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Earnings Management Around Seasoned
Equity Offerings: The Joint Decision of
Discretionary Accruals and Asset Sales
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Abstract: This study investigates the joint decision of multiple
earnings-management tools (discretionary accruals and asset sales) around
seasoned equity offerings (SEO). The evidence indicates higher
discretionary accruals and asset sales in SEO period and in previous
period. The evidence also indicates higher discretionary accruals than that
of controlled sample around SEO. In addition, to investigate the
endogenous relationship between discretionary accruals and asset sales,
this study develops a set of simultaneous equations and adds the inverse
Mill’s ratio as a regressor to correct the self-selection bias of using asset
sales. The results indicate a complementary correlation between
discretionary accruals and asset sales in SEO period and in previous
period. This finding supports the view that managers consider both tools
jointly and adjust them as complements to meet their directional earnings

management objective around SEO.
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SHBEREFIR(MNE-FLAD )12 | BAERREEK

(% SEO 2?’5{114’;’4‘%&%&5&‘3‘1,—3 1> 245 0) (v
SES S

2 -k H B (DAC) 3 % 8

(D dp 2 3 58 p (DAC,): 378 P &7 e @4 =
WA RPER 2R W FE Y { F i DAC
wZ I EFEH PR (PP e L 34 > 2004 5 Hunt et al,
1996; Barton, 2001 ) - Fudenberg and Tirole (1995) -~ Park and
Park (2004) ## 3w 8 DAC ¥ % ¥ DAC & 5 A ¥ 2 1 v
B IpH DAC,, ¥ci B o

(2) ¢ 3+ R BI3EE (FLEX) : Barton (2001) 45 %1 > B3 % &
€3RI b g s i s AT ?ﬁi-ﬂ%fﬁjf@?ﬁ ]
A% % o %3 % 4418 (2002 )~ Barton (2001) 2. =8 * j* » FLEX
TEZEUADMFE N kA L E (kA EwEH3 4
mean squares errors ) » & DAC 2. * {2 R T 1 p R o

B)m 4 in® (OCF): # =% 3 Kothari et al. (2005) 2 4 >z %
B 3 DAC HFIR? L Y FRETEDIP 2
AR MR ED 3 LR JL(Dechow etal., 1995)¢ pt ¢ >
Payne and Robb (2000) 4= Beneish and Vargus (2002) 7= % 3
OCF¥ DAC R % ¥ f 4 o %% %= % (2007 )~Barton (2001)
2ZHEFE OCF 25535 % %I&ﬁﬁé‘_"f gl Ny
A TEHE DACZ2 ® * 2R % f ApBE o

(4)= & §EF A (NOA.;) - Barton and Simko (2002) ¥ 3R =
swﬂm%“ FAARF AR L PhpR2 WP 27

MR o FES e 32 BT EEFFAEP O F- 2 523 EG PR KA
ErFmsmeadya gl ﬁ"’f#rr%‘rg_ﬂw & gL o
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Cheng and Warfield (2005) > 4c » NOA,; 5 ¥-#4| % % > Sp ¥ &2
DACz #* 2R X fApB FE >N X xRN AEEEE T
B2 ?fﬁﬁllﬁﬁ EREBEE R LA RE F )RR
Ao EUEART AT

3E¥ipE (AS) 3 RS S

(Dz@ﬁé_f%‘ CRAAEE AR (IEA) B RS £
H A (F0 ) e &2 %% Bartov (1993) #-AS » % s rj«y\
TA $%‘E ( SALEP) 1R AT &% (SALEIN) » SALEP
FE NS Fas AT A &30 T 2T & SALEIN
BRSNS R FARASRT AT OAT A T SALEP
fo SALEIN ‘¢ &5 AS & & 4p B o

QEFIKE (ROA): EAVKES S EDFEERBF 2L iz
A& > 11 Kothari et al. (2005) #i-3] i 3+ DAC pF & 4r » ROA i*
S ymd] 0 T A2 & SEM m$~P;}§”;’ﬁ:ﬂljc’ 74y~ ROA >
WP EA KB AS 2 B8 o ROA 7R S N A% b L

w g EE A % PR N ﬁ}_ °

b A2 ALSEO ) (§48) 7 %iE 23.74% (14.90%)
DR ENFBIEE T 00 F]P % R & SEM HEA] P e » Mill’s £t B
(inverse Mill’s ratio) 75 4|88k - 2~ L1 2k & 3 H034) »
F AS * 5 0 Bl ASDUMMY % 1> HE 4% 0- #&Jg R
o[- (P {1-g[-¢” (P)]} 3+ & #73} #7 Heckman’s lambda (7 ¥ inverse
Mill’s ratio, MILL) »H2 ¥ P, 2 BERE 2 i35 X AS* 5 0 e 5>
d Al RF02 @ 2w LB A2 pdf & cdf (Lee, 1983)-

ASDUMMY, = a, + 0, COMP, + a,STOCK , + o, LEV,, + ¢, RD,
+a DISTRESS,, + «,GROWTH,, + &, SIZE,
+a SALEP, + a,SALEIN,, + a,,ROA, + &, - (4)
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A% 2 SEM d ¥ (5) ek (6) e » 1 AS 7 5 0 2 fiﬁiw

e MILL ¥ » #-3I(S)fr#ital(6) 7 » b B vhap & TR iborg =
ﬂﬁiﬁzﬁﬁhﬁéo4—-@ﬁﬁwb‘*w R A S G AR S0
1), F)pt % & SEM Mznz_ | enffig it o

DAC, = B, + B AS,, + B,COMP, + B,STOCK,, + B,LEV,
+p.RD, + B, DISTRESS, + B,GROWTH , + B, SIZE,
+B,DAC, , + B, FLEX, + B,,OCF, + 3,,NOA, ,

it-1

+BMILL, +<, e ®))

ASn =%t 71DACn + 7/2C0Mpn + 73STOCKn + 7/4RDiz + 75LEVn
+]/6DISTRESS. + ]/7G'ROWTH. + ygSIZEA + }@SALEP”
+¥,0 SALEIN,, + 7, ROA, + y,,MILL, +v, ... (6)

ERN- SN

A2+ % 2000 # 3 2004 £y % SEO 2 S B (%)
o F ,#u;ftgggﬁfwﬁ;‘g ~ %L~ GDR £ H FE 0 B4 £ 217 1075
i SEOBRZ® @2 o kv ik T 2 R E i 1(1) k2 12 SEO (54
A ST - ;g_;{jigg;jg}?;fi—%’% J‘l#’f% Q) miEBE
GELHBEDP A PR I() - RS P A E pHE SEO R
ﬁ@#éé*ﬁﬁﬂé*iﬁm@’%”ﬁ?'@)éfﬁrﬂm@
B3yt FSEOFERFERAEY £ZEFL S 10 70 P
ﬁé%,quﬁ%oi?&mﬁiﬁ”6ﬁﬁﬂiP’f%iﬁﬂ?
BEAITWERE o A 1 SHEARLERZ LA E2 A kR - SEO
FTHIAPEEY LR - ER S T I Erkant HlEE (281 & -
70.96% ) & © $ #2000 T 2004 & B Wiz E D B 5 % 55 0 396 B
SEO# B2 frhsys » b3t B 1A 3 s Lrkd i Zarg L i
(blar B AP o A4l s fa BB T Tm  Ho
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21 BRZAF2ZHALF

