At 720175

N
*
( 361005 100029)
[ 1 2007-2012 A Chen et al. (2016) “
[ )|
. ford 2005) ( Hou and Robinson 2006) o
2002 ( — )
SOX) ? ?
. SOX 404 o
G\
? (2012)
@,
( Campello  2006; 2008) . ( Ak- Chen et al. (2016) “
dogu and Mackay 2008) . ( Botosan and Stan— 7
* China Journal of Accounting Studies 4 4 (2016 12 ).
« ” (101JD630003)
« " (71332008)

O SO0X 404

® (2012)

(2012)
67



A48 720175

o Nalebuff
o and Stiglitz ( 1983) Hart ( 1983)
(1)
 (2)
;o (3)
() ( Datta et al. 2013; 2011) o
( Doyle et al. 2007; Altamuro et al. 2010;
. 2011; 2011)
( 2013)
( Hou and o
Robinson  2006) () >
(
2011) . ( Fisman and Raturi 2004; o
2010) (
2008) 0
( Cheng
et al. 2013; 2011) . ( 2008)
( Cheng et al. 2014; Feng et al. 2015) , ( 2011)

68



At 720175

o

N LnlC=p,+B, Competition+B3,SOE+(, Size+3, Inventory

( 2004) . +B5s ROE+B, Growth+3, Lage+B; Bsegmeni+3, Big4
( Dong and +8,o Export+3,, MA+$3,,RSTR+ Y, YEAR+¢ (1)
Putterman  2003) N LnlC Competition
( Brandt and Li 2003) SOE
(' Aharony et al. 2000) . ( Size) . ( Inventory) . ( ROE) .
( ( Growth) ( Lage) . ( Bsegment)
2013) . ( Export) ( Bigd) . (MA) .
( RSTR) .
. ()
1.
Chen et al. (2016)
. . ( LnlC)
N § »
o COSO N
N N N 5
o 24 43
144
o 144
( Analytic Hierarchy Process AHP)
NE)
o 2.
R ( Peress 2010; Giround and
Mueller 2011) ( 2010;
. 2012)
N ( ED . ( LnN)
o ( CR4)
. ( y (2012 )
12814 o
o 3.
. CCER
()
( Doyle et al. 2007, ( SOE)
2012) . 1 0.
Cluster 1 o
® Chen et al. (2016)

Chen et al. (2016)

69



A48 720175

1
LnlC ‘ ‘
EI = Y Slog( 1/5))
El =
Sy f ( ) n
LnN
CRA= (X4.,S) /8
CR4 S . CR4
SOE 1 0
Size
Inventory
ROE
Growth 1
Lage 1
Bsegment
Export ( ) 1
Big4 1 0
MA 1 0
RSTR 1 0
() N
2007-2012 A ()
° 2 2
o ( LnIC)
9475 o 3.644  3.677
3.654  3.699
CCER CSMAR ° t Wile—
Chen et al. (2016) o oxon
1%  Winsor
2
LnlC 3. 649 3. 688 0.272 3. 644 3.677 0.283 3. 654 3.699 0.258
EL 3.844 3.981 0. 941 3.756 3.914 0.942 3.949 4.216 0.929
LnN 0.356 0.282 0. 181 0.370 0.29%4 0. 187 0.339 0.282 0.173
CR4 5.021 5.050 0. 824 4.916 4.990 0. 803 5. 147 5.313 0. 830
Size 21.726 21.559 1.225 22.110 21.903 1.289 21. 269 21. 143 0. 962

