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Bu makalenin amaci, Tirkiye'de denetgilerin zorunlu
denetim  firmasi  rotasyonuna iliskin  algilarim
arastirmaktir. Calismada anket yontemi kullamilmig
olup bu arastirmaya denetim firmalarindan toplam 45
denetim ortagl, midir ve yonetici katdmustir. Bilindigi
kadartyla bu  ¢alisma, Tirkiye'de gergeklestirilen
zorunlu denetim firmasi rotasyonuna iliskin ilk anket
arastirmasidir.  Elde edilen bulgular, denetcilerin
zorunlu  denetim  firmast  rotasyonunu  hem
destekledigine hem de karst ciktigina dair kanutlar
sunmaktadir. Ankete katdanlarin ¢ogunlugu zorunlu
denetim firmast rotasyonunun; bagimsiz ve tarafsiz
denetimi  arttiracagina, daha  kaliteli ~ denetim
saglayacagina, yeni bir bakis acist saglayacagina ve
misteri (denetlenen isletme) yo6netimine aginalik
sonucunda olusan denetim basarisizhigt  riskinin
azaltilacagina inanmaktadir. Ayrica, zorunlu denetim
firmast rotasyonunun faydalarinin zorunlu denetim
ortagi rotasyonunun faydalarint agamayacagi gorisiine
yonelik sonuglara ulagilmistir. Dahast, zorunlu denetim
firmasi rotasyonunun faydalarinin, boyle bir sartin
uygulanmasinin maliyetlerinden daha agir bastiginin da
altint  ¢izmektedir.  Ankete  katilanlarin - buyik
cogunlugu, denetimin ilk  yillarinda  denetim
basarisizligl riskinin (denetim riski) daha yiksek
olduguna inanmaktadir. Bu aslinda zorunlu denetim
firmast rotasyonunun aleyhine bir sonuctur. IFAC
acisindan, rotasyon konusunun ¢esitli actlardan
incelenmesi gereklidir. Bu nedenle, bir tilkenin bagka
bir tlkeden bir kuralt kopyalaylp uygulamast yerine
kendi kosullarina gbre bir kural gelistirmesi cok
onemlidir. Denetim kalitesi ile ilgili olarak bu
calismanin sonuglarina gore, Tirkiye'deki zorunlu
denetim  firmast  rotasyonu  uygulamasi  gerekli
gorilmemekte olup zorunlu sorumlu ortak denetci
rotasyonu uygulamast muhtemelen yeterli olacaktir.

ABSTRACT

The putpose of this paper is to investigate auditors'
perceptions of mandatory audit firm rotation (MAFR)
in Tirkiye. Using the survey method, the opinions of
45 audit partners, directors, and managers from the
audit firms were determined. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first MAFR survey study
conducted in Turkiye. The findings show that auditors
both support and oppose MAFR. Majority of the
that MAFR  will
independent and objective, higher quality audit, fresh

respondents  believe increase
look will be provided, and the risk of audit failure will
be decteased because of familiarity with client
management. Furthermore, respondents stated that
the benefits of MAFR cannot exceed the benefits of
mandatory audit partner rotation (MAPR). They also
highlight that the benefits of MAFR outweigh the
Most

respondents believe that the risk of audit failure (audit

costs of enforcing such a requirement.
risk) is higher in the eatly years of an audit tenure
period. This is, in fact, a result against the MAFR.
From the standpoint of IFAC, the issue of rotation
should be examined from numerous perspectives.
Therefore, it is critical that a country develops a rule
based on its own circumstances rather than copying
and applying a rule from another country. Regarding
audit quality, according to the results of this study, the
MAFR regime in Ttirkiye is not deemed necessary, but
the MAPR regime will probably be sufficient.
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Introduction

