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—Product Differentiation of Audit Services: An Empirical Test—
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o Al sbRl o FE 7 S AIRE AL g3 4 'E-'P% a4 “—fEa (One -stop-shopping)”
Aoz AYAEAT v Eel FANTE TS Aut Hoomb ofd welk zhARgleY 53
4 (independence) |7 417t shalz o FHgln 2 2k Al GAe) wid 839 20t
o1l [U.S. Senate, 19773, A AGARA AL Au) 2L 8l A2 A2 28 5oz ML
sk¢ vb[Commission on Auditor's Responsibilities o] 3+ CAR, 1978].

A9ele Bl deb siA AL Qe AAA BE o] @3 724 54 (mana-
gement assertions)zl A A %l 7] % (established criteria)»} ¢} -2 % & alQ 3 B oz F2
of B FAE ARA LT £, B 2 ARG Aol ARA Qi ol frtl A AEE
HA A FAolel. TAAA’s ASOBAC, 1972]
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A A A Fasld S FAE ddl e A48H ;«m (audit benefit) v} Zhaphi 412k
Brrol glg Wl ohle} ZARSl BEY A F A4 S(audit cost)e] o Ier: AL E
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1) 1983.10 = %9] “Consultant News"gkol A A% 10w 7 21534 Fo = Big Eight CPA Firms % o] sl
FEHa g8,

2) ¢ *'JV}J o Frrabell @ W, ARl Q9§ ol BT FHETNETR) ¥ ZArdd 24 € 24T EF
Fl 3 A A3 W A38E) A&

3) S Bzl e S Ao A w=F-2o2E [Shockley, 19811, [Simunic, 19841, [Pany and Reckers, 19847 [Hg#H4~

&EH, 19871 Fol vk

A e AFE 4R e 19639 9] 157 Akl A A abEhed 1977 ol & 3,265 A AFE ol & Foiyteow, §FFAHA AL

ZEH 5 0 2 1986.7. F& Favldd L AbRE QE 2,
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A Ao 5o Aule) =g PR EE 3

2. R B WY

Aot B olalaA A Al Ba glvh A=, Tz, A=, AT Fol

15l o) BL AR olEst A -2 (conflict of interests)d ¥ ohJzl A GAE Mg o}

w2de wla) "eolx] gl (remoteness) wielA F ¥ 9 EF¥ (information

asymmetry)& 7h=3k Subol 9l o & FE3LY] 1A sl ol el A4 H404 (complexity)

oow AR Ad4AEE Agsk 4 g 5l zH:lx-Fr}(independent audit expert)
24 ) 3]4] <} (Certified Public Accountant, CPA)7} E-aFstA] = gl o

2444 = (audit service) & SEAH THOl B4 4HuY WA FEEA

#)7 % w el 2 (quality of information)-¢ sh=tsted] =&

e

=

A A ol L=y}

<
9] =4=zq) ¢ A}4E3}1A (communication process)ol gl &

AA
A 2w SA A FFAAAEs 934 BRI w4 o] A5 =) b At
ff(a public good)d 54§ 7HR22® a2 o EFA A A AS FHo] B ER ¢

- Aost s u} (market failure) W&o g A2 ¢9F =444 &4 (mandatory

T-

aadit requirement)7} A7 A =l

5171 fuEE A M (agency theory)d] Aol A mwl ZHabE Este] AR R AL wels)
© 4 A (principal, A wol &xP)o] Gl melo] [REEA (agent, ZHabel) Fgol wE vl grctn
o} Aok abehis B G/AHE (cost-benefit theorem)st F8.3F 7ol =& vl & zHAMAT
PSS P RCHS £ RS R SR o} %312 45 (level of auditor association)& 7]Fc =2 3§} A}
=g v FA]H A 7-A(full audiit), 5 (review), ) F-A Z2H4]) (compilation), AP 2
(accounting) #ul& Fo= +A4 47 3} (vertical product differentiation)dFo 24 =
Frbare] Q@A Lol bbbl Fasl el Wt HE o 2 A fre Al s &
qead Aoz APnc e AABRE AEA e HEE AL Sk A F

Q) 3|A A7k o Al a=z2) z}e]q) %3 o FAb4 s} (horizontal product differentiation)
sb o) -o5 = Aol
g s RABE Adl e A Qs gl @uditor) st a2

o] &7} (user) AFejol al41¢] %413 (discrepancy of recognition) & melz itk olAL A%

A ol @ A ol 8749 olsEFel AaA o AF 4T pada
wsg Aol gid sald Po= x &]5]1[CAR, 1978] A Tl 3AAZL vhofat Hul A
2o ZAF e galol Hx gleh 1 g3 7% 1981 WEE AR 5451409 94zt

5 D.S. Ng(l979) & 244 o 24 Ag4rh 28 &vlAo vhe H4.o 2 unobservability, non-additivity % non-
privacy & 32 v
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u kst vt A g a gl qFAH L£f FAH
2R3 F47 406 og ZaRge] shebiel Fo 2 ghafo) Al A (auditing entity) ] F4o
B ARE w9l Aol Hal ohzl AArzbal elele ofAzbAl, FlsiAlwt, AT F
of ok Fo] = EhelA] Xaheh. whEpAl R T &FY Al gel4

=A
S, sa ol sl AAN A (AL, ol Bl FRAE D] AT A5 ol
]

A

Al gedistel AbEsl e R sk Ak —‘?—91 ‘F;ﬂ"—‘] A e o] BH o2
i

7h dTel WE B He

D 592 FUSAALY A4 wEA s 4FE Ao 3 FFA A4 §
FUEE skl 2 48E (D ATEE, @ 47 () AR, @ AL, 6
71% dg] o 5T E(=2 d8 TE—pilot survey 44])ste 34 of F-3}4 3] (vertical
product differentiation)e] &t 14 =% ote} | Z/4 & AAT H 24}, BANH G, F
QALY KTy EBENS Gt AFE)

(N ZER) Ho: 241 f@ A 5o |8 1742 A48 Agdel et

H,:zbAk0l 8] SR A Eo] w3 592 241814 #gle] vr2oh

5 % AsAA FALAAE AT AN D Bo 4T A RadE TR

3) HAAA A o] S3 T4 A AAT FEA AEAH LS RAA A
b FAFAT TAAZ W) A5 L 243

4) ol W AT A3yt sHEd AS vuA EGA AN T ks
EA5La=l sh ok

% o9l 39
(1) FTAA—AFAZ Adkell gt 92 23 (F719 @ geigAztat 23
(@) FAZA—ALE WA S Tohd QA AUAY A F QLA aE @l
7 & (semi-annual review)d] A-S-A17 4 gl-&.,

3) AR —AAe, AT, SekEEold Fe Qs A5 P AAe ARIA

o

o
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D FASAL 9T FAA Gl dF AIES 241 Akl BaAE e
% oo pilot survey (R 53%) Fe2Hd @5 49 CPAYTE A
2) Z2bd] A (subjects)-2 B 1A o] 8-z} (&3, FxpAlel, =434}, 7 &),

plier of audit service)z} z]7+4}3]A}(demander of audit service) ] 37H Arto @ 31,

3) w4y AT (Questionnaire) & A (5 FZ)F, HAFRAE (sampling survey) =1 =

FxAb] g7 $Fow WE Y AFita,

4) 9 dT7FHd 7t =" B 9E A
A 374 2AGE AR dTFAASY FAAN YL AL, HESVS A Qo

ﬂ:‘
4".
4
e oe
o
e
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I. #E 9 4 47
L 2 Al 2k 78 Fa ok 5

FA 5 ube}h o] dukd o AAAME 24 a9 Fiel FEHE A A e |
Asle] =2k o] v o] o] Folxlch o]w] AlAe] el AAel, FaA Y e B A
Aol kel wie} FHo| o] FolX & el vha Aolst gdAwE ol F dele 2 EAYE A A
3 ol £-o (service)ol £ ularlxl 2 A L5t

2y AR oA o83 ASOBAC o Aol A= BokRe] 49k Ade Rl ol
235 287 Lol A 7ol AEshe AAIA R AHA Y FFE dedeld o vk 354
el e 71 AGA2 st F et ALY W AE FA FEA Fozsy sdery
AsAAAT st F e AAA AAAHE 3 ST ol Balod A3H AL AE T
AR A aeA WEs 247 st Stk

AA Fad3ddA £ o 3AZAE T, AEA Fol FAY AAYEE dux} sl o
Foll B35l ajabel 3]A1H 29 A (quality of accounting information)®-& gkaFA]| o = 44

6) slAgre Y=o David. Ng(1919)2 noise(#| zme]d 254 7H54), bias(ad <79 7454 )2 fineness
(2xubg o] BI5He A& Ex glex FASB ¢ SFAC No, 200980)¢l Al & 4@ el 8317 $1%9 4oz
relevance, reliability(neutrality £3}), comparability & 3 =k, & Sl deld AL 7o 34 7] £(1985)
A dublAo g A4, S84, To4d, HH4Y, F2Y, A4 §F 6FE dAs Yok
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719 AAA AAdE A AT e A e
A FAE A Rt o) 4 wAF 4 9lE noise, bias, finenesso] 32 ulx 4] o)
T4 kst 3A S 2 A A19E B 5, A=k YA 5 Akl a4 =)
7r o) s pA o FEe] ATFF 7HakY el vl AR Ak AFA R Al A Ea)
3 Abolel = A A 2w dL(quality differentiation)rt o H A =] zhalule 3jAle Z5-4)3)
o) A 2pFzue]l folsiAl AFYAtel W] s i AgsiA e AF AU pare 4
a7F Zu8hA =l

g FaEAdA vw A A T Gubav Ak b olwlel 2o ER e X1y [D.
Ng. 1979, pp. 107-110]

