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Bl ABSTRACT

Objective: the study aimed to assess the moderating effect of confidence
in the joint influence of time pressure and complexity in judgment and
decision-making (JDM) in auditing. The behavioral decision theory
(BDT) was used from the perspective of the anchoring heuristic.
Methods: as a method, the 2x2x2 experiment was used with a final
sample of 126 independent auditors. For analysis, the t-test and multiple
linear regressions were used. Results: the findings allow us to infer that
factors such as trust, time pressure, and complexity, individually and
jointly, influence JDM. The study showed that trust moderates the joint
influence of time pressure and complexity on JDM. Time pressure and
task complexity negatively influence JDM, but when including trust as a
moderating factor, the effect of time pressure and complexity is mitigated,
reducing the auditor’s difficulties and uncertainties in JDM. Conclusion:
the study contributes to BDT, moving academic research toward
understanding the interrelationships between personal, environmental,
and task factors. It also contributes by presenting evidence that there is
a need for considering and observing the effects generated by the factors
altogether, in order to contribute to improving the quality of the audit.
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H RESUMO

Objetivo: o estudo objetivou avaliar o efeito moderador da confianga na
influéncia conjunta da pressio de tempo e complexidade no julgamento
e tomada de decisio (JTD) em auditoria. Utilizou-se a teoria da decisio
comportamental (TDC) sob a 6tica da heuristica da ancoragem.
Métodos: como método foi utilizado o experimento 2x2x2, com amostra
final de 126 auditores independentes. Para andlise foram utilizados o teste t e
a regressao linear multipla. Resultados: os achados permitem inferir que os
fatores confianca, pressio de tempo e complexidade, de forma individual e
conjunta, influenciam no JTD. O estudo mostrou que a conflanga modera a
influéncia conjunta da pressao de tempo e complexidade no JTD. A pressio
de tempo e a complexidade da tarefa influenciam negativamente o JTD, mas
a0 incluir a confian¢a como fator moderador, o efeito da pressio de tempo
e da complexidade ¢ atenuado, diminuindo as dificuldades e incertezas do
auditor no JTD. Concluséo: o estudo contribui paraa TDC, na perspectiva
de que investigagdes caminhem para compreender as inter-relagées entre
os fatores pessoal, ambiental e de tarefa. Contribui também ao apresentar
indicios de que hd uma necessidade de que os efeitos gerados pelos fatores
sejam considerados e observados em conjunto, tendo em vista contribuir
para a melhoria da qualidade da auditoria.

Palavras-chave: julgamento e tomada de decisdo em auditoria; confianca;
pressao de tempo; complexidade da tarefa; heuristica da ancoragem.
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INTRODUCTION

The issuance of an independent auditor’s opinion
on the trust of the organizations’ accounting information
contributes to a business environment, characterized
by reliability and credibility, essential for the smooth
functioning of the capital and financial markets (Newman,
Patterson, & Smith, 2005; Ojo, 2008).

Greater attention needs to be paid to issues involving
judgment and decision-making (JDM) in auditing, as
professionalsalsodealwithanactivity thatrequiresimportant
judgments and decision-making on a constant basis
(Bonner, 1999; Grenier, Reffett, Simon, & Warne, 2018).
This is something important as it can affect the professional
reputation and performance of auditors, as well as
impacting other stakeholders, including coworkers,
business owners, and the organization as a whole
(Houston, Peters, & Pratt, 1999; Mala & Chand, 2015).

During the analysis of the JDM professionals,
when observing the performance in the practical activity,
or when using a simulation scenario, the adaptive choice
of decision heuristics can often provide compensation
for effort or reasonable precision (Payne, Bettman, &
Johnson, 1992; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). The ability
to adapt real decision behavior to changes in decision
tasks, contexts, and goals reveals that people sometimes
adapt their behavior in ways that seem reasonable in view
of the effort and precision of judgment and decision-
making (Payne et al., 1992).

The use of heuristics has been observed in
behavioral contexts, with discussions centered on practical
situations of judges and decision-makers who face several
situations, among which we can highlight the situations
of professional risks and pressures of different natures
(Bedard & Wright, 1994; Cohen & Avila, 2018). In
this context, time pressure and task complexity are also
considered, since the level of difficulty employed in the
tasks involves pressure, which generates a greater number
of uncertainties for making judgments and decision-
making.

In order to improve the judgment and decision-
making process, studies in this context have discussed
various aspects of theauditand accountingliterature, which
has led to inquiries about the possibility of categorizing
the elements discussed into personal, environmental, and
task factors, but also have generated reflections on possible
connections between these factors (Bonner, 1999; Mala
& Chand, 2015). Although the studies carried out on
JDM are grouped into three major categories — personal,
environmental, and task factors —, the interrelationship
of these three perspectives is important and offers scope
for new research (Mala & Chand, 2015; Trotman, Bauer,

& Humphreys, 2015). As some studies have shown
that, in isolation, there are evidences of the influence of
personal, environmental, and task factors in the judgment
and decision-making in auditing, new studies may show
the joint and interactive effect of these factors in the JDM,
since it is not just one of them that exerts influence.

Trust (personal factor), time pressure (environmental
factor), and complexity (task factor) are factors that have
shown evidence of individual influence in judgment and
decision-making in auditing. Time pressure, characterized
as an environmental factor, makes the audit professional
have to perform JDM quickly, which may result in
forgetfulness or error of judgment and decision-making
and, thus, impair the quality of the JDM (Bamber
& Bylinski, 1987; Gundry & Liyanarachchi, 2007;
Svanstrom, 2016). The complexity, as a task factor, being
high also tends to increase the difficulty and uncertainty
in the JDM in auditing, impairing the quality of the
work (Alissa, Capkun, Jeanjean, & Suca, 2014; Bonner,
1994; Tan & Kao, 1999). Trust in the coworker, as a
personal factor, is characterized as the belief that another
person can perform actions that contribute to the first,
such as minimizing uncertainty in the judgment and
decision-making process when exchanging advice between
colleagues from work (Anderson & Narus, 1990). In
view of a more consistent JDM, professionals seck to
exchange advice with one or more trusted colleagues
(Han, Jamal, & Tan, 2011; Harvey & Fischer, 1997;
Kennedy, Kleinmuntz, & Peecher, 1997).

As the engagement of more than one professional is
common in auditing, the performance of team activities
favors the observation of trust between some auditors.
With the presence of trust among some professionals, it
is observed that exchanged advice can minimize the effect
that time pressure and complexity have on JDM (Kadous,
Leiby, & Peecher, 2013; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman,
1995). The lack of trust can intensify uncertainties and
difficulties, increasing the influence of time pressure and
complexity. In this context, we propose as a research
question: what is the moderating effect of trust in the joint
influence of time pressure and complexity in judgment
and decision-making in audit? As a result of the research
question, the objective arises to assess the moderating
effect of trust (personal factor) in the joint influence of
time pressure (environmental factor) and complexity (task
factor) in the judgment and decision-making in audit.

