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摘要

2001年中天勤事發後，相關的監管政策導致審計師在面臨着更為嚴格的監管環
境的同時，需要承受來自客戶的更大壓力。在監管政策帶來的雙面夾擊下，審計師
報告決策的謹慎性將朝着哪個方向移動？採用1999至2002年的數據，我們發現，在
相關監管政策出臺之後，審計師發表非標審計意見的概率明顯下降，同時，審計師
對於不同方式的盈余管理采取了差別報告策略。總體看來，審計師報告決策的謹慎
性是下降而不是上升了。另外，我們還發現，在審計意見決策的謹慎性方面，隨着
監管政策的出臺，小所的下滑幅度要快於大所，本地所要快於非本地所。本研究為
理解監管政策在形成審計意見過程中所扮演的角色提供了幫助。
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一、引言

審計師在做出簽發審計意見的決策時，經常需要在成本和效益之間進行理性
權衡。一方面，審計師發表非標審計意見經常招致客戶埋怨，甚至可能就此丟失客
戶，另一方面，如果審計師對有問題的上市公司沒有相應地發表非標審計意見，則
可能隨後招致訴訟風險，並導致聲譽受損（DeAngelo, 1981; Krishnan and Krishnan, 

1996）。顯然，如果客戶流失風險較大時，審計師便可能妥協於客戶壓力，在其他
條件不變的情況下，非標審計意見的概率就將因此下降。相反，當審計師面臨的法
律風險上升時，審計師就可能簽發更多的非標審計意見。

從經驗文獻看，針對客戶壓力和法律風險對審計意見的影響，主要集中在以
下兩個方面：（1）檢驗客戶特征對審計意見的影響。由於不同的客戶對審計師施
加壓力的能力不同，其未來遭遇訴訟的可能性也不同，由此可能影響了審計師的報
告決策；3（2）檢驗特定的外部法律環境變化對審計意見的影響，比如，有研究表
明，在法律風險趨嚴（趨松）時，審計師的報告決策將相應地變得更為謹慎（激
進）（Geiger and Raghunandan, 2001; Geiger et al., 2005, 2006; Francis and Krishnan, 

2002）。本研究隸屬於上述的第二個領域，希望考察2001年中天勤事發後相關監管
政策的出臺對審計師謹慎性的影響。

自2001年中天勤事發以後，相關的監管政策密集出臺，國內證券審計市場的
監管環境明顯趨嚴（李爽和吳溪，2005）。但是，不同於國外文獻中的研究場景，
2001年出臺的相關監管政策對審計師報告決策的影響是雙重的，即監管政策的變化
一方面導致審計師不得不更加關注由審計失敗引致的風險，監管風險的加大應該有
助於推動審計師謹慎性的上升。另一方面，由於2001年12月22日證監會發布的14號
文加大了非標準無保留審計意見對客戶的不利後果，如此，在14號文出臺後，客戶

3 這一類的研究進一步可以分成兩類，一是客戶重要性對審計意見和操控性應計利
潤的影響，如Chung and Kallapur（2003）、Hunt and Lulseged (2007)、劉啓亮
等（2006）、方軍雄（2007）、魯桂華（2007）等，但得到的結論并不一致；
二是通過采用客戶的業績、負債率、應收賬款等指標計量客戶的訴訟風險，進而
檢驗其對審計意見和操控性應計利潤影響，如Dopuch, Holthausen, and Leftwich 

(1987)、Lys and Watts (1994)、Stice (1991)、方軍雄等（2004）等。此外，也有
一些研究着眼于特定的樣本考慮訴訟風險對審計質量的影響，如Cahan and Zhang 

(2006)。
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避免收到非標審計意見的激勵應該更為強烈，這轉而導致審計師需要承受來自客戶
的更大壓力，由此可能降低了審計師的謹慎性。因此，審計師在監管政策帶來的雙
面夾擊下，其審計意見決策是否更為謹慎，顯然是一個重要且有趣的研究問題。

本文圍繞着2001年中天勤事發之後證監會出臺的相關監管政策，通過檢驗監管
政策前後審計師在審計意見決策方面謹慎性的變化，希望為理解面臨客戶和監管雙
重壓力下審計意見的形成過程提供一些經驗證據。我們預測，如果監管政策導致的
監管壓力超過了客戶壓力，則審計師在審計意見決策上的謹慎性應該增強；相反，
如果監管政策導致的客戶壓力超過了監管壓力，則審計師在審計意見決策上的謹慎
性就可能下降。為此，我們以2001年為分界點，考察了監管政策前後（1999-2000 

v s. 2001-2002）非標審計意見概率的變化，發現非標審計意見概率在2001至2002年
顯著下降，並且這一概率的下降主要是因為審計師報告決策謹慎性的變化引起的，
而並非由客戶財務狀況的變動所致，表明監管政策引發的客戶壓力可能壓倒了監管
壓力。

其次，我們檢驗了監管政策前後審計師對客戶盈余管理的反應程度。已有
的國外文獻指出，盈余管理程度高的公司更可能收到非標審計意見（F r a n c i s a n d 

Krishnan, 1999; Bartov et al., 2001; Bradshaw et al., 2001）。針對中國資本市場的研
究也表明，審計師在一定程度上能夠對客戶的盈余管理做出反應（例如Chen, Chen, 

and Su, 2001；章永奎和劉峰，2002）。如果審計意見對客戶盈余管理的揭示程度上
升，則可能意味着審計師的謹慎性有所增強，反之則相反。

進而言之，由於客戶進行盈余管理有多種手段，而不同的盈余管理方式引發的
監管風險不同，由此導致審計師對不同類別盈余管理的反應程度可能存在差異。比
如，客戶通過線下項目進行的盈余管理更可能被監管部門所察覺，由此，審計師在
審計意見決策時，應該更可能考慮此類盈余管理的影響。相反，如果客戶采取較隱
蔽的方式進行盈余管理，則無論是對於審計師還是監管部門而言，察覺客戶盈余管
理的難度將上升，即手段隱蔽的盈余管理帶來的監管風險應該更低，這樣，審計意
見就應該更難於揭示此類盈余管理。

借鑒現有的文獻，我們從三個角度計量了客戶的盈余管理：一是着眼於R O E的
邊際分布，即通過設置小額盈利和配股邊界虛擬變量來刻畫盈余管理，這一方法在
已有的國內文獻中得到了廣泛使用（Chen, Chen, and Su, 2001；孫錚和王躍堂，
1999；夏立軍和楊海斌，2002；陳曉和陳武朝，2005；陳關亭，2005）；二是借鑒
李爽和吳溪（2002）的設計，着眼於非經常性損益項目計量盈余管理；三是着眼於
操控性應計利潤計量盈余管理。其中，第一個角度計量的是盈余管理的動機，後兩
種角度則相當於是對客戶盈余管理方式的刻畫。由於基於非經常性損益項目的盈余
管理較容易被監管部門所察覺（Chen and Yuan, 2004），監管風險更高，而基於線
上項目的盈余管理（操控性應計利潤）隱蔽程度更高，更難於被監管部門所察覺，
因此監管風險更低，這樣，在面臨客戶壓力的情況下，審計師對兩類盈余管理所做
出的反應便可能存在差異。我們的經驗證據表明，在監管政策前後，審計意見同
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R O E的邊際分布虛擬變量之間的關係並未發生顯著變化，但是，在監管政策出臺之
後，審計意見對非經常性損益項目的揭示程度有顯著上升，但對操控性應計利潤的
揭示程度則顯著下降。這些證據表明，面臨監管和客戶雙重壓力下的審計師，對於
不同類別的盈余管理可能采取了差別應對策略。

