EEEHRE BEhe Hd 3% R

F 8

8 R ——
K@ .
MPH) BETAMS BES K
. BEERDBIUE BN
BMBREEE T BEAY TR
L FE R

<= oE =

I. ¥ il

1980l FEH “HRAGRS] AR Y A" AR gt FALY dFF AW
7o) 23 9 553 B FAY A9 £9E wAsy) A 19829 29 AT
£ CEEAS EWol T HEE A vl Aok, olel wal el oF 90L& BEHEC
A A} ghE$e viete R ¥ HEZEHER HEso o

olal¥ HBSEHEYE AU £ KRB e AEHTE FEtoz Al HY &
2 =e2slnx ste Holdd. & EEHE A A=Y GEEEs Bl 2= &
KEE, DEBES olffSoz Ay vlsEAA A 5o Fakle A Aol Bdd £
ARV HAsY] A Aoz AME GABRLS RETEMNEE =d¥e2A ARl A
A Ailkfeel 54 BmLEe Zse BBMEE Fzin A, HEHERE, BRY, 715 BE
# 5 HEY HFULE Fsled A3 FEEEE Azsis HFAAA ol Rl

* WEAE WIHEE
) #Fk, "dygAAss AEHE AY A % 99 AAY, 198, p.32.
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2 AFdga 3 A3BFE - A2z

azy, o] Axe BEEZML AP BERSL A7 A77t slo] 2o e AR
FHE AW HAYJZ G AAE oblAgler ol2 U3 BEREY LA LE Al
- o] M=t NEHE HelEA she AAE Relse AMBEANES A4AA [EHA dsted
2l&o| NrislE A3l oj2A sigich.?

WEiHEAMY BEEZHEE A% GERT S BEEFHHSIT (fee cutting), BFE, FAIAJulz9
RET, WM (opinion shopping) X P &AL 44 5 HAEIGU 249 ofnlx]oj
HHRE 7HAE 4 Ydon 2, AAYAdAAE A5 A gl FA44aE v
gHee FolAl sz o A3 BEMMoIY BEANE iAoz ZojAl oz XHTF
9 JFF 2FAA BEY B "ol =2 "d. oFd, 23 AN S njg <
<d BRERR X0 F9 A2 Al Myttt #itel Bt A1 A As]§ A A
He AFAF 7HHE 4 de Ao,

A2 2P AR 4 g BYAY AT Y $994 P 2AREAY 3
SHANA AAD LAFALe) vl &L 19879 A% ZelchAdsALe 25%, 1988de] A$ 15%o] o
23 e AAY0I 19909 FALSUo] T MEY Aol 2w FychAata} 31044
F 21%% 6547 4 9 RAHAZ AHE Ll Y @IAMAE, 1991.52) . o] Ay 3P
A F-o| £ A7 FARIE ol AAde Aol A AME dx RY A2 AT R
29 %9, £t BAFo= e AA AsE AE AvolE B4 A EPeeolx
FAE JAHE 4 e Holah AT, of wFol A4 2453 ol HAW AR A s o]
A FHASE AL ZAYEFY AA fAole ol FAs AFHAGA Lot ope} FEA
24 YAYRF o[ &3}t o]EANAXNE Fo P FAZ ASn Yt AA i}, olo] nje} 2
A AUEe] 5 AL Aoz A AT AAH A3LE AL 4+ Y= HAE
2 A7 8AA Holw A Po, FF, ZFAYE A ol FE AR AsYHE P
A9 JF ¥R s 2 YAE Fo} v Aot}

I. BFH BE T4 BEHEe H

Bfrel Holdk AU e Al e) Al zA o] EAslz U Uy FMEL 2 $ulo &

2) YL, 747 ARG oA Faglel Sy A Aele @ AF° AEdYd=z, AQdg
74daA+4, 1987, p.13.

3) W._K Kunitake and C_E White, JR, “Ethics for Independent Auditors,” Journal of
Accounting, Auditing & Finance, 1986, pp.222~225.

4) FAAFY APFAE ALHLE, AR AZ AL (R, 1987.7 4.
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EERHIR xS Wl Uy #iR 3

REEE 443tz ol ERFES A4z 23t ¥ £ARERYE g}, o A 4l
o] flukaAlarg WA A H &§2 EFFAAY Zlgd $HFEH FARAANA AGslA =
= BEEeK ¥ KE&GE o o sz FAde] ARz 3" AvAgE AHd
2 3oy $8L 3 FAAH Warft BEol o8 A"t old 9ujoy LAt Ae P
A1l e} Bttt Rirttol o s F9sle ZHoln Al HAYL FHAle AE w37 HY ¥
=7 Fol htelt, z2yv FARlY S Aol A=z AAYGo] R o] HActa H= FEER
Kt &, AE7l24 gutdoz 2 Fsa 9+ HH (due professional care) & t}sled ZFALE 4
Y3z e APol= EKES He o4E ¢e 5 A "o,

ARA A3kl S FAl9} Palsto] Schockley(1981) & FHAA:A A Aol ulg A% A$
of g4 A4l act: AE AHsn 9oni® DeAngelo(198) € I Aol 2y
AL UFol 2AE ZIRstd A 276 Y& A4 EE Ao sln ol EREF
Bt (low-balling) & YFo 2AE Z|dde ZFAIEol HFAALY oiHEF 237 A R
By E#LUTE JF & Ajslr] o &l Y4 F47 A71E 4 91& ATolztn 3z gl
ol Aol w3 Boland(1982) & ZAFelel AdAE YT Alsstn AU Aol glo] FFA9
HA4E U5 A Lol £ MHE Lol EAE st 29 A vF FA3A
olgtm wi-g 3tz Ut ® Af4UAE £ olF AAF FABANA FAAL] Mt FA}
Ao vlXe YL AU SHIEA} B AT o] BA1990) 9] ATl ¥y
o Al ¥ FArdA Sl IGAle] AAFHE Aoz FAdaNE A=
ZE BF7bs4del 2z, FAAaNe $93 dAedel o8 FE3AA9 FPHo] A4l
¥ 7hsAel ulg zck: 3tz glen, RAUZIA Y A Hu g §A A Aol B
Aol ZA1e SP4s APHA BAYol dokEs HE ANAsn Uo® YA EA
R E SHREA olool & FAZ U el U, o=y HollA FARIE] AE
Ao UeE d2a AR she AL FAAEY onlAE &7 HYol Ha o A
A Yot AdA Itz AP} JAA Y AFse Mul2Ae] FFHE, G He

5) L.E.DeAngelo, “Auditor Size and Audit Quality,” Journal of Economics (December 1981),
p.186.

6) R.A . Scholckley, ‘Perception of Auditors' Independence : An Empirical Analysis,” The
Accounting Review (october 1981), pp.785~800.

7) L.DeAngelo, "Auditor Independence, Low-balling and Disclosure,” Journal of Accounting
and Economics (August 1981), pp.113~126.

8) R.Boland, *“Myth and Technology in America Accounting Profession” Journal of
Management Studies, 1982, p.113.

