance: theories, evidence,
and a framework for research. Accounting, organizations and
society, 27(4-5), 303-345.

Brazel, J. F., Jackson, S. B., Schaefer, T. J., & Stewart, B.
W. (2022). The outcome effect and professional judgment in
auditing. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 96, 101278.
Brazel, J. F., Jackson, S. B., Schaefer, T. J., & Stewart, B.
W. (2022). Judgment quality and decision aids in auditing.

J Invest Bank Finance, 2026

Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 15


https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-12-2018-0222
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-12-2018-0222
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-12-2018-0222
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-12-2018-0222
https://www.ijicc.net/images/vol_13/Iss_4/13465_Akbar_2020_E_R.pdf
https://www.ijicc.net/images/vol_13/Iss_4/13465_Akbar_2020_E_R.pdf
https://www.ijicc.net/images/vol_13/Iss_4/13465_Akbar_2020_E_R.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12458
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12458
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12458
https://www.incp.org.co/Site/publicaciones/info/archivos/new-approach.pdf
https://www.incp.org.co/Site/publicaciones/info/archivos/new-approach.pdf
https://www.incp.org.co/Site/publicaciones/info/archivos/new-approach.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.10.3.216
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.10.3.216
https://jyx.jyu.fi/jyx/Record/jyx_123456789_83613
https://jyx.jyu.fi/jyx/Record/jyx_123456789_83613
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2023.101534
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2023.101534
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2023.101534
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2023.101534
https://figshare.mq.edu.au/ndownloader/files/62523208
https://figshare.mq.edu.au/ndownloader/files/62523208
https://figshare.mq.edu.au/ndownloader/files/62523208
https://doi.org/10.2308/AJPT-19-107
https://doi.org/10.2308/AJPT-19-107
https://doi.org/10.2308/AJPT-19-107
https://doi.org/10.2308/AJPT-19-107
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4564881
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4564881
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4564881
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12911
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12911
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12911
C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\Barker, R., Penman, S., Linsmeier, T. J., & Cooper, S. (2020). Moving the conceptual framework forward: Accounting for uncertainty. Contemporary Accounting Research, 37(1), 322-357
C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\Barker, R., Penman, S., Linsmeier, T. J., & Cooper, S. (2020). Moving the conceptual framework forward: Accounting for uncertainty. Contemporary Accounting Research, 37(1), 322-357
C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\Barker, R., Penman, S., Linsmeier, T. J., & Cooper, S. (2020). Moving the conceptual framework forward: Accounting for uncertainty. Contemporary Accounting Research, 37(1), 322-357
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2014.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2014.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2014.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2021.1986090
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2021.1986090
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2021.1986090
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2021.1986090
https://rodin.uca.es/handle/10498/35757
https://rodin.uca.es/handle/10498/35757
https://rodin.uca.es/handle/10498/35757
https://rodin.uca.es/handle/10498/35757
https://rodin.uca.es/handle/10498/35757
https://rodin.uca.es/handle/10498/35757
https://digitum.um.es/server/api/core/bitstreams/2699d611-f745-44d8-bfe6-7d3c5c25fd68/content
https://digitum.um.es/server/api/core/bitstreams/2699d611-f745-44d8-bfe6-7d3c5c25fd68/content
https://digitum.um.es/server/api/core/bitstreams/2699d611-f745-44d8-bfe6-7d3c5c25fd68/content
https://www.ijmsssr.org/paper/IJMSSSR001210.pdf
https://www.ijmsssr.org/paper/IJMSSSR001210.pdf
https://www.ijmsssr.org/paper/IJMSSSR001210.pdf
C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\10.22054\qjma.2022.63925.2320
C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\10.22054\qjma.2022.63925.2320
C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\10.22054\qjma.2022.63925.2320
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2371066
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2371066
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2371066
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2024.2371066
https://experts.illinois.edu/en/publications/business-strategy-internal-control-over-financial-reporting-and-a/
https://experts.illinois.edu/en/publications/business-strategy-internal-control-over-financial-reporting-and-a/
https://experts.illinois.edu/en/publications/business-strategy-internal-control-over-financial-reporting-and-a/
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-09-2015-0076
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-09-2015-0076
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-09-2015-0076
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-09-2015-0076
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5371690
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5371690
https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1970023484909398853
https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1970023484909398853
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00052-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00052-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00052-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00052-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00052-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00052-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00052-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00052-6
https://doi.org/10.2308/ciia-52337
https://doi.org/10.2308/ciia-52337
https://doi.org/10.2308/ciia-52337
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2005.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2005.09.001

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Accounting, Organizations and Society, 96, 101278.

Brazel, J. F., Jackson, S. B., Schaefer, T. J., & Stewart, B.
W. (2022). Judgment quality and decision aids. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 96, 101278.

Brazel, J. F., Jones, K. L., & Prawitt, D. F. (2014). Auditors'
reactions to inconsistencies between financial and nonfinancial
measures: The interactive effects of fraud risk assessment and
a decision prompt. Behavioral Research in Accounting, 26(1),
131-156.

Bromiley, P., & Rau, D. (2016). Social, behavioral, and
cognitive influences on upper echelons during strategy
process: A literature review. Journal of Management, 42(1),
174-202.

Bromiley, P., Rau, D., & McShane, M. (2015). Can strategic
risk management contribute to enterprise risk management?:
A strategic management perspective. In The Routledge
companion to strategic risk management (pp. 140-156).
Routledge.

Brown, S., Preiato, J., & Tarca, A. (2023). Measuring
accounting information usefulness. Accounting and Business
Research, 53(4), 389-418.

Werner, M., & Dayeh, J. (2025). A Comprehensive Review of
Factors Limiting Auditors' Adoption of Advanced Audit Data
Analytics. Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, 1-27.
Lombardi, D. R., Sipior, J. C., & Dannemiller, S. (2023).
Auditor judgment bias research: A 50-year trend analysis and
emerging technology use. Journal of Information Systems,
37(1), 109-141.

