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Abstract

The controversy around the efficiency of audit committee and the importance of
financial reporting quality is the basis for this study to investigate the audit committee
characteristics and financial statement comparability. Prior studies almost focus on
the effects of accounting standards’ preciseness on financial reports comparability.
But, with the adoption of the SOX, the role of corporate government, especially the
audit committee’s efficiency, in the production of comparability has been ignore. As
a result, the goal of this study is to complement this gap in the literature. The results
show that audit committee’s efficiency, which is measured by the meeting frequency
and size, affects its financial statement comparability. More specifically, the effect of
audit committee on comparability is strong for firm with more directors on the audit
committee, as well as those audit committees who put more effort into it. However,
this study also find that too many people in audit committee will mitigate the positive
effect of the efficiency of audit committee on the financial statements’ comparability.
Overall, these results provide insight for regulators and the auditing profession about
the potential consequences of the proposed regulatory changes and the potential
reasons for determining the comparability.

Keywords: Audit committee, Corporate governance, Financial statement
comparability
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i 2000 4 Az > % BB % 1(Enron) 2 ' % st (WorldCom) & 57 % 15 > &
B ARSB A A N B EE LA P HE R o R HE R S EEGEE
e Nk E MR A BT > R TP HoR A RAR IR it A 7 K
EERT FAEFRIBF L EHF I RT F RS LA DML 0 L H
SRR L Rt R 3 R e RN e R
A d e Flidelt T EMBRASTEOP R LML F LR
RO R KRR A DB S RO MR AT R s
B w3 F A iz o

SR ERETFRARE (HAFEREE) 27 p 2013 #az- o
g b RS P % e S B B 4738 3 2F B (International Financial Reporting
Standards, IFRS) % @ p4 7348 £ 5 Mir3R & @ p RPN E 2 RPN > @ T %
UM E - BEE % FP o FHRARIMBEL ST 57t ld
g &4 MR AT R F A < PR .

(134 %2 L& 78 4% )(The Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting)
PR i A SRS F T R F REM R VO R 5F e
e oW RPESRIAMIZEE RS A R 5 T RMIERL R H{ F
PEVRAEDESS T PR A > I AR A R Y RS
- o P ARER £ 7k i andp B AT 3¢ > DeFranco, Kothari, and Verdi (2011)
BFAREIMTAMBAFEAT RS TRV VR §FE SN e 1 #Ek
B v R A R Y FF R T E O MBI AR FEE S RA
FO P APATEIR L 0 HETE EE B R TR 1S 0 AR & T iR
LD EAR APM AT T & I I - & DeFrancoetal. (2011) 5 72 4p > Kim, Kraft,
and Ryan (2013)12 2 Chen, Collins, Kravet, and Mergenthaler (2018)~ % 5 B4 7%
AT IR LA B Y —g Lo E & 43t MO 7 A (information
asymmetry) snfiiw > # pAARR & f w1 G { FREaRER o

T g AMAFY AR EV R G ML T R B H
P BTG - REFERG SR FEAardR & { & 7 vt it (DeFond, Hu,
Hung, and Li 2011; Barth, Landsman, Lang, and Williams 2012; Yip and Young
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zma'Jﬁpim;pﬁﬁﬁéﬁw@Mﬂ R PR FREhE AR RR
(R g3t Rp|F 2t & 238 %] (Cascino and Gassen 2010; Lang, Maffett, and
OwensZOlO) Pt G TR R TR MR A T 2 B IR
WEFED AR g’LE‘n‘iﬁ» TREFFT MR RD - TP RPF &S v
P- BRI LA O R > £ 0 MR A o F R E (Mohseni,
Roodposhti, and Nikomaram 2013; Francis, Pinnuck, and Watanabe 2014) -

mid ik AT EWHﬁﬁa?“@ﬁ%Hﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁéiw’
MY S dpdi- Reh g BR ~ F AR IBRB Z €3 FF F 077 2 MAI03F
%?umﬁ»@aﬁﬂmﬁﬁi&?’@Mﬁ%%%?ﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬁ
g% % o Rm > d 2 FL R € (auditcommittee) E 4 BHEEE B F L F

;‘J?;ji’z‘;gtl’;%r\{,,%frl‘ji F\ﬁlg?o , 2.4 ﬁ g i@_ifﬁ;%,{ﬂ’" © m %—;_L_z ﬁ gigtjt
(audit committee effectiveness)¥f i1 +4F # & T2 g » F 37 5 % prip 9 3
PFAENFFLA 6T ¢ e RmE fx’%’ e o ;:z‘?/,}‘%%a‘%?i R
AT AL T R HMIE S A AP G BV LA R 62
RERF RS EMABIF L ST - 80 it IR e 1L S F 2 &
LRI A T b 2 AR TR S S IR EIR L R v pAF R A T
RERF)E R E BB A TR S AT A R BT o

