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DL EEEREHNRE
: 1. THREREES] W
9. TZzal | 2 (& 19 AR HE B
. 3. Tol 21 = [slzheblo) w gl
LIV, EREEMEHS iRE
' 1. FBNE L] (e
2. TEENE - RIS
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s vheb o) WEMEL v WEET BT RS UKL il TolEke] o}
PR S rhlos BES Y o REHE =v TES 23 B s B%
o] TEIEE wta od 19 AR Bl A e ARk Y et

2] 5= J(A. C. Littleton) 9] ZFhy Bzge] Kaba @ FEREE S K5 Uk e=2A4
[#) o] oF J(Payan)el] o] 3F M4 MEiHEHmI? =t =223 (Cronhelm)9] TEEH] {3
ARV S B3 glort o)A e o} Zho] BAMRS Btk HRATLH st S
TRel oA BN ikl SeEED T EEN See funsia 9ol 4Rl
P £ vhuk BED EES JHRl 2 U & Fo|rh

4% 19HETE Bl 4 9] 1ol Bl & Feel @S rho & M e 20] |(T.Battersby),
[7Fz] = T's] ~|(E. Garcke and J. M. Fells), M=% |(G. P. Norton) 5] 9J&] 4] o %

(1) A. C. Littleton, Accounting Evolution to 1900, 1933, p. 323.
(2) Payan, Essai sur la tenue des livres d’un manufacturier, Paris, 1817.
(3) Cronhelm, Double Entry by Single, London, 1818.
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#FWIL S48 HEE o] oude —ff BUEFTES HME BEs =k v EE
THEHERN AL MREEE FRGHE ¥ TEGEEY 2B EERle= #
B Aoz mgtow THEHEE(MEE)E 5 HANEN HEsle sl Eigol gl
whebA 3] MRS EESH Bk 2 THES GEteEse] EHEe A s g ©

ae vt EEFEM1770—1830)9] Z I} FittigAd A8 A2t PR e ks BE
2 AR THHITERSY Har-s AR s TG4 oA LERfEe Wi
ZAEEHA = o} WE#iEst A7 she B Wik BkshA =4dch BEE#E BAE &
REez o FEY EEMES 2esiglorl deb MiEEe #ad e EoRNEsT B
RE= BHSl b 7164 vebd (43 (A H. Church)d] THE#e] EERS#HIC &
FEREY TS M HEg v aca & 4 glch TH 2 & RS EIERS
= &0t 19 RS THR@ES 20 SRS oA S SUESHE HEES ol F HE
PR Sl A BEg 9 MERERS wirsd A3 BF e BERs B
BHSH T3isel) slelA Rfsgel MEsl |EM-S BRAYE O TRetg ). 2=
 IEHERC T MSERERRE oz HAET B SRELB 93 RELET fE
& Bk obdlel wiFEgke] IEwAe] W3 A FUERERS MizeE 7 fos 2S B
el FezH ok REAHS MEE o] R MRENUEEEC LEED e 1)
Ak

T AE §lol 19204 Hehd EHE{EE ES M8 Q7 ((F. W. Taylor)e] 2]a]A4
ERE MEBREEES BT wol ERAE(LEHY —moz Jeht LEEEARRA
MBS Zlol ok MR EC) Yehdy] LT —R FEFES FERER & ME
¥, LB, BUEMERS) BAXHe HENoZ JUE e o HREES hEsls

o)

ol

(4> T. Battersby, The Perfect Double Eniry Bookkeeping and the Perfect Prime Cost and Profit
Denominator, for Iron and Brass Founders, Mechanists, Engineers, Ship Builders, Manufacturers,
etc., 1878.

E. Garcke and J. M. Fells, Factory Accounts, Their Principles and Practice, 1887,
G. P. Norton, Textile Manufacturer’s Book-keeping, 1889.

(5) JUHRTHERS WA A debhd o] EEEMNY BEe o d HERMIEAA 2=
HERES 3 JEe ZeEsta 9o & o EEFENE A BEels EEEEE B
HERE MEFRAD e B9 EEFAEYSs AEMNez HES Hiolw. o3¢ wile
EEFES HBEmd BEs AERY S8 Kkild SBEls AR o #E) HEL W
A g FEEEARS BAEE 94 3L Rl weld 4R EHEEY AR £E
&3} o] Bl HERE Mo 1o B 59 MANEES SBNEHESRES B
AR glo] o] Fofalvet. o9 Z-& Hpkel HEERMEIES WHBREANA 2el: EiEm
B HtEdl = s s 22 ol

(6) A. H. Church, The Proper Distribution of Expense Burden, 1908.
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HERORE A EHE T g AR REHELA%keEALE ERT Aolsta ¥
T e o)A B HEd HWE T EHAFE(historical cost)d] S BEE
e gtk clZel MeEatEel T frmel MRl EERRERE S e shE 2 EEel
t},

HALH#T MER BB o] Mg A EEgEel Axste LE 7 ==t H
Wie = sREEGhE REBE A Ssme R VebdA =le TEE EEREe FEWR
HRel e FEARRS BEMEE Loz BEASH Atk ke BEREET B
e 2 Hikel BRI vt Sh BHREEHHEN KES En EEE REVT #4E0
PARTOL el o g RRMES T HEstm o) fR¥Ed] =) BT EEHHIS oF dhrhe Ae)
M de J(F. W. Taylor)®] &<l o= <=](H. Emerson) (7= j(H. L. Gant)%- #ifi
KE Loz R B Azstgdrh. 25 K0 HEGHES MEnRESH
(retrospective cost accounting) = © £ FELSHA WEMEEEF (post-mortem  cost
accounting)#t AL Fola oo 2 Bt %Y KkEE HERE Shx Eie)
I FiEste Rkl 53] Tel=1<=](H. Emerson)-& geAsfififio] <la)A FEs® gEHexl
By BEBREES B el JEpeEgRzYe A7l HAE &SI flie = R
HIt EHRE PRSI REERC] @S Bt oF et A DHEToEN o fEue
LUERTHS eBaErE | zlolch

EHEREHES WRE e AKEEMA BF5EL 71k BHEEi (management
accounting ¥+ managerial accounting)z} 23K BB E&E (financial accounting)e) o] 3}
A2 GEHEES BEGEHEeh ol A2 FFR MR hES RAFEEH N B
B9l ORTELE A 2 GRHE = ot Rkl o RS Bt Rl 2 K5
HHE BBt BFRY M-S 24 skl o] HHeHRL SRREHEL E
BHS HES GO WEOWS CBHE 9 MHLS HAREZA BREo 19 [

= EER SR RSt oBd %2 RERERE ol FA HArh @

f‘m%

(7> H. Emerson, Efficiency as a Basis for Operatzons and Wages, 1914.
o] ol A follw]£ ] gz e =) e #AsA .

(8) Tel= &1 SMEEFEY HIWel Eific fBEHEM o3 e BEs e sld &
bk B TAA ol Folxlctn f2gslgl .

(9) T4 4 2 ](Gordon Shillinglaw)¥& i 19 %H(Cost Accounting; Analysis and Control, 1961)
FAl A =3 o] dsla gtk TEHESHD OfEs 2% Zasn s A 2, o7/
e 2 G4 olde] FEE 9 #3 2 Aigd RBI: ME 2 5 g7 93
. AEREHEEH (internal managerial accounting) 2} 3. st A o] xv} ERHE FHBlolt}, o] x
< ¥ FHMAY EREHS HHE 2 PFHE 04 SENRAA 198 BB B
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o]} & REMHY #HAREL MEREEMEZA B2 & ok 4418 %
S St} VPERG RS MSFERIRIIEE [3le] =m0 |(J. Whitemore)e] BIFS 7
A T =1 <)(H. Emerson)e] 7}A+ HEH#E(E=R ek Ms2]<)(G. C. Harrison)d] 7}A
PREERERS RIsHAl 3 Zlo] o o)k

PRENER R o] 27171219 o] 9 2 @RS 1930 4EH717] M= o 1930 4T
Bl 1950 fREie) o] 24 o= ) 20 RIS Ml NEEAES) »1EE 9Qeh 2EH A
ol 19504 fIF-E @FtEAE = v MEERMED QT Higel AFHG) oAl H
FEREA AR ] o)

EEEFREE B (direct costing) 19 9] Fik-e 1930 /Fft EEAHIAS 1702 st BK
MEIEYY & AA vhebgd Melz] 2 . N. Harris)o] #isc M=d & $2le drpd g1 59
1} ? J(What Did We Earn Last Month?)& #2%k o 7 she] vhe}ybr}, 02

WeE 2 MBSF BT k. ol A& M¥&it(financial accounting) Ex et
(enterprise accounting)el] #%fg} 224 o] Fdl Ao LG MERL Y 5O WS
e Aol ol m e s o Aoz oA KH KA MASE FHel okt F
2 ONEBER KA A MEdc

(10) EHEFREGEA AT £2He M o)A IJ(W.W, Neikirk)7} @i et 2ol &% JlA% b T
FEHES MEFAES HEke S8%as Hpsts Hkeldxn E#stoor =t #{H
(prime costs)e] ﬁﬁbﬁgkﬁaﬁ%ﬁ“‘}% og Aol fEETET HEFEHES wHEs SH4 g
b BERS SEREE 4019 HEd BED S o) B o € B HEREHEY
BRIz HAC ﬁ‘%ﬁﬂ‘ﬁ HIZKEo 2mbo] FEMBEAMSGE R 2oleh. o] Hrkel
oatl EHEBEMNEL HAHES € WMPHEBRES A= B E EEE 1S
g 4 =t ] (W. W. Neikirk, “How Direct Costing Can Work for Management,” N.A.C.A.
Bulletin, January 1951, p. 525)

A MAg=) P. C. Taylon)w EHEEEGE o 27729 BREFEEEA ERRRIES M
JIBES 3 gt (P. C. Taylor, “What Can We Expect of Direct Costing as a Manage-
ment Tool?” N.A.C.A. Bulletin, July 1953, pp. 1532—5).

