HSAS| AN M1 2220004 11€).
Journal of Taxation and Accounting, Vol.1, No.2(November 2000).
pp.85~131.

3A9E A=A Feldet efdAel A3 AT
- u]3 FASBY] A¥<e FHoE -

Of 8 7 - olsityatm AHsiy o

B A3 dA9Ee gl ARl etdA A o o84 2AE HESIL 95 FASB
o) APHH 0 gl B 7|EATE nFSAY.

AL 7P BAYRY AR s disted ekt Asist &8tz sltk. Shapire(1997,
1998)& AL Boke AR g Aol xolrt ALY Fedd e =4 ¢lolztn
A &Ac}, §re)Aet(consensus judgment)olEhs AL g B wr2d o BAR] 3
2 A1EH geolol osl] Hrlste € AR AFE A9 AR S A do) AR H
(codification approach)ol#te A WY& P2 HAH(due process) & B8l TS 712 AL
g AT w=oluv 47 AL H L FAG A FL AEE AT olste] AlgEn. g
97 AT gRAE AFHFA Al BAFE UIRIFAA TR Ad"abgel&)
(individualistic constitutional calculus) 3|AIY# AF7177t FE3 A¥H(sufficient author-
ity), A& o s Agat 74703 (substantive due process) ¥ Axd HwE 14124 (procedural
due process)8l 2HE FEdhe A5 §9A4E 7Bt Bd(Johnson & Solomons, 1984). 2
g Ago Ry FEYg Wy FEE Fulste] FEI AIL 7 A7 AR gt thate
w2ld 2AE WS AR or Ye tATY adn ol BARNA AAAHYA B FRE F

etz ARyl dgs B 7188 AT A AT FAHE 83L& FESefo}l it

AL FeldE 23] daire DolsidARE AR NN A7]e] F4E FREete olF
gt 2AE A sta o] WES A rlstedol 3y, 2)olg ®AlRRe FElde A (Grice WA olY
Van Eemeren & Grootendorst §2) ¢} whe} ot wig$ A7 stedof ah, 3)ola| BAAl= A
tigto] BALE AT AA G FAZHE SAY 4 deA AR Friste FHATHE
F48todof @th(Shapiro, 1997, 1998). AL A7 771 Br4de 21 FFste ABHEYE ¥

7,
'O

1&‘
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3] BAAAE AFHE ALA L FelRF UYL A AR T S 2 "o

o2 PAYLY A7 FASBE AHEE93 FASBHYYH S ©93e FAFY AR d9ele
FASACE &7 AL AFAAE T3 FASBE vtel osta] F2e Axle] nlel SFAS,
AN, 71€FH, SFAC 59l A E AFHc AFSA= DA E, 2)38F71, 3)271419), 4)
AHAE, 5)F7H9 3 6)HFHELR FAHY, BEYWEL ITC B FHEt0] ojsj TAlAIA =
2532 2337 AR 99 2/39) B AALH ] A, w93} vho)F-8 At

FASBY B} & FES 7|2A1E Y22 FAYRZ H34& #A8t slvke 298 AAsid
FASBE B19A 218 2% 3Zaa, olaldAA(ES] AR RGN 7L AP Hofsin],
FASB7} olgl@Alzle) #4& whdshe Aoz Ve, ey 338 dx7t 34 HHe 93
e Aol olyehs Zax AAIHU

A7 29309 B2 Anslr] i FFe date] Aol 23, oldBAA L] AP Ao
F5 Sol B UM A7 2R, Aol g FEAET olsldAAY] AT F3lEhe
Egtgol g s},

(FRIO) AR, SATE MFE, A2 MENY ElEY, FASB
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. A&

IMFI A A B82 we o] 2] Yehks IMFIe] Aol et 71972399 734
AnE 43 A € FEHEY 2AES At AR E FAH s B
AL AF, =Y JALE AP FEANEH L3S HAATH) Y HH FE
¥3sle] 1EA9 3494 (High Quality Accounting Standards) & A selE =
2o A}, vFeME FAANAYSE (Securities and Exchange Commi-
ssion, SEC)7} &2 ALHY $843& 727 o|F o] dig Aol AnH L 3
t}. u)=8]A83] (American Accounting Association, AAA)SH A 53] A 12 9143
(Financial Accounting Standards Board, FASB)7} 3%22 F#sh= 1997d 12
9 AR aEA ] B 3o} (Financial Reporting Issues conferences)oli*] 1F2
HALR ] B Bl P& =EuA =HIIHTD.

2EA AALR ] EAL L3 go] A9 AT dHAF NG FHAAN T
ofg 4 otk AR, FAREY AA B4 e AR FALH LS 2FL AAYH
2 BE Azt Aol v SAA N Y3 (Securities and Exchange Commi-
ssion, SEC)& EA IALIE FA4 24 #2A wjEd] #F JA2H S ke
AEAP R o] gxloA ZAHFst T AHE 4 dom dBAe] Jx vart 7 B
HE ATaey e xHolm FUAHQ ALY FJFolEn HIsH
(Levitt, 1998; SEC Concept Release, 2000). %ell] AH 3 AF-EnFA ol &3t
BololE ERAFAHY AHA I 22 AFIANIEIAM(Statement of
Financial Accounting Concepts, SFAC) A 239 AR E A4 EAHFAAN 1F
A 3AYH S getaly stk ey AYA L Aol T 22 24 54
Rohe AXHo T AL A 84d) 9dtel APSAY AR BRI Fshe AR 53
Aol gxdo] AAZ BrFssttheE 4 (Tinker, 1991)3% £ 2R/ dEdl 3A L3
o] AFPE 2T F glthe F8(Manicas, 1993)% it

1) Sl 3lolo Artet A nl=E A g3 (AAA), SAE, FAAH Association of Investment
Management and Research), Institute of Management Accountants, P15-3<13] A4}
3 (AICPA). AA3AL £ #AIAe] A1 B =3o] AAAS Accounting Horizonsdl A=
A-S(June 1998, pp.160-183).
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Rorty(1991)¢} Shapiro(1997)+ olsiTAA7} AF-H e EAS AHsle AHFHE
28] 712 V3 JA7F FTete B digk Asfi Aol whet A PH o thate] 4ol
g AL A =Y, AL AGTITE Aol FFE s ARA Fod £
gtoz el ABdE M FALA S A etA dota et

55 Feldeln 7,1444»240] AR AHAA L A LR tor-g Hrletn Mest

& HEskgel glof olslaAAe FAE A9A Fukt wrgsi-upol] F-$-HTh

ol &l #A A7} ’L"qo} 7HEd gelA F43 B2 AAE AA AREHE Ao
2 F848 7 2EHY gAY 1Y, AL AT B (legiti-
macy)$ Al At} nEH AL EFJo R o #AA] AAE X

e Ae
0] ek olalBAAe olaldEE 2Pkl ARAYH Hol Bujo] BEHYS
Angoz AH4o2 §8 U MAE ATYRE AT e ol 948

7R L ke HellA] Bedsit. olefst oulela thekdt ol BAAbe] olsfE 2% st
AAYEE At B AEA, A 9ol 3 (social collective choice
process)©]gk gt

vj=ol ) o=, At 5 vlEae]rt A A vete] s|ADE AR 7F S 5A 7]
#993] (International Accounting Standards Committee, TASC)= ols| @A =}
7} 23 SAE TelE At 98t AAlste @ HAk(due process)E 0}0%
FALAE A IHGaa, 1988). o] vete Qﬂ]%ﬂ A% 2 el ““74§19} RS
o] 2% % ol #AAL] HAE B L3k ARE 93t Ut ol HAR} HA Y=
AF Ao FAedste] Alle] F43 FAE FelFoR A S A Hart el
AR 2 ALY S Al E3HQ whier dAEo ghew(Shapiro,
1997,1998), o813t Adet Ax& Foto] & 174111 2 AA7 At B s 2 "ok
we ZA7 AAERTHJohnson and  Solomons, 1984: Fogarty &, 1992:

_M,l‘

<)

Saemann, 199513,

2) SALH A7)l Al A AU B, Ao dg 2 A g
S84 S date] At AL AH e g§EgL AALH ATk AL
Aol olated ke W o|s @A) A8 A A %F(social contract) el wel AU A
G717 AKglel ZRxAAC e ALHE AFE J EAsH He z2de 2gd
(Suchman,1995).

3) 2elt ARe A} A olaRAR FlA AAel HAUAE fEshe AL oheke
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19994 ol Ajzo] AHd AA7IENdI e SeUFHLI2TH 788 L2 g
AL ARl g HA Aol wet $2] U AALHY AL FE3A HA.
SAZIEALE7 254 AAYHE AFs BE Zrew o 7hA oy
o Sl& o sl AdHoln gAY AL E A ete PIT HAE &Y }-E
of T8sItty. o] & #sto] AP Ayt gAY e rdshe olf, A%
Hakg #-sly] 93 24 8l FEE At A9 A% Brgidel 7ldsheA]
o Foll #E A7k dasith, 53] 2] yekst o) vIFFe) A} ddiHez &
< vepell A g Aajel] ojste] HAo| HALRE A RP‘O‘G} ] S8t e Azt 7Y
W A eI E B okt et AAke] A JEE viAe Aled adiu 84
& ol theh A7 Zasi it
E A7e A9 At SA94 e el v M e HALH AT Bl

GA Z1dstex & stefsta Fed At At AL S A ste V= FASBY]
2 CEe 7&53}31 A gt ol fjgle] P e 2 HAYE A, A9
| AF7)rel S SEs) A9 24 9 |5 FASBY] el
1At fvk #8] YoM e AEe Aas B9 HAUA ] 4%
o] Hs}od ?i%ﬂ AL o] FojAA] ohstgitt. & 7o e A U] I8
71EHLE7 BB E HFEE sl §-2] vt sAdR 0] nFA A
TRt 7] Aol
2 dTe ‘Eﬁlé"@% 2Aet7] Aste oA RECE FAAHA itk & A FEAA
= 3 1282 AR e A8 o84 7128 AFED, AR FEX e A9

r°* Y

&~' J“

A7Z2F= ATHY.K.Ho. 1998).