由於不同類型的審計師抵禦客戶壓力和監管壓力的能力存在差異，因此監管環
境的變化對不同類型審計師的影響也可能不同。為檢驗這一問題，我們從審計師規
模和地緣關係兩個角度考察了監管政策對審計師謹慎性的影響。總體說來，我們發
現，在監管政策出臺之後，儘管各類審計師的審計意見謹慎性均有所下降，但非十
大所和本地所的審計意見謹慎性下降幅度要明顯快於十大所和非本地所。

最後，我們也做了一些額外的測試。如果證監會14號文的確加大了非標審計
意見對客戶的不利經濟後果，且投資者能夠事先預期到這一點，則非標審計意見的
信息含量在14號文發布之後應該上升。我們發現有微弱的證據支持了這一論點。此
外，我們也考察了客戶在1999至2002年被證監會處罰的情況，發現非十大所客戶和
本地所客戶因會計信息質量問題遭受證監會處罰的頻率顯著更高，並且在監管政策
出臺之後，非十大所客戶和本地所客戶被處罰的頻率顯著上升，從而為審計師規模
和地緣關係影響審計質量提供了輔助證據。

本文對現有的國內外文獻做出了有益地補充。第一，從國外文獻看，已經有不
少的研究考察了美國監管環境變化對審計師行為的影響（Geiger and Raghunandan, 

2001; Geiger et al., 2005, 2006; Francis and Krishnan, 2002）。這些研究一般只涉及
到監管環境的單向變動（即法律風險趨嚴或趨松），而中國的這一監管環境變動對
審計師的影響是雙重的，即一方面監管力度加大使得審計師違規的成本上升，另一
方面非標審計意見經濟後果的增強又使得審計師面臨着客戶的更大壓力，我們認
為，這一獨特的監管環境變化導致的雙重壓力對審計師的審計意見決策帶來了更為
複雜的影響，為檢驗審計師在兩類成本之間的艱難權衡提供了良好的研究機會。儘
管已有研究考察了審計師在法律風險和客戶流失之間的權衡（Krishnan and Krishnan, 

1996），但少有研究將這種權衡同外部監管環境的變化相聯，因此，本文有助於豐
富國外這一領域的研究。

第二，從國內文獻看，已經有一些研究檢驗了2001年14號文對審計師行為的影
響。比如，李爽和吳溪（2002）檢驗了14號文對審計意見變通的影響，他們發現，
14號文的出臺並沒有遏制審計師將保留意見變通為帶解釋說明段的無保留意見這一
行為。陸正飛和童盼（2003）則從審計師變更和審計意見角度考察了14號文的影
響。由於14號文加大了非標審計意見對客戶的不利經濟後果，他們因此預期，2001

年客戶更可能通過更換審計師以實現審計意見購買。他們的證據表明，2001年客戶
購買審計意見的動機並沒有增加，但是，有微弱的證據表明，有審計意見購買動機
的公司在2001年更可能成功地實現意見購買。區別於上述研究，我們強調了因2001

年監管政策使得審計師面臨的監管壓力和客戶壓力均有所上升這一現象，在此框架
內從非標審計意見概率和審計意見對盈余管理的揭示程度兩個方面考察了監管政策
對審計師行為的影響，從而對他們的研究做出了補充。
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第三，本文的研究也豐富了關於審計意見和盈余管理關係的研究。針對中國資
本市場的不少文獻已經檢驗了審計意見和盈余管理的關係，4但從不同盈余管理方式
導致的監管風險並不相同這一角度考察審計意見形成過程的研究尚不多見。本文從
監管環境變化這一視角，檢驗了面臨監管和客戶雙重壓力下審計師對不同盈余管理
方式的反應，為理解不同盈余管理方式在形成審計意見過程中所扮演的角色提供了
補充證據。5

此外，已有文獻指出，大所和小所的審計質量存在差異，且監管政策對大所
和小所審計行為的影響並不相同（例如Francis and Krishnan, 2002; Lee and Mande, 

2003）。針對中國資本市場研究還發現，審計師的地緣關係也是影響審計質量一個
重要因素。就我們所知，儘管Wang et al.（2008）、Chan et al.（2006）、李奇鳳和
宋琰紋（2007）發現了審計師地緣關係影響了審計師服務質量，但尚沒有研究系統
檢驗監管政策對本地所和非本地所審計行為的不同影響。本文的研究同時考察了監
管政策對不同類型審計師審計意見決策的影響，這也為監管政策、審計師特征和審
計質量這一領域的研究增添了經驗證據。

本文的後續安排如下：第二部分交代了2001年中天勤事件及其相關的監管政
策，並就其對審計師報告決策的可能影響進行了討論，第三部分是研究設計，交代
了數據樣本、研究變量和研究模型，第四部分是實證結果分析，第五部分是額外的
測試，最後是全文總結。

4 C h e n, C h e n, a n d S u（2001）、孫錚和王躍堂（1999）、夏立軍和楊海
斌（2002）、陳曉和陳武朝（2005）、陳關亭（2005）等考察了審計意見和R O E

邊際分布之間的關係，但研究結論并不一致；章永奎和劉峰（2002）以及徐浩
萍（2004）等則考察了審計意見同操控性應計利潤之間的關係。

5 宋衍蘅和何玉潤（2008）與本文的研究在思想上較為相似。她們也從審計師需要
在監管壓力和市場競爭壓力之間進行權衡的角度出發，分析了長期資產减值準備
轉回這一特定的盈余管理方式對審計意見的影響。2006年2月新的企業會計準則
第8號《資產减值》規定，長期資產减值損失一經確認不得轉回，因此，她們認
為，相對于新準則出臺之前，新準則的規定使得長期資產减值轉回在準則出臺之
後具有不同的盈余管理含義。或者說，2005年和2006年的長期資產减值轉回可能
不再是客戶蓄意進行盈余管理的結果，因此審計意見對新準則出臺之後的長期資
產减值轉回的反應程度應該下降。我們的研究同宋衍蘅和何玉潤（2008）存在以
下幾點不同：（1）本文是從監管政策本身所導致的監管風險和客戶壓力均有所
上升這一視角考察了審計意見行為，這同2006年新準則的出臺對審計師行為的影
響并不相同；（2）儘管從長期資產减值轉回這一特定的盈余管理方式考察審計
師的反應有其長處，但着眼于其他視角（如綫下項目、操控性應計利潤）等檢驗
審計意見和盈余管理的方式也是非常必要的。事實上，由于數據限制，我們只能
獲得2001年以後的長期資產减值轉回數據，因此無法檢驗2001年出臺的監管政策
對審計意見和長期資產减值轉回之關係的影響。（3）本研究的主題之一是考察
了審計意見對不同盈余管理方式的影響，而宋衍蘅和何玉潤（2008）則是考察客
戶的同一種會計行為在不同的監管政策下具有不同的盈余管理含義這一視角展開
的，因此存在一定的差异。
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二、2001年監管政策及其對審計意見決策的可能影響