AE s 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 &3+
S T 3 2 1 6 1 13
THE (FRRF ~del 58 75 41 68 41 56 281
WL (BT -TRTH) 2 2 3 2 2 11
A (S HOR) 4 4 7 8 4 27
FidEHE KR~ s~ §22) 4 1 1 9 14 29
B g (T2~ E) 0 0 1 1 2 4
Heg(pm gl 2 axn-Hdi) 2 3 10 10 6 31
& 3+ 9 53 91 77 85 39

AL 2000 F 3 2004 & % A F @R SEO 2 S () 2
G E 4’3““7‘J”‘GDR3-$§§;111—’*;P”fﬂmf’fﬁj}p‘f—' §,~'.Bx%§'i§—§;’i§:+
BaEXT ~ - R P S &9432 SEO ~ SEO § F 172 B 510 4
TAEFE S RBKAL 39 B SEOF i o

’ —
»

We =y
S
=5
[
®
F

4277 %g,:%SEogﬁp(“oﬁfmﬁ) Foif B2t
2 N 3 S (PanelA) 2y % B (Panel B) ~ £ 34 444 i3+

P OB 2R ﬁ:(PanelC)uli v ¥ E G M 2§ % fi( Panel
D)l%%9°ﬁ*$?pﬂﬁ7ﬁ%*éﬁi’ﬂ%%%&aﬁg
L REE FERE (P N BERE ) ?vﬂ%ﬂimn R PR
BEBIRACR F RS G ERE R E S T Tiae e
oAl 8c? DAC. v NOA ;¢ & LY = — B2 T4 F)t -1 % SEO
i (F-140-2F )

% 3 7|57 SEO % #p % % #c2 4 Pearson fp M e (4 ) &2
Spearman 4p i i (27 )e DAC 2 AS 2. B erngp b ey 5 0 B (e
¥ Pearson 4p M G EcEAE FE0) & ﬂ\lel/j Gl e BB
AESBIL IR TP A MG p o ke T i
BlFE  F%4 2 OLS ETF 7P ¥ 2t 8B EE 4 dk (variance inflation
factor, VIF ) » 18— &P Hh = %ﬁ”ftf B ek M7 R o



Tk H ? 2 FepEiis 79
FAPRFAP EEMFE2ZFEAR
% 2 SEO § #F 2. 8 #cbcut st

5 Tioge ¢ @ EE L Min Q1 Q3  Max
Panel A : p 4 %8
DAC 0.018 0.010 0.093 -0.408 -0.028 0.052 0.059
AS 6.49E-04 1.45E-04 0.025 -0.628 -2.14E-05 0.002 0.213
Panel B : + 2 374 % #&
COMP 0.070 0.058 0.076 -1.082 0.033 0.092 0.537
STOCK" 0.337 0.310 0.165 0.007 0.219 0.427 0.864
LEVA 0.085 0.053 0.100 0 0 0.130 0.676
RD 0.070 0.020 0.762 -0.858 0.001 0.042 0.214
DISTREE™ 6.139 6 1.470 1 5 7 10
SIZEN 14.799 14.528 1.425 11.868 13.815 15.437 19.643
GROWTH 0.020 0.008 0.085 -1.078 -0.010 0.034 0.984
Panel C @ &2 Vi 378 P 3 M 2 3nd %k
DAC,,; 0.011 0.005 0.052 -0.279 -0.015 0.029 0.296
FLEX 0.056 0.056 0.018 0.018 0.050 0.064 0.091
OCF 0.011 0.013 0.055 -0.298 -0.012 0.040 0.440
NOA N 0.556 0.602 0.276 -2.940 0.452 0.720 1.341
Panel D @ &2 ¥ *HiF 5 5 B 2 474 % #c
SALEIN 9.68E-04 0 0.017 -0.330 0 0 0.388
SALEP 8.19E-04 0 0.013 -0.174 -1.75E-06 1.12E-04 0.327
ROA 0.020 0.022 0.036 -0.313 0.007 0.036 0.174

3 DAC (341 i3+ 58 P ) ™ Kothari et al. (2005) % »23 B3] 40 12 535 0 AS (¥
HE) RS TAFERRARTRE R R AT A - COMP (22
_&zﬁul ') “li’:—ﬁﬂ"iif{ﬂksﬂﬁ—ﬁ’”—gi i#q"’STOCK(?EW‘ﬁ;}é" ),:-1
ﬁﬁiﬁriiﬁq_f—l/‘if”‘ Sl kond b R o LEV (B FF) %
LW G ARTA - RD (Eﬂ’f ) GEDFLERF YD R B
DISTRESS(F‘%ﬁf‘ ) 5 S BEARTE T E TCRI & * 323 - GROWTH (= 7
£ ) ,éﬂpﬁ%%fwﬁ:—ﬁpv LF A o SIZE (2 7 4D Pﬁmw}sﬁké
’*i«fﬁx © DAC,; 5 % $ - g3+ 98 B FLEX (§ 3~ R Pl3E42) % “‘J“J(l)m@
£ 38 > kA X w3 E 353 £ (mean squares errors ) ° O<CF(I&£ ) AR Y
FHRREDEHA LT A - NOA, (WHEFEFTE) & (RAEELLF R
F—RE2 QY RE —FARE FRPRRA) Wi BT A o SALEP (i BT
FTAL) DAL FALFTALF-THORT A - SALEIN(@QFﬁF%»?E??)
;gﬂpw\fﬂpm EFF-TIORT A o ROA (GRAIVKE) 2 WL LDF
/i“} RSl 2 RIS SER B r%’iiwﬂwn%ﬁi"m??*ﬂ
B TapE ’ﬁéﬁ? -3 ,aw:%_ FHc> A FF R RE2 .