4) AP AL = (FAAL] R A3 HE) A 132 48] A FEEEALs =R
5 3AYEY AFFTE FEEE ARYE #FE VTl FAVIEHLHt F§E5E
A ZREY A YA AFFFE FERUTE F3) FAEALE I} A=A AF
o ALY £ E 87 vk A2 vlE SECY FASBHY] #AS} fAlsht 3147
F93]e] A4S HAoR AL AFARE BAsta loke ol ¥A A7 ¢l FASB
o} gadt. dAVEALEd e TAAY dE, AFAH ALE @33t 7177 S AA
F4e 8 vl Financial Accounting Foundation® -§AFstch,

5) iAol AFAQ AL AFd AT AFE AL AFe EAAT, AL A
7179 QAEAEN AT F taksivh. Alg e EAQATFREE Solomons(1983) ol e
W AR RN AT 2 Allison's modelol 93 Belkaoui(1983) So] gt



90 HigelsHx

o) Gl AANY AY7)T B B 01%2 At A A Fea
ul% FASBY) #7199 ARTET 1 gL 712 978 Fhel staE, oAl
A REANE AFARE Edeln S v 9‘4741%42114%31]«1 B A eRE A4
3},

1. =4l SiAIEA

ALY T A@A o et Ao FH FHYF FAAE FHFolof
gtk At e wHHEol(Ruland. 1989: Solomons, 1991a,b), AFEIE o)
Al 2sled APEo2 FHY FHoIY FHHET ol #HA ALE A S8 & A2
E gz ARR st BAAA Ao BE 8-S e 2WE FABIAY o] &9 BE
HERTE 258 4 g% Tk A% AUrH(Tinker,1991). B3, ST &
Aol U7 E o]fE FYPAH A W= Fh(Manicas, 1993). =4 A
Az)0] BEA L setaly) At A ] fejAz A do] digh Hafe] lolE Ze)
k= 991 & A ANE] A E HEY a7} Aok

-‘3L‘ rxi

Ji

1. &eld sAdA]ell i3t Helixtolo] <1<l

7}, TSRO Chet 712 B

Shapiro(1997)E &2l SA920) g Tde Aairt AFRae] da 7124 &
W3t AR Fold] 2lgle) AR EAE BAATE ARERA B Tl 7 7]
B AR O (BRI 2T,

6) it 7 B SoA] ABA AR E(external realism), IHe] YA &(correspondence
theory of truth) & ¥ & AHE(conceptual relativism)& ZAF-E3 Q] AAH A4
9] BAS 1R &84 2Wg Jepditt #3834 Bk (subjective judgment) 2 ok
{consensus judgment) & EIIAE o8 A C4S=uE Ui AR F9E el
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(EE 1) MHRED0| 24t 7|2 Y

AP AAE @ AFRIL A e A3 dAe ARdon A2y AREnE P
el RE HE EANE 4 YUe

A AR E  AFEI} AR E AAE A3 A Ytk A% 2 AREIE A
Asith= 289 244

MR e AFIAMNGAAG AALH L AlEH oo}, AZ2Hog FZ2Y 4 Qe
TEAE 7HAd 7128 2 e

FoEAE g QA7 #He B3l A, AAA, AeF 84 5] IS ) o] A
A AFgo] EQE & glkol AAE FRHA .47 A%

Frol st CFRY Ay FAE HrHl ol Al et 22EE A4S wue 7
HAHY. A2 Al 23 AHAAR, A 5 ol&d Jd AT

Ak @ B. P. Shapiro, ‘Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth in External Financial
Reporting: Whats Really at Stake in this Dispute ?." Accounting, Organi-
zations and Society, Vol.22, 1997, pp.167

(£ DM AAA dAlE(external realism) 2 AFE7} BAlSEE A8 &
ol Af/A R A&, AFEnE T3 e RE AL BAE § givky 2o A
AR BAH AL A E TR 2ke 2 o4 slx] Eaha vl AAA
Felo] WA oiEle APHEE AR Qe Aol thE HHe AWA Az o)
128 F1 AT £, A2 JALHY Aol Zdste AxA @AY Wsle AD
A AAEY ARAA olalE & itk FAYA L AxH e WEE Zgste At
g #AY FHoEAM S8 F(performative utterance)olzhs HENE H3o)
(Searle, 1995)7.

TYPES 2 3L ok Fo] w2 1 B0 Jehle 99 F8o] He B
28 "XE 0o AtdE YR Brhthe BHE 3 o2 So] NEE AAYH 1
AFEE Aoy FAZ QA= E Gk, 2L 9Fo] Ay Ao

7) Searl2 T2 AHEAtY 5589} o] & EAsY B9E FASH= regulative rule
I upEel g A G o] viE-g FE5 2233 vEE T @97} viEE o) we) o) &
oJ2= constitutive rule® P83t £ F2] Be)E 33t constitutive ruledlol ATt )|
TA dide] AAER EAgckn dysic

8) FYFe] 9t o Z& | promise to marry youZb QUth
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At Aol ojste] AR E F(C A5 FAFA Ae BAH X o
st} FAge g AFAEA 2ol AR AdEH FAHE BEE A0V E
Fojgitt, 2 AAYE LS FAo = AHH o2 EZAAT A AU FAIHA] of
g B9 AAA A3 (X) 2 AFEILR A28AY FAEE(Y) Fo 3AYE ]
AWA @4E AT & = Ut =8, AL A7 saE e A
A& Agste] Ao WStE Refete ¥ E 5w AR AdS Z5a st
A% A apel] wetol FH(C)

72149l ¢ Z]E(correspond@nce theory of truth)& AF-E17 FA8 = A4
e dAske A5 AdAE et HHoR SR SFsE e AT EX8
e 4xE vehlle 289 %44 (representational faithfulness)® &2 7ide|t}.
280 IR &L A EA 0] HAE £4L Aot 2R E B A @
dE 9, FHAYE THE 7167 (net realizable value) 2 H718HEE sl 93]
& e By EG vy 55858 1 & A5 5 UEE ste B2 248 9

I~

)ln

Nd# 3l &(conceptual relativism)& AFS A 4HEQ SlA|Y A 0] H3 %_:1131
2 AFAELALY Ho T 2L e 712E T deut of2ld e
A58 # vtz o 2] vkl AT AVRGAAG vi=e 73 AN
o] e sjgddnt.

T84 FH(subjective judgment) & 7419 BAAo] JAMH, WEH, FAH, AL
52 B 72E 5o Jdo] HuE A E g4 & glon, dete] gheAde] Ak
& wetta Bt webd AL AFakel 8, JEAY Y A% E Vs
o] A ol oJste] AokE WA 515}"’ £t

ol B (consensus judgment)& F74e] Folvt FAE Brkeke il dist

S k3

of 184 Fel7} ol FA A B ool 0 Bue AIE SEd Boe A8
& gelo] Sjal] BekslE EAGRe] Bl eT 2 Adelh webd SALE A
B7) 70k AR Helah oA AR} Aale] FAL FYetE ol fut 2AS A
1 o2 Holeled gelol 22eks HH S Fol] HALN] ABYE 2 Hrhe Zo]

ot oleg FeleEaae YT WAE Foe] o Fojlnt
ool M A9 & AFEno] tig 712 B oA JEAle AFERY i dold



HAI2E mEnYe| faiya Hetiol st ¥F 93

ANE vt A4 491 e FANEE ol g o 7HA B3] BF WHEH
o] Qt}9) . ol& 71BA #A A 7R7E AR wleld o] opghe A& ol ¥Rt oy
g} olaj @A Ae] AL Wekste 71ES ATV FEHE 7k vk wEkd gAY
xo] g M o] B =L Ao g A8 B Aol 7]Qlgtia B
o]t} (Shapiro, 1997).

L JRR1o S5

3| A7 A}8 8 At AeEe m|A|H volrb e Als @l Wske advte Mol Wt
ol Ad7} X} HALA S Bale WA = AAY " Ak drhe AEF
s\ 4te) Wt AFRTe) BAL AAAGEA A, AAE ARHT 2 v - Y
2 (critical-interpretative) B2 FE& 4 itk 7P Al £ oArE%
S8 BARRe ZARRYT A4S grsle] AEAGe] BEHE Anshed
x8e =3 9on AP Burgdl Her ¥4 2HE efste A2 4
AR BARR et ulE FASBE ol &Ae FE AP/ AdAY] AAH 8T
of eABTHE A dAd el ol g AFEH L At JYTHSFAC A 15
2) . oA} A|ZHEA L AL el vl &3 FuE A ol e (5 ik

#3399, 49 ST kS 2Ate A deld 453 BbE el
= BAEE PR ol FARHY gkl B YA & glen ARE AFHoR
AZAG gelHolw AR Yol dste] B oyt

AR A2 3492 AR 7oL AFARE AAA feld AAH AHE F
Tslelol 3, o2 9Jdle] AFAE FAY LEE SQldTE A4S o BAA
ANAH 2L AL thakst ol BAANA BAH F&FE vlF F UE 111’*]5}939-
W 7)ede] AN B4 dANE] Az #F AFH A7) 7128 AT
v} (Watts and Zimmerman, 1978) AAA Az o ot A ’—‘1“’] o] &z}l
A BAAgsn A#4d0] e 2 zAFR olE & dtke EAZL vk EE

9) slAZAte] Aol AAH AV (ATE Ao B AR FRONEA Sde)H &g
NZ2GMEE FHE, gl el AP (AL IXNE)E FQAEP] Aol (F8A B,
Folnth) el Fal B A AR ow £, FtA(FAD) 1 ATE o|HdA
AA At AAF Fgde 71Ed 28 257 3 st
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AAH AR RPA AAH ADE ol$2 54 AALA Yt AReE A
olslol BAL WY U8 THE SUL AN Fakn ok

B - A I ARETS 2RA AW 572 $asjcol drin 73
ao MmE AAE e 12 AL 25 PHe A K1 gom, 3
dAle ABel o@ BgA AR FeHT, D8R AIAS B) & wnaiA o
e BAS /R dokm 2o med ARl Aguse] wre gasojol )
= aAlo] et A2 297120 g ARAG, ARF o AFES 57 2L A
A Azd] B3 HuE Z2aQT. WA - A48 20| ANG AR WA
ol M2e ARAE(RH)E 248 & YA Hriekdor sht ARA RS Al
ostel 2Yake AAle] 29715 Bese AT digdo] glovl, £ BAo] BF
dashe Bege] A2Hor A5 4 gloke BA) Aok,

ARET B0 tha 4] 7h] HEEe 7 Aol AN S sl B 94

S YRS AZRn ABA o BAEpIr) oldTh, B4 ARRnE A qig 9
o HEET $9)7} 2a el tig Wkl G3E B, SH FA L
g 428 248 8k ohstd s, J1RA ddelE 484 ohddele
A7t 2 dolch. webd] sA A delds AuAel g Aalsl Aolal B 1
Aupd gdT AR S 23 AALAE ogA AR £ et 7 Tl A
23 AQe) A2y e Annsle g

2. SARA A

I ALA L ol BAARL ol FE sk TEA *éé:% 7P R 9l em ARglA A

Aopg-g Sl AT AgE HALH o] Mo} {83 JRE P8t A THA
Z vH ) AbglE SclM #2de) A A s dAste e —.‘-E%—Zi < 7H A Sl 9EA%
715te) B37t gt SALA R 8 HarA Al Aol gl wigel 7o

aFe B2 218 A BB ol obA Al rte] #HA o g Bujshed 7)o st #th Gaa(1988)
= ARE WlEo &84 (allocational efficiency), FAHE Fulel J-&4 (distribu-
tional efficiency)elzt st1em. Zajac(1995)& #AHE ZAA &£ (economic
efficiency), A& AAA A2l (economic justice) 8t ATt Pareto-optimal& A
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uj o] AL onjsle AAH &gl Bule HoAE uiste ZAA HdE W
mAl §E8Hs Aol optt, £3], ALY AP 2 TANFE £E He olaR
AAAHE WAYXFH | pareto-optimal g FAItigte] EAGTE A o] AT o]F
& o) BAANA AGA Eujsl=rt sk 249 T BAE Fuit) A9
2R et Rawls(1971,1993)7F o] 83 S AAJSIEom10), w5 73
o= 38421 (Administrative Procedures Act)& &3t TAS] 334E 37
sta Yok (Breyer, 1982).

