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General Information

We are conducting a study to understand the effects of different work procedures on juror assessments of auditor liability in cases of financial statement fraud.

Please be aware that only individuals who are at least 18 years of age and U.S. citizens can participate in this study.

This online research instrument will take approximately 30 minutes to complete. There are no “right” or “wrong” answers; we are only interested in your personal opinions. Please work independently on the research task and make your best attempt to answer all questions. Please be honest and thoughtful with all responses so that we may properly evaluate the results in the context of our study.

Please do not indicate your name or provide any identifying information in order to remain anonymous. Your participation is voluntary and you may refuse to participate or refuse to answer any of the questions. You may discontinue the task at any time. 

Remember that your answers will be completely anonymous and that we will report the findings of this research only in a consolidated format.

Lastly, any data you provide will be kept secure once it is submitted to us. However, we cannot guarantee security during the transmission of data due to keylogging or other spyware that may exist on the computer you use to complete the research task.

Do you agree to participate?

 YES, I agree to participate.  
 NO, I do NOT agree to participate. End survey. (If participants select this option, the survey ends when they click on below “PROCEED” button.)
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Age Group and Citizenship

(Only individuals who are 18 years old or older and U.S. citizens can proceed to the subsequent screen.)

What is your age group?

  -------   -------    -------    -------    -------    -------  

                                                  0-17             18-29           30-39            40-49            50-59            60-69             70+
             years             years           years             years             years             years            years


Are you a U.S. citizen?	 YES   -- OR --    NO


Note for Amazon Mechanical Turk participants: To verify that each participant has actually completed his or her survey, we require each participant to enter a unique survey completion code at the end of the survey. Please make sure to copy this code and paste the code into the box supplied on Amazon Mechanical Turk.
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General Instructions for Study Participants

The next few pages introduce accounting concepts that pertain to relevant case law and summary case facts as well as details of case facts about a lawsuit against a hypothetical accounting firm that failed to detect a fraud that occurred at one of their clients and provided an unqualified opinion on the client’s financial statements. 

This is a hypothetical lawsuit and thus some of the details in this lawsuit are also hypothetical. When you make any judgment, please assume the case facts as are provided in this material. 

There will be three sets of review questions following the various case facts. You will be allowed to proceed only if you correctly answer these questions, so please read all case materials carefully. 

After completing these review questions, you will be asked to make several judgments about the lawsuit, assuming that you are one of the jurors for the case. You will then be required to complete a demographic questionnaire.

Thank you for your time!
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Background Information

In order to complete the research task, it is essential to be informed about the following accounting concepts:

Financial Statements – Companies prepare financial statements for investors, lenders, and other users.

Material Misstatements – A company’s financial statements might occasionally be materially misstated. Material misstatements are those misstatements large enough to alter the decisions of the individuals who rely upon the financial statements. Material misstatements could include unintentional errors and/or intentional (fraudulent) misrepresentations made in the financial statements by the company’s management.

Purpose of the External Audit Process – Auditors examine the assertions in and express an opinion about the company’s financial statements. An unqualified audit opinion should give investors, lenders, and other people who rely on the financial statements reasonable assurance that the financial statements are free from material misstatements. Another name for an unqualified audit opinion is a “clean” audit opinion. Reasonable assurance is not the same as absolute assurance. Therefore, even if a high-quality audit is performed, a company’s financial statements could still contain a material misstatement.

Auditor Negligence – A high-quality audit involves auditors exercising due professional care. Auditors exercise due professional care when they follow generally accepted auditing standards. If auditors fail to exercise due professional care, they are considered negligent. Of course, financial statements are less likely to contain a material misstatement if auditors exercise due professional care than if auditors are negligent during their examination.

Inventory Observation in Audit – One of the important duties of auditors is ensuring that the actual values of assets of the client are not materiality different from what is reported in the financial statements. Traditionally, human audit staff visit the client’s site in person to investigate a sample of assets. In recent years, drones and automated counting software have also become available for use in audit inventory observation. Auditors can use a drone to capture high-quality images of the assets and process these images with an automated-counting software. Some consider that this technology can improve the accuracy, completeness, and efficiency of inventory observation in an audit.    

Review Questions

1. 	An unqualified audit opinion should give people who rely on the financial statements reasonable assurance that the financial statements are free from material misstatements.