9) ol&el, “ZFAl1g malzl FAtY Aol olAE d: AFeAAnsoly T FAALE F4
oz ," Agcigdzm uhrbard =&, 1990, >
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4 AFdta =3 A3 (AL - A2 se4)

A& 7HAE £ A7 wFo) FATUE A AFAAL FAAES) FHYAY 29 obve o
€9 AFdHe FAF ANz EAFE o7l 4 e Helo),

SHAEA ool AF APz AF A4, EEAL HAYAAA = 3t FAE A7
Al 4 Sk, AfgAAgel A AR AAIE ol F FAAEL A7A Yz Al FR
o g A4z glvke Hol AAE D glon], ¢ AR ] AL 4] Al
4EEAE FoY 2P0z 1Y Mol A Yok, viFd FHAN EH/I=4IY
1992 Aulx AAAYE 52 19909 790l AAE FUHAA REABRBANE AGH
Q FuFzgo] AAMsln FRREFITAols} YT ol Al Hol wal Feuso P&
8 A0 vf 5 4 dv £AF Za gl AHeld,

448U T U3 A HAUAY QI FAA 298 A AR
€ H2 3 AY EAMHPEA EgFHoln EFHo2 FAYEE Syl 3 EATE 24 °
. &, FAgeFER7E ForASFS HAHA L BAClYe] fAE 4 U=EF YUY dE5€ X
T3 ZAuE Fol7] HE e AN o), gk v g E HaHHAY FANEA &
Aoz ZFAE FYdcl 37 Aol FAAHE © FUA 2 FAelA Lvisle A
Fojof st Aolth W o]d o] § 2 BEMMIMME (audit time budget) & BEUERE NAzte
o2 olf=u FEMHE FBIo=2 olgsln i,

Rhode (1978), Alderman & Deitrick (1982) &) oA+ A A= Ay siola FH}r|7he] 4§
el glen] H 2ol Cook & Kelley(1989)!9 & 19825} 1988\ Alolof ZHAlQIE o] BSMIMRN
of iyt 2] Ato]§ =AY Aol wh2w )1 o] (senior) & ZHALR 2 (audit staff) | F5- &
A O A Altoldbo] ARH oz GARIET 22 o Elo]Edche §5o] 19829 18%
o4 1988 36%2 S}E U (partner) 2} YA (manager) Q] A+ 9%oNA 22%2 F7t FAE 2o

10) W_.K.Kunitake and C.E.White, JR. op.cit., p.224.

1) elzkg, “slAztAoly AL3A AsS|§F Eoly W WFFUNAAN. A, 1988.2, p.32.

12) J#P Bedingfield and S.E.Loeb, “Auditor changes-An Examination,” The Journal of
Accountancy (March 1974), pp.66 ‘69.
HEY, A4AA FAAGAE oA FAAADA g vlAe 2ded By AT AEd
g HAae=E, 1986.
o] xFolA A5z gle AU AAFE 30004 wiutel 3|49 A FAu4sl HEY
A, 3 oAl Balel Ae FrlMulz, Zaled, £y ¥ BAZIYS Fiold

13) R.Schockley and R N Holt, “A Behavioral Investigation of Supplier Differentiation in the
Market for Audit Services” Journal of Accounting Research(Autumn 1983), pp.545~563.

14) D.E . Marxen, “A Behavioral Investigation of Time Budget Preparation in Competitive Audit
Environment,” Acoounting Horizons (June 1990), pp.47~49.

15) L .McDaniel, “The Efects of Time Pressure and Audit Program Struture on Audit
Performane”, Journal of Accounting Research (Autumn 1990), pp.267~284.

16) E.Cook and T Kelley, “Auditor Stress and Time-Budgets,” CPA Journal (July 1988), pp.83~
86.
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EERPREA & Rl 3¢ X 5

2 o}, =% o] Azbel4t qhutol it Fo HWAF A FHAEL HPA ALY FAlg4
Boll oy g €3 o] HAYAANA FAAZHE Folv g Jehy Roln Qith, a8
v, BERMolY BEANY FUL Eoz A BEHERAL ARsiEE AL FAX|T o
g Ay 2o G FALAA ] Elo|EsAn o]o tlY EEEMR (pressure) F B 2 Au}z}7] el
i ube Hate] AL wWe] =/ 4 Qo FAE oAt

Rhode (1978) "7} zAHgt 15269 9] ZHAFQl 3 50% o|Abo] ZAlzA ol Hay AAAAE 4
YotA dm ofE Al s e G FAEAE A +9% ANY ETHRF
(sign-off) 224 7]Folste] AAs-Foz FAEF +89%F ZAYol Un 2 WAL HHERRE o
upd7ig <bdtelzte 23§ ¥ ol% Lightner §(1983)!®3 Alderman & Deitrick(1982)'9 &
Rhodes| 7ol &€ 3 FRIMMEEE (time budget pressure)®] Zo| gt =A§
t}. 2 23 Rhoded] AFAAE A=z YA EAolAie] AU 27dute Ay g
ERHRIE (effectiveness) o] §-A 3 Jg nlA 4 U&E Jeldlz Yo,

o] A3 Zol HAAN FABANA ZFARIEC] FHA He AL A SYA FANYH
HAYA A Aol HAiu g A HYP AR FAAYE Folale Y9 A
gyt BER ETHERZ JFrdd 4+ o,

BHZEHE =2 olF e 397 Bisid FAdeze SY4E A ZHG
€ AFG sYY FAo KAHEEERECNA L7 $£572 ulA] EHPcde N Fe) dFsa
Y= Az Rty A Baxe Ay g YUY FAITY s43) DA FARS
¥ EERENA A AP FAREES 2L 19879450 A BEENSER 25% 19884 2]
7% 15%°l ol2n v AFeld, 2 WS LRGN EREHE KiEH, BEMEE
AR GEmE, S99 ®iE® 4 A AALE §22 a2 59 o FAERY %
¥iolvt HB% (gross negligence)oll M3t ZHAM4dAl42 MBoldh, &3 FREZEY N 3
REET XKl #iald ANE sz UFolE o]F AHA ojyP Ffole AN KK
B EBEE Fold 34%e olzz gle AAddE FU 7@ dFolAde BHEEHET

17) J. Rhode, ‘Survey on the Influence of Selecter Aspects of the Auditor's Work Environment
on the Professional Performance of CPAs,” A study and Report for the Commission on
Auditors’ Responsibilities of AICPA, 1978, pp.167 “174.

18) S.M.Lightner, S_T.Adams, and K .M Lightener, “The Influence of Situational, Ethical, and
Expectancy Theory Variables on Accountants’ Underreporting Behavior”, Auditing : A Jour-
nal of Pracrice & Theory (Fall 1982), pp.1~2.

19) C. W, Alderman and J W, Deitrick, “Auditors’ Perception of Time Budget Pressure and
Premature Sing Off : A Replication and Extention,” Auditing; A Journal of Practice &
Theory, (Winter 1982), pp.54~68,

20) %<k, AAA, p.11.