Gaa(1988)& ALY A% FIWHoz ojsldAze] M3 g sefslo o]&
t)3lele el Eel Z§HE (preference aggregation approach), #Adolut AH3
ol T& MdA B ol IAYAE Hese o|8F HIHWH (theory-based
approach) 2 A7 =9A37 & &8y ol&d 72E ¥ A& HWY
(codification approach)® A THpp.71-137)1D. Az FFEL 78S
o M5E sl JALY UtE Hrlsle WHoR oj&a Hdzel $4(user
primacy)°l\t 94 (neutrality) 50| A3 AdfEog A= o 7S A
& 2Fsld IAYLHE Adste A13A #F3 7lsgd st Adutd 4] A7)
H3 i),

o] 23 HIuhY L ol &l §T7E &3 FAYAE AF ] Ak titE Bt

10) Rawls:= A13)3 Aol & ApzAlgke] giges By oz gojd AEFAYE] A2 9
2)(go gotd Aoly] Yol =7t Yol 3 - original position)elA, A& Fo
(ol A=z 8L 7B olut ofd Algle] ©x] 22U7} - veil of ignorance) H A 7]
B algol tigt 598 des 713 5 LA FoldAd u) Al A s Addtin Bt

11) Ruland(1984): AAFAe] Huhgg HIe 44 HIWHH(representational
faithfulness approach)@ ZA|2 Azt HZWH (economic consequence approach) 22
A AT Ak AFAE L Folo] RE 078 AAstn FHH TR FHY A
g Zpats ooy, Fabe ARRERl] 24 A GEE vXe AAA EIHE 1A 3
AQE L AR etele Fdyolt, H2d e A AgH s FHH AR opg 73
A fox vAckE A ESE B4 fRg el AMAE ATHA Tinker §).

12) Demski (1973)& 71Qle] Az g nlmstd AT 4 e A A3H de13E A
RAele Aol Brlssltte B4 ol 8L AAIR i Jile] Mol ostd IAYHE
Aeig 2= glon nE FASB7E AR § sA9Fe] S WK £ dve FAE AE
2t Chambers, 1976: Cushing, 1977: Bromwich, 1980).
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gl

'y o]

—_—

& (deliberation), A9& A3 8 (justification) 3ta ™ (explanation) 3}
o, Ao}t AdA W osie] ALA S AAFHI) . et dAHH °
7122 A gk Hajatel7t EAE 40 ol3, AL dicte] W AAE HF
2 HET F glvhe 3AEE 72 o). Add e 38y dhel o8 439 1}
8hx o] &o] s|AUZ ] AFol F83tATE o2 F Tk o] 29 HH o] dAE EVlE
&, Aubd PP Algste Aol HAQ B Aol sAYA A 2A 7]
of g £ glrt, AL s Pl HMelE Zefete 712 (constitutive rule)i4o]
 y]&o| EAjdle FAE TFAISHE 73 (regulative rule) @ B o8 WS A&
st Aleko] gith

ojofl ¥tato] gl UMY & A o] HEtolut Fele A o] A At
AR 93t HA9 AA PFE JEE Aolgte Byl 712E T, 3AYH A
71t sl A el & dste] AR o]z AAE ZH HAIYA S AF
gtin 2o AL A7) SALAE AR s Bl FEA k] B olet
o He AEs 2EE Rawls(1951)9 felo) el 2AE T ithd) . &214 %
tho] AAARL zheelid o withS slwAsle JGe 2A7) AAlEHjor oz
(Singer,1971) &3} HHgel ogh AL HH7% 2 A#H (objective) o,
AR E ALAL AAYE AA 7 Foll osted AFBLustification)® H3e] A o]
g, whebd RS Hadho] og A AR WHESY HAad A9
(procedural justice)ol] slZ¥ch 3l LoA AFHd] gt 718 AHo| o]
Az #4E BAE ¢ 9le 78S AFsh, 53] FAdde ol @A T

oY, mE
o

2o
T
o)

A
o

13) n FASB B9z F/H2ehe thebd E(deliberation)oll @1, HF AU
A E A& 7)Z(Basic for conclusion)+= 338 (justification) 2 4™ (explanation)
Gikzezl=

14) constitutive rule®} regulative rule®| #eld] theldE Searle(1995)& #H2E A &
& Mattessich(1995)¢] instrumental hypothesist AL FH 3= B5& AT
sathe HollA AL A7 T AR EE AYEE Fsee e dEn

15) AL AFo] &84 By} FAR ol = o3 2o AA, sAAA A9 e A
BE FAske B oz A9 ga gAYEd gE olsjHAR AF el
#8 HALH ARNTY #EE vehiy B, SA9E & ol BAAtY FFL thE
A}E A Bxlo] G3HE ulxn A, AP dale] olsjBAIA il olafo] A
Zro] WAE T},
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kv
ol
o,
o
ot
N

X
o

she 713 date] ALSlA gejrt o] oA W AU 2L A AT
o] AL Zevhe YA HIvkaw st AALE AF7F7E LA osho
b e ols BAlAe 3 F4E Brlsk A9 S Aestn, AdE 4 o
o Aslels AR e AFERE Feludeldta Be 7184 B3 34
He A9 AR weler & 4 sl

FE3 e Ao B 7127 o]&FZ(background theories), #A¢3
2 A=) AAlsle TAA 479 A4 A (considered judgment)olzhe Al
71 842 2o st el (rationality) & 25 WHOR SAYAE AHsH,
AIsle ¥ ALY e Friy g ek JALHY ABdE 2RI &
Pals 7| BA MR A8 weld BAE ouishe 2o ZES 88k 718
# 7Pgol e TAZ E u g Aol FElET

Gaa(1988)& A &3 Aoibyel 9 vz AL A& Wellman(1971)
o] A}2-Hkgo] & (challenge-response theory)el 28t thaa o] At 7]
dsAo|V AABA Wl wat 72 o|EFE(MFY AF AFIA AdEL
M16)), 71Z HADE 2 AN T g B 5 Al 7B 8430 FHe FUE 24
7} dbg3 AL melsl FASBE olal ARl A £4L AMBIEE A5she EQHEE
uk7lsle] olaj @A A mE-EE Eolu| o) tigt olaiHARY] 4L FeH o R H
718t FASBE ool that ¥hg-0 24 Fri2ete 2Ask oSl BAIAAA AFstn ThAl
W 24 AA e 7138 ATdch TRt dig oldBAAY S FelHe
£ 37}8 FASBE dA9E S A4etn ol & A3lehe o]/ AT AL A
Aol FASBE #elA Jardgass olaAAe F4E Brleid, SA9d =
Melgtol glo] ARd AV e 7124 JH S AATeE ME S sk, metd
ol TAIA ] EAo] g EFE Hrg oz WolEdR| e BT AL BHREE
717 "}, o]@ 3 ool A Gaa(1988)® AEH Myl g AL AFol
212 BN (external validity) & 7Hsl, 3AQ2 A7 7] a2 Ao
A S W1 4 sdcka ARkt

16) Gaa(1988)E AF3A AFR N7 ZE5 AFuEclA 7123 o7z T A%
sh} FASBE 294 @838tn JA oiscla x4 &AHpp.141-167).
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1. 3A1K9% ARAA L el (rationality) ¥ VA
(legitimacy)

AL AP ey AALH ATt ol AAAe] F4-E Wbl 3
A9 dite Hrketa A= ke Fessle 3PS F3 o] FolAH, AL
A7) B L ol Ar s A} Zo] HALH A7t ol BANE EFT
AHg] Awtel 7R AA g A H e AN E AR ste 5ol FEaA drt bk o
71N e AL Aol el AL A7l Bhdd e gXe) A% =
Ast AIPFel A FAstojof & gejdel qtale AuEnA} dn

1. 3JAIRA A2g el B4l (legitimacy) &7

G AYE L ol A Mgt uie} o] 8 (performative utterance)e] 44< 7}
of 2L AAF @FE 2T B opg} o]l Aol A YA A
Ao 9sted Bt webs] AL T 3 A DE AG7) = ol BAIRIN A
213 ARE YT el & hEofof 3t} 3AIYE AF T B o] &)
ZIHESS FUgshe #4 JAA AR &S it 248 4 dth(Marshall,
1972). 28y A AN 2] FE7bsA el st dute Aszt EAgi.

Demski(1973)& AL Ax3pgo] eFd8& 7212 Arrow(1963)9] 212
FEslodok 31T Q1] Mz} Aldg FFste AL ik Hotshe 3AYH
AAAA 7} ZAR8IA| opgtehe B4 ol E(impossibility theorem) & AlA AT
olz| gt H|FEo oJstH AU ] o] ol AAAZL ol BA L trade-offE Zef
gte g AL AL T EXo] 23& Folof stnve VXA, #uld AdE
Futsl o, whebd §elz Meol 2 A2 dijtel Hrtel Melef o} =&E
F2] ZshA Hr}

cre ARl Adelel] o] 3t AIYA Aol Thesithe HRES AAG dAER

p!

]

o %

2

at
3
]

o~

17) Arrow #3 9| ARA Helo] rhsslr] 918 21 ol 7HA1E AT
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t}. Cushing(1977)& Arrowd] 27 dXd| &S EAsln HA 3ALE ] AF o]
7Fedtthe HE AASH2M, Bromwich(1980) E4% ARAE &8s RE
= ALAY 7FsAS AAEAT. Chambers (1976)€ <1439 A LE (A3
FHE e/ o8 Hrho] EAE, o) dH 92 AYap] o Ade
olgt Al ZHE AAIsl tijbe]l A9 dite]l Edtn 48T, E3F Tullock
(1967)2 F&el o8l Arrowdl A9 A1 AAM3Y] FHEYRE A& & U
Arrow®] Z7o| @iz AZSA ofdittn FAAAT. olHF HHEAES
ArrowZA & HelA] ol A RS M 4 9o, Arrows] o83 J#
glo] AIEE A7 BddE slAYE AF g efFAol <3l metd 4 gl
tha £33} (Belkaoui, 1996).