(12) EEFEHEA A3 HWY e 1936 44 Y 922, N. Harris)¢] “What Did
We Earn Last Month?”¢] v} N.A.C.A. o] 4 BEHE S TEHEBEBZEI(Direct Costing)oll 2]
sl o] Muscel BE Y o &ERTYE EBEEGES Bstd sz b 28 ok e 1908
o) REite] BREWES FEGHEHEME LRI 27 Aiste] BERBOEY BE=A 4
EEY BBPRE £F Hilddde A #®astT doh 2 fKdE o EHEEGRAAS
EEFEEAES M4 itnd HEaHs 3o B EHEEEEEE EERED o8
A gkgtrhe HWEE Qow =d B fith 1922480) BanE el Binel o] 27 AR E#EE
FHES BAEsle g2 =+ @ily 19324 & el iz BX 4 #/0¢ BEEFEEHES
BAS A2 @t g, (“Direct Costing”, N.A.C.A. Research Series No. 23, p. 1081).
19364 1A 1584 N. A C.A. Bulletin o] ##%3 “What Did We Earn Last Month?” & =7 —
o WHEBERoE Hd g Aemd 1 BKLHY AES Bk b 2ol s gt
(QHE: 7N\ Tﬁfgﬂ‘ﬁ:mﬂ,ﬂ 196148, pp. 409—436). & [~-E |(Stone)iitF (RAEAIAL)-2 A &
el st 4 Ac] 100,000 38 Ll R HHEES o SRR E BT olfe KEE KR
£-2 20,000 BBBE B Ad A 2R GFHEE MHAT GRAIEY Khe BiE
e ®mM HEE Zo) stk frbe AL IS ofd el A REFENZ--](Rowe)
T2z (H g ool v 43p ) SWEHARMNET AL ArERke BB b %
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o] HEEFEEE-S 3k 2WE(EF B ull cost accounting, total cost accounting,
absorption cost accounting)e] FTAR[Y #E49 Fihd] B F71 Yrhe w4 HES Aol
o} thA] =Ebd At Sl obA RISl A BE, == REIERSA A AEEHES R
grs] BEsch. o) 7ol AEREHEC] AL Aol HENESE EEEN BER K
moyel 7] = Fol] #ig 1 BEES SUERERE s A el WUREGRES Eolxlth
oo FeAlA HEEE] B A9 MAMMFEE 32 EHoz FHESA Wk
o 9E ML Aol [ERECKS Brshed REZ 2 o) B YL 99 %
B ER o) ol A ERR(ECL SI9AE 1 MRRECL kEd 44 B RS
o) W Eol GUE R KAT) HE Y Kt BB TRowd REE FM
ol & REE H| A ebd Aol

B E®Emes vehd o] EEREHELS ot LUE - BEHE - kSR (cost-
volume-profit relationship) & i#ste] MiS@atllel PIme AMEE MEs: HM=2A A
s @EA=E I gdom o BEHARE MRYETE ¢ BOREKGYS 9138 #$iTHEES A
i Y FENA FIAsL gk )0

ol ¢t 2o EEREIHEC] o5 dd AL EHEHM HME do merHiEEAe A
wEEH e 2 FIAHE zlo] —&olA FHEs 1 Sl ABBHEEA Y EEREHEY R
i nfor AR el Y] Hardl ol =iat JEMRE fmEv Bolst A Yt o121 i
ErEREHE ez ZES F vk gl e Mg dsiAe o4 BE BEHERY B
Kol £XE 2 Yol REMEA BrEd 5+ dh seigs o)) MEHER=A s
A= B Fo] FFESCF T Aot of T EHHEEEEEC] FROREFEED o
2} R RE Bl 3 HETAEH BT TS o] EEEHRREHEY ERERe s BE
H GFE F W o)A REAEHE X+ BEs oS BRE LE7 drh

i 1$L7°] B E ] EAES B )7 o ol BEES A ﬁt—"- we2l s g
Tl"]’ﬂ"‘ Fate fAe |iHEY FES BEsty HRES MEL EEe RRE 12
T YEE —@ves BEd SIE¥Re WES LEE 0 'unmaa W2la 9+t

“]'E]-Xi [29 |(Rowe)= Fl&=+ HHEY AKX B{%(proper relationship between profit and
sales) & f2fftsle @3tk o =4 HEHENBEE (SEe BHA)INT EEEEN @R
FeslEEe =7 WRREDA RAste ittlEE Biaste . ol 2 Jikel
o8 4 2% (Rowe) = MFIAEL fHE BTN o0 #BHcle =3 HHAvEEES Bt
ol SUEREERY ERATRE D FRE REL & dde A& flFEstz -

ol ¢ o FEMEES 9L s HBEEG A (direct costing)e] 2t fyf3ta o Hipgst 2
B ETY g RBasln g 28y ox EEEEHEY BB ERE oSl #K
stax gl doha Hae Wz gk

(13) N.A.A. Research Series No. 17(N.A.A. Research Bulletin Vol. 31).
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I ERFARETHL =HRMETH

1. EERRENC B8

B ER o] HESH] LIgie UER S-S 2EEE B (total costing) =& WK
&t (absorption costing) el| {KTFSEA e o] RMEHAEA A B BECHREY BEe
S FUERERS PR, BB, A2 B o) T HUNEERS WSEaRe ik
MR EERE TE BERE TR £t WRHE R BidE) HAY =
= pgm#) FUES Mmets Aew ngbeh

2 EERERAS LY 2BREHESE 90 HETRS HEMEN EESE
% D SEREEL 2 MR BB (variable costs) 9} A Re] WINHE F15-9) MR B
4eshe FERBES (fixed cost) = =493t a WRIE A & BT BREHe] FAREY
T S5 2 RAS] RIS Y S HIIZE (period costs) o = AR AT H
Beshed iarel BRARAI AUt whebd o) kel shd EHEUEY AEEEEGY FRd
Yol A= EHREo = FMESHA = L (AT = BLEIKEAE S (capacity)- S Hfish]
T 1, chAl Tebd AERE) WNGRE o, FETEY MERTE, TR, KR
MoRS), BN ACBAIELS #HHE BACTHA deld B BRS) 2 mEEel
BRuE el ks BAGRSY =t RRPRES)T 2L FEmMELE ol¢ @

fH7 epeet o

1

:{2

(14) WHUSEERT B AT =4 [E9 J(Kohler)&= “the assignment of all fixed and variable
costs to goods or services produced: an antonym of direct costing”o} 2t stz g2 [ e (1. W.
Keller):= W@ @EatE A1 o3 o] MmEAstE 9vh. “The cost systems of most
companies provide for the inclusion of all factory expense in inventory values at either actual
or standard rates. This procedure is known as absorption costing.«-+«: All expenses of service
operations are allocated to productive operations and the total of the incurred and allocated
expense of each productive operation is related to the units produced, or other measure of
activity, to determine an expense rate for each operation.”

(15) ol & 7ke] EEFEIES MBY A o HHEL HERSYS MEEE BHsls Hikoldy] we
= AEpe R BEEY HERE Bosle Ao #EsI L & 4 doh. webA [EEREH
% |(direct costing)e] & FFEIc} MBhEE 5 |(variable costing)o] 2t AZEE HASIE Ao
B REE Aelct. o9 HLY AEEA KEAA A [RAFEE I(marginal
costing) el gk AFE7F 9l ot o) A & iR ¥ ¥ 5y H7 |(microeconomic analysis)ell 4] {#i sl [HR
R M l(marginal cost)e] 2t # 5k E FIRE 7X 2 glo] F@Msteh =3 oo HNF Aoz B
#e) THRA G (Grenzkostenrechnung)e] 8 A o] glovt olA® AEAye = EF
BEEAE S R el gt weld o el A MBETEHE o] HES giE ok F—i
Aol EHe s fiAstY NEEEEHEIS 9= @Emsts]= g (C. E. Johnson,
“Inventory Valuation—The Accoutant’s Achilles Heel,” The Acconting Review, Vol. 29, January
1954, p. 18 2 J. M. Fremgen, “The Direct Costing Controversy—An Identification of Issues,”
The Accounting Review, Vol. 39, January 1964, p. 44 ZR.]
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o1} o] RWMEEIEY HEFREHES sty & o EEFREIELS HHH 2
BEEREA vIste] o}-go) HERClA fBEstelh o REEE W=+ EHERERHE
1EiE7F B s s sk =3 B HRP SE vl T Zdelzta & 5 g

EEFREHERET FRE 2 S AW Brvel =eb 2 a%sk ok Al
2 HEE 4 Yk 00

1. FES) HFHE

2. FRE7 W BRE = BT

3. FEEHFES FFE.

A BES DA A S HERL o1z ke 2HHEHESE 22l A 2
EHEM) /A 4 =S WEFES o REE EEHES 2t FES BEE
(volume)2} Hefilsle] MEhsl= BEBRSY —F HE BEMNA+ LB BES A
HER 5 WHEES Bostd o & EERS #HE/L £4° sELA AL

=4 FES KERRET Lo MEEe v Fkn 2BREERHEA KA 1dd 5
e BEE Aoz MEEES Hibd =& RE2 BHstd BREHEZNAE 4
BHHAN A BHMRFEE ZHot BHEAGES GElhsta oo Hiho) HERE 5 &
ORI 3 MBUS ZEEhe Bz ste MRS BhHetddch e EEEE
HAAE HFEHPS S8 BR = HEHEES BHs] fd4 #E £a ob =) 85
HERES W #EHEE BERER A8t K MRt oha) 2el=l EHEFE
EHEAIA Y HEAm REES S BEHEt EEHele] BAHESE A $4 BHENA
B Byl webA BEhcte BHRELEE: S EEE KEEC —% =t 2%
e T QD E %REtd RAFf(marginal income)§ K3ba r}-gol] o [RFFE
A4 BERE EMESt MFI&ES K

A BEETEE vehd BRY ERE ®iENes #Rskd ohgw 2o

# R F N EEBEEHE
% B %
MOE OB oW ¥200, 000 100%

(16) EHEFEEFEY HECl A oba B #—2 RME 2% 5 8l Robert 1. Dickey
# Cost Handbook (9.50)° 4= oh&3 o] #HEA1-$2 Y=t
(D Method of recording and reporting.
@ Separation of costs into fixed and variable elements.
® Variable costs applied to product.
@ Fixed cost written off as period cost.
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ZEN - BIEHE 140,000 70
BRE 60, 000 30%
R —REHR W8, 000
OB 20,000 28,000 14
FF w32,000 _16%

B R B W WOEBERENED

% # %
MBI w200, 000 100%
EW BB - ' .
’ # # ¥90,000
REMN&R 20,000 (110,000 55
W, BLERAR A W90, 000 45%
w ' =B 12,000
—HREHER 2,000 14,000 7
BRAR R & W76, 000 38%
W BEER:
WEMER #30, 000
W ' B 8,000
—REER 6,000 44,000 22
#OF 4 32,000 16% _

HA 9 o 2 A TEREFUEFH AR . 3R] 2EERHEA A& FEREe |
fmlE{E ﬁEﬂniEM BHRAEE 58 EEEEY —HF #Rsklvh 1o EERENE
o A FIBREEHS ¢ A BEEHERE HHEAe 2 AZsta webA o zlE HiRE
HeA EH BEE il MRRE2A EEEEEN Aa71 b vhie] 2
Sl EESSAMELE PRREEA i KGRI o MERE A RS
HASHA eher). A o] EELMY ABEoL MEIERHEME A BIRARIAS LA
Sk FRe] =«

EHEFEHES #As oo HEREHE 2+ MEKE 5 EEE - BHUNM
°] ATREHE, Bﬂﬁ’ﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁ, tH AEEE PHEELS o1 #ERE fRRER ot R
HRE 550 2helrh

2} AR A 53 0] MR HEE st EEe Rt o HiE o7
HEHEFEEREY M2 BES AP 24 SMEAEA Yebd MBS HH
ol EEEEIE A% A REse G2b ol 2L o ud EREER B —Rie®
HEEE mEHEREA ] REM A FFH 4 Az o] AEelch
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2. MEAMEH LS| RIS

BEEFREF AN A R YEREREC MEEHEs ofe A%, ool debd 1
o gl Ao B el —HEH] de 3 MREA 24 2MEEHEA 9% 7
-9 fERSPA debdel $e At eheh Zeh o Ele HH SRREHEIAE
S o) MRyt EREE Aol B eu U6 ERREHEANA = BEkst
HIRIZE A (period costs) 0 =4) MRl MRS 1 WEHTo 2 WY AEEE B
) o v,

thEel ME Kol oJshe} EHEREREA A WA Mt 2BRER S 9
3 2zl ol gA HELI She AS RN HEHE et WEE HE-HEGR 9%
Bl 5 glep 07