1) BZARHeMk (unobservability) —zFAHJ AbE-¢] A4 &89 &%= 7}54 (probability of
detection)2 A} vie] & FFEolAl FAatel Erb53dle

2) JEpnE M (non-additivity) —zbAb4ul 2= A2 o8 A <ol ol dte] A4S RinEge =
2 AEFTFEY Fol FLTFHFE ol FA X

3) JEfEAME(non-privacy) —zhAb ¥ vl 2= FFHRM7L ohiel 28)s] Adkff (public good)s) 7+
7e Ao A zhate Fold elgle] FH5kE AL HERAA 4 9' v £9 free-rider pro-
blem(EERHEAA) & k7| ¥t

o] 9} 248 5A Y A LAY T AEAA o] AFeA FQHA A gEte AFH 2 )}
e Foxvh Be AU 2FFe) VR dln 2 MR TFEEF ALE 9oy ®
BA o2y VAT R A 852 g8 A9 T A% gz R AL
S3 guieks 34 WA Agoeg axe] FEs] FEHA A EFF ALl vk G

#

Y

ag AP E TS A3k B4 ol Ak A, Al AurEQest doe
A, A Sl AA G Ykl Arke A 5L o4z AAHe] TFol £ $EE A
g & < 9lvh

2 BA A Fh R FASARN £ Pl 2fek AGE FelA ARAHWA o
Az Ao LasiAl A3l o} Al=(social benefit)ql 7bghell nkeF FAlxl 2 o] 5
FA o] 5 A o2 SAZALE S & @ o] 59 ¢ A S v)-E(coalition cost)
o] AFzrAplel o 8t zhAtu]&-H et v] Hof (4] free-rider problem x} d#l) 7k, ZeolwjmiE
o] FANA E o A& AAFEYE A LEA S L9 AA4 ) (market failure) &
ol vehdAl Rek sl REALle Wadel EAsE ut oldl: B3 2L wepEo]
o eh. (58, AL, 1987)

1) & &4 wlqk—market simulation

o)v FFFEA Weko A FNIL Az WAV dE dAAF) GATIS A A
2% Jyos Axsele Ao24 d4d =2 el 290 YosA WA
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2) 7473 A vlol—market stimulation

ol AL AXI A o A MYt AA A9 2JEE AAANA Ao AR
ALl § 391 A% shakelo) ot

5 A ukak FA A Selvebe “FA 3k gkatd] A W BV R ZAIEF gle) A
2o} Fhghela 1A e

7}

%

=

A =2
42l vielbe] FREA A FPse Qe FAAAAE F 1 F)6 gahd <Al ;g 3
A, 24, F8, AL, AR, dad 2e QAR IA Y AFdET 85S¢ KR ddn F
A o gnl AR FAIAARETA R 32N AL F ol FAHd oz (1) FAZAE LY
FxAazxd), (2) Al At 33, F9, Q) A AT olqk, WAy A, (@) A
1

L

ask A4l A (@A AFEA, ARAE), 6) AFdEz 5TEST Yded R AT
¢l EAql A ¥ A AT At AERA TR WSS AAEE e

)

+ B o 5 A7 FH A R)

_—Y'_
AFAADF L ADIAATA AE AFAR] 0 SARAA ST AA AL 2A, sARL B
@ AT, A ANEFE) 22 (BT )

2. wedelsiel A} —
3. APT 72 FEFY A 54 ey (T 3)
4. FA9 A
k4 7EA 5 1. A FAE WA A8 B A FAl B4 2 5% (3 F3])
2. 344 %z& A3, &
1) A=
e)) 7lﬁ °3 AAGA 71 QALTFH (AR
(2) #4344 d&ﬂsﬂrx}ﬁ ZA AARRADR g8 (AFYE)
(3) YokE=algd SekE T4k A Aty (B
(4) A7 FAY A7 FA A AARFA w29 (T 298

2) zake], W RFEE 5 53
) A q F 1. A AT A4, AE —
2. AT A 5o ] S A (AR

o] 4k o F F R T4 FAql I AFA T AL AR} MGl wldgt 719 Axk
o wEte] Ank ofefel] AEslrlE gl
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ad $iveld WA EAEE Ay el st FaAe oz vl ol v
T AEQF T TAATH R W review services o} A9 how 299 SR [ 4
199 AFAxEIe) (A5 SRl A A2 AP YA St

(3) 7IHEIEE

b 49 4

AgAtela 719 AGEEE FHor FANA} 2 FdAGA I ReR SqF
ol g 7bA zabubg ol g Ast A QA A FBAldAE AU 24, st A4k
A Q4-g A Esha ool W gl AAAE Al Tl

ols} e AlgAte 99 AGHstety Felrl e e dal 2 el e e, T

8) ¥ B AT QA AR R4, 19840k TFTAIAAY AGAkI FHUIB6)E FE Ao
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of, A4, =% 2Elm AT EE AREe TRY 4 ot X A TG 4F v
A 3-2e] Tl Bk
ohE %

1) Ade AR

o AALYAYFel o] ARLF o AYTRY WY GARTFA @) = 4
AR e HAL g W Adoed AdGAE U FALATA slelel 4ASG ATF
4.4 A4 EE s gk

2) QAT A A

ol ATEILAR ARTER 2o A4 LG ade] 97 TR ‘A
AAE Aked ol wek A4k Ao $599 4ALE FAHNAL 2L AP

ol FAYAR A st nAANRAR AYTER N FFEAA AGALEH
Anko g &3 9 G T4 Az, 29 2 W6 ool W FAL 4

ol AZFAGY AWl Al BAALTA L AYTEL A TAYA FLIAR
2ol weh A4RE Ao rA AAFAAAY BN EF ARALT) AT AE H7h

WM =2

593 FAsA L £ 2]
oz e & deom olF A B A AN se Bg Beh po) 4T 4 Yok BE E
sl Ask 2ol wFe A 2 3

| ostel 4wl Ed FAldez mas)

9) SSARS o] A = o} 8ol = Compilation Services o] wlélel Abalsl FA & 9 &ul, ¢l A-L Accounting Services$}
st as JEAMAK FdA Aud dFdsty AFAZE 48 FE ‘d-ri*i da FAFAANL FAAA o
Lcng AR EE 49 U5 F95 3 G T 12 Edd 24 E 53§ shAh
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B A zhAR) -9 Abd stel = FEN EE 11

7 WA 9 3 FHA AN F A A3

Auditing Services 1. Reports F/S-GAAP SAS(AICPA-ASB)

2. Special Report
(1) non-GAAP 71 E7A (A%, 28 %)
(2) EAFEA (2], 3l 5
(3) Compliance report(A}##] ¢f &)

3. Reports on Personal F/S

4. Reports on Internal Control

-

Review Services 1. EAAGY ST SAS
2, WEAAGE AFAR SSARS(Accounting & Review Ser-
vices Committee)
3. A Fol & Forecast Guide(Financial Forecasts
& Projections Task Force)
Accounting Services 1. -EM71d9 zapnjg F/S SAS

9. ulZsh7] 9 A F-A] 224 (Compilation) SSARS
[Kell, Boynton, and Ziegler, 1986, Ch. 17~18% A2 4]

(2) Review Services
7B 9 4
review services = u]z-Ab3| Abe} A HEHF gl Bl FY g6l Hgahe] 314 ARl A AL

ARural Al 2$ 4du] 22 4] (SAS No.24 Aol &= limited review g}z 3 ol-5) GAASH o3 A
Q

SrzRAR(full audit)7b ol o A=k e ALY el o3 A 2-41 AL FE= T4, 259
Az7b ARy BAE AR b = AS T9A g A 5 Aaakaber vE kA 5
212~ 7}A o}

) A TR el g review'”
1) AR w2 |
Z7}#] 54 » (interim financial information, IFD)&} 3+ #Al7] 0w A F4bed, 73l 45 al
A FAFe A Fol] W3 TR E wele Ao R4, o €Y, F71d mh wlEE F4HA
= gxig AFARY 5 93z %A TARY FE ¢l clTAPB Opinion No, 28, 1973].
2) IFI review & A &
A7 od 8] B A A = A FAAEY FTad-sAbetdl A7 AL

b, o]AreE-& wAlshy] HT T4 A&

e
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X
L
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o
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>
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fri
42,
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C. TITE

f. GAAP £4e] 3, 95 2 A4 AEFT, 9 ARl A AR EAAY
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of

10) “E74 7] o (public entity)oleh ¥-& F= @afizlal sl FrFFHAs] SHA ol FAOTCOA o4 A sz gl
-8 wrsbed, 2819 714 & 6 FA 7] o) (nonpublic entity)e]zl geh,
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3) IFI review 2} = 34

5 wnAdi e Age] aFsolok @uh

a. % review 7} Z# review J1 F A o) w2}k R A4

b. review = IFI ¢&] =3

c. A8H IFI review L8] A4

d. review & A7 (AzHAtel = F 7bA £3)
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7y 57 Boll ol review report & RS- ofzfel] A4 e}

We have made a review of [describe the information or statements reviewed] of ABC
‘Company and consolidated subsidiaries as of September 30, 19X 1, and for the three-month
and nine-month periods then ended, in accoradance with standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. A review of interim financial infor-
mation consists principally of obtaining an understanding of the system for the prepara-
tion of interim financial information, applying analytical review procedures to financial
data, and making inquiries of persons responsible for financial and accounting matters.
It is substantially less in scope than an examination in accordance with generally accepted
auditing standards, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion regarding the
financial statements taken as a whole. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.
Based on our review, we are not aware of any material modificaton that should be made
to the accompanying financial information (or statements) for them to be in conformity

with generally accepted accounting principles.