70



A3t 8t 420175

Inventory 0. 164 0.129 0. 150 0. 161 0. 130 0. 144 0.168 0.128 0. 157
ROE 0.073 0. 076 0. 127 0. 068 0. 074 0. 136 0.078 0.077 0.114
Growth 0.236 0.143 0. 634 0.227 0. 140 0. 604 0. 246 0. 150 0. 668
Lage 2.057 2.303 0.757 2.321 2.485 0.563 1.742 1.792 0.833
Bsegment 2.516 1. 000 2.226 2.781 2.000 2.414 2.202 1..000 1.932
Big4 0. 058 0. 000 0.233 0. 084 0. 000 0.278 0. 026 0. 000 0.159
Export 0. 040 0. 000 0.195 0.032 0. 000 0.177 0. 048 0. 000 0.214
MA 0. 467 0. 000 0. 499 0. 459 0. 000 0. 498 0. 476 0. 000 0. 499
RSTR 0.255 0. 000 0. 436 0. 254 0. 000 0. 436 0.257 0. 000 0. 437
( \b) )
t Wilcoxon
LnIC -1.859* -2.070*
El -10. 035 -13. 027
LoN -13. 740 -15. 861"
CR4 8. 434 9.818™
i 1%+ 5% 10% .
(ED ( LnN) ( SOE) 1%
( CR4) . .
() o ( »
1.
3
- (1) (3) € )
( EI) .
( LnN) 5% .
( CR4) 5% 3 (7) (9)
- (4) (6) ( SOE)
5% o
3
LnlC
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
. 0.010™ 0.010™* 0.017**
(2.425) (2.641) (4.213)
LN 0.010™ 0.011* 0. 038 **
(2.258) (2.447) (7.909)
Cha -0.043* -0. 047 -0. 045
( -2.080) (-2.311) (-2.086)
“OF 0. 028 ** 0. 028 ** 0.028™ | =0.024™* | -0.020™ | -0.025"*
(3.174) (3.157) (3.164) (-2.659) | (-2.193) | (-2.825)

71



A48 720175

. LnlC
(1 (2) (3) (4 (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
. 0.054™ | 0.054™ | 0.054™ | 0.051" | 0.050* | 0.051% | 0.074™ | 0.073% | 0.073"
(15.736) | (15.687) | (15.694) | (14.219) | (14.162) | (14.181) | (20.229) | (20.060) | (20.048)
ey |2 0. 002 0. 001 0. 009 0.011 0.010 ~0.006 ~0.005 ~0.003
(0.021) | (0.077) | (0.050) | (0.324) | (0.383) | (0.352) | (-0.202) | (-0.188) | (-0.091)
cor 0.256™ | 0.254™ | 0.256™ | 0.262% | 0.260* | 0.262% | 0.247% | 0.243% | 0.246"
(10.182) | (10.110) | (10.197) | (10.404) | (10.323) | (10.421) | (8.926) | (8.793) | (8.882)
g 700097 [ 00197 | —0.0197 | 0019 | 0.019™ | -0.0197 | -0.026™ | -0.026" | ~0.026™
(-4.483) | (-4.510) | (—4.471) | (—4.444) | (-4.473) | (-4.430) | (-5.689) | (-5.610) | (-5.745)
e | 70064 | 0,007 | 0,064 | 0,070 | 0.0 | -0.00 | -0.067" | -0.065* | -0.066"
14.625) | (-14.385) | (—14.655) | (—14.559) | (—14.340) | (—14.581) | (~13.496) | (~13.028) | ( 13.409)
0.002 | -0.002 | -0.002 ~0.002 ~0.002 20002 | -0.010™ | —0.008" | —0.011*
Beegment 17 T gy | (—1385) | (-1.532) | (—143%) | (-L328) | (-1L484) | (-5.868) | (-4.852) | (-6.159)
et 0.059" | 0.058™ | 0.059" | 0.059* | 0.059** | 0.060"* 0.025 0.025 0.025
(3.569) | (3.533) | (3.567) | (3.608) | (3.569) | (3.608) | (1.444) | (1.446) | (1.411)
b |00 | 000 | 0o | oo | 00w | oow= | oon= | oon= | oou=
(2.886) | (2.921) | (2.901) | (2.945) | (2.982) | (2.959) | (2.300) | (2.337) | (2.477)
0 0.004 | -0.004 | —0.004 ~0. 001 ~0. 001 ~0.001 | -0.017" | -0.016™ | -0.017*
(-0.617) | (-0.654) | (-0.599) | (-0.193) | (-0.235) | (-0.174) | (-2.373) | (-2.271) | (-2.422)
e ~0.011 ~0.011 ~0.010 ~0.009 ~0.009 20009 | -0.020™ | —0.020" | —0.020*"
(~1.574) | (-1.620) | (-1.569) | (~1.285) | (~1.335) | (-1.281) | (-2.608) | (-2.610) | (-2.644)
20537 | 2244 | 2.306™ | 23137 | 2.303% | 2.370% | 2155 | 2.043% | 2.245
om (30.462) | (29.402) | (32.864) | (30.520) | (29.541) | (32.694) | (27.492) | (25.583) | (29.852)
Year
N 9475 0475 0475 9475 9475 9475 9475 9475 0475
adj. R? 0.368 0.368 0.367 0.370 0.369 0.369 0. 151 0. 160 0. 149
(1) & = 1%+ 5% 10% p(2) t o (3) P cluster
2. . El LN CR4
4
o 4 (1) (3)
(EI. LnN. CR4)
4 (4) (6) o Controls
5% .
4 .
LnlC
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
o 0. 006 0. 014*
(1.163) (2.672)
LN 0.011 0.012™
(1.607) (1.967)