AL G717 BgA-E gelsle e R o8 71Xt gleud o7ldiN e
MAFAA #4732 AeFgel &) (individualistic constitutional calculus)& &
Aoz Auerla grhs),

2h. OHAISAH wHlE MEfRPE0IE) Y JHY

A #2289 (constitutional choice)o]&& ulE23t A acceptable end-
state) 9 SIAMAB T o BP0l olete] Al H MeE ARt lon, 53 il
HAFE 2 AAER ofet Axje] g AFAE, DA BAFEoR AT o]
1 Yoh9 | ol2l AslE hE3= Virginia Sobe AR JE3 Adagel 43
2 BRE @Adste e MAES] PEoR o|FojA, HR} A1EF2E ol A
o] o] oA WAHUF| EFsitin Rof 7iQle] Fo] 2HE T Jri0), uf
b4 Virginiagtoto] 82 M E2 o2 7R F4A (individualistic) o2 & 4 ik

18) SALE AR T elgAde] T AU o R 23 9] 5S A1 A elgAR 9 Hola
ARre] A3AdE FHslY e AERE BHE A%Zo]&(institutional theory)o] AT A Lo|&
S FAYE AF7) ol HE3 ATEE Fogarty(1992) F°] o).

19) A TtZ(constitution) & Myt ABBAER2A AQlo] JEstn 4edeE d F U &
< A|FEct

20) Virginia®#e] A7 23+ Buchanan and Tullock(1962), Brennan and Buchanan
(1977, 1980), Hamlin(1984) %] it}
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(Buchanan & Tullock, 1962, p.3).

(MAFAH FATFZ APy el &)L A7 ol A g o) AgegAle] HA
o Futsle Alggd] tigh mdel et ol BAA st 842 W g
& 7t B, &, A EeY AEE g o] ebdA S BRA sl A olsiBA
Aol 28 87V S ou|sie, A7 HY 2HO2M E&7FEAE YERTH

(HAFA A FAlTZ2 Aol 8] Weber(1947)7F AAR &4 HA st
(rational legal authority)dl 7|2% %1 itk Feld ¥4 AL Bl & 2&E 4
gho] Al 7k e 5 sz A7 o) ol BARCNAl AT S ol FE ol
Azl olsle] =89 o) A7) He] BHFAEE Rt £ A7 #e] Bdde
olall BAIR A4t Al ] AFse AE o|FE FAVIFE FEE V| wpt
werg At R1SAA Al PR Aol )L ola| AL FolA sl i 2
g Fa Uk

Zreiy Arrow7)h AlAE A3 2ol QY AEE Fshe Aol Brbssted Hle] A
84 dde] B AL ANE AL S gon HAFYH FATE 4
B0l 2L 7ele] A TR} 2ol Al 7k Wiel| & BAZE 7hesttia £t
A A FAFY ] dAEARHAANE JASHA A HoH, & Ale AR 2
32 EAete 9 (A2 AatEA)elm, A A7t A FA o dAate Aol st T
gxow A6t (A AEA)oldt. AT Maje Aol i T
EA e AAEA S Hrlgol o] olsldARte] 84S A A ETe AA AL
2 e, A3 Hr1g) oo olsldAAe] #8485 A4 ARETE A9 9
A WAY AFEA e} /) gol 2)sted Frleitte Aol &9 F 714 H7PY
3 dhad, =3, FAIE e et e daAEA e A3gA AAHETE T O AR
& osle] Hridtttes Heo] v

Lt ElgMol =2
(HAFAA A7 T A ago|&lel st FATF B3dE Bk st

21) Max Webere T& F 712 A@o2 o|sjdAz7}t 54 /A& 331 she 78l 2rt 4
3} ol BAAIL BA ARKD AHY 71EL] A AMY ASE w2 ke WFH B
< A,
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THAlCl gt 8438 Hr1g 71Fol asit. FARAE S ALY 7]FEEC i dF
7} B FA-2Hadministrative procedure)& FHSR o]Fx fom(Davis,
1983: Freedman, 1978), 3A93 A&l 21oiA Johnson & Solomons(1984)+
HagA o AngA o] do ot FAHE S FFEsta olrb e A7) Tjrol 122
BAE 2 e Al 7HA 2AE AABIETR2),. 150] AAE A 7] 21 FEE
HH(sufficient authority), AAASZ FFe 47 (substantive due process)
2 Hapde g AGe 7424 (procedural due process) 22 FollA Mg 54 Y2
o] dolA Fe P9 Coll st

(1) &28 AsHSufficient Authority)

AR 2L A7 FAA FATE FIE F e TES ETE Ak
3= RAolth, olgid AL FAZ| B it A Aol HuEA o] FAR I 1A 7] Ho]l
o7l 715 G 29 FELE ZFolo FHdEY. wEA IHAVE B
(Accounting standard-setting process, ASP)2 9|3y} A& 71 (v =9 7350l
= SEC)e2HE Hug A3 YE T3 (Clear mandate, M) F47 715 3%
¥4< 7M1 ZA$(Institutional competence, C)ole FE3 A (Sufficient
authority, A)& et Fugt AU (M) B A7} st EHsA Fo
71 ASYE Tl o] FoA Y, 7|He] FYFH(C)S A Y L 7P| F
oA 7% HH3 FYT & e 5o AT WS 7HH ¢k dvke A 9
gtk A 249 FES AHA)E dFrlss ZA g 2o

A—-ASP=MnNC

(2) AEXoz Mot 7MY (Substantive Due Process)

A 2AL FAZIHe eatEFe] AAo|m FHACIH, FFY YAt FAR F
HgAo] ARz 7oste W o|Foel dhe Aok, AR BEHT
ol A At thEllo] ole} tikgt ol BAH T Aleldl vebd 4 e EE 2

22) 25 TALYE AGIE A 7H 2 ISR A7 Aol &) nret
TFA 71 2ol E124E BYsh] 4% 220 o HEsiin.
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ke FERIZ GEalool ke Aot A7 |HE FERAEA YPFT FE o[
ah71 98kl (1)Age] gatol gt =3 o] {8 AAIstoF 8P (justification), (2)
Ak Aoy o st o|8F TAHE FAStH o} gri2d),

3 AIRE A78o] B3-S 7HA7] HalMe F HAR EA Y A3 (accou-
nting standard-setting process, ASP)¢] A&ALE HLssta(Justify, J) A%
e 930 gigtd =88 2AE HAlstook(Rationale, R) dhe AdX R e
#1274 (Substantive due Process, S)& F&stoio} it} AgPAle] B3 (J)&
FE5E e U2 FAV|He] fAhe S FHske d5d Ak B35S A
stojol e AL W, AFE FH ddt =2d 2A9 AR = AFE 739
ol TAE AR SAA ATE PAshe hE 7180l AAE A% =2, A
T HollA A E 7hAol dthe Aot T ¥A 2219 dHA o e A
H(8)E U722 BAEHE o 2ot

S—=ASP =J N R

(3) Hxtat Hotst M2t (Procedural Due Process)

A 274 ol @A} AL AP A1) F4E ANE F de T
71318 AFsleiol gtk Aoitt. ol BAIRINA BANE AA7|He] HESIL e
A BAsln 289 4% SAE ANT F e 7IEE AFstdor dhe o] £
AL Az} A Al oleln gt AYE e et FIE W ol BARE
Teid 929 s wek) tigted J&E A 713E FEsldol drte T 7%
2 F1 JE o] UL o BARNA AAYE AR AES 5 e VHE F
d3he AE 82 v FAAHEIY §1 %31 A7) FAZ], FAMERL Fol
g3t AEE T TP o] 3 A= (1) RE ola|dAA} o3 SAHE HAld

23) o= i dejHolm AFakA] g 113 l%} 23] ohd @ AE 3AY, B4
°] 83L& 1#8lA EaAU, FA0 Weke ol & AAEAY, Sdzle|z AHE + gAY
AEAQ) gAcRE K7 o g olfFE A }O]'t‘ TEelgkn Fesldet. U.S. Supreme
Court, Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association of the United States v. State
Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Co., 1983,
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A WP o R RAIBIEE 3ta, (2)AAE g TAV) slALE ARl G3S
oA A 7130 FREEE g e ZE ojs| @A} 289 A FAE
Al A o2 ANSRE st AL AR AH7 B A ghe
3ol A3 218 o ARl Al A FEHH, o|s|AAAL SALE AP 9A S
AN FEF 715 E AFdrhe AE gu|dith. ol oS BAR ] it A} olsj B
Ao AE AR 718AFTE vt

AR 22 AAY HEd HARE(P)2 A9 Aol BE ol AA A A
Al AAg whgo s FARE FRE +¥E 7|3 (Opportunity to be heard, H)
£ AFstn 97 AFAG F&E P + e HAEE 713 (Opportunity to
influence, 1) & Al F3ldo} gtk Aot} FAHA FEE £4E 7|13 (H) e BE o
@Azt tholed 3AAA 7| Ho] AFetH 1 neiste LHd B HEE A
Woz Algety, 93 A gHE AANE = de AAT N3 E AFse A
T 4@k HAYA AP g YA 5 e N1F(De AL AR Do)
ol AARL AN AHE HER 71371 IS WA 93 HFAYE vjRE AL
vk Aa) AR dAREE der)EE A o 2o

P—-ASP=HNI

ol’gel Al 71 212 ALY AP BALY A7) (53] Rz A7 F) 7
B34S 237 AR 80t Al 7HA 23 E FHsl BAISH o 2

AL AFNE Bl = ANSNP
A(ZES A3 = MU 9¢) N CIRe +3h%53)

S(ddH ez FFe tARYE) = JETFYAS 3 N R(=EH 2AHAD
PEAE AT TAFHY) = HEAIRE R 713) N H(AAA 7138)

2. ARIAGeIA A

ol BAA F4E HALA S ALY ARV st AEsA AA s A
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AN =23 SABAE 71 F (reasoned argument)ell &t HAEo| mdslofof gt
tHRuland, 1989). =814 S & 71 F4 gellA g AL A7 79
ElgAdE A3 270 FollA dAA g e FA R A} A AN F oot

A 271& FFste Tdo] "