（一）2001年中天勤事發之後的監管環境和監管政策

2001年8月，《財經》雜志刊登長文“銀廣夏陷阱”，披露銀廣夏1999年和
2000年萃取產品出口賺取的暴利純屬財務造假的結果。銀廣夏事發後，其主審事
務所中天勤立刻捲入漩渦之中。財政部於9月初宣布，擬吊銷簽字註冊會計師劉加
榮、徐林文的註冊會計師資格（後被判入獄2年6個月）；吊銷中天勤會計師事務所
的執業資格，並會同證監會吊銷其證券、期貨相關業務許可證，同時，將追究中天
勤會計師事務所負責人的責任。這家擁有最多上市公司客戶的中國大型事務所就此
瞬間解體。

中天勤事發後，相關監管部門對此做出了迅速反應，試圖從制度上規範上市公
司和註冊會計師的行為。比如，證監會和財政部於2001年末撤消了四家會計師事務
所的證券從業資格；財政部也加大了會計師事務所執業質量檢查的範圍力度，對涉
案事務所和相關註冊會計師做出了警告和吊銷資格證書等處罰措施；中國註冊會計
師協會2002年也開始對上市公司審計中“炒魷魚，接下家”（會計師事務所變更）
行為予以重點關注。2001年12月30日，中國證監會發布《公開發行證券的公司信
息披露編報規則第16號 — A股公司實行補充審計的暫行規定》（以下簡稱“16號
文”或“補充審計政策”）。按照16號文的要求，A股公司在首次公開發行股票並
上市，或上市後在證券市場再籌資時，應聘請國際會計師事務所按國際會計準則進
行補充審計。根據李爽和吳溪（2003）的分析，補充審計政策的出臺明顯是監管部
門對2001年年中開始接連爆發的重大財務欺詐案件所做出的反應。儘管補充審計政
策存續期間只有短短的2個月，6但它對國內註冊會計師行業的影響不可忽視。事實
上，補充審計政策出臺伊始，便迅速引起了業界內外的強烈反響和普遍爭議，儘管
後來該政策流產，但對國內註冊會計師行業而言卻留下了難以忘懷的陰影。中國審
計師們開始認識到，他們的社會公信力已降至冰點，如果未來依然無法改善，他們
的職業基礎將被侵蝕，甚至有被取代的危險。

在16號文發布的一周前，中國證監會發布了另一個文件，即《公開發行證券的
公司信息披露編報規則第14號 — 非標準無保留審計意見及其涉及事項的處理》，
其中第五條規定，註冊會計師不得以解釋性說明代替保留意見，或者以保留意見代
替否定意見。這表明監管部門開始對註冊會計師的審計意見變通行為給予了重點關
注。更關鍵的是，14號文的第7條規定，如上市公司被出具了非標準無保留審計意
見的，證券交易所應當在上市公司定期報告披露後，立即對其股票實行停牌處理，
並要求上市公司限期糾正。第8條規定，因非標準審計意見導致公司股票停牌的，
停牌期間中國證券監督管理委員會將對有關事項進行調查，並依法做出處理。第10

條規定，如保留意見或否定意見涉及事項對上市公司利潤產生影響，註冊會計師估
計了該事項對利潤影響數的，上市公司應當在制定利潤分配方案時扣除上述審計意
見的影響數，待該審計意見涉及事項及其對利潤的影響消除後再行分配；如果註冊
會計師出具了無法表示意見的審計報告，上市公司當年不得進行利潤分配。

6 麻曉艷、熊秀華和劉峰（2002）對補充審計政策的出臺到消亡作出了理論解釋。
他們認為，國內會計師事務所的反對導致的强烈輿論反彈以及相對有效的會計理
論研究成果的出現，借助互聯網這一工具，實質上形成一種輿論壓力，再加上安
然事件的“及時”出現，最終導致了證監會對16號文件進行了修改。
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（二）監管政策引發的雙重壓力對審計意見的影響

在美國審計市場上，審計師在執業時經常容易遭遇法律風險。當審計師事後
被發現提供了低質量的審計報告時，投資者一般會通過法律訴訟要求事務所提供
巨額賠償，因此深刻地影響了審計師的報告決策。有研究表明，在企業破產之前
出具非標審計意見或持續經營審計意見可以部分地保護審計師免受法律訴訟的侵
害（Mutchler, 1984; Carcello and Palmrose, 1994）。亦有研究考察了審計師在不
同法律環境下的審計意見行為。比如，圍繞着1995年美國出臺的私人證券訴訟法
案（The Private Securities Litigation Reform Act）前後不同的法律環境，經驗證據表
明，由於1995年法案降低了審計師面臨的法律風險，從而使得審計師的執業謹慎性
有所放鬆，這表現為法案之後審計師出具持續經營審計意見的概率更低（Geiger and 

Raghunandan, 2001; Geiger et al., 2006; Francis and Krishnan, 2002）以及客戶的盈余
管理程度更高（Lee and Mande, 2003）。另外，Geiger et al.（2005）檢驗了Sarbanes-

Oxley法案是否導致了審計師的報告決策更為謹慎，他們發現，在控制住其它變量的
影響後，那些進入破產階段的財務困境公司在S O X法案之後收到了更多的持續經營
審計意見，說明審計師的報告決策在2001年12月之後變得更為謹慎。

但是，在審計實踐中，提供高質量的審計服務卻可能遭受客戶抵制，甚至
導致客戶流失。事實上，審計師在做出報告決策時，經常需要在法律風險（或
聲譽損失）和客戶丟失成本之間進行權衡（Kida, 1980; DeAngelo, 1981; Dopuch, 

Holthausen, and Leftwich, 1987; Krishnan and Krishnan, 1996）。如果非標審計意見對
客戶的不利經濟後果增強，可以合理預期，當審計師對客戶發表非標審計意見時，
將遭受到客戶更大的抵制，客戶流失的概率將上升，從而導致審計師更可能妥協於
客戶的要求，從而降低了審計報告的謹慎性。

上述分析表明，審計師的報告決策受到了多種力量的影響。一方面，審計師
發表非標審計意見容易得罪客戶，因此面臨着客戶丟失的可能性，從而可能導致經
濟損失；另一方面，當審計師對應該發表非標審計意見的客戶出具乾淨的審計意見
時，又可能招致訴訟風險，或導致聲譽損失。審計師為此需要在兩者之間尋找一個
均衡點，以最小化審計報告的總成本。

2001年中天勤事件之後的監管環境和監管政策，一方面將使得審計師在後中天
勤時代風險意識更強，執業更為謹慎，從而推動審計報告謹慎性的上升。但是，從
另一方面看，由於14號文使得非標審計意見對客戶的不利經濟後果增強，客戶避免
收到非標審計意見的激勵將導致審計師需要承受來自客戶的更大壓力。那麼，面臨
監管政策引發的雙重壓力，審計師的審計意見決策會有怎樣的變化？下面，我們結
合中國審計市場的制度背景，對這一問題進行初步討論。
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轉型經濟背景下的中國審計市場，有着不同於西方發達國家的自身特征。7就
1999至2002年這一段時期而言，有以下幾個特征：（1）審計師的意見決策容易受
政府幹預的影響；（2）中國的審計市場是一個以政府監管機制代替法律機制的市
場。劉峰和許菲（2002）認為，中國的審計師面臨的法律風險幾乎為零，投資者難
以通過司法機制起訴事務所以獲得賠償。8由於司法機制對於中國的審計市場幾乎不
起作用，對我國審計市場的監管主要是通過中國證監會、財政部等政府機構的行政
處罰來實現的。（3）更為重要的是，中國的審計市場在很多情況下缺乏對高質量
審計的內在需求，從而限制了聲譽機制的作用。