MAPR and MAFR are important topics of discussion in the literature. They are often regarded as two effective
and efficient methods to ensuring auditor independence while also improving audit quality. Audit quality has
identified as a prominent issue for stakeholders, governments, and policymakers, which not only opens the door
for discussion of MAPR and MAFR, but also enhances them to the center of the stage. However, for a long
time, both proponents and opponents of MAPR and MAFR have improved different arguments (Rong, 2017:
3). Some advantages are highlighted by proponents of MAFR. First, the MAFR can achieve auditor
independence by reducing the time the auditor is economically dependent on the client firm. Second, MAFR
can improve audit quality by providing a fresh look on auditing. A fresh look may reveal issues that the previous
partner auditor did not see. Third, if the client firm has been audited by the same audit firm for a long time, the
audit firm may become overconfident or indifferent to management's needs when conducting the audit. MAPR
is sufficient to prevent such issues at the partner level. However, because most of the audit work is performed
by auditors and partner auditors, MAFR may be required to avoid close personal relationships and excessive
trust at the audit team level. The fourth point is related to increased competition. It is argued that MAFR will
create a more dynamic and competitive audit market (Lennox, 2014). There are also some arguments against
MAFR. The first argument is that the short engagement period may make it difficult for the auditor and
management to develop a productive working relationship. In comparison to a long auditor-client relationship,
auditors may be more tolerant of management and less critical of the client's practices because they must
continually recoup their initial costs. Second, MAFR may raise the risk of audit failure by preventing auditors
from developing in-depth client-specific knowledge over longer periods of time. Third, although MAFR allows
smaller audit firms to enter the market more easily, it is also possible that MAFR will result in increased market
concentration because larger companies tend to switch audit firms to one of the Big 4 firms. Furthermore,
MAFR may be limited to the Big 4 and other audit firms because audit committees may believe that smaller
audit firms lack the resources and expertise to deal with frequent rotations, and thus the complexity of clients
varies greatly. As a result, smaller audit firms may actually suffer as a result of mandatory firm regulation. In line
with these arguments, evidence from Italy and South Korea suggests that market competition may be reduced
rather than increased by mandatory firm regulation (Ewelt-Knauer et al., 2012). It is useful to examine the
MAFR application from the IFAC perspective. “IFAC recognizes that the most effective approach to regulation
will vary between jurisdictions; there is no one single approach that can be applied across the globe.
Governments and regulators should not try to replicate arrangements from another jurisdiction and apply them
to their own, without careful consideration and analysis of whether the arrangements are the most effective and
appropriate” (Choudhury, 2017: 2). For example, the United States, Japan, Canada, and Australia do not regulate
MAFR, whereas China, India, Brazil, Russia, and the United Kingdom do, and Spain, Singapore, and the
Republic of Korea have repealed MAFR after previously requiring it. Furthermore, MAPR regulation is in place
in these countries, except for Brazil and the Republic of Korea (Harber & Maroun, 2020: 865).

In Thrkiye, the Public Oversight, Accounting and Auditing Standards Authority (POA), which is authorized to
make arrangements regarding the rotation practice in auditing with the Turkish Commercial Code and to shorten
the periods specified in the law, according to Article 26 of the Independent Audit Regulation; unless three years
have passed; audit firms cannot audit entities for which they have conducted audits for seven years in the last
ten years. In addition, auditors conducting audits, as well as auditors working alongside them and in audit firms,
are not permitted to conduct audits on companies for which they have conducted audits for the five years in
the last seven years. Moreover, during the cooling-off period, the audit firm shall not participate in the entity's
audit, offer additional quality control for the engagement, consult with the engagement team or the client about
technical or industry-specific issues, transactions or activities, and otherwise directly affect the engagement's
outcome (Ttrel et al., 2017: 188). The impact of MAFR on audit quality in Ttrkiye has yielded mixed results.
While Tiirel et al. (2017) and Tuan (2019) found no evidence that MAFR improves audit quality, Ozger and
Tuay (2020) found evidence that MARF improves audit quality.

The purpose of this study is to understand the perceptions of auditors on the issue of MAFR in Ttrkiye. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first MAFR survey study conducted in Ttirkiye. As per Choudhury (2017),
it is essential to carefully evaluate and analyse whether regulations are most effective and appropriate before
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they are implemented. This study reveals the auditors' perspectives on the MAFR. Thus, it provides information
about the pros and cons of this application to the regulators and contributes to the literature.

The paper is structured as follows. The literature on MAFR is provided in the following section. Section 3 begins
with a description of the data and method. Following that, the findings and discussion are described. In the
conclusion, it highlights the study contributions and implies areas for further research.

Literature Review

The literature review concentrates primarily on MAFR survey studies. MAFR-related audit quality studies and
a literature review have also been examined. The studies examined within the scope of this study are described
below.

Jackson et al. (2008) examine the impact on audit quality of a MAFR policy. The major finding is that audit
quality improves with audit firm tenure when evaluated by the possibility of issuing a going concern opinion
but is unaffected when assessed by discretionary spending. It was also determined that the benefits of MAFR
are minimal given the additional costs associated with changing auditors.

Shafie et al. (2009) investigate the relationship between audit firm tenure and auditor reporting quality in
Malaysia. The findings indicate that audit firm tenure has a positive relationship with auditor reporting quality.
Coyle (2010) investigates the effect of audit tenure on auditor independence, as well as whether MAFR should
be implemented in Ireland. Based on a survey of the top twenty accounting firms and interviews with three Irish
accounting bodies and two audit regulators, the research concludes that the MAFR can be an excellent way to
increase the perception of the auditor's independence. The study also indicated that the benefits would not
exceed the cost of ownership as a requirement.

Onwuchekwa et al. (2012a) examined the relationship between mandatory audit rotation and audit independence
in Southern Nigeria. As a result of the study, it was revealed that mandatory audit rotation has a positive
relationship on the independence of the auditors. In addition, although the audit rotation will increase the
independence of the auditors, it is recommended that the rotation of the external auditors be voluntary.