Through an experimental approach, the study
aims to contribute to the judgment and decision-making
literature by showing the moderating effect of trust in
the relationship of time pressure and complexity with the
JDM. The study analyzes the quality of judgment and
decision-making in auditing, represented by the joint
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and interactive assessment of the influence of personal,
environmental, and task factors in the JDM — in this
case, defining as factors (personal) trust, time pressure
(environmental), and complexity (of task). The literature
has a lack of studies that explore the three factors together
and interactively, considering that it is not just one of them
that influences the JDM. The direction, or the strength of
a factor, analyzed in isolation, can be different when the
joint influence is observed.

It is expected to show the joint and interactive
effect of the factors under analysis, in which the negative
effects that the pressure of time and complexity can
generate are mitigated (moderated) by the personal factor
trust. The main purpose of research in JDM in auditing
is to understand individual and group judgments and
decisions, since the entire audit process is permeated
by professional judgments, evidenced by the common
references to the need for judgments under International
Auditing Standards (Trotman, Tan, & Ang, 2011). Studies
in this field have focused on the potential implications of
policy improvements in areas such as the development and
modification of audit methods, standards, and procedures,
approaches to training and supervision, and the creation
of forms of decision-making aid (Mala & Chand, 2015).

The study is relevant, as it aims to contribute
to improving the quality of the audit, by observing the
individual characteristics of the auditor, the environment,
and the task developed, which can help audit firms better
understand the impacts of these factors on professional
activities and, thus, plan and establish measurement
criteria on the audit work conditions of its clients.
Therefore, understanding how people make judgments and
make decisions is important so that there is the possibility
of proposing solutions to problems or implementing
improvements in audit activities, which feed the entire
financial market.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Time pressure and complexity in judgment
and decision-making

The discussions on judging and decision-making
(JDM) in accounting and auditing have, in general, the
purpose of exploring points that reflect on the quality of
judgment, seeking to describe the JDM process, as well
as the factors that possibly impact in the audit process
and the reasons for such impact. The focus is also on
testing theories and highlighting the cognitive process of
accountants, auditors, and users of accounting information
(Trotman et al., 2011).
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As the final decision-making comprises the
definition of a course of action, to understand the
JDM process it becomes necessary to take into account
behavioral situations with a focus on understanding how
personal factors (individual characteristics) affect choices
(Hastie, 2001). In addition to personal, environmental
and task factors are also related to the JDM and, therefore,
need to be considered with a view to a better quality JDM.

Environmental factors are related to the conditions
and circumstances that involve an individual while he
performs a JDM task (Bonner, 1999). Environmental
factors are considered to affect the auditor’s JDM,
changing his motivation and cognitive effort. As audit
tasks are not performed in isolation, consideration of
the task characteristics is followed by characteristics of
the environment that surrounds the auditors and shapes
the context in which the audit activities are carried out
(Yankova, 2015). As an environmental factor, variables
that relate to the conditions and circumstances that involve
an individual while performing a JDM task, such as time
restriction, are considered. Because it is more common in
the area of accounting auditing, the term ‘time constraint’
is treated in this study as ‘time pressure’ (Bonner, 1999).

The environmental factor time pressure is common in
audit activities, because even though professionals perform
similar tasks at different times, the time allocated to the
conclusions is not always the same, being, in most cases,
below ideal (Bamber & Bylinski, 1987; Svanstrom, 2016).
According to Bamber and Bylinski (1987) and Svanstrom
(2016), this type of scenario, especially with a high time
pressure situation, can lead to a decrease in the quality
of judgments and decision-making. When the auditor is
under high pressure of time, he needs to identify ways
to reduce the time to complete the work, as previously
stipulated, which can lead to a decrease in audit steps and
procedures, making him more susceptible to accept weak
explanations (Svanstrom, 20106).

Task factors have elements that relate to the
dimensions of the task, for example, its complexity.
According to Yankova (2015), the processing of human
information is dependent on structural characteristics
of the task, as different tasks have different demands on
a professional’s cognitive resources, skills, knowledge,
and effort, which impacts on the processing strategy of
information used to perform the task. The task factor
includes variables that relate to dimensions of the task.

The task complexity factor is also another element
inherent in the auditor’s activity. Characterized as the
difficulty of executing an activity, the complexity varies
between each task performed and such oscillation is
related to the number of evidences and their consistencies,
as well as to the type and size of the account balance
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(Chung & Monroe, 2001). Campbell (1988) argues
that, in situations of high complexity tasks, information
can become poorly structured, present ambiguity, and
be difhicult to understand, especially in scenarios with
inconsistent evidence. In this study, we adopt Bonner's
(1994) arguments, which assess the complexity of the task,
taking into account the amount of information, clarity, and
accuracy of the information. The aforementioned author
mentions that, in a situation of high complexity, the task
contains a high amount of information, low clarity, and
low accuracy of information. According to Libby and Lipe
(1992) and Bonner (1994), the increased complexity of
the task tends to impair the quality of the JDM.

Considering that the judgment and decision-making
process in auditing involves personal, environmental, and
task factors, the joint and interrelated analysis of these
factors needs to be considered and explored, with a view
to promoting improvements in the various judgments and
decision-making (Bonner, 1999; Mala & Chand, 2015;
Trotman et al., 2015). According to Nelson and Tan
(2005), as auditors do not work in isolation, it is crucial to
understand how the people, tasks, and environment with
which auditors interact influence their performance.

The trust factor in the relationship
between ftime pressure and complexity
with judgment and decision-making

Personal characteristics correspond to
any distinguishable and lasting way in which an
individual differs from others and exerts influence on
a person’s response to the environment and the task
(Cohen & Avila, 2018; Yankova, 2015). Personal
characteristics reveal basic endogenous tendencies that
include cognitive, motivational, and stylistic aspects, some
of which are adaptive, but some of an effective nature
(Yankova, 2015). The personal factor includes variables
that are related to the characteristics that the judge and
decision-maker presents in the task, such as knowledge, for
example (Bonner, 1999).

In the JDM process, personal, environmental, and
task factors can be decisive to affect the quality of the
auditor’s final work (Bonner, 1999; Mala & Chand, 2015).
Audit firms have encouraged consultation/exchange of
advice with other coworkers to obtain a different point
of view, hoping that this practice can generate a greater
effort by the auditor to identify the best argument and
thus reduce uncertainties and have greater conviction in
the JDM (Kadous et al., 2013; KPMG, Glover, & Prawitt,
2012).

