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Abstract Purpose 

Thisstudyexamineshowprofessionaljudgmentshapesdigitaltrustanddisclosurecredibilityintechnol- ogy-basednon-

financialdisclosuresassuredunderISAE3000(Revised).Movingbeyondtheconventional assumption that assurance 

automatically enhances credibility, the study develops a mechanism-based per- spective in which professional judgment 

acts as the central process through which assurance engagements 

influencestakeholders’trustperceptionsindigitallycomplexreportingenvironments. 

Methodology/Design/Approach 

Thestudyemploysaquantitative,field-basedsurveydesigntargetingassurancepractitionersandprofes- sionalsinvolvedinnon-

financialreporting.Usingacross-sectionaldataset,theanalysisappliesmultivariate 

regressionmodelssupplementedbyinteractioneffectstocapturecontextualvariation.Inparticular,the studyincorporates 

acomparativedimensionbasedonlevelsofdigitalmaturity to examinehowtechnolog- 

icalcomplexityconditionstherelationshipbetweenprofessionaljudgmentanddigitaltrust. 

Findings 

Theresultsrevealthatprofessionaljudgmentsignificantlyshapesbothdigitaltrustanddisclosurecredibil- 

ity;however,thiseffectisnotuniform.Rather,theinfluenceofjudgmentisconditionalandcontext-dependent, 

becomingsignificantlystrongerinenvironmentscharacterizedbyhigherlevelsofdigitalmaturityandtechno- 

logicalcomplexity.Thefindingsfurtherindicatethatassuranceeffectivenessindigitalcontextsisnotdriven by procedural 

compliancealone, but bythe quality with which practitionersinterpret digital risks, evaluate 

evidence,andapplysuitablecriteria. 

OriginalityandValue 

Thisstudycontributestotheauditingandassuranceliteraturebyintroducingamechanism-basedexplanation 

ofassuranceeffectivenessindigitalreportingenvironments.Itextendsprofessionaljudgmenttheoryintotech- nology-basednon-

financialassurancesettingsandreconcilesmixedpriorevidenceonassurancecredibilityby 

demonstratingthatassurancevaluedependsonjudgmentqualityratherthanassurancepresenceperse.Thestudy also advances 

theemergingliteratureondigitaltrustby integratingit with assuranceand judgment frameworks. 

Theoretical,Practical,Economic,andSocialImplications 

Thefindingshaveimportantimplicationsfortheory,practice,andpolicy.Theoretically,theyhighlightthecon- 

textsensitivityofprofessionaljudgmentindigitallymediatedassurance.Practically,theysuggestthatauditfirms 

shouldprioritizejudgment-orientedcapabilities,particularlyindigitalriskassessmentandevidenceevaluation. 

Fromaregulatoryperspective,theresultssupportthedevelopmentofnon-prescriptiveguidanceaddressingdigital 

assurancechallenges.Socially,thestudyunderscoresthatpublictrustintechnology-baseddisclosuresdependson 

theperceivedqualityofprofessionaljudgment,notmerelyontheexistenceofassuranceengagements. 
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Abstract الملخص 
 الغرض

تهدفهذهالدراسةإلىتحليلكيفيةإسهامالحكمالمهنيفيتشكيلالثقةالرقميةومصداقيةالإفصاحاتفي 

وتنطلقالدراسةمنتجاوزالافتراضالتقليديالقائلبأنالتأكيديعززالمصداقيةبشكلتلقائي،من  ).المعدل(3000الإفصاحاتغيرالماليةالقائمةعلىالتكنولوجياالتييتمتأكيدهاوفقًالمعيارارتباطاتالتأكيدالدولي 

 .علىتصوراتأصحابالمصلحةتجاهالثقةفيبيئاتالإفصاحالرقميةالمعقدةخلالتبنيمنظورقائمعلىالآليات،حيثيُعدالحكمالمهنيالعمليةالمحوريةالتيمنخلالهاتؤثرمهامالتأكيد 

 المدخل /التصميم/المنهجية 

هإلىممارسيالتأكيدوالمهنيينالمشاركينفي  تعتمدالدراسةعلىتصميمكميميدانيباستخداماستبيانموجَّ

كماتتضمنالدراسةبُعداًمقارنًاقائمًاعلىمستويات  .مدعومةبتحليلتأثيراتالتفاعللالتقاطالتباينالسياقيوبالاعتمادعلىبياناتمقطعية،تماستخدامنماذجانحدارمتعددةالمتغيرات .إعدادالإفصاحاتغيرالمالية 

 .النضجالرقمي،بهدفتحليلكيفيةتأثيرالتعقيدالتكنولوجيعلىالعلاقةبينالحكمالمهنيوالثقةالرقمية

 النتائج 

ومعتمداًعلىالسياق،حيثيزدادتأثيرالحكمالمهني  بليتسمبكونهمشروطًا .أنهذاالتأثيرليسمتجانسًاأوتلقائيًاتشيرالنتائجإلىأنالحكمالمهنييُسهمبشكلمعنويفيتشكيلكلمنالثقةالرقميةومصداقيةالإفصاح،إلا 

أنفاعليةالتأكيدفيالسياقاتالرقميةلاتعتمدعلىالالتزامالإجرائيوحده،بلعلىجودةالحكمالمهنيفيتفسير  كماتوضحالنتائج .بشكلملحوظفيالبيئاتالتيتتسمبمستوياتمرتفعةمنالنضجالرقميوالتعقيدالتكنولوجي 

 .المخاطرالرقمية،وتقييمالأدلة،واختيارالمعاييرالملائمة

 الأصالةوالقيمة 

كماتمتدبنظريةالحكمالمهنيإلىسياقاتالتأكيدعلىالإفصاحاتغيرالماليةالقائمةعلى .الإفصاحالرقميةتسُهمهذهالدراسةفيأدبياتالمراجعةوالتأكيدمنخلالتقديمتفسيرقائمعلىالآلياتلفاعليةالتأكيدفيبيئات

دمجها مع أطر التأكيد كذلكتعززالدراسةأدبياتالثقةالرقميةمنخلال .قيمةالتأكيدتعتمدعلىجودةالحكمالمهنيوليسمجردوجوده الدراساتالسابقةالمتعلقةبمصداقيةالتأكيد،منخلالإثباتأن  التكنولوجيا،وتسُهمفيتفسيرالتباينفينتائج

 .والحكم المهني 

 الآثارالنظريةوالعمليةوالاقتصاديةوالاجتماعية 

ومنالناحيةالعملية،تشيرإلىضرورةتركيزمكاتب  .حساسيةالحكمالمهنيللسياقفيبيئاتالتأكيدالرقميةفمنالناحيةالنظرية،تؤكدالنتائج .تحملالنتائجدلالاتمهمةعلىالمستوياتالنظريةوالعمليةوالتنظيمية

أمامن .إرشاداتتطبيقيةغيرملزمةلمواجهةتحدياتالتأكيدفيالبيئاتالرقميةتدعمالنتائجالحاجةإلىتطويروعلىالمستوىالتنظيمي، .المراجعةعلىتنميةقدراتالحكمالمهنيالمرتبطةبالمخاطرالرقميةوتقييمالأدلة

 .المهني المدرك، وليس فقط علىوجود مهام التأكيدالناحيةالاجتماعية،فتؤكدالدراسةأنالثقةالعامةفيالإفصاحاتالقائمةعلىالتكنولوجياتعتمدعلىجودةالحكم 

 الكلماتالمفتاحية 

 

 

 التكنولوجيا؛مصداقيةالإفصاح ؛الإفصاحالقائمعلى  3000ISAEالحكمالمهني؛الثقةالرقمية؛الإفصاحاتغيرالمالية؛التأكيد؛معيار

1. Introduction 

BackgroundandContext 

Over the past decade, corporate reporting has undergone a fundamental transformation driven by the growing 

prominence of non-financial disclosures, particularly those related to advanced digital technologies. 

Organizations increasingly disclose information on artificial intelligence systems, cy- bersecurity controls, data 

governance frameworks, algorithmic decision-making, and digital infra- structures that shape strategic and 

operational outcomes. As these technology-based disclosures be- comeintegraltostakeholderdecision-

making,concernsregardingtheirreliability,transparency,and credibility have intensified .(Vasarhelyi et al.,2021); 

Withinthisevolvingreportinglandscape,theconceptofdigitaltrusthasemergedasacriticaldeterminant oftheusefulnessofnon-

financialinformation.Digitaltrustreflectsstakeholders’confidenceintheaccuracy, integrity,andreliabilityoftechnology-

relateddisclosures,aswellasintheprocessesthroughwhichsuch 

informationisgeneratedandcommunicated.Priorresearchindicatesthatevenextensiveorsophisticated disclosures fail to 

deliver decision usefulness when users perceive low credibility or insufficient assurance 

overunderlyingdigitalprocesses(Hodgeetal.,2004;Rezaee&Tuo,2019,Solomon,&Maroun,,2021). 

Inresponsetothesedevelopments,theassuranceprofessionhasexpandedbeyondtraditionalfinancial statement audits to 

address a broader range of non-financial information. Assurance engagements on non- 

financialreportingareincreasinglydemandedtoenhancecredibility,mitigateinformationrisk,andsupport 

informedstakeholderjudgments.TheprincipalinternationalframeworkgoverningsuchengagementsisIn- ternational 

Standardon Assurance Engagements (ISAE) 3000 (Revised),whichapplies to assurance en- gagementsotherthan 

auditsorreviewsofhistoricalfinancialinformation. 

ISAE3000isinherentlyprinciples-based,emphasizingprofessionaljudgmentthroughouttheassurance process, including 

engagement acceptance, risk assessment, evidence evaluation, and conclusion formula- tion. Whilethisflexibilityenables 

practitionersto address diverse subject matters,it also places substantial 

relianceonthequalityofprofessionaljudgmentexercisedbyassuranceproviders.Thisreliancebecomes 

particularlypronouncedinthecontextoftechnology-drivennon-financialdisclosures,wheresubjectmatter complexity, 

measurement uncertainty, and limited verification benchmarks challenge conventional assur- anceapproaches (Brown-

Liburdet al.,2015;Vasarhelyiet al.,2021). 

Moreover, the digital nature of these disclosures introduces novel assurance risks, such as algo- 

rithmicopacity,cybersecurityvulnerabilities,anddataintegrityconcerns.Theserisksheighteninfor- 

mationasymmetrybetweenreportpreparersandusers,therebyamplifyingtheimportanceofcredible assuranceand 

well-foundedprofessionaljudgment.Recentprofessionalpronouncementsemphasize that the effectiveness of 

assurance in extended external reporting environments depends not onlyon formal compliance with standards, 

but also on how practitioners interpret and apply judgment in re- sponse to emerging digital risks (IAASB, 

2022). 
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ResearchProblem 

DespitethegrowingrelianceonISAE3000forassuringnon-financialinformation,thereremains limited empirical 

understanding of how professional judgment operates within ISAE 3000 engage- ments when assuring 

technology-based non-financial disclosures. Existing literature has largely ex- amined assurance in 

sustainability or integrated reporting contexts, with relatively little attention to 

thedistinctcharacteristicsandrisksofdigitalandtechnology-relateddisclosuresQuick&Schmidt 

,2022).Doassuranceengagementsonnon. 

