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ABSTRACT 

Auditors are required to apply professional skepticism throughout the audit process: when searching for 

information, when forming a judgment, and when deciding on which actions to take. Consequently, audit 

firms have a vested interest in fostering professional skepticism. Extant conceptual models propose that 

knowledge is a central driver of professional skepticism, yet a common measure of knowledge - experience 

- has proven to be an unreliable proxy: it does not take into account that auditors have to learn from 

experience to develop knowledge. Insights from psychology and management studies emphasize that this 

learning does not occur automatically, but that it can be fostered at the firm level through a supportive 

learning culture. Based on these streams of research, the present study explores two main questions. First, 

do auditors of higher ranks engage in more or less skeptical information search, and do they formulate more 

or less skeptical judgments? Second, does a firm’s learning culture interact with rank to foster professional 

skepticism? We observed information search behaviors and recorded judgments of 166 auditors across 

ranks using a representative audit task. Our results show that higher-ranking auditors do not consistently 

engage in more skeptical information search or judgment, but those who worked in a supportive learning 

culture consistently engaged in more skeptical information search and formed more skeptical intentions to 

act. A supportive learning culture is therefore essential for enabling the ongoing development of knowledge, 

and exercising professional skepticism.  
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1. Introduction 

Auditors are required to support their judgments with sufficient relevant and reliable evidence. Yet, 

oversight bodies such as the Financial Reporting Council (FRC) and the Public Company Accounting 

Oversight Board (PCAOB) have repeatedly observed that auditors' judgments are not consistently 

supported by suitable evidence (FRC 2015; PCAOB 2016). To ensure that judgments are well supported, 

the FRC (2016), the PCAOB (2016), as well as audit researchers (Nelson 2009; Hurtt et al. 2013; Nolder 

and Kadous 2018) emphasize the need for auditors to display professional skepticism. From a regulation 

perspective, professional skepticism is described as "an attitude that includes a questioning mind and a 

critical assessment of audit evidence. The auditor uses the knowledge, skill, and ability called for by the 

profession of public accounting to diligently perform, in good faith, and with integrity, the gathering and 

objective evaluation of evidence." (SAS No. 1, AU 230.07-09).  From an academic perspective, a variety 

of definitions exist for the concept itself (most recently reviewed by Nolder and Kadous 2018), yet 

conceptual models agree that professional skepticism is expressed in the way auditors collect and process 

information, in how they formulate judgments, and in how they act (Nelson 2009; Hurtt et al. 2013; Nolder 

and Kadous 2018). A central question for audit firms then becomes how to foster professional skepticism 

so that judgments are well-supported and appropriate given relevant and reliable evidence.  

 Conceptual models of professional skepticism specify a range of antecedents at different levels 

(Nelson 2009; Hurtt et al. 2013; Nolder and Kadous 2018). A foundational antecedent in all three conceptual 

models is auditor knowledge. Both Nelson (2009) and Hurtt et al. (2013) emphasize that auditors can only 

exercise professional skepticism if they have appropriate knowledge of which evidence characteristics 

indicate audit risk, errors, or even fraud. What makes knowledge such a critical antecedent is that it is 

necessary for other antecedents to be effective: an auditor who is incentivized to behave skeptically will 

not be effective in applying professional skepticism if he or she lacks the knowledge how to be skeptical. 

Extant findings on the knowledge - skepticism relationship, however, reveal two important insights. First, 

the relationship is not straightforward, and second, knowledge does not develop automatically from 

experience. Most audit papers use rank or experience as proxies for knowledge (e.g. Agoglia, Beaudoin, 
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and Tsakumis 2009; Quadackers, Groot, and Wright 2014). Results of these studies, however, are 

inconclusive. Some studies show that more experience is associated with forming more skeptical judgments 

(Agoglia, Beaudoin, and Tsakumis 2009; Quadackers, Groot, and Wright 2014), yet other studies show the 

opposite (Payne and Ramsay 2005; Phillips 1999; Shaub and Lawrence 1996). These inconsistent findings 

reveal that rank and experience may not fully capture an auditors' knowledge. Studies in auditing (e.g. 

Bonner, Libby, and Nelson 1997; Libby and Luft 1993; Bédard 1991), but specifically in the wider 

judgment and psychology research (e.g. Madsen and Desai 2010; Metcalfe 2017; Kahneman and Klein 

2009) have consistently shown that specific conditions need to be present to enable learning from 

experience to develop new knowledge. This means that to foster professional skepticism, the development 

of individual knowledge needs to be facilitated. 

 The professional skepticism literature addresses knowledge development as training, finding it is 

effective at preparing auditors for structured, if complex, tasks that can easily be anticipated (Bonner, Libby, 

and Nelson 1996; Bonner and Walker 1994; Plumlee, Rixom, and Rosman 2015). However, within the 

domain of auditing, tasks vary in their predictability and task characteristics are subject to constant change 

(Westermann, Bedard, and Earley 2015; Shanteau 1992; Einhorn 2012). Under these conditions, training is 

not the most effective manner of fostering the development of new knowledge - rather, auditors need to 

develop knowledge ad hoc during practice (Noe, Clarke, and Klein 2014; Westermann, Bedard, and Earley 

2015).  Studies focusing on this kind of adaptive knowledge development in auditors are still scarce, but in 

the few studies that exist, participants report to learn more from daily practice than from formal training 

(Hicks et al. 2007; Westermann, Bedard, and Earley 2015; Bishop 2017). Research on management and 

work psychology has revealed one essential condition for enabling this ongoing learning at the workplace: 

a supportive learning culture. Such a culture means that "an organization [is] skilled at creating, acquiring, 

and transferring knowledge and at modifying behavior to reflect new knowledge and insights" (Garvin 

1993, 80). It implies that individuals can admit to mistakes or to not knowing, that they can challenge 

judgments and ask 'why', that they reflect on their experiences and that they can gain insights from others 

to improve their performance continuously over time (Noe, Tews, and McConnell Dachner 2010; Flores et 
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al. 2012; Eldor and Harpaz 2016; Edmondson 2004; Cerasoli et al. 2018). A supportive learning culture is 

influenced top-down through firm policy, tone at the top, and especially through role-modelling, which 

makes it a mechanism through which firms can foster desirable behaviors, such as knowledge development 

for professional skepticism (Cha and Edmondson 2006; Vera and Crossan 2016; Chadwick and Raver 

2015). Within auditing, research has focused on different kinds of culture, e.g. professionalism within firms 

(e.g. Jenkins et al. 2008), tone at the top (e.g. Perreault, Wainberg, and Luippold 2012), incentive structures 

(e.g. Coram and Robinson 2017), partner values (e.g. Carpenter and Reimers 2013), or national culture (e.g. 

Nolder and Riley 2014), but little evidence exists on the influence of firm culture on professional skepticism 

(as mentioned in the framework by Glover and Prawitt 2014).Yet, the concept of learning culture itself has 

not been explored in the audit context.  

 In this paper, we build on insights from audit and management and work psychology studies to 

explore two central questions. First, we explore the relationship between rank and professional skepticism, 

focusing on auditors' information search behaviors and their formulation of judgments and intentions to act. 

We capture these behaviors across a range of measures using a representative audit task (Nolder and Kadous 

2018; Bedard and Mock 1990; Quadackers, Groot, and Wright 2014). This approach allows connecting 

skeptical information search to judgments and intentions to act, which have thus far been studied separately 

in extant skepticism research (Nolder and Kadous 2018). Second, we explore whether a supportive learning 

culture can enhance professional skepticism. We assume, based on the learning culture literature, that 

auditors who work in a supportive learning culture are able to develop more professional knowledge, which 

in turn fosters professional skepticism (Nelson 2000; Hurtt et al. 2013; Nolder and Kadous 2018). Based 

on this assumption, we hypothesize that auditors engage in a more skeptical information search and form 

more skeptical judgments when they have worked for some time in a supportive learning culture. Relating 

professional skepticism to the concept of firm learning culture has several advantages. It extends the notion 

of knowledge development beyond training, considering the unpredictable and changing task environment 

of auditing. Culture can be actively managed at the firm and the team level, adding a valuable tool for firms 

to foster professional skepticism, along with other knowledge-driven performance. By looking at the 
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interaction between rank and firm learning culture, we explore a potential explanation for the mixed 

findings on the rank - skepticism relationship to date.  

 In this study, 166 auditors across the associate - partner spectrum completed two instruments. First, 

participants worked on an accounts receivables task in which they interact with a virtual information board, 

allowing us to observe a range of information search behaviors in line with Nolder and Kadous (2018). In 

contrast to studies that rely on self-reported information, our approach directly observes participants’ 

interactions with the information items provided, recorded and measured by an existing computer program. 

This methods lowers self-serving bias in data collection and allow to discover complex patterns at the 

individual and group level (Willemsen and Johnson 2010; Payne 1976). After searching for information, 

participants formulated a judgment, indicated their confidence, and their intentions to act. Second, 

participants completed a validated scale measuring their actual perceived learning culture (Marsick and 

Watkins 2003). By focusing on auditors' perceptions rather than manipulating learning culture, we consider 

that culture is deeply embedded in the work environment and will affect auditors over time through ongoing 

socialization and signaling (Chadwick and Raver 2015; Flores et al. 2012; Wolfe Morrison 2012). Prior 

studies have shown that perceptions, rather than a normative notion of culture affect behavior, meaning that 

there is a large variance in how culture is perceived even by members of the same firms and the same units 

(Eldor and Harpaz 2016; Gold, Gronewold, and Salterio 2014; Carpenter, Dirsmith, and Gupta 1994; 

Salancik and Pfeffer 1978). We observe differences in skeptical information search, judgment and intention 

to act across auditors' actual rank and across their perceived learning culture. Our results reveal that, in line 

with earlier findings on rank, a higher rank does not guarantee more skeptical information search, 

judgments, or intentions to act; we found a large variance between and within ranks. Associates engaged in 

the most extensive and most targeted information search, and they formulated the most accurate judgments. 

Managers and partners, surprisingly, engaged in less targeted search and did not outperform their senior 

colleagues in terms of accuracy or intention to act. Once we included the interaction between rank and 

learning culture, significant differences emerged. Auditors of manager rank and above engaged in 

consistently more skeptical information search behaviors when they worked in a supportive learning 
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culture, leading to even more skeptical intentions to act. Their peers working in a less supportive learning 

culture engaged in consistently less diagnostic and targeted information search, and formulated significantly 

less skeptical intentions to act. A low learning culture was associated with more attention on client 

documentation over financial information, in attention focus, and in accuracy. This shows that not the 

amount of experience, but the ability to learn from one's experience, drives professional skepticism, in line 

with the theoretical models of Nelson (2009), Hurtt et al. (2013) and Nolder and Kadous (2018). The 

observation that firm culture mostly affected auditors of manager rank and above supports the notion that 

culture is deeply embedded in the work environment and takes effect over time (Chadwick and Raver 2015; 

Wolfe Morrison 2012). This makes culture less attractive as a 'quick fix', but supports the need for creating 

a supportive firm learning culture for sustained audit quality.  

 The remainder of this study is organized as follows. After developing our hypotheses on 

professional skepticism, rank, and learning culture, we describe our chosen method and development of 

measures, along with our analysis strategy. We then report and discuss our findings by hypothesis in the 

context of extant literature, limitations, and implications for practice and future research.   

 

 

2. Background and Development of Hypotheses 

 

Professional skepticism as information search, judgment, and intention to act 

There are nearly as many conceptualizations of professional skepticism as there are studies on the topic. 

Some studies view professional skepticism as a stable trait (e.g. Hurtt 2010; Popova 2013), others view the 

concept as an attitude that develops over time (e.g. Nolder and Kadous 2018), yet other studies do not 

specifically define the concept itself (e.g. Nelson 2009; Quadackers, Groot, and Wright 2014). Despite these 

different views, the three main conceptual models of professional skepticism agree on one thing: 

professional skepticism becomes visible in how auditors search for and process information, by the 

judgments and actions they take (Nelson 2009; Hurtt et al. 2013; Nolder and Kadous 2018).  The first model 



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 6 

by Nelson (2009) proposes that evidential input is processed, leading to a judgment and, under certain 

conditions, to an action, whose outcomes can be observed, before the cycle begins again. Hurtt et al. (2013) 

emphasize that judgments also have observable outcomes what serve as an input for skeptical action. 

Finally, Nolder and Kadous (2018) place more emphasis on not only the characteristics of the information 

the auditor collects, but especially on how auditors process this information to form a skeptical judgment. 

Their model also specifies a difference between having the intention to act and actually following up on 

this intention. Based on this synthesis of existing models, in this study we approach professional skepticism 

in terms of auditors' information search, judgment, and intention to act. 

The first moment at which professional skepticism is exercised is during information search, when 

auditors collect information on which to base their judgment (Nolder and Kadous 2018). Information search 

is the first step in the decision-making process; it influences how information is processed and on which 

basis a judgment is formed (Einhorn and Hogarth 1981; Wheeler and Arunachalam 2008; Kaplan and 

Reckers 1989). In their review, Nolder and Kadous (2018) specify four behaviors of searching for and 

processing information: understanding issues, gathering facts, considering alternatives and performing 

analysis. These four categories follow the cognitive processing stages specified by (Bonner 2008). After 

developing an overview of the situation at hand, auditors engage in information search by gathering facts. 

This gathering is followed up by the processing of information, encompassing how information is 

interpreted and combined into specific hypotheses (Bonner 2008). Given the complexities of each of these 

steps, this study focuses on information search as the necessary precondition for information processing 

and judgment formation. According to Nolder and Kadous (2018), for information search to be skeptical, 

it needs to meet five criteria: it needs to be extensive, broad, diagnostic, targeted and open. In this study, 

we focus on three of these criteria. First, a skeptical information search is extensive; it covers a sufficient 

amount of information from a variety of angles that create a clear overview (Turner 2001). Second, for 

information search to be skeptical, it needs to consider the underlying quality of information available. A 

diagnostic search prioritizes informative and factual items over lower-quality input (Blay, Kadous, and 

Sawers 2012). Finally, the information search needs to be targeted. A targeted information search is 
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effortful and deliberate rather than passively skimming available items (Barrick and Spilker 2003; Bedard 

and Mock 1990). In this study, we explore in how far participants engage in (a) extensive, (2) diagnostic, 

and (3) targeted information search. 