 TRUE   -- OR --    FALSE


2. 	In an audit, use of human staff is the only available means for completing inventory observation. 

 TRUE   -- OR --    FALSE
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Information about Jones & Company’s Audit of Big Time Gravel 

Big Time Gravel Company is a large producer of gravel and cement which is sold to contractors, city and state road departments, and other concrete producers. Jones & Company (a national auditing firm hired by Big Time Gravel) audited Big Time Gravel's 2017 financial statements and concluded that its financial statements were free from any material misstatements. As a result, Jones & Company issued an unqualified opinion on Big Time Gravel's 2017 financial statements.

In May 2018, an investigation by the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) indicated that Big Time Gravel’s 2017 financial statements did in fact contain material misstatements. Specifically, the SEC concluded that Big Time Gravel had intentionally overstated its inventory (and consequently, its net income) by $5 million. 

Big Time Gravel’s inventories consist primarily of large piles of aggregate and concrete additives, which are located at various mining sites and at the company's sales lots. Jones & Company inspected half of these locations, using their audit staff specifically trained (their drones specifically designed) for such inventory observation – while hardly using any other inventory observation method, such as automated counting software (human staff on-site inventory counting). Please assume that the inventory observation method (using audit staff / using drones) was consistent (inconsistent) with the method used by most other similarly sized audit firms at that time. 

The overstatement of inventory made Big Time Gravel appear financially secure, when in fact it was in danger of going bankrupt. As a result of Big Time Gravel’s eventual bankruptcy, Bierhoff, Inc. – a lender that loaned Big Time Gravel $10 million – was unable to collect any of the $10 million.

Bierhoff, Inc. alleges that it relied on Big Time Gravel’s audited financial statements when deciding whether to loan Big Time Gravel the $10 million. Furthermore, Bierhoff alleges that if Jones & Company had not incorrectly issued an unqualified opinion for Big Time Gravel’s financial statements, Bierhoff, Inc. would have never granted the loan to Big Time Gravel. Based on this assertion, Bierhoff, Inc. is suing Jones & Company for $10 million.

Review Questions

1. 	Jones & Company issued an unqualified (i.e., “clean”) opinion on Big Time Gravel’s 2017 financial statements.

 TRUE   -- OR --    FALSE


2.  The SEC concluded that Big Time Gravel neither overstated nor understated its inventory.

 TRUE   -- OR --    FALSE


3. 	When conducting the inventory inspection of Big Time Gravel, Jones & Company sent their audit staff trained (drones designed) for the inventory observation.

 TRUE   -- OR --    FALSE
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Transcript from a Subsequent Auditor Negligence Lawsuit

Bierhoff, Inc. v. Jones & Company Summary, Case #95210

Plaintiff Opening Statement: You are about to find out what can happen when auditors do not do their jobs properly. My client, Bierhoff, Inc., relied on the fraudulent financial statements of Big Time Gravel. Jones & Company’s negligence, in not detecting the fraud, cost Bierhoff, Inc. $10,000,000. Furthermore, Bierhoff, Inc. was not the only party to suffer from Jones & Company's negligence; the stockholders of Big Time Gravel suffered large losses and all 100 employees lost their jobs.

An auditor's primary duty is to the investors and creditors, to whom it matters whether the financial statements are fairly stated. Big Time Gravel’s financial statements fraudulently listed an inventory balance that was $5,000,000 too high. This $5,000,000 overstatement of inventory hid Big Time Gravel's financial problems from Bierhoff, Inc. and others. When Big Time Gravel declared bankruptcy, Bierhoff, Inc. received nothing. My client feels that it should be reimbursed for its $10,000,000 loss by the auditor, who negligently allowed the overstatement to occur.

I will call two witnesses. First, Mr. Kesler, former general manager of Big Time Gravel, will discuss how inventory is stored and counted. Second, Professor Evans, an auditing specialist at a major university, will identify several areas in which the performance of Jones & Company was substandard and will also describe how such substandard procedures led to misstated financial statements and my client’s losses. I am confident that you will find for the plaintiff, as Jones & Company was negligent and my client suffered as a result.

Defense Opening Statement: Jones & Company complied with generally accepted auditing standards and, therefore, was not negligent. In order to find every single misstatement, an auditor would have to examine every single company transaction – which would make the cost of an audit extremely expensive. Instead, auditors examine a subset of transactions using their judgment and sophisticated sampling methods. This is what auditing standards require. 