Onwuchekwa et al. (2012b) examined the relationship between mandatory audit rotation and audit quality. The
questionnaire forms used in the research were collected and distributed to investors, lecturers, consultants,
accountants, and auditors in the south of Nigeria. As a result of the binary logistic sequential regression analysis,
it shows that there is a negative relationship between mandatory audit rotation and audit quality. Said and

Khasharmeh (2014a) conduct a survey to investigate auditors' perceptions of the impact of MAFR on auditor
independence in Bahrain. According to the findings, there is a relationship between MAFR and auditor
independence.

Said and Khasharmeh (2014b) aims to investigate audit firms' perceptions of mandatory rotation of auditors in
the Kingdom of Bahrain. The study's findings, conducted a survey of 102 auditors, show that there is a
relationship between MAFR and audit costs. The results also reveal that the adoption has received insufficient
attention.

Senyigit and Zeytinoglu (2014) examined the effect of mandatory auditor rotation on audit quality based on
literature research. Accordingly, the benefits and costs of mandatory auditor rotation are analyzed in terms of
their impact on audit quality.

Cameran et al. (2015) conducted a study on the mandatory rotation of auditors in Italy. As a result, the audited
earnings of the firms have been found to be lower in the first three years following the rotation than in the
following years of the auditor's tenute. This evidence does not suppott the case for mandatory rotation because
rotation is expensive, and earnings quality improves with longer auditor tenure.

Savli (2016) reviewed the results of different research conducted by regulatory authorities, academics and
auditors and examined the developments in the field of rotation in Tirkiye and internationally. Accordingly,
solutions to the problems that may be experienced in the future are presented.

Yasar (20106) reveals in his study of literature review, the development of mandatory rotation regulations in the
United States, European Union countries, and Turkiye, as well as the findings and limitations of empirical
research.
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Tirel et al. (2017) investigates whether there is a change in audit quality associated with firm tenure in Tirkiye.
The findings show that when audit firm tenure is limited, audit quality does not improve. This result does not
support the MAFR regulation in Tirkiye.

Yalcin (2018) provides a review of the literature on mandatory rotation in the literature. To that end, 41 academic
studies from the literature have been classified according to their level of application and examined for their
tindings on the effect of mandatory rotation on the quality of independent auditing. As a result of the evaluation,
it has been concluded that the literature shows a variety of findings on several issues, particularly at what level
the application of compulsory rotation would be more beneficial, its costs, and duration. Moreover, it has been
determined that empirical studies that compare the benefits and costs of forced rotation are requited.

Pinto etal. (2019) use a qualitative methodology based on semi-standardized interviews to investigate how senior
auditors at one of Portugal's Big Four accounting firms perceive policy. As a result, interviewees have a negative
perception of MAFR because of the loss of client-specific information it causes, the limited relationship between
audit independence and tenure, and the resulting fee reduction that could potentially damage audit quality.

Tuan (2019) investigated the impact of MAFR on audit quality. According to the findings, there is no statistically
significant relationship between MAFR and audit quality. This result does not provide evidence to support the
assumption that audit quality may improve following the MAFR.

Jong et al. (2020) examine the effects of MAFR in the Netherlands by examining financial reports from Dutch
companies from 2012 to 2016 and conducting a stakeholder survey. As a result, the MAFR, which has been
controversial at the time of its adoption, is now regarded as desirable by a variety of stakeholders, including
auditors. MAFR, on the other hand, appears to have some negative effects. The findings that the probability of
error is higher in first-year audits are the most significant. The reward client effect, which involves audit firms
reducing audit fees for larger public interest organizations for first-year audits, can exacerbate the negative
impact on audit quality.

Ozger and Tugay (2020) examined the effect of mandatory auditor rotation on auditor independence and audit
quality, as well as the role of auditor independence as a moderator in the relationship between rotation and audit
quality, based on the perceptions of independent auditors. According to the findings, audit rotation has a
positive effect on auditor independence and audit quality.

Harber et al. (2020) investigate the nature and scope of potential financial costs to audit firms and audit clients
in South Africa as a result of MAFR. According to the survey findings, audit firms will entail substantial costs
in the form of "setup and transition costs," as well as costs incutred in submitting and presenting competitive
bids to secure appointment. While auditors will attempt to recoup these costs through fee increases, clients will
not allow this, resulting in a reduction in audit firm profits. Furthermore, due to increased competition from
non-Big 4 firms, the wage premium of Big 4 firms will decrease.

Ka¢maz and Tirel (2021) aimed to evaluate financial statement users' perceptions of MAFR in Turkiye. The
survey technique has been used in the study. All the participants in the study have at least ten years of experience.
Finally, evidence has been gathered that MAFR has an effect on auditors' perceptions of independence, can
contribute positively to audit quality, and can help to prevent pressure on auditors. However, strong findings
regarding the positive effect of MAFR on audit quality perception have been not obtained.