T ®E BT MEEFER S RE R REEC] ohE 480 HENEES B
B 2EEERHES ez R Aol

bt

B1EEY o g EIER AR
BEHEH
HEHEE 2,500 2,100 2,100 2,100
HERE 2,500 2,500 2,000 1,800
R HEE 0 400 300 0
Bk EH -

EER BREME w60
HRE W200,000 (B3I W100)
REE 9 WEBEGEM w260,000

B & Bt B BEHEEHEN 9

E1ERE E2HEE HIER FWAEE
B 750, 000 W630, 000 ¥630, 000 630, 000
B EEGEREEA 23D
E#EBREME W60) W150,000 126, 000 W126, 000 ¥#126, 000
WA W100) 250,000 400,000 210,000 336,000 210,000 336,000 210,000 336,000
AR & W350, 000 294, 000 294, 000 294, 000
EE 9 HHE 260, 000 260,000 260, 000 260,000
MR & W90, 000 W34, 000 34,000 34,000
HREER
wom EY w250, 000 W250, 000 ¥200, 000 ¥180, 000
WoM B 200,000 50,000 200,000 50,000 200,000 0 200,000 20,000
REHRFIA T %140,000 84,000  #34,000 14,000

(1) BHRRE w100 (EHERR 2,000 BAo] whole] FHEwd KBLERE R,
WMRE RRER,

(17) Louis H. Jordan, “A Discussion of the Usefulness and Theory of Direct Costing,” N.A.A.
Bulletin, March 1962, p. 54.
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R 2 i W WEHEFEHEA D

F1EE FE2ER EIER AR

B OB W 750, 000 W630, 000 w630, 000 ¥630, 000
HHEEGEREREEN ’

EHEEGLE w0 150,000 126, 000 126,000 126,000
BRI W600, 000 w504, 000 ¥504, 000 504, 000
Hibol Jif -

UL Pk w200, 000 w200, 000 200, 000 ¥ 200, 000

RE 3 EEN 260,000 460,000 260,000 460,000 260,000 460,000 260,000 460,000
BERAFR __¥140,000 44,000 W44,000 44,000,

Y R T LBAERC 94 R HAHEEE HRN0 2REEHE) 99
MRS FIES ERFEEHEC A% 249 B Q604 R Aeltt. =eA
o] FE K& KA Flkel o937 FEHA A ek ot oh AL B F=
2 #WRE 2 Alelth

25 1RO A BUA 2,500 fE7F EES A o] Aol 28 WEE A% FiEgs FRS A
224 ol el A el BERATS Al 2BREHEY Ao ddAY mEEEst
el o3 A gl At F—stAl et Qeh A 28 FUER A AE FatER
2,000 fAR-c} w2 2,500 fHE #Ld&stgl o= 2 50,000 €1 (500 f X 100 91)9]  BR([HEE:
Fob VEbgrent o) BUEC) sl A 500 MHS) WBEEREC) = o HiREREE B &
e 28 AMREEA RS o] AR HRs o FIREEN = &) sk

59 2 Apprel = AEBEC] 2,500 RESEC] 2,100 )= H=x] 400 fE7F HIARTER
pifm o= Kife BEE S 7Sk o] Atdl U x 2BFEEHENAS B 1FE
SF o] HRHREEERI; A7 1y FlES EEREREC oe A3 40,000
4 2A vebdeh 2 BHilis 2HREHENA S Bl B4 BEHRIT RS

of faE el k#lel B WRE Y WD Bl BE0 HYmes B %
RE I Yot B BUEEEA AL WIRERPES 400 M #3: B BEE 1009
(400 X 100 91 =40, 000 9)o] el Bk o) §lo] M HMIBA o2 KA Hiss)
7] W Eojrh, weEhA WEFAN A Ehd FEEY ERe HREEERY aaEe H3445
Froll B FEEES R—sA gk

IR = £ERBNA T EREERS HIFISY] A Fd REpXREE Jelhvba] o
T 7Afelch 1A Fliel Gl & 2BEEHENA EEREED 98 A FH
EHE 10,000 9ol AA viehdel o Hiie EEREBEC) BKRS #Ehd) s A 100 18
b WA I ohA] wele EEY) AEEE LA HIRIFERREmS 100 M7 RES L o =
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ol A" AT EER® 10,0009 (1008 x 10049 =10,000 U)°] HHASl LA AR
e LRl 2ra oz FEiie lRE&o Bl £E& @iy 1 RN
25 4 g

BAEEE HERC] EEREER 2,000 S FRSIA] Xstd THE HEEERS
P REEE-S 5 3ERS) Bl KHES HEFShE A5 BIRE Aol vt o] A f
RERTES) RIS EEREE 248} 30,0009 HA FRAh ol AL Hil
o ZA-+oh o] HAIZERIRC 5s v BEEET BHS B BB A Eel

el Al B2 4 el A HEAHEHANA Pel EHREERE] e BEAT HHS
ERE 5 Sk 5 F1EES RAT SEEY REHEC AT o=} g 3o
AE FA—stA dehdete A5 & F doh AL EEFEHE 2t #HEe=d |
B E AL w2} et e EEHESN A IEER BREMAEY] 'R —
Stk Sl iRl A& AEEEC] BmPv sdzts RREEC F—3sltta sk
EEHES B (% MRl AEe 3 vrebdrh. oy Sl A 2 eie}
2ol F—3t i ToA 2MFEHEA =2l BEdt AR B 24K A 84,0004 %
3HEEAA 34,0009 4 4EEANA 14,0009 0] Feh o] filo] BT fL 4 M A3
FlaawasEe) o= Fikel =2l FHESIET ) 288198 Tl A s A—3steta sk = e}
ol o} & BRe] vEhd AL FIEEY WY P B 4AFEEER -] 7] @)
A7 Aelvh. oA & EEFEFHE IV 2MEUEHEC Y o 2] #Ed T = B
2 Mgl m—3tA v R = AXEGREY BEd A= BRG] 28RS
R g}

olo} o EHREIES ABFEES MRS BHSHY o3 Zep 0

1. fE¥edpe g (standard volume)dl A Bt Aol HlF-S HFRIL & Aol H
BEFER gV 28EEHES A—3 FaEs Ach @il Ade 8 1EED

2. o] BH-S FEE <& (B AL ¥ mHHRY B 2WREHHES Flge]
EHEREHES MaELch 2ch Gifl A 82488

3. BiHio] A4S LEFT d& (W ELR 2 FEAS B ERREHEA FlGe]
EHERER S RlELcr ok GigllA 8 3EED

4. EEL —Esh} k] BFSte APt EEREFEANA 47 FEe —

1}
2

(18) N.A.C.A. Research Series No. 23. Rufus Wixon #& Accountants’ Handbook 6. 62.
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FESteh ol A& el EEEES Wb AAHA %7l dEelth. E—3 RETA
2HFEHEANA JE s EES SEteh. Gl 8 248E BI3EES HEsteh)

5 EgEZo] —FF APl BEEREHE T 28HEEHAES AES o o] BLH
o Hef A ERERECL. (Rifll A %1 aES E2EES hEEED Mase B3 5
ez 2ol E(amount)e] o] wkEA] 2" E okl

6. EHEGUEREIES 2FFEHEL Jo 3 E SRS BEE(divergence) = Kl
fRlsch BN A st vdebds fHREe] Sivh. 2R AEs RERY R B
ol AR A= FA—3HA =& fHFAe] 97 @-Folch. webd Rihkd o sk FHET ERHF
qol EHol AXAIES EHR ol WiES A Yebdcl. BRI 2A BEstd o 4
B RANeZE M-8 #RE kIt o Hie WNEUH ERNne s 4ES @Eed
Fob g Bel ol ] MESHY EE BT 5 o] AFolth

EEFEEEYS 2RREHEY dstd FhHE SREGe] ol e ZRE Y= A
2 o] WEMY HEHEE EH LS R o RAR ERFel et &2 Bk uieh &
EEFEITES 73 oA HEHERERS PRRER ke B REstd
FEEE Y 2REEIES A daAe oA S BeEE GRE-HRESMERS vt
7 2 SEREE #MEcle Aoz 2a WERE EEEENEY BRE - EHEs 48
of vhERE Blel el

aE o WEE A A5t EE HIREST oW Ho) EMT AAS? o) B
A ERERENESEG o] REEE &% BNz REr BEHe Bt
#KE REES ERSta Y-t

a2 v EELUER B HEET EHRY old HT mPd Bl HAN AHLe
Aol EHEEEEEA sy 2che 9389 olzle] EBEHARRE e A E HiE
FERES EEYRAES LR WES A 8 2% 4329 1}l [TRE o
5 EHEREREC AT HP BL-S FAE @B HAN Q%2 BiTH o5
ol 22 HIRERAS, vtobrt HEe AREBE o st AHEMMBEANA 1 WP BAW &

L BT 4 A =Y

HI. EERRHE =F

1. MRS, @#P
HEREA RS Bl A ebd WPRE0YS KA olzlel Zxe WEWE
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(internal reporting)& HLL0 2 #2#s P o o] AL kI ANEE L (external reporting)
o g 7] #AE o wmEs e .
a2 WHBEA A ehd MREENS BRY = &% o BREE® ez EHSY 3

(19) LR HRPRS B HEY Rz b 22 2o ¢
C. E. Johnson, “Inventory Valuation The Accountant’s Achilles Heel,” The Accounting
Review, Vol. 29, January 1954, pp. 15—29.
O. Neilsen, “Direct Costing——The Case ‘For’,” The Accounting Review, Vol. 29, January
1954, pp. 89—93.
S. R. Hepworth, “Direct Costing——The Case ‘Against’,” The Accounting Review, Vol. 29,
January 1954, pp. 94—99.
H. C. Greer, “Alternative to Direct Costing,” N.A.C.A. Bulletin, March 1954.
R. P. Marple, “Direct Costing and the Uses of Cost Data,” The Accounting Review, Vol. 30,
July 1955.
R. P. Marple, “Try This on Your Class, Professor,” The Accounting Review, Vol. 31, July 1956,
pp. 492—497.
Brumet, “Try This on Your Class, Professor——A Rejoinder,” The Accounting Review, Vol.
32, July 1957, pp. 480—484.
(20) N.A.C.A. Research Series No. 23 (N.A.C.A. Bulletin, Vol. 34)ell A= BE#EREHH] 2= #
2 EES ohg sk o] misla Y
<HEREHES K>
Flgsdl e S04 LB THE - BlE - FAEMFRIY BROE EHY GitsEEg4
2 dejAlch, B4 EHEE REY o SHEANE AR BERAACRA e 2%
A 2+t
2. EEEES MW Nl MAERERe BB 8o RGeS 274 REE F4
ech b B B EARE BHRY B Gaes miod Bt gleow BEBFE
HES BRt2 Jx A Sde FMEE EEES A—3 SRz #BEge}.
. BHEREEFEARA ¢ UEFERSE Y BEHAEE 2FEEHESR 3 Bk
o} FBHEESA BEEQ BEA shgch w4 BREs HEREE] BEEE ERst L
Fisle #e] AZsla A4t
—EHRA A FAED MR 2ES BEFHESN 5ty AR WEEAF FgE sl
A F= EHgo] |alA vehdet.
RAMNGHT = KB BEEY BEA JdA HEGRE astdl 34 o] A2 &
MEER EEERA EE B i RBES] AHY EHe AEE BLSA g
BEHEFE RS EEEHEY $SHRE 2L FYPY FEEESF S #6d. BRLE #
BRE-> HHEFEREMHEY —FEeH et EEREHEL oo Z& e #AZdE A
£ B e gA v gHSR v gtok gt
EEREHENA Al EEEERES B@falelo. o)A M5 M LBt W
B BESKHIEA oFF #iLsta g+
<BEHEFREES E>
. BEEES oM RA#EErol AfER . 53] oW BBHENE SR MLS A HE AR
=, webd EEBRERY BEHBEHR] BEAONEC B SdAde 20 wENL S8
7+ pEEA "
S HEsFEe URe EHEREHEY :@?‘é"ﬂ/ﬁ HiEsE A et aHeR REPEN
Bofel vt Hfth BAY Jgtoiwd s Ear =e Hiho B M BEEES #imd
BURE shojoF gvh.
. uhoF fERHFEEES FREC A 2MEEE =Y e HERE = #Ee ol mKT AR
fEs BWageh e o}‘”] ﬁ%’E #EE AT rE BEe FEsA gt
FittFd = Efﬁ%@ AL #hEY —‘ﬂQ’\ﬁ?i A R HBEE g4 fEHT
o] WEAMe 2 FWiEslex o9z BHE ¥ z)“”l' ﬁia& o] FYREel 3%1'5}1‘1 REdist
Bl.Lol vrEbgieh. —7—31"} BfEe o MEd %3 ’[ﬁAl B obxl guEs e ekskrth
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MY & FEsta o2& FEgets] 2oz g} @

EEFENEY] RS+ RS BEL o123 Zol BT 4 9t}

O EEREEGES BHE AR Eostd ®ET

@ EEREHELS BAFIRSH(incremental profit analysis)ol] Ff =l c}.