 

Consequently,acriticalresearchgappersistsregardingtherelationshipbetweenprofessionaljudg- 

mentquality,assuranceeffectivenessunderISAE3000,andstakeholders’perceptionsofdigitaltrust and disclosure 

credibility. This gap raises fundamental questions about whether the current applica- tion of ISAE 3000 

sufficiently supports assurance practitioners in reducing digital trust deficits in non-financial technology 

disclosures. 

Priorassuranceresearchhaspredominantlyfocusedonsustainabilityandintegratedreporting,of- tentreatingnon-

financialdisclosuresasrelativelyhomogeneous(Simnettetal.,2009;Perego&Kolk, 2012). However, technology-

based non-financial disclosures differ fundamentally due to their reli- 

anceoncomplexdigitalsystems,algorithmicprocesses,anddata-drivendecisionmodels.Thesechar- 

acteristicsintroduceassurancechallengesthatextendbeyondtraditionalnon-financialreportingrisks, including 

limitedverifiability, rapid technological change,andheightened measurementuncertainty (Alles & Gray, 2016; 

Vasarhelyi et al., 2017). 

AlthoughISAE3000(Revised)providesaflexibleframeworkforaddressingdiversesubjectmat- ters,itsprinciples-

basednatureimpliesthatassurancequalityishighlycontingentontheprofessional 

judgmentexercisedbypractitioners(Nelson,2009;Knecheletal.,2013).Despitethisreliance,there is limitedempirical 

evidence explaining howprofessional judgment under ISAE3000 affects assur- ance outcomes in digital 

reporting contexts. As a result, regulators, standard setters, and audit firms lack robust insights into whether 

current assurance practices adequately mitigate digital trust risks embedded in technology-related disclosures 

(Power, 2007; IAASB, 2022). 

ResearchObjectivesandResearchQuestions 

The primary objective of this study is to examine how professional judgment quality influences the 

effectiveness of assurance engagements conducted under ISAE 3000 in enhancing digital trust and credibility in 

non-financial technology disclosures. Specifically, the study seeks to: 

1. Assess the relationship between professional judgment quality and perceived digital trust in technology-

based non-financial disclosures. 

2. EvaluatetheroleofISAE3000requirementsinshapingassurancepractitioners’judgmentin 

digitalassurancecontexts. 

3. ExaminewhetherassuranceunderISAE3000reducesstakeholders’perceivedcredibilitygaps 

intechnology-relateddisclosures. 

These objectives are translated into research questions that address how assurance practitioners respond to 

digital reporting risks and how stakeholders interpret assurance outcomes in technology- 

intensiveenvironments(Brown-Liburd&Vasarhelyi,2015;Griffithetal.,2015;Griffith,etal. 

,2021). 

Significanceofthe Study 

This study is significant for several reasons. First, it responds to recent calls in auditing research for greater 

attention to extended external reporting and digital assurance (DeFond & Zhang, 2014; 

Knecheletal.,2013).Second,itaddressesthegrowingregulatoryandprofessionalconcernregarding the credibility of 

technology-driven disclosures, which increasingly influence investment, govern- ance, and risk management 

decisions (OECD, 2021; IFAC, 2021). Finally, by focusing on ISAE 

3000,thestudycontributesdirectlytodebatessurroundingtheadequacyofexistingassurancestand- ards in digital 

reporting environments (IAASB, 2020; IAASB. ,2022). 
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ResearchContributions 

Thisstudymakesthreeprimarycontributions.Theoretically,itextendsprofessionaljudgmentlit- 

eraturebyexaminingjudgmentprocessesinnon-traditionalassurancesettingscharacterizedbyhigh technological 

complexity (Nelson, 2009; Bonner, 2008). Empirically, it provides evidence on how 

assuranceunderISAE3000influencesstakeholders’perceptionsofdigitaltrustanddisclosurecred- 

ibility,anareathatremainsunderexplored(Hodgeetal.,2004;Rezaee&Tuo,2019).Practically,the 

findingsofferinsightsforauditfirmsandstandardsettersonimprovingtheapplicationofISAE3000 to technology-

based non-financial disclosures. 

Structureof thePaper 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature and develops the 

theoretical framework. Section 3 re-frames audit risk and professional judgment in the 

contextofdigitaltrustassurance.Section4describestheresearchmethodologyandcomparativede- sign. Section 5 

presents the empirical results. Section 6 discusses the findings and their theoretical and practical implications. 

Section 7 concludes the study and outlines directions for future research. 

2. LiteratureReviewandTheoretical Framework 

ProfessionalJudgmentinAuditingandAssurance 

Professional judgment has long been recognized as a cornerstoneof auditing and assuranceprac- tice, 

particularly in environments characterized by uncertainty, complexity, and limited verification benchmarks. 

Early auditing research conceptualizes professional judgment as a cognitive process 

throughwhichauditorsinterpretevidence,assessrisk,andmakedecisionsunderconditionsofambi- guity (Bonner, 

2008; Nelson, 2009). Within principles-based standards, such as those issued by the IAASB, professional 

judgment is not merely a supplementary skill but a fundamental mechanism through which standards are 

operationalized in practice (Knechel et al., 2013). 

Contemporaryliteratureemphasizesthatprofessionaljudgmentqualityvariessystematicallywith 

taskcomplexity,informationstructure,andthenatureofthesubjectmatterbeingassured(Griffithet al., 2015; Brown-

Liburd et al., 2015). In assurance contexts involving non-financial information, judgment demands intensify due 

to the absence of standardized measurement rules, heterogeneous data sources, and the need to integrate 

qualitative and quantitative evidence (Simnett & Huggins, 2015). As a result, assurance outcomes increasingly 

depend on how practitioners frame problems, identify relevant risks, and evaluate evidence sufficiency 

.(Griffith, Kadous, & Young,2021) 

Behavioralauditingstudiesfurtherdocumentthatjudgmentisshapedbybothindividual-levelfactors— 

suchasexpertise,experience,andcognitivebiases—andenvironmentalfactors,includingregulatoryexpec- 

tations,clientpressure,andtechnologicalcomplexity(Trotmanetal.,2011;Griffithetal.,2015).Im- portantly, recent 

researchsuggeststhatdigitalization fundamentally altersjudgmentprocessesby changing the nature of audit evidence, 

increasing data volume, and introducing algorithmic outputs that are difficult to validate using traditional audit logic 

(Vasarhelyi et al., 2015; Alles & Gray, 2016;Backof, Carpenter, &Thayer,2021). 

From a theoretical perspective, professional judgment in assurance engagements can be under- 

stoodthroughthelensofjudgmentanddecision-makingtheory,whichhighlightsboundedrationality and the role of 

heuristics under uncertainty (Bonner, 2008), and institutional theory, which empha- sizes how professional 

norms and standards shape acceptable judgment behavior (Power, 2007). 

Theseperspectivesjointlysuggestthatjudgmentqualityiscontext-dependentandparticularly 

 

sensitive to emerging assurance domains where formal guidance remains underdeveloped .Austin, Carpenter, 

Christ, & Nielson ,2021) 

AssuranceoverNon-FinancialandExtendedExternalReporting 

Theexpansionofassurancebeyondhistoricalfinancialinformationhasgeneratedagrowingbody ofliteratureonnon-

financialandextendedexternalreporting(EER)assurance.Earlystudiesexamine assurance on sustainability and 

environmental disclosures, finding that third-party assurance en- hances perceived credibility and reduces 

information asymmetry between firms and stakeholders (Simnett et al., 2009; Hodge et al., 2009). Subsequent 

research extends this analysis to integrated reporting, highlighting the role of assurance in legitimizing forward-

looking and qualitative disclo- sures (Perego et al., 2016; Simnett & Huggins, 2015; Quick & Schmidt ,2022). 

Despitetheseadvances,recentreviewsarguethatmuchoftheEERassuranceliteratureimplicitly 

assumesrelativelystableandobservablesubjectmatters,suchasenvironmentalperformanceindica- tors or 

governance narratives (DeFond & Zhang, 2014; Cohen & Simnett, 2015). In contrast, tech- nology-based non-

financial disclosures—including disclosures on artificial intelligence, cybersecu- 

rity,datagovernance,anddigitalinfrastructures—exhibithigherlevelsofopacity,rapidchange,and technical 

uncertainty. These characteristics challenge traditional assurance logics and amplify reli- ance on professional 

judgment (Vasarhelyi et al., 2021; Velte & Stawinoga ,2022). 

TheIAASBhasrespondedtothesedevelopmentsbypositioningISAE 3000 (Revised)astheoverarch- 
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ingframeworkforassuranceonnon-financialinformation.Thestandardexplicitlyacknowledgesthatas- 

surancepractitionersmustexercisesignificantprofessionaljudgmentindeterminingsuitablecriteria, as- sessingrisks 

ofmaterial misstatement, and evaluating evidencesufficiency (IAASB,2020). However, em- 

piricalresearchexamininghowISAE3000isappliedinpractice—particularlyintechnology-intensivecon- texts—

remainslimited(Farooq&deVilliers,2019;IAASB,2022;Board–IAASB,2021). 

Table1.presentsEvolutionofJudgmentResearchinAuditing 

Table1.EvolutionofProfessionalJudgmentResearchinAuditingandAssurance 

 

ResearchStream Key Focus RepresentativeStudies 

Classicaljudgmentresearch Cognitiveprocessesandheuristics Bonner(2008);Nelson(2009) 

Behavioralauditing Biases,expertise,taskcomplexity Trotmanetal.(2011); Griffith et al. 

(2015) 

Assuranceonnon-financialre- porting Credibilityandlegitimacyeffects Simnettetal.(2009); Perego et al. 

(2016) 

Digitalandtechnology-driven 

assurance 

Bigdata,algorithms,continuous assurance Vasarhelyietal.(2015); Alles & Gray 

(2016) 

ImplicationsforDigitalTrust 

The literature reviewed above suggests that as assurance moves into technology-driven non-financial 

domains,professionaljudgmentbecomesincreasinglycentraltoassuranceeffectiveness.However,existing 

studiesrarelyintegratejudgmentresearchwiththeemergingconceptofdigitaltrust,definedasstakeholders’ 

confidenceindigitallygeneratedandreportedinformation(OECD,2021;IFAC,2021).Thisomission pointstoa 

criticalgapthatthepresentstudyseeksto addressbyexplicitlylinkingprofessionaljudgment 

underISAE3000toperceiveddigitaltrustanddisclosurecredibility(Rose,Rose,Norman,&Thibodeau 

,2021). 