Shapiro(1997) & WAd A gt Feldo|ln AR HEE Fsto 3)A
LHE AT 4 A ste el 9AE AAET dEldY 432 AYH A
7177t SA9E dickE FelFoln ARH R Wie ¢ She AR ol #A A}
o A& Hrishe 718 g Aedch Fulde] 93 A 7Y wE-E AHER oS
=,

1 AA, AE s AEE Eokgel slof sAl¢3 Xﬂ%ﬂhuéoﬂ Zolsle BE ol
AR AN 4L HFsEhe olfet FAE ATt Wil st wEs
A7 skedok gt ojs|dA A} AAlehs F7ge A3 °|*rr9Jr FAE B7Hgk o &
g 7)) 2T e Fe 4L JRA 2 FAE Fsshe olfre
=2iA Ao o8l FAL FPEsle A AFH AR YA sk F 2 o8t
of #etet = A} (Searle, 1995 Arrington and Schweiker,1992).

a8y 4o AJgsht AE nelskA] ol BAErE AAY 7t e F
olgtx sl ALY AR FTFE | AL WeiFe] st wEe A7lst
AL gste Afole AN L et "ot &g, 4 851 e AT
2o A&7t 848 7Pt 2e AR AR 93& AvtetA dn
w3 uiel Zo] ALE A7 77} ol BA AT AAShe FEe] FEE o]
2 71 ¢ ke AL AAYE AFZIFEA BdEE 7HAA e v1xE

)4

o3

r1r

ir

e li=

2) B8, AR DA Fodshe ol FARE T4E Arstn Wodtd o 4B
Aol wrelof g}, olE| g FAL FH ElFA S Hrleke Ve AT, TEE 4
vkl 22k 0 77t Qlvkm Bob 3L Al7)skn Wolshe E 22 Grice(1957) 9] ¥
2 (o] BA AR AAo] oheln Bilehe AwE T A7 Gl AL FH3A
ol gt FE24) S $A8ld o] 7EA] T Ee] AAEHJHVan Eemeren and

24) Grice: 37} £&40]7] 98 ¥52 Y& (cooperative principle) 22 F(quantity),
A (quality), A (relation) @ Bl (manner)ol] B3 P2-& At ol B HHL
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Grootendorst, 1987: Habermas, 1990: Walton, 1995). Shapiro(1998)& Van
Eemeren & Grootendorst(1987)7F A|A13 ¥ 7Fx] #3& AL AR AL
sto] Agaldenles), g5 kA 73L& O (21 2)9 #o

(TE 2) O|sHAX FZof chst g2iX B9 w4

L Aol #3& ANSALY BAE AVlske AE TasA 2 A

2 b2 BT AAT Fgo dstd Hol=AE AAE A

3. TAL A FA dHg sHHok ¢

4. F g HoleAe ANE FA% AAE iAok &

5. 74 itd BA1H JPPE AAlE Fadel EghEjojof &

6. A FAE 712E welHon Ao 4L wolstd d Fe woly Ay
7. by o] &8 HEsl A-goko 74}/“«] FHE Wolatd B AL weld R
8. olell Ayl Alel F4& dastn, Pojol AFstd dide] o9& HHF

2t . B. P. Shapiro, "Toward a Normative Model of Rational Argumentation for
Critical Accounting Discussion,” Accounting, Organizations and Society,
Vol.23, 1998, p.644

(28 2)ollA A HA 133 F AA 3L 38 AAst Holfd] add #3E
olct. ALY AF7F7F T NA, B Rt FRERLS] W2 Foll o3t M
2} AR AR w2 A i FHE SS9 go. 3 IALE AR A
Holshe e F A 7 wet 278 B S Al 2FE ol R e &
gt dAdxos FEE AL L HALH ARV TAA 2Ee =eA 2AE AA
SHeE ﬂ?ﬂﬁ}ﬂﬂ g A2 AHE L ol aAANA HALH AH7 7o =2
of EXE 71 E Foifit} € 8, FEAHA AAA 2AnE A AL o
<o E‘ltﬂﬁmb} e FEEG A AA S Ak A2 A AA 13 F W
A 2 fksle 2RV 8o

Al AR RN O WA FARE T AA S ojdl i BHo] 43} #d

483 U HEE ATl oY o s FHE A A ke Foln, dAC FE Y3
& EAAFY ARE Al Aot} Hxd #F e P AEE ATt A
olt},

25) Shapiro® Van Eemeren and Grootendorst®] 10714 ¥3 A o§ 7IA]qHE A
pii=d
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& 7HAo} ke FA ST 0] F43 o] glxve EEY EAH fFE 19
53 5o osld AP At A HA 3L AAE FAel dE FH o] T 43 B™
A 7HAo @tk AR ARARI} AAA | BE FHE FAE  floe F
ol olsled FASB7F AlAIgH BEe] 44 /MEAAE F4ste AL slgom oF
(straw man fallacy) 2 A #a} 22 gjwtsiAl Bk vl A 732 AAE T35
gt oirt Jal Fa BAFE sHAo) drhe AoR At FAA AAA A3
2 o482 EA% AP vishe F4E FASBF AR F8A9) g vl 3o
2 o ol WA 73g kel Aol Frt. o WA 1AL Fo Futd 5414 7MY
T AAE Fa 23E Ao Brhe 2oz Ao HEH 54 7R A oY
gt #gol g8 AR (LA AP E FAR QHse A2 O 1A 1A z'fﬂclfﬂ‘jr
AN M TN o5 AR FHA7A = T dg FAF BolE FHse 73
ot} Auiute] F4& o g A ot Al FAE Wolg Asde QW
W) 7o wel FA ] g deir} o] Fojxl Ao Hrt drtao g QFH o8
@A gl FAL Ar|Ein Wold Aode dF HA 1 wet Tl et
doi7} o] o Aoz Bt AL AVt A A AR 2AdE FF
a2 ZaiAv AR AL AL AGrlte] AFAEE SASH HE dF
A FHE utaiA gk F4E A7 Algdo] wold] ddjstd Fe A3y
ZA o] F A7I% Algo] o] & A s Wolo] AT G AA T3] wet
TA7 Wol7} 2eHT}

i

Miller, Redding and Bahnson(1998)& FASBY Y3 gl tigt ZALE 7|22
olsl BARLY] F4 FollA FIAQ A} M FgHAQ] A9 o E AT, EHAAQ) F
o & Helezm BEeA BAE F4 UF A FA o3 F, BulE ARE

AN 4, AA A48 A9E A 74 2 A AFE fdste A2
& A7 T4 Folo). Wl aFE el F4E A9 olelvhE mREtE £, 2 AT
&5 e Algo] AEAog g2 WES wHEde 4, A8 Hee % F
1goke Yehin A Yol gle 74 2 712 AdeE diste 4 Folt
3 A, HALH AFagol glof ojsjBARE S ALE AF IRl HHF HA S
o ta 2] Haleh ERdsle] 543 Aol B FAE 28 & A o
2 B 4 glojob dtH(Mattessich,1995: Mozes, 1992). FASB7} A} 5X.11.9]

2 =

3

JP

8()'

4o 1%
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E4& o|gAFA R s wdste ARt A e FAYE0] Ry &
E4E AR ARETE 83 A RS o|RE Yididke AL ojsBAAE
3|AIRE AH 7 o] A3 AL o Ao Ao} st A slede 3 AT
ol Bl HH& 28T & UeA HAG F ook drhe Al HA FE ] futdd)
ol’goll A At Al 714 A dHL AL tistd olF| @A} A F
o] A(quality) < B7Fhe 7158 AFa0h. #elde 93-S $3317] A8 HA9H
g2y el 715e] vtE Johnson & Solomons(1984)7F AAIZE S ALE A% 7| #e]
S FE] g 2do] Aot webs AU A r1de] Fede dF A 7t
218 25 HE B 7182 g§dE 237 43 A 7ER 210& UES g
Shapiro(1997, 1998)7F AAlg sAI¥= AP ejd 947 Johnson &
Solomons (1984)7} AAIgH 3| AIK2 A 7179 VY 20& A o33 2t
Derdel 20L& AA7| o] AAH ARAHA tigt 71ES A g Aoy, 2)A44 S
2k 71o] o8& AR A A wetl HALHE AP TR, 3)FAske ol TAAL
el e 93o et AAdhe 8- EAE AL A7) AL AFsA
Hoz 4)33) AL gl AL 7BA Ha AL AR FE A
& 25 9

IV. u|= FASBE] 3]AI% A8 3t ebdAl

o7l ME HA nlF FASBS ZAAAE AW E Fo FASBY ALY AFHH <
AT FASBY Vg4 #¢ 7|&e] 72308 24staa g

1. vl FASBS ZZ|A|A
n) 2 AL AR AL 78 Wheat Study Group(1972)2 S¥Z o1

APRAQ HALRL AAE7] 98l Financial Accounting Foundation(FAF),
FASB 2 Financial Accounting Standards Advisory Council (FASAC)®2] Z3]#
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Azt Basttkn Ansigld. old wet FAFSH FASB7F 1972 A9 =it

FAFE 3AI9E AF2AAA 2] NE2E ol 232 ® 1699 Board of trustees
of oatd FEET} Trusteer 87F A ¥7)#(sponsoring organization)26)-& o) 3}
T e ofdte] MEHE 1195 o] Bl 9jsle A& A3 347} e
prao g FAHHEY} Board of Trusts®] F28 dFe DA 23& &83lcd Hod
Ae& 28T, 2)FASBS FASACH9E dHsi, 3)FASBY dFF3d& 3844
2k FAANM HES= Aot

FASACE FASBel 28 Algdhe 2402 @A 32799 9der 745 i
Ao d7le e 48 Fo] 7hsslth. FASACES D)EAYA S A4 e A EA
o] A4 S e ol diste] S AFE, 2)3AYE] A A FASB7}
A AHA AEe] gl diste] 2§ @t} 53], FASACS nid gAlgaez
ARG f2E SAEAG 4 29 S ddtd dEXAE AAsta Tk FASACE
7R 3 39 g by AR Aol glo] Fide o] FoIx A opdtt FASACE g
© FASBHYH A (A7 $HE 29), SEC F4IAA 55 g}

FASB: 1)3AIR RS SAAY, A4 2 varkside gHsle AFETe] &
& Axste, 2)3A930] AAe] VAT H AAANE VI EE 4, 3)3FA
A2 AHo| 81H e ALY FAE &S geoteta, 4)AFEe] AL RAE
o 3 S ALA Y FA A 23E TR, 5)AFA R 23E FEo YA} o
3 olal & Alusle A FHoZ T FASBE Y% X3skd 749 344
doz 74" Y439 d47|£2 (Research and Technical Activities, RTA) 2
o FAso] St} fdE 5 V1R @ FUE ¢ T Y-S AR st H
9 B35S A AR S AL 51 GH] AT X0 AL FASBY
39l H7)sl0l 9} FA3 9} 2 g} ¥ FAISH, FASBY &8s AAstn
g,

