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I. Case 

Auditors not only need a strong understanding of technical accounting skills, such as the ability to journalize 

transactions, calculate time value of money, and prepare financial statements, but they also must possess soft skills. A 

Robert Half Finance and Accounting survey shows that more than half of CFO’s surveyed value hard and soft skills 

equally, with 10 percent placing a heavier value on soft skills (Robert Half, 2016). While oral communication and 

other interpersonal skills are typically the most thought of soft skills, critical thinking is an incredibly sought-after soft 

skill. Critical thinking is an individual’s ability to logically think through a problem. High-level critical thinking skills 

are imperative to auditors exercising professional judgment. 

The need for professional judgment to be exercised throughout the audit engagement is embedded in auditing 

standards. Merriam-Webster (2020) defines judgment as, “the process of forming an opinion or evaluation by 

discerning and comparing”. Professional judgment is an inherent part of auditing. Extant literature suggests that while 

professional judgment can be thought of as an innate characteristic, the skill can be learned and developed by 

understanding threats to the judgment making process and practicing the judgment making process (KPMG, 2013). 

Many resources, including frameworks, exist to improve the professional judgment process.  

Volumes of professional literature exist discussing professional judgment, relevant terminology, and the 

importance of developing and practicing professional judgment. KPMG’s Professional Judgment Framework (2013) is 

a sixty-one-page monograph detailing the importance of critical thinking in the profession. For brevity, you will 

familiarize yourself with the professional judgment literature by reading the Summary of the KPMG Professional 

Judgment Framework. Upon completion of the background reading, you will apply the framework in a concrete 

historical context to better understand the professional judgment process in practice and its necessity in the auditing 

profession. Specifically, you will be able to apply the Framework to a historical event to do the following:   

1.  Identify the relevant facts presented. 

2.  Describe judgment traps formed in the early steps of the judgment process and give an example from 

the case. 

3.  Define “judgment framing” and apply the definition to this case. 

4.  Use critical-thinking skills to identify instances of judgment tendencies exhibited by the protagonists 

(law enforcement officials and media members) in this case. 

5.  Use critical-thinking skills to identify instances where the protagonists failed to employ the 

characteristics of skepticism. 

Prior to beginning the case, read the Summary of the KPMG Professional Judgment Framework. In addition, an 

Outline of Highlights from this document appears in the Appendix. 

You will be viewing a documentary that details the events surrounding the 1996 Summer Olympic games which 

is a true story. During the summer of 1996, Atlanta, Georgia hosted the Centennial Olympic Games. Representatives 

of 197 countries converged on Atlanta in mid-July to celebrate the 100th Anniversary of the modern Olympic Games. 

For 16 nights, beginning July 19, much of the planet watched as world-class athletes competed. The enjoyment and 

sense of comradery, however, was rocked by an event on the evening of July 27. 

The ESPN (2014) 30 for 30 Short documentary Judging Jewell recounts the story of Richard Jewell, an 

eyewitness to the event. An unemployed, middle-aged man, Jewell said he felt he had a duty to serve in law 

enforcement during the Games, so he moved to Atlanta. An Olympic sponsor, AT&T, hired him as a security guard. 

Then, when the tragic event occurred, he was the first responder on the scene. Was this event a chance for an ordinary 

http://www.nacva.com/JFIA


Journal of Forensic and Investigative Accounting 

Volume 13: Issue 3, Special Issue 2021 

 

 541 

citizen to become a hero? Or was his presence more than coincidence? The events of that July night and those of the 

following months forever changed the lives of everyone involved. 

II. Requirements 

Ensure you have thoroughly read KPMG’s Summary of the Professional Judgment Framework. Your 

instructor will provide you with the link to view the documentary. Use pen and paper to take notes about the actions 

and comments of Jewell and the others appearing in the documentary. Use of mobile devices is strictly prohibited 

during discussion of the case. Only paper and pencil are allowed for note taking. Do not consult any other outside 

sources. Be prepared to use these notes to answer factual questions about events in the film. 

It is vital you watch the documentary as follows.1 Begin viewing the documentary, starting at 0:57 and 

watch the video for errors in the judgment process. The video should be stopped about halfway through the 

documentary. Ensure the video is paused at 11:37, just as the CNN reporter reappears on the screen. Decide and 

report whether or not you believe Richard Jewell bombed the Olympics and answer questions 1–5 on the following 

page. Additional instructions will follow. Ensure all questions are thoroughly answered before submitting to your 

instructor as instructed.  