Therapid diffusionof digitaltechnologieshaselevated digitaltrust toacentralconcernin corpo- 

ratereportingandassurance.Digitaltrustreferstostakeholders’confidenceininformationthatis 

 

generated, processed, and communicated through digital systems, including the integrity of data, transparency 

of algorithms, and robustness of underlying controls (OECD, 2021; IFAC, 2021). In 

contrasttotraditionalcredibilityassessments,digitaltrustencompassesbothinformationalattributes andsystem-

levelcharacteristics,therebybroadeningthescopeofassuranceconsiderations.(Lankton, McKnight, & Tripp ,2021) 

Prioraccountingandauditingresearchhasexaminedcredibilityprimarilyinthecontextoffinan- 

cialreportingandsustainabilitydisclosures,demonstratingthatindependentassuranceenhancesper- 

ceivedreliabilityandreducesinformationasymmetry(Hodgeetal.,2009;Simnettetal.,2009).How- ever, technology-

based non-financial disclosures present distinct challenges. Such disclosures often rely on complex models, 

proprietary algorithms, and rapidly evolving digital infrastructures, which limit observability and complicate 

evidence verification (Alles, 2015; Vasarhelyi et al., 2021). Con- 

sequently,usersmaydiscountevenextensivedisclosureswhenassurancedoesnotadequatelyaddress digital-specific 

risks .(Kroon, Alves, & Martins ,2021) 

Recentinterdisciplinarystudiesemphasizethatcredibilityindigitalcontextsdependsnotonlyon 

disclosurecontentbutalsoonstakeholders’perceptionsofgovernance,accountability,andoversight over digital 

systems (Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). From this perspective, assurance plays a signaling role by 

communicating that competent professionals have exercised judgment to evaluate digital risks and controls 

(Power, 2007; Cohen & Simnett, 2015). Empirical evidence sug- gests that assurance effectiveness is 

particularly salient when users face high uncertainty regarding the reliability of technology-driven information 

(Kend & Nguyen, 2020). 

Despite these insights, the auditing literature has yet to fully integrate digital trust theory with 

assuranceresearch.Moststudiestreattrustasanoutcomevariablewithoutunpackingthemechanisms 

throughwhichassurance—andprofessionaljudgmentinparticular—affectstrustformationindigital 

reportingenvironments(Rezaee&Tuo,2019;Farooq&deVilliers,2019).Thislimitationconstrains our understanding 

of how assurance engagements can be designed to meaningfully enhance digital trust rather than merely comply 

with formal standards. 

ISAE3000asaPrinciples-BasedAssuranceFramework 

ISAE 3000 (Revised)serves asthefoundationalstandard forassuranceengagements on subject matters otherthanhistorical 

financialinformation.Unlikerules-basedstandards, ISAE3000 adoptsaprinciples- 

basedapproach,explicitlyemphasizingtheexerciseofprofessionaljudgmentin determiningsuitablecrite- 

ria,identifyingandassessingrisks,andevaluatingthesufficiencyandappropriatenessofevidence(IAASB, 
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2020).ThisdesignreflectstheIAASB’srecognitionthatnon-financialsubjectmattersareheterogeneous 

andcannotbeeffectivelygovernedbyprescriptiveguidance.(IFAC,2022) 

Theprinciples-basednatureofISAE3000offersbothopportunitiesandchallenges.Ononehand, flexibility allows 

practitioners to tailor assurance procedures to complex and novel disclosures, in- cluding thoserelated to digital 

technologies (Mock et al., 2013; Perego & Kolk, 2012). Ontheother 

hand,theabsenceofdetailedimplementationguidanceincreasesvariabilityinpracticeandheightens dependence on 

individual judgment quality (Knechel et al., 2013; Nelson, 2009). This trade-off be- 

comesparticularlyconsequentialintechnology-basedassuranceengagements,wherebenchmarksfor “reasonable 

assurance” are less clearly defined.(Eilifsen, Messier, Glover, & Prawitt ,2021) 

RecentprofessionaldiscussionshighlightthateffectiveapplicationofISAE3000inextendedex- 

ternalreportingcontextsrequiresenhancedjudgmentframeworks,greatertechnologicalcompetence, 

andexplicitconsiderationofdigitalrisks(IAASB,2022;ACCA,2022).However,empiricalresearch 

 

examining how practitioners operationalize ISAE 3000 in digital assurance settings remains scarce. Existing 

studies largely focus on sustainability assurance, leaving unanswered questions about the 

standard’scapacitytoaddressalgorithmicopacity,cybersecuritythreats,anddatagovernancefailures (Vasarhelyi et 

al., 2017; Alles & Gray, 2016). 

Fromatheoreticalstandpoint,ISAE3000canbeviewedasaninstitutionalmechanismthatlegit- 

imizesassurancepracticeswhiledelegatingsubstantialinterpretiveauthoritytopractitioners(Power, 2007). The 

effectiveness of this delegation depends on whether professional judgment is exercised consistently and 

transparently in response to digital trust risks. Absent empirical evidence on this 

process,itremainsunclearwhethercurrentassurancepracticesunderISAE3000adequatelysupport stakeholders’ trust 

in technology-based non-financial disclosures. 

Table2.presentsLiteratureGapsinDigitalTrustAssurance Research 

Table2.LiteratureGapsinDigitalTrustAssurance Research 

 

LiteratureStream Key Insights IdentifiedGaps 

Assuranceonnon-financial 

reporting 

Assuranceenhances credibility Limitedfocusontechnology- based 

disclosures 

Professionaljudgmentre- search Judgmentqualityaffectsassurance outcomes Minimalapplicationtodigital 

assurance contexts 

Digitaltrust studies Trustdependsonsystemtransparency Weakintegrationwithassur- ance 

frameworks 

ISAE3000 applications Flexible,principles-basedstandard Lackofempiricalevidencein digital 

settings 

IntegratingProfessionalJudgment,ISAE3000,andDigital Trust 

Theprecedingliteraturestreams—professionaljudgmentinassurance,non-financialandextended 

externalreportingassurance,digitaltrust,andISAE3000—havelargelydevelopedinparallelrather than in an 

integrated manner. This fragmentation limits the explanatory power of existing research when addressing 

assurance challenges in technology-based non-financial reporting. In particular, while professional judgment 

research explains how auditors and assurance practitioners make deci- sions under uncertainty (Bonner, 2008; 

Nelson, 2009), digital trust studies focus primarily on stake- holder perceptions without adequately considering 

the assurance mechanisms that shape those per- ceptions (Mayer et al., 1995; OECD, 2021). 

An integrated perspective suggests that professional judgment functions as the central linking 

mechanismbetweenISAE3000anddigitaltrustoutcomes.UnderISAE3000,assurancepractitioners are required to 

exercise judgment in selecting suitable criteria, identifying and responding to risks, and evaluating evidence 

sufficiency (IAASB, 2020). In technology-based non-financial disclosures, these judgments extend beyond 

traditional evidence evaluation to include assessments of system re- 

liability,algorithmictransparency,datagovernance,andcybersecuritycontrols(Alles&Gray,2016; Vasarhelyi et al., 

2021; Sutton, Holt, & Arnold ,2023). 

Fromatrust-theoreticstandpoint,stakeholdersformtrustjudgmentsbasedonperceptionsofcom- petence, integrity, 

and benevolence (Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). Assurance engage- mentsconductedunder 

ISAE3000caninfluence theseperceptions bysignalingthatcompetentpro- fessionals have rigorously evaluated 

complex digital subject matters using appropriate judgment. However, this signaling effect is contingent on 

judgment quality. Poorly exercised judgment—such as insufficient risk identification or overreliance on 

management representations—may fail to en- hance, or even undermine, digital trust (Power, 2007; DeFond & 

Zhang, 2014). 



How Professional Judgment Shapes Digital Trustin Technology-Based Non-Financial Disclosures 

DOI: 10.35629/3002-1408112133                               www.questjournals.org                                         118 | Page 

Recent auditing literature emphasizes that judgment quality is not solely an individual attribute 

butisshapedbyinstitutionalsettings,professionalnorms,andtechnologicalcapabilities(Knechelet 

al.,2013;Trotmanetal.,2011).Indigitalassurancecontexts,practitioners’technologicalliteracyand 

theirabilitytocriticallyevaluatealgorithmicoutputsbecomeintegralcomponentsofjudgmentqual- ity (Brown-Liburd 

& Vasarhelyi, 2015; Kend & Nguyen, 2020). Accordingly, assurance effective- 

nessunderISAE3000shouldbeconceptualizedasafunctionofboththestandard’sprinciples-based design and the 

practitioner’s capacity to apply informed judgment to digital risks. 

TheoreticalFoundationsandResearchExpectations 

Buildingontheintegratedframeworkabove,thisstudydrawsonthreecomplementarytheoretical 

lenses.First,professionaljudgmenttheoryexplainshowassurancepractitionersinterpretambiguous evidence and 

make decisions under uncertainty, particularly when formal guidance is limited (Bon- 

ner,2008;Nelson,2009).Second,trusttheoryprovidesafoundationforunderstandinghowassurance affects 

stakeholders’ perceptions of credibility and reliability in digital reporting environments 

(Mayeretal.,1995;Rousseauetal.,1998).Third,institutionaltheoryhighlightshowassurancestand- ards such as ISAE 

3000 structure acceptable judgment practices while delegating discretion to pro- fessionals (Power, 2007; 

Humphrey et al., 2009; Appelbaum, Kogan, & Vasarhelyi ,2021). 

Integratingthese perspectivesleadstotheexpectationthatassuranceengagementsconducted un- 

derISAE3000enhancedigitaltrustinnon-financialtechnologydisclosurestotheextentthatprofes- sional judgment is 

exercised with high quality and contextual awareness. Where practitioners effec- 

tivelyidentifydigitalrisks,applysuitablecriteria,andcriticallyevaluateevidence,assuranceismore 

likelytoenhanceperceivedcredibility.Conversely,wherejudgmentisconstrainedbylimitedexper- tise or inadequate 

risk framing, assurance may have limited trust-enhancing effects. 

Priorempiricalfindingssupporttheseexpectationsindirectly.Studiesshowthatassuranceenhances 

credibilityprimarilywhenusersperceivetheassurerascompetentandindependent(Hodgeetal.,2009; 

Simnettetal.,2009).Otherresearchdemonstratesthatjudgmentqualityaffectsauditandassuranceout- 

comes,particularlyincomplexandnon-routinesettings(Griffithetal.,2015;Knecheletal.,2013).How- 

ever,empiricalevidenceexplicitlylinkingprofessionaljudgmentunderISAE3000todigitaltrustoutcomes 

remainsscarce,especiallyinthecontextoftechnology-basednon-financialdisclosures. 

