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Why Business Process Management Always Loses More and Wins Less?

—A Managerial Accounting Perspective
Yu Zengbiao & Sang Xiangyang

Based on aquestionnaire survey this paper explores the economic consequences of business process management and managerial accounting system in
Chinese firms. The study constructs business process management system which contains strategy information technology and implementation; and manag—
erial accounting system which contains goal — setting monitoring and incentive schemes. The study finds that the lack of managerial accounting system
leads to the failure of business process management. Statistical data show that activity/supply chain management and use of information technology can sig—
nificantly improve the organization performance only through the managerial accounting system. Statistical data also show that the combinations of goal —
setting with organization strategy monitoring with the three elements of process management system have significant positive influences on the organization

achievements. Obviously managerial accounting system can improve information efficiency in business process management practice.

Internal Pay Dispersion Ownership Concentration and Earnings Management

—Basing on the Salaries Comparative Analysis
Yang Zhigiang & Wang Hua
Basing on the data of Chinese A — share listed companies from 2002 to 2011  this paper investigates the enterprises” internal pay dispersion’s impact
on earnings management. Empirical evidence suggests that the greater the internal pay dispersion the higher degree of executive’s earnings management
have and compared to the decentralized or check — and — balance ownership structure companies this effect is more significant in concentration ownership
structure companies. Further studies show that the above relationship is the joint effect of the shareholders” and executives” motivation and the existing
of management authority intensify it. Even in the situation that executives gains more when comparing with other companies” executives in the same indus—

try it doesnt alter the internal pay dispersion inducing more earnings management behavior.

Do CEO Incentives Improve the Effectiveness of Internal Control?

—Empirical Evidence from Listed State — Owned Enterprises
Lu Dong et al.

Using the data of Chinese listed state — owned enterprises (SOE) the paper examines the impact of CEO incentives on the effectiveness of internal con—
trol. We find that granting moderately excessive monetary payment and equity ownership to CEOs can enhance the effectiveness of internal control; com—
pared to those counterparts without administrative experience CEOs with administrative experience weaken the role of incentives in implementing effective in—
ternal control. The empirical evidence suggests that CEO incentives are critical to implement effective internal control. The existing practice of politically ap—

pointed CEOs in listed state — owned enterprises twists market — oriented incentive mechanism which jeopardizes the effectiveness of internal control.

Environmental Motivation Conflict Coordination and Governmental Financial Information Disclosure

Pan Jun et al.

Motivated by institutional evolution and public accountability the governmental financial information disclosure requires coordination of multi — level
conflictions among interest parties between rules and methodologies and in different organizations. Based on the theory of institutional evolution and of
confliction this paper discusses how environmental factors have motivated the disclosure of governmental financial information and how game playing be—
haviors of stakeholders and balancing of powers have played essential roles in fueling that continued disclosure. A conceptual framework in the perspective
of environmental motivation and conflict coordination is proposed in this paper and suggestions are made on how to improve related disclosure system by

developing progressive disclosure model and implementing more governance and supervision.

Negative Press Coverage Litigation Risk and Audit Fees
Liu Qiliang et al.

The paperstudies the effect of negative press coverage on audit fee and further explores the path to achieve this effect. Employing China’s A shares ma—
inboard data from 2001 to 2009 we find that the more negative press coverage companies encounter the higher audit fee auditors charge. Further analysises
express that negative press coverage in accounting and first — reported negative press coverage brings about higher audit fees charged by auditors while that only oc—
curs in the high litigation risk period. In addition whether during the low or high litigation risk period negative press coverage will bring companies regulatory

sanctions more likely. The paper suggests that governance role of the media in audit may be achieved by improving legal environment in transition economy.

State Ownership and Auditor Choice in IPO Market
Wang Chengfang & Liv Huilong

Auditor choice is the core issue of auditing research. This paper first studies how state ownership impacts on auditor choice and its specific mecha—
nism in Chinese A — share IPO market. We find that probability of choosing high quality auditors decreased with state ownership ratio. The high quality
auditors can reduce IPO underpricing when state ownership ratio is low. However increasing the proportion of state — owned shares will damage the func—
tion of high quality auditors reduce IPO underpricing. It suggests that state ownership impacts on auditor choice of IPOs is because of state ownership dam—

ages high quality auditor’s role in reducing IPO financing cost which decrease the demand of high quality auditor.