%3 #= M2 $#2 Pearson & Spearman 4 M 1 ik

#%  DAC A8 COMP  STOCK ~ LEV RD  DISTREE GROWTH SIZE — DAC., FLEX  OCF  NOA,, SALEP  SALEPIN ROA
DAC 0.049%  -0.029  0.048% 0013  -0.035  0.022  0.169%** -0.011  0.069%* 0.056** -0.843%** 0.095%** 0002  -0.029  0.079%**
A8 0.002 0.008  -0.018  -0.002  0.026  -0.I37*** 0.025  0.029  0.029  -0.064** -0.013  -0.021  0.389%** 0.130%** (0371%*
COMP ~ -0.005  -0.003 0.113%%% 0.074*** 0,018  -0.075%** -0.021  -0.257*** 0.045  -0.037  0.058** 0015  -0.020  -0.002  0.194%**
STOCK 0027  0.001  0.123%* 0018 -0.038  -0.073%** 0.082%** -0.139%** 0.050* -0.041  -0.020 0013 0004  -0.026  0.125%**
LEV 0.031  -0.066%** -0.213%** 0.151%** 0.030  0.133%** 0,080*** 0.460%** -0.033  -0.031  -0.015 0018  -0.021  -0.023  -0.224%**
RD -0.108%%  0.152%%* -0.153%** -0.009  -0.012 0.096*** 0,041  -0.049%  0.042  -0.018  -0.006  -0.104*** 0.101*** 0.006  -0.167***
DISTREE ~ 0.019  -0.163*** 0.007  -0.074%%* (.117%** 0.092%** -0.068%** -0.335%%% 0,043 0.003  -0213*** -0.331%%* 0,060%** -0.001  -0.488***
GROWTH ~ 0.170%** 0.018  -0.054**  0.069*** -0.066*** -0.009  -0.065%* -0.051%  0.120%%* 0.041  -0.088*** 0.015  -0.006  0.039  0.243**x
SIZE 0.012  0.032  -0.447%*% 0.225%** (.398%** -0.050%  -0.371%** -0.048* -0.024  0.102%%% 0.054%*  0236*** -0.030  -0.025  -0.030
DAC,, 0.041  -0.006  0.003  0.035 0022 -0.033  -0.008  0.077*** 0.029 0.001  -0.059%* 0.245%** 0008  0.050*  0.039
FLEX 0.020 0024  -0.041  -0.021  -0.056** 0.030  -0.074%** 0.079%** 0.131%** 0.016 -0.077%%% 0.074%%* 0.013  0.009  0.015
OCF 0.806*** 0.014 0016 0014  -0.009  0.I17%** -0.215%** -0.029  0.046* -0.046* -0.032 20018 -0.013 0011 0224%*x
NOA,., 0.148%%* -0.005  -0.028  0.096%** 0.063** -0.243%** _0281%** 0007  0207%** 0.289%F* (.117%** .0.079%%* 0.066%% -0.014  0274%*x
SALEP 0019  0266*** -0.019 0012  0.088*** 0040  -0.060** 0016  0.047* 0011  -0.027 -0.022  0.047* 0.018  0.054%*
SALEIN ~ -0.033  0328%%* -0.090%** -0.064** -0.044*  0.040  -0.106*** 0.0290  0.110¥** 0014  0.047*  0.007  0.014  0.108*** 0.041
ROA 0.023  0.115%%% 0.220%%% 0.184%** 0.208%** 0,003  -0.477%%* 0337%%* _0.091%** 0,028  0.099%*** 0320%%* 0.177%%* 0011  0.030
EEa ‘é« F = % Pearson 4 B i dc> =T = % Spearman Ap B (i #c o DAC (3 412345 P ) 14 Kothari et al. (2005) 4 »c3t B4 4o 11 fm 3- o

AS (T E) ?@\ﬁﬁéﬁnﬁwapéhﬂ R g A AT A COMP(FREPMY) 5 LTHEE 15?mm‘¥?ﬁ’”*§§?i
P v STOCK (FIH#) 50 AFE ¥ 2 SR 448G R gerlh ARl oot 0% dic o LEV (L4 5) S0 ARW L0 25
A RD(P’;\M*) AL HERE Ty A4 8 3F - DISTRESS (P75 48) 5 & S AATR T4 E TCRI 2 * 325 o GROWTH
XEALR) B EDHFRE RN i TR SIZE (X P A0 R AAT AT AR DAC, 3 W H L D < FLEX (§
LR G BRI (D) e 98 > kA W3 535> 4 (meansquareserrors) c OCF (275 E) 5 5 VY ¥R LG E-DARTFTE -
NOArz(a“ﬁP«*?@pﬁ) PORABES L GRIFE-RAER GEME —HE R FuRLA) W4 BT A o SALEP (RS AT A
£7F) & @ﬁﬂ/?@‘"\qﬁﬁ A EFF-TIONT A SALEIN (o> R W HF &) 5 % P as R WRTFT £+ TR T A - ROA (& 11-k )
DA ARG LT Y EE T IOF ARG o S Rgen w18 & 0=1% ~ a=5% ~ a=10%-k T B BT F I -

\, ~

A% 03
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% 4 Panel A 5 #4358 P (DAC) & SEOF 27 & £2
et it oo S5 T ¥ 253 % 25X 558 F SEO o P v
® % DAC M= F4> ¥ SEO § &5 %% - SEOn#H (5-24r
1 %) 2 DAC $ B E~+ 0( % it 1%35 % K% ) £ 4% Rangan (1998)
22 Teohetal. (1998) E47 % 2. % &p—r?ﬁ"i‘ * SEO 2= §* DAC
BETFAEEUK L FH-SEOFH (% 04f-1 %) 2 DAC ™ 3 &
FAN0(AuE 1% 5% F k8 ) ﬁﬁ—r'giﬂ’i‘ft%‘r’&ﬁ—“ﬁ?%‘*ﬁ
g H 1 DAC & (7 g4 7L > X 3 Rangan (1998) ehg i3 o @ iz

AR RE RN AR L 2 RE T I0ET -

24 PHYEIENSEOFH LS byt

TiEE TioE(%) ¢ k(%) H%Z Min Ql Q3 Max

Panel A : #4438 0 (DAC) *t SEO § # & £ 2 4kt su3t

2 1.053%** 0.604%** 0.066 -0239  -0.023 0038  0.261
-1 0.980%%** 0.235%% 0.057 -0.179  -0.021  0.033  0.229
0 1.356%** 0.635%** 0.081 -0292  -0.022  0.042  0.550
1 0.821%* 0.175*  0.068 -0263  -0.020 0.030  0.406
2 0.787%* 0319%* 0.062 -0.300  -0.018 0.030  0.286
3 0.410 0.196  0.056 -0335  -0.023 0032 0331
Panel B : %£7H4F ¥ (AS) * SEO % # & % 2 #cit s+
2 6T4E-04%%*%  4.60E-05%** 0.002  -0.005 0 6.59E-04 0.019

-1 5.89E-04*** 2 60E-05*** 0.003 -0.013 -1.27E-05 4.60E-04 0.021

0 5.75E-04*** 9 05E-06*** 0.003 -0.013 -1.36E-05 4.44E-04 0.042

1 7.49E-04*** 6. 71E-05*** (0.002 -0.005 0 6.61E-04 0.019

2 3.14E-04*** 3 73E-05*** (0.003 -0.015 -6.14E-06 5.28E-04 0.034

3 3.90E-04*** 3 91E-05*** 0.002 -0.009 -4.11E-07 5.75E-04 0.014
= DAC (3 A2 5278 B ) 7 Kothari et al. (2005) & »c2b B o] e 17 2 35 = AS (%
MHEE) A, T AR EE A KT E R ’“f”i'??””?‘ﬁ °SEO § ¥ &
% 0% otk T %HFE T HRET R 0 12 Wilcoxon sign-rank & T % 7 =
BB TR Qowrx  xkgrin L Ty Tiofe N d R TR0 R E