Trust, treated as a personal factor, when present
among coworkers, for example, tends to facilitate the

exchange of professional advice. Thus, in the face of this
situation of trust, the auditor tends to analyze the advice
received with greater attention and depth, take it as a
basis for greater consistency in his judgment and decision-
making, and thus improve the quality of the activity
performed (Kennedy et al., 1997). The literature shows
that trust contributes to the reduction of uncertainty
(Mayer et al., 1995). Consistent with this understanding,
Kadous, Leiby and Peecher (2013) point out that the
existence of stronger social ties can indicate an increase in
the receptivity of the board, especially among audit teams,
in which the exchange of advice is still perceived as unusual.
As the auditing activity involves working in teams of
professionals and judgments and decision-making belong
to scenarios that have a high degree of uncertainty, the
analysis of trust between coworkers becomes opportune.

Kadous et al. (2013) presented evidence of a ‘trust/
anchoring’ heuristics among auditors who received help
from consultants and with whom they have a social bond.
The argument put forward is that auditors often seek
informal advice from colleagues to improve the quality
of judgment, but the conditions under which the board
improves the auditor’s judgment are poorly understood.
Auditors regularly request informal advice from other
auditors, that is, information, recommendations, and
alternative perspectives on their initial judgments, which
serve as an anchor for judgment and final decision-making
(Dalal & Bonaccio, 2010; Kadous et al., 2013).

With the exchange of advice between trusted
colleagues, the acceptability of this information ends
up being greater and, thus, there is a greater tendency
for the professional to anchor this advice to his JDM.
With additional information, the JDM tends to be more
consistent and contribute to the quality of the audit work.
In situations where there is time pressure and complexity,
uncertainties and difficulties increase for consistent
processing and analysis of information on professional tasks,
which can impair the quality of the JDM. When observing
the factors trust (personal), time pressure (environmental),
and complexity (task) in an interrelated way, trust tends
to diminish the effect that time pressure and complexity
generate in JDM. The same effect tends to be observed
in the relationship between trust and complexity in the
JDM. 'The pressure of time and complexity of the task
can intensify doubts in the realization of the JDM. In the
joint analysis, trust, by presenting anchoring elements, can
moderate/mitigate the effect of doubts and uncertainties
caused by the pressure of time and complexity of the task.

Given the above, it is observed that decisions
are difficult whenever any type of uncertainty is
present in the context of analysis (Payne et al., 1992;
Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). In JDM situations, people
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tend to put more effort into restructuring the information
initially available, so that later on they can use a more
accurate heuristic with a reasonable amount of effort. In
this way, the adaptive use of heuristics can save substantial
cognitive effort and, still, produce good solutions to
decision problems (Payne et al., 1992).

Heuristics consist of general rules of influence that
are used as a way to arrive at judgments and decision-
making in tasks that involve uncertainties (Plous, 1993).
Anchoring is one of the heuristics used in judgments and
decision-making in scenarios of uncertainty. The anchoring
heuristics show that, in many JDM situations, people make
estimates starting from an initial value, that is, a parameter,
in order to adjust and make the final choice, which can
contribute to minimize the uncertainties (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1974).

Uncertainty can weaken the auditor’s materiality
argument, which can influence the distribution of
probability around the true value of the proposal or
materiality adjustment in audit (DeZoort, Hermanson, &
Houston, 2003). Thus, as uncertainty tends to influence
the decrease in the chance of support for an adjustment
and trust in the audit partner’s advice tends to affect the
reduction of uncertainty, it is expected that there will be
greater support for making an audit/accounting adjustment
when there is trust in the advice received. The accounting
adjustment, in the experimental task, was treated in the
context of a discussion of write-off of receivables, in
which there was a disagreement between two auditors.
The research participant, faced with the analyzed scenario,
which also involved materiality, received advice from a
coworker and was asked to decide whether to support the
adjustment. Thus, we have the following hypothesis:

H1 - Higher level of trust increases the auditor’s
propensity to follow the advice received in support
of accounting adjustment.

It is understood that the environmental factor
time pressure influences the auditor’s JDM. The quality
of judgment and decision-making tends to be impaired
in time pressure situations, in which the probability of
increasing uncertainty and errors may be greater than in
situations without this pressure (Bamber & Bylinski, 1987;
Gundry & Liyanarachchi, 2007; Pierce & Sweeney, 2004;
Svanstrom, 2016).

Although auditors perform similar tasks at different
times, it is common for time allocation to have a large
discrepancy between these similar tasks. Svanstrom (2016)
argues that, in auditactivities where the time for completion
is short, the quality of the JDM is at risk. In time pressure
situations, the difficulty and uncertainty of the task tend to
increase, which will negatively influence a possible belief in
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the correct value of an adjustment in materiality (DeZoort
et al., 2003). DeZoort, Hermanson and Houston (2003)
argue that, in such a scenario, the auditor will face more
resistance to support an adjustment. Thus, we have the
following hypothesis:

H2 - Time pressure decreases the auditor’s
propensity to make an accounting adjustment.

It is understood that the task complexity factor
influences the auditor’s JDM. According to Bonner (1994),
the increase in the complexity levels of the task results in
more information to be analyzed, with greater imprecision
and uncertainty. In this situation, it is expected that the
quality of the JDM will be negatively affected. When there is
a lack of consensus among audit professionals, uncertainty
intensifies, especially in highly difficult scenarios, which
auditors may encounter when performing simultaneous
JDM s for various audit tasks, with much information and
procedures that can be adopted (Alissa et al., 2014; Libby
& Lipe, 1992; Mohd-Sanusi & Mohd-Iskandar, 2006).
Uncertainty and difficulty tend to vary during the tasks,
mainly because the audit work contains scenarios that
fluctuate a lot in terms of low and high complexity.

According to Chung and Monroe (2001), this
oscillation of scenario, between low and high complexity,
is justified in the variation between the type and size of the
account balance or group of accounts and in the amount
of evidence and consistencies linked to the information
obtained. Kahneman (1973) considers that the complexity
of the task is related to the amount of attention span or
mental processing required for the individual to complete
a task. When considering that the increased complexity of
the audit task results in difficulty and uncertainty around
the exact value of a possible adjustment, we have the
hypothesis:

H3 — Higher level of complexity decreases the
auditor’s propensity to make an accounting
adjustment.