RTAZ 9L 3493 AFAAYZ ATA ] 3k A+, o3| BAAG AL E, 4
43 Aojalgte] digt £0], Eojume} SAYHRTA F HPE] A, ol

26) Sponsoring organization= AAA, AICPA, AIMR, IMA, FEI %o|t}.
27) FASBe 2&% #=x% 2 FASB, Rules of Procedure, 1998, P.2
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AL AAE F4e EHYFE FPgrt. RTAZH Y2 RTA Directorg FHoE
project manager$ fellow® ¥HHth Project managere 3|A19 2 9] A% 27 of| A
ARE gdein], g9 oRE FASBY olsldAdGt d2e] 48-E st of
WA o2E FASBAY T 497 ddxne] 9&& 993t Fellows 2zt thE 3 A
Qlo| A sHAH practice fellow, 71X 3HAE industry fellow, etmr2AM o
% faculty fellow B it Al 918 FESD 19 LR Z738= postgra-
duate technical assistant 5 98 FF2 FEET}

n)=e] ALH APz A EPdoln AHA AALH] AP & =R
gisle] Agzgn BErIHe J9& HAEs= FAF, 494 ARAFE H96te
FASB % FASBo| A#& AF8le FASAC Al 7|#oz FAEY IS 29 Esit
AgzES Bgets 71 8a AL APE gee 1S Eeste Ade 2 o
2gt ZAFA7FAAE felstn glon, dET old ALY AFAAE AT
otk S Uzte] AN TLI FAFZF FARE 7158 385, A7IEN 93 9%
FASB7} 22 71%¢ $8dtia & 4 sich 32 839 A A7|E AY 244
A= vl ZA¢9 Zol trustees, HALHY A% & FBske 71 (Standards De-
velopment Committee) @ AF71#(Standards Development Advisory Commi-
ttee) 02 TAHECIS) AR ALE AFZDE B3I trusteesst S|ALF
AR-E G3ad A2 29Y3) (Standard Development Board) 2 3|A93 A% z23
AAE A3 W] AAHo] ATk,

o] 2 FASBO 4% 3AK9E AAo| AR RAGzL 2fsted Auj=o] FASBS &
Ao BA7t HAE AL Selete Bagsh AN, ol BAADH ] FBT AH
ol AR BAZA} AFHog Fojsle] & AABELL 3len, FAFH 71&d
o] AgEEo] 71 sl AFH 3, FASBE HIE¥ FASACH Aol
FAFS] trustsZolA AR v]Fo] FUA o2 Frhe A 71080 o

28) IASCS MBS ZAAA dalde 20008 490) BHE ZAMAE A28 A
29) JICPA, Proposal for Rebuilding Accounting Standards Setting Body in Japan,
April 11, 2000,

30) AR A o FASBS Aufe] g $2 L old g X & P.B.W.Miller,
R.J.Redding. and P.R.Bahnson, ibid., pp.177-194& #z=%& A.
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& Selol tigstel FAFS trustsh FASACHI® Zolx sAEuARe] v 5L @A
A AP 2YS ESE A8l H1EE S7hETRD.

2. u]5 FASBS] 3]A104 A% 74

FASBx W7t (Rules of Procedure) el wet s]A| 94 & A gl 9ol e A4z
A #2H(due process procedure) & wetel sttt A AP HAE F3le] FASB
© DEAse ATAE d4sta, 2)38 EAE 27 AEE oty
NEAMNEZE AT dicks #efsta, 4)uitS Hrkets, 5)AEshe tiehe Adgitt
A A date EAME e AAA HUHE AFE i ol ola| #A
AA SALER Al &S vl 5 e 7138 Fosle AL Aale] a7}
g Hiche AEAS 7HAA v metx] HEe AR AL ALY 4495 g
FAE Ag)

FASBE #5349 (Statements of Financial Accounting Standards,
SFAS), 8|4 (Interpretations), 71%&% (Technical Bulletin), d2|¢% 2 A 5-3)
Al @B 1A (Statements of Financial Accounting Concepts, SFAC) % thafg
AZ2 3AYEE AP A2 FASB7L 3 ALA & AFste AL s|AEA S 37

31) Trustee SolA Zdale} H]3o]| 50%olA 19973 A 25% 2 74430 on, FASAC
A Fol A 2 ate] wlEo] 1997l 159 (49%) 0ot 2000890 119 (33%) o8
Azl

32) AICPAY 717129193l (Accounting Standards Board, ASB)& ZMPIEEIA
{Statement of Auditing Standards) A 69ZA dwtxio g AAH A L2 e A 7}
= AZAAE A FHA9 Aol 3AlY3 (category 10a)e FASBE HAI8H
AICPAZ}F A7) sivkm A3 8 71 #(ASB, Governmental Accounting Standards Board
S0 AAE ALY FASB7 A4 8= SFASS 814 Fo) ZgHrt T ¥ix AZ9
HA Y3 (category 10b)& olai@dAIzte] #odel A7} sl 719 91 5o #3E& AH
449 A9z 2 FASBY 71€ 35 (Technical Bulletin) 7} ojo] slgsth. 4 Wi A=
2] 3A 92 (category 10c)2 FAME IR 7AH 23e] XM= Y202 FASBY A%
A EA] et &8 28 23l T4 ¥ Emerging Issues Task Force(EITF) ¢ §el
(consensus) 7} olel siFE ) el ojsldA ALY A& AX A olys FASBE 4]
olg AAA| ol trel FASBAYS witirl lew &go] ot o WA A
(category 10d)& A|uiA<Q]l S|AMF-2A FASBE Z$ole SFASH it deole7(Qs
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o) whel Aolsht ISR (=R 3)3 o] X DA R FAH i3,

(TH 3) FASBe| Hektt HEHZY

@ A g % HBE
EITFe #3,
L AdeHe ve} ATFEIA
h=A } oy .

L 2Rl i quidE ola| AAA e} ol A Project Prospectus
SECY dxn

2. YARAH A F7} FASBSI91 3] ;e gl
Staffe] FAAF

3 27 A9 Project task forceT-A Equw

- Project advisory group74 | Invitation to comment
A3 N3, FASBH Y

Tentative Conclusions
4

4. ARH A= I;ASBH%ﬂ Preliminary Views
TE i Eds
FASBS 93] 2] o)

- . ~ THZ%F

5. %7} 4l EXERE 8
Field test

6. H& 42 FASBYI€3, X SFAS, &4

A+& © P.B.W.Miller, R.J.Redding, and P.R.Bahnson, ibid., p.67

7t EH0l ChE oleiAE

FASBE #l2¥ AEAE o3 714 Z=2E Fsid ddsH dv. Fa¢ F=2e
AHo g AFE HAEAG +4 ¢4 £ A AR Bl FASBe A& Agdhes
FASACe] 3itt. =3, wi'd FASB7F A8 & BAIEA 9 el tsle] FASACH
Y Ao Z HAEZALE dAst 1 238 2RI o8 F88 Aze IA2A

and As) FEje] AAo] #Fgr). vix|g AEe Ao A5 IJAYREE 7| A
o7 FASBY SFAC7} oo sjg=t)

33) FASBY A2 A4 232 P.B.W.Miller 5(1998)7 C.I.Reither(1997)& #2¥ A,
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A&skA M sl7] st 1984\ del 448 EITFelth. EITF& 53¢ 3A #4171
SstAY g EAel gt s AE o] et el et FASBeA 23l
Aol gt )AL HxstA "ot

FASBO RTAH U2 A RAE WA 7= vB3E At APgel g A1 &7]Ahd
7188 goteta, A7) vk ddEe Aol BAle We 2 Bl 2
A7Ved s AR B8l FAV Fe8itha B FASBH Y+ B4 A E 3
AL A projectell E3stedol BA1E A et w3, RTAZAL AR 2g9#
U HARRIS] 71 A Aolo diste] §itete A M F83 SAEAE Q123

FASBE AICPAY A¥HEdYd 3 (Financial Executives Institute, FED 9 2
2 AEaA et A& ke B3l AMEE FAFAE 14T} FASBE SECS ¥
FoE N2 SATAE geteta, SECS] dAxd uzt 53¢ s A Al g d+E
AA g}

FASBE th& dete] A3 A%717 3 SASAZIEA LI (TASC) & @ x3t
HARCE F24E 2 IJAEAE AEIT FASBE 47, 37 % Ayt 34
L A7) 7 IASCE TFAYLR ke G4+12F9 d92e2 AR A A
el FFOR ATstn BaAE Wk E gt

FASBE SAIEA gt ou|d HEE ¢l 23 #A4E AsHA HESN= 9+
(Research Study) & $¥8h= A7t ok E8, FASB7Y 53 A EAE project
2 A"sl7] Aol ol #A ALY AHE FH7] Adtd Bal HAZA Y project At

AW &+ Project ProspectusE wWlEste Z$% ot

Moo aju

Lt S{AIRE HEAM F7|

EAE HAEAE JALH AHM projectE F7HIThe AL B3l EA19|
A& FAEL EE ol dAAANA G EA] A ALY AFHF FAE 2
Asle oulg 7HIth. FASB €3l 548 JAZAE ALY At #71a
A} o H-E AR o] DB JARA} AFA RS AR T A E dFl A
dHoz AFY THF FEI FLYA A%, 2)F EAE Ada] AT dgEd o
stod Alzhe o BYA|7E EAEEA % R 3)FASB7 B9 BAIE AT 74l
&4 AR5 n2i3t)34) . FASBH 39 3ol uiF Fadd A, g7h8e=
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AeYEnt,

ALY Aoz YT IARAE Frletes A Brole B3 HAEA
o thaled o gt AL & AP A E Adslodof vt 7]E FJALH 2 FH
A o g At ARl tisted s AFSA A BRI (SFAS)E AFeHA =, Ad
2 2o #dE EAle AFIA AN (SFAC)E AP drt. 22y 78] ¥
H3A] of g Afolle AEE A gl mtar] fste SFASTE AYE Aoz 7MY
ato], HEAQ AAL project® JBste] 7hAM AT £, JAEAT} A
Rilel EAlolAY 71Ee] AALHAM tFEe EAS fA Ble diXelu e
TEE A Ao

Ch =749

FASB 14937} 533 B4l project® F71HH RTAZ o] B3) #Ad A% &
HzAlel AREZAE AAIE, Je Al AR/ task forcett AEATE +AE
t}. Task forcett AHEAHS] FRE projecte] FLEU AZd o3l FHPHTD),
F23% project®] A% task forcer RTARYe] EUR(Discussion Memoran-
dum)Yt 9721 23 A (Invitation to Comment, ITC)E st =& &0t
o2y} ITCE olal @A} s AEAY £4& A43ta o8 71A] ditES ghetst
of ga EAlo] e F4E AABEE ste AaRA, B RS ITCE HAg o
HE71e] HPo Kol we} Zfolr} eHELW R FE s, RTAZ Y] A4d3H)36).