當法律訴訟風險較低、審計師聲譽機製作用有限、且審計市場競爭激烈的情況
下，我們推測，2001年的監管政策導致的監管壓力壓倒客戶壓力的可能性較小，這
樣，在2001年監管政策出臺之後，審計師報告決策的謹慎性可能保持不變或下降，
上升的可能性較小。

進一步的，監管政策導致的監管壓力和客戶壓力對不同審計師的影響可能是
不同的，從而潛在地導致了不同類型審計師之間的行為差異。大所抵禦客戶壓力的
能力更強，且出事的中天勤是大所，大所面臨的監管壓力也可能更大，因此，我們
預期，相對於小所而言，監管政策應該更有助於推動大所審計報告決策謹慎性的上
升。另外，基於事務所地緣關係的研究表明，本地所受到的政府幹預更為嚴重，提
供的審計服務質量更低（Chan et al., 2006; Wang et al., 2008；李奇鳳、宋琰紋，
2007），因此，監管政策對本地所和非本地所的影響可能是不同的。

三、樣本選擇和研究方法

由於中天勤事件最早揭露於2001年8月，相關的監管文件（14號文和16號文）
出臺於2001年12月，而2001年的年度報告主要集中於2002年3月和4月披露，因
此，針對2001年年報的審計意見應該受到了相關監管政策的影響。為此，我們以
2001年12月作為2001年監管政策前後的分界點。具體說來，我們將通過監管政策之
前（1999至2000年）和之後（2001至2002年）的對比，以檢驗監管政策對審計師報
告決策謹慎性的影響。

7 關于中國審計市場特征的一般描述可參見D e f o n d e t a l. (2000)、C h a n e t 

al.（2006）、Wang, Wong, and Xia（2008）、劉峰、張立民和雷科羅（2002）、
劉峰和許菲（2002）、李爽和吳溪（2005）等。

8 應該說，隨着相關法制建設的推進，針對審計師的民事訴訟門檻有逐漸降低的趨
勢。實際上2002年1月份之後，投資者可以因虛假陳述起訴C P A，前提是證監會
對相關的虛假陳述進行了行政處罰（2003年之後擴展到其他行政機構(如財政部)

的處罰），并且C P A有舉證的責任。到2006年，開始出現投資者起訴審計師的案
件，如2006年科龍電器的股東起訴德勤以及瀋陽華倫因藍田股份案被判承擔連帶
民事賠償責任等。
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我們首先選取1999至2002年所有的A股上市公司作為初始研究樣本，然後，根
據以下標準對樣本進行篩選：（1）剔除樣本期間發生過審計師變更（包括強制性
變更和自願性變更）的樣本。9由於審計師變更對審計意見有重要影響（例如C h a n 

e t a l., 2006；李東平等，2001；李爽和吳溪，2004；陸正飛、童盼，2003；吳聯
生、譚力，2005），因此，將發生過審計師變更的公司加入研究樣本之中會增加
噪音；（2）剔除了淨資產為負的公司和金融類的公司；（3）為增強監管政策前
後的可比較性，我們要求上市公司在4個年度內均存在。這樣，我們最終得到的上
市公司數為561家，4年共2244個企業-年樣本。上市公司財務數據和審計數據來自
CSMAR數據庫。

我們主要着眼於審計意見角度，從非標審計意見概率和審計意見對盈余管理
的揭示程度兩個方面檢驗監管政策對審計師謹慎性的影響。以前的文獻指出，當審
計師面臨的審計風險加大時，通過增加審計報告的謹慎性，發表更多的非標審計意
見，是抵禦風險的策略之一（Carcello and Palmrose, 1994; Geiger et al., 2001, 2005, 

2006）。如果審計師在監管政策出臺之後其報告決策更為謹慎，則在其他條件不
變的情況下，非標審計意見的概率應該增加。為此，我們建立如下基本模型，使用
logistic回歸以檢驗2001年監管政策對審計意見的影響：

MAOs =  α+ β
1
AFTER2000 + β

2
SIZE + β

3
ROE + β

4
LEVERAGE 

 +β
5
CURRENT_RATIO +β

6
RECEIVABLE +β

7
INVENTORY +β

8
AGE + ε  (1)

模型（1）中，A F T E R 2 0 0 0為測試變量，如果樣本年度是2001年或2002年，
其值為1，否則為0。如果監管政策出臺之後，審計師發表非標意見的概率上升，
則A F T E R 2 0 0 0的係數應該為正，否則為負。根據國內外有關審計意見影響因素
的研究結果，我們選取了7個控制變量，以控制影響審計師出具審計意見的其他
因素：客戶資產規模（S I Z E）、公司業績（R O E）、負債率（L E V E R A G E）、
流動資產比例（CURRENT_RATIO）、應收款項比例（RECEIVABLE）、存貨比
例（INVENTORY）、上市年齡（AGE）。具體的變量說明參見表1。

9 這裏的强制性變更是指由于事務所吊銷執照、年檢不合格等原因導致客戶不得不
更換審計師，而自願性變更是指客戶主動更換審計師或者審計師辭聘。2001年，
中天勤、深圳華鵬被吊銷執照，中天信、華倫、深圳同人、中京富年檢不合格，
退出審計市場。中審因許可證問題未參加2001年年報審計工作（但在2002年獲得
了資格，後再次進入證券審計行業）。以上七家事務所客戶在2001年的審計師變
更，屬於强制性變更。
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但是，從理論上講，非標審計意見概率的變化是審計師報告決策的謹慎性和
客戶特征兩方面聯合作用的結果。在中天勤事件之後，上市公司也可能面臨着更為
嚴格的監管，這樣，上市公司也可能會因為監管壓力而聽從審計師的建議修改財務
報告，從而獲得標準無保留審計意見。為增強研究結論的可靠性，我們有必要借鑒
Francis and Krishnan（2002）對此問題的開創性思路，通過區分這兩種因素對非標審
計意見概率的影響，從而更細緻地對審計師的謹慎性進行考察。10

根據Francis and Krishnan（2002）的思路，非標準審計意見的概率依賴於一系
列的客戶風險特征（向量X）和審計師評估這些特征的權重（向量β）這兩方面的聯
合作用。其中，向量β可以計量審計師報告決策的謹慎程度，用函數形式表示，審
計師發表非標準無保留審計意見的概率就可寫成：

P(MAOs
it
=1)=F(X

it
.β

t
),

這裏，F(·)代表一個邏輯變量（非標審計意見MAOs）的分布函數。根據Francis 

and Krishnan（2002）的方法，監管政策前後（1999-2000 vs. 2001-2002）非標審計
意見的概率變化可以表示成下式（2）：

 △P=P
2001–2002

 – P
1999–2000

=P(X
2001–2002

, β^

2001–2002
) – P(X

1999–2000
,β^

1999–2000
) (2)

進一步的，非標審計意見的概率變化可以分解成兩部分：（1）客戶特征引起
的變化；（2）審計師報告決策引起的變化。由於係數β代表審計師報告決策的謹慎
程度，因此P(X

2001–2002
,β^

1999–2000
)便可以理解為審計師採用監管政策之前（1999至2000

年度）的報告決策對監管政策之後（2001至2002年）的客戶進行審計時，出具非標
審計意見的預期概率。這樣，監管政策前後非標審計意見的概率變化便可以分解成
如下兩部分：