Next, professional skepticism is exercised when forming judgments and when deciding on which 

actions to take. Judgment is central to the audit process, and it confronts auditors with varying degrees of 

uncertainty, unpredictability, and complexity (Nelson 2009; Hurtt et al. 2013; Nolder and Kadous 2018; 

Abdolmohammadi 1999). In dealing with these challenges, auditors need to determine at which point they 

have sufficient evidence for forming a judgment/deciding on one's actions, and how best to manage possible 

risks (Nolder and Kadous 2018). Following the structure described by Nolder and Kadous (2018), in this 

study we focus on auditors’ judgments and the extent to which they intent to engage in skeptical actions. 

Judgments represent how auditors perceive the case, e.g. perceived fraud risk (Rose 2007; Asare and Wright 

2004) or beliefs about client truthfulness (Quadackers, Groot, and Wright 2014). Intentions to act describe 

which behaviors auditors intend to engage in to address the situation they are in. Would they ask the client 

to provide additional information, should time be allocated differently across procedures, or would you 

request an adjustment on the client's part? As specified by Nelson (2009), these intentions can translate into 

actions given auditors' knowledge, traits, and firm incentives. Following the professional skepticism models 

by Nelson (2009), Hurtt et al. (2013), and by Nolder and Kadous (2018), we first explore the relationship 

between extensive, diagnostic, and targeted search with auditors’ judgments and intentions to act, leading 

to the following baseline hypothesis:  

 

HYPOTHESIS 1. Skeptical information search (extensive, diagnostic, and targeted search) is 

positively related to skeptical judgments/intention to act.  

 

Knowledge as a central antecedent of professional skepticism 

The three conceptual models of professional skepticism list a series of antecedents that drive skeptical 

information search, and judgment/intention to act (Nelson 2009; Hurtt et al. 2013; Nolder and Kadous 
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2018). A central antecedent featured in all three models is auditor experience and/or knowledge that affects 

how information is searched and processed and how judgments are formed (Nelson 2009; Hurtt et al. 2013; 

Nolder and Kadous 2018). In these models, knowledge is introduced as a necessary pre-condition for other 

antecedents to work effectively. For example, an auditor may be incentivized to behave skeptically, but if 

he or she lacks the knowledge, incentives will not be as effective. For Nelson (2009, 7), auditors "must 

understand the directional implications of evidence for audit risk, and also must be able to apply their 

knowledge of evidential patterns and error/non-error frequencies to determine whether a given set of 

evidence suggests heightened risk." Hurtt et al. (2013, 51) add that "experience allows auditors to develop 

domain knowledge and knowledge of patterns that will enable them to determine when evidence does not 

'add up'". Knowledge is often approximated through auditors rank and/or experience, building on the 

assumption that with experience, auditors automatically develop the necessary knowledge to perform well, 

and that those auditors who fail to do so will not advance in the firm (Hurtt et al. 2013; Nelson 2009).  

 Extant audit research has studied the concept of knowledge in two main ways. On the one hand, 

audit expertise models (e.g. Libby and Tan 1994; Libby and Luft 1993; Bedard 1991) and studies on training 

for skepticism and fraud detection (e.g. Nelson 1993; Hubbard Ashton 1991; Earley 2001; Plumlee, Rixom, 

and Rosman 2015) have focused on which content knowledge auditors need to develop in order to perform 

optimally, e.g. knowledge on error frequencies. An underlying assumption of this research stream is that 

the exact knowledge auditors require can be known in advance and taught explicitly. Under conditions of 

ongoing change or in unprecedented situations requiring professional judgment, however, this assumption 

is not met (Francis 2011; Knechel et al. 2013; PCAOB 2016; FRC 2015). When knowledge content cannot 

be anticipated and/or taught explicitly, the exact content of knowledge itself becomes less important; rather, 

it is the relevance of auditors’ past experience that will affect performance with a given task (Kahneman 

and Klein 2009; Klein 2008). The second research stream on auditor knowledge acknowledges that not 

content, but relevance of experience is critical for auditors, approximating knowledge through overall years 

of experience, through rank, or through experience within specific industries or with specific standards or 

technologies (e.g. Moroney 2007; Wright 2001; Vera-Muñoz, Kinney Jr, and Bonner 2001; Carpenter, 
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Dirsmith, and Gupta 1994). This stream bases the proxies of knowledge on the assumption that with more 

experience, auditors develop more relevant context-specific knowledge that enables them to e.g. deliver 

higher audit quality. Hurtt et al. (2013, 51) summarize this argument as follows: “experience allows auditors 

to develop domain knowledge of patterns that will enable them to determine when evidence does not ‘add 

up’”. Both research streams on knowledge emphasize a positive relationship between knowledge and 

performance: with more knowledge, auditors understand the task at hand, know how to respond, which 

cues to search for, and how to formulate adequate judgments.  

Based on this shared assertion, generally, a positive relationship is expected between rank and 

professional skepticism in terms of information search and judgment/intention to act. Looking at 

information search first, in Tubbs' (1992) study, higher-ranking auditors recalled more (atypical) errors in 

working papers and fewer incorrect items, and were found to engage in more targeted information search 

because of meaningful knowledge structures (Frederick, Heiman-Hoffman, and Libby 1994). Some studies 

also positively link rank and skeptical judgment and (intention to) act. For example, accurately assessing 

fraud risk (Agoglia, Beaudoin, and Tsakumis 2009; Knapp and Knapp 2001), formulating a wider variety 

of possible explanations, specifically non-error explanations and budgeting more hours to complete a task 

that requires skepticism (Quadackers 2009), or continuously expressing more skeptical beliefs and 

intentions to act across a battery of questions (Shaub and Lawrence 1996). These results lend support to the 

reasoning that experience enables the acquisition of knowledge, which in turn relates positively to 

professional skepticism.  

However, not all studies support this positive relationship. Regarding information search, Rose 

(2007) and Phillips (1999) did not find a significant relationship between experience and attention to 

indicators of aggressive reporting, and Shaub and Lawrence (1996) found that compared to staff auditors, 

CPA were less likely to perform additional analysis when facing client risk. Similar findings exist for 

judgments/intentions to act. For example, Phillips (1999)  discovered that higher-ranking auditors were less 

likely to believe that fraud had occurred when detecting aggressive reporting than their senior colleagues, 

and Payne and Ramsay (2005) found that staff auditors were more skeptical of their client's truthfulness. 
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Consequently, rank is not consistently related to professional skepticism, providing insufficient insight into 

the role of knowledge for information search and judgment / intention to act.  

 Both research streams on auditor knowledge offer explanations for these divergent findings. On the 

one hand, expertise research in auditing explicitly distinguishes experience and knowledge. For example, 

Bédard (1991, 144) states that "one can have considerable experience and not be an expert", and Libby and 

Luft (1993, 429) clarify that "one should not expect all more experienced auditors to show superior 

performance at all tasks. [...] When combined with the diminishing effects of exposure on learning, 

continuous improvement on any one task is unlikely". The second stream of research on the other hand 

emphasizes the relevance of past experience. Higher-ranking auditors may over-rely on pattern recognition 

based on past experiences; under complex or unreliable conditions, this may cause them to overlook details 

or to suffer from confirmation bias (Wheeler and Arunachalam 2008; Tversky and Kahneman 1974). The 

differing findings for the rank - skepticism relationship may then derive from the difference between 

experience and knowledge that are not accounted for by using rank as a proxy without taking into account 

the context in which auditors have made their experiences1. Based on these differing findings, we formulate 

two hypotheses about the rank - skepticism relationship. We will explore empirically which scenario, the 

positive or the negative, receives more support from our analysis.  

 

HYPOTHESIS 2a. Auditors of higher rank will engage in more extensive information search. 

HYPOTHESIS 2b. Auditors of higher rank will engage in more diagnostic information search.  

HYPOTHESIS 2c. Auditors of higher rank will engage in more targeted information search.  

HYPOTHESIS 2d. Auditors of higher rank will formulate more skeptical judgments/intentions to 

act.  

                                                      
 

1 Two more explanations are provided in literature that only have an indirect effect on knowledge development. Auditors of higher 

ranks develop a closer bond with their clients, possibly leading to lower skepticism (Quadackers 2009; Bazerman, Loewenstein, 

and Moore 2002). Moreover, in fraud-related tasks, more experienced auditors may display less skeptical behaviors if they have 

little practical experience with fraud (Hubbard Ashton 1991; Rose 2007; Carpenter, Durtschi, and Gaynor 2011). Since the first 

explanation has an indirect effect on knowledge development and we do not rely on a fraud-based task, we do not further consider 

these reasons in the current study. 
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Fostering professional skepticism: the moderating influence of firm learning culture 

In this study, we propose that the mixed findings on the rank - skepticism relationship can be parsed by 

taking into account drivers of developing knowledge from experience (Libby and Tan 1994; Westermann, 

Bedard, and Earley 2015). For structured tasks, extant literature has found evidence that training contributes 

to skeptical information search and judgments (Carpenter, Durtschi, and Gaynor 2011; Plumlee, Rixom, 

and Rosman 2015), yet little evidence exists on knowledge development for unstructured or unpredictable 

tasks as they occur in daily practice (Westermann, Bedard, and Earley 2015). Consequently, in this study 

we explore a condition facilitating the creation of knowledge from daily work experience - the concept of 

firm learning culture as a means of enabling knowledge development as part of daily practice, allowing 

flexible learning as challenges and changes occur in a changing environment (Garvin 1993; Edmondson 

2004; Marsick and Watkins 2003).  

 A firm's culture is deeply embedded in the work environment as is expressed through symbols, 

language use and most importantly, through actions (Chadwick and Raver 2015; Flores et al. 2012; Marsick 

and Watkins 2003). Being this embedded implies that all firms have a culture, whether it is deliberately 

created or emerged as a side-product, e.g. concerning how 'we in this firm' value quality (Jenkins et al. 

2008) or how 'we' manage errors (Gold, Gronewold, and Salterio 2014). A firm's learning culture 

specifically addresses how members of a firm value learning as part of their daily practice by identifying 

skills needed for future performance and providing opportunities for developing those skills, by 

encouraging critical questioning of procedures and judgments, by fostering learning from errors through 

open communication, grounded in an atmosphere of trust and accountability (Edmondson 2008; Marsick 

and Watkins 2003; Cerasoli et al. 2018). These facets are established through tone at the top as well by 

behaviors of leaders across hierarchical levels, reflecting a deliberate effort to create a supportive learning 

culture (Cha and Edmondson 2006; Vera and Crossan 2016; Chadwick and Raver 2015). Extant research 

has shown that individual attitudes and behaviors are driven by perceptions of culture, rather than by an 

absolute, normative, culture concept (Eldor and Harpaz 2016; Carpenter, Dirsmith, and Gupta 1994; Gold, 
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Gronewold, and Salterio 2014). Salancik and Pfeffer 's (1978) social information processing approach 

argues that professionals’ attitudes derive from past experiences and cues from the social environment, 

allowing individuals to adapt to changing circumstances and to behave differently across environments. 

The more salient these cues are, and the more relevant they are perceived to be, the larger the expected 

influence on attitudes and behaviors (Salancik and Pfeffer 1978). This perspective is supported by the 

notion that the perceptions of culture can vary significantly, even within one organization, even within one 

office (Eldor and Harpaz 2016; Carpenter, Dirsmith, and Gupta 1994; Flores et al. 2012). In this study, we 

therefore focus on individual auditors’ perceptions of the degree to which their work environment values 

learning from experience as part of the audit process. 

 Prior research on learning culture has revealed several positive relationships. At the individual 

level, studies have found evidence for increased engagement at work (Noe, Tews, and McConnell Dachner 

2010; Eldor and Harpaz 2016), job satisfaction (e.g. Egan, Yang, and Bartlett 2004; Moradi et al. 2013), 

and knowledge development (Flores et al. 2012; Cerasoli et al. 2018; Cannon and Edmondson 2005). At 

the firm level, a learning culture has been associated with higher organizational (e.g. Hung et al. 2010; 

Moon and Lee 2013) and financial performance (e.g. Škerlavaj et al. 2007; Wang and Yang 2007), as well 

as innovation (e.g. Ismail 2005; Baer and Frese 2003). A supportive firm learning culture therefore 

potentially not only benefits professional skepticism, but other firm outcomes at the same time. 

 No immediate evidence exists on the effects of a supportive learning culture in the setting of 

auditing, Studies on other types of culture have however found positive relationships; Jenkins et al. (2008) 

find a positive relationship between general firm culture and audit quality, Bamber and Iyer (2002, 2007) 

found that auditors who identify with their firm also identify more strongly as audit professionals, which 

was associated with lower trust in client information, and Gold, Gronewold, and Salterio (2014) find that 

auditors who read a scenario describing a supportive error culture were more likely to report errors. 

Westermann, Bedard, and Earley (2015) interviewed a series of partners on their perceptions of on-the-job 

learning, recording the following quote: "I think you do it [coaching] because it is part of our culture and if 

you don't, then the person is going to make the same mistakes again and again, I guess the overall reward 
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is the ultimate advancement" (Westermann, Bedard, and Earley 2015, 24). Based on these findings, we 

propose that auditors’ work environment can significantly contribute to the development of knowledge 

from different experiences, routine and non-routine, increasing the odds that auditors are equipped with 

sufficient relevant knowledge when dealing with unanticipated challenges, with complex judgments, and 

with a changing environment. Accounting for the opportunity to develop knowledge from experience along 

with a driver for ongoing learning, the concept of learning culture adds a flexible, manageable manner of 

fostering professional skepticism and judgment quality. We expect that auditors who work in a supportive 

learning culture are able to develop more knowledge, and therefore, will be able to engage in more skeptical 

information search and to form more skeptical judgments and intentions to act, leading us to the final of 

our hypotheses, illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

HYPOTHESIS 3a. Firm learning culture positively moderates the relationship between rank and  

extensive information search. 

HYPOTHESIS 3b. Firm learning culture positively moderates the relationship between rank and  

diagnostic information search. 

HYPOTHESIS 3c. Firm learning culture positively moderates the relationship between rank and  

targeted information search. 

HYPOTHESIS 3d. Firm learning culture positively moderates the relationship between rank and  

skeptical judgments/intentions to act. 