72



At 720175

: LnlC
-0.018 -0.076™
CR4
(-0.662) (-2.661)
Controls
2,298 2.2767 2.334%% 2.350™ 2.333™ 2.433%
om (22.796) (22.022) (24.741) (17.927) (17.453) (18. 661)
Year
N 5149 5149 5149 4326 4326 4326
adj. R? 0.412 0.413 0.412 0. 341 0.34 0. 341
( Cash) . ( Size) . ( Growth) .
( Unique) . ( Lage) ( Export)
o ( Inventory) o
3. o IMRi IMR_all. IMR_1 IMR_O
IMR_all. IMR_1 IMR_O
o 2007-2013 A
; 9465 .
o 2008-2013
2007-2012 o
; 5
( ICdum) 1%
() .
?
(2015) Heckman
Probit - Controls
Inverse Mill” s Ratio o
(IMR) IMR_all. IMR_1. IMR_0, 5
( 2009)
(2012) . EPCM
EPCM =B,+B,1Cdum+B,SOE+B; Cash+,Size+B; Growth (1) (2) (3)
+B¢ Lev+ B, Unique+Bs Lage+B, Export+f3, Inventory [Cum 0. 030 0. 028 0.030™*
+8,,IMR,+ Y. YEAR+ Y, IND+¢ (2) (16.090) (4.1006) (3.754)
EPCM Gaspar and SO -0.004
Massa (2006)  Peress (2010) (-0.534)
* IMR_all 0.0707"
(4.559)
( EPCM) IMR_1 0.037™
o ICdum (2.890)
! IMR_0 0.0637
0. SOE . (2.764)

73



A48 720175

. EPCM
(1) (2) (3)
-0.115 -0.001 -0.439*
cons
(—1.145) (-0.007) (-2.520)
Controls
Year & Indt
N 9465 5142 4323
adj. R? 0.293 0. 296 0. 300
(1)
N 10
7 (2) 2011 2012
v (3) { »
(2008-2013)
2007 -2012 A

Chen et al. (2016)

74

. 2011. N
— 2009 A
4: 68~78
. 2008.
4: 99~110
. 2012. N
3: 52~61
. 2012.
6: 101~115
. 2015.
? 2: 192~206
. 2010. N
8: 117~129
. 2012.
2: 183~195
. 2009. N
5. 18~27
Chen H. W. Dong H. Han and N. Zhou. 2016. A

Comprehensive and Quantitative Internal Control Index: Con-—

struction  Validation and Impact. Review of Quantitative Fi—
nance and Accounting 1~41
Cheng M. D. Dhaliwal and Y. Zhang. 2013. Does

Investment Efficiency Improve After the Disclosure of Material
Weaknesses in Internal Control over Financial Reporting?
Journal of Accounting and Economics 56 (1): 1~18

Cheng Q. B. W. Goh and J. B. Kim.
Control and Operational Efficiency. Available at
2275753 2014

Doyle J. W. Ge and S. McVay. 2007. Determinants
of Weaknesses in Internal Control over Financial Reporting.
Journal of Accounting and Economics 44 (1): 193~223

Feng M. C. Li S. E. McVay and H. Skaife. 2015.

Does Ineffective Internal Control over Financial Reporting affect

Internal

SSRN

a Firm’ s Operations? Evidence from Firms’ Inventory Manage—
ment. The Accounting Review 90 (2): 529~557
J. M. and M. Massa. 2006. Idiosyncratic Vol-
atility and Product Market The Journal of
Business 79 (6): 3125~3152
Giroud X. and H. M. Mueller. 2011. Corporate Gov—
ermance Product Market Competition
Journal of Finance 66 (2): 563~600
Hart O. D. 1983. The Market Mechanism as an Incentive
Scheme. The Bell Journal of Economics 14 (2): 366~382
J. 2010. Product Market Competition
and Stock Market Efficiency. The Journal of Finance
1~43

Gaspar

Competition.

and Equity Prices. The

Peress Insider
Trading

65(1):



Is the Weight of Portfolio Important?
——Empirical Study Based on the Institutional Investors’ Governance
Effect on Earnings Management
Wang Yulan & Yi Chaohui

This paper focuses on the fraction of the institution” s portfolio represented by the firm. In the context of earnings management the results show that
institutional monitoring will be greatest when the target firm represents a significant allocation of funds in the institution” s portfolio. This measure is impor—
tant in reconciling mixed findings for total institutional ownership in the prior literature. The results indicate that the new measure of institutional holdings leads to

lower earnings management both the positive and negative earnings management. The results indicate the importance of institutional investors’ portfolio weights.