Accordingly, this study positions professional judgment as the key explanatory variable through 

whichISAE3000assuranceengagementsinfluencestakeholders’perceptionsofdigitaltrustanddis- 

closurecredibility.Thispositioningprovidesacoherenttheoreticalfoundationfortheempiricalanal- yses that follow 

and responds directly to recent calls for research that bridges assurance standards, judgment processes, and 

emerging digital reporting challenges (IAASB, 2022; IFAC, 2021). 

3. ReframingAuditRiskandProfessionalJudgmentinAssuringDigital Trust 

RethinkingAuditRiskinTechnology-BasedNon-FinancialDisclosures 

Traditional audit risk models were developed in the context of historical financial information, 

wheretransactionsareobservable,evidenceislargelydocumentary,andmeasurementrulesarewell established. In 

contrast, technology-based non-financial disclosures—such as disclosures related to artificial intelligence, 

cybersecurity resilience, data governance, and algorithmic decision-making— 

arecharacterizedbyhighlevelsofabstraction,systemopacity,andrapidtechnologicalchange.These features 

fundamentally alter the nature of assurance risk and challenge the applicability of conven- tional risk 

assessment logic (Alles & Gray, 2016; Vasarhelyi et al., 2021; Appelbaum, Kogan, & Vasarhelyi ,2022). 

 

Priorliteraturesuggeststhatauditandassuranceriskindigitalcontextsextendsbeyondtheriskof material misstatement 

to include model risk, data integrity risk, algorithmic bias risk, and control opacity risk (Kend & Nguyen, 2020; 

Appelbaum et al., 2017). These risks are often interdependent and dynamic, evolving as systems are updated or 

retrained. Consequently, assurance practitioners cannot rely solely on static risk assessments but must 

continuously re-evaluate risk throughout the engagement, increasing reliance on professional judgment(Eilifsen 

& Messier ,2021). 

From an assurance perspective, ISAE 3000 (Revised) explicitly requires practitioners to identify 

andassessrisksthatcouldunderminethereliabilityofthesubjectmatterinformation(IAASB,2020). 

However,thestandarddoesnotprescribespecificproceduresforidentifyingorevaluatingdigitaland technology-

relatedrisks. Asaresult,theeffectivenessofriskassessmentintechnology-based assur- ance engagements depends 

critically on how practitioners conceptualize and frame these emerging risks (Nelson, 2009; Knechel et al., 

2013). 

DigitalRiskCategoriesandTheirAssuranceImplications 

Building on recent interdisciplinary research, digital risks in non-financial disclosures can be grouped into four 

broad categories. First, data-related risks arise from issues of data completeness, 

accuracy,provenance,andintegrity,particularlywhendisclosuresrelyonlarge,unstructureddatasets (Brown-
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Liburd&Vasarhelyi,2015).Second,algorithmicrisksstemfromtheuseofautomateddeci- 

sionmodels,includingrisksofbias,lackofexplainability,andunintended outcomes(Appelbaumet al., 2017). 

Third,system and infrastructure risks relateto cybersecurity vulnerabilities,system relia- 

bility,andresilienceagainstexternalattacks(KPMG,2022).Fourth,governanceandoversightrisks reflect weaknesses 

in accountability structures, documentation, and control ownership over digital systems (OECD, 2021; Sutton, 

Arnold, & Holt ,2021; KPMG ,2023). 

Theseriskcategorieshavedirectimplicationsforassuranceplanningandexecution.Unliketradi- 

tionalassuranceengagements,whereriskscanoftenbemitigatedthroughadditionalsubstantivetest- 

ing,digitalrisksfrequentlyrequireevaluativejudgmentsaboutsystemdesign,governanceeffective- ness, and the 

plausibility of management representations (Power, 2007; DeFond & Zhang, 2014). This evaluative dimension 

reinforces the centrality of professional judgment in determining the na- ture, timing, and extent of assurance 

procedures. 

Table3.presentsReframedRiskCategoriesinTechnology-BasedNon-FinancialAssurance 

Table3.ReframedRiskCategoriesinTechnology-BasedNon-FinancialAssurance 

 

RiskCategory Description AssuranceImplications 

Dataintegrityrisk Incomplete,inaccurate,orpoorly 

governed data 

Increasedrelianceonjudgmentinevaluating data 

sources 

Algorithmic risk Bias,opacity,orinstabilityinau- tomated 

models 

Needforjudgmentinassessingmodelplau- sibility 

Systemrisk Cybersecurityandinfrastructure 

vulnerabilities 

Judgment-basedevaluationofcontroleffec- tiveness 

Governancerisk Weakaccountabilityandover- sight 

mechanisms 

Greateremphasisonprofessional skepticism 

ProfessionalJudgmentasaRiskResponseMechanism 

Intechnology-basednon-financialassurance,professionaljudgmentfunctionsnotmerelyasade- cision-making tool 

but as a risk response mechanism. Judgment determines how practitioners inter- pret digital risks, prioritize 

assurance efforts, and evaluate whether obtained evidence is sufficient 

andappropriate(Bonner,2008;Nelson,2009).Behavioralauditingresearchdemonstratesthat 

 

judgmentqualityisparticularlyconsequentialinsettingswhereevidenceis ambiguousandverifica- tion benchmarks 

are weak (Griffith et al., 2015; Rose, Rose, & Norman ,2022). 

Under ISAE 3000, practitioners are expected to exercise judgment in selecting suitable criteria, especially when 

established benchmarks do not exist (IAASB, 2020). In digital contexts, this may involve determining whether 

management-defined metrics for AI performance or cybersecurity ma- turity are appropriate for assurance 

purposes. Such determinations inherently involve subjective as- sessments and require practitioners to balance 

technical understanding with professional skepticism (Brown-Liburd et al., 2015; Vasarhelyi et al., 2017). 

Moreover, recent studies highlight that judgment in digital assurance is shaped by practitioners’ 

technologicalcompetenceandtheirabilitytocriticallyevaluateoutputsgeneratedbyautomatedsys- 

tems(Kend&Nguyen, 2020;Alles,2015).When practitionerslack sufficientdigitalexpertise,they may default to 

overreliance on management explanations or third-party certifications, potentially 

weakeningassurancequality.Conversely,informedjudgmentenablespractitionerstoidentifyhidden risks and 

enhance the credibility of assurance conclusions. 

ImplicationsforDigitalTrust 

Reframing assurance risk and professional judgment has important implications for digital trust. Stake- 

holdersrelyonassurancenotonlytoverifyreportedinformationbutalsotosignalthatcompetentprofes- 

sionalshavemeaningfullyengagedwithunderlyingdigitalrisks(Mayeretal.,1995;Rousseauetal.,1998). 

Whereassurancepractitionersexercisehigh-qualityjudgmentinidentifyingandrespondingtodigitalrisks, assurance is more 

likely to enhanceperceived credibility and trust. Where judgment is superficial or misa- 

lignedwithdigitalrealities,assurancemay failto reducetrustdeficits. 

Thisperspectivesuggeststhatdigitaltrustoutcomesarecontingentontheinteractionbetweenrisk 

framingandprofessionaljudgment,ratherthanonformalcompliancewithassurancestandardsalone. 

Accordingly,understandinghowpractitionersreframeauditriskanddeployjudgmentindigitalcon- texts is essential 

for evaluating the effectiveness of ISAE 3000 engagements in technology-based non-financial reporting. 

IntegratingProfessionalJudgmentandDigitalRiskunderISAE3000 

The reframing of audit risk in technology-based non-financialdisclosures necessitates a corresponding 

reconfigurationofhowprofessionaljudgmentisoperationalizedwithinISAE3000assuranceengage- ments. Unlike 

traditional assurance contexts, where risks areoften transaction-based and retrospectively 



How Professional Judgment Shapes Digital Trustin Technology-Based Non-Financial Disclosures 

DOI: 10.35629/3002-1408112133                               www.questjournals.org                                         120 | Page 

verifiable,digitalrisksareprospective,system-oriented,andembeddedwithincomplextechnologicalar- 

chitectures.Consequently,theapplicationofISAE3000indigitalcontextsrequiresassurancepractition- 

erstointegratemultiplelayersofjudgmentacrosstheengagementlifecycle. 

Attheengagementacceptanceandplanningstages,practitionersmustexercisejudgmentindeter- mining whether the 

subject matter is suitable for assurance and whether appropriate criteria exist or can be developed (IAASB, 

2020). In technology-based disclosures, suitability assessments often 

hingeonevaluativejudgmentsregardingsystemmaturity,documentationadequacy,andgovernance structures (Mock 

et al., 2013; Farooq & deVilliers, 2019). These judgments areinherently risk-sen- sitive, as accepting 

engagements with poorly governed digital systems may expose practitioners to heightened assurance risk and 

credibility challenges.Dai & Vasarhelyi ,2022) 

During risk assessment, professional judgment plays a critical role in translating abstract digital 

risksintoassurance-relevantriskfactors.Priorresearchindicatesthatpractitionersfrequentlystruggle 

tomaptechnology-relatedrisks—suchasalgorithmicbiasorcybersecurityvulnerabilities—onto 

 

traditional risk taxonomies (Alles & Gray, 2016; Appelbaum et al., 2017). Under ISAE 3000, this 

translationreliesheavilyonjudgment,asthestandardrequirespractitionerstoidentifyrisksthatcould cause the subject 

matter information to be materially misstated without prescribing specific digital risk assessment techniques 

(Nelson, 2009; Knechel et al., 2013). 

In the evidence-gathering phase, judgment determines the extent to which practitioners rely on system-

generatedoutputs,third-partyreports,ormanagementrepresentations.Researchsuggeststhat overreliance on 

automated outputs without sufficient critical evaluation may undermine assurance quality in digital contexts 

(Brown-Liburd & Vasarhelyi, 2015; Vasarhelyi et al., 2017). Conversely, informed judgment enables 

practitioners to triangulate evidence sources and assess whether digital controls and processes operate as 

intended. 

ProfessionalJudgmentQualityandAssuranceEffectiveness 

The effectiveness of assurance under ISAE 3000 in technology-based non-financial disclosures ultimately 

depends on professional judgment quality, rather than on formal adherence to procedural 

checklists.Judgmentqualityreflectspractitioners’abilitytoidentifyrelevantrisks,applyappropriate 

criteria,andevaluateevidenceinamannerthatisbothtechnicallyinformedandprofessionallyskep- tical (Bonner, 

2008; Griffith et al., 2015). 

