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ABSTRACT: The Social Identity Theory is employed to investigate whether the negligence verdicts of jurors who strongly identify with their profession are more lenient towards auditors that identify with the profession. Social Identity Theory predicts that groups will judge others less harshly if they identify with the group, unless the violation is so egregious that it disgraces the group. A 2 x 2 between-subjects experiment manipulates jurors’ social identities and auditor effort to investigate jurors’ perceptions of auditor negligence following an audit in which there was an independence violation. Contrary to expectations, juror negligence verdicts were not significantly influenced by their group identity. Further analysis reveals that no significant difference exists when profession-identifying jurors assign negligence verdicts to profession- and non-profession identifying auditors. The results have academic, regulatory and practical implications.
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I. INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this paper is to investigate the role of juror bias in auditor liability cases involving auditor negligence resulting from independence impairments. Research that examines juror bias is important to the accounting profession for a number of reasons, the most glaring of which is centered on accounting practitioners’ lack of confidence in the legal system to carry out its duties (Reffett et al., 2012). Little research has examined the role of juror bias in negligence assessments, despite research that underscores the importance of judicious assessments of negligence claims in the audit profession (Palmrose, 2006) and calls to understand factors that influence jurors’ decisions (Bonner, 1999). 
The present study addresses this gap in the literature by arguing that at least one form of juror bias – jurors’ social identities –influences jurors’ decisions in auditor litigation cases. Social Identity Theory implies that individuals have a positive image of themselves that may result in leniency when judging others who they consider to be like them (Ingriselli 2015, p. 1697). This theory is a cognitive-based theory that is concerned with when and why individuals identify with attitudes and behaviors of certain groups (Tajfel and Turner, 1985). The four components in the development of a social identity are: (1) categorization, (2) identification, (3) comparison, and (4) psychological distinctiveness
. This study is primarily concerned with the element of comparison, which addresses an individual’s favorable bias towards one group over another. 

Psychology literature suggests that auditors’ accounting decisions are affected when they feel a strong social identity with their client (Lembke and Wilson, 1998). The present study employs this theory to examine whether jurors who identify strongly with their profession are more lenient towards auditors who identify strongly with their profession. A 2 x 2 between-subjects experiment adapted from Thornton and Shaub (2014) examines this issue.
The experiment involves an audit in which the auditor is being sued for negligence after providing audit and aggressive tax services (ATS) to the same audit client, which violates current independence standards. During the audit, a difficult accounting matter arose which did not require the use of a specialist. At this point, the experiment varies the amount of effort that the auditor exerted during the audit by causing one treatment group to hire a specialist (high effort group) and another treatment group not hiring a specialist (low effort group). The strength of the auditor’s effort is manipulated in a manner consistent with Wilson (2015c), which varies auditor effort by specifying that an auditor consulted a specialist during the audit for a difficult auditing matter. It is important that the auditor’s effort is manipulated in order to control for at least one audit firm decision that may confound jurors’ negligence verdicts. The other variable of interest is jurors’ social identities, which were collected from their responses to Mael and Ashforth’s Organization Identification Scale. Jurors who were deemed to identify more strongly with their profession were classified as “strong identifiers,” while those who do not identify strongly with the profession are classified as “weak identifiers.” After reading the litigation scenario, jurors were asked to evaluate the auditor’s negligence.