21) 3 FUZEY Aeledy), 1988dx gEAE moa”, 1989, pp.24~25,
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6 AFcitta =¥ M3 RAE - A)

A ZAAE BYs} FAe ASH4ALE AT PP Wik BAst] AW APo| o
P¥oln] BERE Fobstul ol WA KLk, wMER 5)F =S4l et A
o solg RolerlE ATY olYAWYDS ATIMNE FAAE we AUARLE Z
o2 s BES EE Frhshn Yok, oY dFEL BAAANE AAY Aol A
BEY EE =9t Aoln ofnl ol$2 FEEE 59 A7 s st she 9ol
23¢ § AL b,

EEEANS FeAAAT A vish o] Uiy Ee MG FAAFC] FAYE 49
A s AR AAAY F0h dREe AAsn Utz ¥ 4 U 3, FAISE
%ol glol BEKMO] e} AASA oSl Ao} sk At BEMKS Hns, HALo
HE, MW 59 BAL st o) A AslE B4 BEAKS Y WA 4
Qe Aolth, ety 2AHR Astel FRITHE e AgRAAEo] 2] A AspAlAE
A7} odl olf2 Asted WAL EIE FIY Yoot Ackz ATk olFelAE A4AAAY
AR5 WA FAALEY 2ATR} TUAE AT 23 APl AW 4 Y+
248 FAYTY st BYse] Aoy B4 YW FAE SYLEASE Yz 2
AdE Aol golualz et

i

I. EAFEBRES BasE

1. EEEHET RMEN

Qutd o2 N (budgets) 3 MBI (budgetary process) & MEHH A2HAA T2 #3
£ ANy, g z3edAe) slartA 2 HAYAAAME FAAEC] FAR A Fie] AT
§F F9Y 4 U=SE FAYEY BFE AYstzn ST H3 ol 9 ol FA] 2 (budgetary
system) & ol &¥ch, AlM @HESEEME PIGKE H2H BEHHS FHPdANE “Halel AF o3
o} AdbA el GEMAMW DY olulH Prlo] SA] AP FAAYE FYstn oldl e} 7

22) dAe, 747, AAA,
olfe], “ZAlqlel aMrl ZA Aol vlAE g AFS5UAS NN FAlgle] TPHE 24
22" wiAlgyed, H4eguiga, 1990.8. :
F34, A4 SH4 B 4FA AT olHBANAND) A2AE FAoz" wajEE
&, A3oa, 1988.
FEE, A FP4AY AYFHAol B3 dF-sFAdAle] BEE F4on” upajuy
=i, xedda, 1986.
23) ol9¥A, Al H4ol =g ZAEAS Aolo) VY 7, AT dF MIE, 1989, pp.259
~283.
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EERLRES EEel Ho B BiRE 7

AHE AAH oz Foliict "o sted AT FAAYE YL AL 2732 Y.
ZAlES MRS FIEM Yol B3 AP E I3y A FAE A3k ¥}, F
s g AAsted glo] neislojo} v AL FAZILE B3] HH £ HE

¥ Bi& 4 (sufficient competent evidence) & Y 4 AU+ Aeolojof dobs A3} o we 3

A1FEAE F£A3 vEE ALY = Y Hololok ok, ol wat FARIEL FAF9

R RAE 223l ZAAYE £Y3A "o,

B2t (audit program)-& ZHALQle] ffFEEl oHE 2P S THE of 7120} sle gl
ZFAE A7 S5t FAYFE MAAoln =2Hoz #4317 A3 Yo AgE vz FH
e AL Lo old FAAYL @ BMEH RMED O K WRIFHS £33 @ A
AL Ate] giysERsel id ARy @ HEM - FRER - BEAK ¥ EAERIFR © Rt
Flmsgol olslol iFmmel HoLE A @ LBEEIANT EEEHIEE sHAA AP,

BEAEHE #9317 Hlds BEEES Sslod ALY B iy ARHU ol
£ ¢ davtk glen olF i Aol A= ARE A AR VHEA 24, WERA
H 24, AR P Ao AR g 4 Uk, =28, FAAY DA A AL
UL EHEM L iR JE§ W AP Folok ot HEM (materiality) ol F “Fo]
A BN o Huel Fedol} RAUYF FA7} 2F ALE od e AU YAEAE
HEAY 9%E T 75 4dol £ v =& £3YE Fuo as"§ oojgct ® oy 52
4 Z4e AAdde] Tslo] Qg FHe4de]l Ut AMNKEEES Aol 4% 4 e A=
grgole] ", wab AL 4R T4 £TE dolde ANRERE ALY 4+ U=
5 BEANNE £Yslodol 3tch, FAAYe] o g DA A A RERHNEEE NG
Hoz pjotslodo} o}, AL F2 gAY A F FA, FRr2E, YHLAE Y o
AR & Asid oz ANHKIBEE oA o, WREATze HrMAEAE ol oW
EA=§ AAse 7&2AEI Ho ALY Fod AHFRYe] o

AL HFAe ALY AT i PeiAd FAARE YA Hiq Fitns A
Y 4 Ut BEERBE S0 o}, oL BEERBE Yo HEBRM UEEEN
A dojzich, Zade AAFAL £ Hsled BT FAIIEE AHE A Wot. AFFAHA
sto] ¢z BAde YeHeln FEF AFA AN E Holetdok o, whek

ZAAEAC B3 LY Aoz Bosd A AYE £ 2o1AQ FAAAE A S A

24) oli&e], ¥UIARANE, FH7334, 1989, p.252.

25 #3F9F, AAAM, p. 329.

26) Financial Accounting Standard Board, Statement of Financial Accounting Concepts No.2,
“Qualitative, Charateristics of Accounting Information” (1980), p.x v,
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8 AZoltta w84 4334 (VE - Ashed)

FAE vd3tedof o}, BEEACl BEERBS FH/ttel 5L oA Hd FAAT AYd o9
A AR, WA oA A gl A Falde H Al Al o REEIKE E3tA of
& AFAZA YARES 2734 e, ok FANANAS FAARE] AY = d¥E A
FAE WA I E Afdchd, FAUL s A] o ooAtte Fo Yol wel HAY
A A& AAA do, BEGKY HFAAE FAAAE B AP AYE vaze A
olct. FAAL FAAAE $3ted YA AYE BEEBEEE T olHMBAA A L)
B2 ZAGAYt FREY, ek AL ade HARALY HFAE Bl FAJILE o vm
WEoll ML Aokt HAolch, o|43 L FAAYs FHY AU AL 293id (oY
LA Yo,

ZAAY L ZFAEAY A 4 A FAYFE AAL, 282717 g A7 A
A AA ¥ ddz Ao 4 Yoo oL L E3E JldE & PP,

AA, BERYe FRLE ¥ + U

EA, FYW AANE FE LAY oy AAE FHATE HEE Ede2N A

45§ REW EFl o3l ZEMe2 FY8 & U

AA, ZAd 285 KE &, Aedoly nzx, FAET 59 Ay &8& EEHe
2 ¢ 4 .