@ BEHEFEHES ffA EREES #FHo =Y Jeh: BES BET F At

BEREAEHEANA - BPHE EEgz Bostd HEdezy KBEsEl FHT RS
fREg el st A 2] Fell A —ive s EES W drh. aEv olAle] BB ES
] &L A 2F o] HhE, #EES ) SENE FASE AIEMRENAZ 39 B
sk Aok HaAE oA e WE S 9ch. BEE BEEES Eoster 394
vhe ] HEREHES LS BEStoF 3ivte 5159 HHRE Y Ao ol EEMEE
Ae o) ot e FES ANAEe Fd9 FHHm] 2BEEHEAES KRR Jd&
BEA AL A S5l Folch

4 2 EEEE BARRLNY A ks KEEHY PR Ve Zlex o
AL BREEKRE W ERETEREEN EEE e Aol vl 2 Eiel 2REHE
ol AL EEREHEANA BRI Y= BoREINEEE Kbx 23tvhe Hife gle
Aok, Q714 = 19 PSS 19 28 fSEGnformation)sh SEEEES FAH
oA el RS 2k Shi Rl B A 9o

AR BEozA Ea Qe EREEEEC B 2V BRsbs flae] B B
3 4 Yotz e AL EEREAERPANA BiL-S ol Fa s Mgt & & At
oA FIRT BEEREEES 2FREREY HERBAAE 2 ule gl KBS H
= HR A Y] 2FREHEL KERY Wz AT MG s BES =] gerh
IAL AERe] #iiEln RS B4R EEAER #oel EEERE BiEs
7] Hgel el BV BEEREFENAE o] AEES Y #HesA BRI n M
HEEd BEs =] o7 o Tl MRS dEad sl BES U] oo oful EE
I OEERS RS 2o @EEtA "ok

o] 8} & FEERHEEC] ¥ MAES EEd T R 24T EEsEBEAe SLER
el RERE =k x| oo HARIEA (period cost) o 2 A Igzde] A= wuk sl K
m RS RPEE thl o EH S RS o RME Ade a4 s

& wHE g
“Current Application of Direct Costing”, N.A.A. Research Report 37, National Association of

Accountants, 1961.
“Direct Costing,” N.A.C.A. Bulletin, Vol. 34, April 1953, Section 3.
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ol RREEel 2 kel d4gk deta & 4 Sl

olel ot EEFEIEC ZE HHo2AE &3 ol T - HHT & Sieh

© BES Eegke gakz Eodcts 2 BEE R

@ EHEFREFES BEHT 2 EEES &R £t B8PS fHEel itk

® HEHEHES EHEEEES B FET .

oo} 7o MEEFEAES WRiTA Ao EEHE FEROSMS REEES HEY
ol WA Frs) WET =k steh 2y ol EEREAEESS RENZ Bl
o RS ke szl Eebeh. fRehd ol AL WIES RAEECl™ A RmEN Hikel
x| Z3}r] = Fel vk ENESL [EEES Sy WEY MEEA ZBEMAS ol ek
eV EEAYel Mol A o) 5Bk WIES MR KHe @ntlA ez fifke

T 9 Aoz W e}, @

A MEE) BEMS ME =t AT ES e MlEe EEAERED o BHEES
MWEHE SR BEshzl g BEslv o4 HAT #fetx T 4 b w24 H
HEGERT B o3 [Eie] P (pricing decisions)ol] A& MG E BT FHEo R
VA 5l e 2

A = EHEEEEEY BOFEMEs BEREHENA« BEGERERS HREM
oz ot @G REsHx oz HES HEsA KaEd BEss WA dos AT R
ol ek, olol wshed zke] (HEHY 2WMEREHE FNHSL HEHS WRIAEY R
WS BRBSI L —Re EFHETNA AT A Bk o8y R vEl
o EEEY MREEY 4 REERS oo SFEE 9 Hid 8t A
w2k, weld REEEHES EFHEES EERENEREY BERS HHEES
T R A o] o BRFRE violrt ERHEE =S Wikl W3 FEAVIRE
et B REMES HRsHR] grod qrElTh feskel @RS FUEHELSES S
oz Z538ska ool HE Eimhy REE #Rshx] Xaehd o1zl BT EHEIE L
o] MR a2 AA s utch

o9} o] HIEFEFES EBoldlu shy HERL 2 HEUE ofA mhl HEES A
fska 9% Fuk ohvel mIE o] R SrEdlA mEe=A RET KEM BRE
EEFENES SRT BEY 95 sRla YAl X3tk

(22) “Separating and Using Costs as Fixed and Variable,”N.A.A. Bulletin, Vol. 41, June 1960, Section 3.

(23) A. Matz, O.]. Curry and G.W. Frank, Cost Accounting, 3rd edition, p. 789 & J. W. Neuner,
Cost Accounting, 6th edition, pp. 783—4.
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oo} 2 EmEL 1alo] MR A HER Aolzlm & & A 2w BUE
ool o4 BEHEREHES SREEHEENYT 2uw-S oFn v EAW ERES
Bgslal 25wl o HERe] drh. vk il ohA olell HiEt WSS Wik o AHEMY
M EEE 2A sida o] & Bt MFR wmEsE Al sleh

ehgoll = o] WMHABMES] RARM M-S Bt WRERES HEsle HANHERE
(basic premises)-g- E2]4t [Tl |9 [4¥8 J(C. T. Horngren and G. H. Sorter)$] I3k
IR {EE] B3 ] (future cost avoidance) 3} o) o) KifEE Ex vh& M~ % [ ==}](P. E.
Fess and W. L. Ferrara)®] Mihnf&E{&ia(value-added approach)®® 8- i, 0 = #&&o] 37

e W7l 2 gl

MEoEl ] 9 T4d e 8 A 8 S ABLI A &4 S8BT eitay
FIRE AR slon 9l Fdelxe]l JKEA A MHeleb]e a4 o) Y ok Pk
B OSEAREA A £% SRR 9 HFUEO Bl dv Ao=zd oo EHEEE
e 2o mEL SololA whe MBS R F gk

2. 2ol & [aH o RERME R

AR wheh Zro] BEEFERAES hLE REE HASS WEste Ao EEEE
o z4E HEMRSHERE WRAste o2& MMEES EHes REM fnfid g ol
of Mt IFael | 9 48 JHEE = 1961 45 The Accounting Review 1 o] 159
FIEERL IABEES A EEREE]¢ @Kty HEREHES L] 91T
RERGURELRES-S Rbasta gl @

QO MFaxd ] 9 &9 7 ERe TRFFEEERER]S 25 G529 AEHd flEd4 e de
obu ™ o] AL o]® [wlE [(R. P. Marple)e] The Accounting Review (July 1956)¢] “Try This
on Your Class, Professor”s] ##at #amolet. ohgo] AR [ | 94 M4 J7F =8
[F=%]9 #l= [wFE o] “The Teacher’s Clinic”oll 4] #BHEF [2MEE &L I(The All Fixed
Company) ©] &RKIEES] #ie} wh2o] glvl. 29 x 152 “The authors acknowledge the
“help of their colleagues, Sideney Davidson, David Green, Samuel Laimon, William Paton, and
of William Vatter, University of California, Berkeley”e}a &}a. [=}% (o] S e —F44
E glvhe AL o4k Yo},

R. P. Marple, “Try This on Your Class, Professor,” The Accounting Review, Vol. 31, July 1956,
pp. 492—497; C. T. Horngren and G. H. Sorter, “Direct Costing for External Reporting,” The
Accounting Review, Vol. 36, January 1961, p. 84 2 (Li<E8 TEEHERI p. 5056 2R

25) T mEEEsTE e A 28 BEiel oln #85K HiEe Bt ez BERANYA —Mive
2 HAs e Aol

(26) C. T. Horngren and G. H. Sorter, “‘Direct’ costing for External Reporting,” The Accounting
Review, Vol, 36, January 1961, pp. 84—93.

@7 REFEEE#®FE-S R. P. Marple, “The Teacher’s Clinic,” The Accounting Review, 1956 ol A
THEERE fitd 4 2 Hi—3 il KR A Ginsls FEA A4 fEd=H (The
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o]l ML oEY ABHLEEAE —os BEs D v HERETE] HEERAR
Sl A7b oh 2t WmERER A At A s ERREHEY [EES S@sEHe
Ao2A o] WXk MDEHYVFEHEMES EHRMAEHEHELT RFshs &K
o] #EREAel A e} pifE—Pifke] MEsl () EEFREMNELS AEEHEE] FAEANA
B A= Sl Axrh % AT BES 20 Al st A S wmdEcte 2
224 o9 HEE 3™ v}-gm e}

MBI Sobd HEEFEHES ZAEs EeNERERs #4ste 54 B 2
tha FRshed Kel A EEFENEY RERES o192 REs 23 MiRste IR
H7F IKEE A 7= BEC= fFESH Hche Ao 24 BB L EHREES EHE
EEtHS R MElelw e Mg Y& Zelstan deh.  =bebd fES] Ly REE
HES BAY WEHA B D 019 Gimss Bkt gk

oEvd AEME o= dol EY MES o] 5L ARHET (service potential)el] 4 3t
=3 R AEEAENY 1 (expiration of srevice-potential)ol] 4 k3l A = —Biyo =z
RED Zoleha qbeh. b HES] BAWTEDC W MES RG2S I(AAA)D
o] TEtEEEERY B3t #isko) HukI(Accounting and Reporting Standards for Corporate
Financial Statements, 1957 Revision)z} [#]e] & | 9 [g] && |(W. A. Paton and A. C.
Littleton) 2] P&t @atst# R 3 1(An Introduction to Corporate Accounting Standards)dl) A =
Bmel #ae miEd AAAL Y HiGEC BERD MES sIHsEL Yk

only value an inventory has to a company is measured by the costs which will be saved in
the future) =t E71 TEEHIRA ol ERBEEES KRN 444 G FEEAN 9
slod #IzE= ©}) (The worth of an inventory at the end of an accounting period is measured
by the cost which will be saved in the future period)gt: =tel] 4 o]w] EEE=] g},

(28) Committee on Concepts and Standards Underlying Corporate Financial Statements o] 4] #Z 3+
“Accounting and Reporting Standards for Corporate Financial Statements, 1957 Revision,” The
Accounting Review, October 1957, p. 538 ol 4 HEE otk o] HaEsla gl=b. “Assets are
economic resources devoted to business purposes within a specific accounting entity; they are
aggregates of service-potential available for or beneficial to expected operations. The significance
of some assets may be uniquely related to the objectives of the business entity and will depend
upon enterprise continuity.” X8 & E 9 p. 540 9l 4= “When the service-potential of a
given asset is no longer available to the enterprise --+--- the acquisition cost of the asset, as modified

by events subsequent to acqulsmon, should be eliminated from the accounts and any final gain
or loss on disposition recognized.”
W. A. Paton and A. C. Littleton, An Introduction to Corporate Accounting Standards, American
Accounting Association, 1940, p. 65 st “Any type of cost may be deferred if it
originates in a justifiable expenditure and represents a factor from which future benefit or
contribution can reasonably be anticipated.”