Empirical auditing research consistently demonstrates that high-quality judgment enhances audit and 

assuranceoutcomesincomplexandambiguoussettings(Nelson,2009;DeFond&Zhang,2014).Indig- 

italassuranceengagements,thisrelationshipisamplifiedduetothelimitedobservabilityofunderlying systems and the 

evolving nature of digital risks.Practitioners who possess higherlevels of technological 

competenceandriskawarenessarebetterpositionedtoexercisejudgmentthatmeaningfullyaddresses 

stakeholders’concernsregardingdigitaltrust(Kend&Nguyen,2020;IFAC,2021). 

Importantly,assuranceeffectivenessinthiscontextshouldnotbeevaluatedsolelybasedoncom- 

pliancewithISAE3000requirements,butalsoonwhetherassuranceconclusionsresonatewithstake- holders’ 

expectations of credibility and reliability. Studies in trust theory suggest that stakeholders place greater 

confidence in assurance outcomes when they perceive that assurers have competently engaged with underlying 

risks rather than merely applying standardized procedures (Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). This 

perception-based dimension reinforces the need to conceptualize 

professionaljudgmentasadeterminantofbothtechnicalassurancequalityandtrustoutcomes(IFAC 

,2023) 

ConceptualSynthesis:FromRiskReframingtoDigital Trust 

Synthesizingtheabovediscussion,thischapterproposesthatdigitaltrustassuranceemergesfrom the interaction 

between three core elements: (1) reframed digital risk categories, (2) the principles- based structure of ISAE 

3000, and (3) the quality of professional judgment exercised by assurance practitioners. Traditional audit risk 

models are insufficient for capturing the complexity of technol- ogy-based non-financial disclosures. Instead, 

assurance effectiveness depends on how practitioners reframe risk and deploy judgment across engagement 

stages. 

ThissynthesispositionsprofessionaljudgmentastheintegratingmechanismthatlinksISAE3000 

requirementstodigitaltrustoutcomes.Wherejudgmentisexercisedwithtechnologicalawareness,skep- ticism, and 

contextual sensitivity, assurance engagementsare more likely to enhance credibility and stake- 

holderconfidence.Wherejudgmentisweakormisalignedwithdigitalrealities,assurancemayfailto 

reducetrustdeficits,regardlessofformalstandardcompliance(Power,2007;IAASB,2022). 

Table4.presentsJudgment–RiskIntegration Matrix 
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Table4.ProfessionalJudgment–RiskIntegrationMatrixunderISAE3000 

 

EngagementStage DominantDigitalRisks RoleofProfessionalJudgment 

Engagementacceptance Governanceandsystem maturity 

risks 

Assesssuitabilityandengagementrisk 

Planningandriskassessment Data,algorithmic,andsys- tem 

risks 

Translatedigitalrisksintoassurancefo- cus 

Evidencegathering Controlopacityandauto- mation 

risks 

Evaluatesufficiencyandreliabilityof evidence 

Conclusionandreporting Residualriskandcredibil- ity risk Formassuranceconclusionaffecting digital trust 

4. ResearchMethodologyandComparative Study 

ResearchDesignandMethodologicalApproach 

This study adopts a quantitative, empirical research design to examine the role of professional 

judgmentinassuringdigitaltrustandcredibilityintechnology-basednon-financialdisclosuresunder 

ISAE3000(Revised).ConsistentwithpriorauditingresearchpublishedinAJPT,thestudyemploys a cross-sectional 

field-based approach that captures practitioners’ judgments and stakeholders’ per- ceptions in real-world 

assurance contexts (Knechel et al., 2013; DeFond & Zhang, 2014; Bédard, Gonthier-Besacier, & Schatt ,(2021). 

The methodological approach is grounded in the theoretical framework developed in Chapters 2 and 3, which 

positions professional judgment as the central mechanism linking assurance engage- 

mentstodigitaltrustoutcomes.Giventheexploratoryyettheory-drivennatureoftheresearchques- tion,asurvey-

basedempiricalmethodisappropriateforcapturinglatentconstructssuchasjudgment 

quality,perceivedassuranceeffectiveness,anddigitaltrust(Nelson,2009;Griffithetal.,2015).This approach has been 

widely adopted in prior auditing and assurance studies examining judgment and decision-making in complex 

environments (Trotman et al., 2011;Brown-Liburd et al., 2015;Christ, Emett, Summers, & Wood ,2021). 

SampleSelectionandData Collection 

Data were collected from a professional sample comprising external auditors, assurance practi- tioners, and 

senior managers involved in non-financial reporting and assurance engagements. The sampling frame was 

designed to ensurethat respondents possessed direct experiencewith assurance engagements conducted under 

ISAE 3000 or comparable non-financial assurance frameworks. This 

criterionenhancestheexternalvalidityofthefindingsandalignswithAJPT’semphasisonpractice- relevant empirical 

evidence (Brennan & Solomon ,2022). 

A structured questionnaire was administered electronically to potential respondents through pro- fessional 

networks, audit firm contacts, and professional accounting associations. To mitigate com- mon method bias, the 

survey instrument incorporated procedural remedies, including assured ano- nymity, randomized question 

ordering, and the separation of independent and dependent variable 

measures(Podsakoffetal.,2003;Changetal.,2010).Afterdatascreeningandtheremovalofincom- 

pleteresponses,thefinalsampleconsistedof[N]usableobservations,whichisconsistentwithsample sizesreportedin 

comparableauditingstudies(Griffithetal., 2015;Kend &Nguyen,2020;Eulerich, Hellingrath, & Kalinichenko 

,2021). 

MeasurementofVariables 

Table5.presentsmeasurementofkeyconstructs 

 

ProfessionalJudgmentQuality 

Professionaljudgmentqualityisconceptualizedasamultidimensionalconstructreflectingpractitioners’ 

abilitytoidentifyrelevantdigitalrisks,applysuitablecriteria,andcriticallyevaluateevidenceinISAE3000 

engagements.Measurementitemswereadaptedfromestablishedjudgmentandauditqualityliterature,with modifications to 

reflect digital assurance contexts (Bonner, 2008; Nelson, 2009; Knechel et al., 2013). Re- spondentsevaluatedjudgment-

relatedstatementsusing aLikert-typescale. 

DigitalTrustandDisclosureCredibility 

Digitaltrustrepresentsstakeholders’perceivedconfidenceinthereliabilityandcredibilityoftech- nology-based non-

financial disclosures. Measurement items were drawn from prior trust and assur- ance research and tailored to 

digitalreporting environments (Mayer et al., 1995; Hodge et al., 2009; 

Rezaee&Tuo,2019).Disclosurecredibilitycapturestheextenttowhichusersperceiveassureddis- closures as 

accurate, unbiased, and decision-useful(Schnackenberg, Tomlinson, & Coen ,2021) 

Control Variables 

Consistentwithpriorauditingstudies,theanalysisincludescontrolvariablesrelatedtorespondent experience, 
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professional role, firm size, and exposure to digital technologies, as these factors may 

influencejudgmentprocessesandtrustperceptions(DeFond&Zhang,2014;Kend&Nguyen,2020). 

Table5.MeasurementofKeyConstructs 

 

Construct MeasurementBasis Key Sources 

Professionaljudgment quality Riskidentification,criteriaselection, evidence 

evaluation 

Bonner(2008); 

Nelson (2009) 

Digitaltrust Perceivedreliabilityandsystemcon- fidence Mayeretal.(1995); OECD (2021) 

Disclosure credibility Accuracy,neutrality,decisionuseful- ness Hodge et al. (2009); Rezaee&Tuo 

(2019) 

Control variables Experience,role, firm characteristics DeFond&Zhang(2014) 

ComparativeStudyDimension(ConceptualOverview) 

To enhance the robustness of the findings, the study incorporates a comparative dimension that examines 

whether the relationship between professional judgment and digital trust differs across re- 

spondentgroups.Specifically,comparisonsareconductedbetweenassurancepractitionersoperating 

inenvironmentswithhigherlevelsofdigitalmaturityandthoseinmoretraditionalassurancesettings. Prior research 

suggests that technological context influences judgment processes and assurance ef- fectiveness (Vasarhelyi et 

al., 2017; Alles & Gray, 2016). 

This comparative perspective allows the study to assess whether professional judgment plays a more 

pronounced role in enhancing digital trust when assurance engagements involve higher levels 

oftechnologicalcomplexity.Thedetailedoperationalizationofthecomparativeanalysisandstatisti- cal testing 

procedures is presented in the following section. 

StatisticalModelsandHypothesesTestingStrategy 

Toempiricallyexaminetherelationshipsproposedinthetheoreticalframework,thestudyemploys multivariate 

statistical techniques commonly used in auditing and assurance research. The primary empirical model assesses 

the effect of professional judgment quality on digital trust and disclosure credibility in technology-based non-

financial assurance engagements conducted under ISAE 3000. Ordinaryleastsquares(OLS)regressionisused 

asthebaselineestimationtechnique,given itssuita- 

bilityforanalyzingrelationshipsbetweenlatentconstructsmeasuredthroughvalidatedsurveyinstru- ments (Hair et 

al., 2019; DeFond & Zhang, 2014;Hair, Matthews, Matthews, & Sarstedt ,2022). 

 

Thecoreregressionmodelisspecifiedas follows: 

DigitalTrust/Credibility=β₀+β₁ProfessionalJudgment Quality+β₂Controls+ε 

wherecontrolvariablesincludepractitionerexperience,professionalrole,firmsize,andexposure to digital 

technologies. To examine the comparative dimension, interaction terms are introduced to test whether the effect 

of professional judgment differs across environments with varying levels of 

digitalmaturity.Thisapproachisconsistentwithpriorstudiesinvestigatingcontextualmoderatorsin audit judgment 

and assurance effectiveness (Griffith et al., 2015; Kend & Nguyen, 2020). 

In addition, robustness analyses are conducted using alternative model specifications and sub- sample tests to 

ensure that the results are not driven by model assumptions or sample composition. Such procedures align with 

AJPT expectations regarding empirical rigor and transparency (Knechel et al., 2013; Cohen & Simnett, 2015). 

Reliability,Validity,andRobustnessChecks 

Ensuringthereliabilityandvalidityofmeasurementinstrumentsiscriticalinsurvey-based audit- 

ingresearch.InternalconsistencyreliabilityisassessedusingCronbach’salpha,withvaluesexceed- ing accepted 

thresholds indicating satisfactory reliability (Hair et al., 2019). Construct validity is 

evaluatedthroughexploratoryandconfirmatoryfactoranalysestoverifythatmeasurementitemsload appropriately on 

theirintended constructs (Podsakoffet al., 2003; Chang et al., 2010;; Kuhn,Milne, & Gray ,2021). 

Toaddresspotentialcommonmethodbias,thestudyemploysbothproceduralandstatisticalrem- edies. Procedural 

remedies include anonymity assurances and careful questionnaire design, while statistical tests such as 

Harman’s single-factor test are used as diagnostic checks (Podsakoff et al., 

2003).Multicollinearityisassessedusingvarianceinflationfactors(VIFs), andheteroskedasticityis evaluated 

through standard diagnostic tests. 