One hundred and two mock jurors successfully completed the experiment. Overall, the results indicate that jurors’ negligence verdicts were not significantly influenced by their group identity. These results persist in a separate analysis that finds that strong identifiers do not judge auditors less harshly if the auditor identifies with their profession.
The findings from this study have at least three implications for academic research. One, this study contributes to the growing stream of literature that employs the Social Identity Theory to examine the role of juror bias in auditor independence litigation cases. The finding that juror bias does not negatively impact jurors’ perceptions of auditor negligence opens the door for research that investigates other psychological factors that may influence jurors’ decisions in auditor litigation cases. Regarding the second implication for academic research, the absence of a more severe negligence verdict for auditors in either of the auditor effort treatments compared to a control group in which no independence violation occurred supports research that suggests auditor independence should not be the hallmark of the auditing profession (Wilson 2015a; DeZoort et al. 2012). Finally, the finding that strong identifiers do not assign more harsh judgments to auditors who identity with their profession gives credence to Thornton and Shaub’s (2014) assertions more empirical evidence was needed prior to the ban of joint auditor and ATS.
The results of the study also have regulatory and practical implications. From a regulatory perspective, the lack of a significant difference regarding the negligence verdicts in both auditor effort conditions may be of interest to accounting regulators. These results signal that future accounting regulators may wish to “close the loop” by providing empirical research that addresses regulatory decisions by considering auditor-related factors that may influence jurors decisions. The lack of empirical evidence to make regulatory decisions was lamented by Thornton and Shaub (2014). From a practical standpoint, the results may provide confidence to accounting practitioners regarding their lack of confidence in the legal system, as this matter was cited as a major area of concern by Reffett et al. (2012).
The remainder of the paper is organized into four sections. The Section II reviews the literature and develops related hypotheses. Section III discusses the methodology. Section IV reveals the empirical results. Section V concludes the study with a summary of the findings, limitations and suggestions for future research.

II. THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

Auditor independence is an essential element of audit quality and a requirement for registered public accounting firms (PCAOB, 2004). The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) asserts that both independence “in fact” and “in appearance” are equally important (SEC 2001). This study centers on independence “in appearance.” 

Auditor independence violations are deemed to occur when the provision of nonaudit services “(a) creates a mutual or conflicting interest between the accountant and the audit client, (b) places the accountant in the position of auditing his or her own work, (c) results in the accountant acting as management or an employee of the audit client, or (d) places the accountant in a position of being an advocate for the audit client” (SEC, 2001). Non-experimental research suggests that the joint provision of audit and nonaudit services impairs independence (Lowe et al., 1999; Raghunandan, 2003; Krishnan et al., 2005; Francis and Ke, 2006). These findings are consistent with survey research (Lavin, 1976; Firth, 1981; Shockley, 1981; Pany and Reckers, 1988) and experimental research (Lowe and Pany, 1996; Mishra et al., 2005). Other behavior research disagrees with this premise (McKinley et al., 1985; Pany and Reckers, 1987).

Brandon and Mueller (2006, p. 3) contend that jurors’ perceptions of auditor independence are likely to determine an auditor’s fate in court. Juror decision-making research has examined various factors which may impact jurors’ decisions on matters of auditor independence, including the impact of client importance (Brandon and Mueller, 2006), auditor reputation (Wilson, 2015b) and aggressive tax services (Wilson 2015c; Thornton and Shaub, 2014). The present study continues this stream of research examining whether auditor effort reduces concerns about auditors’ negligence when providing audit and aggressive tax services to the same audit client.
Aggressive Tax Services

Tax professionals of accounting firms who provide tax services to their audit clients “become advocates [for their clients] that develop favorable tax positions that fall within the boundaries of the tax law (AICPA, 2000).” This position was deemed to negatively impact auditors’ objectivity during an audit (SEC, 2001), which led to the prohibition of aggressive tax services to audit clients for registered public accounting firms who market, plan or express an opinion on aggressive tax positions for their client (SEC, 2006; PCAOB 2005). The Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (PCAOB) defines an aggressive tax position as one that is undertaken for the purpose of tax avoidance unless the position is “more likely than not” to be allowed under the current tax laws (SEC 2006). Recent research scrutinizes the proscription of these services due to the lack of empirical evidence that ATS impairs independence (Thornton and Shaub, 2014; Sloan, 2005). 

Aggressive Tax Services and Auditor Effort Hypothesis
The inability to directly observe audit quality establishes the need to choose an appropriate, reasonable proxy for audit quality. Prior research proposes that the level of effort exerted by an auditor is an indicator audit quality (Narayanan 1994; Kadous 2000). Narayanan (1994, p. 41) suggests that auditors are more likely to exert more effort during the audit in order to possibly be absolved of all liability. Hence, the present study employs auditor effort as an indicator by which jurors may judge audit quality following an audit in which the firm also provides the client with ATS.