An auditor is negligent when it fails to exercise the usual judgment, care, skill, and diligence employed by other Certified Public Accountants (CPAs), who apply auditing standards to determine the type and amount of work they do. Thus, if an auditor complies with auditing standards, it is not negligent. I will argue that Jones & Company did at least as much as any other auditor in its position would have done, and that it in no way violated auditing standards. 

The plaintiff must – yet cannot – prove its allegations by a preponderance of evidence showing that the charges are more likely true than not true. I will present an expert witness, Ms. Brecht – a former partner with a large accounting firm – who will establish that Jones & Company in no way violated professional standards. In fact, Jones & Company did more work than other auditors in its position might have done. Jones & Company is a competent, esteemed accounting firm, and I am confident that you will find in its favor.

Mr. Robert Kesler, Witness for the Plaintiff: I was the general manager of Big Time Gravel from 2000 through 2017. A large portion, about 53%, of the company's total assets is inventory. These amounts are primarily in large piles of aggregate and concrete additives, which are located at various mining sites and at the company’s sales lots. Due to the nature of our business, we cannot keep accurate records of how much inventory we have, but our lot managers estimate our inventory on a monthly basis.

At the end of 2017, Jones & Company completed their inspection of half of our sites, using their audit staff specifically trained (their drones specifically designed) for the inventory observation, and watched (filmed) our lot managers pace off the sizes of the piles. I think the auditors reviewed the managers’ calculations afterwards.

Professor Irene Evans, Expert Witness for the Plaintiff: Big Time Gravel overstated its inventory by $5,000,000 by double-counting items – especially at the sites where Jones & Company did not observe inventory procedures – and by large estimation errors attributable to the purposeful use of an inappropriate estimation procedure.

In my opinion, it was not sufficient for Jones & Company to observe procedures at only five of the firm's eleven lots, as significant errors or other misstatements could have occurred – and did occur – at the other lots. In addition, it was not sufficient to send only their audit staff (drones) for inventory inspection, given that other methods for inventory inspection, such as specialized drones for inventory observation (human staff specialists for inventory observation), are also available. Furthermore, it was inappropriate for Jones & Company to inform their client, two weeks in advance, of the sites that had been selected for observation. This advance notice provided the client with an opportunity to move inventory between sites. If Jones & Company had examined inventory at more sites, considered using other appropriate methods for inventory inspection, and had not given the client advance notice, they might have discovered the misstatements.

Cross-examination: Yes, it is normal for an auditor to examine inventory at only a subset of all inventory sites, and, as a practical matter, the client often knows in advance which sites will be examined.

The inventory observation method of using audit staff (using drones) was consistent (inconsistent) with the method being used by most other similarly-sized audit firms at the time of the inspection. 

Ms. Joanne Brecht, Expert Witness for the Defense: Auditing standards require auditors to observe physical counts of inventories, but neither standards nor current practice require an auditor to observe procedures at every inventory site. 

Auditing employs the use of professional judgment and sophisticated sampling methods. Jones & Company made good use of these tools. They carefully selected the sites to be observed, and with sound reasoning: the five locations chosen would hold 80% of the total inventory value. In addition, the audit standards do not specifically prescribe using certain methods when inspecting certain types of inventory. Furthermore, as Professor Evans noted, it is not unusual for an audit client to know which inventory sites have been selected for observation. Based on these factors, it is clear that Jones & Company met the minimum requirements of auditing standards.

Cross-examination: Allowing the client two weeks’ lead time before scheduled inventory observations may be slightly unusual. It also turned out that only 50% of the total audited value of inventories was located at the five selected sites. The type of inventory in question is somewhat unusual in that it cannot be counted or weighed, and the auditor cannot readily assess its condition or value. Consequently, it is likely more usual than not for auditors to bring in specialists in cases such as this.

Plaintiff Closing Statement: The testimony you have heard today established that Jones & Company was negligent in its audit of Big Time Gravel’s 2017 financial statements. A well-respected auditing expert, Professor Evans, has told you that the procedures Jones & Company used in evaluating the inventory accounts were substandard, and that those substandard procedures caused my client's loss.