Busco, C., Grana, F., & Izzo, M. F. (2024). Beyond persuasive
representations of facts:“figuring out” what sustainable
value creation means in practice. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 37(1), 393-426.

Busco, C., Frigo, M. L., Quattrone, P., & Riccaboni, A. (2013).
Redefining corporate accountability through integrated
reporting: what happens when values and value creation
meet?. Strategic Finance, 8(August), 33-41.

Callen, J. L., Chen, F., & Tong, Y. H. (2021). Auditor judgment
quality and earnings quality. Contemporary Accounting
Research, 38(3), 1902-1935.

Chen, L., Hu, F., Krishnan, A., & Li, L. Z. (2022). Business
strategy, financial reporting violations, and audit pricing
in an emerging market—Evidence from China. Journal of
International Accounting Research, 21(3), 47-72.

Cao, M., Chychyla, R., & Stewart, T. (2015). Big data
analytics in financial statement audits. Accounting horizons,
29(2), 423-429.

Choudhary, P., Merkley, K., & Schipper, K. (2019).
Auditors’ quantitative materiality judgments: Properties and
implications for financial reporting reliability. Journal of
Accounting Research, 57(5), 1303-1351.

Christensen, B. E., Glover, S. M., & Wolfe, C. J. (2014). Do
critical audit matter paragraphs in the audit report change
nonprofessional investors' decision to invest?. Auditing: A
Journal of Practice & Theory, 33(4), 71-93.

Christensen, H. B., Hail, L., & Leuz, C. (2023). Disclosure

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

regulation and reporting quality. Journal of Accounting
Research, 61(3), 849-900.

Christensen, H. B., Hail, L., & Leuz, C. (2024). Capital-market
effects of financial reporting quality. Journal of Accounting
Research, 62(1), 1-41.

Connelly, B. L., Certo, S. T., Ireland, R. D., & Reutzel, C. R.
(2011). Signaling theory: A review and assessment. Journal of
management, 37(1), 39-67.

Curtis, E., & Turley, S. (2007). The business risk audit-A
longitudinal case study of an audit engagement. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 32(4-5), 439-461.

Curtis, E., & Turley, S. (2022). The limits of risk-based
auditing. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 99, 101322.
Dechow, P., Ge, W., & Schrand, C. (2010). Understanding
earnings quality: A review of the proxies, their determinants
and their consequences. Journal of accounting and economics,
50(2-3), 344-401.

Dechow, P., Ge, W., & Schrand, C. (2010). Understanding
earnings quality: A review of the proxies, their determinants
and their consequences. Journal of accounting and economics,
50(2-3), 344-401.

Dechow, P., Ge, W., & Schrand, C. (2010). Understanding
earnings quality: A review of the proxies, their determinants
and their consequences. Journal of accounting and economics,
50(2-3), 344-401.

Dechow, P. M., Ge, W., Larson, C. R., & Sloan, R. G. (2011).
Predicting material accounting misstatements. Contemporary
accounting research, 28(1), 17-82.

DeFond, M., & Zhang, J. (2014). A review of archival auditing
research. Journal of accounting and economics, 58(2-3), 275-
326.

Flinkman, A. (2024). Inter-Organizational Control in
Financial Accounting Outsourcing: From the Perspectives
of Management Interventions, Trust and Silence (Doctoral
dissertation, Itd-Suomen yliopisto).

D'Amore, G., D'Alessio, A., & Scaletti, A. (2025).
Environmental Accounting and Sustainability Accounting:
Lexical or Substantial Difference?. Sustainable Development,
33, 1376-1394.

Alromaihi, A. (2024). The Impact of Cloud Computing on
the Skills, Autonomy, and Professional Identities of Junior
External Auditors Case Studies of Three of the Big Four Audit
Firms in Saudi Arabia (Doctoral dissertation, University of
Sheffield).

Al-Nawaiseh, H. N., & Nawaiseh, M. E. Impact of Electronic
Auditing Tool Utilization on Audit Performance: The
Mediating Role of Auditor's Digital Competence.

Koreff, J., Baudot, L., & Sutton, S. G. (2023). Exploring the
impact of technology dominance on audit professionalism
through data analytic-driven healthcare audits. Journal of
Information Systems, 37(3), 59-80.

Edgley, C. (2014). A genealogy of accounting materiality.
Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 25(3), 255-271.

Ege, M., Knechel, W. R., & Schmidt, J. (2020). Corporate risk,
audit quality, and audit firm tenure. Journal of Accounting