 ΔP=[P(X
2001–2002

 –  β^

2001–2002
) – P(X

2001–2002
, β^

1999–2000
)]

  + [P(X
2001–2002

,β^

1999–2000
) – P(X

1999–2000
, β^

1999–2000
)] (3)

式（3）中括號的第一項表示的是，當客戶特征保持不變時（固定在2001至
2002年的水平），審計師報告決策的改變引起的非標審計意見概率變化；第二項表
示的是當審計報告決策不變時（固定在1999至2000年的水平），客戶特征改變引起
的概率變化。

10 Geiger et al.（2005）使用了Francis and Krishnan（2002）的研究思路。
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為估計係數β，我們首先使用監管政策出臺之前的樣本（1999至2000年）對模
型（1）進行回歸（模型中不包括A F T E R 2 0 0 0這一變量），得到1999至2000年度各
個自變量的回歸係數，這些係數的向量即為β^

1999–2000
。其次，再使用監管政策出臺之

後的樣本（2001至2002年）求出β^

2001–2002
。之後，按照式（3）便可以分別求出監管

政策前後非標審計意見總概率的變化、審計報告決策引起的概率變化和客戶特征引
起的概率變化。

本文研究的第二個視角是基於審計師對盈余管理的反應展開的。由於客戶的盈
余管理行為增加了審計師的監管風險，審計師因而有可能通過發表非標審計意見對
此予以揭示。為此，我們在模型（1）的基礎上，引入盈余管理變量，通過分組檢
驗，以考察監管政策前後審計意見和盈余管理的關係是否發生了改變：

MAOs = α+ β
1
EM + β

2
SIZE + β

3
ROE + β

4
LEVERAGE

 +β
5
CURRENT_RATIO +β

6
RECEIVABLE

 +β
7
INVENTORY +β

8
AGE + ε  (4)

我們預計，盈余管理（EM）的回歸係數β
1
為正，即客戶盈余管理程度越高，收

到非標審計意見的概率越大。進一步的，如果在監管政策出臺之後審計師報告決策
謹慎性上升，則β

1
應該變大，否則相反。

由於不同的盈余管理方式引發的監管風險並不相同，因此不同的盈余管理方式
在審計意見的形成過程中所扮演的角色可能並不相同。當監管政策導致的監管壓力
和客戶壓力都有所上升時，審計師一方面有可能加大對高監管風險的盈余管理揭示
力度，而另一方面則對低風險的盈余管理作出妥協。

我們從三個視角計量了客戶的盈余管理：一是着眼於R O E的邊際分布，設置小
額盈利虛擬變量（SPE_DUM）和配股邊界虛擬變量（RIGHT_DUM）。如果公司
的ROE落在[0%，1%]區間內，則SPE_DUM等於1，否則為0；如果公司的ROE落在
配股資格達標區間，則RIGHT_DUM等於1，否則為0。11已有的研究表明，ROE落
在這兩個特定區間的上市公司，盈余管理動機應該更強（例如Chen, Chen, and Su, 

2001）。

11 配股達標區間的定義是：1999至2000年為當年ROE處于[ 6% , 7% ] 且最近三年
平均ROE大于10%，或者最近三年平均ROE處于[ 10% , 11% ] 且當年ROE大于
6%；2001至2002年為最近三年平均ROE處于[ 6% , 7% ]。
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我們計量盈余管理的第二個視角是着眼於非經常性損益項目。C h e n a n d 

Y u a n（2004）、H a w e t a l.（2005）注意到，上市公司經常通過非經常性損益項
目進行盈余管理以獲得配股資格。為此，我們採用李爽和吳溪（2002）的設計，
使用I R R G L P R F變量以計量非經常性損益項目對公司利潤的影響，計算公式為：
IRRGLPRF =（當期稅前利潤－營業利潤＋其他業務利潤）╱當期稅前利潤。

本文計量盈余管理的第三個視角是基於操控性應計利潤。我們使用業績配比的
Jones模型計算操控性應計利潤，記為DA_PERF。為計算該變量，我們首先算出公司
各年的總應計利潤ACCA

t
，ACCA

t
 =（t年營業利潤－t年經營現金流量）╱A

t-1
，然後

分年度、分行業對如下模型進行回歸：

ACCA
t
 / A

t-1
=α

0
+α

1
(1/A

t-1
)+α

2
(ΔREV

t
/A

t-1
)+α

3
(PPE

t
/A

t-1
)+α

4
ROA

t
+ε

t
,  (5)

其中，A
t-1
為公司t-1年末總資產，ΔREV

t
為t年度主營業務收入的改變量，PPE

t
為

t年末固定資產價值，R O A
t
為t年的總資產收益率，ε

t
為誤差項。通過分年度分行業

回歸，然後以其殘差作為操控性應計利潤的衡量（參見Kothari et al., 2005），得到
DA_PERF。

需要指出的是，我們沒有使用操控性應計利潤的絕對值作為盈余管理的度量，
這是因為，根據Cahan and Zhang（2006）的觀點，在研究盈余質量時，使用操控性
應計利潤的絕對值更為有效（Francis et al., 2005），但在審計研究背景裏，帶符號
的操控性應計利潤更為合適，因為審計師對客戶收益增加的盈余管理和收益減少的
盈余管理的態度是不同的（Kim et al., 2003）。

由於基於非經常性損益項目的盈余管理更易於識別，而基於經營性應計利潤的
盈余管理更難於察覺（Chen and Yuan, 2004），因此，審計師對於這兩種盈余管理
方式的反應應該是不同的。

最後，如前文所述，監管政策對不同審計師的影響可能不同，為檢驗這一問
題，我們分別按照審計師規模和地緣關係對樣本進行分組，以檢驗監管政策對不同
審計師謹慎性的影響。具體說來，我們進行了如下分組檢驗：（1）十大所同非十
大所的比較。這裏的十大所是按事務所各年已審客戶（上市公司）的資產總額為基
礎排序的，如果事務所的排名在前十名之內，則稱為十大所，否則便為非十大所，
十大會計師事務所的數據來自中國證監會首席會計師辦公室編製的各年度《誰審計
中國證券市場》；（2）本地所同非本地所的比較。本地所和非本地所是按客戶的
註冊地和審計師的註冊地為基礎進行劃分的，如果客戶的註冊地和審計師的註冊地
在同一個省（或直轄市）內，稱之為本地所，否則為非本地所。某些事務所是由兩
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個或多個事務所合併而來，參照Wang,Wong, and Xia（2008）的定義，合併之前的
各個事務所的註冊地也被認為是合併之後事務所的註冊地之一，即合併事務所的註
冊地可能有兩個或多個。（3）本地小所和非本地小所的比較。如果事務所為非十
大所且為本地所，則稱之為本地小所，否則為非本地小所。12

表1　變量定義

 審計師和
 審計意見變量

 非標審計意見 虛擬變量，如果審計意見是非標準審計意見（包括無保留意見
 （MAOs） 加說明段、保留意見、拒絕表示意見和否定意見），取值為1，

否則為0；
 十大所 當年度的前十大所（按已審客戶資產總額排名）；
 本地所 會計師事務所的註冊地與客戶的註冊地在同一個省（或直轄

市）；
 本地小所 本地所且非十大所；

 盈余管理變量

 一、ROE邊際分布 

 SPE_DUM 如果上市公司ROE處於[0,1%]區間，取值為1，否則為0；
 RIGHT_DUM 如果上市公司的ROE處於配股達標區間，取值為1，否則為0；
 二、非經常性項目
 IRRGLPRF （當期稅前利潤－營業利潤＋其他業務利潤）╱當期稅前利