A, #PIE BEEAM REMES 83 ¥ 5+ Aot

ohAlA, Ao W REal A5 AEEA s, A JFE Hobslan, =E A4

o 2t EAYE FEsed ¥y 4 U4,

LEEENS S Adbel oig EAGHHol olo ol MMEHETHE A €
o}, MSEEIES AAUE Al B FAAL BTREREA AYAL BEEEES A4
219 HFIFY HEiol 23t BRI 71271 € =4 FAE 438 + =& HEEEKE
AY3izn, o 4o AR BEFtte] $RSSE FAYEFE E5% Aol ARLFAAY 2}
AAlol neisle Ae F8 ¥5d = AAEL A5 A Wedik, FAGH, EEER,
FREAR, KNG, FRERR) Sol 9% 7= AgEe] 2¥)=u® Fe Faslied 53
Fay AL FAQA AL JdFF WA 4 dFo o g A} Rold.

A8 X7kl ol AL BEFFAIRH (udit time budget)olztz 3le] o|{@ A]Ztol4l(time
budget) & A Fo 7 HHAEZ FIERH-E A5t 5ol Y2 BERR (target time) €
ASE Aoz ofa e WSS ATYE F de Holztel ¥,

17) =olg, olghg-, Az}, ubedal, 1991, pp.44~52.

28) AAA, p.223,

29) ol&el, AAAM, pp.252°264.

30) The Commission on Auditors’ Responsibilities : Report of Tentative Conclusions. New York,
The Commission on auditors’ Responsibilities, 1977, pp.106~118.
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(A4 Al 1€ A}
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e
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2449
SERIR

l 9%

4o 3y

HAE® ¥4

RAAGEAL B3
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AT FFAE 44

AL S Aol i o)l
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WEEAFZE AEHE
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10 AFdida =3 333 (AF - Asia4)

W55
T34
oA

Az
AZ7}
oA

A8 A

94 9
A
i

YR EATze JE R A5

AL T
A EATZe _

As) o33
sy ¢ 9%

A 4 xS WAl

AR AT A
FEEES

LE L eI

AR A A4l

439 BAZA
234 Be

o

Az AE sy
A % 2t

2AAYe +3

(4 Axq))

A ALl 4
273z 2H4oi Ao
lAE g =

FAAANA) Agdos
AT AFAR A=

BRI 48 L @
AdjAgs) $24 A=

r

Aol 94 9
AAEaA 24
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ETRHAR KAl Hol ¥ ¥R 1

—. BERAE #3Y & Uv HE

—. A YUAW dFof o3 FHEH Y AREES FB

—. ZARIEA ZldEle 53 AXE 5 lelok jiof,

—. RzFAdEe] BRE BB FB

—. A5} 4 BEEMA £0lE 27l R HRME A=Y 5 Udx FB

—. A%sA SHEle A BEe DHEMEE Ndsln UoHE AAE £ U AL slejel

Lide B

oj3] ¢t Al o4t He, WHIEMRE, FERES XE, BENR 53 Fo] o8 5 £F
W2 ZAdRE ANz, 4 $5o AR YA F 3t ol K8 =724 o5 B
ZAAEE s8] dif clEFE ¥ + Ucke AHe] Utk a9 A DAY AP g
Ze 4ol oy AYEE sHHE 7122 o] gsjo] A W

1) AAE v83 7led 7 ARE 2 850 AAY Aoz o8¢ 4 Ucke A B
F#92 ANECE (manpower assignment) & ¥ 4 U+,

2) g AFF A1F37] Holl Aok sk 3ol Uiy AW AYE A2 5+ Yo BEXE
BE RED WEFl o3 pHEMmez AP & Qo

3) WY fEReR= KBGO o=} BRESME A3 & A

4) WBE 4vld A0 BBsln 23S REHEA viadezd i Y AnE d&
4 Az BEFEE AL RRFFM (performance evaluation) & & 4 3Uct. F BHES R PHRE
Hilisls FEo] o,

5 77t Welle] HEFHN $ia Rale HFfol olAE vlz FAlse FRY J=F 2
o F AL & U, ol AL oA Azl FH PG AL B} Y AL EE ¥+
WA Bz dEEAE AzAY ¢ YA ¥t

6) Zefol BRHBE BTEA KPREEY d=2 AR &,

a2, dFuA ol Azl b RHBHEN B GIESd, WPIE QW ok 2 Agzale
43 gl iy AR Y=ol ool o) AAs|E A2z FEY? | arjnz 7 AW
19 #AE 2RI d ) o] B dFF FYY 5+ A& Aol Il FHEIERE
o3 Higgeln ¥ 4+ U,

31) T.Kelley and R.E Seiler, ‘Audit Time bedgets: A Cost-Benefit Analaysis,” The Woman
CPA, (October 1986), kpp.18~20.
C.W._Aodermen and J W. Deitrick, op.cit., p.54.

32) J.Jiambalvo and J. Pratt, op.cit., pp.734~750.
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12 AFdga =83 A3 Q¥ - A2x34)

2. RERN XH

BRI SEHIE2 = A o] o 4he B WERALRE vlasied #F7 o MrEEEe] RE
F it e A BRI ste] FAS FURGANA 713 ZFHE G8E oA,

Searfoss(1976) ol 2]3}H o4t AAHozE =F o §3F 1 AN} slez =9 Y3
A5 F4o 28 Ydn ok, F 4 =3 o uighA Y A E Ueldn A7k el
e} WERERVE s o] REERE T BREA viadd, 2a BT KPRl £RE &3
stod Holo] WM FLAL MUY ¥ vl G4 dx=le] ke BEY d4Y 4
UEE FAZAE Ao} PP Aol

BEERE BBl HElso] 18 AIgde 2 el FAAAe eldgc. 2
Y AR F2o4+ BRENMBRES F4o2 @ BREKILAR T, o2y BIMIHER
< EEEEAEC] ¥2E JFEF sysied 4n" AAATE Jebde BEEES (time
report) & 2F Y L il F HHEZ MEES Yo o|fozid,

(222 a3 d4FAsddE Jeldiz Q¥

Q2 WerEEANM BWEEHER

ERER=4
A3d Az

REHMER e 2R Bl

N

ZARle] Lag Az

4

ERHH

33) G.Searfoss, "Some Behavioral Aspects of Budgeting for Control; An Empirical Study,”
Accounting, Organization and Society, Vol 1. 1976, p.375.
34) M. Ibrahim, “An Examination of an Integrative Expectancy Model for Auditors Performance

Behaviors under Time budget Pressure, North Taxa State University, Unpublished
Dissertation, 1985, pp.1~6.
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EEEpRE e Hel #¢ §1%E 13

(Dol A I Aoll4be] HHXHE, 27 5 JFoll Pzt Aol 3=
B R B # (preformance goal) 241 A{E o}, olAL 2 s ZHalelo] ¥wtd JFF FYsl
ol glo] Ajzbollabel] gEojok st A& duigct. au, AA JFEFYAHAE stz olf
2 A A Aol =& 2 o|3lR A& Lul¥ 4 Yo,