The literature has pointed out evidence of
differences in judgments and decision-making for different
cognitive processes adopted (Grenier et al., 2018; Mala
& Chand, 2015; Trotman et al., 2015). According to
the aforementioned authors, these differences in JDMs
have been observed as an isolated result of the influence
of personal, environmental, and task factors. Evidence
of isolated factors gives evidence that a joint analysis
is necessary; environmental variables, for example, can
influence the amount of effort, motivation, and knowledge
applied by the decision-maker, as well as impact on the
demands of the tasks (Libby & Luft, 1993; Mala & Chand,
2015).
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As the evidence points out that it is not just a factor
that influences, it is expected a joint effect of these factors
on the JDM. In audit work, it is common for professionals
to perform similar tasks, but with different deadlines for
completion, which can influence the quality of the JDM,
especially in a negative way, when time pressure is present
(Bamber & Bylinski, 1987; Yeo & Neal, 2008). Taking
into account that time pressure impairs the quality of the
audit, the final work becomes even more affected when the
task has a high level of complexity (Bonner, 1994; Yeo &
Neal, 2008).

Taking into account that time pressure impairs the
quality of the audit, the final work becomes even more
affected when the task has a high level of complexity
(Mayer et al., 1995; Kadous et al., 2013). The opposite
can also happen: the lack of trust in the advice received can
increase uncertainty in decisions and, thus, intensify the
effect of time pressure and task complexity. Therefore, it is

METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

Experiment participants

The experiment was composed by 132 independent
auditors from 14 audit firms, registered with the Securities
and Exchange Commission, headquartered in the states
of Mato Grosso do Sul, Parand, Santa Catarina, and Rio
Grande do Sul. The invitation was initially made by
telephone, with subsequent sending of email with the letter
of introduction and details of the research. After acceptance,
the legal responsible for the audit firm signed the Request
Form and Authorization for the Development of Research
in loco, in the audit firm. On the date scheduled for the on-
site application of the experiment, before the audit task was
performed, each participant read and signed the Free and
Informed Consent Form (ICF). Of the 132 participants,
6 were excluded from the analysis because they did not
correctly fill out the research instrument. Therefore, the final

understood that the time pressure and complexity factors, sample was composed of 126 auditors.

moderated by the level of trust, have an influence on the
performance of the audit adjustment. Thus, we have the
hypothesis:

Research construct

Table 1 presents the construct with the research
variables and sub-variables and the way used to measure
them, in addition to the references that support such

H4 — Time pressure and task complexity, together,
moderated by the level of trust, influence judgment

and decision-making. variables.
Table 1. Research construct.
Factors Variables Sub-variables Metrics Authors
. Affirmatives 1 to 6 — Mayer et al.
Capacity (CAD) (1995) model.
. Mayer, Davis and Schoorman
Personal factor Trust (TRU) Integrity (INT) é\lf;i;rsn)a:rllve; 17 to 11 — Mayer et al. (1995); Kadous et al. (2013);
ode Nalda, Guillen e Pechuan (2016).
Affirmatives 12 to 17 — Mayer et al.
Benevolence (BEN) (1995) model.

Environmental Time pressure (PT) No time pressure established; With Bamber and Bylinski (1987);
factor ¢ pressure B time pressure established. Svanstrom (2016).
Low complexity (low amount of
Task factor Complexity ) H;fl(:;n jmog an)c.i Eg};lcla;ty{acicuracy Bonner (1994); Chung and
ask facto (COMP) of information); High complexity Monroe (2001).

(high amount of information and low
clarity/precision of information).

Judgment and Adjustment support — Scale
decision-making - (-5: definitely not adjusting ...
(JDM) 5: definitely adjusting).

DeZoort et al. (2003); DeZoort,
Harrison and Taylor (2006).

Judgment and
decision-making

Note. Source: research data.
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Experimental design

The experiment setup included a 2x2x2 factorial,
which required the composition of eight groups for
the experimental treatment. In this composition,
the independent variables, trust, time pressure, and
task complexity, were tested using the eight possible
combinations, as follows:

Group 1 — High Level of Trust (HLT), High Complexity
(HC), and With Time Pressure (WTM);

Group 2 — High Level of Trust (HLT), Low Complexity
(LC), and With Time Pressure (WTP);

Group 3 — High Level of Trust (HLT), Low Complexity
(LC), and No Pressure and Time (NPT);

Group 4 — High Level of Trust (HLT), High Complexity
(HC), and No Pressure and Time (NPT);

Group 5 — Low Trust Level (LTL), High Complexity
(HC), and With Time Pressure (WTP);

Group 6 — Low Trust Level (LTL), Low Complexity (LC),
and With Time Pressure (WTP);

Group 7 — Low Trust Level (LTL), Low Complexity (LC),
and No Pressure and Time (NPT);

Group 8 — Low Trust Level (LTL), High Complexity
(HC), and No Pressure and Time (NPT).

In each audit firm, the participants were divided
randomly and equally into each of the eight groups,
according to a standardized experimental script. With
randomized control in the distribution of the participants in
the experimental groups, the dimension of the experimental
design was defined as between-participants (inter-subjects),
with the purpose of understanding differences in behavior
between different groups of participants. In the definition
of the design between-participants, each experimental
group is exposed to only one experimental condition (one
level of the independent variable) (Aguiar, 2017).

The researcher in standardized speech, with
previously established text, including emphasizing
the non-permission of communication between the
applicants, guided the participants. In the development of
the experiment, control measures were adopted for threats
of internal validity (maturation, history, subject mortality,
instrumentation, selection, statistical regression, treatment
imitation, and resentful demoralization) and external
(population validity, ecological validity, and temporal
validity), mentioned by Smith (2003).

Data collection instrument

Participants responded to an audit task involving
materiality in the write-off of receivables, adapted from
Mayer et al. (1995), DeZoort et al. (2003), DeZoort et
al. (2006) and Kadous et al. (2013). As the instrument
of the experiment was adapted and validated in other
international studies, it underwent reverse translation,
adjustments, and pre-tests.

The task involved discussing receivables write-
off, in which there was a disagreement between two
auditors. The research participant, faced with the analyzed
scenario, decided whether to support the adjustment, on
a scale between -5 to +5, presenting his argument. After
completing the task, the participant answered the ‘post-
experiment questionnaire, in which he presented his
perception of the factors analyzed and the identification
of demographic data. The instrument for data collection
contained two parts. The first, composed of nine blocks,
had the experiment scenario, while the second part had the
post-experiment questionnaire.

Before we fully validated the instrument, we carried
out the procedure to establish the time pressure condition.
We carried out a pilot study to determine the distribution
(mean and standard deviation) of time required to complete
the tasks. The participants of this stage of the test were 23
accounting sciences students, who were taking the Audit
subject. Despite the fact that audit professionals live more
with the pressure of time in the day-to-day activity and
may feel less intensely the effect of this factor in relation
to academics, those who are taking the accounting audit
subject can also be considered qualified to submission
to professional scenarios. According to Grenier, Reffett,
Simon and Warne (2018), there are advantages to using
university students in experiments, among which stands
out the fact that students can be able participants and
represent a more geographically diverse population.