3 A (asset expiration)s] I3t AAA. 9 AERGINA LS oh&3 o] RSt P},
“Expired costs are those having no discernible benefit to future operations. They may be
classified as expense or loss.” (Committee on Concepts and Standards, |-#2 p. 541)

o

rmu
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WMERRE HES #Mos L’ #iEE ¥ #8004 HES AREEINA = ERs

REREN] WA A KL DREE 250 Aokl Els B&E + 9 Aols
wa 27l0] Aok WEERN @AY BUT £ 9t AclDR F 2Rl MERENS
2t Aol HEe R fR S Hela 9k

el EERLEAREEE AEo 24 Bste zlo] EHESIthe AL L#Ests] 484
ol RE "} MEBENS a9 MEd W Has(tesDE 714 ZEIF Srt.
o= o] BRI 3 BEE-E ARxRell At HifF(expectations)e]] {KfFeti $ivt. 3t
Aoz ARBENY BE(dea)E sld Bt 2oz sha WEMRT 2l o2 sty 4
A= ARl WA FHTS BUE(assumption)o) JAEEIrh. o) ko] WiERE MDD
el A HARESE BRGES] 2 (i) A BigS L o] 5 HifSE oW FEE HESE StY R

i o BFEE R RS HEoR Wil T2 o9 LRUEE BERo=A st

BERGE = Tagke] Beba gheh
et Fgel vk £t B St 2 WEsh e Bl H = RER el —Kl

EAEESI L GHE ol == delAe 4xltha shel HEo =AY MEEMHE IR

#9] fEoI Y Tilte] AEYe 2 BME 4 ¢+ 7 J(Future benefit or contribution can

reasonably be anticipated)o] =} e},

EEFEEY MEe 43 EEasinsg EE KRt 85 o] GEMsEE
8] gkeslel] whel gesEsel wEak o] A0 RUEe] —ire] HE P M-S Bkt
e Erl s BES WRE—EES Z2a gk el = geed

ae HE - @S R4 (dichotomy)el] 4 ks BE thAl ebd MBI

B FAQA? oo A WERE HE e BAS EASE BUELS BRbX
(going concern)®] HE&o1w] o] HEFMEES] AMko] RIBEIFUH(nexpired cost)el] g

RBBEDS #FH] Ha A LB HE—3 UEe] Bt shar, vhgol BBASHA A ak [EE

FE#E ol92-e BES & 7ol BEBEIE 2= Rk gt

e

r]r

29) Commlttee on Concepts and Standards Underlying Corporate Financial Statements, “Accountmg
and Reporting Standards for Corporate Financial Statements, 1957 Revision, The Accounting
Review, October 1957, p. 537 ol A MM (going concern) & v+ zhol RBISt gL+t
““The going concern’ concept assumes the continuance of the general enterprise situation.
In the absence of evidence to the contrary, the entity is viewed as remaining in operation
indefinitely. Although it is recognized that business activities and economic conditions are
changing constantly, the concept assumes that controlling environmental circumstances will persist
sufficiently far into the future to permit existing plans and programs to be carried to com-
pletion.”
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B (RS WISESF bl MR A thesh 2o) 2sta dot.

@FE RO HAE D Kl mE AEMRET BERES S 9% BAC T o
A @Eoh MBS ARSI 2Rk St A BAY MBREES K AT
SRy e 2haL Sha [ebok ol BUEVL RSIERe) A %) RS 24 E
W sk 2R e EERE el BiBe] 9t Aolel =g aglel Rl A HEEH) 2
tho o me HES WEEelevant costs) 0 2 AATERI WEe Aol BES FE
BB 2 M ol ok Beh. G IMEVE RAIEE)S) BR A A B T gt
AL Aok GilERA) AA BES T 90 B BEEENS 24 2R

o] 9 raeligies GE) HEeld olgoz IFMEY Nade WM
7] et e b vhe A BEHL Grh 29 of Filgs Fool ke 27
A7 A FHEEE WS 25— B (events) & Bistel oF Bk ol ® =
T EEAG BT A%e] WM CGREAN) o

B AR G0 ERY Ao kaoEEel Wil 92 9 ZEel 1
b RES BEMENCZA G%O (AT G4 Mol Y bundles of services)d
Kool e HEFIE RUERTh o) hRbel WEY B Azkel BaA ol FeAAE B
e EHT 99 B BET FE %ES EHBEAA AKEES ER(uure
cost avoidance)zbm SHe FEHF vhebbA M) BRI A BEMENE 2EThL
ekt TR ok WEACKEEEEDS B3 Aol FRES BB gE
o) ok el RoRSUES) T RIS BUE) A B#S 9 gEdd o K
B Ao Wkl Bl 9t Aol webd ol (AR oW ke BRE BRE ¢
Gt Aol ek WohA MEA%e) Bl Fol A ek 315 ThE THERI B I Girrelevant costs)
L A3 #wEeR 57 gl

i

)

ri

i

It

#Esk o RES FEE S % R3kel EMC R cla sk o FEE
KR el A Bl JhA HEel Hw, e el (M— KR MEMe] M=
A eberhd) o FEE Rskel a4 RS 21 ok ks 2 =beh ElEt g

(30) relevant costs 2 #EFH MEH 2 Hih FEMKEESY KFEH BB BEE oA 28
H el BREREA MEE REB)RA ol e FES oW BRHBAEHE 2
ot (i) o T4 ] gie 292 WBHRME MBI rrelevant costs) e} JR
AlA &3k Zo] walm gUeh.  Relevant costs are the only costs that have a bearing on
managerial or investment decisions. But what are relevant costs? Relevant costs are those costs
that will be different between two or more future actions, those costs that may be avoided by
not undertaking a given alternative. Irrelevant costs are those that have no influence on a
decision because they remain the same for all alternatives regardless of the choice.
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Sk o9 FEE o TR Ak 5 TQD E—-EEY BEY B Ao =4
(2) Al YolA FifEel RECHT WRRE)E M7 24 KREBS B2 &
ek

B olgA =Hsta 919 F7kx] FEkSol A HEE (D9 A9 EFEE#R] &
Efedrba el ofd FEsF HESL obd kS WriEsly] A A sha del A 9
= [H2E & o FEY finy] #@gEeke 249 FEM R(BE #iHsh] 984 |
A8l M (replacement expenditure) & MFE 2 3lE7) 5Fx] SFiste] gleh. thSel] B
SH Ak RAREE Y 8 1 S5te FE@mB Y] o Bl HELEh old dHelA %
REUMEEY Wi %28 FERSE HRA BB A RT3 Rk
BAE Bttt 2) 22} o)A B AEo = dha om BELD)

A7 A T8l | 9 M4 HEdSs BABUESIE (original cost restriction)®] 7R
HEREE SR S (W)l MRS LEsF Slos) = RS Zotek Rrta st M
AR H#00] dE ols FRFERAY BEMS] R Aolztx st DARKEE
[ B4 4: | (the notion of future cost avoidance)el] =8k r}-&3 22 #E 53 gl

NERES] RIS HEolth 1AL olv] #AT WMANEE vhAl el §lol
o] BifmST WET (5 WHD) #fzta 44T 4“7.P 9t Mgkl BES wATtL
s o] MEfle Rk @iaES HBtgvl. ksl o] el o] HFUES #AEL W
fyel EEE EITsY] HelA LEE KRS AL MIESH] o o] o}

o7l A MEE Fel7h dmERe FEE 7 L fgsthke Rl A4 B
e Zhe Zojota Uatd A& HEAIAA oA Tol /Y franst b3l Has 2+
o] E—3sHAl IEHERYC HEBES M T & dv RE 7] A Rk HHS 5
g sty] | fdo]#haL ghrf.

oh&ol) REHBAR, RESBEARME 2 Hih FEY AiREA T olvl #aEs FES HE4
< PEfPSHA] orm BERHE G #F] RS Y #REL 348 4 Uk
ol 9 zh-& HEFFL B AL IEHM HBE B s fdl A o= RS HER
o] fhinst MARES A 2e REe KB by ool '

whabrbz] 2 TBEY) & 2 L FEY FEES s ¥ Rl #HATE #
FIE Za 917w #HEgolgln & 4 k. LHEEY 3 KK (B (costs) L RFKIE
ol sl A BREES Zech o Hie EleRS Trmes EEd bl ddds
o] 29 M (costs) S HrINGIRA & o [EEHEEH |(fixed asset costs) (RE == #
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A BHE4s LER b7 o]tk

ol fhzte] MBI ME L o1 REFEY F# =& HilEs Wlitks 2= 22
A oA o] gl thlelm il o) ob-g Rihol Al HES Bl RARBENY AEE
waEsts H—3 BE-S M i3] o

ol ehzh-2 HElT kel wheh EEehA oW RKIFES] MiEErF =] e BERE (costs)
o] AL #EOCZAS RS zhx] Farh HIE B9 RKGUES HEE BhsH] ¥
S SE 2 AT 5 flom webA HEEel obd vl ol A FAel A 249 &
AR et LET wHEe E& dFhER] ARt Esh A ghY 2ok AR
1009 9] &% fEHEZA AL Jha shests o) e HiEel =X gt R
L HEAL EE FEY FRTBEAA KR B AT L8 ek ey 100
el 2 ROl FUES s 35 BRGROL oleh 29 RekisiERE-S 2ol fERCl
Hah oo RS 9S4 RS U] o] dFelvh o1& Azkell4] LEE e EL o
4 8o l{H(incremental) & BHfPsl] ka AP & Yroh REMNL MH 2B RRE
&S el sheh. =k o HHe] WARE Fozd HERAY & . = IEHEHQ
R AT 5 grta sl 2o EA(costs) v YR ALEEIS £nel X3t
th. HESHE 2o fhins MORSRIEEA A BRI 2] Eebeh

LlEell A A upo} Zro] WigEd% e RRFEEDEMSS B®d s g Soto S@Esta &
w2 MEEEUEHIEEE S ME J(nature of variable costs)s} [EESGEREEE S HEH)
(nature of fixed factory overhead)olzl & B4 &% of-&x o] =2 M-S HiEs)
SR

FIERRL el A EHEAHE EESHE U SRS g . e 1
B ol 5] BH(cost)& A7 & REI RKFEE WHE W17 s Fol ok
ol =] HHC Bt Mg AR o) IERINL EHE M S8 Y # A (replace-
ment expenditure)-&- SE 2 ghrl.