ALFAAI AL ZHAlQlo]l By KM BT B vla§ T ZR (variance) § Y
el 4 Qlojo @c}, =¥ BRIERS HNES REASTS BEEAWFERES BHEEAANA
=gt ZHAAIY 2=l iy sj=wle SdzbAiel oyt FRFRM, BEA WEIKNE, ®
EEGRele BEFERE 2 AAsled ofdct. AYzade] ARelA olz¥ e=we
g ARl g ot FTFEF o}, ojduiolA X|zlol4ibe BEMERE MU FMEH
FRoz ol§3E Aot

a2y REFRNEM 2 A o] BMERCl AR oL =AY FAAEANA EHFBel st A
S g7k HBHRE HAHE £ U, F, FAAE S35 WA YA A (incharge) oF R=2FAIAE
L AUPFol U AzHE Faldok s o] F Bndol ol WERFEEEFRICl FREFMENREQU
RS Eo] 23A Ftn od4RR]ZHE A EFste] AL g A fele Aolof Ay ol F AW
slok slod, £% o AE Ao ZAE ol = UEE BEEKGE ZxoE ojfIt Y
o] 5 A olide] FEE Y Y dFFL AMEZAAE FHolY AFel Wif T2 A
o2 Q4R JU3P, o HAYU Felxee AU AR net FAYF GG
oA 22+ olAste A& WAEI] HH FAE 37 el FALFA Yol el it TR
x| Z3le AS olol UF FLe AEMAE FUATE Wele]l © 4 U I

Ae)statel YESAT S REE U ARBRES) ARFEC Skd HEY BE Eotd
g LEN BEC A4 Q93 wede AL AFsn AUk &, KRE BREA2HIA ARIT
go] &Retx shx o}, Porter and Lowler (1968) ol ol3t™d, BURE 4877, BHBURE, HMEH
aRe Ty WsEe W52 ofeist o] AFsim JYohP

A

— & B —
BN — DA — RERE —RE

35 L.S. Mc Daniel, op.cit., p.268.

36) The Commission on the Audiotrs’ Responsibilities, opc.it., pp.106~118,
37 T. Kelley and R.E Seiler (1986), op.cit., 1p.18.

38) M. Ibrahim, op.cit.. p.6.
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14 AZ G2 =E A3 (QE - A3se)

oA B ukel o] A RS FAc DHERE 2o olJs) £, AR R BBRY
ERpl A =2, JAAFY Pzt A FoAHL REREES £RE Fxdcde
Aol glE Holz olF KEV IFA BAsIUET} e AL olyc}, npAslAlE BFEEA
B IEE (budget process) & RIS o1¥A S Bods REHE2A BERIER
Fo4E Zxde Aol U, olF AU EHE. BHIGEHEA 2 €FHEA M2 9L
A £ ok BREEBEA FHRES] AU4I FEE AZddolals RMREEEE E43E) 9
H FARIER sl F o2 7kA A YE IS ste A7t ® Hold, R ECl
Elo]Edte] A FFolA d4EAE 3717 FsIctn & @ FAAEL HEHERY
Hls A BEE 94T AAH = "BEAY (budget game)” 2 ¥ +E UL Aol FIH
o2 RN BB E MM ol Felle B¢ FAUEL 2ATTE st oA BY
WMol Z153A gAY JdFF Y3l gn BEMKE 2 Aoz M9 (sign-off) ¥ F
Qe Axle] MBRHE, Wk (Fleming 1979. Lightner 5 1982)oll o] 2+ MikEmQ] TBE ¢
€ ARE HAHE & Ut

et BRAIAHo] $95x 4L dFol dd FTRTIAVY EBERHEL B 8HE =S
B} YHE FUse A 2 AR AL A ame) S Aksle YHE P Ao
5o BEEKEXECE sl (TRE ¥4 "4

V. REBERE T2 BEEAL 76

1. FENRN BEaER

FRREEES BEERW e TS BAgl el a4 Lvlsle BT Fol7] Y x=¥9
A2 WEFRBFHS &3 BET T Y BEEGMST S cldrigdzed oy o
FolAc, & IFHEES HAYA AAMH BRS 333284 5o ARBEEA A A7)

< A vhziAl e YA E FIgAIHA £4E o FGL BEEEME Jelds K
Zol EM(1e2 Aoz AU 38)F 234¢ o A¥HA. 2222 KEM (profitability) &
A3e 22 7o) YAA FAHda JE o v EE Folok sk Aolth A FERE
SALTFE FYT Aol Al AL=I] wEo #AH ALe AE FYsed Lose B
Mzt ANE B ezd olfo44 4 e Holth®

2R AW BEKREL BESME 3349 {2 Hste] HEIsle A%l 3

39) D.E. Marxen, op.cit., p.48.
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EERDRAE BE B B¢ HRE 15

20 B¢ M e 2o Y BikEiE, BEA SHE, REFHH 39 2 P34y
€9 A4 aMe Fd sdo] EREEFERE ¥ AU of By BEEFHHS FA§
T BEEUES] F7HE ZIdEr)7E E337] Aol YA AP o BERALE A
etz g Aelot, et HAYPAL FASsF+E7 FolA4+E FAolAde] RAFZ ] 215
=5 RMEHE d2 olol doh, o] AY FAUAES dFe A L= 97 e Al
ul§& Fol7l M A4 £usE A7 FRIUYE Fodof b HAolt, o|AL BT
Eoll oy BRBRECIY BEEARE 9224 olfoR 4 o, 2 A3 ZAdF493) B
A A HAA 2 Aold, v$7] FAYEL BEARMES F3Y o EHiEE] BE
HEe 272 BRMBRES M4z A A5 oz jiEE LERME Folade 4% 2+
Aol FARIEY Azboldbol i3t ARge tg AFESA ¥ Aot

HAG LM BEBES Sl A4 vle} Aol 2] FAEQ FFAu|2o)] oig
B oo, HRRRL BEATC KEESZ Udss 727 sz F23 2R (budget
variance) = HF, A FQ7HAb g date] BAL €2 dosln Fisy EEKSG €
. azlez AYFAAES] BRERRE 2 EEEE] EFEF $7A7A slz a2i¢ a8
el el ZYAdel &L vx7] A Eel APAAFANA 2]7bel4bol] TG 1L Bolw
& 3 8<lo] Hopd,

BEGEN A RAFMERE 2 4] HHBREE A28 3= 298 22E BAade] %
& Y3l 3o BEARK (pressure) & 23k A7l sle Aolt}, vy Al B4
e BEBRES L £ REEBRNE 7122 F4=lo Wilsle #7300 dgd oo
HA X327 o 2ol BefgeRe] o HotE Uv FAUEAA 2427 E H=F A ste o
taele] sl Heolch

AZE F A% AR SRR o8 o[ R 4 it WAL L] RER
ol 29¢ el IAFsle n £¢ 289 AAE AFAY 233 E A4 oz I
F g3 n A=zt AGAtel A sizdrId Fest AR BB |ELRW Y g
ebe ZHARIE S A1 g ZHFAFE el 53 f2vele A4 1988dE »|E

40) J.P Bedingfield and S E Loeb, op.cit., pp.66~69,
J.W. Eichenseher and D Shields, “The correlates of CPA-Firm Change for Publicly-Held
Corporations,” Auditing: A Journal of Pracrice and Theory(spring 1983), pp.23~37.