In the procedure to establish the time pressure
condition, after finding a normal distribution of times, we
defined the first decile of times to establish the duration
of low and high complexity tasks, in the time pressure
condition. We defined the choice of the first decile as the
condition of extreme time pressure. In this sense, through
the first decile, we established that the low complexity
task lasts 11 minutes and the high complexity task takes
13 minutes. In the variable time pressure (environmental
factor), a group of participants performed the task with
no time indication (without established time pressure),
while another group had a determined time, considered as
a high-pressure situation (with established time pressure).
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For the personal factor dimension, we chose the
independent variable trust. In this condition of the
experimental task, the participant was asked to think
of an auditor, colleague or former coworker at the same
hierarchical level and, subsequently, received advice from
that professional. For this factor, two conditions were
established. In the condition of a high level of trust, the
group of participants received the advice of a professional
they knew well and trusted professionally. The other group,
with a low level of trust, received the advice of a professional
they knew well and did not trust professionally.

To measure the level of trust, we used the model
by Mayer et al. (1995), based on three factors: capacity,
integrity, and benevolence. The use of the instrument by
Mayer et al. (1995) aimed to indicate whether the level of
trust of the indicated professional (who knew well and whom
trusted professionally, or who did not trust professionally)
corresponded to what was measured in the instrument. If
the level of trust measured was different from the profile
to be considered, the result of the participant was removed
from the process of analysis of the experiment.

For the task factor dimension, the independent
variable chosen was the task complexity. In the condition of
complexity of the task, part of the participants performed the
audit task, characterized as low complexity, and another part
performed the task of high complexity. This factor is consistent
with Bonner (1994) and Chung and Monroe (2001),
in which the situation of low complexity contains low
amount of information, high clarity, and high accuracy of

information. In a highly complex situation, the task contains
a high amount of information, low clarity, and low accuracy
of information.

Before the application of the experiment, we carried
out a pre-test of the complete instrument, with 186
accounting sciences students who were taking or completed
the audit subject. The results of the pre-test analyzes
presented in this topic allowed us to reveal that there is
consistency in the instrument proposed for use with audit
professionals. It is noteworthy that the research was applied
after approval of the project by the Ethics Committee.

Data analysis procedures

For data analysis, we used descriptive statistics,
the t-test, multiple linear regression, and the multiple
correspondence analysis (ACM). In order to test the
theoretical hypotheses H1, H2, and H3, regarding the
observation that the factors trust, time pressure, and
complexity individually influence JDM in auditing, we
defined the t-test.

To test hypothesis H4, we defined multiple linear
regression, using the ordinary least squares (OLS) model. To
test hypothesis H4 — “Time pressure and task complexity,
together, moderated by the level of trust, influence judgment
and decision-making,” we elaborated the following equation:

JDM = B0 + B,TP + B,COMP + B,TRU + B,TP*COMP + B, TP*COMP*TRU + ¢i

Where:

JDM = Judgment and decision-making, measured by the
11-point scale that ranged from - 5 (definitely not making
the adjustment) to +5 (definitely making the adjustment);

TP = Time pressure, having the experimental treatment:
without established time pressure and with established time
pressure;

COMP = Task complexity, with experimental treatment:
low complexity and high complexity;

TRU = Trust, having the experimental treatment: with a
high level of trust and a low level of trust;

TP*COMP = Variable of interaction of task complexity and
time pressure in judgment and decision-making;

TP*COMP*TRU = Moderation variable between trust, task
complexity, and time pressure in judgment and decision-
making.

RESULT AND DATA ANALYSIS

Descriptive analysis of variables

Table 2 shows the auditors’ judgment and decision-
making (JDM), related to their professional characteristics.

It can be seen, through Table 2, that 66.6% (84)
of the auditors supported the proposed adjustment of
the experimental case, 29.4% (37) did not support the
adjustment, and 4% (5) demonstrated uncertainty. The
results show that the majority of participants indicated
support for the proposed adjustment, with emphasis on
those who opted for scale 4 (30.2%) and 5 (19%), with high
conviction in judgment and decision-making. In relation to
not supporting the proposed adjustment, the majority opted
for the -5 scale (17.5%), with high conviction in judgment
and decision-making.
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Table 2. Judgment and decision-making in auditing.

. i . Do not adjust I Adjust
Judging and deflslon making ) ) TOTAL
el -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
N 22 8 5 1 1 5 1 9 12 38 24 126
Auditors
% 17,5 6,3 0,8 0,8 4 0,8 7,1 9,5 30,2 19 100%
N 14 5 4 1 - 3 1 7 6 26 15 82
Male
% 17,1 6,1 4,9 1,2 - 3,7 1,2 8,5 7,3 31,7 18,3 100%
N 8 3 1 - 1 2 - 2 6 12 9 44
Female
% 18,2 6,8 2,3 - 2,3 4,5 - 4,5 13,6 27,3 20,5 100%
Works in a Big Five (BF) I 5 3 3 - - 2 - 3 2 10 8 36
Coll Pl % 13,9 8,3 8,3 - - 5,6 - 8,3 5,6 27,8 22,2 100%
Does not work in a Big N 17 5 2 1 1 3 1 6 10 28 16 90
Five (NBF) company % 18,9 5,6 2,2 1,1 1,1 3,3 1,1 6,7 11,1 31,1 17,8 100%
M - - - - - - - - - - - -
BF
F - - - - - - - - 1 - - 1
Trainee
M - - - - - - - 1 - - - 1
NBF
F - - - - - - - - - 3 - 3
M i i - : : 1 i 1 : 2 1 5
BF
F - - - - - - - - - 1 1 2
Assistant
M i i - : : i i 1 1 5 - 7
NBF
5 F 2 - - - - - - 1 - 2 - 5
E M 3 1 - - - - - 1 - 3 3 11
> BF
g F 2 2 1 - - 1 - - 1 3 2 12
o Senior
= M 8 2 2 - - 1 1 2 2 11 8 37
g NBF
= F 1 - 1 . 1 . . . . 1 3
3
o M - - 1 - - - - 1 - - -
BF
F - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1
Manager
M 2 2 1 - 1 - - 2 5 - 13
NBF
F 2 - - - - - - 1 3 1 2 9
M - - 1 - - - - - - - - 1
BF
F - - - - - - - - - - 1 1
Co-owner
M 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 3 5
NBF
F 1 1 - - - 1 - . . : - 3

Note. BF = works in a Big Five company; NBF = does not work in a Big Five company; U = uncertain; M = male; F = female. Source: research data

In the analysis by sex, it is observed that the participants
opted for the ends of the scales, revealing greater certainty in
the judgment and decision-making performed. In the analysis
of males, the predominance was on scale 4, with 31.7% (20)
of the participants supporting the proposed adjustment. In
females, although the percentage of predominance was lower,
27.3% (12), the predominance scale was the same as in males

(scale 4).