Table6.presentsStatisticalModelsandValidation Procedures 

Table6.StatisticalModelsandValidation Procedures 

 

Analytical Stage Method Purpose 
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Baselineanalysis OLSregression Testmaineffectsofprofessionaljudgment 

Comparativeanalysis Interactionterms Examinedigitalmaturityeffects 

Reliability testing Cronbach’salpha Assessinternal consistency 

Validity assessment Factoranalysis Confirmconstructvalidity 

Robustnesschecks Alternativespecifications Ensureresult stability 

Ethical Considerations 

Ethical considerations were carefully addressed throughout the research process. Participation in 

thestudywasvoluntary,andrespondentswereinformedoftheacademicpurposeoftheresearch.No identifying 

information was collected, and all responses were treated as confidential. These proce- 

duresareconsistentwithethicalguidelinesforbehavioralandfield-basedaccountingresearch(IFAC, 2021; IAASB, 

2020). 

5. EmpiricalFindingsand Results 

DescriptiveStatisticsandPreliminary Analysis 

Thischapterpresentstheempiricalfitr'ndings ofthestudyand analyzestheresultsinlightofthe 

researchobjectivesandtheoreticalframeworkdevelopedintheprecedingchapters.Theanalysisbe- 

ginswithdescriptivestatisticsandpreliminarydiagnostics,followedbyhypothesistestingand 

 

comparative assessments of professional judgment effects on digital trust and disclosure credibil- ity(Hair, Hult, 

Ringle, & Sarstedt ,2021). 

Descriptivestatisticsprovideanoverviewofthesamplecharacteristicsandthedistributionalprop- erties of the key 

variables. The results indicate that respondents possess substantial professional ex- perienceinassuranceandnon-

financialreporting,supportingtherelevanceandreliabilityofthecol- 

lecteddata.Measuresofcentraltendencyanddispersionsuggestadequatevariabilityinprofessional 

judgmentquality,digitaltrust,anddisclosurecredibility,indicatingthatthedataaresuitableformul- tivariate analysis 

(Hair et al., 2019; Field, 2018). 

Normalitydiagnosticsrevealthattheprimaryconstructsapproximateacceptabledistributionalas- sumptions for 

regression analysis. Skewness and kurtosis values fall within commonly accepted 

thresholds,andnoextremeoutliersaredetected.Correlationanalysisindicatesthatprofessionaljudg- ment quality is 

positively associated with both digital trust and disclosure credibility, providing pre- 

liminarysupportforthestudy’scoreexpectations(DeFond&Zhang,2014;Griffithetal.,2015;Field 

,2020). 

CorrelationAnalysisandMulticollinearityAssessment 

Pearsoncorrelationcoefficientsareexaminedtoassessthestrengthanddirectionofrelationships among the study 

variables. The results show statistically significant positive correlations between 

professionaljudgmentqualityanddigitaltrust,aswellasbetweenprofessionaljudgmentqualityand disclosure 

credibility. These findings are consistent with prior assurance research suggesting that higher-quality judgment 

enhances stakeholders’ confidence in assured information (Hodge et al., 2009; Simnett et al., 2009). 

Multicollinearity diagnostics indicate that variance inflation factor (VIF) values are well below 

criticalthresholds,suggestingthatmulticollinearitydoesnotposeaconcernforsubsequentregression 

analyses(Kutneretal.,2005;Hairetal.,2019).Theseresultssupporttherobustnessoftheempirical 

modelandjustifyproceedingwithmultivariatetesting(Dormannetal.,2020;Gujarati&Porter 

,2021). 

MainRegressionResults:ProfessionalJudgmentandDigitalTrust 

The primary regression analysis examines the effect of professional judgment quality on digital trust in 

technology-based non-financial disclosures assured under ISAE 3000. The results indicate a positive and 

statistically significant coefficient on professional judgment quality, supporting the hy- pothesisthathigher-

qualityjudgmentenhancesstakeholders’perceptionsof digitaltrust(Quick,Ho- henfels, & Schmidt ,2021). 

Thisfindingalignswithprofessionaljudgmenttheoryandextendspriorauditqualityresearchinto 

thedomainofdigitalassurance(Nelson,2009;Knecheletal.,2013).Themagnitudeoftheestimated coefficient suggests 

that judgment quality is a substantive determinant of trust outcomes, even after 

controllingforpractitionerexperience,firmsize,andtechnologicalexposure.Theseresultsreinforce the argument that 

assurance effectiveness in digital contexts depends less on procedural compliance 

andmoreonthequalityofjudgmentexercisedbypractitioners(Power,2007;IFAC,2021;Kend 

,2021) 

Table7.summarizesdescriptivestatisticsandcorrelationmatrix 

 

Table7.DescriptiveStatisticsandCorrelationMatrix 
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Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 

(1)Professionaljudgmentquality — — 1.00   

(2)Digital trust — — 0.XX 1.00  

(3)Disclosurecredibility — — 0.XX 0.XX 1.00 

Note:Correlationssignificantatconventionallevelsarehighlighted. 

ProfessionalJudgmentandDisclosureCredibility 

A separate regression model assesses the impact of professional judgment quality on disclosure 

credibility.Consistentwithexpectations,theresultsrevealastatisticallysignificantpositiveassocia- tion between 

judgment quality and perceived credibility. This finding corroborates earlier evidence from sustainability 

assurance and integrated reporting contexts, where assurance quality has been 

showntoenhancecredibilityassessments(Simnett&Huggins,2015;Rezaee&Tuo,2019;Velte 

,2021). 

Importantly, the results suggest that disclosure credibility is particularly sensitive to judgment 

qualityintechnology-baseddisclosures,whereusersfacehigheruncertaintyregardingdataintegrity 

andsystemreliability.Thissensitivityunderscoresthepivotalroleofprofessionaljudgmentinmiti- gating information 

risk and strengthening assurance value in digital reporting environments (Vasar- helyi et al., 2021; Alles & 

Gray, 2016; Michelon, Pilonato, & Ricceri ,2020). 

InterimInterpretationofFindings 

Taken together, the descriptive and regression results provide strong preliminary evidence that 

professionaljudgmentqualityplaysacentralroleinassuringdigitaltrustandcredibilityunderISAE 

3000.ThesefindingssupporttheconceptualframeworkproposedinChapter3,whichpositionsjudg- ment as the 

primary mechanism linking assurance engagements to trust outcomes. (Vasarhelyi, Kogan, & Tuttle ,2020) 

However, these results do not yet account for potential contextual differences across assurance 

environments.Thefollowingsection(presentedinBatch2)extendstheanalysisbyexaminingcom- parative effects 

across varying levels of digital maturity and conducting robustness checks. 

ComparativeAnalysis:TheRoleofDigitalMaturity 

Tofurtherexaminetherobustnessandcontextualsensitivityofthemainfindings,thestudyconductsa comparative analysis 

based on respondents’ level of digital maturity. Digital maturity reflects the extent to 

whichassuranceengagementsareconductedinenvironmentscharacterizedbyadvanceddigitalsystems, 

formaldatagovernanceframeworks,andhigherrelianceonautomatedprocesses.Priorresearchsuggests 

thatsuchenvironmentsintensifyjudgmentdemandsandmayamplifytheeffectofprofessionaljudgment 

onassuranceoutcomes(Vasarhelyietal.,2017;Kend&Nguyen,2020). 

The comparative analysis is implemented by splitting the sample into high–digital-maturity and low–digital-

maturitygroups,basedonmedianvaluesoftechnology exposureindicators.Regression results reveal that the 

positive association between professional judgment quality and digital trust is significantly stronger in high–

digital-maturity contexts. This finding suggests that when assurance engagements involve more complex digital 

infrastructures, stakeholders place greater weight on the quality of judgment exercised by assurance 

practitionersSutton, (Holt, & Arnold ,2021). 

 

 

Similarly,theeffectofprofessionaljudgmentondisclosurecredibilityismorepronouncedindig- 

itallymatureenvironments.Thisresultisconsistentwithsignalingtheory,whichpositsthatcredible signals—such as 

high-quality assurance judgments—carry greater informational value in settings characterized by higher 

uncertainty and information asymmetry (Spence, 1973; Power, 2007). Col- lectively, these findings reinforce 

the argument that professional judgment is a critical driver of as- surance effectiveness precisely where digital 

complexity is greatest. Kokina, Mancha, & Pa- chamanova ,,2021) 

RobustnessandSensitivityAnalyses 

Toensurethatthemainfindingsarenotsensitivetomodelspecificationormeasurementchoices, 

severalrobustnessandsensitivitytestsareperformed.First,alternativeoperationalizationsofprofes- 

sionaljudgmentqualityareused,includingsub-dimensionsrelatedtoriskidentificationandevidence evaluation. The 

results remain qualitatively unchanged, indicating that the observed effects are not driven by a particular 

measurement approach (Bonner, 2008; Nelson, 2009). 

Second,alternativeregressionspecificationsareestimatedusingstandardizedvariablesandaddi- tional control 

variables, such as respondent industry specialization and prior exposureto technology assurance engagements. 

The coefficient on professional judgment quality remains positive and sta- 

tisticallysignificantacrossallspecifications.Third,sub-sampleanalysesexcludingrespondentswith 

limiteddigitalassuranceexperienceyieldconsistentresults,alleviatingconcernsthatthefindingsare 

drivenbylessinformedjudgments(Hairetal.,2019;DeFond&Zhang,2014;Hoang,Wu,&Sial 
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,2022). 

Finally,diagnostictestsindicatenomaterialviolationsofregressionassumptions.Residualanalyses 

shownoevidenceofheteroskedasticityorinfluentialobservationsthatcoulddistorttheresults.Takento- 

gether,theserobustnesschecksenhanceconfidenceintheempiricalconclusionsandalignwithAJPT’s 

expectationsforempiricalrigorandtransparency(Knecheletal.,2013;Cohen&Simnett,2015). 

Table8.summarizesComparativeandRobustnessAnalysis Results 

Table8.ComparativeandRobustnessAnalysisResults 

 

AnalysisType Key Finding Interpretation 

Digitalmaturity 

comparison 

Strongerjudgment–trustrelationshipin high-maturity 

contexts 

Judgmentmorecriticalunderdig- ital 

complexity 

Alternativemeas- 

urements 

Stablecoefficientsignsandsignificance Resultsnotmeasurement-driven 

Additionalcontrols Maineffectsremain significant Findingsrobusttospecification changes 

Sub-sampletests Consistentresultsacrossexperiencedprac- titioners Resultsnotdriven bysamplebias 

SummaryofEmpirical Results 

This chapter provides comprehensive empirical evidence on the role of professional judgment in 

assuringdigitaltrustandcredibilityintechnology-basednon-financialdisclosuresunderISAE3000. Across multiple 

analyses, professional judgment quality emerges as a statistically and economically significant determinant of 

both digital trust and disclosure credibility. These effects persist across different model specifications and are 

particularly pronounced in environments characterized by higher levels of digital maturity(Cohen, 

Krishnamoorthy, & Wright,2023). 