éﬁﬁﬁﬁ%iﬁ*ﬁﬁ’%ﬁﬁﬁ%@“%%#%ﬁﬁﬁ%’iWﬁﬁ
% (Sarbanes-Oxley Act, SOX) 2 2\ B :778 % 2 52 4] R AR B 2R 42> S84+ 7 2
2FFAR g R A pEAE T'*ﬁ.k%‘é"‘i RE2 " FEf-
PR Fo Mg P AR LD R T L Ak 4w g
ETRESP NI E ML ST & B E Hakeank a5
§AMEMIL B G ISP FT AR LR F AR LS
ZHI 2 FRGET %f%%diﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁfa%mﬂﬂé’ﬁﬁéﬁ
ABRAHEFFLAR LY EAE R BFEEE F T SL B4
i giﬁ Ao irg 4 i % > Em "'§5~7sz‘§§?\¢?
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ﬁ.’ Aok B> “37'_@}

A Ed 2 /F;Jef?ff%?i Re2 “¥4RAE" HF LR ¢ FnFan
PR IUR g aBiTL YA ﬁi)itmfifﬂ R AL R g dk S AT
FPLAEHBFEAFTER 7 L 5 antsh 7 g okt wERL '%ﬁiﬁuﬁijﬁiﬁ%
ok wzaru%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂg%éﬁ’%%ﬁaﬁfzﬁsﬁzﬁﬁ

B E > T P4 AR4RE & &4 € $iid (Xie, Davidson, and DaDalt 2002; Abbott,
Parker, and Peters 2004; Raghunandan and Rama 2007; Sharma, Naiker, and Lee
2009; Sultana2015) ; e ¥ - * 6 > 5 F i3 v‘%%ﬁilj R e BAR S > AR
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4 R € oh3 7 a2 & (Stewart and Munro 2007) » et ¥ s £ E?j i+3F 4
rgc W E iR 4 HRE ¢ = B 4 (Menon and Williams 1994) - s #7 ¢ it
Bé¢FZMen? BB LR € a8 - PAEcnBE % o

pu ok ’Fﬁg'}*?%'{a“l‘i ez "B - #X4%H:SOXizt P R4
ReEP Fd 2=zt afp2 FEATHS 5 485354 R ¢ R0 - Fik
< %ﬁi ﬂ;j;.’;i RPhgFr LR g d? BRSPS Bk ki
BHEEIERE R Y TR EEAAERSE T R > (Kalbers and
Fogarty 1993; Badolato, Donelson, and Ege 2014) 5 & ® » %% fi ¢ et g
FoRTRAEIRIBFORNELAEE CREFFFLAE L %ﬁ*ﬁﬁﬁm
e ¥ - 3G o0 »3F 27 g ¥ ¢ (National Association of Corporate
Directors, NACD)* 2000 # 45 i % 3- % f € (04 #3033 6 4 2 B e &
BdFe ) T Q/I?c:}ﬁ A E e %—kp\ s B S F B gpi‘-mz L RE ACHE - r*‘]tb
G %‘rﬁ?{%?i R&RiFray %L &a PB4k 4 5 7 (Vafeas 2005) -
SraE o M»EIFLE g*ﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁir‘%’? PE RPN L ﬁ
€ RWHMBFEL ST 28 AR ”ﬁiﬂz"#ﬁ;.?%%&@"\’i&zéﬁr
LR EAEZAAFEETFFLOET > PRRLSFTFD X PL o
f FPARENYABANZE RN FIFLE e "B R S
ML, GEFTRA BT g BEF LR g2 s itm PEMRA
SRR RS RS G R RO E%zz»% FEAEE RO ML LIRG €V
FE MR RE G 6 IR s R A e B2 SRR T
T oRNFILE L X AR LA P T 4 JM Nk X RTREL WO T pE
BAER L ERT A R AMIRE R BT G “%mvu’%ﬁ
AR g2 TR 0 3 B4 PAFRIF £ 5 &~ (Abbott et al. 2004; Bédard,
Chtourou, and Courteau 2004; Krishnan 2005; Mangena and Pike 2005; Baxter and
Cotter 2009; Sultana, Mitchell, and Zahn2015) ; £ * - 3+ 4 f ¢ #%&7 § 7 €3°
ERra Lo 2B X Hgﬁrg’a% E—':SF’;':“‘Q:”Z"ET of*m’pﬁﬂ iﬂ“"g
PR REMBE RS LN R VR TIIREE VR O B L B g
AT T R igdE S WM AR AP hE L R R 0 Tt o ggi% 3t E
L B ¢ x5 { ~ 54 (Beasley, Carcello, Hermanson, and Neal 2009;
Dhaliwal, Naiker, and Navissi 2010) o j* ¢t » RAFT 3 25 His 2L € 352 P13 &
Fr LA E R GE S P52 5 R(Yang and Krishnan 2005) ~ j# £ & R(Krishnan,
Wen, and Zhao 2011) % 2 & # % 7(Cohen, Hoitash, Krishnamoorthy, and Wright
2014) > fc s i¢ * € 3EpAFE U RATER RS €35 RS RO KR B F L
REamaf {4 - Bt 27 RpiEd v‘;gwglga @B LR €y
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doriE A SAe AN P REF TSP NEE R A S %
AR AR F ML B A ST AR O T RE ST REE T }34,,4 .
FRrrftd e PP PR E A R P A BRI T e B
FOPRABRBENE G RE ST R AT MR A BT R iR
Bt ea 3T AR LR EIRFOPHBELET L F o 10 B 2Eap
%K%’ﬂﬁ’*P““ﬂ%Liﬁémﬁmzﬂﬁm%%eﬁ L4 4R &
%? A PELATER LT RL e XA o P RT ARG ER Y PRE N o
PR TF VLR ERFRFHHADBF ATV RPEOPEL P AT
- Q)r?’rﬁ.{f' B FIRENMEE