ACCOUNTANT'S REPORT ON REVIEW OF INTERIM FINANCIAL
INFORMATION FOR A PUBLIC ENTITY. (Source: ASB, AU 722, 18.)

o) 8l EAs Y A FAEe i g review
v ZA 78 FAATAR B ot AAATAZE review st A$ 1 A3 B4
- 8] FAH7 Y IF] review o} wiz] = A5k oh-5-8) "ol A 29k ©h2H[SSARS No. 1 para. 4].
(D AFAZAAY7IEe] GAAP ob 71eb =234 7@ 27E 5)d A+= vt
(2 A HFASA G WFo] A AR5} A9 AAAY ATE F
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Al zhabd o A sl it HEH L& 13

27 ot et
(3) RoAdA “AFAZL BE JryE G} AAR Aok & Fobslok o
(4) AFA LY 7 dHAelAo & “3A ALY review report AE el FTE T A Aok et
Anz w]FH7l g AFA|Fell ol g review report o A LG o] A4k

I [We] have reviewed the accompanying balance sheet of XYZ Company as of
December 31, 19XX, and the related statements of income, retained earnings, and changes
in financial position for the year then ended, in accordance with standards established by
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. All information included in these
financial statements is the representation of the management [owners] of XYZ Company.

A review consists of inquiries of company personnel and analytical procedures applied
to financial data. It is substantially less in scope than an examination in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion
regarding the financial statements taken as a whole. Accordingly, I [We] do not express
such an opinion. Based on my[our] review, I am [we are] not aware of any material
modifications that should be made to the accompanying financial statements in order for

them to bz in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles.

ACCOUNTANT'S REPORT ON REVIEW OF INTERIM FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
FOR A NON-PUBLIC ENTITY. (SOURCE: SSARS No. 1, para. 35.)

2}) A Foll Zo o] 3 review

1) AFd Folat?

A G e nlel —f#f B Fo7bEeke AT, G4 ¥ AT FA A A
A 5224, o AdAbEel WAL Eo g Aesgtort HATEe] A4 ol
wbat g 2 A A ARA o] ol Fof st o]el 8] o] 225 Z&A ¥ = 7 84 He|x 9l t}[Forecast Guide,
19801.

2) A Fol] & review o Fx]

A% 2 roview £ H4H 234& we 2L okl Age ARG e Aol

a. ¥ cl o]l AYA P& AR A A=A A1

b, & ol Fe] d /79 G A FAIZ AL AR Ay s wlel 24 F

g o
c. ZANAA dF9 A x7F HeleA 4%
3) 4843

& review A xje} A8 zhe| AEI FHx

o)

)

AEE F4lo] Hnl ol AGAAzre] el
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1 BREBWER

3 ZAMA A AL H4 g Avte ASAE A AFa)of g

4) BaA

A Foll Zoff ¥ review report o & ofel ARgFo] whAof ek,

a. 34 nY BA% 2 WE

b. review 7} AICPA o] sted A Fo| F review A 1VE F4sle] Falmdodes AJdz =
review 2] 47

c. A BadaFy WA dste] nnAg FATE A ' ¥

d. % AFo)Zo] Az AICPA Aalel Eitete] AAHYEx o3 ZAAR] AQ
d&d] FeA TAE AFGHL QA A% A HAAY F

e. dl% A3k FIA Aol T AET

dn2 Aol Hol oie review report 8 R BL ofzlel A ek,

Ve AH g

The accompanying forecast balance sheet, statements of income, retained earnings, and
changes in financial position, and summary of significant forecast assumptions of XYZ
Company as of December 31, 19XX, and for the year then ending, is management's esti-
mate of the most probable financial position for the forecast period. Accordingly, the
forecast reflects management's judgement, based on present circumstances, of the most
likely set of conditions and its most likely course of action.

We have made a review of the financial forecast in accordance with applicable guide-
lines for a review of a financial forecast established by the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants. Our review included procedures to evaluate both the assumptions used
by management and the preparation and presentation of the forecast. We have no respo-
nsibility to update this report for events and circumstances occurring after the date of
this report.

Based on our review, we believe that the accompanying financial forecast is presented
in conformity with applicable guidelines, for presentation of a financial forecast establi-
shed by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We believe that the un-
derlying assumptions provide a reasonable basis for management’'s forecast. However, some
assumptions inevitably will not make realize and unanticipated events and circumstances
may occur; therefore, the actual results achieved during the forecast period will vary
from the forecast, and the variations may be material.

STANDARD REPORT ON REVIW OF A FINANCIAL FORECAST.
(Source: Forecast Guide, p.22.)

11> Forecast Guide o] 4 & 2 §-s} 324 & 914} 1039 23] (Ten Guidelines)-® %3 32 gl = (Forecast Guide, p, 47)..
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BA zbabed -9 A el Fg REW 8 15

Ch & &2

MM =

Qo] YIAE FAAAA dFIAL A, FGAE, AT 59 3
on} ohuk AT el Al REHET ATl AP} 9 e glol A vlFuns 97
Jeb AEe 0% FAshe,

o] F Z2HH ATk Aus e AL Heldhd gl 2eh

K

T £ WA o F u]

AzrAsd®E 1 FEAAg g7 24
2. ALY zba} Fol AR A Sele A3 B AT ES AAAAAE
3 zhak 2, kAR 2

3. Adse AEzgddl o tmyel 4t
4. F4794 5254548 s Ex15] 49 g4t
5. AEAUNLY 7
6. =52 93 »=F2F B4
7. Askddal QxALPE Shwka e g4y
Z2AZAGF 1. FLAFA T T 24 Z7A FAE R4S
2 A F L AFARY 24
2. A Fol BF 24
3. AlFol g glak
4. A T (AFLE, A=, 4g )
5. FARE, Adad, A, 2AAF T4
A8 FEA GRS, dE LA m:] 1986.
WA zEAre] BRSPS, dE54 74] | ll, 1986,
*li“k‘d 28] Hagandd Ty U B Abd g2, 1980.
Al Fr4Y HuFw A ‘z‘ i%, o B el 2bed 3131, 1980,

(2) HRLAIY SU2A
Qe Ay i 1950 SAAR G At A Aol g LA A

<

AAE FEA o b A EAAE Adeigom, 19573 shAok A 4e e Sl Ax
2kl A4 E O FakahE ATEAR AR g e, 2F 196534 o 28] Ayt B
AEApE o] A EEE L BA S Ao] AT Aok A% (consistencym Aol Wak AA4E 2

A
vk oA A stEE To g osuy zhe el R AjdEhgo P
o] HE Szt WA FRANA A wteb AAE A k]
ol Aol = AT Ee] g FAAARA FbA A E24E

A4, 3, B 5 PebA gz APEY, AE Soe A AT F

12 CREHERGHIR S, MRAEELCHT BA BEEC 0 SRERERE, Gt v—F v (1985, 9), pp.37~8,
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(3 #H29 =8
v 32 19864 549
et & 4l ohd ‘3 -
HAZARRL S HEE A9 A HA), #HAL

Ay AR L BEITA £ ALl

% sbd Aekg Aed wnm wes) gk

Oh w4 A Aakal g g g QA g FASe fislzA A8F 35,0000
Aol B FAFY ool ol 4ql FABAG ALF 19 o4 e FAFA 109
oldel fslbe ARz 248 B god o woh

() A7 BA 2418 24 tslabeg A 2R B S AN Aese A AR
AN 4o don QA % AL ZAoR dd, 1 Wi 4%
3= Az o] Fulsel g 2, ALY ARl wlshe) 7o) A AL (=}
AR A A4 ek ()3 b A%l glel AT (A

24

=1
AAGE) o] 7 LA SRR A 3, ﬂaﬂ/l} L
% A

(=) A3h: 24 AA2AL 23, 4% 223 A$A T, 44, 430, H ol
A3 Py 4 A5 4— govl, AAARsE ARe A%, FAE e Aed ¥ AA A

B2E aFabe el Y A44e e AMRE 24t 49F QAT
) 24908 H 24l 24E Fobed Aol T HAAFIS oAl Ao 25}

Mg, EAQY A (FE AT, A AT,
AFALY 24, AL A FL T AE L EE AADDS AAGT, T IA
& MhaAs 2o yqez o3

(h) 2AbQle A - g 240 2l BA AR FAAAL, A, SAANL B A
EARR e, el Al sigbabalabe oAbt AgalE AR F ek

Ma} G AR ool W A bel = FEE(ETE S48 Ao AFAEL te
AT Az G Fol BNA A NS 2T AAARAE] AelE ARFEE

4 T-ﬂé}z}% ABE lete s AARg ot 58 sA2AL T AA [RAAEAL obd

1) BHE BFD, @ik ARATHEKESR F B 1986 7 (Vol.38, No.7), pp. 61~64,
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3 A zhabd 9] abd Ele] 2 HHW HE 17

AR @F AT 22 9l 2442 44 B AR HAT Tl &
15t %9 59 Al A L& FUAAARH AL o] & el A ARE YFE Atz
Ak ek obA 7R 2abel A} WA Fol T3

e Ba sS4 FEAR AR AA 7
Sl 2 ol RAA M WA 2 S4ol YgdlE BTehm ds9sh el Az
AA Yol & JTAA4E B e AL
chepsrh Lashohe Q4dA 20T B
A AdE Aoz nold oPun ]
=T s e

2 AT FARL A gAY T Apgshed whobA| R ok e] Al EAbd 2h(product differentia-
tion)el] 4 Wol - AMd oz “FlslA At Al Fee dF T F99 2Ad 449 o F(aud-
ting & accounting services) & A Zzlz 4 Mo L8 2E35te] 4l wld 0 E S
27| 23 st AR geleln A9 4 gl on, o]k vha] 423 j}b‘éi}(horizontal differ
entiation)e} === 2} 3} (vertical differentiation)?] F71x 43 o8 V% <= oo} A=kl
KA ERbe Al 23 Aezh g F-9 AA 2HE3bE weld sl zhabAl ke ofE)
o] Zhabel 7k Wge(audit price) 2ol 24 “FRlbslcl. 3 FAl WEA EFHELE A
o AA Aol me{ el glo] Zakele] Aqlieta)l BQIA L Fof whel A FE AFEEel
= AL "ebe, 2 A5 T SREE 2gvh vE2A AR

Sevebe] Aw AR AT el g ube CFAIAARSTAYE TR e
2 Aol "delng oA spdstucke A4 Adste gAvt oS et e 53
=i oglet shyleh

ZAAbd 74 Aol g QT 94 @A 2t fEY R 2R ¢ Yded Arl4e

L
44 98 BAE AGHDD L =8 24 $94 Pl Bl AEN w2

o

o
£

7t. Pany 2} Smith o] o3

K. Pany ¢} C.H. Smith(1982)= zF2}q1 9] adeld 7} o] gt o] o] A3 xeo] 3t o] x|

14) &8, POEREERC 2T3, —o07S s, ARFHEE, @i, 21318 4350987, 3), pp.323~36. HK
AW LGS, Wk - HREGE XERRT #T5 R, |iHQ987. 1D, pp.57~60.