Horton et al. (2021) figure out the net benefit versus cost of MAFR and MAPR. As a result, it has been revealed
that any benefit from bilateral rotation could be attributed to the change in partner. However, it is emphasized

that it is unclear whether firm rotation is still necessary, given that the observed benefits from firm rotation
could be due to MAPR.

Atict ve Memis (2022) investigate the effect of rotation practice in Tirkiye on audit quality. According to the
results obtained, it is concluded that mandatory and voluntary audit partner rotation increases the quality of
independent audit in penalized logistic regression and logistic regression analyzes.

It is important to determine the auditors' petrceptions on the MAFR. Furthermore, it is critical for auditors in
positions of implementation to evaluate the rules proposed by regulators. In this context, it has been found that
such studies have been published from different countries. However, according to literature reviews, no similar
studies on MAFR have been found in Ttrkiye. For this reason, the study is expected to contribute to the
literature and to regulators.
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Research

The survey method is used in this study to examine auditors' perceptions of MAFR in Tirkiye. The
questionnaires have been sent out via email to the groups assumed most qualified to provide an informed
perspective on MAFR in the Turkish context, namely audit partners, directors, and managers in Istanbul. The
surveys has been performed based on the review of the MAFR debate in Tiirkiye, and United States General
Accounting Office(GOA) MAFR study (GOA, 2014).! A 5-point Likert scale (1-strongly disagree; 3-neutral;
and 5-strongly agree) has been employed to obtain respondents’ attitudes and opinions. The internal consistency
or reliability of items is tested by Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach's Alphas for the 15-item scale wetre 0.725
which is accepted value for confirming reliability or internal consistency (Nunnally, 1994).

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics as well as some opinions on MAFR. Three-quarters of the auditors in the
survey work for the Big 4, while the rest work for other firms. The highest participation to survey is in manager
positions, followed by partners and directors. According to the majority of respondents, it takes their firm an
average of 2-3 years to get "sufficiently familiar" with a new client's operations and financial reporting methods.
If audit firm rotation is mandatory, respondents agree that 40% of audit tenure should be eight to ten years and
35% five to seven years. In line with this finding, 82% of respondents agree that a three- or four-year cooling-
off period should be implemented. These findings are consistent with the MAFR used in Trkiye.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Items n %
Big-Four (Deloitte, Ernst&Young, PWC, KPMG) 34 75.56%
Audit firm Others 11 24.44%
Total 45 100.00%
Partner 13 28.89%
. Director 4 8.89%
Position
Manager 28 62.22%
Total 45 100.00%
How1 does it tak 6 1 year 6 13.33%
o]:v ong, Sn ?;fe.ragel, foes.ijt t'i ¢ ?riur irm 57 vears 30 66.67%
t tly t
° e(,:ome sufficienty familiar” with a new 7 years 1 5.89%
client’s operations and financial reporting
. More than 5 years 5 11.11%
practices?
Total 45 100.00%
Three or four years 4 8.89%
£ MAFR red. what should be th Five to seven years 16 35.56%
t t
VAR wete tequired, what Should bE T Fight to ten years 18 40.00%
limit on the firm’s audit tenure period?
Greater than 10 years 7 15.56%
Total 45 100.00%
If MAFR were required, after what period of ~ Three or four years 37 82.22%
time (cooling off period) should the firm be  Five to seven years 8 17.78%
permitted to once again compete for audit Total 45 100.00%
ota

services?

! For questions/statements see: https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-04-217.pdf
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Survey Findings
As shown in Statement 1 of Table 2, 77% of participants believe that auditors will be more independent and

objective when performing services under the MAFR. Accordingly, the MAFR is regarded necessary in terms
of objectivity and independence by the participants.

The findings in Statement 2, only 22% of respondents stated that a longer firm tenure would result in a higher
quality audit in the absence of a MAFR regime.

Under MAFR regime, 86% of respondents in Statement 3 state that new audit firms will provide a "fresh look"
on clients' operations and financial reporting practices.

In Statement 4, 55% of respondents reported that audit firms’ tenure exceeding seven years is a significant factor
reducing auditor independence in appearance. Due to familiarity with client management, 66% of respondents
in Statement 5 believe the risk of audit failure will increase as audit tenure increases.

In Statement 6, 55% of respondents indicated that auditors tend to be more dependent in the first year of audit
engagement with the desire to retain client over many years. Just 20% of respondents in Statement 7 state that
audit firm with long tenure are less likely to issue a going concern modified opinion to their financially distressed
clients.

In Statement 8, 20% of respondents state that auditor may tend to compromise his independence most often
in the no rotation/retention regimes. According to Statement 9, 15% of respondents believe auditors are more
willing than in previous years to issue an unclean report in the last year of the MAFR.

In Statement 10, 37% of respondents stated that the benefits of MAFR would not exceed the benefits of
mandatory partner rotation. According to 42% of respondents in Statement 11, MAFR would decrease
management's ability to influence auditors.