Pty WERT S 2R Ee Mg £ERYT IREES [—3 7% 2rps EERT
REEE Wilshe A-Srh arka FEdbeh shkebd EERMEIE 2k HHskA FRE
of Azkel RikS W= TEEEES R A 2ot w2 Fine] RS Y] o Folrt

o EERERES frEe MEREREY £EENS #Fchs BAc=tn £
sgskeh, o] eEEfye] FERE] FIAS L FIAS A ¥ EEHE] HEd B & il
Birkol sivh. 89 ERA FIHT whgt R RECA $ASe EES EE ARKEH

rlo



— 150 —

of Sheol A BEHEHBE S [OHsh] ofrla st Mol 9lvh Hie] BEsLsiEg e
e il Kol ol A EEERS HEE A 5] BRI ek BEL A
ZhA b gkel] whebA WEEE JERRSEL KHILIRS] AT M T ddaAE s
2 =7k EEge B (bundles)o] FiFSH o oF 3l J

kel &zl 9 (48 IMERY HEMSY EE2A o4 29 #Hi #1855
[&eECI v BAol h](Asset or Expense)& o] F= FHARoIth WERE 19 62

2 TiESLER RSl % | (Fixed Factory Overhead and Assets)el| 4 [ s iE g7
#HEo] s 45 b 2L ®BER alsta sk

EEREREEE b Aol ARBEIS T A ReiA ko], 5 4SH9 4
ol 3 o) BUES Al ARRE(HES FES HAAA A5l R Anke]l AERERES
B@ae el o8 old BETAA o] 922 AKGHEY #E S HA71A ==
749 =b2] Sel RSt HHES £ Aol RN A sBhnyel FiE (additional costs)
5 FEY A R Ankel 41 BEREMEES ol REBUES MAS W
A7) ek #aEshd fEREEC] B o] Folxx] St AWM A BEREE HiHl
vholrlr] $al A= EMEUEIE BAES A kol & e A fol s Ante] 4HiC] HEH
GRS #tke] AKFES ME HAE HH 2k

ol o}7-& A [EEHEMERS ERAELE TH L] 215 Mgf‘l AR g
Mg vt Zel a9k ®Y

<BE 1>
Rkl HEEEMHC] BRKOl MERERA o] Rolxla Re] AWKl BHPRAHMS 1§
IS BAREES iEska g 7%, (Future production at maximum capacity with

future sales in excess of capacity by the amount of increase in ending inventory)

<BoE 2>

BENSLERES] IiL7t 3= £ 2 %, (Variable production costs are expected to increase)

sty akEiE (Additional assumptions)

rEos) 0 [2d] sl FERENEL g 87 Aads 4 sEe
AkErryE SEsheba g o TEESERERS ARle =1 e BUE <
Ao GEBAES Estel et REEVL b 7ol e A ube] IEE(LE ch)a shan. [
?“"&LF’HEIEQ‘“ whx| RISl R (atypical conditions)ell A uk ol Sl ohle 21-&

(31) °lic1 A e M 1, MR 2 2 EmAiEmEe) el A x FEaEk JeHe] gled olel =
5l #BH-e -’gi_‘fmﬁﬁ]-Yli 3}1 L EHERE @Bty th
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neEta gtk FlE B ojd MY FEiAeE ddde BE 19 2 HEeE L
M) i B BEERIGHERS] HElkd AT REIE o
2] F72] Bot-e #5135y [V £v BV %2 85y [EE MRt Kl
o] B A EHUT FEAREN EMES FRNEEHEMS Lt SHirste &FHFERIY
HEEACN A 2rl R—Hke] BEsrlle RS ARl b TEEREH B2 Ak
FREANA BIEE FA=EL Y& 2 2o 33 AT HRE Bitdcte MeE ARt
2 Thed]l MREAE Aololok il AR el &FHE Aolrl AR BEERS FHEME
& IEESY] 18 duLel R TARRFEEEESR T o d MEEs = 2k B
Ao 7 Fdsl 2 el
ohgoll & TRAGUEEM I 2 e zA Mslx) 2 Meteb)d THInE@EE S
a7 = gl
3. el ¥ [sl2tetlel MANMRIER
Mol 2] 8 (=) 2heh) Wigdes FRRERBEES RO d5td TREIEs 98
BRI B SRS — 1A & BE#E 4 9027} ?) (“The Period Cost Concept for Income
Measurement—Can It Be Defended?”)® eli= far-& 55t HiRIEEMS-S BRFIANE
B BUEkA] eketa she wBS Fsta TRKEEE#HS S BEst gl
threllE A R MEE dHun oud EEEFEES A48 MEEe] old
Shevhe Bgsl sz e
Mo 21 2 Te 2heb] Mgds 159 HFEANA DR o4 g SERERNS
18 sk HET BEBERS BitsteY R ER S (period cost concept)o] 3 H
Atk A2 3th5c] &R =gk sta o) HMFEMSS RESHES 2@
U0 ERED s BoY 4 doka @b 2 shbe #IRE{E (period cos) A o]z &
e B EREEA S B RBEEDHY 2o ol mEsE Aol o BERY

S5 stk mEs s FE L b shbs SARE(product cost) 24 o] AL AgEd

(32 Tsla] 2 MEgdd#gs RAEERMRY £EE=H 159 Wik GHE @39 e
st ko] mEAlam ¢tk
American Accounting Association, Accounting and Reporting Standards for Corporate Financial
Statements and Preceding Statements and Supplements, 1957, p. 10; Raymond P. Marple, “Try This
on Your Class, Professor,” The Accounting Review, July 1956, p. 497; Charles T. Horngren
and George H. Sorter, “Direct Costing for External Reporting,” The Accounting Review, Jan-
uary 1961, p. 84.

(33) The Accounting Review, Vol. 36, October 1961, pp. 598—602.
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4k Bl JREEA FIE B8 SBEEY R e B s B8RS vkl JFiEc)
t}.

oloH & MRS Tl A& SERERED) EREALMRRED T MR
BHe AT K 3 EHEC FREER Don b G2l Hadgs FIREE
< e A HFERERES TEESTE A4S REstd e Aol AL wHEs
Ae MREBRS BES L et Aoz FHREs W) 9v HRIEng
th-gat Zo] FURSEA Yheh.

(D Kig# AEEIEDS BE (costs of unused service potentials)

(2) R3S FifEske]  Riiel 9+ BED %&é&)‘] o] J{E(costs of used service

potentials related to future income transactions)

(3) HfEY FlGFEsk Mol & BED ABBEDNY H{E(costs of used service

potentials related to current income transactions)

(o]
T

=

L%

(4) BEE REEBLEIIY BE (costs of wasted service polentials)

ol otzhe 4 F{BHRE A (D9 THER MBBENY FiE Il BRI HHEHES #
gkl THi%E (wastes)7} HIREEZ sict sheiele ko] ofd FRE/F HIMGEE L &
RIEEI 7T 3t 2-& st 2ol Mzdee] BET v ohir 259 EEE HHN
B MRFEEZ FES 2EAe 2o ARNTERS Ml 2ta 93 gdope AS
dmazore =5 Shth

283 W oA BEEerE? 2 o @ KR 5 BKRWEEBANA #RE
2 & A ol WES FpEAxt BEs ot 28] Yo Kind £ES INEC 258

BS Esel BE T

ool A WL EIa RBAESE WG EEFER BB 5 HET
mEeay BEAE A% & 4 v @b AERERE BT 24 KR %
BRI 53 AERERY BES Wndteh £ERERS AR 24 FAe
Feren A AEEER BES Mingtch BERAA 2l T A= =3 KhEt 8

EA (EES st 4AE 9 EERS 3 HAY e BEEE FSNES

B A i 13 1% (“value added” approach)e] e},
ohE BECA 2w S BRIERC M, BIE S %S M e HRE B
oz wed HHEIG LS =5 ¥ FE oA BEdch MRS fEACA
RREEYY £E 2 KEE 53 REFIE RREEHS HHA BT Atk

SRS

[£L

poR

e
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THIEE S A o e iRt e 224 BER e G4 Bohe o EifiE T
ol SEREHE BASTEAA BB REEEY WS 3 4% D FEED
A A factor costs)el] WHINE BIEIE BIKT ). HHE(matching)o) 2} FFHE A3
o o) Felx| & PRMME] % BEEM) Bt o WMMEIES Ms e} mwe =
FEA D WMBIESHS LS BT EI5] o) Ae RIS LEHER W
me EiE R F OFIES 2T RES) 9% Aol

W T A S) GRS A REERG) KU M L & R
e Ao TG Dol SEFMS AET 2T A HENL BAY HEX
HORSHE fritel A WMEGESS 5T FANE Rk G gesh a7
BRI BTS2 (DL WS & RURel ERERS Mt §0] W Eeld o9
ool Flme WESH WEAA QA4 FED FES WEgozs RukehA WES ¢
1.

s} i) FEste @ikel Aol Slel A TEMFFEMESL YebdA Heh (8
b e ol ok fEMiel & MK E LA 9 selise] e WmE@EA ©e
o) AMES AHAFEE 95 W ot 2,

&

fo o

-

RO KR AES e
BOMow BB ol WmE R S 2
€T W - MR o) BN B RIED BTy 20 SRRl 7 <] TERREYA A L
A FUE R ol HmME RERIM HRTEY A0F TR0
L2 Aoz ANEEES Y EERST MEcHd FES BEFET e Fe] %
BHE 4 ok
7S TR AE Y
44 LB S 5 P 4
S ) R RS RE W EMS B MU M
i ) B EE—-RRT, REH RORES WhE BRODH, BE 9w
B WS BA.
BOM o E RS-, MER EE RE 2 ERe i BET B

WigdtE ol As 2ol BIZR3RAL Tol 2 & #p4)3] |EEs) ud EHEAEE FE Bt
A9 WNEES MEY e THEE BRe B 9% & Qo sha ole) WE
A T—HRE kel B Fla-S MRSkl SEFEESR Mnd EEs R—3 A
ogbaL et

oA o] MfnEEREES BAES GRHETNA ojdA HEHs ook & AQS?
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olol st MiiRE R Lo 2t WNMEEMSS BEY FEiEEaTst 2% &0
32 ol Mol o]zl HEe] olzla 3t oY —RMo R T GFHETANA
FEREES S8 A SRSl g MEEans B3t BAEE MinEEES-S gl
ILgteh 2 v B @FHETE WNEBES LY M3 XREL Fige) BEY Ao
= ek BEE Wikl dv Aoz WnEBES TS BHe] &EERd Min
HozH Flfel BHY Aoz Asht HEY tEFNAE Flae IRER 4
BEY Aoz 3E Folth

whebd R nEER S RES S MR RANS TR Teleq)
o AR et B BN L fike) FBRMoZ HBY A4 o was 1Ty
qtrh o] EHi= A 8 W A 8o BBl EEE Wkl o s
2 FEEE 4 doh 99e] BHESN BEAAE KA #iEel o7 EER ) s
B A0 BBMES 40 A B8 BB T F 9k

B MIMEERE T A &L (1) HLREE(cash type assets)®} (2) KB
W= B KRR BEREENY EUE(costs of unused service potential related to
unearned income)®| 2 fEolela i KEHEAE MBEBENY LUEL AEBEI4] o}z
AR e AEAEHRY MM RE D S HMEES BHE RKkE 2 o
HOFERES] el Miing FEMMCITh o) RAMEES KK £IRE W

=& FRY FBEBSGHAFEHE LA A) EICA) 7] 2] ko ok=lv). wha] webd =k FE
of RREEIC] I B EdEs ol MgldE o REe AHY K& B A
zok Bkrh. mhel WARS) Rake) BEHR = WER BRGRE SR(ES A= EHE] of okt
a1 Aol e,

