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The Extent of Implementing the Analytical Procedures in Audit
(An Empirical Study from the External Auditors' Perspectives in Jordan)

Moh'd I. Al-Nawaiseh*

ABSTRACT

This paper aims at identifying the extent to which the analytical procedures are implemented by auditors in
Jordan, and their realization of the advantages and the obstacles thereof. Moreover, the study is conducted to
determine the effect of the auditors' position, experience and audit's charges on applying the analytical
procedures in auditing.

To achieve this aim, a sample study consisted of 80 questionnaires was designed and circulated by hand to a
sample of auditors representing the Jordanian auditors (Class A) and 80 questionnaires had been considered
usable for analysis purposes, Descriptive statistical techniques were used in analyzing data and testing
hypotheses such as frequencies, percentages, standard deviation, means, one — sample t- test and one way
ANOVA. Most of auditors realize the importance and obstacles of analytical procedures with
(74.8%).Percentage of applying the non-quantitative procedures analytical (73%), while percentages of
applying simple and advanced quantitative analytical procedures (61%), (49%), respectively.

The study suggests several recommendations in order to increase the effectiveness of audit.

Keywords: Auditing, Analytical Review, Non -quantitative Analytical Procedures, Simple and
Advanced Quantitative Analytical Procedures, International Auditing Standard
no.520.
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