J Invest Bank Finance, 2026

Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 16


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2005.09.001
https://doi.org/10.2308/bria-50630
https://doi.org/10.2308/bria-50630
https://doi.org/10.2308/bria-50630
https://doi.org/10.2308/bria-50630
https://doi.org/10.2308/bria-50630
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315617240
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315617240
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315617240
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315617240
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315780931
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315780931
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315780931
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315780931
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315780931
https://doi.org/10.2139/SSRN.2286029
https://doi.org/10.2139/SSRN.2286029
https://doi.org/10.2139/SSRN.2286029
https://doi.org/10.2308/AJPT-2023-032
https://doi.org/10.2308/AJPT-2023-032
https://doi.org/10.2308/AJPT-2023-032
https://doi.org/10.2308/ISYS-2020-079
https://doi.org/10.2308/ISYS-2020-079
https://doi.org/10.2308/ISYS-2020-079
https://doi.org/10.2308/ISYS-2020-079
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-07-2021-5349
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-07-2021-5349
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-07-2021-5349
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-07-2021-5349
http://www.imanet.org/docs/default-source/sf/08_2013_busco-pdf.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.imanet.org/docs/default-source/sf/08_2013_busco-pdf.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.imanet.org/docs/default-source/sf/08_2013_busco-pdf.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.imanet.org/docs/default-source/sf/08_2013_busco-pdf.pdf?sfvrsn=0
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-05-2013-0034
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-05-2013-0034
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-05-2013-0034
https://doi.org/10.2308/JIAR-2021-054
https://doi.org/10.2308/JIAR-2021-054
https://doi.org/10.2308/JIAR-2021-054
https://doi.org/10.2308/JIAR-2021-054
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-51068
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-51068
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-51068
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12286
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12286
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12286
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12286
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50793
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50793
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50793
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50793
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2733831
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2733831
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2733831
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-84196-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-84196-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-84196-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310388419
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310388419
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310388419
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2006.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2006.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2006.09.004
https://doi.org/10.13106/ijidb.2015.vol6.no1.37.
https://doi.org/10.13106/ijidb.2015.vol6.no1.37.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1911-3846.2010.01041.x'
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1911-3846.2010.01041.x'
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1911-3846.2010.01041.x'
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.09.002
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jean-Francois-Henri-2/publication/273834141_Strategic_cost_management_and_performance_The_case_of_environmental_costs/links/5a294558aca2727dd8887e01/Strategic-cost-management-and-performance-The-case-of-environmental-costs.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jean-Francois-Henri-2/publication/273834141_Strategic_cost_management_and_performance_The_case_of_environmental_costs/links/5a294558aca2727dd8887e01/Strategic-cost-management-and-performance-The-case-of-environmental-costs.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jean-Francois-Henri-2/publication/273834141_Strategic_cost_management_and_performance_The_case_of_environmental_costs/links/5a294558aca2727dd8887e01/Strategic-cost-management-and-performance-The-case-of-environmental-costs.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jean-Francois-Henri-2/publication/273834141_Strategic_cost_management_and_performance_The_case_of_environmental_costs/links/5a294558aca2727dd8887e01/Strategic-cost-management-and-performance-The-case-of-environmental-costs.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.70069
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.70069
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.70069
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.70069
https://etheses.whiterose.ac.uk/id/oai_id/oai:etheses.whiterose.ac.uk:35479
https://etheses.whiterose.ac.uk/id/oai_id/oai:etheses.whiterose.ac.uk:35479
https://etheses.whiterose.ac.uk/id/oai_id/oai:etheses.whiterose.ac.uk:35479
https://etheses.whiterose.ac.uk/id/oai_id/oai:etheses.whiterose.ac.uk:35479
https://etheses.whiterose.ac.uk/id/oai_id/oai:etheses.whiterose.ac.uk:35479
https://journals.zuj.edu.jo/zjjb/Published-Papers/2025.2.4.pdf
https://journals.zuj.edu.jo/zjjb/Published-Papers/2025.2.4.pdf
https://journals.zuj.edu.jo/zjjb/Published-Papers/2025.2.4.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2308/ISYS-2022-023
https://doi.org/10.2308/ISYS-2022-023
https://doi.org/10.2308/ISYS-2022-023
https://doi.org/10.2308/ISYS-2022-023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2013.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2013.06.001
https://repository.essex.ac.uk/41781/1/Conceptions of Capital%2C Corporate Governance and Financial Supervision in Systemic Risk Mitigation - Towards an Integrated Approach for Libya.pdf
https://repository.essex.ac.uk/41781/1/Conceptions of Capital%2C Corporate Governance and Financial Supervision in Systemic Risk Mitigation - Towards an Integrated Approach for Libya.pdf

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

71.
78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

Research, 58(4), 997-1040.

Eilifsen, A., & Messier Jr, W. F. (2015). Materiality guidance
of the major public accounting firms. Auditing: A Journal of
Practice & Theory, 34(2), 3-26.

Eilifsen, A., & Messier Jr, W. F. (2015). Materiality guidance
of the major public accounting firms. Auditing: A Journal of
Practice & Theory, 34(2), 3-26.

Abidoye, A. (2025). Towards Advancing Audit Quality in
the UK: A Forensic Accounting Skillsets agenda (Doctoral
dissertation, Sheffield Hallam University).

Flower, J. (2015). The international integrated reporting
council: a story of failure. Critical perspectives on Accounting,
27, 1-17.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural
equation models with unobservable variables and measurement
error. Journal of marketing research, 18(1), 39-50.

Francis, J. R. (2004). What do we know about audit quality?.
The British accounting review, 36(4), 345-368.

Pandit, G. A. (2023). Improving the Waste Treatment
Strategies for Food Waste, Compostable Foodservice
Packaging Products, and Rice Straws (Doctoral dissertation,
University of California, Davis).

Francis, J. R., Hasan, 1., & Wu, Q. (2022). Reporting quality
and capital markets. Journal of Accounting and Economics,
74(2-3), 101503.

Furnari, S., et al. (2021). Interstitial spaces: Microfoundations
of institutional complexity. Academy of Management Review,
46(2), 393-422.

Garcia-Sanchez, 1. M., Raimo, N., & Vitolla, F. (2022).
Business model disclosure and value creation. Corporate
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 29(5),
1360-1376.

Attar-Niggemann, N., Laux, V., & Niggemann, F. P. (2024).
Revealing Client Names in Inspection Reports: Effects of
PCAOB Transparency on Audit Quality and Private Litigation.
Marton, J., Nilsson, F., & Ohman, P. Auditing Transformation.
Lemos, N., Lemos, K., Silva, L., Quesado, P., & Serra, S.
(2024). Key Audit Matters disclosure in the Portuguese Public
Health Sector.

Grabner, 1., & Speckbacher, G. (2023). Configurational
approaches in management accounting research. Accounting,
Organizations and Society, 104, 101370.

Griffith, E. E., Hammersley, J. S., & Kadous, K. (2015). Audits
of complex estimates as verification of management numbers:
How institutional pressures shape practice. Contemporary
accounting research, 32(3), 833-863.

Griffith, E. E., Hammersley, J. S., Kadous, K., & Young, D.
(2015). Auditor mindsets and audits of complex estimates.
Journal of Accounting Research, 53(1), 49-77.

Hickey, A. S. (2025). The Effects of Future Identity and Utility
Value on Auditors’ Complex Task Performance (Doctoral
dissertation, University of Georgia).

