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M&A 0.768 1 0.422 0.767 1 0.422 0. 800 1 0.399
BIG4 0.072 0 0.258 0. 040 0 0. 196 0. 021 0 0. 144
Financial 0. 007 0 0. 088 0. 002 0 0. 045 0. 004 0 0. 069
Growth 0.235 0. 144 0. 700 0. 250 0.113 0.79% 0.234 0. 106 0. 818
Inventory 0. 158 0. 137 0.133 0.171 0. 130 0. 158 0. 189 0. 144 0. 168
Bsegment 2.409 2 1. 495 2.578 2 1.618 2.371 2 1. 506
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4 N
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(0.027) (0. 036) (0.033)
Ngov -0. 006 -0.012 -0.014
(0. 665) (0. 455) (0.376)
Mindex 0. 009
(0. 002)
lindex 0. 020 **
( <0.001)
Export 0. 070 0. 065 ™ 0. 063
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
SIZE 0. 058 0. 057 0. 0577
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
ROA 0. 558 0. 543 ™% 0.538
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
Bsegment -0.010™* -0.011** -0.0117%*
(0. 006) (0.001) (0.001)
M&A -0.019" -0.018" -0.019*
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BIG4 0.077 ** 0.071 ™ 0.070™*
(0.001) (0.003) (0. 004)
Inventory 0. 058 0. 050 0. 049
(0. 124) (0.173) (0.182)
Growth -0.011" -0.010" -0. 009
(0.072) (0.097) (0.112)
Fshare 0. 160 0.138™ 0.130*

57



At et 752012.3

: Ln ( ICindex)

(1 (2) (3)
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Adjusted R? 0.291 0.295 0.299
Do) o 1%+ 5% 10% D (2) P .
()
(
. ) . 5
Mindex  lindex
Mindex  lindex 0.009 0.021 P
0.036 0.001
Mindex  lindex 0.009 0.021 P 0.056  0.001
o 2,
4 °
5 N
. Ln ( ICindex)
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Mindex -0.005 0. 009 ** 0.009"
(0.422) (0.036) (0. 056)
lindex -0.003 0.021 7% 0. 021 **
(0.715) (0.001) (0.001)
Export 0.051* 0.051** 0.019 0.018 0. 114 0. 1127
(0.024) (0.027) (0.280) (0.308) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
SIZE 0.045* 0. 045 ™ 0. 063 ™ 0. 063 ™* 0. 064 ™ 0. 064
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
ROA 0. 563 0. 559 0. 409 ** 0. 414 0. 557 0. 544 %
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
Bsegment 0. 002 0. 001 -0.009" -0.009" -0.016™ -0.016™*
(0.713) (0.793) (0.083) (0.084) (0.010) (0. 008)
M&A -0.035 -0.036 0. 003 0. 003 -0.0317 -0.032%
(0.119) (0.113) (0.822) (0.853) (0.061) (0.053)
BIGA 0. 104 0. 102 0. 056 0. 055 0.076** 0.071"
(0.007) (0.008) (0.135) (0.143) (0.049) (0.072)
Inventory 0. 045 0. 043 0.077 0.075 0.017 0.017
(0.554) (0.576) (0.151) (0.156) (0.767) (0.768)
Growth -0.029* -0.028 ™ -0.025™* -0.023* 0. 008 0. 008
(0.016) (0.017) (0. 006) (0.010) (0.402) (0.413)
Fshare -0.370* -0.3627% 0. 181 0. 194 0.125* 0.1117
(0.037) (0.041) (0.137) (0.122) (0.033) (0.062)
Financial 0.419 0.416™* 0. 267 0. 266 ™ 0.187* 0.192**
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) (0.041) (0.034)
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: Ln ( ICindex)

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Year07 —0.190 ** —0.190** —0.202 7 -0.202 —-0.252% —-0.251 %
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
Year09 0. 070 0. 070 ** 0. 065 ** 0. 066 ™ 0. 070 0. 069
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
Constant 2.595 %% 2.592 2.056 1.944 7 2,077 1. 969
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
N 638 638 1 423 1 423 1 445 1 445
Adjusted R? 0.307 0.310 0.274 0. 281 0.356 0.351
NG Rl 1% 5% 10% (2) .
Mindex  lindex
o 6 Lgov  Ngov
o Lgov  Ngov
2,
Mindex  lindex 75 6
Ngov
( )
6
. Ln ( ICindex)
Mindex Tindex Mindex Tindex
Lgov —-0.048 ™ - 0. 066 -0.013 0. 030
(0.018) ( <0.001) (0.535) (0.239)
Ngov —-0.047™ —0.055** 0.019 0.053™
(0. 034) (0. 006) (0. 389) (0. 045)
Export 0. 062 ** 0. 055 0. 069 ** 0. 082
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
SIZE 0. 042 0. 050 0.073 ™ 0. 069 **
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
ROA 0.512* 0.613 0. 586 0. 459
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
Bsegment —-0. 0009 —-0. 0009 -0.020 " -0.0217
(0. 860) (0. 839) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
M&A -0.018 0. 001 -0.021 —0.043
(0.275) (0.910) (0.125) (0.007)
BIGA 0.041 0.073** 0. 058 0. 069*
(0.373) (0.027) (0.042) (0.063)
Inventory 0.051 0. 062 0. 038 0.036
(0.342) (0. 185) (0. 456) (0.529)
Growth -0.008 -0.014" -0.012 -0.008
(0.336) (0. 080) (0.176) (0.388)
Fshare 0. 121 0.212 0.110 0.091
(0. 525) (0.111) (0. 200) (0. 344)
Financial 0. 259 ** 0.324 % 0.225 0. 063
( <0.001) ( <0.001) (0.177) (0.611)
Year07 -0.210 % —0.200 % -0.236™ —-0.253%*
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
Year09 0. 068 0. 072 0. 063 ™ 0. 057
( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001) ( <0.001)
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. Ln ( ICindex)
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()
N N N N 5
o @
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. 2004b. : . 8: 81 ~89
. 2005. N . 5: 40 ~51
. 2008. 2006 . 3. 35~42
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Board Network: Definition Characteristics and Measurement