 

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 

 

 

3. Methods 

 

Sample and settings 
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Three offices from one Big 4 firm participated in this study. In total, 178 auditors from all function levels 

completed an online case and questionnaire2. Of the 178 initial observations, 166 were complete and 

included in the analysis, based on the following criteria: a) completed the online case to the last page (6 

responses excluded), (b) completed the survey (4 responses excluded), c) did not provide the same answer 

to each survey question (2 responses excluded). After applying these criteria, the odd missing value remains 

for individual variables either due to variance in behaviors measured or due to answers that could not be 

interpreted with certainty. In office A, which is split across two locations, 58 auditors completed a web-

based case and a survey endorsed by the office on an individual basis. In offices B (39 participants) and C 

(69 participants), participants took part in a voluntary workshop during which they completed the online 

case and survey. Office leaders in locations B and C endorsed the workshops as part of regular firm events 

on quality management. The sample includes 42 associates, 64 seniors, and 60 managers and partners; 108 

participants are male, and 58 are female. On average, participants had 7.71 years of audit experience with 

a wide distribution (SD=7.803).  

 

Procedure and task design 

In this study, we explore auditors' skeptical information search and judgment/intention to act by observing 

their behavior in representative case. Working together with the participating Big 4 firm, the case is based 

on an actual audit file with which the firm was dissatisfied and in hindsight would have managed differently. 

Based on the element of the file that caused problems later, together we built a case  that challenged 

participants to engage in information search in order to form adequate judgments/intentions to act. Table 1 

provides an overview of the research procedure and case elements provided to participants. Participants 

took between 12 and 36 minutes to complete this case. 

 

                                                      
 
2 The online case was administered in English at offices B and C, and in Dutch at office A, based on dominant working language. 

The survey uses previously validated items and was therefore always administered in English.  
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TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 

 

The underlying case was designed based on three principles. First, it needed to pose a relevant and 

accessible task to all participating auditors in an area relevant for professional skepticism. Analyses of audit 

failures have revealed that accounts receivable are a frequent source of lowered audit quality and even fraud 

(Beasley, Carcello, and Hermanson 2001; Payne and Ramsay 2005; Knapp and Knapp 2001). The 

participating Big 4 firm also perceived the audit of accounts receivable as critical for audit quality, so this 

became the focus of the case. Most participants indicated that they had experience with auditing accounts 

receivable (89.7%), in different roles such as assisting (19.1%), executing (16.8%), supervising / reviewing 

(38.2%) or advising audit teams (25.9%). In the final case, auditors were informed that their client’s 

accounts receivable grew disproportionately to their turnover in the past year. The client’s CFO states that 

there are two large debtors with outstanding positions that exceed materiality. It is the task of the 

participants to assess the likelihood of each debtor settling its outstanding position.  

Second, the case needed to facilitate a wide variety of information search behaviors. We achieved 

this goal by varying the quality of the information provided to participants. Standards require that auditors 

support their judgments with sufficient relevant and reliable evidence (PCAOB 2010; IAASB 2016), yet 

these properties are often unknown to auditors at the time of the audit (e.g. Nolder and Kadous 2018; 

Einhorn and Hogarth 1981). To simulate this situation, we provide participants with three groups of 

information items, as outlined in Table 1 under information search. First, documentation of work completed 

by the client reveals a superficial approach: Debtor A reports having misplaced the invoice and promises 

to settle immediately, Debtor B was not contacted and instead, the CFO has reviewed the debtor’s website. 

In addition, the client provides information on the two debtors’ payment history, showing that Debtor A is 

unusually late in settling their position, while Debtor B’s payment terms have been consistently longer. 

This indicates different levels of risk associated with both debtors, and the information was designed to be 

insufficient for forming a well-supported judgment on the two debtors. Second, for both debtors, we provide 

the balance sheet, profit and loss statement, and the cashflow. These items reveal that Debtor A has a 
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negative overall cash flow, while Debtor B is financially healthy. Based on this information, the risk 

associated with each debtor reverses, but is not absolute. Consequently, we expect participants’ judgments 

to reflect how well they have interacted with the financial information compared to the documentation 

provided by the client. Third, participants can access a range of information items that are not helpful to 

them, e.g. a sector report, a recent back statement, and a list of creditors. This information is not false, but 

also does not change the way the financial information can be interpreted. After having viewed these items, 

it should be clear to auditors that they do not add value to their judgment.  

Finally, we rely on observable information search behaviors of participants using an information 

board. This method presents participants with a pre-defined number of information items and captures their 

interactions with the items (Ford et al. 1989). We used the tool MouselabWEB (Willemsen and Johnson 

2008) to display an information board with 20 items, of which four detail the client’s own work, six items 

with financial information on the two debtors, and ten other items. MouselabWEB records which boxes are 

opened, for how long, how often, and in which order. This feature requires minimal subjective coding by 

researchers, and makes it difficult to display socially desirable behaviors (Willemsen and Johnson 2010). 

Based on the metrics recorded by MouselabWEB, we operationalize information search behaviors based 

on established concepts in judgment and decision making research (Queen et al. 2012; Hanoch et al. 2011; 

Willemsen, Böckenholt, and Johnson 2011) and in line with the overview by Nolder and Kadous (2018). 

The designed case was piloted with eight audit practitioners at the senior, manager and partner level, but 

no fundamental changes were made to the case information. The case was perceived to be equally realistic 

across ranks. 

 

Measures of information search 

We operationalize information search behaviors across three dimensions: extensive search, diagnostic 

search, and targeted search (Nolder and Kadous 2018). Table 2 outlines the information search variables 

and their operationalizations.  
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The first dimension, extensive search, is a broad measure how amount of information search, but 

does not provide insight into the quality of this amount. Information accessed captures how many percent 

of the information each participant accessed at least once, and total time spent captures how much time 

participants spent accessing information, in minutes. Both measures are generated automatically by 

MouselabWEB (Willemsen and Johnson 2010; Ford et al. 1989). According to Nolder and Kadous (2018), 

professional skepticism is indicated by a more extensive information search.  

Second, we explore two measures of diagnostic search, the degree to which information search 

focuses on relevant and reliable evidence (Nolder and Kadous 2018). To capture diagnosticity, we rely on 

the different categories of information provided to participants. Time spent on financial items is the total 

time, in minutes, that participants opened the boxes with the financial information on the two debtors. Note 

that the financial information was kept simple. Based on the way the case information was designed, higher 

values of this variable represent a more diagnostic information search. In addition, we also explore how 

participants divided their time across the financial items and the documentation provided by the client by 

calculating the ratio between them. This information is captured in the variable time on financial/client 

items. Values smaller than one represent a time focus on client documentation, values larger than 1 imply 

that participants spent more time on financial items. Based on the design and underlying quality of these 

two categories of information, diagnostic search is represented by an increased focus on financial items.  

 Third, we explore Nolder and Kadous' (2018) principle of targeted search, where information is 

selected in a deliberate and meaningful manner. We operationalize targeted search in two ways. First, 

attention focus is measured by the standard deviation of time spent across all items. A high standard 

deviation represents more attention to some items than to others, while a low standard deviation indicates 

equal attention to all items on the board, regardless of quality (Willemsen and Johnson 2010). In addition, 

we explore the order of access by comparing the order in which information items were displayed with the 

order in which participants opened the boxes. Due to the Western background of all participants, we 

operationalize order of presentation as going from left to right and from top to bottom. Agreement between 

order of presentation and order of access is calculated using Krippendorff’s alpha, a flexible reliability 
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indicator that ranges from 0 (no similarity) to 1 (perfect similarity) (Hayes and Krippendorff 2007). This 

indicator takes into account missing values or different amounts of items opened, which compensates 

weaknesses of e.g. rank-order correlation measures (Bedard and Mock 1990; Hess, Queen, and Ennis 2013). 

A correlation of 1 indicates a perfect match between the two, interpreted as less skeptical information 

search, compared to a correlation closer to 0, which indicates a search order independent of order of 

presentation, a score of -1 indicated that a participant accessed all information items in the opposite order 

(Bedard and Mock 1990; Nolder and Kadous 2018). A higher score on attention focus and a lower score on 

order of access indicate more targeted information search.  

 

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 

 

Measures of judgment and intention to act 

After interacting with the information board, participants were asked to make a judgment and to formulate 

their intention to act (see Table 3). The case information reveals different likelihoods that the two debtors 

will settle their outstanding position. One debtor assured the client to pay immediately, but also has a 

significantly negative cashflow. No record is available of any contact between the client and the other 

debtor, but the website revealed that it is a large and healthy organization able to settle. Our first measure 

of judgment capitalizes on whether participants correctly identify this difference in underlying risk. 

Participants indicated, in percent, how likely they think each debtor is likely to settle. The variable judgment 

accuracy is calculated as the difference between the likelihoods assigned to the two debtors. A positive 

difference indicates a judgment representative of the task information, a value of 0 indicates that 

participants did not differentiate between debtors, and a negative value describes a mismatch between task 

information and a participant's judgment. Next, participants indicated, in percent, their judgment 

confidence. In line with hypothesis 1, we expect that the more skeptical the information search, the more 

accurate the judgment and the more confident participants will be in their judgment.  
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We also operationalize participants’ intention to act. First, participants could indicate if they wished 

to access information other than the items provided, and if so, which items they missed. The variable 

information request reports the number of these items listed by participants. Additionally, the variable 

adjustment request captures whether participants would request their client to adjust their allowance for 

bad debt, yes or no. We hypothesize that the more skeptical the information search, the more likely 

participants will be to request additional information as well as an adjustment, in line with hypothesis 1.  

 

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 

 

Measures of rank and firm learning culture 

Rank in this study is measured based on participants' self-indicated function level at the time of 

participation. Rank takes into account both responsibilities as well as amount of general audit experience 

(Payne and Ramsay 2005; Quadackers, Groot, and Wright 2014). To explore hypothesis 2, we compare 

three groups: associates, seniors, and managers/partners. Learning culture is measured through Marsick 

and Watkins' (2003) Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ), and specifically, 

through the scales that measure individual perceptions of culture, 'opportunity for learning' and 'inquiry and 

dialogue'. Both scales measure individuals’ perceptions of support for learning in the firm environment3.  

The DLOQ is validated and popularly used in management and organizational behavior studies to 

capture individuals' perceptions of whether their firm facilitates learning from experiences while they are 

happening (Eldor and Harpaz 2016; Egan, Yang, and Bartlett 2004). 'Opportunity for learning' explores in 

how far money, time and support are available for engaging in a variety of learning activities, including 

                                                      
 
3 The choice to capture participants' actual perceived culture rather than manipulating it e.g. in the case description, is based on the 

way the concept of firm culture is defined. First, in the management and organizational behavior literature, culture is defined as a 

latent concept that is embedded deeply in the work environment (Naveh, Katz-Navon, and Stern 2015; Garvin, Edmondson, and 

Gino 2008; Garvin 1993; Eldor and Harpaz 2016). Consequently, it only takes effect over time, making the concept hard to manage 

and manipulate in the short term (Chadwick and Raver 2015; Flores et al. 2012; Wolfe Morrison 2012). Approaching culture as a 

latent concept, we take both rank and culture into account as they occur in the workplace, auditors' actual rank and auditors' actual 

perceived culture, to explore their joint relationship with professional skepticism. 
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items such as “In my organization, people openly discuss mistakes in order to learn from them” and “In my 

organization, people help each other learn”. The 'inquiry and dialogue' scale focuses on whether it is 

appropriate for individuals to ask critical questions across ranks, whether views are exchanged openly and 

respectfully, and whether mistakes are viewed as an opportunity for learning, rather than for punishment. 

Example items include “In my organization, people give open and honest feedback to each other” and “In 

my organization, people are encouraged to ask ‘why’ regardless of rank”. To test whether both scales load 

on a higher-order concept, we employed principal component analysis (PCA) to test whether both scales 

can be aggregated into a single construct (Field 2011). We employed principal component extraction with 

varimax rotation. The sample's adequacy for dimension reduction were confirmed by the Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin Measure that was higher than 0.8 (MSA = 0.881), and Bartlett's test of sphericity, which was 

significant with p = 0.000. We next followed Field's (2011) three criteria for determining aggregation. First, 

two components were found with eigenvalues larger than one, explaining 41% and 10% of variance, 

respectively. Second, the scree plot revealed a sharp change in slope at the one-component mark, and third, 

the component plot located all items in the same quadrant grouped along a continuous line. Two of the three 

criteria suggest that aggregating items of both scales into one shared component. Reliability analysis of the 

resulting variable reveals a high Cronbach alpha of 0.861. To explore hypotheses 3, we will compare 

auditors who score low vs. high on the learning culture component, median-splitting participants into two 

groups.  

 

Analysis 

We apply three analysis strategies to address our hypotheses. First, we explore the relationship between 

information search behaviors and judgment/intention to act through correlations. Second, we explore 

differences across ranks and across learning culture through ANOVA with post-hoc analyses. Based on the 

difference in group size and on the fact that group membership is not random, we do not assume equal 

variance across groups, so we rely on the Games-Howell post-hoc test that does not rely on overall 

significance of the main ANOVA (Shingala and Rajyaguru 2015). Tests of homogeneity of variance indeed 
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indicated differences in variance across groups for more than half of the post-hoc tests conducted, validating 

the choice of Games-Howell. Additional testing using Tukey’s post-hoc test on those post-hocs with equal 

variance revealed contrasts with the same direction and similar magnitudes. For consistency reasons, we 

therefore only report outcomes of the Games-Howell test. In addition, we report omega square as an effect 

size, which is interpreted as follows: 2>0.01 represents a small effect, 2>0.06 is a medium effect, and a 

large effect is found where 2=0.140, following Field (2011). Third, we apply conditional process analysis 

based on Hayes (2019) to test the overall conceptual model involving rank, learning culture, information 

search behavior, judgment, and intention to act. We evaluate the fit of the model using the F-statistic and 

variance explained either through R square for continuous outcome variables, and pseudo-R square for 

dichotomous outcomes. Variance explained is interpreted as small for R2 > 1%, as medium for R2 > 9%, 

and as large for R2 > 25% (in line with Koeslag-Kreunen et al. 2018).  