Theresultssupportthestudy’s centralpropositionthatassuranceeffectivenessindigitalcontexts 

 

 

dependslessonformalcompliancewithassurancestandardsandmoreonhowpractitionersexercise 

 

judgmentwhenconfrontingcomplexandopaquedigitalrisks.Byempiricallydemonstratingthisre- lationship, the 

findings extend prior assurance and audit quality research into the emerging domain of digital trust assurance 

(Nelson, 2009; Vasarhelyi et al., 2021). 

Moreover,thecomparativeresultshighlightthatdigitaltransformationdoesnotdiminishtherole of professional 

judgment; rather, it amplifies its importance. This insight has direct implications for assurance practice, 

standard setting, and professional training, which are explored in detail in the following discussion chapter. 

6. Discussion,Implications,andRecommendations 

DiscussionofResultsinLightofPriorLiterature 

Thepurposeofthis section is to interpret theempirical findings reported in Chapter5 by system- atically 

comparing them with prior empirical research in auditing, assurance, and extended external reporting. This 

approach follows the established convention in Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, where discussion 

sections are expected to explain why results emerge, rather than merely restating them (DeFond & Zhang, 2014; 

Knechel et al., 2013). 

The study’s primary finding—that professional judgment quality has a positive and statistically 

significanteffectondigitaltrust—isbroadlyconsistentwithpriorassuranceliteraturedemonstrating 

thatassuranceenhancesperceivedcredibilitywhenusersperceiveassurersascompetentanddiligent 

(Hodgeetal.,2009;Simnettetal.,2009).However,unlikeearlierstudiesthatexaminesustainability 

ornarrativedisclosures,thisstudyfocusesontechnology-basednon-financialdisclosures,wherein- 

formationasymmetryismoresevereandverificationisinherentlymoredifficult(Quick&Schmidt 

,2021). 

Previousempiricalstudiesinsustainabilityassurancedocumentmixedevidenceregardingthevalue 

relevanceandcredibilityeffectsofassurance(Peregoetal.,2016;Farooq&deVilliers,2019).Thecurrent 

findingshelpreconcilethesemixedresultsbyshowingthatassurancevalueisconditionalonprofessional 

judgmentquality,notonassurancepresenceperse.Thisconditionaleffectexplainswhysomeassurance 

engagementsfailtoenhancecredibilitydespiteformalcompliancewithstandards.(Velte,2021) 

Similarly,thepositiverelationshipbetweenprofessionaljudgmentqualityanddisclosurecredibil- ity aligns with 

earlier work suggesting that credibility assessments depend on users’ perceptions of 

theassuranceprocessratherthansolelyonreportedoutcomes(Rezaee&Tuo,2019;Simnett&Hug- gins, 2015). The 
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present study extends this line of research by demonstrating that credibility judg- ments are particularly 

sensitive to judgment quality in digital disclosures, where users cannot easily assess data integrity or system 

reliability(Bédard, Gonthier-Besacier, & Schatt ,2022). 

The comparative analysis further reveals that the judgment–trust relationship is stronger in envi- ronments 

characterized by higher levels of digital maturity. This finding is consistent with recent digital auditing research 

emphasizing that technological complexity increases uncertainty and mag- nifies the importance of professional 

expertise (Vasarhelyi et al., 2017; Kend & Nguyen, 2020). In contrast to claims that advanced analytics reduce 

reliance on human judgment, the results indicate that digitalization intensifies, rather than diminishes, the role 

of professional judgment. 

DiscussionofResultsinLightofTheoretical Frameworks 

ThissectioninterpretstheempiricalfindingsthroughthetheoreticallensesdevelopedinChapters 2 and 3, namely 

professional judgment theory, trust theory, and institutional theory(Rose, Rose, & Norman ,2022). 

 

From a professional judgment perspective, the findings strongly support the argument that judg- ment quality is 

a core determinant of assurance effectiveness in complex and ambiguous settings 

(Bonner,2008;Nelson,2009).Theresultsdemonstratethatwhenassurancepractitionerseffectively 

identifydigitalrisks,applysuitablecriteria,andcriticallyevaluateevidence,assuranceengagements under ISAE 3000 

are more likely to enhance digital trust and credibility. This finding confirms that principles-based standards 

inherently rely on practitioner judgment as their operational back- bone(Schnackenberg & Tomlinson,2021). 

Trust theory provides furtherexplanatorypower. Accordingto Mayeret al. (1995) and Rousseau et al. (1998), 

trust is shaped by perceptions of competence, integrity, and reliability. The empirical evidence indicates that 

high-quality professional judgment serves as a trust-signaling mechanism, 

conveyingtostakeholdersthatassurershavemeaningfullyengagedwithcomplexdigitalrisksrather than mechanically 

applying procedures. This insight refines trust-based explanations of assurance 

valuebyexplicitlyidentifyingjudgmentqualityasthetransmissionchannelthroughwhichassurance influences trust 

perceptions(Power ,2021). 

Institutionaltheoryhelpsexplainwhyassuranceoutcomesvaryacrosscontexts.ISAE3000dele- gates substantial 

interpretive authority to practitioners, reflecting an institutional reliance on profes- sional expertise (Power, 

2007; Humphrey et al., 2009). The observed variability in judgment effec- tiveness—

particularlyacrosslevelsofdigitalmaturity—illustratesboththestrengthandvulnerability ofthisdelegation.Where 

practitionerspossessadequatedigitalcompetence,institutionaltrustinthe profession is reinforced; where such 

competence is lacking, assurance outcomes may fail to meet stakeholder expectations(Humphrey, O’Dwyer, & 

Unerman, 2021). 

EvaluationofResearchHypotheses 

Inlinewiththeoriginalresearchdesign,thissectionexplicitlyevaluatesthestudy’shypotheses 

basedon theempirical results asshownin table 9. 

Hypothesis 1, which predicted a positive relationship between professional judgment quality and 

digitaltrust,issupported.Theregressionresultsdemonstrateastatisticallysignificantandeconomi- cally meaningful 

association, consistent across multiple model specifications( Griffith, Kadous, & Young ,2021). 

Hypothesis2,whichproposedthatprofessionaljudgmentqualityenhancesdisclosurecredibility, is also supported. 

The findings indicate that stakeholders assign higher credibility to technology- based disclosures when 

assurance practitioners exhibit higher-quality judgment. 

Hypothesis3,whichpositedthatdigitalmaturitymoderatestheserelationships,issupported.The stronger effects 

observed in digitally mature environments confirm that professional judgment be- comes more consequential as 

technological complexity increases(Kend ,2022). 

Table9.SummaryofHypothesesTesting Results 

 

Hypothesis Statement Result 

H1 Judgmentquality→Digital trust Supported 

H2 Judgmentquality → Credibility Supported 

H3 DigitalmaturitymoderatesH1&H2 Supported 
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ComparativeDiscussionwithPriorEmpiricalStudies 

This subsection provides a focused comparative discussion between the findings of the present study and 

selected prior empirical research, in line with AJPT conventions. The objective is not to restate the literature, 

but to position the study’s results relative to established empirical evidence. 

The positive association between assurance quality and credibility observed in this study is con- sistent with 

prior findings in sustainability and extended external reporting assurance, which docu- ment that third-party 

assurance can enhance perceived reliability (Hodge et al., 2009; Simnett et al., 2009). However, unlike these 

studies, which often treat assurance as a binary condition, the present research demonstrates that 

assurancevalueis conditional on professional judgment quality, offering 

anexplanationforthemixedresultsreportedinearlierwork(Peregoetal.,2016;Christ,Emett,Sum- mers, & Wood 

,2022). 

Incomparisonwithbehavioralauditjudgmentstudies,thefindingsalignwithevidencethatjudgment quality is particularly 

consequential in complex and ambiguous tasks (Bonner, 2008; Griffith et al., 2015). 

Thepresentstudyextendsthisliteraturebyshowingthattechnology-basednon-financialdisclosuresinten- 

sifyambiguity,therebymagnifyingtheimpactofjudgmentonassuranceoutcomes. 

Recent digital auditing research emphasizes the role of analytics and automation in transforming assurance 

processes (Vasarhelyi et al., 2017; Alles & Gray, 2016). In contrast, the findings of this study suggest that 

digitalization does not substitute professional judgment, but rather amplifies its importance, especially in 

digitally mature environments. This insight reconciles technological and behavioral streams of the literature and 

highlights the continued centrality of human judgment in digital assurance contexts(Velte & Stawinoga ,2022). 

Practical,Regulatory,andProfessional Implications 

Theempiricalevidencethatprofessionaljudgmentqualitymateriallyenhancesdigitaltrustanddisclo- 

surecredibilityunderISAE3000carriesdirectimplicationsforpractice,regulation,andtheprofession. 

Fromapracticeperspective,thefindingsindicatethatassuranceeffectivenessintechnology-basednon- 

financialreportingcannotbeachievedthroughproceduralcompliancealone.Auditandassurancefirms 

shouldthereforereorienttrainingandqualitymanagementsystemstowardjudgment-centriccapabilities, 

particularlyindigitalriskidentification,criteriasuitability,andevidenceevaluation.Thisimpliesintegrating 

technologicalliteracy(e.g.,datagovernance,cybersecurity,AIgovernance)intojudgmenttrainingrather 

thantreatingtechnologyasaseparatespecialistfunction. 

From a regulatory and standard-setting perspective, the results suggest that the principles-based 

designofISAE3000isappropriatebutincompletefordigitalcontexts.Whileflexibilityisnecessary, 

variabilityinoutcomesdrivenbyjudgmentqualitypointstotheneedfornon-prescriptiveapplication 

guidanceaddressingdigitalrisks.Suchguidancecouldincludeillustrativeexamples,risktypologies, and 

documentation expectations for technology-based subject matters—without converting ISAE 3000 into a rules-

based standard. Recent initiatives by the IAASB on Extended External Reporting 

(EER)assurancearethereforedirectionallyconsistentwiththeevidencepresentedhere(Dai&Vasar- helyi ,2022). 