*o=1% ~ 0=5% ~ a=10% "k & T E B E 4 o




% 4 Panel B 5|7 £h4 5 (AS) % SEO & & 2 #cif szt 2 45
% BT -2 éi ai 3E>HAF SEO 2P RY ASE TR T
TERAPERE > FFAS2Z T iy REF 0 (dE 1%
WEKE) e 2 FIE S SEOWF I DAC & AS it 7 g4
FILAFAARE A o A 4BEAREE T L RE R (DAC) B ¥
FE(AS) SEOHRF L EA/T v RFLIE B4 S R
w3 R @ N g5 SEONRF M2 2R ELEL 256 -
FS5#e-Hhd TRk, & THBE R, A5 KifplgE
ﬁ&m%gﬂﬁéo

(F)=HEk+g T

% 5 Panel A 27 Panel B & 4| 7|1 L 3o#cer ¥ 82 T %% 4
PRI A BTS2 AR o A DACEEH B> 6 > SEO
T Hp 8T B2 DAC T 3o * ﬁ}i FPEF SEO ¥ (p AW i
0.0767 ~ 0.0683) » kg 7= # 32 & SEO 2 % {r SEO § ## & &Y F P &7
% DAC 113 4etE & F 4k Aﬁﬂw B 1-1 - SEOQ % #p &2  Hp 2 ¥
DAC eI iag * fe R Rl a P AL 2 (p &5 0.7905) & DAC # /@
e 2R DACZ Tk BRTHEEFFHRBE (p EAs Y
% 0.0106 ~<0.0001~0.0002 ) &7 Ap ¥t B X &7 SEO 2. I ¥ >
—gﬂiﬁ" . SEO % i 6 ZHFMER Y DAC MMisetkg Fa - LF A
2 B 1-2 o AS B Hp BP0t fach% % 2 DAC 4% — & > SEO a0 8 fo
Hz2 T30 AS @ * 2R F P RS> SEO 48 (p @4 w5 0.0003
0.0104 ; £ #F s 1-3) @ SEO % # 2. AS T35 * f2 & p¥2 SEO {8
ﬁFmJﬂ?&«g A% (pEi 05875) T2 AS HRE2 WV fwAlF 227 F

%% o SEO A2 T AS B * 2R ¥ MR ESF 2 ¥ A
ol B B B F"*%i&;?ff?ki% (p &A% % 00139 ~0.0458) > 27 i
Wo1-4 2 FFHp 5 4P % P £ o 4P T Panel A 22 T 32#ct #& %> Panel
Bz ¢ i~ #ck a’}é’%ﬁ&%ﬁ%‘? ka2 5 T "% o Panel A 2. T 5#ct & TE
7 SEO % # fr #) enT 35¥ ¢h 45 ¥ B % % ** SEO 144y > (. Panel B P
BrEHipiz? tlhkp PRI AR FAL - FELAS2 8% 49
$#0 SEO 168 » AP A § & SEO I fof 3 £ I b prf
DAC 2 AS K& 4§ 12 o
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PR R B EM R 2 FERAY
%25 PAFRIENSEOERTLIHFEIARE
Panel A: = ¥k » T 328l
DAC -3 AS 3]

& Tk &~ TofL R tid piE T iR tE  piE
SEO # # vs.{s 8 0.0074* 1.7701 0.0767 0.0007***  3.6368 0.0003
SEO # # vs.§ # 0.0012  0.2656 0.7905 0.0001 0.5425 0.5875
SEO % # vs.{s 0.0075*  1.8232 0.0683 0.0005**  2.5620 0.0104
SEO # # vs. ¥t B 2. 0.0109%* 2.5545 0.0106  -0.0008**  -2.4602 0.0139
SEO % # vs. ¥R 2 0.0195%** 43190 <.0001 -0.0001 -0.6941 0.4876

SEO {4 #F vs. ¥+ R e 0.0150*** 37099 0.0002 -0.0005**  -1.9973 0.0458
Panel B: = $H4k &~ ¢ = #c¥s T

DAC #-% AS #-3
¥ A ViiP zE  piE Pigi® zE  piE
SEO 7 #) vs.i5 # 0.0022*  1.8384 0.0660  -447E-04  -1.6225 0.1047
SEO # # vs. ¥ # 0.0003 0.6618 0.5081 -3.25E-04 -1.4199 0.1556
SEO % #F vs.{5 8 0.0020*  1.7532 0.0796 -2.69E-05  -1.1367 0.2557
SEO # #) vs. ¥ 2 0.0086*  1.9136 0.0557 -0.0006%* -2.0210 0.0433
SEO % # vs. 4P e 0.0134** 22087 0.0272 -0.0001  -0.9314 0.3516
SEO 1 #F vs. ¥4 P8 e 0.0091*  1.9445 0.0518 -0.0003*  -1.7278 0.0840

31 DAC (#7153 38 B ) Kothari et al. (2005) 3 »c33 B H) 3+ o AS (£ 441 §)
PR FTAE B R T E A wal‘iﬁﬂféw"*?ﬁ SEO+%:% 0% >
SEO auﬁP SN “-Zﬂff?)? 1Z SEO%H# 5% 0% 1 £ -SEORHLH24%
3F HBEOPLRIF - PAEY AEFSEOZ 27 ¢ AL P Lo
FABAEL 27 o LBt SR ARG A o L T L
FAREZ TSR oz B A TP 8 E T 49 E 2 Wilcoxon sign-rank test 4t
THR o Rk L EERN 8 4 g=1% ~ 0=5% ~ a=10% K & T B B E | o

AR R R A7 SEO 2 % > SEQO 27 DAC 2 & * 425
P ERE  L AS 2 @ ARRRAE A K o A2 S BT R FE
& :(1)Rangan (1998) 4541 SEO 2 @ % 5 2 B4 S &2 AT@ o @ »
@ Herrmann et al. (2003) 325 &2 A= L fFA 7 &I B § F 4 &
BFME A7 SEOZHBe2? 1 (2) 51 =% (2007) 45

£422 SEO 27 ¢ #F ApHRF L 0hR VT A T HGF T A

B PR A FA U s TAZEREES Q) ST 2
Fﬁ%ff%z%ﬁﬁ»’fi'*)%@/}f‘ﬁﬁ@_i%ﬂ RoE o PRI LR T TR
NREPE S R BE N s T A AR ML mﬁiﬁ-’f‘lﬁ@”\}’
PRSI R~ é?kA*wa”;JA* it €3t