Business Risks and Working Fund Financing Decisions
Wang Zhuguan et al.

Using a sample of Chinese A—share listed companies during 2007-2013  this article analyses how business risks influence working fund financing
decisions. We find that suppliers and other stakeholders conduct “credit rationing” according to the business risks of firms which means that business

" effect in the supply chain. As business risks increase the listed companies have more difficulties in using

risks raise the possibility of “credit contagion”
operating spontaneous financing facing bigger working capital financing gap. While choosing working fund financing decisions  high-risk firms minimize
the amount of risk funding such as current financial liabilities and substitute to long—term working capital which is more stable. With business risks ris—

ing there is a significant positive relationship between the supply and the demand of working fund both in broad and narrow senses of listed companies.

Punishing One Threatens a Hundred?
—The Deterrent Effect of Exposure Mechanismon Top-executive Excess Perquisites

Xue Jian et al.

Based on deterrent theory in crime economics this paper examines the deterrent effect of top—executive corruption exposure on peer firm executives’
excess perquisites in the capital market. Using sample of Chinese listed state—owned enterprises on A stock market during years 2008—2015 the empirical
results show that to a certain extent the deterrent effect exists within the same province or the same industry. The characteristics of both the exposed firms
and peer firms can exert significant influence on the extent of such effect. Specifically this relationship is more eminent when the exposed firm is larger or
the penalties are stronger. Besides as for the peer firm this relationship is more significant when its degree of original corruption is higher or its internal
governance quality is worse. Further result shows that as an external mechanism the exposure can improve the future performance of peer firms in the same
industry. This study extends the studies of crime deterrent effect in micro empirical research and is of valuable reference when making objective evaluation
of the effects of anti—corruption campaign.

Product Market Competition State Ownership and Internal Control Quality
Zhang Chuancai & Chen Hanwen

Based on a sample of Chinese A-share listed companies from 2007-2012 we examine the effect of product market competition on corporate internal
control quality and the difference in this effect between state owned firms and non—state owned firms. Using the internal control index constructed by Chen et
al. (2016) as the proxy for internal control quality we find that product market competition has a significant effect on the internal control quality: the more in—
tense the product market competition is the higher the internal control quality will be. However the effect is only significant for non—state owned firms not for
state owned firms. In addition we find that high quality internal control can improve product market competition advantage. Overall our study extends the litera—
ture on internal control and product market competition and offers advice to related government departments and firms on improving internal control quality.

Institutional Ownership Ultimate Property and Internal Control Weakness
Li Yuedong & Yan Qing

Based on “effect supervision” hypothesis and “interest conflict” hypothesis about institutional ownership this article examines the influence of insti—
tutional ownership on the internal control weaknesses from three dimensions. The results show that institutional ownership has a significantly negative corre—
lation with internal control weaknesses and the large institution investors ( holding more than 3% shares) have a more inhibitory effect on internal control
weaknesses  which verifies the “effect supervision” hypothesis. Compared with dependent institutional investors independent institutional investors have
a more significantly inhibitory effect on internal control weaknesses. Compared with short—term institutional investors long—term institutional investors
have a more significantly inhibitory effect on internal control weaknesses. Independent and big institutional investors have supervision function in both state

—owned and non—state—owned companies and long—term institutional investors have limit supervision function in state—owned companies.

The Tolerance and Rectification Mechanism of Government Audit for Innovation—driven Faults
Wu Chuanjian et al.

Innovation—driven not only creates more high—level services resources for production  but also optimizes the allocation of available resources. But for
the unknown risks of innovation—driven itself and the new uncertainties of optimizing available resources allocation it is urgent and necessary to con—
struct efficient tolerance and rectification mechanism for innovation—driven faults. The government audit which takes on the regulation function of resource
allocation with official rights should base on the belief of serving innovation—driven strategy to construct the tolerance mechanism and push the mistakes
being rectified in time by audit service including the special audit research  audit guideline on tolerance and rectification mechanism  governing risk to—

gether with liability insurance and impartial audit assurance service together with CPA audit.