Regarding the participants who supported the
proposed adjustment, 23 (27.38%) are auditors for Big Five

firms and 61 (72.62%) for non-Big Five firms. As for the
non-support to the proposed adjustment and uncertain, 13

Revista de Administragéio Contempordnea, v. 25, n. 5, e-200037, 2021 | doi.

(30.95%) are employees of Big Five firms and 29 (69.04%)
are employees of non-Big Five firms. In both situations, most
participants were more firm in their positioning, opting for

the end of the scale.

In the analysis of the JDM, at the levels of the auditor’s
qualification, size of the audit firm, and sex, the study revealed
that the majority of the participants opted for supporting
the proposed adjustment, except in the cases of partner of
a Big Five firm and of partner of a firm not Big Five. Table
2 shows that the predominant position in the participation
of the experiment was that of Senior, with 67 (53.17%)
participating auditors.
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Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of the
theoretical constructs analyzed in the experiment. On an
11-point scale, which ranged from - 5 (definitely not making
the adjustment) to +5 (definitely making the adjustment), the
judgment and decision-making of the participating auditors
averaged 1.325, with support for the adjustment, but close
to 0, which is the point of uncertainty. In this analysis, the
median revealed a result of 3 and the standard deviation of

3.857.

In the analysis of the JDM by factor, it is observed in
the trust variable that the average in the condition of high
trust level was 3.641, indicating support for the proposed
adjustment. This result shows an average close to the positive
end, indicating conviction in supporting the adjustment. It is
worth mentioning that this condition was the one with the
lowest standard deviation, that is, it is the variable with the
least measure of dispersion around the population average.
In the condition of low trust level, the average was -1.065,
indicating non-support for adjustment. In addition to
showing non-support for adjustment, the average was close to
the point of uncertainty, which is zero.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of theoretical construct.

In the experimental treatment of the environmental
factor, in the condition without time pressure, the result
shows that the JDM average was 2.230, with support for the
proposed adjustment. In the condition with time pressure,
the average was 0.477, indicating uncertainty. The standard
deviation was similar, 3.542 in the condition without time
pressure and 3.973 in the condition with time pressure. These
findings show that the auditor, in a situation that involves
time pressure, will have difficulty in the complete and detailed
analysis of the information and, thus, the tendency is to have
greater uncertainty in his JDM.

In the third experimental treatment, task factor, in the
condition of low complexity, the result presents an average
of 2.127 in judgment and decision-making, which indicates
support for the proposed adjustment. In the condition of high
complexity, the experiment showed signs of uncertainty in the
participant; the average was 0.524. Under the conditions of
this experimental treatment, the standard deviations show
differences: in the low complexity one the standard deviation
was 3.50 and in the high complexity one it was 4.047.

Factors/ Variables Variables/Conditions Minimum Maximum Mean Median jta{ld?rd
eviation

HTL -3 5 3.641 4.000 1.577

Trust (TRU)
LTL -5 5 -1.065 -3.000 4.060
NTP -5 5 2.230 4.000 3.542
Judgment and JDM Time pressure (TP)
decision-making WTP -5 5 0.477 2.000 3.973
factors (JOM) LC 5 5 2.127 4.000 3.508
Complexity (COMP)
HC -5 5 0.524 2.000 4.047
JDM -5 5 1.325 3.000 3.857

Note. Dependent variable JDM = judgment and decision-making, measured by the 11-point scale ranging from -5 (definitely not making the adjustment) to +5 (definitely
making the adjustment). Independent variable TRU = trust, with experimental treatment: with high level of trust (HLT) and low level of trust (LLT). Independent variable
TP = time pressure, having the experimental treatment: no time pressure (NTP) and with time pressure (WTP). Complexity independent variable (COMP), with experimental

treatment: low complexity (LC) and high complexity (HC). Source: research data.

Analysis of the result of the experiment

In this section, we seek to verify the individual
and joint effect of the factors trust, time pressure, and
complexity in judgment and decision-making. To check
the individual effect more consistently, we used the t-test,
in order to identify whether the results of the groups of
each experimental treatment show significant differences.
To check the normality of the dependent variable, we
used the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test.

In the KS test, the p-value (Sig.) of the factors trust,
time pressure, and complexity are less than 0.05, which at

Revista de Administragcio Contemporéneq, v. 25, n. 5, e-
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first accused the data not being normal. However, Hair,
Black, Babin, Anderson and Tatham (2009) argue that
“values that fall between -1 and +1 are still considered
symmetrical” (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham,
2009, p. 50). After checking the asymmetry of the factors
trust (-0.032), time pressure (-0.746), and complexity
(0.000), it is possible to consider that the data under
analysis has a normal distribution.

Table 4 shows the analysis of the t-test between
the groups in the judgment and decision-making in the
audit.
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Table 4. Analysis of the t-test of independent samples between groups in the JDM.

Panel A — Personal factor trust

Levene’s test for equality of
Judgment and decision-

t-test for equality of means Mean —Trust

variances
making (JDM)
F Sig. t df Sig. LTL HTL
Equal variances assumed 136.950 0.000 -8.624 124 0.000
-1.065 3.641
Equal variances not assumed -8.524 78.513 0.000
Panel B — Environmental factor time pressure
. Levene’s test for equality of f liev of M Ti
Judgment and decision- variances t-test for equality of means ean — Time pressure
making (JDM)
F Sig. t df Sig. NTP WTP
Equal variances assumed 6.038 0.015 2.607 124 0.010
2.230 0.477
Equal variances not assumed 2.617 123.68 0.010
Panel C — Complexity task factor
B Levene’s test for equality of . .
Judgment and decision- variances t-test for equality of means Mean — Complexity
making (JDM)
F Sig. t df Sig. LC HC
Equal variances assumed 7.599 0.007 2.376 124 0.019
2.127 0.524
Equal variances not assumed 2.376 121.546 0.019

Note. JDM = judgment and decision-making, measured by the 11-point scale that ranged from -5 (definitely not making the adjustment) to +5 (definitely making the
adjustment). Panel A shows the t-test for the trust factor (TRU), having the experimental treatment: with high level of trust (HLT) and low trust level (LTL). Panel B shows the
t-test for the time pressure (TP) factor, with the experimental treatment: no time pressure (NTP) and with time pressure (WTP). Panel C shows the t-test for the complexity
factor, with the experimental treatment: low complexity (LC) and high complexity (HC). Source: research data.

In Levene’s test of Panels A, B, and C, with
p-values less than 0.05, it appears that the variances are
not homogeneous and, in this sense, the test statistic to be
used for the t-test is the one that does not assume equal
variances. In the analysis of t-test, in Panel A — trust factor,
as the p-value = 0.000 (less than 0.05), HO is rejected,
which allows us to state that the average judgment and
decision-making of the two groups (low trust and high
trust) is significantly different.