潤；
 三、操控性應計利潤
 DA_PERF 根據業績配比的Jones模型計算的操控性應計利潤；

 客戶特征變量

 SIZE 客戶年末總資產的自然對數；
 ROE 淨利潤除於年末淨資產；
 LEVERAGE 年末總負債和淨資產的比例；
 CURRENT RATIO 年末流動資產和總資產的比例；
 INVENTORY 年末存貨和總資產的比例；
 RECEIVABLE 年末應收款項淨額和總資產的比例；
 AGE 公司上市年齡；

12 根據事務所的規模和地緣關係，我們進一步可以將樣本劃分為四類，即：本地-

十大所客戶、本地-非大所客戶、非本地-非十大所客戶和非本地-十大所客戶，這
四類樣本的分布特征參見表2。由于這種四分法導致部分類別樣本太少，不便于
進行統計檢驗，為此，借鑒Wang,Wong, and Xia (2008)的分類標準，我們僅區分
了本地小所和非本地小所。
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四、實證結果分析

（一）描述性統計

表2是對1999至2002年561家樣本的審計意見和審計師分布情況的描述性統計。
從A欄可以看到，相比於1999至2000年，2001至2002年的非標審計意見比例下降了
4.4個百分點，下降幅度達到35%。這意味着審計師報告決策的謹慎性在監管政策出
臺之後可能是下降而不是上升了。

表2的B欄報告了樣本的審計師分布特征。十大所的份額平均在24%左右，而上
市公司選擇本地事務所的比例平均在80%左右。進一步的，本地小所的市場份額平
均在64%左右，和Wang et al.（2008）的結果相當，表明地緣關係的確是中國審計市
場的一個重要特征。

表3是對主要變量的描述性統計和檢驗結果。從監管政策前後審計意見比例的
變化看，除非本地所外，其余各類事務所的非標審計意見比例在2001至2002年均顯
著下降。特別的，十大所非標審計意見比例由14.2%下降到8.2%，下降了6個百分
點（在5%水平上顯著），意味着十大所的審計意見謹慎性也可能下降了。

從具體的審計意見類型看，非標審計意見的下降主要表現為帶說明段的無保留
審計意見的下降。由於14號文將此類意見同樣視為非標準無保留審計意見，因此帶
說明段的無保留審計意見同樣會給客戶帶來不利的經濟後果，這樣，在客戶的壓力
下，對於審計風險較小的事項，審計師便可能索性選擇發表標準無保留審計意見，
以隱藏監管線索。

從盈余管理變量的描述性統計結果看，小額盈利比例在2001至2002年達到
8%，上升了3.2個百分點（在1%水平上顯著），但是，十大所和非本地所客戶的小
額盈利比例儘管有所上升，但上升幅度並不顯著。從配股邊界比例看，相比於1999

至2000年，2001至2002年該比例有所下降，其中的原因之一可能在於配股政策本身
的變化。13從非經常性項目損益情況看，IRRGLPRF在2001至2002年均有所下降，這
意味着隨着監管環境的變化，上市公司可能更少地使用了線下項目進行盈余管理。

13 1999和2000年，配股政策對ROE的要求是最近三年ROE每年不低于6%，且三年平
均不低于10%。2001年和2002年是最近3年ROE平均不低于6%。
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從操控性應計利潤情況看，DA_PERF也有所下降，表明上市公司的盈余管理程度可
能下降了。14

從客戶的主要特征變化看，容易發現，相比於1999至2000年，上市公司2001至
2002年的淨資產收益率（R O E）出現了顯著下降，而負債率則顯著上升，意味着上
市公司的財務狀況出現了顯著的惡化。但是，從按審計師特征分類情況看，十大所
客戶的ROE和LEVERAGE均無顯著變化，表明大所的客戶質量可能更高。

表2　審計意見和審計師特征的描述性統計

A欄: 審計意見分布

 審計意見期間

審計意見類別 1999 2000 2001 2002

樣本數 561 561 561 561

非標準審計意見 82（14.6%） 59（10.5%） 41（7.3%） 51（9.1%）
其中：
　無保留加說明段 61（10.9%） 45（8.0%） 29（5.2%） 39（7.0%）
　保留 20（3.6%） 13（2.3%） 12（2.1%） 9（1.6%）
　拒絕╱否定 1（0.2%） 1（0.2%） 0（0.0%） 3（0.5%）

B欄：審計師特征

十大所 123（21.9%） 131（23.3%） 137（24.4%） 143（25.5%）
本地所 455（81.1%） 445（79.3%） 454（80.9%） 453（80.7%）
本地所－十大所 96（17.1%） 95（16.9%） 97（17.3%） 97（17.3%）
非本地所－十大所 27（4.8%） 36（6.4%） 40（7.1%） 46（8.2%）
本地所－非十大所 359（64.0%） 350（62.4%） 357（63.6%） 356（63.5%）
非本地所－非十大所 79（14.1%） 80（14.3%） 67（11.9%） 62（11.1%）

14 需要提醒的是，對這一論點需要保持警惕。由于操控性應計利潤主要來自模型
估計的殘差，按道理，殘差的均值應該為0（注意，我們在估計操控性應計利潤
時，是以全體A股樣本為基礎估計的，不僅僅是本文的561個公司樣本）。此外，
業績配比的J o n e s模型是假定樣本總體不存在系統的盈余管理為基礎的，如果某
年度總體發生系統的正向（或負向）盈余管理，則并不能通過操控性應計利潤的
大小直接比較各年的盈余管理程度。如果有條件的話，可以采取控制樣本，使用
Difference-in-difference的方式比較測試樣本的盈余管理程度在年度間的變化，但
這一方法在本研究中不適用。
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（二）非標審計意見的多元分析

表4報告了對審計意見的logistic回歸結果。從測試變量AFTER2000的情況看，其
回歸係數為-0.814，在1%水平上顯著，說明非標審計意見的概率在2001至2002年的
確有顯著下降，意味着審計師在審計意見決策的謹慎性方面是降低而不是上升了，
這和我們前面的分析是一致的。

從不同事務所客戶的分組檢驗結果看，儘管AFTER2000的係數均為負，但十大
所和非本地所兩組樣本的AFTER2000係數並不顯著，說明非標審計意見概率在監管
政策前後沒有明顯改變。這意味着監管政策對不同事務所的影響是不同的，十大所
和非本地所的審計意見謹慎性下降幅度要低於非十大所和本地所。

從控制變量回歸結果看，會計業績（R O E）、流動比例（C U R R E N T _

R A T I O）同非標審計意見的關係為負，而負債率（L E V E R A G E）、應收賬款比
例（INVENTORY）和公司上市年齡（AGE）同非標審計意見關係為正，這和前人的
研究基本一致。

（三）非標審計意見概率的分解

正如前文所言，審計意見是由審計師報告決策的謹慎性和客戶特征兩方面聯合
作用的結果。為此，參照Francis and Krishnan（2002）的設計，我們對非標審計意見
概率的變化進行了分解，結果報告於表5之中。