I Sy ‘Eﬁa‘ﬁ»l PFPEA R Ry S RGP LA g Y S
AR A B 0 TIN5k F A adF A 5 T (Xie et al. 2002; Abbott et al. 2004;
Raghunandan and Rama 2007; Sharma et al. 2009; Yasin and Nelson 2012; Sultana
2015); e ¥ = 2 oo ¥ Fl a2 R ERE A L L F 0 JHMABEE LR
Tom B E o Fla 7 & {7 ¢ &= #(Menon and Williams 1994; Stewart and Munro
2007) o v vh > FEA R G AMH P BARICH < o PG RS s oL T
e L3R B Ro T @Eb F 4= B4 723F 2 55 (Kalbers and Fogarty 1993;
Badolatoetal.2014) » e ¥ = > @ » % ¥ FlA Wi > s A4 300 Flpt
PAFEIR & 013 & o 25 5 (Vafeas 2009) » 58 » $3- 2 A g3 4 7 h g % e
BEMRE RO HEERREEILA 6 gﬁrs ECE R Lfi’*z%e(Abbott et al.
2004; Bédard et al. 2004; Krishnan-2005; Mangena and Pike 2005' Baxter and Cotter
2009; Sultana etal. 2015) » F]* #iaiy g 4% = A 334F £ 57 g R E
M P73 % 7k ® { % (Beasley et al. 2009; Dhaliwal et aI. 2010) » @udEs {
FOMBRAST L g2 MR T AR E R RE MRS O
rg P4 3347 £ 5 B (Yang and Krishnan 2005; Krishnan et al. 2011; Cohen et al.
2014) Flgt > AT AR F LR € ez PP EMBFELAT R 2 B
Bl o TR T AR AR AT

- FV AR e BALTHMBFL TV REEFREY
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PR PR
F- % SpREELV L RE

B ¢ 3 &Pl E ¢ (International Accounting Standard Board, 1ASB)>*
2010 & =738 e (AR F2 AR ) ¢ FRI NP L b L S ER
§ O ITILRM S THREMN CEME T R B Tl R E PR A
LRSI 30 p 20183 E4z > S PRSP EHEY IFRS %l
PATHE £ > e S e F IO MAMR A & A TR T A T R R R
XIIEAR - IASB B L AR OF =R 7 BTV RETE L TR
PAEb R P HIRLE O R P R gt AR AR 2 B TR
B AR A R F ik LA T DT TR S Ap 7 T
PRAk i R B h Gk FHBEFLEY AP
RARBET R PR P AF AR FRALIFERLE R A T
AR T WM B AT R AR A R R -
g &L e

GRS YRR R e g e & o DeFranco etal. (2011) <o
THUFED EP IR AT R A R E G kg o AR AT
PR 0 FTIMBE A A RE M T S EF IR RS TR o R ERA
grEz e d HH B MR R G ] bldes 47 TRl Sy ek
FABIFT AR o &F > Kimetal. (2013):2 5 MaxaR £ 7 vb odd i 53 15 L F 3
FEALAEIR R TR RN G EAR A ii%ﬁ;}ﬁ’ﬁ » Bl E R A AR
FHBFE PR AT ATHE  FRF TV RLFTN R FIT F 58
Ao P 6% b G TR g { Ao R R M T AR o £ > Kang,
Kim, Lee, and Lee (2015)1/ 55 W2 % AW A F33F £ 7 1L BT 105 K F 3 eh
Y AR ORI APEAY AT D Bo B F 2% 0 Zhang (2018)
S PR ATVRERE R EFFN L AR LS R
LG e g & o Chenetal. (2018)Rdp M e b ¢ 2 Wi @ e & hpd
PRAR A LT o o 5 UM AR R o R T
T FARE { F s ¥ ¢ Chauhanand Kumar (2019) 2 &0 & = @ 18 5 % &>
FEPMBRAT R Ry PRI T A R TR A
A3y TN ¢ RAERMBFL TV REERE DT o Tt
HoF R R A G AR AR TR EORERT A
Rars F 3o 2 ey L3 2 RRK 0 B P RSB A T T &
R



AP ARER £ 7k R r’v’ﬂifg F&g < /F*% ¢ » DeFrancoetal. (2011) 5 & & ™ 7 #& 7
FEPTMREF AT AT RIMBFLAT R R R # F
PATRSFA VUL RMEENE N > 2 L T A > THMBFEAV IV RE TR S

“Two firms have comparable accounting systems if, for a given set of economic

”»

events, they produce similar financial statements.