B gitafrel 4 BEE & Wa-S wEme R by 3oz Moy 4 vk (D
B @M (cash type assets) (2) RUCRIGE=H MR REEA RAETESI(costs of unused
service potential related to unearned income) (3) BB I o1} FHS =] - W BREE
= s FREENY {8 (costs of used service potential related to earned but unrecog-
nized income). Al @FHATTA =} o] 9} o] HES HHKSH REMAENA £ Jl
ME AL 9 SEMRERE Uhshe fdor] KRS B HES QOFME &
Tz 3he o] A FAE IR 2 ZHRERE B4sH ®rh o] (DFMC] Wik
o HEE got obA s A el Wiel WP A7bx EHE EREAE WASH
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5| &= Aol o] [BIERE I(delayed costs)= ER3] ALK 4] (delayed revenue)st R
H 2B EREAS BAsHA "k

ol9}7re BHIEE(E): ¥2ke HiE = AxE 515 MR flor KER £
W e @A BROF b ol AR mI 19 #@ake] EICH 1 Y& W #EA
el A AR BN BN EE FUEE FREh #Ss o] MBERE]w 19
ol EIEH O 9l AT MR dom o) Mk kel A = MRS sl

w2k TEERER ] MRS FUESINS WA 717 A ddkel s Ritstea
Sto] MEBUSFR(ERLS FEREREC §f Lshe]oF grta ERslE AHMEL Wi Bl
BAEE = A fel ol FEiES] AES AR st e slolrh. HRe Emd
EEREFEST oFFa WRoL glrl. ERAES KES #HTLE ARddA A" =&
FEES FRetes =vA] ekert)

kst 7o) T~ 9 [s=te}] WMgdze MEMEWERS 284 RAERLUED#TE
AT chSoll [EMEES BEEIE A 42l MHIRE - BAREGIEE - BE)
o @A F@EEEA = FfRor ekl ERIet

ol A BaT 2E FEc 1de] #43 B F BRUS = REREBEDA v 3o &
555ed oF Jhct. iRl AREBENS WEYE HE B4 E&E%(%ﬁf‘aﬁﬁﬁ'{ﬁ) )
BERREY Hox —\oL £EARNA HHEIAcL o9z FEE {2t} &
RBRBENE 7M1= o] MEEED] WE=E o BHEY RREE) s ERu
He HEI FE RRT BEe 2] EEE 7 v B erowl obglcl

kel VEEE FEEERET BES AR st st Akge] vt & EEsls
EZ: R £RsHE AL FE L BERERETRS HEBEN] itz 3
= A Zrp, BE )AL =3 FEREERE ERdrhs Aol BHA Xt BEEHA
ook HtEea 2t A 2ol BERE HEAS flE 2E GUES bR
2 OBRIFEES FTehed SE RApet Adelm® FGRHIEA FEY A - KaER
—f 2 A Azpsiz] o okflvh. whd WG] @Fe]l BIEEE o BudERs s
2E FEGEEER @ 888« EEEEY BRZA BILS o oF grf

FIREES] WEt 4 2 o 8% WHE SFEERATY RET B ftte A& i
shedok gte}, whel R 2 EHEL RBIEY KA BEsle B4R sl o
3 RE 2 EEEST BES ook ek v ol R¥ R SHETINAL REE 9
EHEE —Rryom BIEA YA Surh dvkshd o)A BIER A UEC] NS

t

=
B b
B
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b ohde ] WA A—3 EE(E HEE e A JHAE FIES WiE
AE AERA Hehid] 98 Aoldt Frel THT BIHEES H=n 7] A Eelh

WEFIRE W Y WEFEL BAsE 96 2 3eE S SEH%k gert o
Afol E o FEERE HBHE & RS GEMel 3 EUsa e o5 RiEE
=X BRIEENE AP o BB WHEE el aglel EH el Mk
Hx) gond qhEch B WS Bl BIESW W& MEBENS ERRES TS
=4 BIES ol ok ok,

SR T2 Q[ ehel) maRE THE FREABORHRAE - AR R
& U BrE YR 19 ERES TESAE ethn TRe s WMRES
&) WELY EEE BEsa v MR REehE A% 29 L RENRE A
ANEIE 59 BT SThia she Bt

Vg3 e wHE wE] FRANEES MBAA -3t EHE FE N
Ccategories)el & vh&3 2¢ Aol Yehn Fh

(D) RIEE FBIBEN |

(2) kel kel Wiiel St W ARBED K

(3 Beel F@EAA Bl S WY BRIED i

W@ e REHENT

Q719 A B (D3 (D SFEIE HEe Y (D3 e AEHEH HE)
Goolsie REUES B o BUERS) W EHS BRSNS ME se
FIEBTE] o} fifEstn JoRCEE D 1 B BEew mEEs oo} deh Ml
W] 7 i) IS 3 Yk RS ko) ®WAcln E 1 FECER Dt #
BEomA BIES ook Wk FMBIETENe] #H) FIG Al @Mt shd 1 BE
ORI D& HEFHHES fAo = BE ook Yeh FARBIENDC] MRS (M3
Sha WS Oh 2 BUECRE O HEAMHES L BE2A Bkl o .

FOOTe] f2 W— RG] . 3RS ol AlES £ R 232 seia
RG] RS MR ke EES oo} 8] W Eolth. o HiE Mue n
T agle] ESHEd HRA KR BIFSHloF dek L2lSh) 3 o) AEHER)
A gEE e dARE 24 BN FIE £ FEHEE A BB ook ek
e el BIES R Aol 3ol BIRE REE =T Ko B e kel i
72l EHREE) BIEA YA ohem ohmth wd BUESH 9104 BBRR wRe 2ol

T
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W=t A ekechd R HESH WMER 47 ek
BLEel & o] Tsl2) 8 [ ehe}) g% MEER o3 EEEERT B 4] o).

IV. EERRETES h.ORE

el A e EEEEHES B4 RRFEERRS 019 Hiupy i A HinEESR
S Loz KK wEE Esd 24k

B E AN #E o) F T BHRe oFd HEREMHEY M £ HMEReE U5
Sha gl AEEEN MRS EELT 5 Ak s REN Rke] 94 E A e
AozA ke Ril-E eldA Fi 8ich

Foal ) 9 ras e RRBUER#R 2] 2 st WnfEms Roez
Sha olol] BREAE HExO £HES s T 9 obd EERERRC Ze MY BEE
3 pIEES MEHEEN B A gEsd (D MGWE LS FER () HAENE L
PR = EAT U Yrh. BE o) RN MR MHE B A8 SIS ME
obim MHE HET KHEMRES o geh. ®EE FGIE LS MEs SR
ZEAE Lo MED BEY Aols AENE LY MEE Yoz HEIES BR2A K
Bs i ge Blelth

ol o} zhe MAESHERERN Hiliol KT HKWES MEA A of EHEFEMEC] figsta gl

= MRS HREES WRREY By BEE T4R I MMEEESS o BEn
W7o s & zlolrh.  rhgell HENES MEAA RALY BLE ol FE MEx o&d
HAEMES S ol Fv AREBEDNS KHol Foladrt shedl ek oo I #HaHh
Eo 7 A BYEEBHE (cost obviation concept) URZREEHHES3Y (revenue production con-
cept) U M ANGEHIEMRES (value-added concept) 5-& 5 4 glch. b EETERS S
£O] ER= Sl shelets AR HLl Yt BRE A4S KEEEME it
st £&9 B HE R g

(D FFAEELS FIER

EERER B @R 28EEHERPA JH BEEY MEEe R BHEY AL
MERERES MR HRREES = Aoz BES ol vk W2k @it

Bl e HERERES WRFER EHstd #&ssih ey ERREHEANAA =

(34) J. M. Fremgen, “Variable Costing for External Reporting—A Reconsideration,” The Accounting
Review, Vol. 37, January 1962, p. 78.
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o] AL A o2 HMEER BHEc. w=l4 MEs ETHEREY AHd BRE A2
224 ojz-e WNEEMST MREERS 1iEld R

RRRREEE

A (period cost) & —#; 1R¥RE (capacity coslm e Ao.zA ol HEe
el A e g o) glovt o el o AEM MES HEtL g Al TF
a3l ) g [4F jolsh o5& HHRES cHeah 2ol 2k ik

TEZFMEHEY HEs MEEREE SEmNS Bk s FRTt o
AERETI] T2 MRS FASR odd 2o WEE W 93
of Qb BEEI7L Al A 2 el el FEHE FOMStA K LIRS EES HREEH
A A 28 [AERS Mol MiFEA Fobd <hgieh IV

AR E S-S AR AEEHY METos BRC) BRIS KRGl e JEM
St RS EURT o)9h e BT BREDO) ERS 95 TN T4 BT
tho2Ed o ERS o HIHS S RS #oEEhel Rl ook St A o
Infast 9ol £ kAl JhAE MRS L wkeh o) 2ol MRS & BIMEEESS ke
o JRES] Beiile) 3 MSAES MED . & (o) E) 3 MHEEe =E FE
BR WIT = Al Boks e SINES S Wi HRS HEA e BRA (#1E
e el Bha grh 09

cE v EELUER SRS Tl S EMIESC <R M Bl A R Moe v
Al Abgke 2 A= T8 J(D. Green)e] ghet. ot HMES W) Hsle) @FSHA &
Mg e A Yt F ok S 2 BENERES d= A& B Acld e @
< reha #ans iBshe Hle] HHA  vhgak 2ol wasta Yt F TAHS Kt
o B FRIVERES RE-S 2 eh FHEL BEAHEEE HWHES (time  period)
= obokt EBkSlE o] gkl sha HEste 2Ae A% AMs HEw G
oz [@she @Rl o o] githol shEEe} @IS = Bioletn el O o) 8} 2
< =zl #m SEESHEE EEREHERT S WA F#shed & 2R
Aolzhar & 4 Sirh

r[o

sk

(35) C. T. Horngren and G. H. Sorter, op. cit., p. 88.

(36) W. A. Paton and A. C. Littleton, An Introduction to Corporate Accounting Standards, Urbana,
American Accounting Association, 1949, p. 15,

(37) David Green, Jr., “A Moral to the Direct-Costing Controversy?” The Journal of Business,
Vol. 33, July 1960, p. 221.
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B R RIS

ERCE HARMIGERES #pield MAREMS S M FRT FH2A+ iR 2
B sl219 Meletedj7h geh 28R SUSEAS URRES #HEk o4& BHEE
2 REhe A 9  frta FEgeh =3 [H ke 2o BEEHRRA 2 [
EEEEE EHEAE(unit-of-output method)el] ©|3}e] st oF debe A& FIRS
=H 9 ol Z g EERLEEST BEFEY S Biete Aoldn & F drh Y 0%
e 2 ER QFERAA WS Eastd o HHd e #Hg A #E

SkaL gtk olA L GEEBLES EEMAA FEE L Y sl olf LB A3
FEEES] RAEEMEAA 4 Aoleh fkat vF g M]3 Teleehly szl A

= GRSl A Fﬁju{afu%;&?i(value-added approach) & sl 9ot KRR
W IKERREA] BEA A ZE BES L Ytk o)A o BB sbA=be] M %
e RET 4 QY] ARelga ek debd AT EES KA BE M
Big = BUAEESR ¥ BB HEEES) BEZA BIES ofof g} @

2Rbell = TEadl ] g T4 19 HRREESS Ha0shd ?Z%i%’f% F=z=A41(J. M. Frem-
gem) 9l el A= WERIAERES st chgat 2ol wela gich F [ Hiw b
FUESE AL -8 4 slvh. JERLERES mAt o%dAd #4T 28 FEe 8
al(EClvh 7 Elfe 3] WS shx] BUERPT A B R YERY BT of
VAL RIS SRR BERMAIA BRI B ERAS masta 301 9
wolvh wheEbA B B2 B HHES obE WSS biokr 2 JRE{E) =
and WiEe] ERdbe BRERA BHlA £ REel A 2o 2 A go 2 522 B
shoaElme W EH-S SLEARI 2L BEE AEMo REBRE Aaths 3
o tf. Juo

ol $h 2L MMBEMEA st EakaW BEHE 7o) WHS BTt Ml
A B BRE A on Wl RIS ch WIRE SO S SREEIS FATe RSN
EE Sl Hle M E RET Wl Hetd BEES #AaT 5T AEFES

ol IKEE IS Wodkel BHREA A ok e}

(38) W. L. Ferrara, “Idle Capacity as a Loss-Factor Fiction,” The Accounting Review, Vol. 35, July
1960, p. 490.