Based on these findings, it is possible to infer that
the advice obtained from a high-trust coworker supporting
an audit adjustment tends to positively influence the
proposed adjustment, which does not allow rejecting
the hypothesis H1, that a higher level of trust increases
the auditor’s propensity to follow the advice received in
support of accounting adjustment. This result corroborates
Harvey and Fischer (1997), Kennedy, Kleinmuntz and
Peecher (1997), Soll and Larrick (2009), DeZoort et al.
(2003) and Kadous et al. (2013).

In Panel B — time pressure factor, as the
p-value = 0.010, HO is rejected, which allows us to afhirm
that the average judgment and decision-making of the

two groups (no time pressure and with time pressure) is
significantly many different.

In view of these findings, it is possible to infer
that, under time pressure conditions, the auditor will not
be able to analyze the entire proposed context in depth,
and therefore tends to be undecided, not supporting
the proposed adjustment, which corroborates Bamber
and Bylinski (1987), DeZoort et al. (2003), Pierce and
Sweeney (2004), Gundry and Liyanarachchi (2007) and
Svanstrom (2016). According to the results found, it is
not possible to reject hypothesis H2, that the pressure of
time reduces the propensity of the auditor to make the
accounting adjustment.

In Panel C — complexity factor, as p-value = 0.019,
HO is rejected, which allows us to state that the average
judgment and decision-making of the two groups (low
complexity and high complexity) is significantly different.

This finding reveals that, in situations of high
complexity, which present situations of imprecision in
information, as well as a high amount of information,
people tend to be undecided, which corroborates the
arguments of Kahneman (1973), Libby and Lipe (1992),
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Bonner (1994), Chung and Monroe (2001), Mohd-Sanusi
and Mohd-Iskandar (2006) and Alissa, Capkun, Jeanjean
and Suca (2014). In view of this observation, it is not
allowed to reject hypothesis H3, that a higher level of
complexity reduces the auditor’s propensity to make the
accounting adjustment.

After verifying the individual effect of the factors,
the purpose is to assess the joint influence of the factors,
through the moderating effect of trust in the joint influence
of time pressure and complexity in the JDM. For that,
we used multiple linear regression, model ordinary least
squares (OLS), as shown in Table 5. Initially, we analyzed
the normality and homoscedasticity of the residues.

The non-parametric KS test showed a significance of
0.044, which initially does not show evidence of a normal
distribution of variables at a level of 5%. Greene (2012)

argues that, despite having normally distributed random
errors, normality is not widely necessary to achieve much
of the results of multiple regression, so this assumption can
be mitigated.

In this context, Hair et al. (2009) argue that
“values that fall between -1 and +1 are still considered
symmetrical” (Hair et al., 2009, p. 50). After checking the
asymmetry (-0.231), it is considered that the residuals of
the data under analysis have normal distribution.

In addition to the above, Levene’s homoscedasticity
test was applied, which revealed a significance of 0.909,
confirming the hypothesis that the error variance is
uniform and that the residues are homoscedastic.

Then, Table 5 presents the results of the effect of
moderation of trust in the joint influence of time pressure

and complexity in the JDM.

Table 5. Multiple regression models for the influence of time pressure and complexity factors in the judgment and decision-making in

auditing moderated by the trust factor.

Model 1 — multiple linear regression without moderation

Model 2 — multiple linear regression in moderation

Independent variables

Coefficient/Sig. VIF Coefficient/Sig. VIF
Coefhicient 1.313 Coefficient 1.297
Constant - -
Sig. 0.000 Sig. 0.000
Coefhicient 2.327 Coefficient 2.343
Trust 1.001 1.002
Sig. 0.000 Sig. 0.000
Coefhicient -0.789 Coefficient -0.787
TP 1.001 1.001
Sig. 0.003 Sig. 0.002
Coefficient -0.789 Coefficient -0.821
COMP 1.000 1.002
Sig. 0.002 Sig. 0.001
Coefhicient 0.518
TP*COMP 1.002
Sig. 0.040
Coefficient -0.472
TP*COMP*TRU 1.002
Sig. 0.062
R 0.679 0.702
R? 0.460 0.493
R? adjusted 0.447 0.472
Durbin-Watson 2.194 2.058
F 34.708 23.348
Anova
Sig. 0.000 0.000

a. Dependent variable: JDM.
b. Predictors — Model 1: (Constant), COMP, TRU, PT.

b. Predictors — Model 2: (Constant), TP*COMP*TRU, PT*COMP, TP, COMP, TRU.

Note. JTD = judgment and decision-making, measured by the 11-point scale that ranged from -5 (definitely not making the adjustment) to +5 (definitely making the
adjustment). TRU = trust, having the experimental treatment: with a high level of trust and a low level of trust; TP = time pressure, having the experimental treatment: without
established time pressure and with established time pressure. COMP = task complexity, with experimental treatment: low complexity and high complexity. TP*COMP = variable
of interaction of task complexity and time pressure in judgment and decision-making. TP*COMP*TRU = moderation variable between trust, task complexity, and time pressure
in judgment and decision-making. Model 1 of linear regression shows the individual effect of the factors trust, time pressure, and complexity in the judgment and decision-
making in the audit. Model 2 of linear regression shows the moderating effect of the trust factor in the influence of the time pressure and complexity factors in the judgment

and decision-making in the audit. Source: research data.
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The regression Model 2, which analyzes the
moderating effect, has an R2 of 0.493, showing that the
independent variables are responsible for 49.3% of the
variation in judgment and decision-making in accounting
auditing. Table 5 shows that the adjusted R2 of the JDM in
Model 2 audit is good and close to the R2, which reveals a
satisfactory explanatory power. When comparing the R2 of
Model 2 with Model 1, it is observed that there is an increase
in explanatory power through the insertion of moderation,

from 46% to 49.3%.

In the analysis of Durbin-Watson, Table 5 presents
a value in range 2 for both models, which suggests the
independence of the residues, indicating that there is no
relationship between them. Table 5 also presents the analysis
of variance of the variables in the regression models, which
suggests the linearity in the data and that at least one of the
explanatory variables included is significant to explain the
behavior of the dependent variable.

In the analysis of VIF, the result of Model 2 confirms
that there are no multicollinearity problems, since the
values are not greater than 10 (Kennedy, 1998). According
to Model 2, the independent variables trust (TRU), time
pressure (TP), complexity (COMP), and influence of
trust and time pressure (TP*TRU) can be considered
statistically significant at the level of 5% (p-value < 0.05)
and trust moderates the joint influence of time pressure
and complexity (PT*COMP*TRU), and can be considered
statistically significant at the level of 10% (p-value < 0.10).