In Statement 12, 46% of respondents stated that the benefits of MAFR would exceed the costs of implementing
such a requirement. In the last year of the MAFR, 59% of respondents in Statement 13 agreed that there is
pressure on the engagement partner(s) to compensate (replace) outgoing clients, which may have an adverse
effect on audit quality.

In Statement 14, 86% of respondents indicated that MAFR will likely lead to lower audit fees and firm
profitability because of competition in rotation years. The risk of audit failure (audit risk) is higher in the eatly
years of an audit tenure period, according to 75% of Statement 15 participants. Because the new audit firm has
not developed and applied a detailed knowledge of the client's operations and financial reporting practices.

Table 2. Auditor’ Perceptions

Statement 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD Skewne Kurtosi
ss s

1. “Under mandatory audit firm rotation, the auditors will be more 2.22% 11.11%  8.89% 55.56% 22.22%  3.844 0.9760 -1.056  0.896

independent and objective in performing services”

2. “Under no mandatory audit firm rotation regime, longer firm 8.89% 44,44% 24.44% 13.33% 8.89%  2.689 1.1042  0.661 -0.254

tenure results in a higher quality audit”

3. “Under mandatory audit firm rotation, new audit firms would 0.00%  0.00% 13.33% 48.89% 37.78% 4244 0.6794 -0.345 -0.770

provide a fresh look at clients” operations and financial reporting

practices”

4. “Audit firms’ tenure exceeding seven years is a significant factor 4.44% 17.78% 22.22% 40.00% 15.56%  3.444 1.0987 -0.444 -0.546

reducing auditor independence in appearance”

5. “The risk of an audit failure is likely to increase as the audit tenure  4.44% 15.56% 13.33% 55.56% 11.11%  3.533 1.0357 -0.864  0.086

period increases due to the familiarity with client management”

6. “Auditors tend to be more dependent in the first year of audit 4.44% 17.78% 22.22% 44.44% 11.11%  3.400 1.0531 -0.518 -0.406

engagement with the desire to retain client over many years”

7. “Audit firm with long tenure are less likely to issue a going 8.89% 35.56% 35.56% 17.78%  2.22%  2.689 0.9492  0.177 -0.377

concern modified opinion to their financially distressed clients”

8. “Auditor may tend to compromise his independence most often 75.56% 31.11% 33.33% 15.56%  4.44% 2622 1.0721  0.246  -0.455

in the no rotation/retention regimes”

9. “Auditors are more willing to issue an unclean report in the last 73.33% 40.00% 31.11% 8.89%  6.67% 2556 1.0565  0.634  0.170

year of the mandatory firm rotation than in previous years”

10. “The benefits of mandatory audit firm rotation would not 6.67% 35.56% 20.00% 20.00% 17.78%  3.067 1.2505  0.234 -1.149

exceed the benefits of mandatory partner rotation”
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11. “Mandatory audit firm rotation would decrease management’s 4.44% 22.22% 31.11% 33.33% 8§.89%  3.200 1.0357 -0.164 -0.596
ability to influence the auditors”

12. “The benefits of mandatory audit firm rotation would exceed 6.67% 28.89% 17.78% 33.33% 13.33%  3.178 1.1926 -0.107 -1.084
the costs of implementing such a requirement”

13. “In the last year of the mandatory firm rotation, there is a 6.67% 17.78% 15.56% 51.11%  8.89%  3.378 1.0931 -0.710 -0.370
pressure on the engagement partner(s) to compensate (replace)

outgoing clients with new clients which may adversely affect audit

quality”

14. “Mandatory firm rotation will likely lead to lower audit fees and  0.00%  2.22% 11.11% 48.89% 37.78%  4.222 0.7351 -0.739  0.514
firm profitability because of competition in rotation years”

15. “The risk of an audit failure (audit risk) is higher in the early 0.00%  8.89% 15.56% 62.22% 13.33%  3.800 0.7862 -0.799  0.693
years of an audit tenure period as the new audit company is more

likely to have not fully developed and applied an in depth

understanding of the new client’s operations and financial reporting

practices”

N=45 1 = Strongly Disagtee, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

Note: The statements in the questionnaire have been prepared using the “United States General Accounting Office (GOA) MAFR study (GOA, 2014)”.

Conclusion

MAFR has been a controversial issue all over the world for many years. Furthermore, there is no strong evidence
that MAFR is effective in Turkiye. The putpose of this study is to investigate auditors' perceptions of MAFR in
Tirkiye. Data from audit partners, directors, and managers provide evidence of their perspective on MAFR.
The findings show that auditors both support and oppose MAFR implementation. Majority of the respondents
believe that MAFR will increase independent and objective, higher quality audit, fresh look will be provided,
and the risk of audit failure will be decreased because of familiarity with client management. More than half of
those respondents believe that the auditor is more dependent in the early stages of the audit engagement. This
means that auditors in the MAFR practice are more dependent in the first years of the audit. Furthermore, they
believe that the independence of the auditors cannot be compromised in the non-MAFR regimes are at the
highest rate. This suggests that auditors will act independently even if the MAFR regime is not in place. The
majority believe that the benefits of MAFR cannot exceed the benefits of MAPR. They also highlight that the
benefits of MAFR outweigh the costs of enforcing such a requirement. Most respondents believe that the risk
of audit failure (audit risk) is higher in the eatly years of an audit tenure period. This is, in fact, a result against
the MAFR. From the standpoint of IFAC, it is necessary to examine the activities from numerous perspectives.
Therefore, it is critical that a country develops a rule based on its own circumstances rather than copying and
applying a rule from another country. Regarding audit quality, according to the findings of this study, the MAFR
regime in Ttrkiye is not deemed necessary, but the MAPR regime will probably be sufficient.