從表5的A欄容易發現，就全體樣本而言，相比於1999至2000年，非標審計意見
概率在2001至2002年下降了4.37個百分點，其中，由客戶特征變化導致的非標審計
意見概率是上升了2.15個百分點，15而審計師報告決策的變化導致了非標審計意見概
率下降了6.52個百分點，這說明我們從表4觀測到的結果的確是由審計報告決策的謹
慎性下降所致，而不是由客戶特征變化所導致的。16

15 從表3的描述性統計結果看，相比于1999至2000年，2001至2002年上市公司的業
績和負債率均有所惡化，這應該會推動非標審計意見概率的上升。

16 這裏客戶特征沒有包括盈余管理變量，在敏感性檢驗階段，我們也將各個盈余管
理變量納入客戶特征，并重新對非標審計意見的概率進行分解，研究結論沒有實
質性改變。
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從對審計師進行分組的檢驗結果看，各組均存在着因審計師報告決策謹慎性下
降而導致非標審計意見下降的現象，只是下降幅度在各組之間存在差別。比如，十
大所因報告決策謹慎性下降導致非標審計意見概率下降了3.53個百分點，而非十大
所則下降了7.56，是十大所的兩倍有余。類似地，容易發現，本地所、本地小所審
計意見決策謹慎性的下降幅度都要快於非本地所和非本地小所，這和前文的分析基
本一致。

表5 非標審計意見概率的分解：各類審計師的比較

 非標審計意見 客戶特征導致的非標 審計報告決策導致的非標
 總概率的變化 審計意見概率的變化 審計意見概率的變化

時間段 (%) t-stat. (%) t-stat.  (%) t-stat. 

A欄：全樣本
2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -4.37  -7.69 *** 2.15  3.14 *** -6.52  -26.58 ***

B欄：十大所客戶
2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -5.96  -5.03 *** -2.43  -1.70 * -3.53  -6.18 ***

C欄：非十大所客戶
2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -3.90  -5.74 *** 3.66  4.50 *** -7.56  -26.10 ***

D欄：本地所客戶
2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -5.28  -8.40 *** 2.04  2.76 *** -7.33  -31.63 ***

E欄：非本地所客戶
2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -0.61  -0.39  4.03  2.15 ** -4.64  -3.55 ***

F欄：本地小所客戶
2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -4.56  -6.28 *** 3.19  3.83 *** -7.74  -30.01 ***

G欄：非本地小所客戶
2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -4.03  -4.10 *** -0.08  -0.06  -3.95  -7.07 ***

注： ***、**、*顯著性水平分別為1%、5%和10%，雙尾檢驗。

表6 非標審計意見和盈余管理變量的相關係數表

變量 MAOs SPE_DUM RIGHT_DUM IRRGLPRF DA_PERF

MAOs   0.137 *** -0.010   0.170 *** 0.025

SPE_DUM 0.116 ***   -0.080 *** 0.160 *** 0.020

RIGHT_DUM -0.037 * -0.073 ***   -0.010  0.023

IRRGLPRF 0.217 *** 0.333 *** -0.050 **   0.063 ***

DA_PERF 0.023  -0.002  0.025  0.005

注： 表中下三角為Pearson相關係數，上三角為Spearman相關係數；***、**、*分別表示顯著性
水平0.01、0.05、0.10。
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（四）審計意見和盈余管理

表6是審計意見和各個盈余管理變量的相關係數分析。容易發現，非標審計意
見同SPE_DUM以及IRRGLPRF保持較高程度的相關性，但同其他盈余管理變量相關
係數不高，甚至顯著為負，這部分地說明不同的盈余管理在審計意見形成過程中所
扮演的角色是不一樣的。

表7報告了盈余管理對審計意見的影響。從R O E邊際分布情況看，小額盈
利（S P E _ D U M）的回歸係數顯著為正，說明審計師對於此類公司的盈余管理動
機有所揭示，這和C h e n, C h e n, a n d S u（2001）等研究結論一致。但是，配股邊
界變量（R I G H T _ D U M）並不顯著，這和夏立軍和楊海斌（2002）、陳曉和陳武
朝（2005）、陳關亭（2005）等人的結論一致，表明審計師對於不同的盈余管理動
機所作出的反應並不相同。從監管政策前後對比看，R O E邊際分布同盈余管理之關
係並沒有發生顯著變化。

從非經常性損益變量看，IRRPRGLF的回歸係數在1999至2000年為0.048，但在
2001至2002年上升到0.135，在10%水平上顯著，意味着審計師對於此類盈余管理方
式加大了揭示力度。

從操控性應計利潤同審計意見的關係看，則是另外一個故事。在1999至2000年
期間，DA_PERF的係數為正，但不顯著，而在2001至2002年期間，DA_PERF的係
數開始顯著為負。這說明，在監管政策出臺之後，通過線上項目進行盈余管理的公
司，反而更容易收到標準無保留審計意見。這一反常現象的原因可能在於：（1）
客戶通過線上項目進行的盈余管理隱蔽程度更高，審計師和監管部門更難於察覺，
因此監管風險較低，審計師更可能容許此類盈余管理；（2）盈余管理後面有其強
烈的經濟動機，隨着14號文的出臺，以及上市公司會計業績的下滑（見描述性統
計），盈余管理程度高的公司可能給予審計師以強大壓力，避免收到非標審計意
見，而審計師也可能乾脆選擇發表標準無保留審計意見，以隱藏監管線索，畢竟，
相比於基於非經常性損益項目的盈余管理，此類盈余管理審計風險較低。

表8報告了按審計師的規模和地緣關係分組的回歸結果。為減少冗余，我們只
報告了測試變量的回歸結果，未報告控制變量的回歸結果。從中可以看到，審計意
見同盈余管理的關係在監管政策前後的變化在不同的審計師之間是存在差異的。比
如，就S P E _ D U M的回歸結果看，在2000至2001年，十大所和非本地所有所上升，
而非十大所和本地所則輕微下降；從非經常性損益變量看，十大所審計意見對此類
盈余管理的揭示程度有上升的趨勢，而非十大所則看不到這一變化。但是，非本地
所對此類盈余管理的揭示程度則呈下降趨勢，這同我們預期不太一致。從操控性應
計利潤回歸結果看，容易發現，非十大所、本地所以及本地小所樣本組中，在監管
政策出臺之後，DA_PERF同非標審計意見的關係均顯著為負，意味着對於此類盈余
管理，非十大所和本地所的揭示程度有明顯下降，而十大所和非本地所的揭示程度
儘管也有所下降，但下降幅度要慢一些。這同前文關於審計師規模和地緣關係影響
審計師行為的分析是一致的。
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從上面的分析可知，審計師對於不同盈余管理的反應是存在差別的，具體說
來，對於通過非經常性損益項目進行的盈余管理，審計師更可能通過非標審計意見
加以揭示，而對於操控性應計利潤，審計師則更不可能通過非標審計意見加以反
映。儘管2001年出臺的監管政策使得審計師增加了對非經常損益項目的揭示程度，
但同時卻可能使得審計師對於操控性應計利潤采取了更包容的策略。這可能是在監
管政策導致的監管壓力和客戶壓力均有所上升的情況下審計師進行理性權衡的結
果。