41) G.F Kermis and S. Mahapatra, op.cit., pp.261~273.
D.E. Marxesn, op.cit., pp.48~49.

42) G.F Kermis, "An Empirical Sfudy of the Effects of Time Pressure on Inter-auditor
Consistency,” Syracuse University ph. D, dissertation. 1982,

43) M. Fleming, op.cit., pp.174'176.

44) A8 A9y ATz gewd AL FALaAF TFA A e AV 153
olAel, FHBYHEHA el A7IFY FEF 23U olvel A@sloio} ol
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16 AFdga2 =¥3 M3BYQE - A344H)

o2 ZHAl 10 HEFZRAAL 471 2,894 5o A 4”10l 1HE olF & HEE AR
3k w1170 ool Hoi® Ao e e AFH T2 FUY AHoloh,
=3 AL &AL WP Bt BiiEd Felstedok sha BHES KBRME 53 o|& Al
&Aooz dujzledol e AR EBu ¢S A2 XM} A a2in FUss BHME
Tol A BEERY S it A = it FAd Tl A7 dgde] | 4 e Aol
o},

gt BBEEAES (FRMSEL A4E g, elo]lad A W v 1 59 el &
2 4o glctn ¥ 4 glon o]AL HAYA AN ol ALY FHE FH o] Fo]
A Aolztxn § 4 Uct. TYWR 24 (Cohen Commission) ol )3t AW le] AL AE
Azo] §X3tan 7€ A 3AE {57 HE BF 22z HFIRHEM (professionalism) 7 B
Itk o= HAL] WA FBE o F=2¢ Ad BEAL Bl &4 A=z WE F
oAl Elu ol W v VA BEHKS FAA e Hol #PHRE 1A #on 3in
Uk,

2. HEREETOAMS XA BB 78

< A EEE AN BREERE o83l 4Ad BES dAZ22 AYs=T 35

Yot dAETI a2 AL AdYsie AL 2ol AR sYsie #3298 Yoo A

9 F8Y 24t ARHEFRERZA A4S, dite 433 FAd4dztol dg 444
o AEE dehde Aoln KRE Zzsis RR¥elzt ¢ &+ Yo,

FRBREEE S FAUAE R 3T AH419] HEX (efficiences) & B4317] #8 =3t o4t

A EAY F Ye €4 6lac®E AAY 4 Jlow £ Adele] BEMRME L5z ANt

to HE3tev ¥ E A Pob. v 7] AAAY Axez FoAQ JFE YYo= B

45) olo4, AAA, p.18,

46) D R, Carmichael, “The Auditor's Role and Responsibilities”, The Jorunal of Accountancy
(August 1977), pp.55 ‘60.

47) Subcommittee On Report, Accounting and Management, Improving the Accountability of
Publicly owned Corporations and their Auditors US Governement Printing office washington,
1977, pp.14~16.

48) J.Ronen and J.L Living sone,"An Expentancy Theory Approach to the Motivational Impacts
of Budgets,” The Accounting Review (October 1975), pp.674~675.

49) € (slack) ol ol =A o} Ae] o]fl5H EE YL AE3A dole A dAEol
WAsE Aoz Yitfeoe za¢Ad Jied FrkA Helz o] A, dakgdold of
AR oeHe AHuel AT BPA=E Fo2 digsde FHLALo oAyt
JeiAg2 S5 Py Ao},

A, Belkaui, Behavioral Accounting, Greenwood Press, Inc, 1989, p.41.
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BEERDRAS EEo Rl 8% ¥R 17

RHMER2 A9 o L g3oits 2YE 32T it BEA 7B HEM MES 712 4+ o
o0 &, Sl abelz} AT Aol Gt was] d4s] YE HHESL BEEMEEA
EERFREHE 25 Latre sy BEEY dgslein ¥ 4+ Ut U BEEXPRE TY2
2] BB A28 4 e Aot dutHoz YFo|BoA HAEHE AN L ofsto]
Blo| E3tARt 247k Aolojof doht Aolgh, whof ollile] m&5l GAo] $olaty] Wi
A =¥ gt §UE AFsHA Rtz =2 YT elolEstd 2AL LS Y Ao 17
A 3 xHE ZI3A 7] A foll ol did HIL Fx R £ PHEERC ¥ 4
ke Aoy,

Argyris (1952) © oll4to] 4 4= (pressure device) 22 o] &5w 27 FYNES 33T A
Gl st GAEEZSA e LEASAE z3e] ZH9l il ZFrF AAY of =4l
o S5%EF vl dIse Aol APz sle] o4 9rlvH W Fzsta Y. =W
Hopwood (1972)9 el o)3tw elo] B¢ o4 sHAES] S8 AFA AAE $3Ho|x &
Al e ol sl = 259 Hrlol hEsAl £k AAE 2] wEol ojagdute
2 78 AUAQ] 22§ AYY AR #IFH {78 (manipulative behavior) & st 2 8ko]
Uk gc,

ol shebttat gdol glelA 7€ dTF (Argris 1952; Lowe and Shaw 1968: Schift and Lewin,
1970; Hofsted, 1968: Onsi, 1973) & Z =% Fleming (1979) & oll4h2 AA, FJH 2] Nz} 9o
FAHA YL vAe Udol H 4 Yo, 4, dite] o] £ slack)® &Pz F
Y 222 F RF3E F718 Fo AA, BRETHE, HEN 178 ¥ £%E FERE o
Yo AL Adsn Yo =3 oA} Bl FUYES] PFA AYe =x2
Eg Lol Eol A= Aol & BAS BIF2E3NA (job stress) 7t Fow MUL P4l
3 AE = Y AFAANAE A =P E A Yt U 58 £FY 2EHAFE FYEHA =
W AEBA HEol Bot B A17HE 4vlstn MEBER A =g FolA sl 2 A
FAFAE RolAdYE Ao}, £§ £ 459 2EWH2F AYsA HH 2o U Ygo

50) G.F. Kermis, op.cit., p.31.
T. Kelley and R.E Seiler, “Auditor Stress and Time Budgets,” the CPA Joumnal (December
1982) . pp.24~37.

51) G.H. Hofsted, The Game of Budget Control, Grand Publishing Inc, New York, 1967.

52) D.T. DeCoster and J.P. Fertakis, "Budget-induced Pressure and its relationship to
Supervisory Behavior,” Journal of Accounting Resarch, 1968, pp.237~246.

53) Anthony g.Hopwood, “An Empirical Study of the Role of Accounting Data in Performance
Evaluation,” Empirical Research in Accounting; Selected Studies, 1972. pp.158~182.

54) M. Fleming, op.cit., pp.25~28.