# A EA 7 B3] F83AY FASB 91937 983ttt 3 de EQuRy
ITCE U7 & 33 & /N3t Eodulnut ITCRT oldel o8] 7k FAEE
E3lo] ¥HIE FRFCZ o|sl@AAI} A Hrlstd A7 FHE AME 9

34) C.1.Reither(1997)€ FASB7} 4 A ZAE AL AFddel 3718 gt 2l
o} 1)&A7} d8Fe vX & W9 (pervasiveness of the problem), 2)tiQt, 3)71€8 A7}
=4 2 HARE 9F9 4874 (practical consequences) & &dtin A Hslygct

35) 8.3 project® task forcer 20 WA 308, AF4 projectd] AEHEL 6 UX] 1082
2 FA"ED. Task forcet AEAGE FASHA] ol project® BoH, o] Ao
project manager’t A&7} A& et}

36) C.1.Reither(1997)& Eoim 2o 38 Algte g 7|& AL, 43 AHT #d o
T 9 BPE 72 (QANE, BEAY, A B ARG
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T2 3t} olsi @A} AN 2] F4E AAE] HEHE fA MEe g A7)
4% FASBY AAIG 3 FAZ A 27] 3L BASIL A& SHIT

RTAZ QL Eou| 2y} ITCH gt olsf @Ak 4 (comment letter)& #4138l
FASB $¢3]d Hugtl FASBHUHUEE B3 3ATA o it AL tike 34
Bolo A Aolsh} ERE HAISIA = ofgitt, T3] 2-3F o]Hell project team
& FASBYIQEANA A5 dNA T E FAEA &3 BAEE d¥dte ARE A
Fata old g fe w3 A E Hetete Bl F N3] (preliminary session)E
AYET 7H

et 33N &

FASBY€93lE 27) 4dE 7122 ZH3 AEA ] et oicks AAg TR
(ED)& 2ztste] olgi @Az}l A wii-3ic}t, EDE 3AIYE B1A (SFAS) Y AF-3A)
A B3 (SFAC)E AF 8l projecte] Z-folle wh=Al @7lslook gk, EDE 9
w2 Y&, thete] AL o ZEwAd 9 FASBYL AARE AR 24 T2
g3l EDE FASBSI9 S 2/37F IAske A 40 5 o, teofidd Fx38t
%] oldhe 9L ED AAle A E 442l A (alternative views) &2 FAIBIEE
g ¢ Sl

ot FIHAC|

EDel| thet o)sl @A ALe] ¥k (comment letter) & A3 A7E EXZ FASBHY
i 999 712 YAL AANAN F4E FA ANHAEAE HEYT. Ba
AS e 2HEE oA AHSAY AtE AL E o]t }E oA AFAR
o] MA e A Fersly] 9sted RTAZ YA field test® HAIBIES AT 4 9
t}. Field testZ3= EWE 314 (special report) 24 FASBH US|l Bt

z7}12 0l A7 FASBYH3)E projectel Wdled 1)F48l project® F&3AU, 2)
N2S EDE wzhsled wixstAL, 3)9aAF e AFdAR ojgstes A s €
t}, Projectys Wl AAEAI F838R opditie olai@AR] wHgo] IV
FASBS93]71 23l SARAS olsf @Al 88 & e oz §28 F gl
U 2 Sl tiete] ol wdd F gl Aol FREY. A EDeA A o
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3t Aol @ i g FASBAY Uik HB3he A9l F ¥A EDE 298t =
#an,

. HEUE

FASBI93lol|X 8¢ EQ7} o]Fo] A 7§ RTARY L A EE HFAE B4
8tod FASBI93]olA FHIC} whoF 2/39] 34E oW SFASY diyoz FEE
ok gl AR diste] gt A4S setstn ol fE AU PAd.

nl= FASBY SA93 A a8 SFACY &Y 5& AlFste ez Bue Aol
optt, FASBE AR € AL ol tigh olaf BAIAS] 8792 ohofeta, AL A
Aol g ol BAAS AL st T ARE IALF o] HHslA] £33
AgA ] tetd FASACY A2& &t old AA= 7|eFiy ¢ TR
= 83 F7HEQ AL S A

olg#AAe] AL Al et Foe HH A FAY F8A A st JT
& e} o F4of 93 B3 (Stock-based compensation, SFAS no.123)9)
A% FHAFAE QU8 2 Aol gk ) tisle olsi@ARI} 1,786
9] comment letter® F8l] F2 WAL AAeHHh. HA3E] 3 A A2 (SFAS
no.133)°l Sl = SHGES AVLE Hrtste] ately BA 2 Aldsidol dthe 1
2} gzl dhsted 31572 comment letter?t AAIEATE. ola)BA A o) kgL F
2 AP EAYR jsle] olFojxn} 1999 9¥el wiEH 7|YA FIHAA
(Business Combination and Intangible Assets) F71%<tol gk 17539
comment letter Zol|M = AR A7 111722 dike-E Hstx 9ot

9. FASBS EFgAlell 33t 7|&edF

FASBY| el@Aol &t Be A7t 3384 ZIE AN oY #44 a8
AA & A3 ek, FAF7F 534 713 (Louis Harris and Associates, Inc.)el 2}3]
3l zAtgl ols @At FASBel tigt Brke 1)IALARETH: 7164 384 =
AE FoiolaBAR AP 21-67%), A3 AALAE AR Hain
(41-711%) 27199 FATAE ek £3nte $4E Aok 29-80%), 3)AH
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g Aol ARA|(83-100%), 4)olsi@AAe] 87 w¥hg-g Ho|H(53-87
%), H)ANAE o2 ZFHah AL ABAGE FPPTHET-100%) 1 BJYTD . H*
g, olal @AY SALE A HHE A FASB W (Rules of Procedure) & % ©]
ista, it Asictn ddsle Ae® Uit Watts and Zimmerman
(1979), Dopuch and Sunder(1980) 5& FASBY &A|¥2 AQHg ] oJEE FA
siAY et A At wet AL & AT s oS AT 22y
AYA A& FA8t] FASBY el 244 ZaE AAg A7 gt

FASBY elgAol] @3 A= el 29 54955 FESI7(Johnson and
Solomons, 1984) & HAUZ AFzpgo Qo] ol BARY HAE EAsle
(Brown, 1981: Brown & Feroz, 1992; Tandy and Wilburn, 1992: Saemann,
1995) & ol we} tieksiAl o] foA z et A7l e 7|EdTFE BEEE Ur
o] A B2 g}

J}. EtEN Z7HQ| SFR0RT

AL A7 Hede R A9 =UE AAE Johnson and
Solomons(1984)¥ 1= FASB7} o|8i gt 24& F&aher] AR Byt 3 ¥ 24
ol 13 Aol tidted= 9f2]7} SECE B3l FASBel 3AY2 AU} AU
AL Bgsitin B9tk 2 olfE 1DEHEHE933d% 1934d) ] ot} 937}
SECY IALH AFAFE RAsdn SECE IAAETE (Accounting Series
Release) A 150%°] 94 ol3)g #gE FASBe Adstden, 2)3A94 AZd
Fa3 =PI AEAS FH3l] Ysle] FASB 2&o] F3AA S dFHMAE +28
& 7] wioldt.

= WA AdA s AF3 A 24 FASBY 93AA o] 7HAe F 7HA]
EAd oalq 2=H) 3 WAE ols|@AAF FASBOIA 543 SAEA thsto
HALH S ARSES A AT Tt B FAd g AL E APEA,
= sl e FASB7) A9 & TEE ouic} ) 92e] 2A% uidi=g] g AA

37) Financial Accounting Foundation, A Study of the Attitudes Toward and an
Assessment of the Financial Accounting Standards Board, 1985, Al 3% % 63& 3

E g
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% 71x] B L FASBEZ dtodg A2 o7t 83 FHld 72ttt ALH S A%
e sl AFE AU AL TR EE it

At A FARY 202 FASB 93 AR H#A ] F 74 SHelA ofsdA A
o #7385 FsH BAge s 290 A Ale WA 93 fATAE 43
ARG G olsfBARE] F W Hds} glo} olsiAA R AR} 4840l HThe
doln], & Ae AN AAZ Tl BEW R Fofl thE comment letter T
2EAazA FASB7E wiAE 83 nysdcve A2 &8dde oo
FASBE 3A9H Ayl oAl g goluat ESuR, T2t 23
3] So gt SR FHAE 5E Sl FRIT.

Lt. OlsHREAIXI| &O{S

ol AAIAY HAE B8 FASBY EFZAATE Johnson & Solomons(1984)7F
AR e AR TR sla] BFFA L Hrishe AToltt. wekA olsfidAIAle on]
fo] AR 2L AT, ol BAANA L JAAAY Fort BAEY, d3&
ARE Weitt Fgeloln A Ay} A4k F8 ALY AY7FE B2
A Bk 19903 o] F olsi#AR FAATRE Tandy and Wilburn(1992),
Brown and Feroz(1992), Saemann(1995,1997,1999), McEnroe and Martens
(1996), Harding and Mckinnon(1997) %°l k38, Tandy and Wilburn
(1992)& Fojo] Wg Fo] v]&L 25k ol AAAIGE Beteta BAL
W ol7} Fele] &olat vl gl 3t Qo] Fae n|X A& HESIGT. FASB7F A%
3 10071 9EAE ez ol @At g FAR Ao} o7} AvkAos £
s} BB AL edle Ayt B Aoz Ytk B3, ARsEE €439 FF
o wal A, ZAS A 2 23] Fuler} oldld olE e FHe A )
go] AR E 2| w2} Zolrt sly Ao ettt £, AA] A LH S A
Aala AL 48 2AstnA EITFE AT ol F olsl @Az 37t $71 A
o2 UJeh} FASB7} EITFE A#§ o] % ols| AR NA 23 SALH 242 3
F3tn JE Aoz getgdUrt 252 JALH AP ol BAAL s} Fh

38) %7] A7 2% Haring(1979). Brown(1981), Mezius and Chung(1989) 5°| 3itt.
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Aoz Frlsittn B FASBO e}dA-& SEs] Hste olsdAlzke] A=5741<)
£ 2T Wkto]l ettt FAET.

