ACCOUNTING, FINANCE AND COMPUTATIONAL INTELLIGENCE

Meta-Analysis of Factors Affecting the Enhancement of Auditors’
Judgment Quality

Article history
1. Fatemeh Alijani Barmchi®: Departement of Accounting, Ra.C., Islamic Azad =
University, Rasht, Iran )
Received: 22 December 2025
. . R . . Revised: 05 May 2026

2. Yusef Talebi®>*: Departement of Accounting, Ra.C., Islamic Azad University, Rasht,

Iran. Email: y.taleby@iau.ac.ir (Corresponding Author) Accepted: 18 May 2026

Initial Publish: 18 June 2026
3. Keyhan Azadi Heir?: Departement of Accounting, Ra.C., Islamic Azad University,

Final Publish: 22 June 2027
Rasht, Iran

4. Batool Mehregan Soumeh Sarai®’: Department of Theology and Islamic Science, Ra.C., Islamic Azad University, Rasht, Iran

Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to identify and meta-analyze the most significant factors affecting the enhancement of auditors’
judgment quality in studies conducted in Iran between 2015 and 2025. The present study employed a quantitative and applied
meta-analysis approach using CMA software. The statistical population consisted of domestic and international studies
related to auditors’ judgment quality published over a ten-year period. After screening based on inclusion criteria, 25 studies
were selected for final analysis. Data were collected through a library-based method and analyzed using effect size indices to
determine the relationships between variables and auditors’ judgment quality. The findings demonstrated that personality
factors, ethical factors, individual characteristics, cultural factors, organizational commitment, and auditor experience had
positive and significant effects on enhancing auditors’ judgment quality. Moreover, characteristics such as mental
independence, professional experience, accountability, organizational culture, and personality traits contributed to
improving professional decision-making and judgment quality. Contrary to expectations, however, professional skepticism
did not show a significant effect on auditors’ judgment quality in the reviewed Iranian studies. The results indicate that
enhancing auditors’ judgment quality is primarily influenced by personality, ethical, individual, and experiential factors.
Therefore, organizations should improve auditors’ professional judgment through specialized training programs,
strengthening professional culture, developing cognitive skills, and creating supportive organizational environments.
Attention to human and organizational dimensions can significantly improve audit quality and increase stakeholders’ trust in
financial reports.
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Extended Abstract

Introduction

Auditor judgment is considered one of the most critical components of the auditing profession because the credibility and
reliability of financial reporting largely depend on the quality of auditors’ professional decisions. Auditors are required to
apply judgment throughout the entire audit process, including planning, evidence evaluation, risk assessment, internal
control analysis, and the issuance of audit opinions. Consequently, the effectiveness of auditing procedures and the trust of
stakeholders in financial statements are strongly associated with the quality of auditors’ professional judgment (Abdallah et
al.,, 2024; Hanum & Rahmadana, 2024). Professional judgment in auditing is not merely a technical process guided by
standards; rather, it is a multidimensional cognitive, ethical, organizational, and behavioral phenomenon influenced by both
internal and external factors (Malek Asgar & Pourzamani, 2023; Pourmazaheri et al., 2023). As financial reporting
environments become increasingly complex and uncertain, the importance of auditors’ judgment has significantly increased
in modern accounting systems.

The auditing profession operates within environments characterized by ambiguity, time pressure, organizational
expectations, and growing technological transformations. Under such conditions, auditors are frequently exposed to
situations requiring them to interpret incomplete evidence, evaluate management estimates, and determine the reliability
of financial information. Auditing standards explicitly emphasize the necessity of applying professional judgment and
skepticism in performing audit procedures and forming conclusions (Audit Standards Compilation, 2020, 2021). However, the
effectiveness of professional judgment depends on numerous individual and contextual characteristics. Studies have shown
that auditors’ competence, experience, ethical orientation, organizational culture, and personality traits substantially
influence their judgment quality (Mirmohammadi Shekhtaei, 2024; Moradi et al., 2024). Therefore, understanding the
determinants of judgment quality has become a major concern in accounting and auditing research.

One of the most influential categories of factors affecting auditor judgment involves personality characteristics and
individual traits. Research indicates that attributes such as conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to experience,
emotional stability, and self-efficacy positively affect auditors’ decision-making quality (Nezami et al., 2020; Rouhi
Shahalibeyglou et al., 2021). In contrast, psychological instability, excessive risk-taking, and dark personality traits may reduce
professional skepticism and increase the likelihood of biased judgments (Javadi et al., 2022). Studies also demonstrate that
personality types influence auditors’ allocation of audit effort, ethical evaluations, and responses to uncertain audit situations
(Saeedi Garaghani & Naseri, 2017; Setiawan & Iswari, 2016). Accordingly, professional judgment is shaped not only by
technical knowledge but also by auditors’ cognitive and psychological characteristics.