There are some limitations to this study. The first issue is the limited number of observations. The second point
to mention is that the questionnaire includes a general assessment. Furthermore, no significant differences were
found in the study based on the results of the untabulated Chi-Square Tests. It is suggested that future studies
gain insights on MAFR from various dimensions and attempt to increase the number of observations. Thus,
there will be an opportunity to discuss our findings regarding MAFR implementation in Ttrkiye.
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GENISLETILMIS OZET

Bu makalenin amaci, Turkiye'de denetgilerin zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonuna iliskin algilarint aragtirmaktir.
Bu calismada anket teknigi kullandmistir. Anketler, Ttrkiye baglaminda zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu
hakkinda bilgilendirilmis bir bakis acist saglamak icin en nitelikli oldugu varsayillan gruplara, yani denetim
ortaklarina, direktotlere ve yoneticilere elektronik ortamda gonderilmistir. Anketler, Tirkiye'deki zorunlu
denetim firmast rotasyonu tartismasinin incelemesine ve Amerika Birlesik Devletleri Genel Muhasebe Ofisi
(GOA) zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu ¢alismasindan (GOA, 2014) yararlanilarak gerceklestirilmistir.
Katilimecilarin tutum ve goruslerini belirleyebilmek igin 5'li Likert 6lgegi (1-kesinlikle katlmiyorum, 3-kararsizim
ve 5-kesinlikle katiliyorum) kullanimistir. Tablo 1, zorunlu denetim firmas: rotasyonu ile ilgili baz1 gériislerin
yani sira tanimlayict istatistikleri de gostermektedir. Ankete katilan denetgcilerin dértte ticli 4 buyik denetim
firmast icin calisirken, geri kalami diger firmalar icin c¢alismaktadir. Ankete en yilksek katilim yonetici
pozisyonlarindadir, bunu ortaklar ve direktdrler takip etmektedir.
Tablo 1. Tanimlayici Istatistikler

n %
Dért Biytk (Deloitte, Ernst&Young, PWC, 34 75.56%
) KPMG)

Denetim firmasi Digerleri 11 24.44%
Toplam 45 100.00%
Partner 13 28.89%
Pozisyon Direktor 4 8.89%
Yonetici 28 62.22%
Toplam 45 100.00%
1yl 6 13.33%
Firmanizin yeni bir mugterinin operasyonlarina ve finansal ~ 2-3 yil 30 66.67%
raporlama uygulamalarina "yeterince agina olmast” 4-5 yil 4 8.89%
ortalama olarak ne kadar stirer? 5 yildan daha fazla 5 11.11%
Toplam 45 100.00%
Ug ya da dort yil 4 8.89%
Zorunlu denetim firmasi rotasyonu uygulantyorsa Bes yedi yi 16 3556V
L . ’ Sekiz on yil 18 40.00%

firmanin denetim gorev siiresi stnirt ne olmalidir?
On yildan daha fazla 7 15.56%
Toplam 45 100.00%
Zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu uygulaniyorsa, hangi ~ Ug ya da dért yil 37 82.22%
stirenin ardindan (bekleme siiresi) firmaya denetim Bes yedi yil 8 17.78%
hizmetleti icin izin verilmelidir? Toplam 45 100.00%

