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Institute of Certified Public Accountants :
AICPA) 9] B EH#EE(Statement on Auditing
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2) American Institute of Certifid Public
Accountants, “Audit Risk and Materiality
in Conducting an Audit” Statement on
Auditing Standards No. 47, 1983, par. 2.

3) &5, "HAATANE,, ZAFUAL 1995,
pp. 208-220.

4) G. J. Klir and T. A. Folger, "Fuggy Sets,
Uncertainty and Information,” Prentice
Hall,

Dempster-Shafer®} EamEAle #Ew
B (Mathematical Theory of Evidence)
l gte] Fo 87t EFEd F
BEstoA B 3Fge JRE
= o077 9% $3H Iy
BG4 AN B
Y9 5 ALY o)y
Dempster-Shafer®] {5:&i&i#(belief functions)
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o 22 ARG A ERae A
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5) T. M. Strat, “Decision Analysis Using
Belief Function, International Journal of
Approximate Reasoning, 1990, pp. 391-417.

6) G. Shafer and R. Srivastava, “The
Bayesian and Belief-Function Formalisms :
A General Perspective for Auditing,”
Auditing © A Journal of Practice and
Theory, 1990, pp. 120-129.
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(Inherent Risk : IR)
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¥ 9¥s ot e 2H93Y
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7) U. Anderson, L. Koonce and G. Marchant,
“A Model of Audit Judgement : Cognition
in a Professional Context” Auditing
Advance in Behavioral Research, New
York, 1991, pp. 46-49.

Alvin A. Arens(1980)€ ZAHE H7HA
a#dtdol & Algtoz APAe 7]
23de FHareh FASH, 31 ZALY
Al B]de B, YEEER v BEEL
BE, A9zt QA4S B oY EE
AREsHEgdA 283 SAS No. 39 9
AE 1H98e AYstd oy SAS Nod7
JMEHE IAAEE FUEIEE FAs

910

(2) =AY

(Control Risk : CR)
TAYEE ARZA) A FUg
o077 3o glov} mEAEeTe] ulR
TATE MR AL A7]e] odE
A Airalr] £& fFolhlh o)HF F
AP BA3ALY] YREA T2 $A
7 2 HE sy Adse dd 283
A7t wEkd AAHDG o) FAYH
AL dr1Hes BAE ¢ gAT

R ezE EA 753 Yoot

(3) Ay
(Detection Risk : DR)
Ak goledt AARAZ™AoY A ¥

8) C. J. Reiter, “Risk Assessment : An
Important part of the Audt,” CA
magazine, 1984, pp. 47-49.

9 A A Arens and J K Loebbecke
“Auditing”, 1984, pp. 237-251.

10) AICPA, op. cit, AU Sec. 312. 20.

11) AICPA, Statement on Auditing Standards
No. 53, "The Auditor's Responsibility to
Detect and Report  Errors and
Irregularities,” 1988, AU Sec. 312. 20.
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12) AICPA, op. cit, AU Sec. 312. 20.
13) AICPA, op. cit, AU Sec. 312. 20.

7¥etAl Eoh. SAS Nod7dl4+= SAS No.
3994 QAA ¢ nFHAFLS Bt
= sgor FASE 4018 BH A
25t gl

(2) ezl FAZAT|ENA ]
AANEEY
SEUE AP EAME AR
AAYTE AFsta AAEHE HANA A
FAE tizty AR AL AE BHE
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1. dEg=rol2

AFeho)E 1747) Geroge Hooper
9} James Bernoulli®] 93¢ AlZHY
18 AE7F Al 2" EH@ Hlol Z7ld
ol ‘I}?/} Al 2RoA Baxdsn B3dds

r

15) C. W. Thomas and E. O. Henke, Auditing,
1986, p. 197.

16) P. L. Defliese, H. R. Jaenicke, J. D.
Sullivan and R, A, Gnospellivan,
Montgomery’s Auditing, 1984, p. 192,

17) M. Grobstein, S. E. Loeb and R. D. Neary,
Auditing, 1985, p. 39,

18) G. Shafer, "A Mathematical Theory of
Evidence”, Princeton University Press,
Princeton, 1976. pp. 8-11.

AAE FE3 OF7] Y3 Wgd e
77t @LsA IAFH[AG. olE Yo
Hlol2 EH(Bayes’ Theorem)o]&o)u} &
A4AAHCertainty Factor)5o] E&a3
ARE AHess WYez ANIHJG. 2
o]23 WHEL IAE L 93 EA A
ﬁ?ﬁ}ﬂ Y FA(ignorance) 32

AEE Yeie 83 7Y
A Fea Yok 18 EAEEER
FoIX A5Vt BEEsta A 43
]1@:}7@2}3}7@ g A7 9% EAE
= o7 A8t S e AlEstn
Aot oA AEEFe) 2L Denpster(1967)
o] A7) o]o] 19763 Shafere] BEEYEEHE
ZERA Mathermatical Theary of Evidence)ol
71238t FHIol| Shafer 9} Srivastava(1990)
7b BAZAREOk A AGEER Yol S
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19) G. Shafer and R. Srivastava, “The
Bayesian and Belief-Function Formalisms:
A General  Perspective for Auditing”,
Auditing © A Journadl o Practice and
Theory, 1990, pp. 110-148.
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21) G. Shafer and R. Srivastava (1990), ibid,
pp. 110-148.
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(Dempster’s Rule of Combination)
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R.  Srivastava, “Belief Functions and
Audit Decisions.” The Auditor’s Reports,
1993, pp. 8-12.

R. Srivastava and G Shafer,
"Belief-Function Formulas for Audit Risk,”
The Accounting Review, 1992, pp. 249-283

1. Srivastava®} Shafer2o| o1
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23) R. Dusenbury, J. L. Reimers and S.
Wheeler, "An  Empirical Study of
Belief-Based and  Probability-Based
Specifications of Audit Risk” Auditing :
A Jourmal of Practice and Theory, vol.
15, 1996, pp. 14-17.

24) R. Srivastava and G. Shafer(1992), op.cit
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A Study on the Belief Function Model

Kim, Ju = Taek

Abstract

The purpose of auditing is to express an auditor’s opinion on the fair presentation of
the financial position and business operations of companies according to the financial
accounting standards, and to raise the reliability of the financial statements and to
enable the user of the financial statements to make a proper judgement on the
companies.

There should be an audit risk in the audit of the financial statements in a modemn

sense because it is done by the sampling audit not by the detailed one. Audit risk is
the risk that an auditor may unknowingly fail to modify appropriately the auditors’
report on financial statements containing a material misstatement.
The audit risk eventually hurt the reliability of the financial statements when the
auditors set up different audit risks because it is determined by the auditor’s
professional judgement. Thus, there have been negative opinions on the Audit Risk
Model suggested in the SAS No. 47 because it cannot explain the process of auditor’s
judgement and bring different results.

In view of the results so far achieved, which influences the auditor’'s decision
making, should be done by the Belief Function Mode Model in a position of raising the
reliability of the financial statements and emphasizing the usefulness and effectiveness
of the auditing.
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