12) =34 apEEE o E =8+ Simunic(1980), Shockley and Holt(1986) F-o] ¢l ol patelzb 1 2 2bo] Kol
Hebe] Abuksl AES Wela g,
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ZAFeg et
S uE FAN A 5 TR EFEE 57HY AFEAAE 2ANAeR 65
A ATt FEAFE BATYRY AFsE ¢n, SYASE
1) zAtelo] atzdgey (form of auditor association)
] F-31-3 (no auditor association) ,
(2) LA RF Haju]|B T4 0 2 7] A (year-end review of quarterly information through
footnote)
(3) A Ag B 7 E (quarterly review of quarterly information with a disclaimer of
opinion)
(4) H-714 A7+ (quarterly audit)
2) A ByH Heol HErY

(D) A &3t A9

(2) ¥ gt F5 3T A S
3) Bl o Abx|ete] AR
(D dldue e A%
(2) ol Abel 2ol 7%
(3) dl Ayt 25 29
E 7F Tsle 4x2x3 ANOVA((analysis of variance) Test & = 835te] 4% 24319t}

2
1
-
;uhL
rfu
rlo
2
2
o
e
2,
oo
M
2L
rr
LR
™
>
rO
-{u
O

SE 7S 19 D—)Iek BB 359 zatel
IR s “‘FEﬁOI ‘I“Eé ovml Agl o, o zaal AAGedel web A WY Al

1 AR $ D—@3e Aarak 9 D—@Iz Al
Bz z}o] 7t 2 ube 1ol =) 5ol o sl = ¥ xjo] = °1l”<—1“3]—2] e gl e 4] «1. S

7
= 7k9] AbZ k8- 3} (interaction effects)= BEAl A oz F9 o] glooh

>

it Arnold ¢} Diamond g} o3

Jerry L. Arnold ¢ Michael A. Diamond(1981) & ¢ Z7l7 oo A L5 Tl 374 44 o
el R BAbel 2 A, b 9 Bl EE 24 e ek

o] o= 58] 1979 FE 5l AICPA Statement on Standards for Accounting and
Review Services(SSARS) No.1 “Compilation and Review of Financial Statements”¢] 4%
Aol AT o9 shealnal sk FAd SAE g

F AT FeEAE

(1) audit 3} review W x| compilation 7}¢] o] o] 5 e =2

(2) MulzAdele] gL vAE 24E2
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A AR 5o Abg sl Aek iR BE 19

(3) 2% Hu 2 #8d wanE?

(4) 25 Aulze A zA ] A3t 3|A Aok L3P 1422
Tolglon, dFui o A A 4kel 2YPAE Al es AdEAE UE it o,
ol & 727t Y, oAb R A E43 23k FUIA L 152 SSARS No.18] 353 of
718 7]9de] Audit—review o]-Fo] ¢lgl o v} v] @& <} nonaudit—review =] audit o &

ol-Egt o 4] Aubd o B service 7} A drim wmslech m=E ZF Wu] A9 wl Lo 4

32

= (1) compilation without disclosures— (2) compilation with disclosures— (3) review-»(4)
audit o] o8 Falr| 7] wo] £ 05 E Aeow el Td E RFATN o]l E oA
# 9o Aukx oz SSARS No, 19 ZHE 4 gAzke] AA}d) ol yheby A= o el
] W Y25 3Al Al SSARS No.19] 98 =rbm ¥4 that unaudit 8} com-
pilation @ review o Fulo] ojyfrz Fur] Wats] THIE z2heje] Uyl n NG e
ZAGA 75t nR)E she Hul s A JEgd vl g4 AEHY AELAEEETE
oA o] FEFRY) A FHAATAY I ) P4 WHE Feq 47 ol el Aok
AEANA FEAELALE ofdl Abhe A skx gleh
A, AA AN AE ALt B Aol AR Aul2E AT A,
S, 3)AlAE 2ol Al unaudited services ¢ 2&uv] & w482 EE compilation, review
1e] 1 audit o] w3F o] E A I A
Ad, 3AAFRAE £45 CPA 2 sty v N7 QElA 4o R (unaudited) = <18} ¢

- e

Fose a0 AddTFast FRAT G T8N S ekl @@ A nA Bg
afako R oY ghae 47 o (auditee) & A%, %, FAFEAA APEE, Aehgcdoz
FIEF B A =LY Aol Afzlel Az A e -BEFE (information asymmetry) o)
a7l Slel S alsh S agh o) =
Aadew shapaelel abd ek A Y Ao i
Sk g AR stnddl 918 A0 SRAL St dakol AR AL st
G, Fae Aol HAA LY v)E] WA Ld4b vl A& wlmelH o F (uninten-
tional error) & A|Ast7] 13+ FAol A FAzEASE "agiol o] & 7198 WAk ] okgd
BAAA o] F HFAARA BF WAL A2 st dor, b YL 3
Zold 9x sromz ATAAE AGehd FAFAAA v wn Aol e W g
| S kol A e 9 M 28 cherslE aFele o

53] Fapel AursEulazh ek Welo] gt oF 704 Helw i AW

h\l

I II
of
R
e
el
N
2
2
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Arekste ebgak 28 Al AR gRabras] Zgkelg
A, vhekat A e 28 FHE AAlA ez FETg
A Al 25l o] ol akalh FdMAlel AL BAFR 4 n] 2ok HAAR, THAR(F A} B
AL ), AR, AF-2A, Adsd T4 wEAFAM 22 TRt
A, TR vhoFt A a2 F ghabai ] R4l el Gell wle A 2] o o] 534 3} (vertical

audit service differentiation)Z a§gte}, ol 7] A ALEY A T 27 ~>§I A A 2 AA A=A

oA 4 0 glol BALIAN TGkt oA
o374 o F idea § odo] o] & AE P | BHOE Fel YT H FAzAL

s i
E FH2= & Ak T Ak A chekabel] A3 HEWREE SR sheleh

7h. 7Hdel ddar W2l Hel

1) 7Hde] Md
G A Qg Azl o) A A
kA Alx 9 F3lad ol A A= 3 oulel o] 3AALY] =al A = (level of association)el] w}-

2t 2 e Ak AR, sldAlk, A, A9 Sog el Aleh oA it
A 2o Aol 7k A o Fel Ml o] AAFA ofx gl ol F 4FHoE Il
22} ol of 22 A S A et ek
Hy' : 5 A AL e A 5ol wieb d54d 2 A ztel 7 ¢let
Ho': S AARS] e 5o abet o 2 A dxtel st gleh
() ol#isiAl 2 Awkzkel Q4 Apojol #A3} A
A AL A delshe dFd e AT el = o8 A gleh 2 ol s AbAl 2 vk

Al A “abAb el 278l W elE “TAHAA] BE A8 AR B SAAAQAAS A F2Y A 2
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Az o Adstel BE WEW LE 21

AR, 312FAEE AL, A Bol g2 ol & g FAbelel Fodl AITE WAL z4laly A
AAEE Q4] lol A “FalslAlAbe Amdale] glewd 25 AMAAE 3 Aoz mop
of getam FAE AlgH(FR FRNEANF)E Ydn L& “FQHA e A dalel gt

A 4¢P dREH Y AAETI dod AYAES} g2 F4eE Apgh(F

!
£ (user)d= dFH 2 (3) Akl (auditor) & A FPew 2 44k zol7} x| & slda

| Ho s AHASA FEAE AAUA AYE A4 AL B,
U, : s\7bap2) A1) gz 2a o) SR 46 Holsk gk

, Hi 22 elgAk 4THE AL AYS QA Aol glek

Tl nnd 0429 WFue 24 AR Q46 Felsk et

;) (T AU EAUNRE A HYE L4 Aol ok

HeogbAple) 24 9u 82 giael A Qe Aols} glu,
A AR sk 24H A4E e 2ol 34 7H53F S0 2 HE (operationalization)
of W 4T T

Aole] EEm [FAAAANY 5 FASANG Y (RT3
g4 490z o, Tael Be AR Fele] wede o

0

=
Aokt AL WEAY ZuleA WA Ao
%% Likert 5-point scale o &7 g}od 1™ 2b) 4] 2] —r} 44l 2]

2t T2t o
aelm FAlA A A A4 e ol SN QFF Fo3a’ Y gtae] Badh zhae
g AIFEE 4T BAARA Br 2 4R Ty

17) Scale pointe] A4 5o Wl 34 Slelwl 2 o)) A$-s) vjmsld 2P ET A EdeA & Aol ¢
e oA A 27 glvk (R.W. Lissitz and S.B. Green, “Effect of the Number of Scale Points on Reliability:
A Monte Carlo Approach,” Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol.60, No,1(1975) p.12 #=).
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L 28 dED X245 gy