 

 

4. Results 

 

Descriptive findings 

Table 5 Panel A reports the overall descriptives for the information search variables. Looking at extensive 

search first, on average, we found that participants accessed 63.9% of the available information and spent 

5.380 minutes interacting with the information board. With respect to diagnostic information search, 

participants accessed the financial information on the two debtors for an average of 1.314 minutes, and on 

average, participants focused equally on the six financial items and on the four items of client 

documentation with a mean ratio of 1.023. With respect to targeted search, we found that the average 

standard deviation of time spent across information items was 0.151 minutes, taking into account each 

individual click on boxes on the information board. Five participants had a standard deviation of zero, and 

one participant achieved the highest value of 1.25 minutes. Finally, the overall order of access was quite 

independent of order of presentation with an average of 0.141 out of 1. The standard deviations of each of 
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the measures indicate that we observe significant variance to be explores through the hypotheses. Table 5 

Panel C reports the overall descriptive findings for judgment/intention to act. We found that participants, 

on average, formed an accurate judgment with a mean difference between debtors of 15.2%, and reported 

an average confidence of 63.7%. 40.9% of the participants either made an inaccurate judgment or did not 

report any difference between the debtors. 26.5% indicated a confidence level at or below chance level, 

while 25.2% scored at or above 80%. Participants requested an average of 0.934 additional items of 

information, and 67.3% requested the client to adjust their allowance for bad debt.  

 

Hypothesis 1 – the relationship between information search and judgment/intention to act 

The first hypothesis explores in how far extensive, diagnostic, and targeted search correlate with skeptical 

judgment/intention to act, across all participants (see Table 4). Judgment accuracy correlated positively and 

significantly with four of the six information search behaviors, namely with information accessed (r=0.248, 

p=0.001), total time spent (r=0.155, p=0.048), time on financial items (r=0.203, p=0.009), and with 

attention focus (r=0.167, p=0.0.033). Judgment confidence only correlates positively with information 

accessed (r=0.153, p=0.052). Information request correlated significantly with extensive search 

(raccessed=0.159, p=0.042; rtime=-0.316, p=0.000), and with diagnostic search (rfinancial=0.160, p=0.040; 

rratio=0.158, p=0.047), and correlated positively with attention focus (r=0.166, p=0.000). The same variables 

also correlate significantly and positively with adjustment request4. The correlations provide support for 

Hypothesis 1, and based on these correlations, we continue analyzing Hypotheses 2 and 3. 

                                                      
 

4 Incidentally, we also asked participants to respond to Hurtt’s Professional Skepticism Scale (HPSS, Hurtt 2010), and 

to indicate whether they had participated in a training on professional skepticism in the past year. This second question 

was asked based on the focus in training of the participating Big 4 firm at the time. We related the measures of 

information search behavior and judgment/intention to act as a means of exploring the role of these two measures of 

skepticism in the current dataset. We hypothesized positive and significant relationships. Firstly, we found a 

significant and positive correlation between HPSS and training participation (r=0.499, p=0.000). However, HPSS 

correlated negatively with information accessed (r=-0.198, p=0.012) and attention focus (r=-0.137, p=0.079), as well 

as negative correlations with judgment accuracy (r=-0.161, p=0.039) and judgment confidence (r=-0.152, p=0.053). 

Trait skepticism, in our sample, was negatively related to skeptical information search and judgment/intention to act 

(contrary to findings reported by e.g. Plumlee, Rixom, and Rosman 2012; Hurtt et al. 2013). 
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TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 

 

Hypothesis 2 – Differences in professional skepticism by rank 

The second hypothesis explores whether rank is associated positively or negatively with information search 

and judgment/intention to act. Table 5 panels A and B report the ANOVA and post-hoc tests comparing 

scores on the six information search behaviors, and Table 5 panels C and D compare scores for 

judgment/intention to act across associates, seniors, and managers/partners.  

 Extensive search. We found that associates scored lowest on extensive information search. They 

opened the least number of boxes (F=6.738, p=0.002, 2=0.065, see Table 6 Panel A), and spent the least 

amount of time on information items (F=2.337, p=0.100, 2=0.016, see Table 6 Panel A). Post-hoc analyses 

revealed that seniors outscored the other ranks on information accessed, with an average 74% of boxes - 

21% more boxes than associates (p=0.001) and 14% more boxes than managers/partners (p=0.030; see 

Table 5 Panel B). Moreover, seniors and managers/partners spent similar total time on information items 

(p=0.728), and seniors spent 1.013 minutes more than associates (p=0.053). With respect to extensive 

search, we find that associates consistently engage in the least extensive information search, that seniors 

engaged consistently in the most extensive information search, with managers/partners in the middle. These 

findings lend partial support to Hypothesis 2a: instead of a linear function, we appear to find a concave 

relationship. 

 Diagnostic search. Looking at diagnostic information search next, we found a significant overall 

effect for time on financial items (F=3.663, p=0.028, 2=0.031, see Table 5 Panel A), as well as for time 

on financial/client items (F=2.461, p=0.089, 2=0.018, see Table 5 Panel A). Post-hoc tests reveal that as 

with extensive search, associates engaged in the least diagnostic search, spending significantly less time on 

financial items and engaging more with client documentation over financial items than both seniors and 

managers/partners. At the same time, the post-hoc tests do not reveal significant differences between seniors 

and managers/partners: they engaged in comparably diagnostic information search. With respect to 
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hypothesis 2b, we therefore conclude that the relationship between rank and diagnostic information search 

is positive, but not necessarily linear. 

 Targeted search. Third, we found significant main effects for both measures of targeted 

information search, both for attention focus (F=2.927, p=0.056, 2=0.023; see Table 5 Panel A) and for 

order of access (F=9.822, p=0.000, 2=0.097; see Table 5 Panel A). In this category, we saw that 

managers/partners scored the lowest. Post-hoc analyses revealed significant differences among ranks for 

order of access: managers/partners’ acquisition pattern matched order of presentation most closely at an 

alpha of 0.221, compared to 0.115 for seniors (p=0.016) and 0.062 for associates (p=0.000). In contrast to 

the previous two dimensions of information search, results for targeted search reveal a negative relationship 

with rank, not supporting hypothesis 2c.  

 Judgment/intention to act. Finally, we found significant overall effects for judgment accuracy 

(F=3.648, p=0.028, 2=0.031; see Table 5 Panel C), judgment confidence (F=2.730, p=0.068, 2=0.021; 

see Table 5 Panel B), and information request (F=6.750, p=0.002, 2=0.066; see Table 5 Panel C). Seniors 

formed the most accurate judgments with a mean percentage of 22.5%, outscoring associates by 14.7% 

(p=0.057) and managers/partners by 9.7% (p=0.110). They were also the most confident group, 

significantly outscoring managers/partners by 8.3% (p=0.064). For information request, we found that 

associates requested, on average, 0.746 fewer additional items than seniors (p=0.002) and 1.036 items fewer 

than managers/partners (p=0.000), while again the difference between seniors and managers/partners was 

not significant (p=0.582). We did not find any main or post-hoc effects for adjustment request. With respect 

to judgment/intention to act, we conclude that seniors formed the most accurate and confident judgments, 

and that associates were least likely to request additional information, providing mixed support for 

hypothesis 2d. 

 

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 

 

Hypothesis 3 – Differences in professional skepticism by rank and culture 
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The third hypothesis explores whether auditors display more skeptical information search behaviors and 

formulate more skeptical judgments/intentions to act when they work in a supportive learning culture, 

taking into account their rank. Table 6 reports the differences between the three ranks and the two categories 

of learning culture scores for the six information search behaviors (Panels A and B), and the four measures 

of judgments/intentions to act (Panels C and D). Figure 2 illustrates significant post-hoc findings for this 

hypothesis.  

 Extensive search. First, we found significant overall effects for information accessed (F=3.606, 

p=0.004, 2=0.073, see Table 6 Panel A) and for total time spent (F=1.632, p=0.154, 2=0.019). Post-hoc 

analyses revealed that in a low learning culture, seniors accessed 31.4% more information than associates 

(p=0.025, see Table 6 Panel B) and 21.6% more information than managers/partners (p=0.027). No 

significant differences were found between ranks in a high learning culture, or within ranks by learning 

culture. For total time spent, we found that in a low learning culture, associates spent 1.15 minutes fewer 

than seniors (p=0.028), and 1.12 minutes fewer than managers/partners (p=0.080) Again, no differences 

were found between ranks in a high learning culture or within ranks by learning culture. These findings do 

not lend support to Hypothesis 3a: a high learning culture was not associated with more extensive 

information search at either rank. 

 Diagnostic search. For diagnostic search, we found a significant overall effect for time spent on 

financial items (F=2.812, p=0.018, 2=0.052, see Table 6 Panel A), and for time on financial/client items 

(F=6.812, p=0.000, 2=0.148). Post-hoc tests reveal that with a high learning culture, managers/partners 

spent 1.23 more on financial information (p=0.080, see Table 6 Panel B) and were more focused on financial 

information over client documentation than associates (p=0.009) and seniors (p=0.040). We also found that 

in a low learning culture, seniors were significantly more focused on financial information over client 

documentation, compared to managers/partners (p=0.043). Critically, we find two significant differences 

between high and low learning culture within the rank of managers/partners: with a high learning culture, 

managers and partners spent 0.87 minutes more on financial information (p=0.080), and focused more on 

financial information over client documentation (difference=1.241, p=0.022). These post-hoc findings are 
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illustrated in Figure 2 Panels A and B. These results provide support for hypothesis 3b: with a high learning 

culture, rank and diagnostic search are positively and significantly related.  

 Targeted search. Third, we find significant overall differences for attention focus (F=2.328, 

p=0.045, 2=0.039, see Table 6 Panel A) and order of access (F=5.287, p=0.000, 2=0.115). Post-hoc 

analyses show that with a low learning culture, seniors exert more focus on some information items over 

others, compared to managers/partners (0.109 minutes more in standard deviation, p=0.033), with no 

differences between ranks for high learning culture. We also find that managers/partners focus significantly 

more on some items over other in a high learning culture, compared to their peers in a low learning culture 

(difference of 0.08 minutes in standard deviation, p=0.046). Similarly, we find that regarding order of 

attention, managers/partners in a low learning culture followed the order of presentation more closely than 

associates (difference of 0.183 in alpha, p=0.016), and seniors with a low learning culture (difference of 

0.159 in alpha, p=0.020), as well as their peers with high learning culture (difference of 0.120 in alpha, 

p=0.081). These post-hoc findings are illustrated in Figure 3 Panels C and D. We therefore conclude that 

learning culture is associated with increased targeted information search in managers/partners, lending 

support to Hypothesis 3c.  

 Judgment/intention to act. Among the four variables for judgment/intention to act, we only found 

one significant main effect for information request (F=4.032, p=0.002, 2=0.085, see Table 6 Panel C), but 

insignificant main effects for judgment accuracy (F=1.846, p=0.107, 2=0.025), judgment confidence 

(F=1.267, p=0.281, 2=0.008), and adjustment request (F=0.903, p=0.481, 2=-0.003). Post-hoc analyses, 

however, reveal significant differences between ranks and learning culture for both information request and 

for adjustment request, illustrated in Figure 2 Panels E and F, respectively. In a low learning culture, 

associates requested 0.88 items fewer than seniors (p=0.089), and even 1.54 items fewer than 

managers/partners (p=0.021). No differences between ranks were found for a high learning culture. At the 

same time, we find a significant difference within the manager/partner group: those with a high learning 

culture requested 0.90 more additional information items than those with a low learning culture (p=0.051). 

Similarly, managers/partners with a high learning culture were significantly more likely to request their 
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client to adjust their bad debt allowance (difference of 24.2%, p=0.048). We conclude that learning culture 

is associated with more skeptical intentions to act, but is unrelated to skeptical judgment, lending partial 

support to hypothesis 3d. 

 

TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE 

FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE 

 

Testing the conceptual model 

Having explored the differences between ranks and by scoring above- or below-median on learning culture, 

we conclude our analysis by testing the overall conceptual model described in Figure 1. We employ 

conditional process analysis as described by (Hayes 2019), which allows for the testing of several types of 

relationships concurrently. Our conceptual model introduces a double mediation: rank is hypothesized to 

be related to information search, which in turn is related to judgment and intention to act. Moreover, the 

model includes a moderation effect of learning culture (as a continuous variable) on the relationship 

between rank and information search behavior. To illustrate how our data relates to the conceptual model, 

we use information accessed, judgment accuracy, and adjustment request as examples. Using Hayes’ 

template 83 in his version 3 PROCESS macros for SPSS, we estimated a moderated serial mediation model 

as illustrated in Figure 3. The model is tested through three sub-models with information accessed, 

judgment accuracy, and adjustment request as dependent variables, respectively. All coefficients and 

variance explained are estimated with gender, office location, participants’ Hurtt’s Professional Skepticism 

Scale (HPSS, Hurtt 2010), the role they usually have in executing the task at hand, and whether or not they 

were familiar with the underlying task of the case we provided. 

 The first sub-model explores the moderation effect of learning culture on the relationship 

between rank and information accessed. This first model is significant overall (F=4.849, p=0.000; 

R2=0.246, see Sub-Model 1 Figure 3), and includes significant coefficients for the rank of senior 

(coefficient=1.099, p=0.058), learning culture (coefficient=0.177, p=0.094), and a significant interaction 
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between the rank of senior and learning culture on information accessed (coefficient=-0.201, p=0.099). The 

R2 change due to the overall interaction is not significant (p=0.185); the interaction is only significant for 

the rank of senior as evidenced by the coefficient in the model. We also found significant coefficients for 

the covariates of location (coefficient=0.093, p=0.002) and task familiarity (coefficient=0.129, p=0.094). 

This first sub-model therefore reveals a significant interaction between the rank of senior and learning 

culture on information accessed, explaining a large percentage of variance in the dependent variable. The 

first sub-model therefore lends support to hypothesis 3 for the rank for senior. The second sub-model 

focuses on judgment accuracy in relation to rank and information accessed. This model is also significant 

overall (F=2.932, p=0.005; R2=0.134, see Sub-Model 2 Figure 3). This model reveals a full mediation 

between rank, information accessed, and judgment accuracy. The relationship between information 

accessed and judgment accuracy was significant (coefficient=14.318, p=0.075), but the relationship with 

the rank of senior is not (coefficient=5.908, p=0.330). Two covariates were found to have significant 

coefficients: task familiarity (coefficient=13.896, p=0.065), and task role (coefficient=4.689, p=0.091). The 

second sub-model lends support to hypothesis 1 through a full mediation. The third sub-model is a logistic 

model based on the dichotomous nature of the ‘adjustment request’ variable. The overall model is, again, 

significant (ModelLL=71.041, p=0.000; Cox and Snell Pseudo-R2=0.359, Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2=0.502, 

see Sub-Model 3 Figure 3). The results for this sub-model reveal a partial mediation of judgment accuracy 

between information accessed and adjustment request. We find a negative relationship between the rank of 

senior and adjustment request (coefficient=-2.259, p=0.002), but positive relationships for information 

accessed (coefficient=1.474, p=0.067) and judgment accuracy (coefficient=0.050, p=0.000). Rank by itself 

therefore related negatively to intention to act, but positively when seniors had accessed more information 

items, and when the resulting judgment was more accurate. We also found significant coefficients for the 

relationship between task role and adjustment request (coefficient=0.860, p=0.004).  