P%mﬁ/ﬁ’ \pﬁ_p%&?‘? LL#E'F"FB*W’JI%UJ—TQ.%@%“SEO
2 PARE LGS o Ftr R G F S AT L - R o

54/&

PRy A ST SRRy

% 64r# 7 & %757 SEO # # ¥2 SEO § # 2. SEM 3+ % » 14
FA IR (DAC) B EHFE (AS) 5 M 2 %o 2 7 Hausman
(1978) t &>+ 4 6 (-2.5406 ~ -2.1798) fr# 7 (-1.7987 ~ -1.6826) % it
10%3F F -k > 257 DAC £ AS & 2 B &G 2 B ik > Flot ié
SEM = 2 kZ%#H S ﬂiﬁmfﬁﬁiyﬂ o % 6 WA 2 EER A E B weighted
R-square 3 79.03% o % DAC i3] ® » AS 2. aBclg ¥ 5 & (p & 3
0.0096) « ¥ » & AS #:3)¢ DAC GGE "M EF L E (p &35
0.0094 ) - *%&m DACZ AS2 B LG R oenph 2 Btk 32K &
SEO = 8 ¢ o p & * t’“ﬁﬁf_l—;—ﬂh%’iSEO 2 FapE e R L E
B 219 2 TG4l 2%s LA SEO §H#F M £ 7 HA
Z_ FERB pe g B weighted R—square % 75.53%-¢° % DAC #5237 AS 2. ik
By i@ (piE<0.0001) > w ASHA]Y DAC o~ % 2 & & (p
% 0.0006) B DAC 2 AS 2. ¥ & SEO § # R 5 F & »ehp 4
B AFFBER22P 2 I G o FE TSR At T 5
Z ST EEE ¢ & SEO w i {rg 5 KW F I pEfl* DAC & A4S
KEFHEE @ SEM ch¥ 5 REFAFE1 Emig* > L5 1w
FJ’JF\ + R % o

FHREOEEEE 26 > A6 TEEXALE o 0463
bl % DAC % ASF M2 ¥ Rl %8 5 > A% (COMP)
% SEOQ w827 AS R B E I #gr,«z (p @5 0.0222) e ¥ DAC B % &
FRAfRd (p 3 0.1644) iy » FILE U (STOCK) £ AS
EEEFIM o (piE: 0.0009) 22 DAC2 MEP4 B%E (p &5

03139) &4t A P H 2 BRFRF &> 24 SEO 27 h L4 iy
ﬁ'{u AS A A BehPARFILI E o § 6] (LEV) ¥ DAC & &

Tk (p e s 0.0007) fwgr 45 EJJ;’L%E%%. ik (p E 5 0.0844)
%%m BEFRAP R T HALEF T FIEL G A DACES
FAE e R g (Bartov, 1993) 2B f 27 L ASiE 7R A
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EEy TR IR S N T

FIROT MR T ] o g R (RD) & DAC
frAS# R A ED ApRE (p A % 5 0.0314~0.0005) %5+ & RD 2 @
TR P ERFAET I ERFS A1 BiE(TFAE
12 o P43 & % (DISTRESS) 22 DACHc AS ¢ B 2g ¥ 4pl (p B~ 4
%<0.0001 ~ 0.0004) > Bgom PAAx 8 & € 7 WA N F A E L H S
¥ Barton (2001) 2.7 3 %% - &k o &7 2 &£ (GROWTH) #* % eh
a0 A fEa Eahig * R R A% (p B4 % 5 <0.0001 ~0.0002) - £
Park and Park (2004) ~ Herrmann et al. (2003) 2 7 %% - &k o 2 @ R
W(SIZE)22 DACHr AS ¢ 5 ¥ ¥ 4p B (p E4 % 5 0.0117~0.0015 )
AfFEA P g B g g3 0 & Poitras et al. (2002) -
Herrmann et al. (2003) - 3%
*ﬂw*wiﬁﬂ%%%a»ﬁﬂawumaozﬁﬁﬁwﬁ
HirE el AEFRE0(p &S 0.1724) > ¥7 Fudenberg and Tirole
(1995) 4= Park and Park (2004) 2. 3 # %% & 2 4p % > DAC 3% & g
P T g FE R Y DAC B P ARG Tt o €3 R pEE
(FLEX) £ DAC ¥ s B¢ ¥ M B {2 (p & 5 0.7523 ) ¥ KX % 3% Barton
(2001) %73 %% & in® (OCF) 2 DAC T X% f 4k (p &
<0.0001) » £ Payne and Robb (2000) - Beneish and Vargus (2002) -
FriEk-RomWEFEFTE (NOA.,) G A FE>0 (p
@ﬁomm)w&ma” amﬁgﬁ*IMCméﬁﬁ&vxpﬁ
f2§ i 4 > &4t & #F Barton and Simko (2002) #%E 3 - SF
FEMEiIRE 6o AL ALTALE (SALEP)- «@\ EYHT
£%F (SALEIN) BEAIRE (ROA) 82 AS TRFLipM (p B
<0.0001 ) B 7= BHBE 2 ASE R 2B ¥lce Bts o BT
8 Mill’s £ 4 &) (MILL) % DAC 2 AS & B AP 2. iy ¥
B3 0(pEAs B i 0.0014-~<0.0001) &7 b4t DAC & AS 2. p 4
B CAPE > e r Mill's 5 ot G g ] 0 E TR A g A ek A
HRFES B R
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% 6 SEO ¥ SEM 2

1L 21 2L
lp ' .S‘?%

T P ASDUMMY #-% DAC #3) AS i3

R PH uggaik PEOBEMGE PE O BEMGE PE
Intercept 0.2114%** (0.0001 -0.1473*** 0.0002
DAC ? 0.0400*** 0.0094
AS ? 0.1863*** (0.0096
CcomMpP + -0.2026 04262  0.0442 0.1644  0.0387** 0.0222
STOCK + -0.0546 0.5881  0.0185 0.3139  0.0305*** (0.0009
LEV +/? -0.2183 0.1499  0.1275*** 0.0007 -0.0379*  0.0844
RD + 0.1386 0.6546  0.1081** 0.0314  0.0832*** (.0005
DISTREE + 0.0125 0.3022  0.0098*** <.0001 0.0042*** (0.0004
GROWTH - -0.1169 0.5595  -0.1902*** <0001 -0.0737*** 0.0002
SIZE + 0.0234 0.1114  0.0074** 0.0117  0.0065*** 0.0015
DAC,,; + 0.0702 0.1724
FLEX + -0.0690 0.7523
OCF - -1.5676*** <0001
NOA,, - 0.0106 0.4164
SALEP + -1.4277 0.3903 1.8177*** <0001
SALEIN + 2.6386 0.4417 1.1050*** <.0001
ROA ? 0.6910 0.2411 0.5039*** <0001
MILL ? -0.1761*%** 0.0014  0.1636*** <.0001
N 396 302
Hausman t /& -2.5406*%*  0.0116  -2.1798** 0.0297