Ethical orientation and professional commitment represent another major dimension influencing auditors’ judgment
quality. Auditing is fundamentally grounded in ethical principles such as independence, objectivity, integrity, and
accountability. Ethical judgment enables auditors to resist client pressures and maintain commitment to public interest
(Barrainkua & Pike, 2017). Previous studies have confirmed that professional identity, ethical ideology, religiosity, and
organizational ethics significantly affect auditors’ professional and ethical judgment (Bomani Mohammadabadi & Rouyaei,
2022; Nazaripour & Zakizadeh, 2026; Yaghoubi Salehabadi & Pourzamani, 2022). Similarly, auditors with stronger professional

commitment tend to demonstrate higher responsibility and better decision-making quality (Piralilou, 2018). Ethical and moral

foundations therefore serve as internal control mechanisms guiding auditors toward more reliable judgments.
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Professional skepticism has also been identified as a central component of audit judgment. Professional skepticism refers
to a questioning mindset and critical assessment of audit evidence. Auditors with higher levels of skepticism are generally
more capable of detecting fraud, identifying inconsistencies, and evaluating financial statement reliability (Safajou &
Pourzamani, 2021; Sotoudeh et al., 2023). Nevertheless, the influence of skepticism is often moderated by contextual factors
such as workload, time pressure, task complexity, and familiarity with clients (Safikhani et al., 2022; Shiravazhan & Fakhari,
2024). Excessive workload and organizational pressures may reduce auditors’ ability to apply skeptical thinking effectively,
leading to lower-quality judgments (Yadgari et al., 2025). In this context, environmental and organizational factors become
highly relevant to understanding judgment quality.

Organizational culture and social environment significantly affect auditors’ behavior and professional decisions. Research
has shown that ethical organizational cultures encourage accountability, independence, and higher-quality judgments (Salehi
Kamamardakhi et al., 2024). In contrast, organizational environments emphasizing profitability, client retention, or excessive
commercialization may weaken auditors’ independence and professional reasoning (Golden et al., 2026). Cultural dimensions
also influence how auditors interpret uncertainty, probability, and professional responsibilities (Chand, 2017; Doupnik &
Richter, 2018). Furthermore, social pressure, compliance pressure, and organizational expectations may alter auditors’
judgment patterns (Golshaian et al., 2020). Consequently, auditors’ professional judgment emerges from the interaction
between individual competencies and environmental conditions.

Another emerging issue in audit judgment research involves cognitive biases and technological developments. Cognitive
biases such as anchoring, confirmation bias, overconfidence, and heuristic thinking may impair auditors’ objectivity and
increase audit errors (Kohandel et al., 2025; Williams, 2024). At the same time, advances in artificial intelligence and data
analytics are transforming audit practices by enhancing analytical capabilities and automating certain procedures. However,
despite these technological advancements, human judgment remains indispensable because auditors are ultimately
responsible for interpreting evidence, evaluating risks, and issuing audit opinions (Deliu, 2024; Silva et al., 2025). Therefore,
improving auditor judgment requires simultaneous attention to human cognition, ethics, organizational support, and
technological adaptation.

Although numerous studies have investigated factors affecting auditors’ judgment, their findings are often fragmented
and occasionally inconsistent. Some studies emphasize personality and ethical dimensions, whereas others focus on
organizational culture, professional skepticism, workload, and environmental pressures. Given this diversity of findings, there
is a need for a comprehensive synthesis capable of identifying the most influential determinants of auditor judgment quality.
Meta-analysis provides a suitable approach for integrating previous research findings and evaluating the overall effects of
different variables. Accordingly, the present study aimed to conduct a meta-analysis of the factors affecting the enhancement
of auditors’ judgment quality in Iranian studies conducted between 2015 and 2025.

Methods and Materials

This study employed a quantitative meta-analysis approach to synthesize empirical findings related to factors affecting
auditors’ judgment quality. The research design was descriptive and applied in nature, with an inductive analytical
orientation. Data collection was conducted using a library-based method, and the study focused on published Iranian and

international research examining auditor judgment quality during the period from 2015 to 2025.
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The statistical population consisted of empirical studies investigating variables related to auditors’ professional judgment,
ethical judgment, decision-making quality, skepticism, organizational commitment, personality characteristics, and related
dimensions. Inclusion criteria required studies to report sufficient statistical information for effect size extraction and to
examine at least one factor associated with auditor judgment quality. Studies lacking appropriate statistical indicators or
focusing solely on qualitative findings were excluded from the analysis.

