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Effort of Audit Investigation and Punishment Fiscal Transparency
and Alleviation of “Repeated Offenses after Frequent Check”:

Evidence from Financial Audit of Provincial Audit Institutions

WU Qiusheng GUO Fei
( School of Accounting Shanxi University of Finance and Economics Taiyuan 030006 China)

Abstract: To measure the effectiveness of financial audit with the degree of alleviating “repeated offenses after frequent
check”  this paper selects panel data of 31 provincial audit institutions in China from 2009 to 2015 to explore impact of finan—
cial audit investigation and punishment effort on alleviation degree of “repeated offenses after frequent check” in the following
year and to investigate how fiscal transparency mediates in this relationship between the two. Findings indicate that the greater
effort of the audit investigation and punishment the more obvious the alleviative effect of the “repeated offenses after frequent
check” of financial audit of the next year and the more effective the financial audit and the alleviation effect of audit investi—
gation and punishment effort on “repeated offenses after frequent check” can be significantly enhanced in the context of high
fiscal transparency. Based on these the following policy recommendations are advanced: on the one hand government auditing
agencies should continue to increase the effort of audit investigation and punishment to enhance the deterrence of financial audi—
ting on the other hand the government and the financial department should continuously increase the effort and scope of gov—
ernment information disclosure to improve fiscal transparency comprehensively and should actively support third parties to con—
duct fiscal transparency assessments fairly and impartially to enhance the veracity and objectivity of fiscal transparency. The
conclusions have enlightenment significance for accelerating the alleviation of “repeated offenses after frequent check”  impro—
ving the effectiveness of financial audits and promoting the modernization of national governance system and capability.

Key words: effort of audit investigation and punishment; fiscal transparency; effectiveness of financial audits; repeated

offenses after frequent check



