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Analysis of Impacts of Capital Maintenance Theory on the Accounting for Changing Prices
Zheng Tao
Suzhou Vocational University,Suzhou,Jiangsu 215104
Abstract: Recently, the increase of price level has once again caught the public’s attention. How to face this reality? How to properly solve the account-
ing theory problem caused by the price change? How to eliminate the impact of price change on accounting affairs? These issues have become major concerns
in the accounting field.
Keywords: Accounting for changing prices ~ Capital maintenance General price level accounting mode Current cost accounting mode

Special General Partnership State Ownership and Auditor Choice
Liu Qiliang Chen Hanwen
School of Economics and Management Wuhan University Wuhan Hubei 430072 Management School, Xiamen
University, Xiamen,Fujian 361000

Abstract: This paper investigates whether they get more engagement when audit firm becomes special general partnership from limited partnership on
existing audit client. We find that the special general partnership audit firm will get more clients than limited partnership audit firm. And more, comparing to
state ownership companies, non- state ownership companies more hire them. Further, The IPO companies more hire them, too. In addition to, the special
general partnership audit firm more issue modified audit opinions. This paper helps us understand the effect of special general partnership.

Key words: Special general partnership State ownership Auditor choice  Audit opinion

Reform of Non- tradable Shares, Fund Embazzlement and Cash Dividend Policy
Chen Peixin Yang Jing

Shenzhen Polytechnic,Shenzhen,Guangdong 518055; Management School, Xiamen University, Xiamen,Fujian 361005

Abstract: The Reform of Non- tradable Shares of A- Share stock market has a sound impact on listing companies’ governance, and the impact on cash
dividend policy is a hot issue for scholars. Past studies has shown that as means of large shareholders’ tunneling, fund embazzlement is negative with cash
dividend policy. Based on the Background of the Reform of Non- tradable Shares, this paper investigates the change of the relatiohship of these variables before
and after the reform, using theoratical an empirical study, to find evidence for the influnce of the reform on listing companies’ governance. The results show
that the Reform of Non- tradable Shares not only reduce large shareholders’ fund embazzlement, but also weaken the relationship between fund embazzlement
and cash dividend policy, which means tunneling by fund embazzlement and cash dividend policy has been limited. So, the Reform of Non- tradable Shares
has some improvements on listing companies’ governance.

Keywords: The reform of non- tradable shares Fund embezzlement  Cash dividend policy

The Controlling Shareholder and the Cash Dividend Policy:" Free Cash Flow " or " Tunneling"
Chen Xudong Jin Yin
School of Economics and Management ,Shihezi University, Shihezi,XinJiang 832000

Abstract: this article with the 2005- 2009 non- financial listed company for samples from the enterprise property right and ownership and control
separation degree,Based on the business growth and free cash to discuss holding and enterprise to cash dividend policy of the relationship.The paper finds that:
The controlling shareholders of two of the nature of property right characteristic variables and two separate significant influence on the right of the listed
company of the tendency of dividend payments and strength;Non- state- owned listed companies will according to the discretion of the growth of the selective
issue cash dividend,And the state- owned enterprise performance for no matter how the discretion of the enterprise growth,State- owned enterprises are not
willing to extend the cash dividend.

Keywords: Controlling shareholder Cash dividend policy Firm growth Free cash flow

Political Connection and Environmental Information Disclosure
Chen Hua Wang Haiyan Liang Huiping
School of Business ,Renmin University of China; Beijing City University Beijing 100872; School of Accounting,Xinjiang
University of Finance & Economics, Urumgqi,Xinjiang 830012
Abstract: Political association is one of the important characteristics of listed companies in China's capital markets. Based on the political association of
listed companies in 2009 data, the paper empirical studies of the political association on environmental information disclosure effects of heavily polluting
industry. The results show that the political association is an important factor of the environmental information disclosure quality of listed companiesm of
heavily polluting industries.
Keywords: Political connection Heavily polluting industries Environmental information disclosure

Intermediation Reputation and IPO Under- pricing
Liu Yang Tan Yiqun LiZhenwei
School of Accounting/College of Finance, Southwestern University of Finance and Economics,Chengdu,Sichuan,611130

Abstract: The correlation between the underwriter reputation and IPO under- pricing is a focus in the field of [PO. Based on the developed capital
market, scholars find that the underwriter reputation and IPO under- pricing are negatively correlated. However, agreement has yet to be reached in China.
Against the background of the inquiry mechanism, this paper has research on the correlation between the intermediary reputation and IPO under- pricing and
gets conclusions as follows. The underwriter reputation has no significant effect on the IPO under- pricing, the auditor reputation has significant effect on the
IPO under- pricing, and the united reputation has significant effect on the IPO under- pricing

Keywords: Intermediation reputation IPO under- pricing Inquiry system