Kelly, M., & Larres, P. (2025). Enhancing the auditor's
mindset: a framework for nurturing professional skepticism.
Journal of Accounting Literature, 47(1), 222-243.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., & Hair, J. F. (2021). Partial
least squares structural equation modeling. In Handbook of
market research (pp. 587-632). Cham: Springer International
Publishing.

Ahmed Haji, A., & Anifowose, M. (2017). Initial trends in
corporate disclosures following the introduction of integrated
reporting practice in South Africa. Journal of Intellectual
Capital, 18(2), 373-399.

Igbal, M. A., Rouf Sarkar, M. A., Alharthi, M., Ebn Jalal, M.
J., & Rahman, M. N. (2025). Effect of integrated reporting
quality disclosure on cost of equity capital in developed
markets: Exploring the moderating role of corporate
governance quality. PLoS One, 20(6), ¢0324147.

Qeshta, M. H., Oroud, Y., Hasan, H., & Alhajri, N. A. M.
(2024, December). Enhancing Decision-Making Through
Non-Financial Risk Disclosure in Bahrain's Companies. In
2024 International Conference on Decision Aid Sciences and
Applications (DASA) (pp. 1-6). IEEE.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new
criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based
structural equation modeling. Journal of the academy of
marketing science, 43(1), 115-135.

Humphrey, C., Loft, A., & Woods, M. (2009). The global audit
profession. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 34(6-7),
810-834.

Humphrey, C., O’Dwyer, B., & Unerman, J. (2021).
Retheorizing audit practice. Accounting, Organizations and
Society, 93, 101252.

Mattila, V. (2025). Auditors’ Views and Practices in Identifying
Fraud Risks.

Sonnerfeldt, A., & Alander, G. E. (2023). In pursuit of a
more socially relevant audit in the context of international
standardisation. In Auditing Transformation (pp. 19-45).
Routledge.

International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board
(IAASB). (2024). International standard on auditing 315
(revised): Identifying and assessing risks of material
misstatement. New York, NY: IFAC.

Hammersley, J. S., Myers, L. A., & Zhou, J. (2012). The
failure to remediate previously disclosed material weaknesses
in internal controls. Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory,
31(2), 73-111.

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.

Kahneman, D., & Klein, G. (2009). Conditions for intuitive
expertise: a failure to disagree. American psychologist, 64(6),
515.

Kline, R. B. (2023). Principles and practice of structural
equation modeling. Guilford publications.

Williams, D. L. (2025). Can Professional Judgment be Taught
to Auditors? An Experimental Investigation of Abilities and
Implicit Beliefs. The University of Mempbhis.

Knechel, W. R., Krishnan, G. V., Pevzner, M., Shefchik, L.

J Invest Bank Finance, 2026

Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 17


https://repository.essex.ac.uk/41781/1/Conceptions of Capital%2C Corporate Governance and Financial Supervision in Systemic Risk Mitigation - Towards an Integrated Approach for Libya.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50882
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50882
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50882
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50882
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50882
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50882
https://doi.org/10.7190/shu-thesis-00737
https://doi.org/10.7190/shu-thesis-00737
https://doi.org/10.7190/shu-thesis-00737
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2014.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2014.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2014.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2004.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2004.09.003
https://search.proquest.com/openview/bb9290093843b4b3c1aecec0a1d95a0c/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://search.proquest.com/openview/bb9290093843b4b3c1aecec0a1d95a0c/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://search.proquest.com/openview/bb9290093843b4b3c1aecec0a1d95a0c/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://search.proquest.com/openview/bb9290093843b4b3c1aecec0a1d95a0c/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://doi.org/10.1086/261662
https://doi.org/10.1086/261662
https://doi.org/10.1086/261662
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0045'
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0045'
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0045'
https://doi.org/10.21272/bel.4(4).123-131.2020
https://doi.org/10.21272/bel.4(4).123-131.2020
https://doi.org/10.21272/bel.4(4).123-131.2020
https://doi.org/10.21272/bel.4(4).123-131.2020
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5024651
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5024651
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5024651
https://api.taylorfrancis.com/content/books/mono/download?identifierName=doi&identifierValue=10.4324/9781003411390&type=googlepdf
http://hdl.handle.net/11110/3150
http://hdl.handle.net/11110/3150
http://hdl.handle.net/11110/3150
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2024.123907
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2024.123907
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2024.123907
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12104
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12104
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12104
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12104
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12066
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12066
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12066
https://search.proquest.com/openview/c90073e3f2e05e1fb96cd6f56259534b/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://search.proquest.com/openview/c90073e3f2e05e1fb96cd6f56259534b/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://search.proquest.com/openview/c90073e3f2e05e1fb96cd6f56259534b/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAL-07-2023-0122
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAL-07-2023-0122
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAL-07-2023-0122
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57413-4_15
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57413-4_15
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57413-4_15
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57413-4_15
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-01-2016-0020'
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-01-2016-0020'
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-01-2016-0020'
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-01-2016-0020'
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0324147
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0324147
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0324147
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0324147
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0324147
https://doi.org/10.1109/DASA63652.2024.10836642
https://doi.org/10.1109/DASA63652.2024.10836642
https://doi.org/10.1109/DASA63652.2024.10836642
https://doi.org/10.1109/DASA63652.2024.10836642
https://doi.org/10.1109/DASA63652.2024.10836642
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://urn.fi/URN:NBN:fi:aalto-202511118738
https://urn.fi/URN:NBN:fi:aalto-202511118738
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781003411390-3/pursuit-socially-relevant-audit-context-international-standardisation-amanda-sonnerfeldt-gunilla-ekl%C3%B6v-alander
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781003411390-3/pursuit-socially-relevant-audit-context-international-standardisation-amanda-sonnerfeldt-gunilla-ekl%C3%B6v-alander
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781003411390-3/pursuit-socially-relevant-audit-context-international-standardisation-amanda-sonnerfeldt-gunilla-ekl%C3%B6v-alander
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781003411390-3/pursuit-socially-relevant-audit-context-international-standardisation-amanda-sonnerfeldt-gunilla-ekl%C3%B6v-alander
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10268
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10268
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10268
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10268
https://doi.org/10.2308/HORIZONS-19-189
https://doi.org/10.2308/HORIZONS-19-189
https://doi.org/10.2308/HORIZONS-19-189
https://doi.org/10.2308/HORIZONS-19-189
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0016755
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0016755
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0016755
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=t2CvEAAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=97.+Kline,+R.+B.+(2023).+Principles+and+practice+of+structural+equation+modeling+(5th+ed.).+Guilford+Press.&ots=sWYET1dXgQ&sig=Pt-f4vnCXxo4ynkT8DJJ1v3cbkU
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=t2CvEAAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=97.+Kline,+R.+B.+(2023).+Principles+and+practice+of+structural+equation+modeling+(5th+ed.).+Guilford+Press.&ots=sWYET1dXgQ&sig=Pt-f4vnCXxo4ynkT8DJJ1v3cbkU
https://www.proquest.com/openview/b1758737a84f22f16fe5284940ade01d/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://www.proquest.com/openview/b1758737a84f22f16fe5284940ade01d/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://www.proquest.com/openview/b1758737a84f22f16fe5284940ade01d/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50350