System weighted R-Sq

Pseudo R-Sq

% correctly classified

4.21%
91.82%

79.03%

ISEO% £ 5 5 0% SEO# # 5 $-2f-%-1 % -DAC (3 i1+ 53+ 78 B ) 12 Kothari
etal. (2005) S et FEHCA e U3t AS (R HMEE) 5 s FAF E S s 1T
FESR LY AT A -COMP (R EY) 5 THEFETF2 510
FHERY oSTOCK (BREFH) 2 HATEF 2 LR AFG Rl Rind &
R LEV (f 0 F) U AED L EHARTACRD FHEF )

LATE B Y P SR 897 - DISTRESS (7% 5 %) 5 SEO # $ifen s i,

A %’;ﬁm+

L o W
ST

FFHE TCRL % 3=% cGROWTH (2P # £ 1) A8 RBP4 AT A -
SIZE(2 P 3#45) S AR FT AP R¥lice DAC,, 5 %4403 TR APH %
B2 4vid o FLEX (€35 RRPISENE) S HAIG) o £38 > kg £ 038352 4
(mean squares errors) e OCF (R 8) 2§ ¥R EGEH A RFT A - NO4,,

MRk )+ WA AT A R4 403 £ £ 2 T 350 SALEP (A AT A £ 3)

A RS FART A S AT A o SALEIN (R £ WHT £9F) 5 A LW H
FTEFEHART A o ROACEFIRE) e Ln g FEJ =TT AR - &
Ao » 4 B E iR (122000 & 5 A )3 BERBEFER(VF - F 5
AW )2 1 BAFRHERE(EFSEO 27 hi+ Fnimeks DAL 0)-
BT N **—?‘i’*/ﬂ\ \g] rE 0=1% -~ a=5% ~ azl()%yj\'ig_—r B &F%",fi °
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PR AP BEMFEF L F AR
27 SEO % SEMz i3+ %
STl ASDUMMY #-% DAC #-7) AS #7
¥l BEL gupfihdk PE OBEMGE PE O ORELGE PE

Intercept -0.1128**  0.0285 0.0830*** 0.0002
DAC ? 0.0351*** 0.0006
AS ? 1.2301*** <.0001
COMP + -0.1450 0.5161 0.0789**  0.0216 0.0492*** 0.0014
STOCK + -0.0189 0.8660 -0.0237 0.1741 0.0099 0.1455
LEV +/? 0.1278 0.5014 0.0888*** (0.0053 -0.0322**  0.0287
RD + 0.0069 0.8280 0.0010 0.5150  0.0006 0.3126
DISTREE + 0.0099 0.3829  0.0099*** <0001 0.0042*** <0001
GROWTH - 0.0882 0.7213 -0.0834* 0.0523 -0.0451*** 0.0087
SIZE + 0.0138 0.3345 0.0113*** <0001 0.0047*** <.0001
DAC,, + 0.0256 0.6452
FLEX + 0.0619 0.8029
OCF - -1.7050*** <.0001
NOA,, - 0.0004 0.9696
SALEP + 1.1990 0.6452 0.2469*** <0001
SALEIN + 2.3003 0.5215 0.0373 0.4394
ROA ? -0.5739 0.3632 0.3806*** <.0001
MILL ? 0.4289*** <0001 -0.2261*** <.0001
N 396 337
Hausman t & -1.7987* 0.0725 -1.6826*  0.0925
System weighted R-Sq 75.53%
Pseudo R-Sq 4.90%
% correctly classified 90.13%

FLISEO § % 5 % 0§ SEO § 4 5 % 0c% | 5 -DAC (# Lw Je3+7 p) 2 Kothari

et al. (2005) 4 » M’f%*ﬂ*lécm; Lo AS (BN E) R, F A EE RS KT
#F‘ A ’“fuﬁ}w WA - COMP(FREMS) 5+ THEEF 2 LA Fpv-

FEF o STOCK (F 2K %) aﬁﬂiﬁwiﬁﬁq‘ﬁl&ﬁ“‘ Ll R i B
A FARHLEV (R ) AHAED L FHALTARD(FHEE ) 5
R E R 4 8 4F o DISTRESS (PA7% & #%) & SEO 70 B iT o7 & 8 (G RATHR
FORE TCRI 3% 3% « GROWTH (2@ £ 1) S48 F e8P BT 4 -
SIZE(= 23R4 2 RAFTABp R DAC,, 5 % -2 fo-1 TR AR
B2 dcldh o FLEX (§3-RpISES) 2 HAIQ) A £98 » kA 535357 4
(mean squares errors) e OCF (& n8) 5 F ¥ ML E-HP A4 LT A - NOA4,,
(FHEFEFAR) & (RABEZ L FRF-REZ QY RE - FHER2 £
AP ART A 5201 £3 52 TI35.SALEP (> FIEF A £%F) 5
/f@\rﬂ?;?ﬁ WA BT A o SALEIN (i £ BT £3F) 5 R PR T
EIH AT A o ROA (EFI-KIE) 58 L3 4 22 f1+T 0% 4 WiF - & i
Ao » A BELFEEER (12000 5 A )3 BEInREEE(NFE-F5 A
HH)-mz 1 RAFR#HEPHE (FSEO 27 HT+ FnsPlks 1 245 0)-
R RGN Bl R L 0=1% > a=5% ~ 0=10% K #E T EEE | o



88 & g3

T~ 3B - R
(- YOLS i ﬁﬁ&%‘r

OLS A 47 #-F B HCZ475 % A 5 b= 2 OLS & 7] > 1B 2
?%ﬁﬁ?ﬂ&i&%%%7 - (RN B i A i | ESVR - CAERE B
% 94w 75w TSEO mi# ; &2 TSEO % # , 2 OLS 3t %% (i
w3+ White (1980) 2 FRENE ) 2 ¢ 2 Jb2 8z VIF &% |
W30 AT BB B s AR H BB F € 3 2 F 8 (Kennedy,
2003) ¢ Bttt P R I E 2 MBS 5 0 OLS v fF 03]
A2 %8 SEM A AR C P2 R o & 6 frdk T B
}’@;‘:‘J—IE p Ea‘—_%ﬁ;aﬁ’.‘* FHEFOE P ARG A 8DAC H3]7

2 AS Bty A e e ABEF R0 (p e G 04770) 0 AS KA ¢

2. DAC s B8 % (p E 5 0.4574) % 9AS #-4] ¢ 2. DAC
iR F AL E (p E<0.0001) i DACﬁJ—' ]“‘ 2. AS HBCR G B
B ABFR S 0(p B3 02466) A BHA| @I chBhF 4p3 % >
PR EBE PSS RT o R SEOTQ-: *Ti\‘ AR P
BEMEF 2 BRI A TRERH T RS F LG LR
Hodr b m i Hausman e T8 % L F R M R E P B ENF L2 F
LG REFOP MG S ’fi*“lﬂfw\ 4 é@ﬁv Fend 3 @58
PrY R ERE- R FHAZBFEE{ETE

m

(=)%% 44+ (Robustness tests)