(1) 3EdH
3258 RAthe] Héle] TR E(sampling frame)s} TR}y o
GF) 2aAo]l $xbAwtL 1987, 1. 1 &4 AT ZA =
2 (528 A9, Auked =2F) 18744}

FH 34} 25
B 3] 19
F-2}4] 53] A} 4
=}, 2234} 47
A7 (AR 7)) 4

A 1A g 22ER G
A5 zhekdtd 100% Z#HREE = stg =,
() S| A 1987, 1. 1 & SUA5AY Mozt agel jo2 &tnd, 3jate] =
71E i Ed ot A AL R E sheshAnl [543 41 o fabate] A 519 AP Fa
AAEd FRE /T eR Hdetgcth

™

ZRAEEN 1,000 8] ol ARl 141%) 263 7 A}
1,000 44 vk 70 4] ol (M 2A413) 1,597
o9 olak(A] 341%) 1,405

A 3,265 M A%
TEER 35 A3 #HEd »i#lgt Bt =142 5359 (Proportionate stratified systematic
Fan
7}

sampling) & 4H-&, AFA 90% A=kl 26,160,141 A0, A 3270 AE mioz F3elyg

om,

() A lA R 1987.3.31 @A Tl 34 A28 (3w 38 A 2 HETA A A}
1,412 7 (B1A ¥ Q&< 1,1857, IEs|Al ATt 1795, 7ol 489)4 T H-E=R 3}
5 dulFAbe) oA wheslAl A F%4 (simple systematic sampling)-& 483l 10%2 4+3)
e UTH & ZEo R FEIY

(2) x2Sy
v 24k d44, A8 574, A dEsbed, $EEEY A3y 54 nest

o] of w] 22} (pilot survey)& ’9_45]‘

@ AEAY Fabg A ALELRA o g}, sl ) ez el A4sE 3
ozt gl kel & shelstazt 1. (Uubashul weleba [, (Zo)slAlAbR £726 23 A4
b M. (Zhabsd Fab s} gl AP S TFom Adsle on,
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(3) Wit (pre-testing) & E5ted W29 e}e4) (content validity)$ ol 2% UEA E
AE, +4T F
@ AEAE Q50

Ch 249
(1) E:hfcatatr
DubAbgrel o7 AmERfy k224 (demographic data analysis) & 4|5}z,
(2) sHe Melyd U elgtMo] HE
h AEAA 4] A4S AES] Y5 ARy —E R (internal consistency reliability)
3] Cronbach’s alpha test & &},
() R Z2EME (construct validity)e] A &5 )3 EES#H7 (factor analysis)-&- ] 3 3}tc},
(3) BRel #Hw (hypotheses testing)
(7b) HEHAADA A 1% 254 alpha=0.052 3}
(W) EHMA RS spobélr] 218t Kolmogorov-Smirnov Goodness of Fit test B 41|+ 3
() Al AN A wkzke] F4 4 Aol -7 AEE 8 A-FR 2] S5l non-metric scale
olm g Zw JERHEHG (non-parametric statistics) & AMEEU] = by Auldo el ohysk
2479 (¢f] —multiple discriminant analysis)-2- =-838l3 Ay eEd sl clady iy
(¢l —Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA)& A-L35te 74343
(2h) 280 544 o] 45 |k 744 AH-L Breakdown(SPSS/PC+4F Means) 718 &

o143l AA DL
2. BAA 45t o4

7t HEX|Q| sz} 3|4+

AE9) i xo) sy F-S aokibd ofel Zel Zeh

7243 AH( 1) AaAelg= (1) kel () ]
25 (A) 327 A Ab 117 A 2} 147 % 591
E(B) 19 1 -~ 20
W 24(C)(=A-B) 308 116 147 571
322 (D) 47 30 83 160
# 44 (D/C) 15.3% 25.9% 56.5% 28.0%

EEE o] 15.3%~56.5%0°1 ZAL 4= vk B4l o] FAHERE AR ) SwiAt
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4 REBWXE

o) REIEE A4 A ohesk dgkek

Ll MESEXe =28

(1) BZALEIAIDLE

T v T = & = 3 %
A A & o
A H) % 7 9 <4 - %+
70494 vink 14 7] A} 31.2% 1,405 A4 4F 43.0%
70~1000 9 ¢ ==k 22 48.8 1,597 48.9
1000 4 81 o] 4k 9 20.0 263 8.1
#) 45 A A} 100% 3,265 74 A 100.0%
(missing: 2)
(2) H3A 0| BXI2E
< % ¥ o R 2 A =t
4 %
71 5 u) + 71 q T ¥ £
2 3 10 7 24 34.5% 18 A AF 15.4%
s = 3 2F 7 24.1 25 21.4
F 2 A & 3 4 1 3.5 4 3.4
¥ 3 3 A} 2 6.9 19 16.2
| R 7 % 2 6.9 4 3.4
S 2. 7 24.1 47 40.2
A 29 100.0% 117 100.0%
- (missing: 1) - -
(3) ARl 08
T " T x ¥ = A =
2 A ¥ o
3 A 45 u] £ & A A5 H) %
3 A u al 724 87.8% 1,185 9 83.9%
I 6 7.3 179 12.7
Ao 3 A u 4 4.9 48 3.4
A 82 100.0% 1,412 100. 0%
(missing: 1)
o] Azt zro] Z oM R 34E TRL sxAew FEAE EHIPAak #HAE W EshE vl
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S|A 7EAb] F-9 v sle I WEM BE 25

Ch &gel Alzlgn elery

(7F) Al2 M (reliability) HE
239 Afgelnt 241 A5ty A4, A2h54, 45 AAE Adezd FU@

ELN

Mol dted 242 HEIUE o wAAA 237t Q2SS to] FAda FHge QL s

¥ ALHAE FH3E whele (1) testretesty], (2) Cronbach's alpha 4|4, (3)
Spearman-Brown A 5= (split-half)¥] F-o] gl o} & o Fo] 4& Cronbach's alpha A 4= (o)
¥l internal consistency reliability)'®-& o] 83}e] A E &}y & &hod o},

1) 334} 2 F7-Hol| 33 AFsF(4FX] Section [)9 434

(35 £ [-Dol A 2 ule} 7o) alpha=0.30763 o] x| ak X16(& A S 2 41 4], 4]), X19
AFE4), X2l F2R34140) 8 A E3bo] o3 2532 corrected item-total AbslA 7} U
o]2g ol & AAHREL 749 alpha & 72k 0.32432, 0.37589, 0.32726 &8 AF5slA =Hveh wl
ehA X16, X19, X219 A Fa& EHA A2 772 st

2) 72kl FAg sk B AFsH(A A Section T)8 4124

3l AEA A missing o] e X26-X37 -4 A YAz A4 AEE g Aa (BB s
[-2)dl 4 23 uhe} 7o) alpha=0.17321 ol givh. 223 lof7] A1 X43(zHAFele] A ol e])el
of 5kod &= corrected item-total A43dAl F7b [Bol =g o] A]A -2 72 alpha 0.30003] =
A3 He whebA X43 Bare 264 A9 A7 2 g e

(Lh) Etdd (validity) HE

239 whebgelzl a1z} ok Adelv 444 ATe 2RAYLAL e oA
AAA 25ek A= Aotk o]Ad = Hslubgdl wel content validity, criterion-rela-
ted validity, construct validity &] A 7}x|7} gl 3=u| validity 3= oy o 7 37lulale] 5 A
- construct validity 24 o] 2 #7817 18 whal = (1) multitrait-multimethod matrix
¢} (2) factor analysis 7} gl ot B of ol 4 & Fx}ql factor analysis(g.elB4u])L o] .23}
71 2 skl et

1) A4} A FFRel| a3k 23} (Section 1)) ElwA]

A FA AL X8-X24 9] 177 W (BE F [-3pe] Jelyd vlel o] Eigen value 7} 1 of
AFel 6748 Factor 2 vebykow (gL 59.8%) o] &= AFXAF Z Baks] <ol olxsla

jis

[
Za
0 2
F.N. Kerlinger, Foundatlons of Behavioral Research, Helt, Rinehart and Winston, 3rd ed. (1986), pp. 408~
13. 8 L. Cronbach, “Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests,” Psychometrika 16(1951) pp.
297~334,

18) Cronbach’s alpha———é—(l— kg Eg 0,2 F 44 o2 7 FFEe A

— 129 —



26 BEBRHZR

91t} (7 Factor 9] o].2-& structure matrix 4 factor loading’>0.4¢ W45 2¢oz A=
¢ 7b5) ol & Structure Matrix o] 4 35 AR A3t s & W= SME ge
Hog veht 7l AdTAA elbdAol A" sl

2) ZhAbd a3l 33t A8k (Section M) E}A

AEA A} X25-X47 9} 2370 AFE (45 £ -6 vephd vhs} o] A Eigen value 7}
10]4kql 8714 Factor & 2¢= gl (U992 68.2%), o1& A-FA4e T3 779} A2

3ol A 8] A Zzhe} AFERge 22509 AR sz = Structure Matrix A AR w v
A7t glo] AdetdAdmaA astatn & 4 e

)
f-

2l B2=o| EERY HE

J

£ AEAY £33 AT §AALY ASEASAN AT W38~ W A
€ HHERER 2FE A9 £33 okl A FTEEAA 45 detrr] 984 Kolmogorov-
‘Smirnov B ¥ % 73 (goodness of fit test) L Psled m gk}, 19
Group I (Client), Group J (User), Group I (CPA) ®% two-tailed test 3t A3z} vj B2
8 Pgrol B4 #94F 0.05 2k FobA (SPSS/PC* Astd3]) ‘Ho: Fola ke
FEE OV E FATLEA ATRIANE 45T + 99k A4 WAL et B
ol A= FEREEL TS o] E5lrl = sty et

N

ot 7ML st H4d

(1) SAMLTE MARIO|0 BEt THQ| test

A7 A AAstaat sh e gk 2

Hy : 3A AL A 5o wet 59 Adatelst et

HY 3A A fa Aol steb QR A gdstel st oot

GA A AAelA R ubeh ol ‘HA ALY ARAEA =2 JFTE L Y [3lA
AHd g3t Fié‘—v‘f*éj%gl ATTEE 486t SARA—IAARA ALY ALY For
T F E A AL Eiow Adst A yehgeh

) AP S 2R 5 3

TZEAbsh A 8 2ol & o BA A=t Fgol datd (APUE :X8) A 2Fel A
e AR 2 Aden B Asrt dEAYH(T1.7%).