Society expects more than that from auditors. We expect, and auditing standards require, auditors to maintain an attitude of professional skepticism about client representations. We expect auditors to find $5,000,000 irregularities and frauds. Why would we hire auditors if they were not able to find such large irregularities in financial statements? The negligence of Jones & Company resulted in a $10,000,000 loss for Bierhoff, Inc., large losses for the stockholders of Big Time Gravel, and the loss of jobs for all 100 company employees. All of these innocent parties counted on Jones & Company to do its job, and Jones & Company failed them.

Therefore, I urge you to find for the plaintiff in this case.

Defense Closing Statement: The plaintiff has told you that Jones & Company made some mistakes in its audit of Big Time Gravel. It is your job to evaluate whether the actions taken were actually mistakes. Is it a mistake to allow an audit client time to work around an auditor’s schedule? Is it a mistake to follow commonly used judgmental procedures in determining which inventory sites to observe?

None of these are mistakes; moreover, auditing standards require nothing more than these actions. The plaintiff’s expert witness admitted this. Jones & Company did not discover the fraud that Big Time Gravel had perpetrated through many layers of deception, but Jones & Company did perform an audit that complies with auditing standards.

The plaintiff has failed to demonstrate otherwise. Accordingly, I urge you to find in favor of the defendant, Jones & Company.

Judge's Instructions to the Jury: It is your responsibility to determine the facts from the evidence presented to you. You will use these facts and the law given in these instructions to decide the case. You should consider the evidence in light of your own observations and experiences in life. You may draw any reasonable inferences from the proven facts. In addition, keep in mind that statements made by attorneys are not evidence. 
 
The burden of proof lies with the plaintiff. The level of proof required is the “preponderance of the evidence,” which means that the charges are more likely true than not true. In order to be successful in a claim of professional negligence, the plaintiff must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Jones & Company failed to exercise the usual judgment, care, skill, and diligence employed by other CPAs in the community. You should consider whether the defendant complied with professional auditing standards in making your evaluation. If you decide that the defendant, Jones & Company, did exercise the usual judgment, care, skill, and diligence employed by other CPAs in the community, you must find in its favor. If you decide that Jones & Company did not exercise the usual judgment, care, skill, and diligence employed by other CPAs in the community, you must find for the plaintiff, Bierhoff, Inc.

Review Questions

1. The plaintiff, Bierhoff Inc., relied on Big Time Gravel's 2017 financial statements when deciding whether to loan Big Time Gravel $10,000,000.

 TRUE   -- OR --    FALSE


2. The inventory observation method (primarily using audit staff / primarily using drones) employed by Jones & Company was used by many other similarly sized audit firms at the time. 

 TRUE   -- OR --    FALSE
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Verdicts

1. 	In your opinion, how appropriate were the actions that Jones & Company took and the decisions that they made in the audit of Big Time Gravel?

0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

            Not at All				                Moderately				                       Completely
          Appropriate				               Appropriate					    Appropriate


2. 	You will now cast your vote for the verdict. If the jury of which you are a member took a poll before deliberations, how would you vote?

		 Jones & Company was negligent.   
		 Jones & Company was NOT negligent.


3. 	How likely is it that Jones & Company was negligent in their performance of Big Time Gravel’s audit? 

0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

            Not at All				                Moderately				                       Extremely
            Likely				                    Likely					        Likely


4. 	Please briefly explain the reasons for you selecting the indicated probability of Jones & Company’s negligence in Question 3 above.
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________


5.	If a jury finds that the auditors were negligent, the jurors will then decide the amount of compensatory damages the auditors will be required to pay to the plaintiffs. Jurors must consider the extent to which the auditors were responsible for the misstatement relative to other guilty parties, such as company management.
	
	For example, assume that a jury determined a plaintiff lost $1,000 due to their reliance on materially misstated financial statements. If the jury determined the auditor was 40% responsible, then the auditors would have to pay $400. If the jury determined the auditor was 80% at fault, the auditors would have to pay $800. This method of determining the amount of damages auditors have to pay plaintiffs is referred to as proportionate liability.

	If you voted negligent, what dollar amount in compensatory damages would you recommend be awarded to Bierhoff, Inc.? Compensatory damages are awarded to compensate plaintiffs for any actual damages suffered because of the defendant’s actions.