ARTFAPERTEFF T EARF P Aafpip an AT 215 &2 D 4p iy
PAIRAR £ 0 R T RP ES R P2 AR E G T - 5§18 > DeFranco
etal. (2011)% 47 ¥ - gt enfe g 3 S Bt B dend - 2 P iR A T

Wz FHREFRERAT R ESSFR T “ﬁwﬁ*ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ ZoiE iﬁﬁi

ForkE o FT g AR A —"ﬁu)ﬁ( B RIFRA K gE 7
W ehE & M g2 o (8 W 5 o3F S A% ik 75 DeFranco et al. (2011)§7 2 ¥
W2 3N W R T T P2 FI R A TR T A2 (8 % o

ﬁ—i; < F LI T A B2 L qﬁa]@f %]% - Jayaraman and Verdi (2013)#=
T RE NEAL PRET R - 'fﬂwélé’*?&k’uswa "J’oi% B e
Byt mz3 E‘a%?@mﬂwmﬁ ﬂ\,,.ufrv TEPEe R E TR A
WE 2T fUé ® B R e ARAR £ 7 me»rum c BhI R - R
et RP BT ZATHMBRLAEP R B  BWE RRE
g @ R iE /ﬁri:&— RoBPADRRAT I RS €52 % B o 7 F IFRS
S e F e o NIMF Y IFRS ¥ R 2 WA o AL SR
Wi o - P e R NSRRI P BT - B BRI 08
e P AR A AR - R ARG HMBEFLT R 5'— -
MFi’mé%‘%ﬁﬁMﬂ’%gﬁﬂwﬂ%mm’w%ﬁﬁ@%%ﬁ&ﬁ
#1& B 5 - Barthetal. (2012)4F34 2 W@ 2L E W2 @ hg P Fa @ v i - 3
FRBEZAZIFR D RAET § 2 - K00 ;Hﬁz | (Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles, GAAP) » #cgx* [FRS (S » wcfa# 8 B EF R o 7 2 7 vt
it o Yipand Young (2012)#-v it & S qp e B X B o 0 VR P K RS ﬁ
AT FREBES P IFRS: 7 U@ 7ot b E TS
A o TApie b ARG {4 b o ¥4 Yipand Young (2012) - #E P &f?
MRz 7\l 2P RARBET  FO7FARBAARE R 35 F
A I Sl L I Eﬁzz»iﬁ £ ¥ gz # = - DeFondetal. (2011)
PMENRGPE A E i—g IFRS & Xk eng@wad 77 % ‘—%#F 1% IFRS 18 »

=me
B
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AP - R P A2 TR ERD R RRT AR I T AL
*A o R EFBRKRTH Ao Ra 0 ¥ - 2 5 Cascino et al. (2010)3% 5 5 #1424
* IFRS v v b e 5 U T R FEABRSY DT AL F 4
PEFVERE FOFIBRAD RRAEFILRE FEF TN LR
BBALZEZ FRFIRZPE £ 27 ke PR FEIIF - Langetal. (2010)~ =%
AT IFRS 7 ¢ B4 iSO P2 7 L it > ¥ % ¥ 2 chGAAP 1 it %
EE S PR TR o AT A d A R AR RN 2 TR £ AR
W RegFd o Flp o EARE R €N ER Y B A T R TR

52 e A > - 4L AQNES 13 = e 5 B, 8
o ¢3RN 3g  FLREELIE AT TR T B B RBEFF o

-

=K

g 3R T L R R BB eh > Francisetal. (2014)\3,\;:3 PRLE S
EERRE R E G R T S 2 T4 B 3 HH IR AT R
NS 2ty w%ﬁm%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ#mg¢ﬁod”4*g%ﬁ%*%?ﬁ

ERY

Plev g3 BRI R 417 2 27 a0 < 2 AP IR 2 38 0 2 A P18 P AR £ D
HRelds - FranC|setaI.(2014)£l*§qu S EEREGRTE L p €32 %R
o (auditstyle)ie 7 2 47 > T F R REMDBRLA TV REDEE - P T R
SEBIEd ERREKB R %‘éigfLéﬁﬁ%ﬁf’*ﬁﬂﬁﬁiﬁi v H AT B A% P g
4o vt € £ & o Mohseni etal. (2013)= 35 € TEFHPATAFE A T L R
M B o2& FILMBRAEd ¢S L2 FASNAY > Flpt o B
PR P2 MR A N AR R R A AN E R AR R 0 PR
NpARERT AL AT 2L MBFELE G LR AT LR

a&pw,améﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁivwmwf%%mﬁﬂ%L e
BRI FFRBEE AP E R c R MEL BT E % L IS
%0 B RE R JEEHPN RETE R MR A T R M 1

N 7

f’*sz;%ﬂmﬂ%ﬂ’mmﬂ%ﬂﬂméi’ﬂﬁdiﬁééA
PAGRAR A G EFE® > BN - BT LR T MR A T s
Z_ i Bo o
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FEAGFT T PR FHIRANIES LI S0 FREEXILILER
¢ (Securities Exchange Commission, SEC)if i SOX i » ¥ %> SOX j& ¢ P 37 =
= b 2@ g3 EH % | g (Public Company Accounting Oversight Board,
NAOQ%%&@%@%%E?ﬂJ@@%%éijﬁ%’it*:xﬁ,éé’éﬁ
EEEVEFCEHE TS M2 RS MR ST ¥ SOX 2
PR BT S 2P TR E PR 0 B E L F R g