Xie Deren & Chen Yunsen

The directors” behavior is embedded in social network. This paper defines the board network as the directors” connections based on sitting at least in
one same board and figure out its boundary from the “node” and “relation” perspectives. Based on the definition we analyze the social network charac—
teristics of the board network and measure different directors” centrality using social network analysis method. Lastly we explore the different role played
by independent directors in the board network. This paper’s result can do a favor to the empirical research on board network in the future.

State Ownership the Institutional Environment and Internal Control Quality:
Evidence from Chinese Listed Firms

Liu Qiliang et al.

Internal control has recently become the focus of regulators practitioners and researchers. This paper examines how state ownership and the institu—
tional environment affect internal control quality of Chinese listed firms. Using the internal control index ( ICindex) developed by a research group from
Xiamen University (2010) as our proxy for internal control quality we find that: (1) compared with Chinese state — owned enterprises ( SOEs) con—
trolled by central government SOEs controlled by local governments have inferior internal control quality while non — state — owned listed firms experience
similar internal control quality; and (2) internal control quality improves with the development of the institutions in regions where the listed firms are loca—
ted. This positive association is more salient for SOEs controlled by local governments and non — state — owned firms. Implications of the study are dis—
cussed.

Pyramid Structure Performance Fluctuation and Credit Risk

Zhang Ruijun & Li Xiaorong

Based on hand - collect data of pyramid layers we investigate the relationship between a firms “status” within a business group and its performance
fluctuation. Furthermore we explores whether banks” loan decisions take into consideration the firm’s performance fluctuation. Our empirical results dem—
onstrate that for firms at a lower layer of the pyramid structure larger fluctuation is expected. However state ownership can help to weaken this relation—
ship between pyramid layer and performance fluctuation. Our findings are robust using Heckman correction ( Heckman 1979) for self — select problem.
Our study not only contributes to the literature on economic outcomes of pyramid structure but also provides useful implication to the firms” credit — risk
management and banks” loan decisions.

The Regulation on IPO Earnings Forecasts and Earning Management of Listed Companies

Wang Kemin & Lian Peng

This paper analysis how the institution change of earnings forecasts by IPO firms from mandatory disclosure to voluntary disclosure affects earning
management. After controlling other institution changes we find that voluntary earnings forecast strongly reduces the preference of disclosure and error of
earning forecasts and this institution change decreases incentives of aggressive choice of accounting policy and reduce earning management. These results
suggest market — orientated regulation of information disclosure institution can restrict behavior of earning management.

Keywords: IPO; Mandatory Earnings Forecasts; Voluntary Earnings Forecasts; Regulation Change; Earnings Management

Identifying Acquisition Target: Evidence fromChina Stock Market

Zhang Jinxin et al.

How to predict acquisition target by using publicly available financial information receives attentions from scholars and professionals. This paper takes
targets which are equity acquisitions and took place from 2001 to 2008 in China stock market as samples establishes acquisition targets predicting model
via ANOVA collinearity diagnostic and Logistic regression. The empirical study shows that acquisition targets characters high leverage low solvency and
profitability low growth dispersal equity with high liquidity. Although it can identify characteristics of acquisition targets predicting model with low ac—
curacy indicates that it is difficult to predict acquisition targets in China market.

Field Study of Management Accounting Change and Innovation

Zhou lin et al.

Througha typical field study of ABC implementation in China’s listed companies  this paper tests and develops a theoretical model of the proposed
management accounting change institutionalization based on existed literatures. This model evaluate the change success from a new perspective that is
institutionalization of management accounting rules and routines; and emphasizes that realization of institutionalization is equal to a six — stage evoluation—
ary change process; there are some factors about external environment organization technology enterprise culture to influence these stages. In addition
the consequence of institutionalization process may be evaluated through three classifications. This paper helps us deeply understand the nature and conse—
quences of management accounting change and provides us with important and valuable empirical evidence for the introduction and implementation of
management innovation in China.
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