Thornton and Shaub (2014) provide limited evidence that jurors perceive independence to be impaired when auditors provide ATS to their audit clients, which is consistent with concerns exhibited by the SEC and the PCAOB. However, they do not consider the impact of auditor effort on perceptions of audit quality when auditor independence is impaired. Wilson (2015b, p. 30) finds that mock jurors perceive auditors with a reputation for exerting additional exert during an audit to be more independent than auditors that do not exert additional effort. This study attempts to understand whether the effort exerted by an accounting firm during an audit reduces jurors’ concerns about auditor negligence when auditors simultaneously provide audit and ATS to their audit client. The following hypothesis examines this issue:
H1: Jurors’ assessments of auditor negligence will be more favorable when additional effort is provide by auditors who perform audit and ATS for the same audit client.

Social Identity Hypothesis

Social Identity Theory is a cognitive-based theory that is concerned with when and why individuals identify with and/or adopt the shared attitudes and behaviors of certain groups (Tajfel and Turner, 1985). An individual’s social identity represents their sense of who they are based on their group membership(s). Social identity problems are prevalent in service and knowledge-intensive organizations (Alvesson, 2000). Social psychology and organizational behavioral research find that social identity problems may significantly affect employees’ attitudes and behaviors (Hogg and Terry, 2000; Ellemers et al., 2002; Riketta, 2005). Psychology literature suggests that auditors who feel a strong social identity with their client are more likely to internalize the client’s accounting and business norms, which may affect how the auditor makes accounting decisions (Lembke and Wilson, 1998). 

Auditing literature provides mixed results with respect to the relationship between auditors’ social identities and auditor independence. On one hand, the literature suggests that a close auditor-client relationship frustrates financial reporting reliability, especially if the auditor encounters a difficult accounting matter (Mayhew, 2001; Kadous et al., 2003). On the other hand, prior research suggests that auditors are able to manage competing interests between their professions and their organizations (Wallace, 1995; Bamber and Iyer, 2002). Despite literature on the association between auditors’ identification with their clients and audit quality, there is a lack of direct literature regarding the impact of jurors’ social identities on their verdicts. Therefore, predicting the impact of jurors’ on their perceptions of auditor liability is complex. Two competing lines of reasoning may be advanced with respect to this matter. Arguably, one of the most sinister threats to a juror properly issuing an unfavorable negligence verdict in an audit independence case may arise when the juror strongly identifies with the profession. Ingriselli (2015, p. 1697) suggests that the core of the social identity theory is that individuals desire to have a positive image of themselves, and are willing to be more lenient when judging those they consider to be similar to them. By doing so, this promotes favorable perceptions of individuals’ social groups, which may increase individuals’ self-esteem. Following this logic, strong identifiers who presume that auditors identify with their profession may judge them less harshly than jurors who presume that auditors do not strongly identify with their profession. The following hypothesis examines this theory:

H2:
In cases of alleged auditor negligence following an engagement in which firms provide audit and ATS, strong identifiers will perceive profession-identifying auditors to be less negligent than jurors who do not identify as strongly with their profession.

An alternative line of reasoning suggests that strong identifiers’ perceptions of auditor negligence could be the greatest under the joint condition of strong identifiers’ perceptions of the auditor’s social identity and the effort exerted by the auditor during the audit. Auditing research reports that jurors perceive accounting firms that exhibited more effort during an audit in which an independence violation occurred were perceived to be more independent than firms that did not exert additional effort (Wilson 2015b, p. 30). Thus, if the negligence verdicts of strong identifiers cannot be attributed at least in part to their biases towards auditors who identify with their profession, then, by default, their perceptions of the auditor’s effort may significantly impact jurors’ verdicts, ceteris paribus. However, it is unclear whether the significance of jurors’ bias would be greatest across all levels of the firm’s effort, or equally significant under each condition. That is, it is unknown whether the jurors’ bias is a main effect or an interaction effect. The following research question addresses this line of reasoning:

RQ1:
In cases of alleged auditor negligence, will strong identifiers’ negligence verdicts be a joint product of (1) their perceptions auditors’ identities and (2) the auditor’s effort? If so, what is will be the nature of the interaction?
III.  METHODOLOGY

Participants
Mock jurors were recruited from undergraduate introductory business courses to participate in the study. The use of college undergraduates as a proxy for jurors is consistent with prior auditing research (Wilson, 2015b; Brandon and Mueller, 2006; Kadous, 2000), which fails to find consistent differences between students and mock jurors (Zickafoose and Bornstein, 1999, p. 577; Bornstein, 1999, p. 80). Participants were tasked with evaluating the level of audit quality exerted by an auditor based on standards of care and then assigning liability to the defendant based on this decision (Kadous, 2000, p. 328-329). Participants received extra credit as compensation to entice them to participate and to take the experiment seriously. 

Demographic Overview

An overview of the demographics is presented in Table 1 (Panel A). A total of one hundred and six mock jurors participated in the study, with one hundred and two participants successfully completed the experiment. On average, participants were 29.47 years of age, which indicates a high percentage of non-traditional students, and speaks to the maturity of the students participating in the study. Students’ ability to interpret the financial statements ranked 3.64 on a 7-point Likert scale. Approximately 36.8 percent of the participants indicated that they had owned stock. Regarding their political preferences, 51.8 percent indicated that they were conservative. Finally, over seventy-eight percent (78.2 percent) of participants indicated that they had taken three or fewer political science classes. 

---Insert Table 1---

Manipulation Check

A distribution of the participants to the treatment groups is presented in Table 1 (Panel B). One hundred and six total participants were randomly assigned to the experiments. Of these, one was removed for failing to complete the Mael and Ashforth (1992) organization identification scale. To test whether the “auditor effort” manipulation was successful, the post-test questionnaire asks participants the following question: “Did Smith & Adams CPA Firm hire a specialist to audit the inventory.” Only three of the 105 participants did not respond correctly to this question (approximately 3.77%), which indicates that the manipulation was successful. Participants who did not correctly identify the manipulation were removed from the analysis. 

Research Task

Participants were presented with the following materials: a cover letter, a between-subjects experiment, and a questionnaire. After reading the cover letter, participants completed Mael and Ashforth’s Organization Identification Scale, which collects information about jurors’ social identities. Information collected from this scale was used to identify jurors who identify more with their profession (strong identifiers) than those who do not identify as strongly with their profession (weak identifiers). This is further discussed in the independent variable section. Next, participants were randomly assigned to a 2 x 2 between-subjects study, which manipulated two variables (auditor effort; juror identities) at two levels. The experiment contained an audit litigation scenario which was adapted from prior research (Wilson, 2015c; Thornton and Shaub, 2014; Kadous, 2000). Cases with auditor litigation were selected for this study, since research finds that legal action is most likely to be taken against an auditor if the client experiences bankruptcy (Carcello and Palmrose, 1994; Palmrose, 1987). The implementation of an alleged audit failure is motivated by Casterella et al. (2009, p. 716), who suggest that a malpractice claim is a reasonable proxy for audit failure.

The case involves the plaintiff (Johnson, Ltd.) who relied on Western Rock and Gravel's financial statements to extend a loan to the client. The plaintiff (Johnson, Ltd.) alleges that Smith & Adams CPA firm failed to uncover management fraud during their audit of the client, and Johnson suffered severe losses by relying on these audited financial statements to extend a loan to the client. The defendant (Smith & Adams CPA) contends that the financial statement audit was performed in conformity with the generally accepted auditing procedures that were enacted as of the time of the audit. Auditing research reports that more experienced auditors and those who identify more with their profession are less likely to succumb to client demands (Bamber and Iyer, 2007). Therefore, the auditor in the case study is designated as an industry expert in order to control for the possibility that jurors’ negligence verdicts may differ based on their assumptions of the auditors’ expertise in the absence of a specific designation. The post-experimental questionnaire contains a manipulation check and collects participants’ demographic information.