        -------   -------    -------    -------    -------    -------    -------    -------    -------    -------  

               $0                 $1                $2                 $3                 $4                  $5                 $6                 $7                  $8                 $9                $10
           million          million         million         million          million          million           million         million           million          million         million


6.	Jurors may believe the audit in question went beyond being a case of simple negligence and entailed either gross negligence (i.e., extremely reckless disregard of audit standards and/or an auditor’s duty of care) or fraud (intentional misrepresentation by the auditors of a fact they knew to be untrue). To the extent this is the case, jurors can impose punitive damages on the auditors (i.e., punishing the auditors).

	If you voted negligent, what dollar amount in punitive damages would you recommend be awarded to Bierhoff, Inc.? Punitive damages are awarded for the purpose of punishing a defendant and deterring the defendant from committing similar acts in the future.

     -------   -------    -------    -------    -------    -------    -------    -------    -------    -------  

            $0                 $1                $2                 $3                 $4                  $5                 $6                 $7                  $8                 $9                $10
        million          million         million         million          million          million           million         million           million          million         million


7.	Big Time Gravel (the company whose financial statements were audited) was not a defendant in this case. Nevertheless, please assess how negligent you believe Big Time Gravel to be for any misstatements in the financial statements and results of those misstatements.

0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

            Not at All				                Moderately				                       Completely
            Negligent				                 Negligent					      Negligent
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8.	While reading the case and making your judgments, did you experience negative feelings (such as anger or disgust) or positive feelings (such as sympathy or compassion) towards Jones & Company (the auditors)?

· I experienced positive feelings for the auditor.
· I experienced no feelings for the auditor.
· I experienced negative feelings for the auditor.


9.	Please indicate the strength of your feelings towards the auditors (0 = you had no feelings for the auditors, and 100 = you had very strong feelings towards the auditors).

               ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------  

              0            10            20            30            40           50            60            70           80            90           100

               No				                 					                         Very Strong
          Feelings				      						          Feelings
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10.	How likely do you believe it is that some inventory inspection method other than that used by Jones & Company (i.e., using human staff for audit inspection / using drones for audit inspection) would have detected the inventory fraud?

               ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------  

              0            10            20            30            40           50            60            70           80            90           100

          Definitely				                 					                           Definitely
   Would Not Have			      							       Would Have
          Detected				      						         Detected


11.	How likely do you believe it is that using the inventory inspection method that many other similarly sized audit firms also used would have helped detect the inventory fraud?

               ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------    ------  

              0            10            20            30            40           50            60            70           80            90           100

          Definitely				                 					                           Definitely
   Would Not Have			      							       Would Have
           Helped				      						          Helped


PROCEED

12.	Please indicate, in your view, the importance of each of the below case facts in relation to your vote for or against the negligent verdict: 

i) 	Whether the inventory observation method used by Jones & Company has been previously used in audits:

          0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                    Very Low				                      Moderate			                              Very High
                 Importance				                     Importance				           Importance

ii) Whether the inventory observation method used by Jones & Company had been used by many other similarly sized audit firms at the time of the incident:

          0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                    Very Low				                      Moderate			                              Very High
                  Importance				   Importance				             Importance


13. Please indicate, in your view, the extent to which you agree with each of the below statements:

i) 	Jones & Company (the auditor and the defendant in the case) should have considered using an inventory observation method (e.g., physical observation by human staff / use of drones) that has been used by many other similarly sized audit firms instead of using a method that has seen little use.

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                   Strongly				                    Neither Agree				             Strongly
                  Disagree				                     nor Disagree				              Agree

ii) Jones & Company (the auditor and the defendant in the case) should have considered using a conventionally and previously used inventory observation method.

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                   Strongly				                    Neither Agree				             Strongly
                  Disagree				                     nor Disagree				              Agree
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Other Questions 
1.	Please select the picture below that best represents how your (self) personal attributes, qualities, and values align or overlap with the attributes, qualities, and values of Jones & Company (the auditors, and the defendant in this case).

Self
Jones & Co.

Jones & Co.
Self
Jones & Co.

Self
Jones & Co.
Self





Jones & Co.

Self
Jones & Co.

Self
Jones & Co.

Self
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2. 	Please indicate, in your view, the extent to which Jones & Company (the auditors, and the defendant in this case) should have been able to predict that this judgment failure could have occurred.

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                  Very Little				                      Moderate			                              Very High
                     Extent				                        Extent					               Extent


3. 	Please indicate, in your view, the extent to which Jones & Company should have been able to control the quality of inventory inspection. 