55) M.Jamal, ‘Relationship of Job Stress to Job Performance: A Study of Managers and Blue-
Collar workers,” Human Relations, Vol 38. 1985, pp.409~424.
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18 Asdta =#3 A3 (AE - A1)

A 2YVEL BKEHT ZM (politicking) o v} ¥ (sabotage) 5o HWBHEE A=l =3l
Aol H71%Aed Aol A}PE Aejet,

AUl Yol =hR ol et AdolA dlabg ol AAY st B4 (budget game) &
#A8% 4 glen] 2R AYAHQ 2YBFE AL A3}E 2esie Hold. &, FAIEL
23 AT GoixE A} svjets ALAY AFE A ¢ 5 gled oA
AL DAy A B HE Wol =ho2 A ol§ 4 Ut Aot FAdRA o]
¥ P Aol ulg BERIE &)\ (underreporting) 3t A E& BEEKE ol WA %A
U oeEgHe A5 F ¢ BEGKE K& Gign off o2 BEe HE ¥ =2t 9
$17} o]%olA 4 Y& Aolch, IR TA of3hd ojy L FAAE o] HEER@ES,
HW, MEE $AN T RERE Y HEn) S T AL Fel did AUAA ASY Aol
2 2 39 dee AV MBEELcetn o glon 23 AIYGe AFE AYs} 74
A B, CEAMS ke BRARE, AR 8% aFe ok Jd¥9 a4 2 #EFE
o Ay B@S S BERYS T figle] slE Aolh¥atn stm U}, ofHH o
Azl aefo] sl v dFol ¥ ETHER ing-off) A AF& FYUAL AGZTHo
2 A7 LasA gt A Fe YHE e A A4 2L dldAa"e £H59)
Aurs] o ANl EREE TRYE ¢ Aol o, o= WHe £ AA Aot A
2addeleoz e FAlelAl 475 AY FFE uAE A2z Kelley(®wy € oz 2 7}
A oE Fx A7 oA ZHARIES HERERYQ BHPUEIE (disfunctional protective
steps) 9} 1R o] BiEel Hol mlxe JyE dFsin UGD.

AHEl) FHERERT Q) 8/ 45 (underreporting chargeable time)

2u]lex ABCHAHS FHapolld 27jolA g€ 5§ sYstedl 80417+ Wi wgtct. o
A% Jime A7dFE sdstedl 10043e] Hasichn 3R, Fdoll Jime 164173H& =
dn ZAAE By o o AZhE Badx ¢giot.

A2y BEERBERPCIA RREE B
& XYZEAhe] At ol 4uj g3 Anxpabel A FHAHE FYES dFED=sn
Fo|A ZAAIZEL oA EF 40417F, AmAbiboll 6021 el 2w AME 7 A 504]

56) R.M . Sterrs, Introduction to Organizational Behavior, Scott Foresmana and Company, 1981,
pp.365~368.

57) G.F.Kermis, op.cit. p.31.

58) The Commission on Auditors’ Responsibilities, op.cit., pp.106~118.

59) M. Ibrahim, op.cit., p.4.

60) T. Kelley, “Time-Budget Pressures and Auditor Behavior, “Unpublished Ph. D,
Dissertation, University of Houston, 1984, pp.2~10.
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EERDME KE Wl ¥ Wk 19

4 29T HREERE ST S8 AL axels A E A3WE 2a}rle A
AYch, 27t %A & olfE BEWER Y d¥E ¢ Yart g Hox AR A
717} 2ol 1004173 # FAR4E AFY Aolgtn AW AFoldd.

(A1313) BEEB ET1TH (reducing audit quality)

2 1504]7ke) oo 2 R E sYsn Y. 2 2& dAE A AdFE
Y 4 gokn A4y, & A ZAEA Ao dagle Aolgtn A} o PFE
4+5la] n £ FEAoA ds @ A Azl JFE FYYE Aoz YRI4
(sign-off) #c}.

AR BF Al Bl 23> o8 MBREIFFFH] (chargeable time) & @/ h2a® 3¢
oje} (AlEI2YE At By Hel ol WERME &7 Aol AA AYANE BadtA] @
& 7ASoith, (AL A€ FHA %3 = iKY LS SRIAE %S N BEEMHKRA
oj2] &4 (prematurely sign-of) #2224 E&ES HE ETI7<= 7RI

BEEY HE Al g¥v GHEE A4S ALY o B A4 FAE AV
4 e Aolch, YutFL BHEAEC WMIRMY Wz 289 JFF +9% Aolghe ¥
¢ Zeo. wd gutaiFe] Al ol dig AlS|HE Addydchd, Ak3le] Qo A
o] 7ol dis oFo| AZY 4 UL Held, oY olf= UM FKEAS WERAY
(Commission on Auditors’ Responsibilities: CAR. 1978)%Voll4]+= Rhode (1978) oll Al BFRIR N EEB o]
BEo Kol vlie J4%€ J735 % 3192 Rhode(1979)@ 2] 2ol o4 AUl B
BEEES BF Bol JEAE vl AEE WFkch ol =zl Hutie JAUAAA K
MBEEGEC] BFES Bl ude d¢8 d7sin A0e4diits ddd A3 EY +
A 2XEF H=§ Fnsdd.

KRS B NEESE (TRE JAYAAA Adsis A4 A7 o, AYA3E
SGanagtoza FARIEL Holeg BEFH®E S43EA & BERALT FA37] wE
B e ool 4 4 QA "ok, aziv, #4839 A3 AYAdAA BEEFEN A3 E
R UelA oz &AL YA "o, FLu g K|To] FAHA Lt o] & F R golx AT
BE Al7bo] AR nA] Z|&=lojol g}, F, FAFFaAltS VRAZA] ofet A
qle] Bae)atol o8] o] Fol|7] wiFoll HjHl|xlete] Aletolly JF-A|te] HAHA n2Y 4

61) The Colmmission on Auditor's Responsibilities, The Commission on auditors’ responsibilities;
Report, conclusion, and recommendation New York, 1978.
62) J. Rhode, op.cit.
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20 AFHY2 £FA 4337 (JIE - AHFHER)

QS Ho} sk Zolth, B MYAIY FLB e BAIEY MKE Folt FME op7)AlT
. o329 HAYANAE RE2RAAEA 234400] s FEE g7 BT 27
£ ZHARlell Fol e SEB (cpportunity cost) & 4 8HAl S1& Zolch, FAIIEL FUgt o
Ao} olef £l 328 J$E vlAE A JYsh] WEo) AE F4u D el F
¥ et S BMSERE B KE Aoz AAAAE gAY Ay 2}
of g Ya4E Fol7) AFol Aol ALSE Aol Qo] (AN ol FAUAE 49
32 @A F1Zolate] e ANHe A A AL Yoz Wol maE AYY He
Holghy

ZAAA G AYAZE oW FAHE A Aol e ulAA gkn AFY Algo|
s Ak Abo] $3EThE doldE ¥ § Aot @e A74ol Ad¥es Ackm A
28, oleid YNt AFUE FY FAIEE DA SE BARlolA we) AzE ol o
& A% Yok, CFY, APAGAY FAE A4Hes HEY R JFE FRAAE A
o} o] HAMAW DAl g $ASX & Yoz A WE A 4 Y+ A
olc},