Independent Variables
In order to construct the social identity variable, participants responded to nine items from Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) organizational identification scale to measure the degree to which participants identify with their profession. This information was administered prior the distribution of the experiment, so that participants were afforded the opportunity to provide information about their social identities without being influenced by information in the experiment. The procedure for classifying jurors as strong- or weak-identifiers is as follows. First, participants’ responses to the individual questions that measured each construct were averaged to create a composite score (i.e. summated scale).  Jurors were then designated strong (weak) identifiers if their summated score for the profession was higher (lower) than the summated score for the alternative group. This technique is appropriate for identifying juror identification, as it is consistent with the development of one’s social identity. The process of developing a social identity begins with an individual defining oneself, and then joining groups where the people in the group are perceived by the individual to be similar to that individual. While it is possible for individuals experiencing a social identity crisis to possess multiple distinct identities, the most prevalent identity usually manifests itself
. Therefore, it is appropriate to classify jurors’ social identities according to the summated score of the higher of the two identities measured in Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) organizational identification scale.

The second independent variable is “auditor effort.” This variable is motivated by research which finds that audit quality is motivated by auditor effort (Narayanan 1994, 41). Consistent with prior research, jurors in this study are presented with a scenario in which auditors have the option (but are not required) to consult with an inventory specialist in order to provide a stronger test of inventory (Wilson 2015b, p. 28; Kadous 2000, p. 332). In the “high effort” condition, the auditor consults with a specialist; however, the auditor does not consult with a specialist in the low inventory condition. 

A control group is also employed to investigate whether the additional ATS affect jurors’ verdicts. The auditors in the control group neither perform ATS for the client nor do they exert additional effort during the audit. Comparing the control group to the treatment group in which the auditor does not exert additional effort but performs ATS for the client alleviates concerns that the juror verdicts may be influenced by the additional services performed for the auditor by the client.
Dependent Measures
The primary dependent variable collected information regarding mock jurors’ perceptions of the auditor’s negligence during the audit. Consistent with prior research (Wilson 2015c; Brandon and Mueller 2006), participants were asked to provide both a dichotomous response (yes; no) and a five-point confidence-in-verdict question to capture their perceptions of the auditor’s negligence. The dichotomous liability response is combined with the confidence-in-verdict response to produce a 10-point liability rating scale, anchored at 1 = not guilty and 10 = guilty. Extant research provides evidence that this combined measure is more predictive than a single dichotomous response (MacCoun, 1996; Stasser and Davis, 1981).

IV. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

Auditor Effort Hypothesis Test (H1)
Table 2 presents the analysis from hypothesis one, which examines whether an auditor’s effort reduces jurors’ concerns that an auditor is negligent when performing audit and ATS for the same audit client. Overall, jurors’ mean perceptions of auditor negligence were 7.0300 on the 10-point confidence-in-answer scale (Panel A). The analysis of variance test indicates that no significant difference exists (F = 1.088, p = 0.341; Panel B) between verdicts of auditors who do not perform additional services during the audit (control group mean = 7.0667) and for auditors who provide additional services, regardless of the effort during the audit (high effort mean = 6.5676; low effort mean = 7.4571). These results persist when controlling for jurors’ education and the number of accounting and political science classes completed by the jurors (Panel C).
 The fact that jurors do not penalize auditors for providing or not providing ATS to audit clients lends credence to Thornton and Shaub’s (2014) assertion that the proscription of ATS was possibly an overreaction instead of an empirical-based decision. Hypothesis one is not supported.
---Insert Table 2 ---

Social Identity Test (H2)