Tablo 2'deki birinci ifadede yer alan sonuglara gore katthmeilarin %77'si denetgilerin zorunlu denetim firmasi
rotasyonu kapsaminda hizmetleri yerine getirirken daha bagimsiz ve objektif olacagina inanmaktadir. Buna gére
zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu, katiimcilar tarafindan tarafsizlik ve bagimsizlik acisindan gerekli
goriilmektedir. Ikinci ifadedeki bulgulara gére, yanit verenlerin yalnizca %22'si, daha uzun bir firma gérev
stresinin, zorunlu denetim firmasi rotasyonu rejiminin yoklugunda daha kaliteli bir denetimle sonuglanacagint
belirtmigtir. Zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu rejimi kapsaminda, ifade tcteki katthmeilarin %806's1, yeni
denetim firmalarinin musterilerin operasyonlatt ve finansal raporlama uygulamalarina "yeni bir bakis acist"
saglayacagint belirtmektedir. Ifade dértte, yanit verenlerin %55' denetim firmalarinin yedi yili asan gorev
stirelerinin gériniiste denetci bagimsizligini azaltan 6nemli bir faktér oldugunu bildirmistir. Miisteri ydnetimine
asinalik nedeniyle, ifade besteki yamt verenlerin %G66'st denetim stiresi arttikca denetim basarisizligt riskinin
artacagina inanmaktadir. Ifade altida, yanit verenlerin %>55'i denetcilerin, miisteriyi uzun yillar elde tutma
arzusuyla, denetim isinin ilk yilinda daha bagimli olma egiliminde olduklarint belirtmektedir. Tfade yedide yanit
verenlerin sadece %20'si, uzun streli gérev siiresi olan denetim firmasinn mali agidan stkintih migterilerine
isletmenin strekliligi konusunda degistirilmis bir gbriis yayinlama olasiiginin daha disik oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Ifade sekizde, yanut verenlerin %20'si, denet¢inin rotasyonsuz durumda en stk olarak
bagimsizligindan 6diin verme egiliminde olabilecegini belirtmektedir. Ifade dokuza gore, kattimeilarin %15'
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denetgilerin zorunlu denetim firmas: rotasyonunun son yilinda temiz olmayan bir rapor yaymnlamak icin énceki
yillara gore daha istekli olduguna inanmaktadir. Ifade onda, yanit verenlerin %37'si zorunlu denetim firmast
rotasyonunun faydalarinin zorunlu ortak rotasyonunun faydalarint asamayacagini belirtmektedir. Ifade on birde
katthmecilarin %42'sine gore, zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu yonetimin denetcileri etkileme yetenegini
azaltmaktadir. Ifade 12'de, yanut verenlerin %46'st zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonunun faydalarinin béyle bir
sartt uygulamanin maliyetlerini agacagini belirtmektedir. Zorunlu denetim firmasi rotasyonunun son yilinda, ifade
on Ugcte yanit verenlerin %59'u, denetim kalitesi Uzerinde olumsuz bir etkisi olabilecegini ve sorumlu ortak(lar)
tizerinde giden musterileri tazmin etmesi icin bir bask1 oldugunu belirtmektedir. Ifade on dértte, yanit verenlerin
%806's1, rotasyon yillarinda rekabet nedeniyle zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonunun muhtemelen daha digtuk
denetim ticretlerine ve firma karliigina yol acacagini belirtmektedir. Ifade on beste katilimeilarinin %75'ine gére,
yeni denetim sirketinin yeni misterinin operasyonlari ve finansal raporlama uygulamalari noktasinda tam olarak
gelismemis ve derinlemesine bir anlayts uygulamamis olmast daha muhtemel oldugundan, bir denetim gérev
stiresinin ilk yillarinda denetim basarisizligt riski (denetim riski) daha yiiksektir.

Tablo 2. Denetci Algilart
Ifadeler 1 2 3 4 5
1. “Zorunlu denetim firmasi rotasyonunda denetgiler, hizmetleri yerine getirirken daha bagimsiz ~ 2.22%  11.11% 8.89%  55.56% 22.22%
ve obijektif olacaklardit”
2. “Zorunlu olmayan denetim firmasi rotasyon rejimi altinda, daha uzun firma gorev stiresi daha  8.89%  44,44%  24.44%  13.33%  8.89%
kaliteli bir denetim ile sonuglanir”
3. “Zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu, yeni denetim firmalarina misterilerin operasyonlarma ve  0.00% 0.00%  13.33%  48.89% 37.78%
finansal raporlama uygulamalarina yeni bir bakis saglayacaktir”
4. “Denetim firmalarinin yedi yili asan gorev siireleri, goriintiste deneti bagimsizligini azaltan — 4.44%  17.78%  22.22%  40.00% 15.56%
6nemli bir faktordir”
5. “Misteri yonetimine aginalik nedeniyle denectim gorev siiresi arttikca denetim bagarisizlign — 4.44%  15.56%  13.33%  55.56% 11.11%
riskinin artmast muhtemeldir”
6. “Denetgiler, misteriyi uzun yillar elde tutma arzusuyla denetim isinin ilk yilinda daha bagimh ~ 4.44%  17.78% = 22.22%  44.44% 11.11%
olma egilimindedir”
7. “Uzun sureli gorev stresi olan denetim firmasinin, finansal acidan sikintlt musteriletine — 8.89%  35.56%  35.56%  17.78%  2.22%
isletmenin siirekliligi konusunda degistirilmis bir gbriis yayinlama olasihgi daha digtiktir”
8. “Denetgi, rotasyon uygulamast olmadig1 zaman en sik olarak bagimsizhigindan édin verme  75.56%  31.11%  33.33%  15.56%  4.44%
egiliminde olabilit”
9. “Denetgiler, zorunlu firma rotasyonunun son yilinda, 6nceki yillara kiyasla daha yiizeysel bir ~ 73.33%  40.00%  31.11% 8.89%  6.67%
rapor yayinlamaya daha isteklidir”
10. “Zorunlu denctim firmas: rotasyonunun faydalar, zorunlu sorumlu ortak denetci  6.67%  3556%  20.00%  20.00% 17.78%
rotasyonunun faydalarini asamaz”
11. “Zorunlu denetim firmasi rotasyonu, yonetimin denetgileri etkileme kabiliyetini azaltacaktir” 4.44%  22.22%  31.11%  33.33%  8.89%
12. “Zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonunun faydalar, boyle bir sartin uygulanmasinn — 6.67%  28.89%  17.78%  33.33% 13.33%
maliyetlerini asacaktir”
13. “Zorunlu firma rotasyonunun son yilinda, sézlesme ortagi(lar) tizerinde, giden mugsterileri ~ 6.67%  17.78%  15.56%  51.711%  8.89%
tazmin etmesi (degistirilmesi) icin denetim kalitesini olumsuz yénde etkileyebilecek bir baski
vardir”
14. “Zorunlu firma rotasyonu, rotasyon yillarinda rekabet nedeniyle muhtemelen daha dasik — 0.00% 2.22%  1111%  48.89% 37.78%
denetim tcretlerine ve dolaysst ile daha distk firma katliligina yol acacaktir”
15. “Yeni denetim sirketinin yeni musterinin faaliyetlerini ve finansal raporlama uygulamalarii ~ 0.00% 8.89%  15.56%  62.22% 13.33%
tam olarak gelistirmemis ve uygulamamis olmast daha muhtemel oldugundan, denetim
bagarisizhig riski (denetim riski) bir denetim gérev siiresinin ilk yillarinda daha yiiksektir.
N=45 1 = Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum, 2 = Katilmiyorum, 3 = Kararsizim, 4 = Katihyorum, 5 = Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