A2d THZ BB 15@& Hek g (U o
toa g il A S m e ) ()RR AR E R
Modified Jones Model (Dechow etal., 1995) & {7 53t £ AT {7 = ik
i R SEM Rt i (QRIF R HFE L 2T & 5% SEO % ¢ (&
*HE L 356 @) -a“‘r%’afw\%ﬁ%% t ¥ T2 SEM &3+ o ﬂ AP ¥t
SAE TR S I ’P#En&ggﬁu i F R ENR S T AR
% -(3)%&1\/& D S I Mﬂzz»ﬁ%;&n RN I
LHE 2P RN E A BT HEA 0 A BRI SEM < k1 BEF ALY
FAB2 s P BANLAREEELS 6T E - R

7

5

sl

BER s 2P SR PR RS MO 2R iR R AT B
o AW PE U TCRIG* TEFZTENI0RTLFH A o
R BEG T R ELL R F T 2
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PO R B B E T E 2 BB B R
% 8 SEO = # OLS 3&51%‘ Fits %
g DAC 3] AS #7]
R #E #%  PE  VIF i PiE  VIF
Intercept 0.1084*** 0.0071 -0.0094 0.6300
DAC ? 0.0091 0.4574 1.0331
AS ? 0.0452 0.4770 1.0677
COMP +  0.0057 0.8540 1.1082 0.0019 0.9512 1.1055
STOCK + 0.0136 0.4234 1.1045 0.0149%* 0.0662 1.1182
LEV +/?  0.0539*%* 0.0499 1.5383 -0.0277**  0.0226 1.5604
RD + -0.0534 0.2503 1.2115 0.0382**  0.0484 1.0660
DISTREE +  0.0104*** 0.0018 1.7131 0.0010 0.1677 2.3587
GROWTH - -0.1808*** 0.0014 1.0578 -0.0330**  0.0410 1.1079
SIZE + -0.0018 0.5867 1.9494 0.0017 0.7051 2.0029
DAC,, + 0.0133 0.7855 1.1029
FLEX + -0.2082 0.3252  1.0952
OCF - -1.5677***% <0001 1.1282
NOA, - 0.0190 0.1040 1.4346
SALEP + 2.2162*** 0.0007 1.3316
SALEIN + 0.8395*** (0.0004 1.0935
ROA4 ? 0.2935*** <0001 2.2357
F-value 95.94%** 81.47***
Adj. R-Sq 0.77 0.73

=T

SEO4% % 5% 0% SEO## 5 %-24%-1 % -2 OLS r”Lﬂ‘Eﬁ?f”“ﬁiv Eug 1A

I

7R F %3 A% (White, 1980) » DAC(%E i—f’”@; 3+38 p ) 12 Kothari et al. (2005)
BB ERA UG c AS (FHHE) Rl FTAFEE R HTFTHE
fa’%’ﬁ%“ﬁ?ﬂ‘r”f"?ﬂl/}é - COMP (§ 24 %) albﬁ-a’ii I A g
§EF 7 o STOCK (% 7% #%) pﬁﬂiﬁ"’i& P zwuf* L) kR b
F—gwwwtﬁ: LEV(f v %) 2D AEP L F-HPRAFTA - RDFEFEF )
S E RS 4 837 - DISTRESS (M%) & SEO BT e 5
$74F FALE TCRI 2 % 2% « GROWTH (27 % £ 1) 5 4 g T3 PN
R CSIZE(2 P ARAD) 5 ART AP AU DAC, 3 $-4 03 £ H AP
SHIF P 2 e o FLEX (€3 R PIER) 5 H031(3)5 430 » ik g £ 03 ¥ 1o
4 (mean squares errors )cOCF (27 £) % ¥ ¥R &P 4 2 F A -NOA,,
(FWEFTFA) 5 CRARER L FRTF-—REZ 94 RE— KL 05 fro)
WA S TR A {3 F 5 3L 2450 SALEP (RS FILT A £17)
PR AT AL WA RT A o SALEIN (i £ T &) 5 s £ B
TR A BT A o ROA (EAI- KB wfsmsv AP EEJ-THFT AR
BoAS4e » 4 B EnH%E (122000 # 5 A ) -3 BERnm¥k (15— %
RA) 2 1 BAFREFE (F SEO 27 BT+ ¥ M aE¥E: 1
-?if.’%, 0)0***‘**?*/\ B A4 0=1% ~ 0=5% > a=10% kK & T & AgE |4 o
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29 SEO$# OLSEfF2 G- %%

ST DAC #-3) AS #3)
% 5L % B P&  VIF % P i VIF
Intercept 0.1294*** <0001 0.0011 0.9570
DAC ? 0.0293*** <0001 1.0393
AS ? 0.1522 0.2466 1.0711
COMP + 0.0262 0.3745 1.1381 0.0104 0.3361 1.1466
STOCK + -0.0181 0.2762 1.0650 -0.0010 0.8892 1.0510

LEV +/? 0.0389 0.1766 1.5828  -0.0197*  0.0577 1.6297
RD 0.0020 0.1470 1.1029 0.0023*** 0.0042 1.1402
DISTREE 0.0094*** <0001 1.7726 0.0018 0.7275 2.0982
GROWTH - -0.1036*** 0.0083 1.0994  -0.0066 0.6288 1.1494

+ +

SIZE +  -0.0015  0.6177 2.0485  0.0014  0.3908 1.9488
DAC,, + 00472  0.3401 1.2463

FLEX + 00687  0.7173 1.0707

OCF - Z1.6896%** <0001 1.1550

NOA,, - 0.0100  0.3383 1.3723

SALEP + 0.0013  0.9844 1.0283
SALEIN + 0.1881%** <0001 1.0580
ROA ? 0.1533%** <0001 1.8445
F-value 120,524 8.10%**

Adj. R-Sq 0.79 0.18

L iSEO¥ %5 % 0% SEOE W5 % 0fe% 1 % o 12 OLS 3w ff il » it
78 B %R DK (White, 1980) c DAC (#* -1+ 3478 P ) 14 Kothari et al. (2005)
FORAFRA e B o AS (R E) R Ah T AR FE A EFTHES
&ﬂ,f.uﬁwa&?ﬁl o COMP (FLEMY) 5 THHEE F 2 G4 Fpi-
%M’v - STOCK (# 14 3 %) ?ﬁﬂiﬁﬁ’iiﬁq_ﬁl_’\:fir" I3 S RS

L 81 ’“”ﬁ»:oLEV(é\ FrF) B REHPEFHARXLTA - RDFEFHFF )