B., & Velury, U. K. (2013). Audit quality: Insights from the
academic literature. Auditing: A journal of practice & theory,
32(Supplement 1), 385-421.

100.Knechel, W. R., Vanstraelen, A., & Zerni, M. (2015). Does
the identity of engagement partners matter? An analysis of
audit partner reporting decisions. Contemporary Accounting
Research, 32(4), 1443-1478.

101.Kdhler, A. G., Quick, R., & Willekens, M. (2020). Strategic
risk and audit judgment complexity. European Accounting
Review, 29(5), 889-918.

102.Nilsén, N. RAHOITUSALAN PAASTOT JA YRITYSTEN
ARVOSTUS.

103.Lev, B. (2019). Ending the accounting-for-intangibles status
quo. European Accounting Review, 28(4), 713-736.

104.Libby, R., & Luft, J. (1993).Determinants of judgment
performance in accounting settings: Ability, knowledge,
motivation, and environment. Accounting, Organizations and
Society, 18(5), 425-450.

105.Lobo, G. J., Paugam, L., Stolowy, H., & Astolfi, P. (2022).
Risk disclosure and reporting quality. Journal of Business
Finance & Accounting, 49(1-2), 55-92.

106.Nelson, M. W. (2025). Experimental and Archival Research
in Auditing: Complementarities, Convergence, and Future
Directions. The Accounting Review, 100(6), 385-403.

107.Malsch, B., & Gendron, Y. (2013). Re-theorizing change:
Institutional experimentation and the struggle for domination
in the field of public accounting. Journal of Management
Studies, 50(5), 870-899.

108.Justice, J. B., & Miller, G. J. (2018). Decision making,
institutions, elite control, and responsiveness in public
administration history. In Handbook of public administration
(pp. 251-313). Routledge.

109.Meng, L., Zhang, J., Su, T., & Wang, Q. (2026). Sustainability
Reporting and Strategic Disclosure: A Review of Reference
Point Effect and Impression Management. Journal of
Economic Surveys.

110.Messier, W. F., Glover, S. M., Prawitt, D. F., Paisley, N., &
Springate, G. C. (2008). Auditing & assurance services: A
systematic approach. Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill Irwin.

111.Messier, W. F., Glover, S. M., Prawitt, D. F., Paisley, N., &
Springate, G. C. (2008). Auditing & assurance services: A
systematic approach. Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill Irwin.

112.Messier, W. F., Glover, S. M., Prawitt, D. F., Paisley, N., &
Springate, G. C. (2008). Auditing & assurance services: A
systematic approach. Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill Irwin.

113.Misangyi, V. F., Greckhamer, T., Furnari, S., Fiss, P. C., Crilly,
D., & Aguilera, R. (2017). Embracing causal complexity: The
emergence of a neo-configurational perspective. Journal of
management, 43(1), 255-282.

114.Mouritsen, J., & Kreiner, K. (2016). Accounting, decisions
and promises. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 49, 21-
31.

115.Mouritsen, J., & Roslender, R. (2015).Accounting,
performance measurement and narrative: The integration of

intellectual capital. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 28(5), 734-757.

116.Nelson, M. W. (2021). Judgment and decision making research
in auditing. Accounting Horizons, 35(1), 1-22.

117.Marton, J., Nilsson, F., & Ohman, P. Auditing Transformation.

118.0’brien, R. M. (2007). A caution regarding rules of thumb for
variance inflation factors. Quality & quantity, 41(5), 673-690.

119.Pentland, B. T. (1993). Getting comfortable with the
numbers: Auditing and the micro-production of macro-order.
Accounting, organizations and society, 18(7-8), 605-620.

120.Pflugrath, G., Roebuck, P., & Simnett, R. (2011). Impact of
assurance and assurer's professional affiliation on financial
analysts' assessment of credibility of corporate social
responsibility information. Auditing: A Journal of Practice &
Theory, 30(3), 239-254.

121.Power, M. (1997). The audit society: Rituals of verification.
OUP Oxford.

122.Power, M. (2009). The risk management of nothing.
Accounting, organizations and society, 34(6-7), 849-855.

123.Kingston, K. L., Luke, B., & Vinnari, E. (2025). Understanding
beneficiary evaluative capacity within nonprofit organisations
through an immanent perspective. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 38(2), 643-673.

124.Al-Asmakh, S., Elamer, A. A., & Uadiale, O. (2026). A
Systematic Literature Review on Extended Audit Reporting:
State of the Art and Agenda for Future Research. The
International Journal of Accounting, 61(01), 2530003.

125.Khodabakhshian, A. (2023). Machine learning for risk
management in construction projects.

126.McCauley, T. (2026). Strategies for Reducing Fraud in
Corporate Organizations (Doctoral dissertation, Walden
University).

127.Leiby, J. (2018). The role of consultants and management
prestige in management control system adoption. Accounting,
Organizations and society, 66, 1-13.