Sonug

Zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu, uzun yillardir tim diinyada tartismali bir konu olmustur. Ayrica, zorunlu
denetim firmast rotasyonunun Turkiye'de etkili olduguna dair glglii bir kamit yoktur. Bu calismanin amact,
Turkiye'de denetgilerin zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu algilatini aragtirmaktir. Denetim ortaklarindan,
direktorlerden ve yoneticilerden alinan veriler, zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonuna iligkin bakis acilarina yénelik
bulgular saglamaktadir. Bulgular, denetgilerin zorunlu denetim firmasi rotasyonu uygulamasini hem destekledigi
hem de kars1 ¢iktig1 noktalarin oldugunu géstermektedir. Ankete katilanlarin ¢ogunlugu, zorunlu denetim firmasi
rotasyonunun bagimsiz ve objektif denetim faaliyetini artiracagina, daha kaliteli denetim saglayacagina, yeni bir
gbriniim saglanacagina ve misteri yénetimine aginalik sonucunda denetim basarisizligt riskinin azaltilacagina
inanmaktadir. Katllimcilarin yarisindan fazlasi, denetcinin denetim gérevinin ilk asamalarinda daha bagiml
olduguna inanmaktadir. Bu durum zorunlu denetim firmas: rotasyonu uygulamasindaki denetcilerin, denetimin
ilk yillarinda daha bagimli oldugu anlamina gelmektedir. Ayrica, zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu disi
uygulamalarda da denetgilerin bagimsizligindan taviz verilmeyecegine en yiksek oranda inanmaktadirlar. Bu
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durum zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonu rejimi yurlrlikte olmasa bile denetcilerin bagimsiz hareket
edeceklerini gostermektedir. Cogunluk, zorunlu denetim firmast rotasyonunun faydalarinin zorunlu sorumlu
ortak denetci rotasyonunun faydalarini gecemeyecegine inanmaktadir. Ayrica, zorunlu denetim firmasi
rotasyonunun faydalarinin, béyle bir sartin uygulanmasinin maliyetlerinden daha agir bastiginin da altint
cizmektedir. Ankete katilanlarin biytik ¢cogunlugu, denetim gérev siiresinin ilk yillarinda denetim basarisizligt
riskinin (denetim riski) daha ylksek olduguna inanmaktadir. Bu aslinda zorunlu denetim firmasi rotasyonu
aleyhine bir sonuctur. IFAC acisindan, rotasyonu c¢esitli acilardan incelemek gerekir. Bu nedenle, bir tlkenin
bagka bir tlkeden bir kurali kopyalayip uygulamak yerine, kendi kosullarina gére bir kural gelistirmesi ¢ok
onemlidir. Denetim kalitesi ile ilgili olarak, bu ¢alisma sonuclarina gore Turkiye'deki zorunlu denetim firmast
rotasyonu uygulamasi gerekli gériilmemekte olup MAPR uygulamast muhtemelen yeterli olacaktir. Gelecekteki
calismalar icin zorunlu denetim firmasi rotasyonu hakkinda ¢esitli boyutlardan bilgi edinmesi ve anket gézlem
sayisint artirmaya ¢alismast Onerilmektedir.
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