(39) P. F. Fess and W. L. Ferrara, op. cit., p. 600.

(40) James M. Fremgen, “Variable Costing for External Reporting—A Reconsideration,” The
Accounting Review, Vol. 37, 1962, p. 78.

rm

=1



— 160 —

(2) RERES HER
EHEBEEEES BRI 9 o] FAdrld AT HAN MHEE HES B4
22 4 Aot [RHEGHBES gits 2 E#¥ZHE (Committee on Accounting Con-
cepts and Standards of the American Accounting Association)el] 4] ZF3F HEMSL
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Direct Costing Controversy
Jhong-Ho Lee*

Introduction

Not less than a century has passed since the systematic study of cost
accounting had begun. It is generally conceded that accounting originated with
the rise of the factory system in the Industrial Revolution in England.

Around the turn of the century, most product costs came to include factory
overhead to product as well as prime costs. In this early efforts to charge
factory overhead to product, historical costs were generally used, based on
actual materials and labor as well as actual overhead costs. However this
method of costing couldn’t meet the increasing problems of cost estimating
and compatible pricing. Accordingly predetermined overhead rates had finally
gained acceptance by 1910.

Next development in costing was standard costing which emerged during
1920’s. Standard costing devices started from the critical stand of past
retrospective or post-mortem cost accounting. According to the development of
increasing complexity of modern industrial system, cyclic and seasonal business
field really needed the predetermined cost accounting. During 1930 to 1950,
in accordance with the development of managerial uses of costing, cost accounting
came to devote to business as management tools i.e., budgeting, break-even
analysis, ratio analysis, profit planning and distribution cost analysis.

Looking back to the development of cost accounting, it seems to be a natural
step in the evolution of overhead costing. Again early in 1950’s direct costing
emerged as a new approach to overhead costing. The fundamental ideas of

direct costing were first publicized in 1936 by Jonathan H. Harris in an article

* The author is instructor of accounting, College of Commerce, Seoul National University. He is
also research member of the Institute of Economic Research, Seoul National University.
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titled “What Did We Earn Last Month?”

Under this method fixed factory overhed is not assigneéd to product. Direct
costing differs from conventional costing, sometimes called absorption costing,
because fixed factory overhead is treated as a period (charged against revenue
immediately) rather than as a product cost (assigned to units produced).

Direct Costing versus Absorption Costing

The difference between direct costing (“variable costing” is more appropriate)
and traditional absorption costing lies in the elements of varaiable overhead
cost that are to be included in the cost of goods sold, and in the final inventories.
So the direct costing should be defined as a segregation of manufacturing costs
between those which are fixed and those which vary directly with volume.
The costs of the product are composed of only variable costs and fixed portion
of the costs are directly charged against to the revenue of current period.
According to this principle of direct costing, this method of costing is different
from abosorption costing in three points;

1. Classification of costs,

2. Order of charging costs to revenues, and

3. Valuing the inventories.

The motivation of direct costing stems from the ever incresing mechanization
in American industry. With the increase of the scale of business, overhead
becomes ever larger element of cost since a substantial portion of this elements
largely non-variable in nature, seasonal and cyclic variations in production and
sales tend to build up in the inventory, thus reducing the amount of the current
period’s costs until such time as the inventory is sold. During this period of
heavy production, conventional absorption costing may show profits to be high,
even though sales are low. During the reverse cycle, the opposite will usually

be true.
As mentioned above, under direct costing, inventories are to be valued at
direct or variable costs, while fixed cost would be charged directly to expense

in the current period. The basic difference in profit and loss statement between
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absorption and direct costing is that, in case of absorption costing fixed costs
are included in inventory, and direct costing, which includes only direct or
variable costs,

Undoubtedly this method of direct costing is generally conceived as an
accepted technique of internal reporting to management, especially for the
pricing policy. However in the areas of external reports to stockholders, credi-
tors, and other outside interest parties, the controversy is in full bloom.
Nowdays the main controversy point is centered to the external reportings
only.

Direct Costing Controversy

Advocates of direct costing maintain the fixed portion of factory as period
costs. Opponents maintain that inventories should carry a fixed cost component
because both variable and fixed costs are necessary to produce goods;

both these costs should be inventoriable regardless of the differences in their
behavior patterns.

Early arguments of direct costing are focussed on the problems of its mana-
gerial utility as well as that of its usefulness for external reporting. However
the advocates as well as opponents failed to attack the basic premises underlying
the direct and absorption costing techniques. Recently these basic premises
have been exposed and subjected to careful scrutiny.

One of the most serious arguments over the direct costing can be seen

between Horngren and Sorter’s advocation of direct costing and Fess and
Ferrara’s opposition to it.

Cost obviate notion proposed by R. P. Marple was developed further in the

series of articles by C. T. Horngren and G. H. Sorter. Especially “Direct
Costing for External Reporting” published in 1961 was proposed in an attempt
to clear up the possibility of some misinterpretation of basic thoughts and
ideas underlying accounting principles. It seems that the basic assumption
underlying the Horngren and Sorter thesis is that income is earned at the point

of sale, and from which their basic assumption flows the concept of asset which



is the central feature of the thesis. According to their thesis an asset represents
costs with service potential and service potential is the costs ability to have a
favorable effect on expected future costs or revenues. In other words, “a
cost has service potential, in the traditional accounting sense, if its incurrence
now will result in future cost avoidance in the ordinary course of business.”

The ultimate conclusion of the argument is that, generally speaking, the
fixed costs of production are costs without service potential since their incurre-
nce in one period has no effect on whether they will be incurred in the
future. Variable production costs on the other hand have service potential since
their incurrence today will overcome the need for their incurrence in the
future. The essence of argument seems to be contained in the idea that the
only costs which will be reduced in the future because they are incurred today
are variable costs since the fixed costs will remain the same with or without
the production of goods which are included in the inventory. In other words,
the value of the inventory is determined only by the extra costs occasioned
by producing the inventory. Furthermore, these costs occasioned by the pro-
duction of inventory are costs which will not have to be incurred in the future-
since the production of inventory reduces the future need for production and
hence the future incurrence of variable production costs.

As the alternative to the Horngren and Sorter thesis, Fess and Ferrara state
that income is earned (value is added) at each and every stage in the total
process of production and distribution, and that the value of an inventory is its
production and distribution, and that the value of an inventory is its net
realizable value. Net realizable value represents the utilities acquired through

production, sale, and delivery. With this alternative, one considers the costs of

producing the net realizable value as used-up service potential; that is, these
costs (fixed, variable or otherwise) have no service potential left to them
since they have been used up in the production of revenues. The asset inven-
tory has service potential but not in the sense of cost avoidability. The service

potential inherent in the inventory valued at net realizable value is that
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inventory’s ability to be converted into cash which can be used again in the
acquisition of those resourse necessary for the production of income. If we
accept this idea, it is very difficult to make this “value added” concept of
income measurement, in most instances and for this reason, it seems appro-
priate to delay the recognition of earned income until it is more objectively
deternimable at the point of sale. Here they emphasized that the point of sale
is not regarded as the point at which income is earned, it is regarded as the
point at which income already earned is recognized as earned.

This distinction is fundamental to the understanding of the difference be-
tween Horngren-Sorter thesis and Fess-Ferrara thesis. The Fess-Ferrara thesis
recognizes the point of sale as important but only in terms of being able to
ascertain more objectively the amount of income which has been earned step
by step through the total process of production and distribution. The conclusion
of the Fess-Ferrara thesis is that if the recognition of previsouly earned income
is delayed, all costs used up or associated with that income must be delayed.
They assert that there is no alternative to such a conclusion if one is truly

interested in the calculation of income even though the recognition of that

income is delayed in the hope of making it more objectively determinable. As
already be seen, the costs to be delayed include all costs used up in produc-
ing the delayed income whether they are fixed or variable. Furthermore, even
though these delayed costs are considered inventory and thus an asset, they
have not service potential, for their service potential has already been used
up in the production of income, the recognition of which has been delayed.
Fundamental Problem of Direct Costing
According to the financial statements approach, summarizing the above two
theses and other prevailing arguments over direct costing, one can see that the
fundamental point of argument is focussed around the categories of income
measurement and assets measurement as well.
In the income measurement, probably one of the most fundamental point of

controversies between direct and full costing is the question of whether fixed
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manufacuring costs are costs of product produced or of the period in which
they are incurred. Traditionally accounting reports have treated them substan-
tially as product costs, direct costing would treat them wholly as period costs.
So the period cost concept and product cost concept play an important role in
the measurement of income.

The period cost concept, in its essence, states that there are certain costs
which, by their nature, expire with the passage of time, regardless of produc-
tion activity, They are incurred for the benefit of operations during a given
period of time. The benefit is unchanged by the actual level of operations, if
any, during that period, and it expires at the end of the period in any event.

The product cost concept states that all manufacturing costs are cost of the
product and that there is no such thing as a manufacturing cost of the period.
According to this concept, logically, all so called fixed production cost should
be amortized by a unit-of-output method, which would make them variable
costs. Time period amortization is acceptable only as a practical convenience,
the need for which derives from uncertainty as to future operations. Express
another way, a value added approach to revenue recognition accept the defer-
ral of revenue recognition to the point of sale on the grounds that measure-
ment is more objective at that point.

Another important core of the direct costing is assets measurement. As to
what constiutes the value of an inventory, the concept of an asset plays an
important role in the controversy over direct costing. Nowadays assets are
expounded “aggregates of service-potentials available for or beneficial to ex-
pected operations” or “expected future economic benefit.” Then what is the
nature of service potential or future benefit?

There are generally two kinds of approaches to the nature of service poten-
tial or future benefit, the one is cost obviation concept of service potential and
the other is that of revenue production concept.

According to the cost obviation concept, assets have service potential to the

extent that they avert the necessity for incurring costs in the future. In
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other words, assets are the costs that will be obviated in the future as a result
of cost incurrance in the past. However, the past incurrence of fixed produc-
tion costs does not avoid the reincurred of the same costs in the future. Ac-
cordingly, inventories should be included only variable costs.

In case of revenue production concept of service potential, the service
potential of an asset means that its capacity to contribute to the production of
revenue in the future. This revenue production approach distinguishes between
unexpired and expired costs respectively, according to whether their incurrence
will or will not contribute to the realization of revenue in the future. Under
this theory, any costs essential to the production of a product that may reason-
ably be expected to be sold and, thus, generate revenue is a cost of obtaining
such revenue and should be deferred in inventory so that it may be matched
with the revenue in the determination of income for the period of sale.

Conclusion

Recently direct costing has been generally conceded to be useful in reports
to management. However whether it is useful to stockholders, creditors, and
other outside interest parties is not concluded yet. Accordingly the argument
of direct costing is focussed in the area of external reports only.

Historically and practically, financial reports are evolved from the practical
usefulness. Therefore the standards of financial reporting should be designed
to further this objective of usefulness. When the utility of direct costing is
conceded as external reports, the time of general usage of direct costing as

external reports will come. But as for now it 1s hard and no time to anti-

cipate.