128.Reimsbach, D., Hahn, R., & Giirtiirk, A. (2020). Integrated
reporting and value creation. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 33(5), 1145-1170.

129.Simnett, R., & Huggins, A. L. (2015). Integrated reporting
and assurance: where can research add value?. Sustainability
Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 6(1), 29-53.

130.Simons, R. (2010). Seven strategy questions: A simple
approach for better execution. Harvard Business Press.

131.Slywotzky, A. J., & Drzik, J. (2005). Countering the biggest
risk of all. Harvard Business Review, 83(4), 78-88.

132.Busco, C., & Quattrone, P. (2018). Performing business
and social innovation through accounting inscriptions: An
introduction. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 67, 15-
19.

133.Arora, M. P., Lodhia, S., & Stone, G. (2022). Enablers and
barriers to the involvement of accountants in integrated
reporting. Meditari Accountancy Research, 30(3), 676-709.

134.Suddaby, R., Bitektine, A., & Haack, P. (2017). Legitimacy.
Academy of management annals, 11(1), 451-478.

J Invest Bank Finance, 2026

Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 18


https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50350
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50350
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50350
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12113
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12113
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12113
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12113
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10147
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10147
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10147
https://trepo.tuni.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/162076/NilsenNiko.pdf?sequence=2'
https://trepo.tuni.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/162076/NilsenNiko.pdf?sequence=2'
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)90040-D
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)90040-D
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)90040-D
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)90040-D
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)90040-D
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)90040-D
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3787426'
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3787426'
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3787426'
106. Nelson, M. W. (2025). Experimental and Archival Research in Auditing: Complementarities, Convergence, and Future Directions. The Accounting Review, 100(6), 385-403.
106. Nelson, M. W. (2025). Experimental and Archival Research in Auditing: Complementarities, Convergence, and Future Directions. The Accounting Review, 100(6), 385-403.
106. Nelson, M. W. (2025). Experimental and Archival Research in Auditing: Complementarities, Convergence, and Future Directions. The Accounting Review, 100(6), 385-403.
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12006
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12006
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12006
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12006
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315093215-7/decision-making-institutions-elite-control-responsiveness-public-administration-history-jonathan-justice-gerald-miller'
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315093215-7/decision-making-institutions-elite-control-responsiveness-public-administration-history-jonathan-justice-gerald-miller'
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315093215-7/decision-making-institutions-elite-control-responsiveness-public-administration-history-jonathan-justice-gerald-miller'
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315093215-7/decision-making-institutions-elite-control-responsiveness-public-administration-history-jonathan-justice-gerald-miller'
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.70087'
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.70087'
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.70087'
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.70087'
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/61919324/Auditing___Assurance_Services_A_Systematic_Approach_11th_Edition_Messier___Glover___Prawitt_2019_Test_Bank20200128-48417-1w3d50i-libre.pdf?1580225500=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DAuditing_and_Assurance_Services_A_System.pdf&Expires=1775030648&Signature=XVepU~dMKqs1Iy~jjs9oXk-X4AXhiwyl6NI551hvsagIC3SzFTdnvuU24AyiptASd7RFpDruRyF0WipFerv45J9wDkFDm4o1NIu9Gq-wYDEOIUqMwEHZqSnBQm5EOKzSaSI~e6rg3BBRB3oQNIbW9C81GeIjqS39qJC88QbOJe5kvAzH4KyjY2EJ4ucV97CGhW-~bpckNn9pdVTW679VR-YoWT3AZFRaI78peEyeVzuQnVlHPi1cL0vDs5hSCwY5dzj1KDzO6WToEn9RqyuYMbLSHCgAiv2ETvEOHfmDg1aMRU72YusBDNaZ-1uOZGbEn1azRnfitGBuXk0ZIgEngg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/61919324/Auditing___Assurance_Services_A_Systematic_Approach_11th_Edition_Messier___Glover___Prawitt_2019_Test_Bank20200128-48417-1w3d50i-libre.pdf?1580225500=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DAuditing_and_Assurance_Services_A_System.pdf&Expires=1775030648&Signature=XVepU~dMKqs1Iy~jjs9oXk-X4AXhiwyl6NI551hvsagIC3SzFTdnvuU24AyiptASd7RFpDruRyF0WipFerv45J9wDkFDm4o1NIu9Gq-wYDEOIUqMwEHZqSnBQm5EOKzSaSI~e6rg3BBRB3oQNIbW9C81GeIjqS39qJC88QbOJe5kvAzH4KyjY2EJ4ucV97CGhW-~bpckNn9pdVTW679VR-YoWT3AZFRaI78peEyeVzuQnVlHPi1cL0vDs5hSCwY5dzj1KDzO6WToEn9RqyuYMbLSHCgAiv2ETvEOHfmDg1aMRU72YusBDNaZ-1uOZGbEn1azRnfitGBuXk0ZIgEngg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/61919324/Auditing___Assurance_Services_A_Systematic_Approach_11th_Edition_Messier___Glover___Prawitt_2019_Test_Bank20200128