Overall, there is a conditionally significant direct effect of senior rank on adjustment request 

(effect=-2.259, p=0.002), and significant positive indirect effects between rank and adjustment request via 

information accessed and judgment accuracy, specifically for seniors in a low and medium learning culture 
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(effect16thpercentile=0.392, bootstrapped 90% C.I. ranging between 0.017 and 0.918; effect50thpercentile=0.256, 

bootstrapped 90% C.I. ranging between 0.011 and 0.613). The overall index for moderated mediation, 

however, was not significant for seniors (index=-0.296). Notably, HPSS was not significantly related to 

any of the three outcomes of the sub-models. This finding further illustrates Hypothesis 2, adding the nuance 

that behavior and judgment partially outweigh rank when it comes to formulating intentions to act. This 

insight is supported by the significant variance explained in information search, judgment, and intention to 

act.  

 

FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE 

 

 

5. Discussion 

 

Summary of Findings: 

- H1: observed behaviors of information search correlate significantly and in the expected directions 

with judgments/intentions to act 

- H2: Rank is positively associated with diagnostic information search and with judgment/intentions 

to act; rank is negatively associated with targeted search, and there is a concave finding for 

extensive search 

- H3: Learning culture interacts with the highest ranks of managers/partners and leads to significantly 

more diagnostic and targeted information search and more skeptical intentions to act, either 

performing as well as seniors (time on financial items, order of access, adjustment request), or 

preventing a drop that appeared with a low learning culture (time on financial/client items, attention 

focus), or just outscoring seniors (information request); conditional process model has medium to 

large variance explained 
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What is different: 

- Observed behaviors, and not just one, but a battery of behaviors to test and re-test relationships 

- Culture only significantly associated with differences in behavior and intentions to act at the highest 

ranks: knowledge is developed from continuous learning from experience during work (in line with 

expertise and workplace learning literature, different from focus on training, education, 

certification 

- Methods: no manipulations, but actual perceived culture and actual ranks, no vignettes, no direct 

questions about skepticism or perceived risk 

 

 

 

Regulators, audit firms, and academics agree that professional skepticism is a critical driver of audit quality 

by fostering well-supported judgments (FRC 2015; PCAOB 2016; Nelson 2009; Hurtt et al. 2013; Nolder 

and Kadous 2018). Based on the three conceptual models by Nelson (2009), Hurtt et al. (2013), and Nolder 

and Kadous (2018), we explore the development of knowledge from work experience as a central driver of 

skeptical information search and judgments/intentions to act. To achieve this goal, we looked at the 

interaction between auditors' rank, representing their actual experience and responsibilities, and their 

perceived firm learning culture, the degree to which their work environment values and supports knowledge 

development (Eldor and Harpaz 2016; Flores et al. 2012). Capturing auditors’ interactions with an 

information board in a case allowed us to observe actual behaviors as well as their relationship with 

skeptical outcomes, adding to existing studies relying on self-reported measures of skepticism (Nolder and 

Kadous 2018), and to experimental designs in which professional skepticism is deliberately triggered (a 

reviewed by Hurtt et al. 2013). 

 Regarding the rank - skepticism relationship, our study shows that higher-ranking auditors do not 

consistently engage in more skeptical information search and do not necessarily formulate more skeptical 

judgments/intentions to act, in line with previous mixed findings (Frederick, Heiman-Hoffman, and Libby 
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1994; Shaub and Lawrence 1996; Payne and Ramsay 2005; Quadackers 2009). Specifically, we find that 

rank was positively related to extensive and partially to diagnostic search, as well as to one of the two 

intentions to act, but was negatively related to targeted search and to judgment confidence. For judgment 

accuracy, we found that seniors outperformed their associate and manager/partner colleagues. Looking at 

our results through an expertise lens, the changes in behaviors across ranks can be viewed as a trajectory of 

learning and professionalization (Bedard 1991; Libby and Luft 1993; Bonner 1999). First, associates did 

not engage in particularly diagnostic information search and did not (yet) translate the provided information 

into accurate judgments and skeptical intentions to act. Seniors, the group who reported to be mostly an 

active preparer in the task, accessed the highest number of information items and had the highest focus in 

attention, along with the most accurate, and confident, judgments. Between these two ranks, auditors appear 

to have developed knowledge that guides them in how to effectively search for information and how to 

translate evidence into a judgment. A different picture emerges at the manager/partner rank. On the one 

hand, participants spent the most time searching for information, and of this time, spent the most on the 

financial items provided; on the other hand, auditors of these ranks focused their attention the least and 

followed the order of display more closely than the other ranks. They also were the least confident group, 

but requested the most additional information. These divergent findings indicate that more experience does 

not necessarily mean more knowledge on how to skeptically search for information and how to form 

skeptical judgments and intentions to act, in line with expertise research within and outside auditing (Bedard 

1991; Bedard and Mock 1990; Harteis and Billett 2013; Zimmerman 2006). Studies on professionals 

outside of auditing have previously shown that experienced individuals tend to over-rely on past experience, 

engaging in routine processes even when these routines are not applicable to the task at hand (Kahneman 

and Klein 2009). In this study, the low score of managers/partners on targeted search may mean that more 

routine and less deliberation was used in navigating the information board.  

 Parsing these results further, we found that overall, working in a supportive learning culture was 

associated with more skeptical information search and intention act, mostly at the manager/partner level. 

This group engaged spent significantly more time on financial information, displayed higher attention focus 



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 32 

and more independent order of access than managers/partners working in a less supportive learning culture. 

Additionally, seniors engaged in fewer reacquisitions of other items when working in a supportive learning 

culture. Learning culture and rank also interacted in determining intentions to act. Managers/partners in a 

supportive learning culture were far more likely to request additional information and to require the client 

to adjust the bad debt allowance, than those managers/partners working in a less supportive learning culture. 

We did not find significant differences for search extend, and for judgment accuracy/confidence. When 

testing the conceptual model, we found a negative direct relationship between rank and adjustment request, 

but a positive mediation relationship with a full mediation for information search and a partial mediation 

for judgment accuracy; These paths emphasize that the process of arriving at an intention to act can override 

what is embodied by rank alone. Looking at these results through the lens of research using rank/experience 

as a proxy for knowledge, these findings emphasize that experience is an unreliable proxy for knowledge 

on its own (e.g. Moroney 2007; Wright 2001; Vera-Muñoz, Kinney Jr, and Bonner 2001; Carpenter, 

Dirsmith, and Gupta 1994). Considering learning culture along with rank helped explain variance of 

behaviors and intentions to act among auditors of the same rank. The observation that these differences 

occurred mostly at the higher ranks also supports insights from management and work psychology studies 

that learning culture is deeply embedded in the work environment and that it affects individuals over time 

(Chadwick and Raver 2015; Flores et al. 2012; Marsick and Watkins 2003; Edmondson 2008; Garvin 1993). 

Consequently, audit firms benefit from creating a supportive learning environment to maintain and even 

increase skeptical information search and judgments/intentions to act.  

 The findings of this study add to insights on expertise research in auditing, as well as to studies 

using rank/experience as a proxy for knowledge. First, by including the auditor’s environment explicitly, 

we extend the classic expertise models summarized by Libby and Tan (1994, 703): “where experience 

creates opportunities for the acquisition of knowledge, while ability and effort determine the amount of 

knowledge acquired given that experience”. Knowledge development is not only driven by an individuals’ 

experiences and motivation, but also by the opportunities for learning afforded by the work environment 

(Chadwick and Raver 2015; Vera and Crossan 2016; Flores et al. 2012; Cerasoli et al. 2018). This also 
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highlights that experience and knowledge cannot be equated, especially under conditions of ongoing change 

or unpredictable situations requiring professional judgment; experience along with opportunity for learning 

and representativeness for the current situation are more informative of performance (Kahneman and Klein 

2009). Second, our findings also add to existing conceptual models of professional skepticism. Nelson 

(2009), Hurtt et al. (2013), and Nolder and Kadous (2018) treat individual and environmental antecedents 

as fairly separate. Allowing for interactions between the two categories not only improves the understanding 

of how skeptical information search, processing, and judgment/intention to act can be fostered, but also 

broadens research on skepticism beyond the trait/state and incentive perspectives (as also called for by 

Cohen, Dalton, and Harp 2017; Hurtt et al. 2013; Nolder and Kadous 2018).  

 The results of this study are subject to several limitations that need to be taken into account when 

interpreting the results. First, our measures of information search and judgment/intention to act are 

contingent on the design of our case and the information categories provided to participants. Like other 

case-based designs, this approach cannot mirror actual complexities and social interactions underlying 

auditors' judgments. Task complexity is modelled here through differing information quality in the task, 

based on an actual client file of the participating Big 4. This differentiation forms a consistent baseline for 

evaluating skeptical information search. Second, and related to the first point, we provided all participants 

with the same task. This design choice was necessary to compare ranks across the same measures and on a 

task that all participants are familiar with. The risk of this design lies in the different roles that participants 

engage in, creating a potentially confounding factor. We explored this notion by asking participants to 

indicate whether they felt this task was a routine task for them. On average, 45.2% of participants agreed 

that the task was a routine task for them, and no differences were found between ranks or roles. This rating 

confirms that the case presented a balance of skepticism-inducing and skepticism-preventing elements 

across ranks. At the same time, the fact that seniors outscore the other ranks on judgment and partially also 

on information search hints at the presence of this confounding factor. When including learning culture, 

however, this pattern was not found anymore, implying that task role may not be as influential as knowledge 

in this relationship, in line with audit expertise research (Libby and Luft 1993; Bedard 1991). Given that 
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auditors of different ranks approach judgment tasks differently based on their knowledge, future research 

may explore (a) whether relationships between information search behaviors and judgments are linear 

(Causholli 2016), and (b) whether the relationships between behavior and outcome differ across 

participants. Based on the findings reported in this study, we would expect decreasing marginal returns on 

extensive information search, but linear positive relationships for targeted search, as well as stronger 

associations between information search behaviors and judgments/intentions to act for auditors with more 

underlying knowledge. Third, in this study, we chose to capture auditors' actual perceptions of their firm 

learning culture, rather than manipulating this variable. Relying on a validated scale for capturing auditors' 

perceptions is in line with studies in management and work psychology. This approach takes into account 

that culture is deeply embedded in the work environment and that individuals perceive culture differently 

even in the same workplace. These properties are unlikely to be effectively captured by a case-based 

manipulation. The finding that firm learning culture related to differences in information search and 

judgment mostly at higher ranks further emphasizes this point: culture is not a 'quick fix', but takes effect 

over time, jointly with experience (Flores et al. 2012; Chadwick and Raver 2015). Westermann, Bedard, 

and Earley (2015) have stated that traditional experimental designs have not accounted for the wider (firm) 

environment in a contextualized manner, calling for more research on knowledge development through 

other methods. Based on the interaction effects found in this study, we expect that firm learning culture 

may relate positively to other outcomes besides professional skepticism. Auditors with better-developed 

knowledge may engage the client in a more effective manner; they may be able to better contribute to team 

judgments or to more quickly adopt new methodologies or technologies. Future research, where possible, 

may benefit from a longitudinal approach, tracing auditors' learning and experience over time. This 

approach would allow answering questions such as: do auditors engage in different learning behaviors to 

adapt to demands by different clients, supervisors or regulations? Does learning culture leverage the effect 

of different types of audit experience, such as fraud- or error-, client- or industry-specific experience? Does 

learning culture enable auditors to use existing procedures more efficiently?  Finally, this study's findings 

are contingent on our sampling strategy. Participants work at one Big 4 firm in one country, which reduces 
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noise in the data with respect to the methodology used, formal training received, and tasks associated with 

rank, but which may also determine the range within which culture is perceived. Future research is needed 

to determine whether larger differences in culture perceptions exist between or within firms/locations, 

providing an additional source of variance to be studied.  

 "Culture is learned behavior - it's not a by-product of operations. It's not an overlay. We create our 

organizational culture by the actions we take; not the other way around" (Whitehurst 2016) - this 

characterization illustrates that learning culture is a mechanism that audit firms can actively manage to 

foster professional skepticism. Creating a supportive learning culture relies on messages and behaviors by 

leaders at all levels of the organization (Edmondson 2008; Cha and Edmondson 2006). Leader behaviors at 

all levels determine learning culture. Overt behaviors that foster a supportive learning culture include 

inviting contribution by auditors at all levels, inviting critical thinking and constructive challenging of 

decisions, asking for honest feedback as well as providing timely and helpful feedback to others, as well as 

engaging in shared reflections on performance and how to improve in the future (Edmondson 2008; 

Metcalfe 2017; Marsick and Watkins 2003; Putz et al. 2012; Vera and Crossan 2016; Chadwick and Raver 

2015). In conversations with practitioners, auditors also shared a series of small-scale behaviors that 

encouraged learning. Lower-ranking auditors emphasized having informal one-on-one time with higher-

ranking colleagues, and being allowed to listen in on higher-level judgments. Higher-ranking auditors built 

trust, a pre-condition for shared learning, e.g. by getting to know colleagues at all levels in the beginning 

of an engagement, increasing face-to-face contact, and actively inviting contribution by lower ranks first. 