Brown and Feroz(1992)% 7194°] comment letterg E3t] FASBe] 2JAMA% of
AEe MAEAE VAR, BE ol BATY + 2 AFH d¥E vA BE &
W dtod dFHoR HESNM dA7ATd ot FASBE 7199 comment
lettere] gJated J&Fe Woyt &Y e FR A ol FAF Y] ol u}
g e Aoz vehdo

Saemann® 1995 d7& AEIAAA] A5E 4o AU ABAEE B
atod Atolgt 7]]ie] Fgo] oo medh=A 79 FASBA} 7199 34L& #83h:
AEE ARt AFZATe ol YAAFol IHEFE HSkE comment
letters] 47} s o] grejo] mdate: o2 Yo, Brown and Feroz(1992)
o] A4y FASBY} 7199 742 vtdshs Ao R gotent. da3lAd3] A%
#HHE comment letterel 93t 7|Yel HEE HES 19979 AF4EH 7|4#E7}
FYE A e o2 et

T3, AR &R, AAR E AR EAIAE dEs= Ml 7]1#S comment
letter® B] 23t Saemann®] 19994 A+& 3 A Eol§A1E HEdH= AIMRe] 43
e 7 FAE AAEIR e, AP EAGAE dREdte FEIS IMAY Bl8°] €1
AFAF] HEGE wolv dHURME 243 viishs 222 Ueigdth AICPAE o
k3t A& AAshY AwbA o o] &aF4le] e A7IEAY. FASBE o &A4E
iEshe 7183 AICPAS) 71 dxHe Aalg 7w, FAEE0 AFA R 2t5
HEAE pesta BUAE Audte JAYRE AYdle s Aoz vely

McEnroe and Martens(1996) & FASBe E94-& detslr] 9l FASBH Y
ExgEat o] o)Ho| A& 7oe] 43 BAE BAY. drETe] o
5 FASBY Y E949 SFHYPAE sk Ao Uehdon], dxle sAHU3 A%
AA7E H@A 7lodste Ao daEUT)

Harding and Mckinnon(1997)& 24|12 A% 2ol A o] &2k} FA 3] Al
HAPE F849 et o] dAshe=AE AESAT AT AT et o]t
ok 2B AL A E {8200 Bste] of2o] dR|sht A H R o] HAF A& A
e Afoe Atolt e AR Hehy )

o

-

o0

Tt
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olejAA 2kl el ol FASBY BHAATE FE olsidAAY] FdH e, FodE
FESE 9A(ZHRQ) L olH AR Fao] BdHE FE 5 FHoz ANHG
3, FASB7} B194 & 7Hitke 2398 AXaitt. a3 e oahd 714, 3AA
A& T Forrt iR er g Ao vEsth 7IYe AFEHE 934 o
g 27t FAH & AFA B WMEAA st A e A, Aede A1
TR sl FFE LE Ae: UEwth FASBE o|&AE dHste 7@
AICPASH £AF F48 sht 7199 42 Wdste Aoz ey

Ch. 7IEt

FASBY BldA-E AEF 2 A1ZE Hussein and Ketz(1991), Fogarty,
Ketz, and Hussein(1992), Ho(1998) %&°| Slt}. Hussein and Ketz(1991)&
FASBY] 3|AIYA AFAAE T53 AT 71 ol @A Go] AL e B
2 A] 2#l) (mixed power system)o.2 KT oA ARA S il B
vt B a5 duat A9 AP S e, FASB7L ola| #A R}
b AGE FAse #d 71Tolge Aot

Fogarty, Ketz and Hussein(1992)& |AI92 AFH o] 34 47} vxjE
FeS FI Axet Ao AP FAAEAY g FHLR HENNG. A+d
el oJshd, H@e a7t FASBY e Aol A 7]ostg oy shHo 2 37
A2 Ao AR FX A 9428 2 g Adga. dies AP 34
A9 Aol AoME HAH g4t G vty FAEH

Ho(1998)= A28 Aabr} sA9H & Agshe T34 WUAE SEC, FASB
1 IARERYAE SR Aglol 2 ofgte ¥ttt 1= FASBY AH B2}
gAel olsjet SECE| olafzt Fej7} & wiet A A gaHolehe AHE AAlS
Ak =3 SAYER S AFE) Holl B SAEA Bt B HHIL A BEHEX
AR7 F3e dare] Bafo] FEFE vt A A It BE A FAld sl
4B AAE A& Rote AEA tel ¥ Ao Aee s, A=
o7io] A MAE MEshe Aolw 23 MatE H 83l Ao gsivtn %

) BEEBEA AL Bonomal(1976)7F AAIE Al 71 AM3A AZTA S M shie|td
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st

A7ATHE A9 AAZ FASB B0l guusiondt 338 Aat 84 34 3
AR AL SEse Hol ohjzt ARA S 87 Ya} ke e Ao Yepg
o,

V. 2&

1. 7739 a9

AL A1 A AE Ay g Bt AP, ALEE @l HEE zs)
= 4% (performative utterance)? FHE FHAHXe CY Atdle Y= Eoh).
A9 it ABAES APl o3l Aetdhe =ed e deud
(consensus judgment)©|2h= S|AIE-Ho] gt #47} 4E8(codification) H2EH
olel= FAYE AFUPHIA S 4 it Fejuhe ol BAReY FHE Hrshe
7150 Wt ALE)A §els) o] Foid w) dcko] HAA-E Zterin B, FES A
Hh o Aokl Al (due process)ol WHE A 9E A Hbdolt), wetr geldtelzt
= AR A7 dbdd uet AFE ALE e IS A=A, ALY
2 AF7Fe B Zert vz, 93 9 Avcke] sAdE e FA A7
(IAS) & A &3l Ho] o3t AFATt

A9 A7 T B S AP S F4o2 BAG UNIAEAA TR A
g} 714 o] &) (Individualistic constitutional calculus)& AIYLE AG7]+7t TS
A+ (sufficient authority), AAA o2 Ag #4274 (substantive due process)
ol dad A #4134 (procedural due process)e £1& F&Fshe 2+ B
g dn Bk JALE A7 AEE )R o 2 e A9 s En HAY
22 AR $HL 7 Ao FEI A 7A€ok JAYE AT €
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Rationality and Legitimacy of
Accounting Standard-Setting Process :
Experience and Implications of the FASB

Sung Kyu Lee
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Accounting standards, a product of social collective choice process, create a new
institutional fact by means of performative utterance.(Searle, 1995) A performative
utterance is of the form of X counts as Y in the context of C. This paper argues that both
the presupposition of consensus judgment about external reporting and the codification
approach to standard-setting make it possible to set up a rational and objective
accounting standards, thereby enhancing the legitimacy of accounting standard process as
well as standard-setting body. This paper analyzes previous researches on rational

accounting standard-setting process and the legitimacy of FASB.

1. Summary of Research

The consensus judgment asserts that knowledge is epistemologically objective to the
extent that a community has its own criteria for evaluating the justification or evidence
for assertion. It provides a basis for a reasonable debate over accounting standards,
relying on collective judgment as to which methods and evidence are acceptable. The
codification approach requires the standard-setting body to follow the due process in
which interested parties present their assertions on accounting alternatives to the body
and the body deliberates those assertions and justifies its decisions with reasoned
arguments. The codification approach is adopted by accounting standard-setting bodies in
1J.8., U.K., Canada and also by IASC.
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The legitimacy of accounting standard-setting process requires the establishment of an
optimal accounting systern. While Arrow’s Impossibility theorem argued by Demski(1973)
indicates that such an optimal system is not available, many optimistic studies
demonstrate that it would be possible to set up such an system. Johnson and Solomons
(1984), relying on the individualistic constitutional calculus, identify three conditions
essential to the legitimacy of accounting standard-setting body : sufficient authority,
substantive due process and procedural due process. The sufficient authority requires a
standard-setting process has both a clear authority and competence to carry out the
assigned function. In order to meet the substantive due process, a standard-setting
process should justify each exercise of its authority and provide an adequate rationale for
each ruling. An accounting standard-setting process meets the procedural due process if it
permits all interested parties a reasonable and timely opportunity to be heard and
provides a reasonable opportunity to influence rule-making process.

Shapiro(1997) argues that consensus judgment requires accounting standard-setting
process should follow three principles of rationalism @ 1)all participants in the process
must give justification or evidence for their assertions and respond to counterarguments,
2)participants must adhere to maxims for a critical discussion{Grice, 1975: Van Eemeren
and Grootendorst, 1987), and 3)participants must be able to evaluate the extent to which
a particular accounting method may achieve an explicitly stated financial reporting
objective. The aforementioned legitimacy conditions describe procedural norms for
satisfying the three principles of rationality. To the extent that an accounting
standard-setting body satisfies the principles of rationality, it satisfies the three
legitimacy conditions.

Most studies on the legitimacy of the FASB show favorable results. Johnson and
Solomons (1984) indicate that the FASB meets the conditions of legitimacy. Studies on
the participation of interested parties in the standard-setting process also show that the
FASB reflects the assertions of interested parties. Ho{1998) argues that the due process
does not always lead to an optimal solution and the effectiveness of due process is affected

by the accounting problem considered and institutional factors.
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2. Implications and future research

In analyzing the rationality of accounting standards in terms of standard-setting
process, this paper has following limitations. 1)This paper carried out its studies with
limited focus on standard-setting process. The rationality of accounting standards and the
legitimacy of standard- setting body can be affected by qualities of standards. decision
models of participants as well as standard-setting process. 2)This paper is limited on its
diversity of methodology by analyzing mainly the descriptive and institutional studies on
standard-setting process. 3)This study does not consider the effects of social and cultural
factors affecting the accounting standard-setting.

Korea Accounting Standards Board(KASB) along with Korea Accounting Institute(KAI)
was established in December 1999 with the purpose to promulgate Korean accounting
standards. In order to enhance the quality of accounting standards in Korea, following
future researches are necessary : 1)the studies on the adequacy of due process in Korea
and the conditions affecting the effectiveness of due process, 2)the studies on social,
cultural and institutional factors affecting the effectiveness of due process and 3)the
studies on the factors motivating interested parties to present their assertions rationally
during the standard-setting process.

Also, KASB has to take following measures to ameliorate the standard-setting process
in Korea:

1)JKASB has to provide the information on standard-setting as much as
possible(including agenda setting and major developments) to interested parties.

2)KASB has to induce the participation of interested parties into standard-setting
process by providing opportunities to present their views.

3)KASB as well as KAl has to increase the opportunities to exchange ideas with
interested parties such as users, preparers and others.

4)KASB has to study on opening the standard-setting process to the public and take

measures for the purpose.

{Key Word) Accounting Standard-Setting, Legitimacy, FASB