Hypothesis two investigates whether strong identifiers are likely to be more lenient towards auditors who identify with their profession. Table 3 summarizes these results. The responses trend in the expected direction, as strong identifiers are more lenient in their negligence assessments of auditors who identify with their profession (mean = 7.000) than those who do not identify with their profession (mean = 7.500). However, these results are not significantly different (F = 0.718; p = 0.400).
 Hypothesis two is not supported.
---Insert Table 3 ---
Research Question One
Research question one investigates whether strong identifiers’ negligence verdicts are a joint product of (1) their perceptions auditors’ identities and (2) the auditor’s effort (Table 4). The results indicate that strong identifiers’ negligence verdicts are neither dependent on the main effects variables in isolation (auditor identity p-value = 0.282 and auditor effort variable = 0.374) or together (interaction p-value = 0.150). The fact that jurors’ social identities do not significantly impact their decisions either in isolation or in conjunction with variable interest may provide comfort to investors that jurors’ preferences are not likely to influence their biases in auditor liability litigation cases. This finding is critical to the continued efforts of accounting regulators to foster confidence in the accounting profession, a concern that was raised by Reffett et al., 2012).
---Insert Table 4---

V. CONCLUSION

Evidence regarding the assumption that jurors divorce themselves from biases that impact their decisions on evidence is critical to the legitimacy of the legal system. The overarching goal of this study was to investigate whether jurors’ verdicts in auditor litigation cases are influenced by their social identity. In the first analysis, the statistical results reveal that an auditor’s effort does not significantly impact jurors’ perceptions of auditor negligence when an accounting firm performs auditing and ATS for the same auditing client. These results support Thornton and Shaub’s (2014) assertion that more empirical evidence may be necessary before enacting auditor regulation. In the second analysis, jurors who identify with their profession were not found to be more lenient towards auditors who identify with their profession. These results persist when strong identifiers judged auditors who also identified with their perceptions. Collectively, these results run contrary to the Social Identity Theory, which suggest that a person’s judgments are less harsh when they presumably belong to the same group.

As with all experimental research, this study is subject to at least two limitations. One, the results of this study may be generalized to only one facet of independence, which is the joint provision of audit and ATS to the same client. Future research may focus on auditor litigation cases involving the relationship between jurors’ social identities and other audit services.

Two, this study focused on whether strong identifiers’ judgments were influenced by their social identities. Future research may incorporate other theories to examine possible influences on jurors’ decisions.
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	TABLE 1

Demographic Overview

	Panel A: Jurors’ Demographics
	

	Age (years)
	29.8

	Ability to Interpret Financial Statements (1 = low; 7 = high)
	3.6

	Participants Who Have Owned Stock (percentage)
	36.8

	Political Preference  (percentage)*
	

	   Liberal
	14.3

	   Neutral
	33.3

	   Conservative
	51.4

	Percentage Who Have Taken Three or Fewer Political Classes 
	78.3

	Approximate Level of Income (percentage)*
	

	  Less than $60,000
	74.3

	  More than $60,000
	17.1

	  No Answer Provided
	8.6

	
	

	
	

	Panel B: Participant Distribution
	Juror Identification
	

	Treatment Groups
	Non-Profession
	Profession
	Total

	Control Group 
	8
	23
	31

	High Effort Auditors
	17
	23
	40

	Low Effort Auditors
	8
	26
	34

	Total
	33
	72
	a105

	
	

	*Differences in 100% due to rounding

a A total of 106 participants completed the study. Of these, only 105 completed the social identity manipulation. The responses of three participants were removed due a failed manipulation check, leaving a total of 102 usable responses.

	


TABLE 2
Hypothesis one analysis
Analysis of the impact of auditor effort on perceptions of auditor negligence

	Panel A: Descriptive Statistics

	Dependent Variable: Negligence Verdict 

	Treatment
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	N

	Control
	7.0667
	2.65139
	30

	High Effort
	6.5676
	2.71355
	37

	No Effort
	7.4571
	2.31800
	35

	Total
	7.0196
	2.56781
	102


	Panel B: Analysis of Variance Test

	Dependent Variable: Negligence Verdict  

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p-value

	Corrected Model
	14.327a
	2
	7.164
	1.088
	0.341

	Intercept
	5002.105
	1
	5002.105
	759.949
	0.000

	Treatment
	14.327
	2
	7.164
	1.088
	0.341

	Error
	651.633
	99
	6.582
	
	