19) Y& Kolmogorov-Smirnov ,ﬁAfﬁ‘tﬁﬁ° ordinal =& metric data o] wiald 24rl gzl & sial A-EEe]of
(R 3o &3 A% o358 Lilliefors test 7} o] 29]) 2 nominal data$] W Z 2] &0]% Chi-
square goodness of fit test J;‘_b]--‘f:— o FJ&sietn st 2hE REe ASAdE AA3dz Yok, W.]. Conover,
Practical Nonparametric Statistics, 2nd ed. 1980714 4~8], SPSS & o143t FAl<l2 34, wrgal, 1987 pp.
463~4s] 4 Aol
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ZFAE=3+4 (6.9%)
A>3 L7 §.
AA<AE  (18.2% ]

ra7ct ‘(3. 1%)

oy T sk Sue] 7 ol 3 AR(X10)d] St AAETHel 2 =2 ¢z 99l

(AR >FH —40.3%, ZRA<LETE -21.7%)

v ‘A A

ra)Al4te A5 ‘A o A3t 4L of YA shirvkis FF XD A3 S o
4 EBA ggsdl, AxelE A A 4F2 ¥ AN B gle] By HRg BH
FAe] AF WM A Hg3 oz ebyte

ECb! (17.0%) |

A T34 (16.4%) |

71 el 2] + A 554 (39.6%)

S4gPAL (15.7%) | T

) A o sy

reddgoz 3AA7F st e 7194t 424E Fodeoz R gX24)E £3d osh
o A 2Fd ARAE 2atAH o AGIR HYRE(41.7%) el B o] B zhalAql o]
22 R ANE 7L ug2 Jelytd

24937 (41.7%) |
A i 3+ AF ‘ (5.8%

oF 4 7+ A} (35.9%) |

AR g 167% |

22} ol & dl4f group W2 BA# w w34 ol gt groupst 9134454 group & o
Az AdEAR nAa(56.7% 9 45.7%) 7rAkel group & ek zhabd o Em qlAEl A
(46.3%)0] |4l AlAske Wk 2ok

o] A& 2E7F EA Yo Ho) o3+ Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA o] &% wlx p-value
7} 0.0491 24 ¥ 43 0.054 4 AF448-& #HEL A group Fke] §oHql o4 Folsf
g0l FAACR AFALUAE & 4 Akl & 2=)
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Kruskal-Wallis 1-way ANOVA

X 24
by X 1
Mean Rank Cases
72.77 46 X1=1(343 4D
66. 42 30 X1=2(m3A o] &=p)
86.32 80 X1=3(ztA}4l)
156 Total
Corrected for Ties
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
156 5.2857 0712 6. 0296 . 0491

B 4FAEY A AAFEY A
4 ez aalel Aok & Al HES A nuAs A4 WA o] gAe] Feshe A
&) 4%.02 Likert 8| 5-point scale & o] 33l FALA (O)—rhe¥al (D—2F @)—
Q

443 )—SAAHWR EFEE @ A g o

HFTAEH R LI
A 1 A & 2.763 5] Al 7 A}
A 2 A = 2.640 3] Al A
A 3 oA = 2.477 314 4 H(MAS %)
A 4 A = 2.592 A4 el (g A )
A 5 A & 2.522 A - el

Z 9 AFLFE ALY Aglel 2t Al4-5A S A 3A SR} Aglel o A ket
He SFabEe] el (MY 58—Hp X25)0] IAARLFFAY 578 402 9
Aol 7181 Aoz wolH L Ask &5 MASH] sl 3A1¢) ok Faek 71 2 sk (] 4 A

)3 AT Ele ok AFZAAAGE 5AF) Sl o 2 AAe gt d d4 e

(2) ojsHEATELZIAl QIAIRtO]Of Bt 7HM O] test

A7lell A AT shd-e ) e
Hyy 2 o) @l sikAl 2p4] vbzbell 2hAbele] Al A = ol are] Abelzh glel.
Hy, 2 o) &) abAl 2R3l ik zbel] zhabele] Aol = ql 44 2belsh olch.

o
2 ol A AR mhabel o “E]A Abe] AR rale] Qe I elw ol FekE AP st Tt



B A zhabed 59 Apd sl e HEE BE 29

9o m “sAl Ak Amule]l QeThE AR Sld) Akt AAEH Y AP LTI Yo
M)A Es vhed” Foz gAel TE vk ole) wiEtd 2F2 A4 FLAY e Wi
A4 L AN

b b eREA A 71 el A3 AA

£ o148 FYAFE S DA A plomA ST f;}fffr(Mulnple Dis-
criminant Analysis-MDA)

1) A 5F3o] B
484 (3872) Section 19 6 ¥ 177 4+F 54+

Aol ek AF M-S sHEabd- (MDA)ell o) AT Ashe obf ek 2okeh

A\

Canonical Discriminant Functions

Pct of * Canonical Wilk’s
Fcen Eigenvalue Variance Cum Pct Corr After Fecn Lambda Chisquare  DF Sig
0 .3933 119.925 28 . 0000
1* 1.0439 81.05 81.05 L7147 ¢ 1 . 8038 28.068 13 . 0089
2% . 2441 18.95 100.00 .4430

*marks the 2 canonical discriminant functions remaining in the analysis.

Z oM st est Falxi= 22k pghe] 0.0000 30,0089 o] B2 Rl Ale] Fobd Ho & 2
HatA Blol 2E2 SUA] v T g gk

s)w] skw gt~ stepwise selectionel] 97 I14t}Alel #Ax Wilk's Lambda 7} 2 Z14-¥
1474 A7 Axsle] A7 Agsl gl o (Summary Table 3hx) 7w k4o 7o

S X ofu] standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients ¢l #|A]= . glct.

Summary Table

Action Vars Wilk’'s
Step Entered Removed In Lambda Sig. Label

1 X19 1 . 74156 0.0

2 X23 2 .61465 0.0

3 X 13 3 .57528 0.0

4 X10 4 . 54401 0.0

5 X24 5 .51840 0.0

6 X18 6 . 49564 0.0

7 X11 7 . 47665 0.0

8 X16 8 . 46178 0.0

9 X12 9 . 44348 0.0
10 X2l 10 . 43032 . 0000
11 X222 11 . 41453 . 0000
12 X 8 12 . 40699 . 0000
13 X20 13 .39997 . 0000
14 X15 14 . 39327 . 0000
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Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients

FUNC 1
X8 .09908
X10 . 06383
X1 .17253
X12 —.29176
X13 . 40533
X15 —. 11816
X16 —.32624
X18 —. 18950
X19 . 74736
X20 —.07357
X21 —. 02753
X2z .22721
X23 —.61111
X24 . 42065

293 ol & ad =2 el st 2ok,

Territorial Map

FUNC 2
. 29417
. 37057
—. 36260
—. 03664
—.41061
«30814
—. 26865
. 20311
.03225
. 29831
.50024
—. 23950
. 18774
. 13462

- . - *

8.0 -+ 2233
: 2233
223
223
: 2233
40 + + + + + 2233+
: 233
: 233
: 2233
1 222222222222 %233
0.0 +11111111111222"22222222222233 * +
111111111111111 k113
133
1133
: 1133
—-4.0 -+ + + + +113  +
: 133
1133
1133
: 1133
-8.0 + 113

—8.0 —6.0 —40 -2.0 0.0 2.0
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*indicates a

group centroid
Across: Funct10n1
Down: Function. 9
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W okel ek zbo| hit ratio sl 74.64% 2% § skl 4ol FzaiA L
& 4 gtk & 257 ALY AEFEe BE 940 tEgw

Classification Results
Predicted Group Menbership

Actual Group No. of Cases 1 2 3

Group 1 32 19 1 12
59.4% 3.1% 37.5%

Group 2 28 6 11 11
21.42% 39.3% 39.3%

Group 3 78 5 0 73
6.4% .0% 93.6%

Percent of “grouped” cases correctly classified: 74.64%4
3% Classification Porcessing Summary
160 Cases were processed.
0 Cases were excluded for missing or out-of-range group codes.
29 Cases had at least one missing discriminating variable.
138 Cases were used for printed output.

2) W EApgstd BT 445
B 2o 4Ex Section o 7%s ¥ missingol @ Al28e A 6FFE FPAFE o

o} FEwq 4] group 8 Ho] Trie AFIEL 44 MDA =2 AFsd ofdl Azbs}t 3
gket.
Canonical Discrimiant Functions
Pct of Canonica Wilk’s
Fcn Eigenvalue Variance Cum Pct Corr After Fcn Lambda Chisquare DF Sig
0 .6262 57.347 8 . 0000
1* .5034 88.99 88.99 L5787 1 L9414 7.398 3 . 0602
2% . 0623 11.01 100.00 .2421

*marks the 2 canonical discriminant functions reaining in the the analysis.

Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients

FUNC 1 FUNC 2
Xa5 . 42025 .54721
X43 —. 33603 —~.51707
X45 .18417 .56806
X 46 . 80223 —~.56415

2z
20) o] & 7 group size 7} unequal § 7 99| s Exll proportional chance criterion Cpro= (138> (138> (77—%

—0.429] A3 o] ® = Hitratio 7} 0.42(1+0.25)=0.525 »ch 4ehs) & 74.64%°l 2 23 fd4elst & +
ol e}(].F, Hair, Jr. et al, Multivariate Data Analysis, 1979 pp. 102~103 #2).
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Territorial Map

4.0+ 1133
: 1133
1133
: 1133
: 1133
2.0+ =+ +1133 + -+ + +
: 1133
1133
1133
: 1133 *
0.0+ + + +1133 -+ + -+
: k11%3
11333
1223333
: 11222223333
—-2,0+ + + + 122 + 22223333 +
: 112 2224333
122 22233333
12 22223333
: 112 222233
—4.0+ 122 222
-4.0 -3.0 -20 —-1.0 00 10 2.0

+
£
: *indi
+ i indicates a _
: group centroid
Across: Function 1
Down: Function 2
+ -
+
3.0 4.0

Classification Results

Predicted Group Membership

Actual Group No. of Caces 1

Group 1 42 21
50.0%

Group 2 27 9
33.3%

Group 3 79 6
' 7.6%

Percent of “grouped” cases correctly classified: 63.51%

2 3
2 19
4.8% 45.2%
2 16
7.4% 59.3%
2 71
2.5% 89.9%

= stepwise selection of] &7 4719 Sulwl4rt A=
Hol z ek 89970l ok 1190 th. el 3 o] B N ubw i

of 209 AR T
yoll #}%k hit-

49

s

(territorial map

ratio &= 63.51% 24 o] o 4] proportional chance criterion o} ¢ & =} 0.39(1+0.25)=0.49

neh Eerme 4k group &
48] Fhol 7t

2 et gl
AL.B bty

o) 1=

) SR REA A el g A
ColE 919 shaekEA R sl gl Jerb ] o
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A Ak -2 Abdshe] AJIH HHE 33

o A Fagasel wete] 45k 2 ek
D A 3R A5 T

datd oz SA AR A A BE] o slAlA el o] 2r AR EAS W dE 7
AP o) Eu el £ oAdel ulsle) (A%R] [-2:wigE X9) olajolA i whel gbe] FA| R
T X?(3~1)2 11.5206 0. 24 pzre] 0.00320] 3 w2td ‘Hy: 4l 159 3 Fo| T 7+
o FHA S sk oA Fukat Aol Al &S AAs: et

Kruskal-Wallis 1-Way ANOVA
X9
by X1
Mean Rank Cases
63.66 47 X1=1 (=17F43 4D
84.00 30 X1=2 (234 °]-&=h)
88.77 83 X1=3 (ztapal)
160 Total
Corrected for Ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Sinificance
160 9.0255 .0110 11.5206 . 0032

2) AFEFH WARYY FF Y

AgA - 1<Haér X25)ol A QT ‘FA A YL Qe oA AR ATkl AR
Q8] Aol7b QA el Wk 2 Fol| = obe] 8k o] p=0.0014 =A] alpha=0.05 6] A%
7444 FHske A group kel A2 vhE A lAsta Qdvh( 2F¥ shdlxE Continge-
ncy table &%),

Kruskal-Wallis 1-Way ANOVA
X25
by X1
Mean Rank Cases

67.86 45 X1=1(= 24514

64.74 29 X1=2(x3Ac]-§3})

89.21 82 X1=3(414)

156 Total
Corrected for Ties

Cases Chi-Sduare Significance Chi-Square Significance
156 9.7339 L0075 13.1319 . 0014




M REEPR

4 X46) ‘43R AsAos BYE Ugnl o Sudow 3 FNAE Al el A
g a3k zHAlgFol o’ ﬁ%ﬂ’% E& A T,,=42.54 24 pZro] 0.0000 o & alpha=0.05 ol
A AT S Fhte] A ol BAI AR Q1] FLIA] Y-S Rela Ut
Kruskal-Wallis 1-Way ANOVA
X 46
by X 1
Mean Rank Cases
50,76 46 X1=1 (31z443]4h)
71.45 28 X1=2 (L34 o] &P
95.73 81 X1=3 (F4}4l)
155 Total
Corrected for Ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
155 30.1781 . 0000 42.5438 .0000
Cross tabulation: X45
by X 1
Count
Row Pct
X1— ’l?ol gct Row
ot Pct 1 2 3
X 45 Total
1 20 19 32 71
28.2 26.8 45.1 45.8
44.4 65.5 39.5
12.9 12.3 20.6
2 2 2
100.0 1.3
2.5
1.3
3 25 6 37 68
36.8 8.8 54.4 43.9
55.6 20.7 45.7
16.1 3.9 23.9
4 4 10 14
28.6 71.4 9.0
13.8 12.3
2.6 6.5
Column 45 29 81 155
Total 29.0 18.7 52.3 100.0
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3 A gEAR] -9 Abed Shel R BERY E% 35

4) AT7ATE obd MRE F e A, delzkah) e =9 "Bed
FTA71d 5o AFE FFEoEA T review service F-& o B} A A} W 2] (o)
IS4 FAFAA R AAD YL B AE(HS X45)d] she] weml o] =2l

= 251z (1) F4£719 59 A% g4 Egbe] zh4a
(2) ZFAbl e A gle] zhaslmw o] AQgsle},
(3) ZHA4Q19 A5 wFr) G FAR o
(4) AEHATAAL o1 2y A2g AT £9le] etz o))
01148 Foll 4 group [ (317434 38 (55.6%)3 18- (44.4%) 02 <kl 7kate] ol
244 Ao r 4sta group T (RzAe]-Ex)E 18(65.5%)% 59 o4z Hadlwn
st en, group M(FARD)E 315,73 13(39.5%)% o142 Fayde 4sta
g ow orl lEF M2 A ESY o]l EH9slvn B AL B o]l&x & 13.8%9F
T 12.3%09 H-3talyd o
E3] A 2 group BE7F 18 (T4 ) Z 6] T R A ES A de] g
2

#e TR oz Lyl glglvl(ete] Kruskal-Wallis test off 4 % p zhe] 0.1352 24 alpha=0.05
A4 400 gl kAR Bagd BT Q44 Aelsh grhe ATAY L A she
Ao vebdd

Kruskal-Wallis [-Way ANOVA

X45
by X 1
Mean Rank Cases

75.72 15 X1=1 (a]z}x}i b

66.31 29 X1=2 (234 o]£A})

83.45 81 X1=3 (7&1}%)

155 Total
Corrected for Ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
155 3.2768 .1943 4.0022 . 1352

5) ARFALIY el el A
Zrake] Zapw el Tl 5wk o) E] Aoz AR eapd st (A X44)7t o] Folxjof 5
T} ololl gk ols| A=} g4 Abe] f-F-E otz shgl e
ololl w3ske Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA A A& g Azt o}-&3k 7ol Pzle] 0.54 2
4 alpha=0.0541 4 #-Jdol gle] AF M =kt A4atel7k o) & At o s 4 3wt
25 wEAEE bEdehe A9 2w
— 139 —
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Kruskal-Wallis 1-Way ANOVA

X44
by X1
Mean Rank Cases
75.17 43 X1=1 (s8] 4h)
75.84 29 X1=2 (B34 o] &=}
68.51 71 X1=3 (Z4a)
143 Total
Correcied for Ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
143 1.0071 L6044 1.2324 . 5400

28y »4ab sk whde 4= Contingency tableo] o7 dbd ] 1 2% (5] 7-4b3] 4}) 3t
Al 2 1F (A o] -&xb)& AEA A 238 ‘bl Fd AAs WAYYY AF o} Ayt
7t & T8 SR (46 5%, 69.0%) o2 AR H vlEle] A 32F GRS AER A1
gk ‘Zbaked el F41El al sk A zbel] wldlsle AEE b S TR SRoR(45.1%) AAT

N
S
2

b
-
2
—a
N
-
o
)

of Ha B4 Ao asle] et A
Selvet "ol A ANTE shatAl AZEStnAl & = Aot e 28l

(84 X47)ol| A] S-vix}e] walo

L3} 7re] pzhe] 0.1485 24 alpha=0.056]4 40 o] AFALL At Aoj o g

o] ﬁl%oﬂ T—Hol-oq E‘]‘ .%_o ﬁzﬂa .‘3]_.01 o].‘_)r.

[‘.nO
M
r
['u>_’14
Mo

Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA g o2 =Ax3 A3l o

Kruskal-Wallis ;-Way ANOVA

X47
by X 1
Mean Rank Cases
71.17 45 X1=1 (s174}3sl4h)
65.00 28 X1=2 (R34 o] &=})
79.13 T4 X1=3 (Gt4Hal)
147 Total
Corrected for Ties
Cases Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance
147 2.5237 . 2831 3.8147 . 1485

agla Aol gele] Folel & Folvkell W FozAE Al Ak BF Al 23 ‘muA o
G} zhALe Fol] Hgk ole) ¥-F' & Ful ol (A 55.6%, 64.3%, 79.7%)% B gleon
S 1 R B e B O B e U I i B i g o R e o o P T 5t e B D A P
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T2 FFARIZE) 7 $3b agle 2 1S a 93¢ ¢ 4 lh(olel contingency
table #%).