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                  Very Little				                      Moderate			                              Very High
                     Extent				                        Extent					               Extent


4. 	Please indicate, in your view, the extent to which Jones & Company was the cause for the plaintiff’s loss.

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                  Not at All				                     Moderately			                             Completely
                  the Cause				                     the Cause				            the Cause


5. 	Please indicate, in your view, the extent to which Jones & Company intended to conduct a quality audit.
[bookmark: _Hlk26613332]
                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                  Not at All				                     Moderately			                             Completely
                  Intended				                      Intended					             Intended


6.	Please indicate how likely it is that Jones & Company had knowledge about the fraud perpetrated by Big Time Gravel but chose not to report it.

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

              Definitely Had				 May Have Had			                         Definitely Had
              No Knowledge				    Knowledge				           Knowledge
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7.	Please indicate your feelings towards Jones & Company (the auditors, and the defendant in this case) after reading the entire case.

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                      Very				                        Neutral			                                  Very
                  Negative				                        					             Positive


8.	Please indicate your feelings towards Bierhoff, Inc. (the plaintiff in this case) after reading the entire case.

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                      Very				                        Neutral			                                  Very
                  Negative				                        					             Positive


9. 	Please indicate, in your view, how much blame Jones & Company deserves for the plaintiff’s loss.

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                None of the				                        Some of			                              All of the
                    Blame				                      the Blame				              Blame


10. Please indicate, in your view, the extent to which Jones & Company complied with the auditing standards that require sufficient quality of inventory inspection.

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                       No				                      Moderate			                                  Full
               Compliance				                    Compliance				         Compliance
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Final Questionnaire
This is the final stage of the research task. In order to help us interpret the results of this study, please answer the following questions:

1.	As indicated in the case materials, which of following best describes the primary inventory observation method used by Jones & Company during their audit of Big Time Gravel?

 Jones & Company used their human staff trained for inventory observation.

 Jones & Company used drones designed for inventory observation.


2.	As indicated in the case materials, which of the following best describes the trend in relation to the inventory observation method?

 The inventory observation method used by Jones & Company for Big Time Gravel’s audit was consistent with the method used by many other similarly sized audit firms at that time.

 The inventory observation method used by Jones & Company for Big Time Gravel’s audit was inconsistent with the method used by many other similarly sized audit firms at that time.
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3. 	To what extent are you comfortable using technology tools, such as computer programs and phone / tablet apps?

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                  Not at All				                     Moderately			                                  Very
               Comfortable				                    Comfortable				         Comfortable


4. 	To what extent were you previously familiar with (heard about or read about) drone technology?

                    0  -------  1  -------  2 -------  3  -------  4  -------  5  -------  6  -------  7  -------  8  -------  9  -------  10

                  Not at All				                     Moderately			                                  Very
                  Familiar				                      Familiar				             Familiar

4(a). If you have previously heard about or read about drone technology, which of 
        the following have you heard or read? (You may select multiple options.)

 Benefits of using drones

 Risks associated with using drones


5. Please indicate your gender:	 FEMALE   -- OR --    MALE


6. Are you a CPA (Certified Public Accountant)?	 NO   -- OR --    YES

6(a). If YES, for how many years have you been a CPA?                years


7. Are you an attorney?	 NO   -- OR --    YES

7(a). If YES, for how many years have you been an attorney?                 years


8. What is your highest education level attained?

 High School					 Graduate Degree
 Community College or Associates Degree		 Other
 Undergraduate Degree


9. Do you have any experience serving as a juror in a court case? 	 NO   -- OR --    YES

9(a). If YES, how many times have you served as a juror?                 times

10.  Please indicate the state and country of your birth and current residence.


 	        		                   	   STATE 		       COUNTRY

	                     Place of Birth 

             	Current Residence 


11.  What is your profession and current job title?

                                Profession 

                      Current Job Title

 	 	 
12.  What is your ethnicity?

 Hispanic 					 Native American
 African-American or Black		 Asian
 Caucasian or White 			 Two or More Ethnicities
 Indian (Asian Indian) 			 Other

 I choose not to respond



Thank you for your time participating in this research. This is the end of the task.
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For Amazon Mechanical Turk Users: 

Your unique survey completion code is: 

******

Thank you again for your time.