‘o5 2 Mﬁﬁ%mi?°%w%ﬂ*@@ﬁﬁi@’ai%%$$Jﬂ2

PREFVTELRE  HAPREANEF o
“W*2W9E‘*ﬁ%i%%%*m@am’ﬁ@vﬁﬁ,rb%%éﬁ

ANg2 27 BE-REFFLAAELEF 22 EBREFTLR 4

- %d£W&'ﬁ1@$’ﬁ*&%@**34’ﬁﬂ—&ééﬁk’ﬁi

G A BEREFAMBEE o B R 2B FT AP h g R4

et P B REBE L V- LR AMRE R P hr EF L3
?iﬁgﬁiiﬁJ’ﬁﬂﬁﬁiﬁg%;SWngggg 54,34@
FEOPFFLRETRAGTIEES

5
- g 2 L R E e

&‘é_ it ’%?Li ﬁ é 2K EFH
WERPHEELPE CELBEFRL G AT A B X0 fdedl g 2
B FAFREL T e PR IS E R 2 AR A PR T F R

FEF A 0 ka kA AR4F £ 27 F 4 (McMullen 1996; DeZoort and
Salterio 2001; Baxter and Cotter 2009) - 4@ > d ** %3+ 2 | ¢ /;JF IJ‘?E# 4R 4
O B R E R L TIMIAR A R Y F R F I A
FFEVFEAR EREFOFF 0 U EHWHBREA ST OE Fock o

5 A Fﬁ;?%&d%Liﬁg Y RBREFELR LB o
IR NP AR R AR FEF AN 0¥ 4 R o Sultana
(2015);n 7 2 R R € Nl R » HEFamthddi » Rlz0 @ €342
i 14 (accounting conservatism) & & - &4 & [T o i G 2Rt TR SR
&{_FP’AMNHMQWQ@ P LA E PR T IEMBRAF L E
Sm(restatement) s 5 & f ApBEd WPADRFEAF A L RN A MBRLAET 3 ;a
it o o 4 & A EaF (material misstatement) skt i F o Flt E AR € =
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BoATEFV LR ERFBRIFETE O LIMBAELASET > FE KM A S
it 2. 7§t 4 o Yasinand Nelson (2012)#5 FULA 2B 2
TARR O E T 2 P RFOFF R Fafh S P L MR A FTA gi;

Raghunandan and Rama (2007) 2 Sharma et al. (2009) | #4573t %4 A ¢ & g
ﬁ&&%%iﬁg%ﬁf%%’mﬁméd%%“iﬁg&&ﬁ » & E T -
RNZLLFEL 5 edhPE R F 4 E ¢S &m@ﬁkgﬁé,zf’%
i ’ﬂi%ﬁéﬁé-$4rﬁuég,&# gt o7 NP TRAR £ 7 RGBTk
g—xmam@makﬁﬁ'&iﬁgmgéﬂﬁﬁ;’aw%liﬁ€ﬁ+
s R ?w&ﬁﬁwﬁ%?mei’amﬁ#Mﬁﬁﬁw? BRa oy
2R A ;I;Jc ER R RE Menon and Williams (1994):% % %32 R € (R ¢
RERE A AEREERAFHR Y IRk F R EMLF 07 R

Hawﬁﬁiﬁgz %&,T“’ﬁﬁmgédﬁ’?n$w$#iﬁgi
o FLFREF LSS AR E g 2c% o Stewart and Munro
(2007)» e Fand WEIEH € AT i% IR LIFRE ARG
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B L L 24.56% b Be] xﬁ.ﬁ’ﬁx”\ A 4 5 0%2 100% -

ARt A > & K (BSIZE) B 4Hicis T35 21423 - #-# £ % 0.2463
B>kl B8 gt BA WG 16094 A 28332 A - X LR smEEEM
(DUAL) 5 ¥ % ¥ > Tiode 08 £ A % 5 0.2853 &2 0.4517 > li”ﬁi:}a—ﬁ‘ 0
AT HAS AT T ELRQENEFHIETE - 1F L L 5§ B(BIGY) T
B E R TR L v G 09418 22 02341 T o 1 £ v B A
SAw kPR €3 AT o 4 e~ (SALES_GROWTH) ™ #5= &
6.4187%;> &% £ % 33.7456% f -] BT B L B A W L -63 8433%:7 206.4863%-
e~ 1528 £ (SALES SD)Libgu% B F A w5 0.0228 £ 0.0268 5 &)
BB X @AW L 02015370 2 7 & > & H(FIRM AGE)< ¥525.3631 # » &
B F % 147626 &0k | B E fg_/,,\ W4 5 #2166 & o2 P AN(FIRM SIZE)
2. T iofepr I 4 A w L 16.2359 &2 21501 > B B A EA W S 12,7139
¥7 21,9895 o pA 7347 15 (LEV)L $5 5 44.7583% » 1238 £ 5 22.8160% » -] &2
Bk B4 B 5 2.9729%7 95.2138% o ¥ % E# LI £ B (CFO)2 T 3ok 45
B F w5 0.0629 7 0.0944 > o] BB B A W 5-0.2342 7 0.2953 - F A&
47 po & (ROA) T 35 8.3103% 22 % 5 9.4989% & /| B 27 H % & A %] 5 -20.78%
£ 33.05% -
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F 4-1 Foat i eyt £ (N=1,479)