Leading by role-modelling these behaviors has previously been shown to be effective under certain 

conditions. First, a focus on learning should be paired with a focus on accountability. (Edmondson 1999) 

demonstrated that work teams engaged in more learning activities when they perceived a supportive work 

environment along with being given challenging tasks and autonomy. The interview study by Westermann, 

Bedard, and Earley (2015, 3), however, highlights several threats to a supportive learning culture in the 

current audit environment: “decreased coaching opportunities, including reduced face-to-face feedback, 

reduced partner presence at the client location, and increased time/work demands. Regulatory pressure and 
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complexity of accounting rules have resulted in reallocating original work to more senior ranks (e.g. 

managers), reducing opportunities for seniors and staff to learn from experience”. Firms need to re-evaluate 

the efficiencies afforded by e.g. new technologies in comparison for decreased opportunities for learning 

and developing necessary knowledge to be(come) an effective professional.  Second, it is important that 

similar messages about the firm's learning culture are being sent across levels. When tone at the top 

emphasizes that learning is valued and supported with the necessary resources, but lower-level leaders 

emphasize short-term efficiency and punish mistakes, 'disenchantment' may occur, leading to a range of 

negative outcomes (Cha and Edmondson 2006). Interestingly, two recent studies have found that skeptical 

behavior is not necessarily values by engagement partners, who influence tone at the top, as well as learning 

culture (Brazel et al. 2016; Cohen, Dalton, and Harp 2017). These two studies each found that partners 

evaluate staff auditors negatively when they behaved skeptically without uncovering a significant issue in 

a file. Cohen, Dalton, and Harp (2017) even find a positive relationship between professional skepticism 

and turnover intention. This is a significant warning sign for firms to pay close attention to the messages 

being sent to auditors about which behaviors and which quality of work is encouraged and rewarded. Third, 

learning needs to be valued and supported in the long-run; it takes time to build a supportive learning 

culture, and even more time to affect auditors' knowledge and professional skepticism (Chadwick and Raver 

2015; Flores et al. 2012). Under these conditions, creating a supportive learning culture is a valuable tool 

for improving audit quality; ongoing reports on insufficiently supported judgments along with increasing 

public pressure provide firms with an immediate sense of urgency for change (IFIAR 2015; PCAOB 2016; 

FRC 2015) and consequently, with an opportunity for longer-term efforts to foster professional skepticism 

through a supportive firm learning culture.  

 

  



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 37 

References 

 

Abdolmohammadi, Mohammad. 1999. “A Comprehensive Taxonomy of Audit Task Structure, 

Professional Rank and Decision Aids for Behavioural Research.” Behavioral Research in 

Accounting 11: 51–92. 

Agoglia, Christopher P, Cathy Beaudoin, and George T Tsakumis. 2009. “The Effect of Documentation 

Structure and Task-Specific Experience on Auditors ’ Ability to Identify Control Weaknesses.” 

Behavioral Research In Accounting 21 (1): 1–17. 

“Annual Report on the Interim Inspection Program Related to Auditors of Brokers and Dealers.” 2016. 

Washington, DC. 

Asare, Stephen K, and Arnold M Wright. 2004. “The Effectiveness of Alternative Risk Assessment and 

Program Planning Tools in a Fraud Setting.” Contemporary Accounting Research 21 (4): 325–52. 

Baer, Markus, and Michael Frese. 2003. “Innovation Is Not Enough : Climates for Initiative and 

Psychological Safety, Process Innovations, and Firm Performance.” Journal of Organizational 

Behaviour 24 (1): 45–68. 

Bamber, E Michael, and Venkataraman M Iyer. 2002. “Big 5 Auditors’ Professional and Organizational 

Identification: Consistency or Conflict?” Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory 21 (2): 21–39. 

———. 2007. “Auditors’ Identification with Their Clients and Its Effect on Auditors’ Objectivity.” 

Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory 26 (2): 1–24. 

Barrick, John A, and Brian C Spilker. 2003. “The Relations between Knowledge, Search Strategy, and 

Performance in Unaided and Aided Information Search.” Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes 90 (1): 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-5978(03)00002-5. 

Bazerman, Max H, George F Loewenstein, and Don A Moore. 2002. “Why Good Accountants Do Bad 

Audits.” Harvard Business Review 6: 97–102. 

Beasley, Mark S, Joseph V Carcello, and Dana R Hermanson. 2001. “Top 10 Audit Deficiencies.” 

Journal of Accountancy 19 (1): 63–67. 

Bedard, Jean C. 1991. “Expertise and Its Relation to Audit Decision Quality.” Contemporary Accounting 

Research 8 (1): 198–222. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1911-3846.1991.tb00842.x. 

Bedard, Jean C, and Theodore J Mock. 1990. “Expert and Novice Problem Solving Behaviour in Audit 

Planning: An Experimental Study.” Bond University School of Business Discussion Papers, no. 

September: 3–31. 

Bishop, Daniel. 2017. “Context, Agency and Professional Workplace Learning: Trainee Accountants in 

Large and Small Practices.” Education and Training 59 (5): 516–33. 

Blay, Allen D, Kathryn Kadous, and Kimberly Sawers. 2012. “The Impact of Risk and Affect on 

Information Search Efficiency.” Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 117 (1): 

80–87. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.09.003. 

Bonner, Sarah E. 1999. “Judgment and Decision Making Research in Accounting.” Accounting Horizons 

13 (4): 385–98. https://doi.org/10.2308/acch.1999.13.4.385. 

———. 2008. Judgment and Decision-Making in Accounting. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Bonner, Sarah E, Robert Libby, and Mark W Nelson. 1996. “Improve Decision Aids to Conditional 

Auditors’ Probability Judgments.” The Accounting Review 71 (2): 221–40. 

———. 1997. “Audit Category Knowledge as a Precondition to Learning from Experience.” Accounting, 

Organizations and Society 22 (5): 387–410. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(96)00049-9. 

Bonner, Sarah E, and Paul L Walker. 1994. “Effects on of the Instruction and of Experience Auditing 

Acquisition Knowledge.” The Accounting Review 69 (1): 157–78. 

Brazel, Joseph F, Scott B Jackson, Tammie J Schaefer, Bryan W Stewart, Donald V Moser, Mark 

Beasley, Jean Bedard, et al. 2016. “The Outcome Effect and Professional Skepticism.” The 

Accounting Review 91 (6): 1577–99. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-51448. 

Cannon, Mark D, and Amy C Edmondson. 2005. “Failing to Learn and Learning to Fail (Intelligently): 

How Great Organizations Put Failure to Work to Innovate and Improve.” Long Range Planning 38 

(3 SPEC. ISS.): 299–319. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2005.04.005. 



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 38 

Carpenter, Brian W, Mark W Dirsmith, and Parveen P Gupta. 1994. “Materiality Judgments and Audit 

Firm Culture: Social-Behavioral and Political Perspectives.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 

19 (4–5): 355–80. https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(94)90002-7. 

Carpenter, Tina D, Cindy Durtschi, and Lisa Milici Gaynor. 2011. “The Incremental Benefits of a 

Forensic Accounting Course on Skepticism and Fraud-Related Judgments.” Issues in Accounting 

Education 26 (1): 1–21. 

Carpenter, Tina D, and J L Reimers. 2013. “Professional Skepticism: The Effects of a Partner’s Influence 

and the Level of Fraud Indicators on Auditors’ Fraud Judgments and Actions.” Behavioral Research 

in Accounting 25 (2): 45–69. 

Causholli, Monika. 2016. “Evidence of Organizational Learning and Organizational Forgetting from 

Financial Statement Audits.” Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory 35 (2): 53–72. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-51267. 

Cerasoli, Christopher P, George M Alliger, Jamie S Donsbach, John E Mathieu, Scott I Tannenbaum, and 

Karin A Orvis. 2018. “Antecedents and Outcomes of Informal Learning Behaviors: A Meta-

Analysis.” Journal of Business and Psychology 33 (2): 203–30. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-

9492-y. 

Cha, Sandra E, and Amy C Edmondson. 2006. “When Values Backfire: Leadership, Attribution, and 

Disenchantment in a Values-Driven Organization.” Leadership Quarterly 17 (1): 57–78. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2005.10.006. 

Chadwick, Ingrid C., and Jana L. Raver. 2015. “Motivating Organizations to Learn: Goal Orientation and 

Its Influence on Organizational Learning.” Journal of Management 41 (3): 957–86. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312443558. 

Cohen, Jeffrey R, Derek W Dalton, and Nancy L Harp. 2017. “Accounting , Organizations and Society 

Neutral and Presumptive Doubt Perspectives of Professional Skepticism and Auditor Job 

Outcomes.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 62: 1–20. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2017.08.003. 

Coram, Paul J., and Matthew J. Robinson. 2017. “Professionalism and Performance Incentives in 

Accounting Firms.” Accounting Horizons 31 (1): 103–23. https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-51636. 

Earley, Christine E. 2001. “Knowledge Acquisition in Auditing: Training Novice Auditors to Recognize 

Cue Relationships in Real Estate Valuation.” Accounting Review 76 (1): 81–97. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2001.76.1.81. 

Edmondson, Amy C. 1999. “Psychological Safety and Learning Behavior in Work Teams.” 

Administrative Science Quarterly 44: 350–83. 

———. 2004. “Learning From Mistakes Is Easier Said Than Done - Group and Organizational Influences 

on the Detection and Correction of Human Error.” The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science 40 

(66): 66–90. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886304263849. 

———. 2008. “The Competitive Imperative of Learning.” Harvard Business Review, no. July-August: 1–

10. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18681298. 

Egan, Toby Marshall, Baiyin Yang, and Kenneth R Bartlett. 2004. “The Effects of Organizational 

Learning Culture and Job Satisfaction on Motivation to Transfer Learning and Turnover Intention.” 

Human Resource Development Quarterly 15 (3): 279–301. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.1104. 

Einhorn, Hillel J. 2012. “A Synthesis: Accounting Behavioral Science.” Journal of Accounting Research 

14: 196–206. 

Einhorn, Hillel J, and Robin M Hogarth. 1981. “Behavioral Decision Theory: Processes of Judgment and 

Choice.” Journal of Accounting Research 19 (1): 1–31. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.32.020181.000413. 

Eldor, Liat, and Itzhak Harpaz. 2016. “A Process Model of Employee Engagement: The Learning Climate 

and Its Relationship with Extra-Role Performance Behaviors.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 

37: 213–35. https://doi.org/10.1002/job. 

Field, Andy. 2011. Discovering Statistics Using SPSS. 3rd ed. London: SAGE Publications. 

Flores, Luis G., Wei Zheng, Devaki Rau, and Christopher H. Thomas. 2012. “Organizational Learning: 

Subprocess Identification, Construct Validation, and an Empirical Test of Cultural Antecedents.” 



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 39 

Journal of Management 38 (2): 640–67. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310384631. 

Ford, J Kevin, Neal Schmitt, Susan L Schechtman, Brian M Hults, and Mary L Doherty. 1989. “Process 

Tracing Methods: Contributions, Problems, and Neglected Research Questions.” Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes 43 (1): 75–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-

5978(89)90059-9. 

Francis, Jere R. 2011. “A Framework for Understanding and Researching Audit Quality.” Auditing: A 

Journal of Practice & Theory 30 (2): 125–52. https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50006. 

FRC. 2015. “Audit Quality Inspections Annual Report 2014 / 15.” London. 

Frederick, David M, Vicky B Heiman-Hoffman, and Robert Libby. 1994. “The Structure of Auditors’ 

Knowledge of Financial Statement Errors.” Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory 13 (1): 1–21. 

Garvin, David A. 1993. “Building a Learning Organization.” Harvard Business Review 71 (4): 78–91. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0267-3649(00)88914-1. 

Garvin, David A, Amy C Edmondson, and Francesca Gino. 2008. “Is Yours a Learning Organization?” 

Harvard Business Review 86 (3): 1–10. 

Glover, Steven M, and Douglas F Prawitt. 2014. “Enhancing Auditor Professional Skepticism : The 

Professional Skepticism Continuum.” Current Issues in Auditing 8 (2): 1–11. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/ciia-50895. 

Gold, Anna, Ulfert Gronewold, and Steven E Salterio. 2014. “Error Management in Audit Firms: Error 

Climate, Type, and Originator.” Accounting Review 89 (1): 303–30. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-

50592. 

Hanoch, Yaniv, Stacey Wood, Andrew Barnes, Pi-Ju Liu, and Thomas Rice. 2011. “Choosing the Right 

Medicare Prescription Drug Plan: The Effect of Age, Strategy Selection, and Choice Set Size.” 

Health Psychology : Official Journal of the Division of Health Psychology, American Psychological 

Association 30 (6): 719–27. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023951. 

Harteis, Christian, and Stephen Billett. 2013. “Intuitive Expertise: Theories and Empirical Evidence.” 

Educational Research Review 9 (June): 145–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2013.02.001. 

Hayes, Andrew F. 2019. Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis. 2nd 

ed. New York, NY: The Guilford Press. 

Hayes, Andrew F, and Klaus Krippendorff. 2007. “Answering the Call for a Standard Reliability Measure 

for Coding Data.” Communication Methods and Measures 1 (1): 77–89. 

Hess, Thomas M, Tara L Queen, and Gilda E Ennis. 2013. “Age and Self-Relevance Effects on 

Information Search during Decision-Making.” Journal of Gerontology: Psychological Science 68: 

703–11. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbs108. 

Hicks, Elizabeth, Robert Bagg, Wendy Doyle, and Jeffrey D Young. 2007. “Canadian Accountants: 

Examining Workplace Learning.” Journal of Workplace Learning 19 (2): 61–77. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13665620710728457. 

Hubbard Ashton, Alison. 1991. “Experience and Error as Frequency Potential Audit Knowledge 

Determinants of Expertise.” The Accounting Review 66 (2): 218–39. 

Hung, Richard Yu Yuan, Baiyin Yang, Bella Ya Hui Lien, Gary N McLean, and Yu Ming Kuo. 2010. 

“Dynamic Capability: Impact of Process Alignment and Organizational Learning Culture on 

Performance.” Journal of World Business 45 (3): 285–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2009.09.003. 

Hurtt, R Kathy. 2010. “Development of a Scale to Measure Professional Skepticism.” Auditing: A 

Journal of Practice & Theory 29 (1): 149–71. https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2010.29.1.149. 

Hurtt, R Kathy, Helen Brown-Liburd, Christine E Earley, and Ganesh Krishnamoorthy. 2013. “Research 

on Auditor Professional Skepticism: Literature Synthesis and Opportunities for Future Research.” 

Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory 32 (SUPPL.1): 45–97. https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50361. 

IAASB. 2016. Handbook of International Quality Conyrol, Auditing, Review, Other Assurance, and 

Related Services Pronouncements. New York, NY: The International Federation of Accountants. 

IFIAR. 2015. “Report on 2014 Survey of Inspection Findings.” https://www.frc.org.uk/Our-

Work/Publications/IFIAR/IFIAR-2014-Survey-of-Inspection-Findings.aspx. 