LANAE ZAAEY ATBACNA S AT 2H0) AL FHol vlHE 3
Y A A DA S| w3k AlubelolA FAIES ol frbEd WHe (YD
o} Aol 24N 4+ YUth FAUVEL AWML - A9 2ol Asted AWFAAEY 270t
dholl oYt AREEO] et 7] Axze] BIEMES AA Sl 1S REREN BIE (3
A4 a3 EEEN WE A4 sW oz Yol 3 4 3l8e derin Yo,

FREE WAL BEAKS BHANN BEATC BITREESS FRMENS KTiche
BEERY) BAA zeisle] Aok ¥ Aotk PelusiolAe] BATMME BREGRS MR
Efol o AAsn: EEEEFHGGE dold Bo ol Kelley(1980 ) B&e HET
78 F 394U EEE ETIRY 297 Sevels 24433 dA9gn ¢ 4 Ao, o
Y BEe K ETIHE BAEER] BESAAC o84 2138 Wiz Y=t Hole
sHch &, ORAIERS) HWWE KIER, BERSE) TR, BEGKS REHRZ
HFse) B8, RREES +8F LEAHEREC] EWY SHEEE 2 JULolE o F X
A ohUY A9t AN FREE HHEHRIIN ree AFastn oo qweds AF U
%, 19904 ¥TFANAAS I BEEH BOM LS AW $53t7] A FREUKE
02 ¥3 Ut NS 1) WHEELE N Sl AW T2 BEGKS WTRS 2) BEE
MEHMS WS EREHCl ©E BARYY RERT ) REPHOULE, CHRE, H0ES

63) M. Fleming, op.cit., p.38.

S.M. Lightner, J.J. Leisenring and A.J. Winters, “Unedrreporting Chargeable Time,”
Journal of Accountancy, (January 1983}, pp. 52~55,
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BEERBRE B Wol ¥4 P 21

(O8I HMEBAEAYN EXARS

247 AFeD
qe A5
CEERE!
494

A1t
RER RETPE )

A

uch xgAel
AL
- A1 Zboll ko] v}
NEE =T
R
q44 o

)

2N EE
d%e 474

ahZ 7 ket

AU B

A4 g

A718%3 dgs

! )
A

Astel 4% 5
1% olatel 74t

Agazg | | Aol
s4u 5

Y

A2 24
2 A

)€ AY BE, BE 5ol BEMAY REHEZ 4 LRGN EWHE RElat s
BEEREEENN 474 5+ Yt Aol BB 59 ZAGEAAA FHE 52 Yo, gy
BE H At BEAY Birtt £4 2% bzt BEEBTPoIA olFo] A: BEEH ET
TREE &4, KRMBREGEND KE22 I BEATY BETHBAM FXEEY 34

FRE & + %& A 2,
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22 AFdda =83 A3BA Q1E - A4

V. & )

St ¥5#i ¢y 2] 2§ (financial reporting system) 2] Holl ci¥ =oj+ YdH oz Efrol H} yas
of Ach WEHHMMAMETC Y BERE $4¢ UBHEE A84E AAdUMel o
A AF=e] e AFHERS B Ay L& & 71 Yolok ¥d. EBMBRES BILE
A 2en EEE ANKE BRE A S ATl 93 BERY BHaoMR
7} 4 =z =ojo} § Rojct,

EXRMRNL BEXRP2 DRl RN +9& A FEso AL Ao, BE
CRMEZ A AR fAFelA ol KBNS EWMEEY WLol oS Xiye MM, B
BRe| EH Y BEEAM 59 27 AU HENPEES 5 BEEATC BERBE YA
€ dAA A3 Fay REY B A BMREEEY Fd EXolt, REMNMAR
22 RMBEERS A3 Zxe BEEATC] 222§ 2337 A Ry #EE M3l
£ 3t Holol @ 4 o] ¥ Bl (78l R BE. EHEEA ¥ & kA ¥
BEerd ARE 2% 4 Aok, &, BHEREEEC oE HREN NEFBos A BEEAS
< Yo BEEMORE F¥Aos #9379 Y £y gstodis BEHEMHKRE 9% A
22 58T K (prematurely sign-off) ¥ct&- 2 WBE BHEMHE @itz (7BE ¥ 4 Ut
ol2l¢ TRt BEe AMETE sIxes AXEE Wt BEELKY 9 FRo=2 2h4 5o
A 4 e Aolol, wdatA B KL =l glo] Betr A9l Mirtd AIME Buleldsl BEDR
Pl o] B HETITR o AL =97 Yasida v, BEERBNA B
T BT #7317 9184 AHANNE FARIEo] el ez AAGFE +9E 4+ =S
BREAEA dd9 HREES F4¥ glel 8§ A3 zstoiol g},

AA, BEEALC] ¥ oM RS a2sid 245158 +F9 BMEEl oA
T UEF stdof o},

=, BBREAL RERTL MYEEATY F3UT§ BHsz BEE 4 e A=
7} oigislojo} o}, B3 EEEEHIE (peer review) o] ¥A Y Hfkrl o]Fojxof 7o},

AA, AYA Azl BEFRE 5IT7 GitEAdd ofA AAsle ASets BRIHE
< Aol o] BEFRE HEUE 2ol BAIRAS T4 ¢ddg, ¥ A REE
T 522 Ay BEELRNA 2 +5 3l GRS EHEEA 2o 23 AL @ 34
Helel 2 #ES 28 4 ol 21g Ao,
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Summary

The Audit Enviorment and Audit quality

Lee Sang-bong

Since the change in the audit engagement system from a proportional assignment to an
open competition by the Ministry of Treasury in August 1984, the competitive situation in
Korean audit market has triggered the issue of audit quality as an important topic among
practitioners and researchers, Under competitive audit environment, auditiors have
experienced time pressure due to increased work load resulting from the tight time-
budget, reporting deadline, and clustering of the clients’ fiscal year-end on December,

An overemphasis on the achievement of time-budget as a performance evaluation crit-
erion may cause a dysfunctional behavior by auditors because they take various actions
(protective steps) to protect themselves, For example, as a dysfunctional protective step
to reduce the time-budget pressure, auditors may (1) prematurely sign-off the audit pro-
cedure without completing the required audit program or with only a partial completion, or
(2) underreport the actual time that they spend. This kind of auditors’ dysfunctional
behavior may be a main reason for the “audit quality reduction” and “audit failure” .

It is suggested that accounting firms should take the following actions in order to en-
hance the quality of audit,

1. A reasonably achievable level of time-budget must be established by considering the
complexity, the work load, and size of for the client.

2. A system must be designed by which the performance of field auditors (both
incharge and staff auditors) can be supervised and evaluated, Specially, a peer review
system should be used and emphasized,

3. The size of audit fee must not be the only factor in establishing time-budget even if

the reduction in audit fee is necessary due to compdtitive situation,
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