% T 5% L B| fE Bt E
Diff” Total Accr 0.0493 0.0520 0.0003 0.3202
Diff Abn_Accr 0.0448 0.0426 0.0003 0.2242
ACMEET 6.2975 2.4199 4.0000 16.0000
ACSIZE 1.1250 0.0932 1.0986 1.6094
ACEXP 0.3200 0.2456 0.0000 1.0000
BSIZE 2.1423 0.2463 1.6094 2.8332
DUAL 0.2853 0.4517 0.0000 1.0000
BIG4 0.9418 0.2341 0.0000 1.0000
SALES GROWTH 6.4187 33.7456 -63.8433 206.4863
SALES SD 0.0228 0.0268 0.0000 0.1537
FIRM AGE 25.3631 147626 5.0000 66.0000
FIRM SIZE 16.2359 2.1501 12.7139 21.9895
LEV 44.7583 22.8160 2.9729 95.2138
CFO 0.0629 0.0944 -0.2342 0.2953
ROA 8.3103 9.4989 -20.7800 33.0500

i
R LAA Y A R £ B B(Diff Total Acer) ~ B ¥ &3t £ B #c(Diff Abn_Acer) ~ L R B & Sk
(ACMEET) ~ %3+% R ¢ *LH-(ACSIZE) ~ $:* 2 € M1 ¢ & R(ACEXP)~ & % ¢ LHC(BSIZE) - % £ &1 /8570
B ¥ 1 (DUAL) ~ = + § 3-§7 (BIG4) ~ 4 & & £ (SALES_GROWTH) ~ 4 fjc » -2 £ (SALES_SD) » 2 7 & = &
#H(FIRM_AGE) ~ 2 @ L} (FIRM_SIZE) ~ p4 754§ ## (LEV) ~ 4 %72 #4732 ;L 4 % £ (CFO) ~ 7 A 47 ¥ & (ROA) -
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~ ~ Pearson #p i} & H7

LR RECR T AR ARAMIE > v Pearson ip M LA ik TR R EE
AR PEARR > T AT A 420 d PR F IR BRE AL R #(DIiff Total Accr)
2R R A R B(Diff Abn_Accr) & B2 F T Ap B o AP BE i licdRiT 1o AP RBEAAR
B o BEFTZBHEBFRIAR gtﬁ 0 AR PAFRIFE A T L ﬁifi,@ [

KA 427 F A F AR 6§ S B(ACMEET) & S 3t £ £ #c2 £
VARG L AN AP FT AR R ¢ Hg P MR AT R
G%  FV LR ERWUCSIZE)R v A 2 B2 R W R 2 R 8y L fApM >
B HapEom g LR €046 % RAACEXP)RI & S st £ B2 B it £
oy ErAph o 2 H34pE o

T bt BB LA R G R0 E R § R(BSIZE)E & P 4
mmmsmamwwmﬁqcww,;sﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ@amnwgm&;
0.623 > § #7& % £17 8 (CFO)# F* & 4R+ (ROA) D B e 0.771
f*”#ﬁf’ﬁéffﬁﬁi?’l‘*’? 04 5 8- HiRPIETEF ERENIE > 27 H f‘ryﬁ/’v\*‘r
A VIERIE ) 58745 bkt s &2 “H&ﬁ
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% 4-2 Pearson #p B 4 ¥

R LF 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14.
1.  Diff Total Accr 1.000
2.  Diff Abn_Accr 0.833 1.000
3. ACMEET -0.045 -0.045 1.000
4.  ACSIZE -0.033 -0.057 0.085 1.000
5.  ACEXP 0.011 0.008 0.062 -0.046 1.000
6. BSIZE -0.125 -0.132 0.129 0.133 -0.073 _1.000
7. DUAL 0.023 0.042 -0.064 -0.069 0.003 -0.272 - 1.000
8. BIG4 -0.076 -0.077 0.056 ~0.071 -0.080 0.073 -0.080 1.000
9. SALES GROWTH -0.047 -0.081 0.054 0.007 0.001 0.010 0.003 0.026 1.000
10. SALES SD 0.257 0.247 -0.070 -0.052 -0.005 -0.244 0.033 -0.100 -0.118 1.000
11. FIRM AGE -0.079 -0.089 -0.067 -0.088 0.018 0.235 -0.053 -0.152 -0.093 -0.144 1.000
12. FIRM SIZE -0.215 -0.227 0.305 ' 0.283 -0.077 0.557 -0.261. 0.099 0.005 -0.285 0.269 1.000
13. LEV -0.056 -0.043 0.318 0.080 « 0.005.  0.360 -0.260 0.047 -0.010 -0.052 0.191 0.623 1.000
14. CFO -0.053 -0.067 -0.106  0.049 0.013 -0.058 -0.031 0.044 0.062 0.102 -0.038 -0.045 -0.229 1.000
15. RoOA -0.114 -0.138 -0.102 0.062 0.001 -0.058 -0.014 0.089 0.189 0.081 -0.045 -0.035 -0.246 0.771

R

1. it S%AFE K BH R A o
2. R LA WA R £ B B (Diff_Total_Acer)~ B ¥ fsit £ B #e(Diff Abn_Acer)~ #3-% B & B § = #(ACMEET)~ % +* 4 i ¢ LW (ACSIZE)- %$3*% § € 11 ¢ & 7(ACEXP)-
FTEAWEBSIZE) ¥ L &R AW EEH(DUAL) ~ = = § 3-§7 (BIGA) ~ 4 & % £ (SALES_GROWTH) + & | 4& » 538 £ (SALES_SD) » 2 @ % * & #(FIRM_AGE) + 2 7 4.4