Following a systematic screening process, 25 studies met the inclusion criteria and were selected for final analysis. The
selected studies included research published in scientific journals, conference proceedings, and academic publications. The
data extraction process involved coding study characteristics, sample sizes, statistical indicators, and effect size measures.
Meta-analytic analysis was conducted using Comprehensive Meta-Analysis (CMA) software.

The main variables examined in the study included personality factors, ethical factors, individual factors, organizational
commitment, cultural factors, professional skepticism, and auditor experience. Effect sizes were calculated and aggregated
to determine the overall magnitude and direction of relationships between these variables and auditor judgment quality.
Statistical heterogeneity among studies was also examined to assess the consistency of findings across the selected research.

Findings

The results of the meta-analysis demonstrated that several factors significantly influence auditors’ judgment quality.
Personality factors showed a strong positive effect on professional judgment quality, indicating that auditors with stable
psychological characteristics, conscientiousness, self-confidence, and emotional balance tend to make more accurate and
reliable professional decisions. Ethical factors also exhibited a significant positive relationship with auditor judgment quality,
suggesting that ethical orientation, professional integrity, and accountability enhance auditors’ decision-making processes.

Individual and cognitive factors were found to significantly improve judgment quality as well. Auditors with stronger
analytical capabilities, higher levels of responsibility, and greater cognitive control demonstrated more reliable judgments
and reduced susceptibility to judgment errors. Organizational commitment and organizational culture also produced
meaningful positive effects on auditor judgment quality. Auditors working in supportive professional environments
characterized by ethical values and strong organizational culture exhibited higher-quality judgments and more professional
decision-making behaviors.

The findings further indicated that auditor experience had one of the strongest positive impacts on judgment quality.
Experienced auditors were more capable of evaluating audit evidence, identifying irregularities, and responding effectively
to complex audit situations. Cultural factors also demonstrated a positive relationship with auditor judgment quality,
reflecting the importance of organizational and societal values in shaping professional behavior.

Contrary to expectations, professional skepticism did not consistently show a strong and significant effect across all studies
included in the analysis. While some studies reported positive relationships between skepticism and judgment quality, the
overall effect size appeared inconsistent and context-dependent. This inconsistency suggests that the influence of skepticism
may vary according to environmental conditions, workload, organizational pressure, and client relationships.

The analysis also revealed that workload, time pressure, and task complexity indirectly affected judgment quality by
increasing cognitive stress and reducing auditors’ ability to evaluate evidence critically. In addition, studies examining
technological developments suggested that although artificial intelligence and analytical technologies improve audit

efficiency, human judgment remains essential in interpreting results and forming final professional opinions.
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Discussion and Conclusion

The findings of this study indicate that auditor judgment quality is a multidimensional phenomenon influenced by a
combination of psychological, ethical, organizational, and experiential factors. The results emphasize that auditing
effectiveness cannot be achieved solely through technical standards and procedural compliance. Instead, the personal and
professional characteristics of auditors play a central role in determining the quality of professional decisions.

The strong influence of personality characteristics highlights the importance of psychological stability, self-efficacy, and
cognitive capability in professional auditing environments. Auditors operating in uncertain and high-pressure situations
require emotional balance and analytical thinking to maintain objective and reliable judgments. Ethical orientation also
emerged as a crucial determinant, reinforcing the idea that professional values and integrity are fundamental to maintaining
public trust in financial reporting.

The findings related to organizational culture and professional commitment suggest that audit quality is strongly
connected to the institutional environment in which auditors operate. Supportive organizations that encourage ethical
behavior, accountability, and professional independence create conditions that facilitate higher-quality judgments.
Conversely, excessive commercialization and organizational pressure may weaken auditors’ objectivity and decision-making
quality.

The inconsistent findings regarding professional skepticism indicate that skepticism alone may not guarantee high-quality
judgments unless supported by appropriate organizational and cognitive conditions. Auditors experiencing excessive
workload, time constraints, or client pressure may struggle to apply skepticism effectively. Therefore, improving auditor
judgment quality requires a comprehensive approach addressing both individual competencies and environmental
conditions.

This study also highlights the growing importance of technological adaptation in auditing. Although artificial intelligence
and advanced analytical systems can enhance efficiency and data analysis, they cannot replace human reasoning and
accountability. Professional judgment remains essential for interpreting complex evidence, resolving ambiguity, and making
ethically responsible decisions.

Overall, the study concludes that enhancing auditor judgment quality requires integrated attention to personality
development, ethical training, professional commitment, organizational support, cognitive awareness, and continuous
professional education. Audit institutions and professional organizations should prioritize the development of ethical and
analytical capabilities while simultaneously reducing environmental pressures that impair professional reasoning. Such efforts

can improve audit quality, strengthen stakeholder confidence, and enhance the reliability of financial reporting systems.
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