Ismail, Meriam. 2005. “Creative Climate and Learning Organization Factors: Their Contribution towards 

Innovation.” Leadership & Organization Development Journal 26 (8): 639–54. 



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 40 

https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730510633719. 

Jenkins, J. Gregory, Donald R Deis, Jean C Bedard, and Mary B Curtis. 2008. “Accounting Firm Culture 

and Governance: A Research Synthesis.” Behavioral Research in Accounting 20 (1): 45–74. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/bria.2008.20.1.45. 

Kahneman, Daniel, and Gary Klein. 2009. “Conditions for Intuitive Expertise: A Failure To Disagree.” 

The American Psychologist 64 (6): 515–26. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016755. 

Kaplan, Steven E, and Philip M J Reckers. 1989. “An Examination of Information Search during Initial 

Audit Planning.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 14 (5–6): 539–50. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(89)90017-2. 

Klein, Gary. 2008. “Naturalistic Decision Making.” Human Factors 50 (3): 456–60. 

https://doi.org/10.1518/001872008X288385. 

Knapp, C. A., and M. C. Knapp. 2001. “The Effects of Experience and Explicit Fraud Risk Assessment in 

Detecting Fraud with Analytical Procedures.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 26 (1): 25–37. 

Knechel, Robert W, Gopal V Krishnan, Mikhail Pevzner, Lori B Shefchik, and Uma K Velury. 2013. 

“Audit Quality: Insights from the Academic Literature.” Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory 

32 (SUPPL.1): 385–421. https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50350. 

Koeslag-Kreunen, Mieke, Piet Van den Bossche, Michael Hoven, Marcel van der Klink, and Wim H 

Gijselaers. 2018. “When Leadership Powers Team Learning: A Meta-Analysis.” Small Group 

Research 49 (4): 475–513. https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496418764824. 

Libby, Robert, and Joan Luft. 1993. “Determinants of Judgment Performance in Accounting Settings: 

Ability, Knowledge, Motivation and Environment.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 18 (5): 

425–50. 

Libby, Robert, and Hun-Tong Tan. 1994. “Modeling the Determinants of Audit Expertise.” Accounting, 

Organizations and Society 19 (8): 701–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(94)90030-2. 

Madsen, Peter M., and Vinit Desai. 2010. “Failing to Learn? The Effects of Failure and Success on 

Organizational Learning in the Global Orbital Launch Vehicle Industry.” Academy of Management 

Journal 53 (3): 451–76. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010.51467631. 

Marsick, Victoria J, and Karen E Watkins. 2003. “Demonstrating the Value of an Organization’s 

Learning Culture: The Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire.” Advances in 

Developing Human Resources 5 (2): 132–51. https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422303251341. 

Metcalfe, Janet. 2017. “Learning from Errors.” Annual Review of Psychology 68: 6.1-6.26. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/20493670. 

Moon, Hanna, and Chan Lee. 2013. “The Mediating Effect of Knowledge-Sharing Processes on 

Organizational Cultural Factors and Knowledge Management Effectiveness.” Performance 

Improvement Quarterly 26 (4): 25–52. https://doi.org/10.1002/piq. 

Moradi, Ebrahim, D O Almutairi, D Idrus, and R Emami. 2013. “The Influence of Organizational 

Learning Culture on Job Satisfaction Among Academic Staff.” Journal of Global Management 5 

(1): 56–66. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-096988-6.09981-8. 

Moroney, Robyn. 2007. “Does Industry Expertise Improve the Efficiency of Audit Judgment?” Auditing: 

A Journal of Practice & Theory 26 (2): 69–94. https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2007.26.2.69. 

Naveh, Eitan, Tal Katz-Navon, and Zvi Stern. 2015. “Active Learning Climate and Employee Errors: The 

Moderating Effects of Personality Traits.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 36 (3): 441–59. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2000. 

Nelson, Mark W. 1993. “The Effects of Error Frequency and Accounting Knowledge on Error DIagnosis 

in Analytical Review.” The Accounting Review 68 (4): 804–24. 

———. 2009. “A Model and Literature Review of Professional Skepticism in Auditing.” Auditing: A 

Journal of Practice & Theory 28 (2): 1–34. https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2009.28.2.1. 

Noe, Raymond A, Alena D M Clarke, and Howard J Klein. 2014. “Learning in the Twenty-First-Century 

Workplace.” Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior 1 (1): 245–

75. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091321. 

Noe, Raymond A, Michael J Tews, and Alison McConnell Dachner. 2010. “Learner Engagement: A New 

Perspective for Enhancing Our Understanding of Learner Motivation and Workplace Learning.” The 



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 41 

Academy of Management Annals 4 (1): 279–315. 

Nolder, Christine J, and Kathryn Kadous. 2018. “Grounding the Professional Skepticism Construct in 

Mindset and Attitude Theory : A Way Forward.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 67 

(March): 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.03.010. 

Nolder, Christine J, and Tracey J Riley. 2014. “Effects of Differences in National Culture on Auditors’ 

Judgments and Decisions: A Literature Review of Cross-Cultural Auditing Studies from a Judgment 

and Decision Making Perspective.” Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory 33 (2): 141–64. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/ajpt-50657. 

Payne, Elizabeth A, and Robert J Ramsay. 2005. “Fraud Risk Assessments and Auditors’ Professional 

Skepticism.” Managerial Auditing Journal 20 (3): 321–30. 

Payne, John W. 1976. “Task Complexity and Contingent Processing in Decision Making: An Information 

Search and Protocol Analysis.” Organizational Behavior and Human Performance 16 (2): 366–87. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(76)90022-2. 

PCAOB. 2010. “The Auditor’s Response to the Risk of Material Misstatement.” Washington, DC. 

———. 2016. “Annual Report on the Interim Inspection Program Related to Audits of Brokers and 

Dealers.” Washington, DC. 

Perreault, Stephen, James Wainberg, and Benjamin L Luippold. 2012. “Does Error-Management Climate 

Impact Auditor Reporting Decisions? An Investigation into the Inter-Organizational Effects of 

Tone-at-the-Top.” 

Phillips, Fred. 1999. “Auditor Attention to and Judgments of Aggressive Financial Reporting.” Journal of 

Accounting Research 37 (1): 167–89. https://doi.org/Article. 

Plumlee, R David, Brett A Rixom, and Andrew J Rosman. 2012. “Training Auditors to Think 

Skeptically.” Deloitte Foundation/University of Kansas Symposium on Auditing Problems, 29–41. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1890779. 

———. 2015. “Training Auditors to Perform Analytical Procedures Using Metacognitive Skills.” The 

Accounting Review 90 (1): 351–69. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-50856. 

Popova, Velina. 2013. “Exploration of Skepticism, Client-Specific Experiences, and Audit Judgments.” 

Managerial Auditing Journal 28 (2): 140–60. 

Putz, Daniel, Jan Schilling, Annette Kluge, and Constanze Stangenberg. 2012. “Measuring Organizational 

Learning from Errors: Development and Validation of an Integrated Model and Questionnaire.” 

Management Learning. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350507612444391. 

Quadackers, Luc. 2009. “A Study of Auditors’ Skeptical Characteristics and Their Relationship to 

Skeptical Judgments and Decisions.” Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam. 

Quadackers, Luc, Tom Groot, and Arnold M Wright. 2014. “Auditors’ Professional Skepticism : 

Neutrality versus Presumptive Doubt.” Contemporary Accounting Research 31 (16): 639–57. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12052. 

Queen, Tara L, Thomas M Hess, Gilda E Ennis, Keith Dowd, and Daniel Grühn. 2012. “Information 

Search and Decision Making: Effects of Age and Complexity on Strategy Use.” Psychology and 

Aging 27 (4): 817–24. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028744. 

Rose, Jacob M. 2007. “Attention to Evidence of Aggressive Financial Reporting and Intentional 

Misstatement Judgments: Effects of Experience and Trust.” Behavioral Research in Accounting 19 

(1): 215–29. https://doi.org/10.2308/bria.2007.19.1.215. 

Salancik, Gerlad R, and Jeffrey Pfeffer. 1978. “A Social Information Processing Approach to Job 

Attitudes and Task Design.” Administrative Science Quarterly 23 (2): 224–53. 

Shanteau, James. 1992. “Competence in Experts: The Role of Task Characteristics.” Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes 53: 252–66. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(92)90064-

E. 

Shaub, Michael K, and Janice E Lawrence. 1996. “Ethics, Experience and Professional Skepticism: A 

Situational Analysis.” Behavioral Research in Accounting 8 (Supplement): 124–57. 

Shingala, Mital C, and Arti Rajyaguru. 2015. “Comparison of Post Hoc Tests for Unequal Variance.” 

International Journal of New Technologies in Science and Engineering 2 (5): 22–33. 

Škerlavaj, Miha, Mojca Indihar Štemberger, Rok Škrinjar, and Vlado Dimovski. 2007. “Organizational 



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 42 

Learning Culture - the Missing Link between Business Process Change and Organizational 

Performance.” International Journal of Production Economics 106 (2): 346–67. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2006.07.009. 

Tubbs, Richard M. 1992. “The on Effect of of Experience Organization Knowledge the and Auditor’s 

Amount of Knowledge.” The Accounting Review 67 (4): 783–801. 

Turner, Cynthia. 2001. “Accountability Demands and the Auditor’s Evidence Search Strategy: The 

Influence of Reviewer Preferences and the Nature of the Response ( Belief vs . Action ).” Journal of 

Accounting Review 39 (3): 683–706. 

Tversky, Amos, and Daniel Kahneman. 1974. “Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases.” 

Science, New Series 185 (4157): 1124–31. 

Vera-Muñoz, Sandra C, William R Kinney Jr, and Sarah E Bonner. 2001. “The Efefcts of Domain 

Experience and Task Presentation Formal on Accountants’ Information Relevance Assurance.” The 

Accounting Review 76 (3): 405–29. 

Vera, Dusya, and Mary M Crossan. 2016. “Strategic Leadership and Organizational Learning.” The 

Academy of Management Journal 29 (2): 222–40. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.496. 

Wang, Xiaohui, and Baiyin Yang. 2007. “The Culture of Learning Organizations in Chinese State-Owned 

and Privately-Owned Enterprises: An Empirical Study.” Frontiers of Business Research in China 1 

(2): 275–99. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11782-007-0016-x. 

Westermann, Kimberly D, Jean C Bedard, and Christine E Earley. 2015. “Learning the ‘Craft’ of 

Auditing: A Dynamic View of Auditors’ On-the-Job Learning.” Contemporary Accounting 

Research 32 (3): 864–96. https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12107. 

Wheeler, Patrick R., and Vairam Arunachalam. 2008. “The Effects of Decision Aid Design on the 

Information Search Strategies and Confirmation Bias of Tax Professionals.” Behavioral Research in 

Accounting 20 (1): 131–45. https://doi.org/10.2308/bria.2008.20.1.131. 

Whitehurst, Jim. 2016. “Leaders Can Shape Company Culture Through Their Behaviors.” Harvard 

Business Review October: 1–5. 

Willemsen, Martijn C, Ulf Böckenholt, and Eric J Johnson. 2011. “Choice by Value Encoding and Value 

Construction: Processes of Loss Aversion.” Journal of Experimental Psychology: General 140 (3): 

303–24. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023493. 

Willemsen, Martijn C, and Eric J Johnson. 2008. “MouselabWEB.” www.mouselabweb.org. 

———. 2010. “Visiting the Decision Factory: Observing Cognition with Mouselabweb and Other 

Information Acquisition Methods.” In A Handbook of Process Tracing Methods for Decision 

Research, edited by Michael Schulte-Mecklenbeck, A Kuehberger, and R Ranyard, 21–42. New 

York, NY: Taylor & Francis. 

Wolfe Morrison, Elizabeth. 2012. “Newcomer Information Skeeing: Exploring Types, Modes, Sources, 

and Outcomes.” The Academy of Management Journal 36 (3): 557–89. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/256592. 

Wright, William F. 2001. “Task Experience as a Predictor of Superior Loan Loss Judgments.” Auditing: 

A Journal of Practice & Theory 20 (1): 147–55. https://doi.org/10.2308/aud.2001.20.1.147. 

Zimmerman, Barry. 2006. “Development and Adaptation of Expertise: The Role of Self-Regulatory 

Processes and Beliefs.” In The Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performance, edited 

by Anders Ericsson, Neil Charness, Paul Feltovich, and Robert Hoffman, 705–22. New York: 

Cambridge University Press. 

 

 

  



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 43 

TABLE 1 

Research procedure and case  

Phase Description 

Case Description Description of hypothetical client, including neutral transcription of past 

relationships with the client; assignment: audit the client’s accounts 

receivable, focusing on two large debtors 

(provided on paper, not part of further information search measures) 

 

Information Search Access to an information board with 

1) Documentation of work completed by the client (2 items documenting 

superficial work done by the client, 2 items in payment history of the 

two debtors as reported by the client) 

2) Financial information items on the two debtors (6 items providing 

relevant information on the debtors’ financial health: balance sheets, 

profit and loss statements, and cashflows) 

3) Other information items (10 items, do not contain information that 

change the interpretation of the financial information, but also no false 

information, e.g. sector report, client bank statement) 

 

Judgment Participants indicate, in percent, how likely they think the two debtors are 

to settle their outstanding positions, along with a percentage rating of how 

confident they feel in their own judgment 

 

Intention to Act Participants indicate whether they would have liked to access additional 

information, and if so, which information they missed, and participants 

indicated whether they would request their client to adjust their allowance 

for bad debt or not 

 

Survey Finally, participants responded to a validated scale measuring their 

personal perception of their actual firm’s learning culture, and to 

demographic questions including actual rank 
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TABLE 2 

Operationalizing information search measures following Nolder and Kadous (NK, 2018) 

Panel A: Extensive search 

Variable  Operationalization 

Information Accessed  Amount of available items accessed (in percent) 

Total Time Spent  Total time spent on accessing items (in min.) 

Panel B: Diagnostic search 

Variable  Operationalization 

Time on Financial Items  Time spent on financial information items on two debtors (in min.) 

Time on Financial/Client 

Items 

 Ratio of time spent on financial items over time spent on 

documentation provided by the client (< 0 = more time on client 

documentation, 0 = equal time spent, >0 = more time on financial 

items)  

Panel C: Targeted search 

Variable  Operationalization 

Attention Focus  Standard deviation of time spent on financial and other items (in min.) 