Count
Row Pct :
X1— Col Pt ! . Row
Tot Pct | 1 P2 L3 | Total
X47 : : : :
IS VR R A S 2
500 | 3.8 | 182 i 15.0
204 | 250 | 54 |
75 1 48 27
2 i 2% ST {59 102
{245 ¢ 176 | 57.8 | 69.4
55.6 | 643 | 79.7
170 0 122 1 401
3 4 i1 o9 1
28.6 | 7.1 i 643 i 9.5
8.9 i 3.6 i 122 !
27 | 761
4 s f o2z i1 {8
625 | 250 | 125 5.4
1.1 {71 i L4
34 | L4
5 1 1
100.0 7
1.4
.7
Column 45 28 Mo 47
Total 30.6 19.0 50.3 100.0

(Missing : 13)

(3) ZAHARZICHH E4719] QlAlXtofoll gt JH0| test
A2 BN AE 54EE Q4R A HAALe e BREEA M-17,
X252 code §)& FA o=z otolugrel,
Gh s1aArs A2 E
AR b g3 2ok
Hp 51 704k3) 78] PR 2 7hh9 9 146l Fol 7 gk,
A PREPER SUESRE A4l Aol 7k slok.
A7l A FRE gy AV EeR Ha e AAbEY (AF X5)& o] -§slges SPSS/
PC+¢ Means(Breakdown)E ¢]& X25 by X1 and X6 = 2435} .

_I\:é‘
o2
b

S
1o
b
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* = A4 £ 3+
M 709 vl 14 3%
(2) 709 ~1000 ==k 22 3
(3) 10004 °]4+ 9 3

A A 45

(missing : 2)
webA 9 FAE AL E TR F@AGel A 37 AL A WA wEr A o
2 Agle] g2l = Fd g st AJEdA4L Aolrb WdE ¢ A HTF A4
SR
() BxuA o] &= 2§
AR A gk 72
Ht: 3234 o] 83le 454 = zhakele] Al zgl4d] aelst glet.
Ht: 234 o]&x1e] iFw 2 zh44q1d Holxql4e] Atel7t vk
A7l A FL o] &8 AEA A1 X3l AEFE F2 TEIF e SPSS/PCH
Means X25 by X1 and X3 2 2435t

| % 3 4 &+ 3] v &

< B 10 3%
F 2 33 4 7 3

F 2 4 =% 3 & 1 3

= 8 3 4 2 3

%] 27 3 2 1

s A8 & 7 1

A B 29

(Missing : 1)

BARE G A o] g2} A, BlAAE FUHA AL sigdde] glod EE AT
tﬁ6}°‘% FAg g Mol AT wEd wlsted, W, TR, TR, BI
3 A43 At P9l st zhabel s A Atel st 9,14(3 )L B 5 Aelshd =
(A5 717
() ARl
43" M g 2
Hy: 7bAbal e 249 2 zhabql e A =ol e Aol 7t gleh
Hp: A e 248 E 2 49 A 4o Aojst gt

21) A2 $ho] LHRE 2R HFFol(mean) obd #HWlF(mode) & 71 EA R o] &,
— 142 —



A A A sl AL KEH EE 39

g7 A 2AHN = A4S AEA A 28g XD JEE T TEIH e Means
K25 by X1 and X4 8 2439}

z A 9 9 2 A A% 3 W+
3 A k] al 72 33
¥ F A4 F & 6
A e o A ok
=) = 82
(Missing : 1)
Al TEAAE BF 3% F AR A$A9 dek 9A 490 HEE Ik

e 2RE ded 24U E 449 Aol 94 RelT QG FA A9).

V. # &

1. 79 a3 #

i

o= 22 vkl A A A F-9) vherst WX F A A 3} (vertical service differ-

<ntiation)7} el F9sHAl QAR I glon = o] F slEdetA st ok H Aefaqld
AA7bE 45 o2 nAstax}l A 3 ol

ol & #sted q3 W v T8 b A spgabdAl Y FE FEFE AL 5 A A g
THHE 23) d7o 4S54 TE P sg

EAA R Azt A19E 2t Al olalAAI A Sl W, YR AR E£FY (in-
formation asymmetry) Abefsloll 4 248 AA B Y AL Eol Ax 24 xo]FF A3
Azl vk o] & H3k ARrteA FQ ALY F oAl ot de] ql4sm ¢

vk A Al Al s H#ell 97 ARzl mE g deiEtE A dziaty Huz g
Ad e A HdA 53 TLr7198 TAem A wlbst 599 HEEE, A-870444
2 2R A4 ATl AlZlHel ZAhe Fol gt zhAbelY AHRAAYEE S FoE T 4F
o Fabd 8hE 24 sglvh. g0 7hA) paradigm & sj4le] e 7= Y& Aol

wpebA Eae RA Sevel Bak ohdel HA kaREokY AT vl Fak QR AEE
gk 5 S £EBY fAATE AESYY 1Yz X 478 SAAGeR na o
A B s1zbA3abeh 7habel e 2L Al ol alRAl R wke e m sle 54 #Y 34
A AR5 4y g AFeA Fol AAS & F old] A4 FUME dFE A= Wk n
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Afstgl o, oA Q=S AEA wWhild 94 "24 Ee A9 ITLFENY
& Agstd AnFAT § ol T SAAer A E AAAT (Held study) & 441519
b oolw ZHAAY L BATA W FEA Y b —‘31«*47 Hd'i 25 ook Pty

AZATY A5E sokEkd ofel s} 2ok,

(1) gAY A RT3 Adadste] Bl @Ee Aol dalz 4t 9o AR
FW Td ® e dde A HA gx g 2% bk SR TEs A4a
el g A G4 olsjaA At chtel olAe] A g Aoz vrhytet

(@) 9FAEY AL ALEEL HA P EA Y 7] QAL 4] o 7] o34 g kel
FAE A vebgot o8 Afse BF HE s HaAH HE 4% 29 34 77
Ao Wslckez gl g}

(3) elaf A =F Arkrtel At T2 ste] AF AA=E AP LA A3k A2 92 Q
Astn = Aoz JEbyteh

(4) 53 RAFES K-W-THEHHH) o2 TAA "akel Toj g o g WA AR
ol Wk zHabiel i WeAAE A BA Ast A 2FL A4l FUHA gokeh

(5) 22jx & 474 Fo ATHAL SR FAA@AFDAES gL el ot
A& A 2F 2T FFeR Lade st glgded, Bk 2 Foldl glelA sizbabgAf
sb AR LEE A A B5vt A FaHe AL vdov 2adelxtate T4
7Vl & AP GA-EA e sk

(6) = ZFARFAEIe 754 el HE AFel wiste] Hob dASA A 2F 2F A
Wt Zbeshebe 8-S Belx glvh vk 2 wtom bl 252 IRl 8l Az
ol wlaA g e Habvl vlste sizEARs]ALe} BaA o] GALaFL Tel AT 44
shodlA Al ATl e xS HEte] AWE 2elstn glglet

(7) gsd g A el A3 "W4A Ao aclel A3t ERAA A 2F BT Ao aslo]
etz Anrstm A TEaAe] 82k zhabel ol e oM F-Fig F1 ol B4

(8) vtAztez zatalAr At W 54z Al HYE A4 Aol & AAT A3t 5]
AL g AL zhAbel 252 A7 TR, 2AFPAE R Aot glgen, o % %011 Ax o
4 el s Bl AXIZE - A} - Bl &3} 52 (Fal3lAlAbe lmddle]l glod »E B4
g Aol A=t Hatel] wldte 2y - 5 - FAAE - 234} 5L Fz—‘l%t& A 2
Welel =te} zhabalel Aol srantiE AW skgl
14 479 Az Fake dg3 2L Ade T 5 9

A, olsladA A 2% B57E ARG T AAA oz A3t bk (AW Akt
—op4 ghal—7l A —A 4eel §) FAlol A4 BRED AR q4sta derns of
2 5T A A EL § AT e AT Ro] ok AAF AFE AH FAA
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B A zhAkel F-o) 2bd slel] Rt BN FE 4

Fmwl oAl ghge = Az slsfol ¥ Aolth

A, ole] Mz Alre 2qsE FA A, 44, A2 2 B3 F g9 Al
g e A7 el Satste] A Fzhabe dgte g A4 vy

£ Al or Hugk A 2As FL osidAYUY 9 548 A
% AR A A gebe wheke] A mage] W galet

A, GFREs TAA 1A ew FARAsh AQant 5 G4AL Fag FHL
F3b Aol ool WHE Yeld RAAUIE sk @ Aold, P WANe Q493 g
& ol aclel ol F SHAAZEAN G ol 7Y oA Fol AT AFA AZmge] +

s, #F A AL A g T Fel 17414%’34 BIAI AR ST 58 A FE] Ay
2 AR Lolol A B FAAAE B F e #Egsls AT 22
T 4 JEE nslslojok & zlolclh

A, ALY BaAEahd HY A ES YA EPAAETI u]FY review
service 7 -3 @ AL 3 g 3w Hold S 2o o] &atEe] olSIEEE T4
shibo] wigbAshe, oFAZMALE whel FAldde] 4T AR =g B E(YR)S 2o

=23 =
T A% 2 d¥HE ATAAE BES A2 oHe whakol +RFelok et

LA TE APt A = AFATE vhAl Fol A7k AlFez = Yyt Lalste oy
o o TFalA 24 A HoF F g

b ZEAACA Aol BIA o] &2 2FE AT =Pkl A A FAAE e et
o2 At AAH TE T F3HAE 7 oF(non-response bias) & <kl wiA|skx] E3
AL o=

v AEAC gtz R4 A4 AFd w4, Sl 33 EAl T 59 A
& SEskA Zakgl e

vh 39 A4 AR el Sube] AlEAe] A Al 4F (Cronbach’s alpha 7] &)
wod g goad AdAnE AT 2,334 F/HEAE "eslgddE BT A
o A kA el g FE3] B 2R AL F 5 U

gh. AE-&9 AR od= st 5AEJol g missing o] shpigto s MDA
AHEA ATA} AMAE F4 21 5 dgl=

np, o Fo e A& 3HAF 2 3]A ¢ F-(auditing and accounting services)$] | slA|Z o =
AZe]’ & wedtgd ot $HAEL ARAA AAAARLFTHE AT AL 94, ‘A
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