	Total
	5692.000
	102
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	665.961
	101
	
	
	


	Panel C: Analysis of Variance with Control Variables

	Dependent Variable:   Negligence Verdict  

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p-value

	Corrected Model
	92.092a
	5
	18.418
	3.155
	0.011

	Intercept
	590.899
	1
	590.899
	101.208
	0.000

	Education
	8.446
	1
	8.446
	1.447
	0.232

	Accounting Classes 
	3.372
	1
	3.372
	.578
	0.449

	Political Science Classes
	30.734
	1
	30.734
	5.264
	0.024

	Treatment
	20.729
	2
	10.365
	1.775
	0.175

	Error
	548.818
	94
	5.838
	
	

	Total
	5583.000
	100
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	640.910
	99
	
	
	


TABLE 3
Hypothesis Two Analysis

Profession-Identifying Jurors’ perceptions of auditor negligence based on auditor’s identification with the profession or otherwise

	Panel A: Descriptive Statistics

	Dependent Variable: Negligence Verdict  

	Auditor Identification Variable
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Weak Identifiers
	7.5000
	2.23268
	34

	Strong Identifiers
	7.0000
	2.64575
	35

	Total
	7.2464
	2.44592
	69


	Panel B: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable: Negligence Verdict  

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p-value

	Corrected Model
	4.312a
	1
	4.312
	0.718
	0.400

	Intercept
	3626.051
	1
	3626.051
	603.591
	0.000

	Auditor Identity
	4.312
	1
	4.312
	0.718
	0.400

	Error
	402.500
	67
	6.007
	
	

	Total
	4030.000
	69
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	406.812
	68
	
	
	


TABLE 4
Research Question One Analysis
The impact of strong identifiers' perceptions of auditor effort and auditors’ social identities on perceptions of auditor negligence

	Panel A: Descriptive Statistics

	Dependent Variable: Negligence Verdict 

	Treatment
	Auditor Identification Variable
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	N

	Control
	Non-Profession-Identifying
	8.5455
	0.93420
	11

	
	Profession-Identifying
	6.2727
	3.06891
	11

	
	Total
	7.4091
	2.50065
	22

	High Effort Auditors
	Non-Profession-Identifying
	6.5833
	2.57464
	12

	
	Profession-Identifying
	6.6667
	2.44949
	9

	
	Total
	6.6190
	2.45919
	21

	No Effort Auditors
	Non-Profession-Identifying
	7.4545
	2.46429
	11

	
	Profession-Identifying
	7.7333
	2.40436
	15

	
	Total
	7.6154
	2.38457
	26

	Total
	Non-Profession-Identifying
	7.5000
	2.23268
	34

	
	Profession-Identifying
	7.0000
	2.64575
	35

	
	Total
	7.2464
	2.44592
	69


	Panel B: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable: Negligence Verdict  

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	p-value

	Corrected Model
	41.325a
	5
	8.265
	1.425
	0.228

	Intercept
	3504.969
	1
	3504.969
	604.162
	0.000

	Treatment
	11.590
	2
	5.795
	.999
	0.374

	Auditor Identity Variable
	6.838
	1
	6.838
	1.179
	0.282

	Treatment * Auditor Identity Variable
	22.691
	2
	11.345
	1.956
	0.150

	Error
	365.486
	63
	5.801
	
	

	Total
	4030.000
	69
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	406.812
	68
	
	
	


� A correlation analysis suggests that these variables were appropriate covariates, since they were correlated with the dependent variable at p < 0.05. 


� The control group is not included in this analysis, as the sole purpose of that group was to investigate whether auditor effort influenced decisions of auditor negligence when the firm provided ATS to audit clients. In hypothesis two and the research question, the auditor performs ATS for the clients; as such, it is not included in these analyses.


� No other variables were significantly correlated with the dependent variable.
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