-48417-1w3d50i-libre.pdf?1580225500=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DAuditing_and_Assurance_Services_A_System.pdf&Expires=1775030648&Signature=XVepU~dMKqs1Iy~jjs9oXk-X4AXhiwyl6NI551hvsagIC3SzFTdnvuU24AyiptASd7RFpDruRyF0WipFerv45J9wDkFDm4o1NIu9Gq-wYDEOIUqMwEHZqSnBQm5EOKzSaSI~e6rg3BBRB3oQNIbW9C81GeIjqS39qJC88QbOJe5kvAzH4KyjY2EJ4ucV97CGhW-~bpckNn9pdVTW679VR-YoWT3AZFRaI78peEyeVzuQnVlHPi1cL0vDs5hSCwY5dzj1KDzO6WToEn9RqyuYMbLSHCgAiv2ETvEOHfmDg1aMRU72YusBDNaZ-1uOZGbEn1azRnfitGBuXk0ZIgEngg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/61919324/Auditing___Assurance_Services_A_Systematic_Approach_11th_Edition_Messier___Glover___Prawitt_2019_Test_Bank20200128-48417-1w3d50i-libre.pdf?1580225500=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DAuditing_and_Assurance_Services_A_System.pdf&Expires=1775030622&Signature=UBpVPXzWLZpRSc0usGlZObKhIgxKmOaGzncFTZ3mHICIAhmf~60~TVQzVLcP2Z0Q5qn~4NITuMfBGd9BIkn4kBfvJ2eVZ3a7OA1bcAbjlamB~HX3WoShV4ajrZiEQ5Vau3u2zse7sQ~p4P0Ik29w65AbWwnl~mIANQx2gEfJoQApZm~oGjMva~8sv9yRhosVnhOas3Dxd1OBgO1~E64WwYxDyIe9KgB5MDX5-VfW~uWMuQzlzaMTFEfTWPkwlb~yZIAHSFvCobgR2ed59l1Fu8aImd6WlHvr39yrY8vAF6neTRVpqWeFO8TgsDOEN1KW3F98MnVI7OWU1C0c-JqCvg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA'
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/61919324/Auditing___Assurance_Services_A_Systematic_Approach_11th_Edition_Messier___Glover___Prawitt_2019_Test_Bank20200128-48417-1w3d50i-libre.pdf?1580225500=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DAuditing_and_Assurance_Services_A_System.pdf&Expires=1775030622&Signature=UBpVPXzWLZpRSc0usGlZObKhIgxKmOaGzncFTZ3mHICIAhmf~60~TVQzVLcP2Z0Q5qn~4NITuMfBGd9BIkn4kBfvJ2eVZ3a7OA1bcAbjlamB~HX3WoShV4ajrZiEQ5Vau3u2zse7sQ~p4P0Ik29w65AbWwnl~mIANQx2gEfJoQApZm~oGjMva~8sv9yRhosVnhOas3Dxd1OBgO1~E64WwYxDyIe9KgB5MDX5-VfW~uWMuQzlzaMTFEfTWPkwlb~yZIAHSFvCobgR2ed59l1Fu8aImd6WlHvr39yrY8vAF6neTRVpqWeFO8TgsDOEN1KW3F98MnVI7OWU1C0c-JqCvg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA'
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/61919324/Auditing___Assurance_Services_A_Systematic_Approach_11th_Edition_Messier___Glover___Prawitt_2019_Test_Bank20200128-48417-1w3d50i-libre.pdf?1580225500=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DAuditing_and_Assurance_Services_A_System.pdf&Expires=1775030622&Signature=UBpVPXzWLZpRSc0usGlZObKhIgxKmOaGzncFTZ3mHICIAhmf~60~TVQzVLcP2Z0Q5qn~4NITuMfBGd9BIkn4kBfvJ2eVZ3a7OA1bcAbjlamB~HX3WoShV4ajrZiEQ5Vau3u2zse7sQ~p4P0Ik29w65AbWwnl~mIANQx2gEfJoQApZm~oGjMva~8sv9yRhosVnhOas3Dxd1OBgO1~E64WwYxDyIe9KgB5MDX5-VfW~uWMuQzlzaMTFEfTWPkwlb~yZIAHSFvCobgR2ed59l1Fu8aImd6WlHvr39yrY8vAF6neTRVpqWeFO8TgsDOEN1KW3F98MnVI7OWU1C0c-JqCvg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA'
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/61919324/Auditing___Assurance_Services_A_Systematic_Approach_11th_Edition_Messier___Glover___Prawitt_2019_Test_Bank20200128-48417-1w3d50i-libre.pdf?1580225500=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DAuditing_and_Assurance_Services_A_System.pdf&Expires=1775030603&Signature=Y9RGmPV4rL7hMS4JZBR-yQ1FJOjbefYzB4g3hTZ~nEeH30KBCQkNRpcRNJDql63Ni6FsbXu6G41AZ-VxRLZ8XLs8qZpnyd~MqA1DUQ3YVR~qVsYqdQvCU5jja-UZnM1Ai0-itKwlA5HDZ3GVjXS3f48k247YOu66JYR9Gf-QQ-49GfN5~EHhLsRyEdRfoYrWP8VwvnIZKQ3n2Np28ojx3CWSPGUxLgrOCyT5IpYj6w4rp-trqEEnwkRXq9QvbFI9VJWawO~-JO~SnkNd71vw3BAvcLTLWU4Wkdne7N175yoVSV78IBTqhqxqPJ6Q2vO2MQYkUfjrwAlvkYR67vA3KQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/61919324/Auditing___Assurance_Services_A_Systematic_Approach_11th_Edition_Messier___Glover___Prawitt_2019_Test_Bank20200128-48417-1w3d50i-libre.pdf?1580225500=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DAuditing_and_Assurance_Services_A_System.pdf&Expires=1775030603&Signature=Y9RGmPV4rL7hMS4JZBR-yQ1FJOjbefYzB4g3hTZ~nEeH30KBCQkNRpcRNJDql63Ni6FsbXu6G41AZ-VxRLZ8XLs8qZpnyd~MqA1DUQ3YVR~qVsYqdQvCU5jja-UZnM1Ai0-itKwlA5HDZ3GVjXS3f48k247YOu66JYR9Gf-QQ-49GfN5~EHhLsRyEdRfoYrWP8VwvnIZKQ3n2Np28ojx3CWSPGUxLgrOCyT5IpYj6w4rp-trqEEnwkRXq9QvbFI9VJWawO~-JO~SnkNd71vw3BAvcLTLWU4Wkdne7N175yoVSV78IBTqhqxqPJ6Q2vO2MQYkUfjrwAlvkYR67vA3KQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/61919324/Auditing___Assurance_Services_A_Systematic_Approach_11th_Edition_Messier___Glover___Prawitt_2019_Test_Bank20200128-48417-1w3d50i-libre.pdf?1580225500=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DAuditing_and_Assurance_Services_A_System.pdf&Expires=1775030603&Signature=Y9RGmPV4rL7hMS4JZBR-yQ1FJOjbefYzB4g3hTZ~nEeH30KBCQkNRpcRNJDql63Ni6FsbXu6G41AZ-VxRLZ8XLs8qZpnyd~MqA1DUQ3YVR~qVsYqdQvCU5jja-UZnM1Ai0-itKwlA5HDZ3GVjXS3f48k247YOu66JYR9Gf-QQ-49GfN5~EHhLsRyEdRfoYrWP8VwvnIZKQ3n2Np28ojx3CWSPGUxLgrOCyT5IpYj6w4rp-trqEEnwkRXq9QvbFI9VJWawO~-JO~SnkNd71vw3BAvcLTLWU4Wkdne7N175yoVSV78IBTqhqxqPJ6Q2vO2MQYkUfjrwAlvkYR67vA3KQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
file://C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\Misangyi, V. F., Greckhamer, T., Furnari, S., Fiss, P. C., Crilly, D., & Aguilera, R. (2017). Embracing causal complexity: The emergence of a neo-configurational perspective. Journal of management, 43(1), 255-282.
file://C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\Misangyi, V. F., Greckhamer, T., Furnari, S., Fiss, P. C., Crilly, D., & Aguilera, R. (2017). Embracing causal complexity: The emergence of a neo-configurational perspective. Journal of management, 43(1), 255-282.
file://C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\Misangyi, V. F., Greckhamer, T., Furnari, S., Fiss, P. C., Crilly, D., & Aguilera, R. (2017). Embracing causal complexity: The emergence of a neo-configurational perspective. Journal of management, 43(1), 255-282.