 
1 Unless completing as an in-class activity, watch the short documentary at the following website: 

https://www.espn.com/watch/player/_/id/10365079 (ESPN 2014) as described in the steps above.  

https://www.espn.com/watch/player/_/id/10365079


Journal of Forensic and Investigative Accounting 

Volume 13: Issue 3, Special Issue 2021 

 

 542 

Name________________________________ 

 

Reinforce Professional Judgment Skills in an Investigative Setting Using a Short Sports Documentary 

Instructions: Having viewed the first portion of the Judging Jewell video, answer the questions that follow. 

Do you believe Richard Jewell was responsible for the bombing in Olympic Village (circle one)? 

 Yes  No 

1. State the relevant facts of the case. 

 

2. What is a “judgment trap”? Did law enforcement fall into a judgment trap in this case?  If so, describe it. 

 

3. What is “judgment framing”? Explain its role and steps for its proper use. 

 

4. Identify any “judgment tendencies”? Name them and explain with an example from the case. 

 

5. List the characteristics of skepticism. Give examples from the case where the characteristics were violated. 

 

Resume the video and watch the remaining minutes. DO NOT change any of your previously recorded answers to 

questions 1–5. After concluding the video, answer the following, remaining questions.  

6. Explain the role of corroborating evidence in this case study. 

 

7. Explain how this scenario applies to accountants in general and auditors in particular. 

 

8. Explain how this case is a cautionary tale for decision-makers in exercising sound professional judgment. 
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Appendix 

Outline of Highlights from the KPMG Professional Judgment Framework 

A list of key concepts and brief definitions drawn from the KPMG Professional Judgment Framework monograph 

follows. Consult the monograph or related Summary for more detailed explanations. 

Judgment traps:   

The “Rush to Solve”—is the tendency to want to immediately solve a problem by making a quick judgment. As a 

result, decision makers under-invest in the important early steps and often go with the first workable alternative that 

comes to mind or that is presented. 

Solving the Wrong Problem—occurs when decision makers under-invest in defining the fundamental issue. 

Consequently, decision makers focus on the wrong issue or problem. Decision makers may waste time until defining 

the right problem or make judgments based on incomplete facts or understandings. 

Judgment framing: 

Frames are mental structures we use, usually subconsciously, to simplify, organize, and guide our understanding of a 

situation. They shape our perspectives and determine the information that we will see as relevant or irrelevant, 

important or unimportant.  

Frames are a necessary aspect of judgment but provide only one particular perspective. Frames help us make sense of 

things, but they also make it difficult to see other views. Judgment framing is important because appropriately 

questioning management’s perspective by viewing the situation through other frames is fundamental to professional 

skepticism. To make high-quality judgments, one should be aware of the frame in use as well as seek and consider 

different frames to get a fuller picture of the situation. 

Judgment tendencies: 

Availability tendency—is the tendency for decision makers to consider information that is easily retrievable from 

memory as being more likely, more relevant, and more important for a judgment. 

Confirmation tendency—is the tendency for decision makers to seek for and put more weight on information that is 

consistent with their initial beliefs or preferences. 

Overconfidence tendency—is the tendency for decision makers to overestimate their own abilities to perform tasks or 

to make accurate diagnoses or other judgments and decisions. 

Anchoring tendency—is the tendency of decision makers to make assessments by starting from an initial numerical 

value and then to adjust insufficiently away from that initial value in forming a final judgment. 

Characteristics of skepticism: 

Questioning Mind—a disposition to inquiry, with some sense of doubt. 

Suspension of Judgment—withholding judgment until appropriate evidence is obtained. 

Search for Knowledge—a desire to investigate beyond the obvious, with a desire to corroborate. 

Interpersonal Understanding—recognition that people’s motivations and perceptions can lead them to provide biased 

or misleading information. 

Autonomy—the self-direction, moral independence, and conviction to decide for oneself, rather than accepting the 

claims of others. 

Self-Esteem—the self-confidence to resist persuasion and to challenge assumptions or conclusions. 