AL HE R Y 4 857 o DISTRESS (F7% 5 §8) & SEO # $if e 2 i

3 AR TCRIr * 2% o GROWTH (2 @ 2 £ 1) L4 [ #5584 & F

A o SIZE( & “ML) SHWABT AR D AHEDAC,, 5 5241 TR AL

3R P 24 i o FLEX (€3 RPIEM) S HAIQ) £38 > kg F w3 5152

# (mean squares errors )e OCF (. & in & ) FHERENEADA BT A -NOA,,

FHEYEFR) 5 ORAEES | AAT - RAZ QERE —HU Rz o

5£“£$)+EP%”...,UE?§ VB F 2l £ 2’\;?‘ X35 SALEP (R4 AT A £37)

i z@&\'ﬂip‘/i PP A= S F A o SALEIN (> £ AR F £ 50) 5 fa> L 3R

T EFHART A o ROA (EAI-K ) ,ﬂpw,é,. Y E AT IeT A N

B » 4 BEAESE (112000 £ 5 AD) 3 BEASE (Y- 3

RA) 2 1 BAFREEE (FSEO 27 BT+ ¥ M asE¥E: 1

Hep i 0)0***‘**.%2’*/::\ Bl £ a=1% ~ a=5% ~ a=10% K & T E B F |4 o
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i~ 2%

E3N a},}fﬁ\;\*}; éﬁkpafﬁ‘g}}‘)\i\:-i..r}}@z‘l-jgp S é};IFF_‘;;_i ) h»jt?
24 ‘"”%ﬁfw%?ieﬁﬁ R IEA L o WA R P B R
#Fifr*‘"f%mﬁ FEng ool BERG] FEERTEF 8

B fEa ﬁkﬁyxiio@iéﬁﬂ S W HeARE - 1 B g
3’l#mﬁH? FAREEE 2R
*vﬁﬁSH)ﬁﬁﬁLw@“ﬁﬁﬁ* T E R 2R A E
FREFRG ¥ SEM SHEA 1 B2 Fehp 2 Mk o FBLESE
,‘%OWWééwﬁ'%Aﬁ@?ﬁﬁ?%*ﬁ;a%?ﬂ&?%
& L 0E o AP§E2Y SEO (64 > FILH P K>S SEO i ey 9 7 5 7
PRl JAMN R EENFERIFI IR 0 TR
HREFAEFT SEO 2ZF ¥ >SEO @3 AR p 2 R P
Mie® BRI EZRYAERRE A MONHRES P o Ba F Ol
B> w > Hausman t #& T 5% % 81 F,\F'&%-“SEO'&‘%ﬂHréjﬂp.ﬁl*
REF e LM FIR R Y SEM Bk k@ o 2 Bk md
BEHAABILZWEG D winp A B (o 7T FILK ALY
B B p B EERL D e L F éﬁ}?,,‘v Behe s s A Fied
FEpapm AL o SEOw g T34, 02 NP pRFEY i
BAEL R R PR

A~ FHREFEFUT R EERE L (1)F ¥ SEO Feg
W b FAST R BRFA D L o A RIFRERE S gk
ﬁé@ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ’ﬁ%*ﬁ%&?%ﬁéméa%%,@@%&
?4\%»Lg‘44ﬁu1 SEO = 'F;ﬁﬁl’&éé{’& (2)iE4 ~ /}?75
BEIL1 L2 B I EE (drhv 2 g R HAI SRR
(misspecified) R % 4&7 i § A 2 S FnHh o (3)ﬂ\v #EIpdp IR
W e RER R PRY TR (SEA LRI )RR (S
EENIFEF ) E T SEO F4F LG & oyt ¢b > Barton (2001) % IR
B E TR DT AR SR AR R R LR G o adp 3
«%%;A;ﬁqrﬁg,'é« ) dxc‘%ﬁc;}fg &FT’F’/—'—ﬂ M N pFE Y MR
PHEPEENFEREE I o PR LT TRLF PR
BIELARL- BELENEE IR PNFREET R (FHTHE
BA ) (TR R B RACEY o (DA KL TR T E M
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%
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TREE R N Tt R SR Ny Tk s
i ' (accrual mispricing) £ @ #4% 4 |'® (earnings persistence ) **
PR 2R S BRI E LG FART
Bz #i  EREF2LFIVRBEAFE D P AL LML 2 G

o 3 & SEO PAE ATk & o

7 ;%"Z»ﬁ Sloan (1996) ~ Defond and Park (2001) -~ Xie (2001) ~ Beneish and Vargus
(2002)~ Desai, Rajgopal, and Venkatachalam (2004)~ Cheng and Thomas (2006) ~Kraft,

Leone, and Wasley (2006) %57 3 -
18 =42 B8 Feltham and Jinhan (2000) ~ Barth and Hutton (2004) ~ Richardson, Sloan,

Soliman, and Tuna (2005) ~ Dechow and Ge (2006) %#= 3 -
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EARER E T i R L (WD S Y ERE N

34 <t

I AR R RS SAE D 020050 B L g prp R 2 B Motk
Mir& @S> $ 135 % 348 179-143 -
BRI =~ B fedy ~ SR AR 0 20070 AT R D P PHTE IR AH T AR
2 CRFEE R FEITH O F 205 % 348 1 T1-102 -
£ HRBE-REIHR 2000 RMPREMFTEFIRERELFHE
Fgoe LEmEIEs s 5 88 % 44 1 709-744 -

T F R % 20000 5K FATE (SEQ) B 14 K ) 4o R
B 5 198 % 248 1133

®ARE 0 2002 0 AR D C TE M ERE SRR E TR 2
HAFEIEFT AR LK o

B F AL 20050 AT 0 BT ES HTR 0 F N g
TR 6EF 2 129620

SR B E S HRIBE 020030 PINAFUF RS DT 2 FAE
WEFEEE S £35% > ¥ 374 15383 -

FRIR 2006 EFFFAEENBAHRERMT O FHFEE L2
PE-DBPHEAF G RAIRA LR -

Fikae C®HE R MA S > 20070 & FIATE  PAEE I0 2 A EHC
A2t g E AP $ 455 185121

REETAN02007 PR BEHD FAREILE L LA G
%274 % 248 1275296 -
F AR SBREF 2007 HFRBEATGIER KRR G E R L G
ZPAMIEE . ARG ERET 53855 4 14768
FH @~ L5 02004 G EF G OE M - Hox R F e
WM 2T 0 €3 0 ¥ 364 1 55-87 -

BEL S FEBAFE 2004 AREFEFHREIEEGY R G M
ZREFAL LG EEEFR S 65 % 28 1 181-206 ¢

&~ v 4~ RERR 20020 B FRERT TR RGBT
2R FRBLBIE G Y I 5 344 1 123-127 -

FTEL 2007 BEEEEHRE B FHAETT 2 BT -E R
MkzRasndk s LASE EFFTTAIERELA? o
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