When comparing regression Model 2 with 1, it is
observed that the coefficients of the factors trust (TRU) and
task complexity (COMP) increased and the time pressure
factor (TP) had a small reduction. Although the coefficients
of the trust, time pressure, and complexity factors have
undergone minor changes, the results show that the trust
factor continues to influence the auditor in supporting the
proposed adjustment, and the time pressure and the task
complexity factors still influence the non-support to the
adjustment proposed.

In the analysis of the influence of complexity and
time pressure (COMP*TP) in judgment and decision-
making, although the coeflicient is positive, the influence
remains negative, as the individual signs of the time pressure
and complexity factors are negative. What is observed in
this interaction is that, because the negative time pressure
coeflicient is less than the complexity, the negative influence
is attenuated. This result shows that the time pressure factor
and complexity remain influencing the auditor to not
support the proposed adjustment.

In the analysis of the moderating effect
(COMP*TP*TRU), the study showed that the personal

trust factor moderates significantly and negatively the

influence of the environmental factor time pressure and
the task factor complexity in the judgment and decision-
making in audit. Despite the moderation of trust being
negative, when compared to the influence of complexity and
time pressure on JDM without moderation, the result shows
that moderation mitigates the effect of complexity and time
pressure. This finding is consistent with the arguments of
Bamber and Bylinski (1987), Bonner (1994), Mayer et
al. (1995), Chung and Monroe (2001) and Kadous et al.
(2013). Thus, the hypothesis H4 (that the pressure of time
and the complexity of the task, together, moderated by the
level of trust, influence judgment and decision-making)
is not rejected. It is understood that there is support for
the acceptance of H4, although this relationship has been
attenuated with a significance of 10%.

In order to show greater consistency in the research
instrument and in the findings, after the application of the
experimental treatments, the post-experiment questionnaire
verified the participants’ perception regarding the treatments
to which they were submitted. Was performed the analysis
using perceptual maps from the multiple correspondence
analysis. As a test of consistency of the instrument, the effects
of the experimental treatments of personal, environmental,
and task factors were felt by the participants, which revealed
consistency in the observed factors.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The present study carried out an experiment with
126 independent auditors, in order to assess the moderating
effect of trust in the joint influence of time pressure and
complexity in the judgment and decision-making in
auditing. In the factor analysis, one of the findings showed
that a higher level of trust increases the auditor’s propensity
to follow the advice received in support of the accounting
adjustment. We found that the advice from someone of
high trust, indicating support for the proposed adjustment,
reflects positively on the final decision. With this, it is
possible to infer that the personal trust factor influences the
auditor’s JDM.

When professionals from the audit firm receive
advice, information from other points of view is being
analyzed. In the existence of advice received to proceed with
the interpretation of the context and realization of the final
JDM, it is possible to perceive the use of the anchoring
heuristic, as the individual lives with professional scenarios
that, every day, present a different situation, with clients from
different areas and sizes, which can generate uncertainties
and difficulties in completing the stipulated tasks. Thus,
in the face of JDM under uncertainty, professionals tend
to adjust their final decision based on initial information
or value, which can be treated as an anchor. The tendency
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for the advice received to be treated as an anchor will occur
mainly when it comes from someone with high trust.

The experiment also revealed that time pressure
decreases the auditor’s propensity to perform the accounting
adjustment, which allows to infer that the environmental
factor time pressure influences JDM. Another finding
showed that a higher level of complexity decreases the
auditor’s propensity to perform the accounting adjustment,
which indicates that the complexity task factor influences

the JDM.

The experiment applied to the auditors allowed us
to understand that the time pressure and the complexity of
the task, together, moderated by the level of trust, influence
judgment and decision-making. The experiment showed
that trust negatively moderates the joint influence of time
pressure and complexity on JDM. It was observed that the
time pressure and the task complexity negatively influence
the JDM, but by including trust as a moderating factor,
although the result remains negative, indicating no support
for the proposed adjustment, the effect of time pressure and
complexity is mitigated, reducing the auditor’s difficulties
and uncertainties in the JDM.

As the auditor deals with several tasks in a short period,
under pressure of time and with high levels of difficulty, it
becomes necessary to identify ways in which situations of
pressure and high complexity do not decrease the quality of
the work. One of the ways used by professionals is heuristics,
in which there is the facilitation and simplification of mental
processes in the analysis and selection of information for the
JDM. There is also evidence that heuristics reduce time and
effort in JDM, which mitigates the negative effect that time-
consuming and highly complex tasks require. Tasks that
have high complexity demand more time to be completed,
therefore, the time to be allocated needs to be planned in
order not to become another factor that can negatively
affect activities. Teams formed by highly trustworthy
auditors can be important in situations of high complexity,
advice can be exchanged more frequently and, thus, as an
anchoring heuristic (in this case, the trust that a person has
in the colleague who gives advice), they can serve as initial
parameters and be more easily evaluated and absorbed.

agdio Contemporéineq, v. 25, n. 5, e-200037, 2021 | doi.org/10.1590/1982-7849rac2021200

The research advances by revealing that the influence
of personal, environmental, and task factors, in the judgment
and decision-making in auditing, occurs in an interrelated
and joint way through the effect of trust in the relationship
of time pressure and complexity with the JDM. Thus, it
is essential to understand these factors as a whole, with a
view to promoting improvements in the JDM process. The
research corroborated the evidence and arguments presented
by Bonner (1999), Mala and Chand (2015) and Trotman,
Bauer and Humphreys (2015), confirming the connections
between the factors. As the findings of previous studies have
shown, in isolation, evidence of the influence of personal,
environmental, and task aspects in the JDM in auditing, it
was possible to show the joint and interactive effect of these
factors in the JDM, since it is not just one that exercises
influence.

These findings are consistent with those found in the
pre-test with accountancy academics who have attended or
were attending the audit discipline. The pre-test performed
validated the instrument, confirming the robustness of the
proposed experimental treatments.

The experiment as an operationalization method
allowed the identification and control of threats to internal
and external validities, eliminating the influence of strange
variables and ambiguity in the interpretation of results.
In this method, the participants JDM was observed by
the researcher, with no possibility for the participants to
evaluate their own performance, in which they could be
overconfident and overestimate their performance. The
consistency of the experiment was reinforced with the post-
experiment questionnaire, in which the participants felt
the effects of the experimental treatments of the trust, time
pressure, and complexity factors.

For future research, we suggest that atypical periods
be considered, as the closing period of the audit report, in
which professionals have a high volume of activities. It is
also suggested that further studies increase the sample, for
an analysis that takes into account in the experimental
treatments some control variables, such as sex, experience,
and size of the audit firm. In the present research, this
demographic and characteristic information of the audit firm
was captured and analyzed, but not treated as experimental
groups.
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