file://C:\Users\DELL\Desktop\vamsi\OPAST PDFS\JIBF\JIBF-26-13\Misangyi, V. F., Greckhamer, T., Furnari, S., Fiss, P. C., Crilly, D., & Aguilera, R. (2017). Embracing causal complexity: The emergence of a neo-configurational perspective. Journal of management, 43(1), 255-282.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2016.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2016.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2016.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/13683040410524720
https://doi.org/10.1108/13683040410524720
https://doi.org/10.1108/13683040410524720
https://doi.org/10.1108/13683040410524720
https://api.taylorfrancis.com/content/books/mono/download?identifierName=doi&identifierValue=10.4324/9781003541981&type=googlepdf'
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-006-9018-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-006-9018-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)90045-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)90045-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)90045-8
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10047
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10047
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10047
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10047
https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-10047
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=q4U3AwAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=121.+Power,+M.+(1997).The+audit+society:+Rituals+of+verification.Oxford+University+Press.&ots=DKiLjfBZQe&sig=vWkpl_Y8rLkmxWvntuq3SMdRWN8
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=q4U3AwAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=121.+Power,+M.+(1997).The+audit+society:+Rituals+of+verification.Oxford+University+Press.&ots=DKiLjfBZQe&sig=vWkpl_Y8rLkmxWvntuq3SMdRWN8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2009.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2009.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-02-2024-6906
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-02-2024-6906
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-02-2024-6906
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-02-2024-6906
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1094406025300035
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1094406025300035
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1094406025300035
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1094406025300035
http://Khodabakhshian, A. (2023). Machine learning for risk management in construction projects. 
http://Khodabakhshian, A. (2023). Machine learning for risk management in construction projects. 
https://search.proquest.com/openview/cbc3fb0587ec042b71acda04eeb83e30/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://search.proquest.com/openview/cbc3fb0587ec042b71acda04eeb83e30/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
https://search.proquest.com/openview/cbc3fb0587ec042b71acda04eeb83e30/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
doi: 10.1080/09638180.2016.1273787
doi: 10.1080/09638180.2016.1273787
doi: 10.1080/09638180.2016.1273787
doi: 10.1080/09638180.2016.1273787
doi: 10.1080/09638180.2016.1273787
doi: 10.1080/09638180.2016.1273787
https://doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-09-2014-0053'
https://doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-09-2014-0053'
https://doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-09-2014-0053'
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=tIYrly9QjTIC&oi=fnd&pg=PR1&dq=130.+Simons,+R.+(2010).Seven+strategy+questions:+A+simple+approach+for+better+execution.+Harvard+Business+Press.&ots=ilpMS26hii&sig=wcuWchnNfxGhmag_rYJzbxAWaAw'
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=tIYrly9QjTIC&oi=fnd&pg=PR1&dq=130.+Simons,+R.+(2010).Seven+strategy+questions:+A+simple+approach+for+better+execution.+Harvard+Business+Press.&ots=ilpMS26hii&sig=wcuWchnNfxGhmag_rYJzbxAWaAw'
https://europepmc.org/article/med/15807041'
https://europepmc.org/article/med/15807041'
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-11-2020-1102
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-11-2020-1102
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-11-2020-1102
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0101
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0101

135.Sundstrom, A., & Brown, A. (2022).Professional judgmentand  137.Vosselman, E. (2016). Accounting, accountability, and ethics

accountability remembering: Reconstructing responsibility in public sector organizations: Toward a duality between
in complex governance settings. Accounting, Auditing & instrumental accountability and relational response-ability.
Accountability Journal, 35(8), 1850-1874. Administration & Society, 48(5), 602-627.

136.van Buuren, A., Veld, M., & van der Voet, J. (2023). 138.Sun, K. J., & Zhang, J. H. (2024). A study of female presence
Governance complexity and professional judgment. Public in the audit process on audit quality. Journal of Forensic
Management Review, 25(6), 955-977. Accounting Research, 9(1), 87-108.

Copyright: ©2026 Amin EIl Sayed Ahmed Lotfy, et al. This is an
open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution License, which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the
original author and source are credited.

J Invest Bank Finance, 2026 https://opastpublishers.com/ Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 19


https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399713514844
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399713514844
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399713514844
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399713514844
https://doi.org/10.2308/JFAR-2022-010
https://doi.org/10.2308/JFAR-2022-010
https://doi.org/10.2308/JFAR-2022-010