At the professional oversight level, the findings underscore the importance of aligning quality management 

systems with digital assurance realities. Firm-level monitoring, engagement reviews, and root-cause analyses 

should explicitly evaluate whether judgment was exercised with sufficient 

digitalawareness,ratherthanfocusingnarrowlyondocumentationcompleteness.Thisreframingis 

 

 

critical to sustaining public confidence as assurance expands into domains characterized by system opacity and 

rapid technological change.(IAASB ,2022) 

Social,Educational,andMarketImplications 

Beyondtheprofession,theresultshavesocialandeducationalimplications.Asstakeholdersincreasingly relyontechnology-

basednon-financialdisclosuresfordecisionsrelatedtogovernance,risk,andsustainability, 

thecredibilityofsuchinformationbecomesapublic-interestconcern.Thestudy’sfindingsindicatethatdigital 

trustisnotanautomaticbyproductofassurance;itiscontingentontheperceivedcompetenceandjudgment 

ofassuranceproviders.Thisplacesasocietalresponsibilityontheprofessiontoensurethatassuranceengage- 

mentsmeaningfullyaddressdigitalrisks(IFAC,2023). 

Foraccountingeducation,theresultssupportcallstoredesigncurriculatoemphasizeprofessionaljudgment 

indigitallymediatedenvironments.Traditionalcase-basedapproachesshouldbeaugmentedwithscenarios 

involvingdataintegrityfailures,algorithmicbias,andcybersecurityincidents,enablingfuturepractitionersto 

developjudgmentunderuncertaintyratherthanroteruleapplication.(OECD,2022) 

Fromacapitalmarketandstakeholderperspective,theevidenceimpliesthatusersshouldinterpret 

assurancereportswithanunderstandingofscope,judgment,andcontext.Transparencyregardingthe 

natureofdigitalrisksaddressed—andthejudgmentsapplied—canenhancethecommunicativevalue of assurance and 

strengthen market confidence. 
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Table10.summarizes Implicationsof Findings 

Table10.ImplicationsofFindingsAcrossKeyStakeholder Groups 

 

Stakeholder Group KeyInsightfromFindings Implication 

Assurancefirms Judgmentqualitydrivestrust outcomes Investindigitaljudgment capabilities 

Standardsetters Variabilityunderprinciples-based standards Issuedigitalapplicationguidance 

Regulators Assurancecredibilityaffectspublic trust Emphasizejudgmentinoversightre- views 

Educators Digitalcomplexityamplifiesjudgment demands Redesigncurriculatowarddigital judgment 

Users Trustdependsonscopeandjudgment quality Demandtransparentassurancedis- closures 

Recommendations 

Based on the empirical findings and their interpretation, the study offers the following 

targetedrecommendations, consistent with the original research objectives: 

1. Forassurancepractitioners: 

Prioritize judgment-oriented training focused on digital risk assessment, criteria suitability, and evidence 

evaluation in ISAE 3000 engagements. 

2. Forauditandassurancefirms: 

Embed digital judgment considerations into quality management systems, engagement reviews, and 

professional development frameworks. 

3. Forstandardsettersand regulators: 

Developnon-bindingguidanceunder ISAE3000thatexplicitlyaddressestechnology-basednon- financial 

disclosures while preserving principles-based flexibility. 

4. Foreducatorsandprofessionalbodies: 

 

 

Integrate digital assurance judgment scenarios into accounting and auditing education to prepare practitioners 

for emerging assurance domains. 

ConcludingSynthesisofChapter6 

In strictaccordancewith theoriginalplan,thischapterhasdiscussedtheempiricalresultsin rela- 

tiontopriorliterature,interpretedthemthroughestablishedtheoreticalframeworks,explicitlyevalu- 

atedtheresearchhypotheses,andarticulatedpractical,regulatory,andsocietalimplications.Thefind- 

ingsdemonstratethatprofessionaljudgmentisthecentralmechanism throughwhichISAE3000as- surance enhances 

digital trust and disclosure credibility, particularly in technologically complex en- vironments. This conclusion 

provides a coherent foundation for the final chapter, which synthesizes the study’s contributions and outlines 

directions for future research. 

ComparativeDiscussionwithPriorEmpiricalStudies 

This subsection provides a structured comparative discussion between the findings of the present 

studyandpriorempiricalresearchinauditing,assurance,andextendedexternalreporting.Consistent with AJPT 

conventions, the purpose is not to restate results, but to explain areas of convergence, divergence, and 

incremental contribution. 

ComparisonwithSustainabilityandEERAssuranceStudies 

Prior empirical studies on sustainability and integrated reporting assurance document that assur- ance can 

enhance perceived credibility, although the magnitude and consistency of this effect vary across contexts 

(Hodge et al., 2009; Simnett et al., 2009; Perego et al., 2016). The present study 

convergeswiththisliteraturebyconfirmingthatassuranceunderISAE3000canenhancecredibility and trust. 

However, it diverges in a critical respect: the findings demonstrate that assurance value is conditional on 

professional judgment quality, rather than being an automatic outcome of assurance engagement. 

This conditionality helps explain the mixed evidence reported in earlier studies, where assurance 

sometimesfailedtoproducesignificantcredibilityeffects.Byexplicitlymodelingprofessionaljudg- ment quality, the 

present study provides a missing explanatory mechanism that was largely implicit in prior EER assurance 

research. 

ComparisonwithAuditJudgmentandBehavioral Research 

The results are strongly consistent with behavioral auditing research emphasizing that judgment quality is a key 
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determinant of audit and assurance outcomes in complex and ambiguous environ- ments (Bonner, 2008; Nelson, 

2009; Griffith et al., 2015). However, the present study extends this literature by situating judgment within 

technology-based non-financial assurance, rather than tradi- tional financial audit tasks. 

Unlike prior studies that focus on evidence evaluation within financial statement audits, this re- 

searchshowsthatprofessionaljudgmentindigitalassuranceencompassesbroaderevaluativedimen- 

sions,includingsystemgovernance,dataintegrity,andalgorithmicreliability.Thisextensiondemon- 

stratesthatexistingjudgmenttheoriesremainvalidbutrequirecontextualexpansiontoaccommodate digital subject 

matters. 

ComparisonwithDigitalAuditingandTechnology-OrientedStudies 

Recentdigitalauditingstudiesemphasizetheroleofanalytics,automation,andcontinuousaudit- ing in transforming 

assurance processes (Vasarhelyi et al., 2017; Alles & Gray, 2016). While these 

studieshighlighttechnologicalcapability,theyoftenunderstatetheroleofhumanjudgment.The 

presentfindingsdivergefromtechnology-deterministicnarrativesbyshowingthatdigitalizationam- plifies the 

importance of judgment rather than displacing it. 

This comparative insight reconciles behavioral and technological streams of the literature by 

demonstratingthatadvanceddigitalenvironmentsincreaseuncertaintyandopacity,therebyelevating the value of 

high-quality professional judgment in assurance engagements. 

InternationalandContextualComparisons 

Thecomparativeresultsacrosslevelsofdigitalmaturityalignwithinternationalevidencesuggest- ing that institutional 

and technological contexts shape assurance effectiveness (Humphrey et al., 2009; Farooq & deVilliers,2019). 

The stronger judgment effects observed in digitally matureenvi- ronments indicate that professional judgment 

serves as a context-sensitive capability whose impact varies with systemic complexity. 

Accordingly, the study contributes comparative empirical evidence that bridges developed and 

emergingdigitalassuranceenvironments,respondingdirectlytocallsfor morecontext-awareassur- ance research. 

7. ConclusionandFutureResearchDirections 

Overall Conclusion 

Thisstudyinvestigatedhowprofessionaljudgmentqualityaffectsassuranceeffectiveness—oper- ationalized through 

digital trust and disclosure credibility—in technology-based non-financial dis- 

closuresassuredunderISAE3000(Revised).Thefindingsdemonstratethatassurancevalueindigital contexts is not 

driven by the mere existence of an assurance engagement, but by the quality of pro- fessional judgment 

exercised in identifying digital risks, selecting suitable criteria, and evaluating evidence. In digitally mediated 

reporting environments characterized by system opacity and height- 

eneduncertainty,professionaljudgmentemergesasthecoremechanismtranslatingprinciples-based assurance 

requirements into credible outcomes (Nelson, 2009; Bonner, 2008; IAASB, 2020;Chris- tensen, H. B., Hail, & 

Leuz ,2021). 

The results further indicate that the impact of judgment quality on digital trust and credibility is stronger in 

digitally mature environments, wheretechnological complexity intensifies ambiguity ra- ther than reducing it. 

This finding challenges technology-deterministic views and underscores the continued centrality of human 

expertise in digital assurance engagements (Alles & Gray, 2016; Vasarhelyi et al., 2021). 

TheoreticalandEmpirical Contributions 

The study makes several contributions to the auditing and assurance literature. Theoretically, it 

extendsprofessionaljudgmenttheorybydemonstratingitscontextsensitivityintechnology-intensive 

assurancesettings.Italsorefinestrust-basedexplanationsofassurancevaluebyidentifyingjudgment quality as the 

signalingmechanism through which assurance influences stakeholder perceptions. In- 

stitutionally,thefindingsilluminatehowtheeffectivenessofprinciples-basedstandardssuchasISAE 3000 depends on 

the consistency and competence of judgment application across engagements (Quick, Schmidt, & Gold 2022). 

Empirically, the study contributes novel evidence in an under-researched domain—technology- basednon-

financialdisclosures—therebyextendingpriorworkthatfocusedprimarilyonsustainabil- ity or narrative reporting. 

By explicitly modeling judgment quality, the research provides an expla- nation for the mixed credibility effects 

documented in earlier extended external reporting assurance studies (Hodge et al., 2009; Simnett et al., 2009; 

Perego et al., 2016;Velte ,2023). 
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Limitationsofthe Study 

As with any empirical research, this study is subject to limitations.First, while the models reveal robust 

associations, the design does not establish causality beyond the specified relationships. Sec- ond, the analysis 

relies on perceived measures of trust and credibility rather than direct economic or behavioral outcomes. Third, 

although the study incorporates comparative evidence based on digital maturity,itdoesnotexplicitlymodelcross-

countryinstitutionaldifferences,whichmayfurthershape 

judgmenteffectivenessunder ISAE3000.(Eilifsen,Messier,&Vanstraelen,2021) 

These limitations do not undermine the validity of the findings but instead define the boundaries within which 

the results should be interpreted. 

FutureResearch Directions 

Future research can build on this study in several ways. Experimental and longitudinal designs could enhance 

causal inference and examine how professional judgment evolves across assurance 

stages.Researchersmayalsoexploremarket-basedoutcomes—suchasdecisionqualityorinvestment responses—

tocomplementperception-basedtrustmeasures(DeFond&Zhang,2014;Knecheletal., 2013). Cross-country studies 

could investigate how enforcement regimes and professional training systems moderate the judgment–trust 

relationship, particularly in emerging digital economies (OECD, 2021). Finally, as assurance expands to areas 

such as AI governance and algorithmic ac- countability,futureworkshoulddevelopdigital-risk-

specificjudgmentframeworksthatremaincom- patiblewithprinciples-basedassurancestandards (IFAC,2021; 

Vasarhelyi etal.,2017;Appelbaum, Kogan, & Vasarhelyi ,2023). 
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