(FIRM_SIZE) ~ p47%4f 4 (LEV) ~ % #7282 1 & 72 £ (CFO) ~ 7 A 47" % (ROA) -

29



FoRREBELHN

AR R Eoo] T2 % (method of least squares, OLS)# Bl % 3% R ¢ »«
BAGRF AT VRMEZ B G AR T BRI FT RS DFTLR
YARREHDFELI TV RE - F L ¢ RBPEMHMDRA T VR 12
FELREME R RO AT R

3
§
#

- FPAREY RS HBE AT R

HL MR BRSNS ER . S AR 6% BASMBEFELT v RiLE
Bop 2437 LB LA EY I MALMBRAVVREZ FHELS > 33
4 f ¢ P ¢ B(ACMEET) 2 33+ £ B #<(Diff_Total Accr) % 3 ¥ o3+ 4 B
#(Diff Abn_Accr)'s & B8 ¥ f AP B o 2 H A %] 5 -0.0009 (p<0.05) % -0.0007
(p<0.10) - 3P 34 f § B & i f) & u@ﬁiﬂﬁaﬂﬁﬁﬁiﬂﬁﬁ
P TR RS MR wqua’x%Hbv Pagidf g
¥ A RRREEMFLT I RMEE P APR o

Fobo AR a0 R hlic e S REGFHAp G o M e R R L
(SALES SD)2r % s 2 P 2 R ¥ B 2 2 B TR F T Ap R - P & iz
MEEL G AR AT RER g o &P A2 & J(FIRM_AGE) > 2 7R
%ﬂﬂmﬂmﬂi?EﬁﬁmﬁwM%?ﬁ@?iﬂﬁﬁﬂ#@?iﬁ&&ﬁ
FEAAM HP 2P S 2 @A PR ST AWPIAF > ML
LRt g AR o m FEERERENECFO)EE AR LB T LA
MO HLEN)E Y ¥R ERENETER VR LR I F 400 -
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LA3F VAR EY S A MBEAT L RE2 TR

FE Diff Total Accr Diff Abn_Accr

o % tie % ¥ t e
INTERCEPT ? 0.0633*** 5.75 0.0755*** 7.50
ACMEET ? -0.0009** -2.21 -0.0007* -1.92
BSIZE + 0.0047 1.02 0.0040 0.96
DUAL + -0.0001 -0.05 0.0007 0.37
BIG4 ? -0.0025 -0.62 -0.0015 -0.42
SALES GROWTH ? -0.0000 -0.44 -0.0000 -0.50
SALES SD + 0.1379*** 3.69 0.1473*** 4.32
FIRM AGE + -0.0001** -2.18 -0.0001** -2.28
FIRM SIZE - -0.0018*** -2.72 -0.0029*** -4.82
LEV + 0.0001 1.46 0.0002*** 3.23
CFO + 0.0787*** 5.11 0.0657*** 4.67
ROA - -0.0007*** -4.43 -0.0007*** -4.76
Sample size 1,479 1,479
Adjusted R? 4.70% 7.03%
e

1. *E 109%548 ¥ -k 3 5 **iE 5%k ok IE 5 RRE 10088 F R o

2. RBLAA WA B L R Dif Total Acer) ~ B ¥ it £ B B(Diff Abn_Acer)~ 3 E R 6B € Sk
(ACMEET) ~ ¥ ¥ ¢ LH(BSIZE) ~ ¥ $ £ 2 g &£ 1 (DUAL) ~ = « ¢ -7 (BIG4) ~ & & & &
(SALES_GROWTH) ~ 4 f fc » #2 4 (SALES_SD) » & 7 & * i #ic(FIRM_AGE) ~ 2 # *L#i-(FIRM_SIZE) ~ p4 53 4f
1 (LEV) ~ % ¥8 82 472 B (CFO) ~ T A 4F fiv & (ROA) -
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SN BPAR EREEMAELT R

H2a 5 %34 R g R4« > MR A7 W RERI4F T H2D 2334 0
§RBCE L > PIE A G M T RETE o f A 44T LG4
RERWEMBIFLT VRE2Z FHELES > 3L R € RIE(LCSIZE)E B 3t
£ B #(Diff Total Accr)% 38 ¥ § Ap M > ¥ % -0.3594 (p<0.10) » P %34 R
§%ﬁ4<’@@@Lﬂ&@~’ﬁﬂﬁaﬁwmw@$,kﬁH% BE
F34 R € AP 2 (ACSIZEY) 2 5 @d&ﬂ&i%% R o fhdc s 0.1450
(p<0.10) # P # %2 A € * 8E 7> R PAaxdR £ 7 L ol € '8 1 L 3% H2bo

Ra oo B Y £ B B(Diff Abn_Accr)™ % Rk § 0 B ¥ Bt AL B2 3
FARERNZ FVLRCAN TSR AEFIN > TEFH S b - Ko FY
i hiap F AR A AT ML TR RET AR cF LR
¢ AHGE 5 o MR A T R T RAE A B 4w TR o

ok gy %&% ’%&ﬁﬁ&*é*ﬁ*ﬁﬂwﬁ°ﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁi
(SALES SD)K x éIELA?;‘,’f—E(CFO)FH ‘;&)@ LR B ED AN > 07
%ﬁHMMﬂmﬁggﬁm?wa ﬂ&¢@¥éw%ﬁ%ﬁ%