Order of Access  Krippendorff’s alpha comparing consistency between order of 

presentation and order of access of items (between 0 and 1) 
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TABLE 3 

Operationalizing judgment and intention to act 

Panel A: Judgment 

Variable  Operationalization  Link to NK 

Judgment Accuracy  difference likelihood of debtors defaulting; 

positive = accurate, 0 or negative = inaccurate 

judgment (in percent) 

 B5 Belief 

Judgment Confidence  average confidence that participants express in 

the accuracy of their own judgment (in percent) 

 

 F2 Feeling 

Panel B: Intention to Act 

Variable  Operationalization  Link to NK 

Information Request  the number of additional information items 

participants would have liked to access 

(frequency) 

 I4 Intentions 

Adjustment Request  whether or not participants would request their 

client to adjust their bad debt allowance 

(dichotomous) 

 I1 Intentions 
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TABLE 4 

Hypothesis 1 – Correlations between information search and judgment/intention to act 

 Judgment 

Accuracy 

 Judgment 

Confidence 

 Information 

Request 

 Adjustment 

Request 

Information Accessed 0.248***  0.153*  0.159**  0.276** 

Total Time Spent 0.155**  -0.040  -0.316***  0.160** 

Time on Financial Items 0.203***  -0.004  0.160**  0.222*** 

Time on Financial/Client Items 0.091  0.031  0.185**  0.252*** 

Attention Focus 0.167**  0.066  0.166**  0.193** 

Order of Access 0.118  0.073  0.000  0.001 

Notes: significance denoted as *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01. Variables are operationalized as follows: 

Information Accessed Percentage of information items accessed (20 items) 

Total Time Spent Total time spent on accessing information items (20 items) 

Time on Financial Items Time spent on financial items on the two debtors (6 items) 

Time on Financial/Client Items Ratio of time spent on financial over client items (across 10 items) 

Attention Focus Standard deviation of time spent across all items 

Order of Access Reliability between item order of presentation and order of access 

Judgment Accuracy Difference in judgment of likelihood of payment of the two debtors 

Judgment Confidence Reported confidence in judgments, in percent 

Information Request Number additional items participants wanted to access additionally 

Adjustment Request Requiring client to adjust accounts receivable, yes or no 



RANK, FIRM CULTURE, AND PROFESSIONAL SKEPTICISM 47 

TABLE 5 

Hypothesis 2 – ANOVA comparing information search and judgment/intention to act across ranks 

Panel A: Information Search Main Findings 

  Overall 

(N=166) 

M (SD) 

 Associates 

(N=42) 

M (SD) 

 Seniors 

(N=64) 

M (SD) 

 Man./Part. 

(N=60) 

M (SD) 

 Difference 

F Statistic  

(p-value; ω2) 

Information Accessed  0.639 

(0.315) 

 0.535 

(0.290) 

 0.744 

(0.287) 

 0.600 

(0.332) 

 6.738*** 

(0.002; 0.065) 

Total Time Spent  5.380 

(2.630) 

 4.716 

(1.982) 

 5.728 

(2.413) 

 5.475 

(2.630) 

 2.337* 

(0.100; 0.016)    

Time on Financial Items  1.314  

(1.341) 

 0.888  

(0.787) 

 1.321  

(0.876) 

 1.606  

(1.883) 

 3.663**  

(0.028; 0.031) 

Time on Financial/Client Items  1.023 

(0.953) 

 0.743 

(1.341) 

 1,080 

(0.806) 

 1,158 

(1.213) 

 2.461* 

(0.089; 0.018) 

Attention Focus  0.151  

(0.156) 

 0.133  

(0.102) 

 0.187  

(0.171) 

 0.125 

 (0.165) 

 2.927*  

(0.056; 0.023) 

Order of Access  0.141  

(0.196) 

 0.062  

(0.107) 

 0.115  

(0.137) 

 0.221  

(0.260) 

 9.833***  

(0.000; 0.097) 

Panel B: Information Search Significant Post-Hoc Findings 

Variable  Rank Contrast  Difference  SE  p-value   

Information Accessed  S > A  0.209  0.057  0.001   

  S > MP  0.144  0.056  0.030   

Total Time Spent  S > A  1.013  0.430  0.053   

Time on Financial Items  S > A  0.433  0.164  0.026   

  MP > A  0.718  0.272  0.026   

Time on Financial/Client Items  S > A  0.338  0.147  0.059   

  MP > A  0.415  0.192  0.082   

Order of Access  S > A  0.052  0.024  0.077   

  MP > A  0.159  0.037  0.000   

  MP > S  0.106  0.038  0.016   

Panel C: Judgment and Intention to Act Main Effects 
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  Overall 

(N=166) 

M (SD) 

 Associates 

(N=42) 

M (SD) 

 Seniors 

(N=64) 

M (SD) 

 Man./Part. 

(N=60) 

M (SD) 

 Difference 

F Statistic  

(p-value; ω2) 

Judgment Accuracy  15.216 (28.806)  7.786 

(34.145) 

 22.484 

(27.136) 

 12.833 

(25.451) 

 3.648**  

(0.028; 0.031) 

Judgment Confidence  63.698 (19.698)  63.805 

(17.801) 

 68.361 

(19.218) 

 60.075 

(20.920) 

 2.730*  

(0.068; 0.021) 

Information Request  0.934  

(1.461) 

 0.286  

(0.596) 

 1.032 

(1.481) 

 1.322  

(1.726) 

 6.750***  

(0.002; 0.066) 

Adjustment Request  0.673  

(0.471) 

 0.667  

(0.477) 

 0.656 

(0.712) 

 0.712  

(0.457) 

 0.233 

 (0.793; -0.010) 

Panel D: Judgment/Intention to Act Significant Post-Hoc Findings 

Variable  Rank Contrast  Difference  SE  p-value   

Judgment Accuracy  S > A  14.698  6.296  0.057   

Judgment Certainty  S > MP  8.286  3.654  0.064   

Information Request  S > A  0.746  0.208  0.002   

  MP > A  1.036  0.294  0.000   

Notes: significance denoted as *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01. Effect sizes of 2 are interpreted as small at 2>0.01, medium at 2>0.06, and 

large as 2=0.140, following Field (2011). For post-hoc findings, ranks are shortened to A = associates, S = seniors, and MP = managers/partners. 

Variables are operationalized as follows: 

Information Accessed Percentage of information items accessed (20 items) 

Total Time Spent Total time spent on accessing information items (20 items) 

Time on Financial Items Time spent on financial items on the two debtors (6 items) 

Time on Financial/Client Items Ratio of time spent on financial over client items (across 10 items) 

Attention Focus Standard deviation of time spent across all items 

Order of Access Reliability between item order of presentation and order of access 

Judgment Accuracy Difference in judgment of likelihood of payment of the two debtors 

Judgment Confidence Reported confidence in judgments, in percent 

Information Request Number additional items participants wanted to access additionally 

Adjustment Request Requiring client to adjust accounts receivable, yes or no 
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TABLE 6 

Hypothesis 3 - ANOVA comparing information search and judgment/intention to act across ranks and learning culture 

Panel A: Information Search Main Findings 

  Associates (N=42)  Seniors (N=64)  Managers/Partners (N=60)  Difference 

Variable  low LC 

M (SD) 

 high LC 

M (SD) 

 low LC 

M (SD) 

 high LC 

M (SD) 

 low LC 

M (SD) 

 high LC 

M (SD) 

 F Statistic 

(p-value; ω2) 

Information Accessed  0.453 

(0.274) 

 0.569 

(0.293) 

 0.767 

(0.243) 

 0.709 

(0.346) 

 0.550 

(0.341) 

 0.680 

(0.307) 

 3.606*** 

(0.004; 0.073) 

Total Time Spent  4.421 

(1.857) 

 4.834 

(2.048) 

 5.909 

(2.561) 

 5.446 

(2.184) 

 5.079 

(2.348) 

 6.113 

(2.974) 

 1.632 

(0.154; 0.019) 

Time on Financial Items  0.807 

(0.849) 

 0.920 

(0.774) 

 1.368 

(0.957) 

 1.244 

(0.737) 

 1.271 

(1.292) 

 2.145 

(2.507) 

 2.812** 

(0.018; 0.052) 

Time on Financial/Client Items  0.690 

(0.720) 

 0.763 

(0.650) 

 1.133 

(0.910) 

 0.991 

(0.598) 

 0.701 

(0.588) 

 1.942 

(1.579) 

 6.511*** 

(0.000; 0.148) 

Attention Focus  0.156 

(0.133) 

 0.123 

(0.088) 

 0.200 

(0.196) 

 0.167 

(0.125) 

 0.092 

(0.093) 

 0.179 

(0.232) 

 2.328** 

(0.045; 0.038) 

Order of Access  0.084 

(0.149) 

 0.055 

(0.089) 

 0.109 

(0.136) 

 0.125 

(0.140) 

 0.267 

(0.261) 

 0.147 

(0.246) 

 5.287*** 

(0.000; 0.115) 

Panel B: Information Search Significant Post-Hoc Findings 

Variable  Rank Contrast  Difference  SE  p-value     

Information Accessed  Slow > Alow  0.314***  0.088  0.007     

  Slow > MPlow  0.217***  0.068  0.006     

Total Time Spent  Slow > Alow  1.152**  0.419  0.028     

  MPlow > Alow  1.115*  0.502  0.080     

Time on Financial Items  MPhigh > MPlow  0.874*  0.564  0.080     

  MPhigh > Ahigh  1.226*  0.541  0.080     

Time on Financial/Client Items  Slow > MPlow  0.432**  0.176  0.043     

  MPhigh > Ahigh  1.180***  0.365  0.009     

  MPhigh > Shigh  0.951**  0.366  0.040     

  MPhigh > MPlow  1.241**  0.358  0.022     

Attention Focus  Slow > MPlow  0.109***  0.035  0.008     
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  MPhigh > MPlow  0.087**  0.051  0.046     

Order of Access  MPlow > Alow  0.184**  0.062  0.016     

  MPlow > Slow  0.159***  0.048  0.005     

  Shigh > Ahigh  0.070*  0.032  0.090     

  MPlow > MPhigh  0.120*  0.067  0.081     

Panel C: Judgment/Intention to Act Main Findings 

  Associates (N=42)  Seniors (N=64)  Managers/Partners (N=60)  Difference 

Variable  low LC 

M (SD) 

 high LC 

M (SD) 

 low LC 

M (SD) 

 high LC 

M (SD) 

 low LC 

M (SD) 

 high LC 

M (SD) 

 F Statistic 

(p-value; ω2) 

Judgment Accuracy  12.917 

(29.807) 

 5.733 

(36.001) 

 24.079 

(27.604) 

 19.958 

(26.764) 

 9.730 

(25.792) 

 17.826 

(24.625) 

 1.846 

(0.107; 0.025) 

Judgment Confidence  59.667 

(12.449) 

 65.517 

(19.530) 

 69.211 

(17.783) 

 66.957 

(21.729) 

 60.257 

(19.821) 

 59.783 

(23.035) 

 1.267 

(0.281; 0.008) 

Information Request  0.333 

(0.651) 

 0.267 

(0.583) 

 0.923 

(1.612) 

 1.208 

(1.250) 

 0.972 

(1.483) 

 1.870 

(1.961) 

 4,032*** 

(0.002; 0.085) 

Adjustment Request  0.667 

(0.492) 

 0.667 

(0.479) 

 0.684 

(0.471) 

 0.609 

(0.499) 

 0.622 

(0.492) 

 0.864 

(0.351) 

 0.903 

(0.481; -0.003) 

Panel D: Judgment/Intention to Act Significant Post-Hoc Findings 

Variable  Rank Contrast  Difference  SE  p-value     

Judgment Accuracy  Slow > MPlow  14.349*  6.167  0.058     

Information Request  Shigh > Ahigh  0.942***  0.277  0.005     

  MPhigh > Ahigh  1.603***  0.423  0.002     

  MPhigh > MPlow  0.898*  0.478  0.051     

Adjustment Request  MPhigh > MPlow  0.242**  0.110  0.048     

Notes: significance denoted as *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01. Effect sizes of 2 are interpreted as small at 2>0.01, medium at 2>0.06, and 

large as 2=0.140, following Field (2011). For post-hoc findings, ranks are shortened to A = associates, S = seniors, and MP = managers/partners. 

Variables are operationalized as follows: 

Information Accessed Percentage of information items accessed (20 items) 

Total Time Spent Total time spent on accessing information items (20 items) 

Time on Financial Items Time spent on financial items on the two debtors (6 items) 

Time on Financial/Client Items Ratio of time spent on financial over client items (across 10 items) 
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Attention Focus Standard deviation of time spent across all items 

Order of Access Reliability between item order of presentation and order of access 

Judgment Accuracy Difference in judgment of likelihood of payment of the two debtors 

Judgment Confidence Reported confidence in judgments, in percent 

Information Request Number additional items participants wanted to access additionally 

Adjustment Request Requiring client to adjust accounts receivable, yes or no 
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Figure 1 Conceptual model and hypotheses 
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Figure 2 Hypothesis 3 - Comparison of information search by rank and culture 

  

Panel A: Time on Financial Info (in min.) 

 

Panel B: Time on Financial/Client (ratio) 

 

  
  

Panel C: Attention Focus (in min.) 

 

Panel D: Order of Access (coefficient) 

 

  
  

Panel E: Information Request (items) 

 

Panel F: Adjustment Request (in %) 

 

  
 

Notes: graphs illustrate the results of post-hoc analyses on the differences in information search across 

ranks by culture (above-median = black; below-medium = grey). Results shown for significant findings 

within ranks and between learning culture. Significant differences between groups are denoted as 

*p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01. 
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Figure 3 Conditional process analysis of the conceptual model using Hayes’ PROCESS macros (see Figure 1) 

  

 
 

 Notes: Only significant relationships are illustrated in the figure; coefficients are reported based on models including the following 

covariates: gender, location, HPSS, task familiarity, and which role participants usually have in the task; significant findings for 

covariates are reported in the results section. Coefficients reported across relationships are unstandardized. Significance is denoted 

as *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01. Significance of Sub-Model 1: F(10,149)=4.849, p=0.000, R2=0.246; Significance of Sub-Model 

2: F(8,151)=2.932, p=0.005, R2=0.134; Significance of Logistic Sub-Model 3: ModelLL(9)=71.041, p=0.000, Cox and Snell 

Pseudo-R2=0.359, Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2=0.502. 
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