%ﬁL‘Mﬁﬁﬁaﬂwﬂ“#é%Aﬁﬁz,?ﬂ#@ L PR DA
Mo 2PRNE FARMT SR AT LA R HY { H -
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WY

RE AR A TV RmME 2 FHRES

FE Diff Total Accr Diff Abn_Accr

o % tie % ¥ t e
INTERCEPT ? 0.2860** 2.02 0.1841 1.14
ACSIZE - -0.3594* -1.61 -0.1183 -0.47
ACSIZE? + 0.1450* 1.68 0.0489 0.50
BSIZE + 0.0051 1.11 0.0019 0.37
DUAL + -0.0002 -0.08 -0.0003 -0.11
BIG4 ? -0.0026 -0.63 -0.0057 -1.24
SALES GROWTH ? -0.0000 -0.53 -0.0000 -1.08
SALES SD + 0.1374*** 3.67 0.2975%** 6.97
FIRM AGE + -0.0001 -1.62 -0.0001 -1.14
FIRM SIZE - -0.0024*** -3.55 -0.0045*** -5.81
LEV 0.0001 1.43 0.0001** 2.32
CFO 0.0804*** 5.21 0.0314* 1.79
ROA - -0.0007*** -4.55 -0.0009*** -4.74
Sample size 1,479 1,479
Adjusted R? 4.81% 7.05%
A

1 %i& 10087 %5 kI 5 *<if SO 5 kI 3 ToRE 1B F R o

2. RH L AEA 4

DR A B w(Diff Total Accr) ~ B ¥ et £ B H(Diff Abn_Accr) ~ 34 R € RHC

(ACSIZE) ~ % % ¢ L4 (BSIZE) ~ # % £ #2257 @£ & {2 (DUAL) ~ = ~ ¢ 3+ 7 (BIG4) ~ 4 & = £

(SALES_GROWTH) ~ &' § 4 » $3F £ (SALES_SD) ~ 2 7 =% & #c(FIRM_AGE)~ ¢

15 (LEV) ~ ¥ %5632 1 &7 £ (CFO) ~ 7 A R 5 (ROA) -
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FVAREMEE FEMBEAT R

H3 A%+ 4 F 67 Mg+ 2o S 43 2 pidr 4w
Ea45vi%&iﬁgﬁgéifﬁﬁﬁé?“mﬁ’ﬁﬁé% #7740

€ P4 € & FLACEXP)? #h &2 B 3+ £ B #(Diff Total Accr)& % % 3t 4 3 #
(Diff Abn_Accr)'s £ A F4pbE > X3 EI %

_';‘] L l#? 71:” '}'b J}'H./?

SV TR

EHp A H3 G Y S e AR

FULAEEMEETA S RBEVAREE AV RAR
BT M ATHABRAT VP RET RS

Fobo Bl REn s > RO e A REFHPE o B p e L
(SALES SD)&2 %3 £ R R B ¥t 4p b > 2 7 RH(FIRM_SIZE)* T A 3R p¥
FROA)Z R AP HEHEF fApM - S e » B Z ~ A5 (LEV)® ¥

L f LA AR (CFO) R ¥ By AR L TR M > 2 P RS T AR
AETE YRR S ¥Ry
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AASFV AR EHER FREMBIRAT I REZFRES

FE Diff Total Accr Diff Abn_Accr

o % tie % ¥ t e
INTERCEPT ? 0.1200*** 7.56 0.1123 8.71
ACEXP - -0.0010 -0.18 -0.0017 -0.40
BSIZE + 0.0021 0.32 0.0017 0.33
DUAL + -0.0028 -0.94 -0.0003 -0.14
BIG4 ? -0.0071 -1.25 -0.0059 -1.27
SALES GROWTH ? 0.0000 0.29 -0.0000 -1.10
SALES SD + 0.4117*** 7.85 0.2984*** 6.99
FIRM AGE + -0.0001 -0.72 -0.0001 -1.25
FIRM SIZE - -0.0045*** -4.91 -0.0044*** -5.87
LEV 0.0001 1.08 0.0001** 2.26
CFO 0.0327 151 0.0318* 1.81
ROA = -0.0010*** -4.31 -0.0008*** -4.72
Sample size 1,479 1,479
Adjusted R? 4.52% 7.02%
e
1. %3t 109037 % -k 2 5 *%iE 50687 ok § *RHE 10685 F K o
2. REc LAEA R A ANt L B KD Total Acer)s B ¥ it £ B Be(Diff Abn_Acer)~ $ 7% | § M § b Fe

(ACEXP) ~ # % ¢ 2 H:(BSIZE) + # % £ # L L™ £ & |2 (DUAL) ~ = + ¢ 3 7 (BIGA) ~ 4 & = &

(SALES_GROWTH) ~ & 4z » 453 % (SALES_SD)~ & 7 & * & #(FIRM_AGE) 2 # 2L #-(FIRM_SIZE)  p4 it 4f

18 (LEV) ~ & %35 632 1. 4 72 £ (CFO) ~ F A ¥ % (ROA) -
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