表7 監管政策前後非標審計意見對盈余管理的Logistic回歸結果：全樣本

 EM = SPE_DUM EM = RIGHT_DUM EM = IRRPRGLF EM = DA_PERF

變量 99-00  01-02  99-00  01-02  99-00  01-02  99-00  01-02

EM 1.131 *** 1.106 *** -0.220  -0.157  0.048  0.135 * 1.430  -3.837 **

 (3.20) (3.35) (-0.67) (-0.32) (0.70) (1.70) (1.02) (-2.50)

SIZE -0.276 * -0.038  -0.249 * -0.033  -0.402 ** -0.297  -0.234 * -0.008

 (-1.95) (-0.22) (-1.78) (-0.19) (-2.55) (-1.17) (-1.62) (-0.05)

ROE -1.211  -2.242 *** -1.135  -2.113 *** -10.68 ** -11.81 ** -1.309  -2.274 ***

 (-1.18) (-3.62) (-1.25) (-3.51) (-3.94) (-2.30) (-1.20) (-3.84)

LEVERAGE 0.540 *** 0.297 *** 0.503 *** 0.261 ** 0.716 *** 0.487 *** 0.514 *** 0.231 **

 (3.85) (2.70) (3.60) (2.42) (4.44) (3.76) (3.58) (2.19)

CURRENT_RATIO -1.945 * -0.138  -2.146 ** -0.281  -1.755 * 0.466  -2.524 ** -0.594

 (-1.95) (-0.12) (-2.11) (-0.25) (-1.73) (0.35) (-2.28) (-0.52)

RECEIVABLE 4.319 *** 2.857 *** 4.507 *** 3.083 *** 3.746 *** 3.254 *** 4.628 *** 3.460 ***

 (6.40) (3.64) (6.67) (3.81) (5.20) (3.06) (4.34) (4.09)

INVENTORY 0.651  1.200  1.216  1.351  0.058  -0.631  1.579  1.941

 (0.41) (0.86) (0.75) (0.97) (0.04) (-0.40) (0.92) (1.40)

AGE 0.093 * 0.024  0.100 ** 0.033  0.077  -0.074  0.120 ** 0.025

 (1.95) (0.38) (2.15) (0.53) (1.47) (-0.85) (2.46) (0.40)

Intercept 2.312  -3.361  1.849  -3.315  5.721 * 2.474  1.482  -3.815

 (0.80) (-0.93) (0.65) (-0.92) (1.78) (0.46) (0.50) (-1.09)

N 1122  1122  1122  1122  1063  970  1062  1120

Wald Chi-Square 114.0 *** 83.9 *** 107.4 *** 77.9 *** 94.2 *** 61.7 *** 106.9 *** 83.4 ***

Pseudo-R2 0.202  0.215  0.191  0.200  0.186  0.192  0.198  0.210

注： 表中數據為logistic回歸係數，括號中為Z值，所有的Z值已經過clustered standard errors和
White（1980）異方差穩健性修正，*** 、**和*分別表示顯著性水平為1%、5%和10%。



監管政策、審計意見和審計師謹慎性 81

表8  監管政策前後非標審計意見對盈余管理的L o g i s t i c回歸結果：不同審計師的比
較

變量 樣本期間 十大所 非十大所 本地所 非本地所 本地小所 非本地小所

SPE_DUM 99-00 0.851  1.103 *** 1.065 *** 2.271 *** 1.111 ** 1.378 **

  (1.18) (2.64) (2.73) (2.64) (2.42) (2.51)

  N=254  N=868  N=900  N=222  N=709  N=413

 01-02 1.680 *** 0.971 ** 0.916 ** 2.523 *** 0.856 * 1.703 ***

  (2.85) (2.49) (2.36) (2.80) (1.91) (3.50)

  N=280  N=842  N=907  N=215  N=713  N=409

RIGHT_DUM 99-00 -0.245  -0.217  -0.217  -0.249  -0.116  -0.579

  (-0.39) (-0.56) (-0.64) (-0.20) (-0.30) (-0.92)

  N=254  N=868  N=900  N=222  N=709  N=413

 01-02 0.091  0.278  -1.521  1.485 ** -1.155  0.553

  (0.35) (0.56) (-1.47) (2.21) (-1.09) (0.91)

  N=280  N=842  N=907  N=215  N=713  N=409

IRRGLPRF  99-00 -0.091  0.104  -0.006  0.372 ** -0.021  0.071

  (-0.75) (1.09) (-0.07) (2.35) (-0.21) (0.75)

  N=242  N=821  N=852  N=211  N=671  N=392

 01-02 0.242 ** 0.123  0.194 ** -0.016  0.181  0.100

  (2.04) (1.09) (2.37) (-0.06) (1.45) (0.92)

  N=257  N=713  N=784  N=186  N=606  N=364

DA_PERF 99-00 0.729  1.673  1.856  -0.652  1.874  0.693

  (0.30) (0.95) (1.22) (-0.19) (0.98) (0.32)

  N=247  N=815  N=852  N=210  N=667  N=395

 01-02 -4.001 * -3.921 ** -3.966 ** -3.633  -4.342 ** -3.331

  (-1.64) (-2.13) (-2.36) (-1.15) (-2.20) (-1.56)

  N=280  N=840  N=905  N=215  N=711  N=409

注： 表中數據為l o g i s t i c回歸的係數，回歸模型同表7，括號中為Z值，所有的Z值已經過
clustered standard errors和White（1980）異方差穩健性修正，*** 、**和*分別表示顯著性
水平為1%、5%和10%。控制變量結果未報告。
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五、額外的測試

（一）監管政策前後審計意見信息含量的比較17

如果證監會14號文的確加大了非標審計意見對客戶的不利經濟後果，且投資者
能夠事先預期到這一點，則非標審計意見的信息含量在14號文發布之後應該上升。18

為此，我們計算了審計意見發布日（即年度報告披露日）前後共3天（-1到1）的股
票非正常收益率。參照Chen, Su, and Zhao（2000）的設計，我們采取了兩種辦法計
算股票的非正常收益率：一種是基於C A M P模型計算C A R，貝塔係數的估計窗口取
自截止審計意見發布日30天前的120個交易日；另一種是基於市場均值調整的股票
非正常收益率，記為CMR。

我們首先對收到非標審計意見和標準審計意見的兩組公司的CAR和CMR進行了
單變量分析，結果報告於表9的A欄。可以看到，在1999至2000年期間，兩類公司在
年度報告發布日前後3天的C A R和C M R並沒有顯著差異，但在2001至2002年期間，
收到非標審計意見的公司其股票非正常收益率要顯著低於收到標準無保留審計意見
公司，這表明非標審計意見在14號文出臺後其信息含量可能增加了。

我們進一步對審計意見的信息含量進行了多元回歸分析，結果報告於表9的B

欄。為控制其他因素對非標審計意見信息含量的影響，我們在模型中引入了公司
會計盈余的變化（△EPS或△ROE）和以前年度審計意見情況（REPEAT）。其中，
△E P S等於每股收益的改變值除於盈余宣告前一天的股票收盤價；△R O E等於本年
度ROE減去上年度ROE；REPEAT為虛擬變量，如果公司在本年度和上年度均收到非
標審計意見，則REPEAT等於1，否則為0。

17 我們感謝一位匿名審稿人對審計意見的信息含量進行補充檢驗的建議。
18 需要指出的是，審計師的執業謹慎性也會影響審計意見的信息含量。假定非標審
計對客戶的經濟後果不變，在投資者能够察覺到審計師謹慎性變化的條件下，當
審計師因監管風險的上升導致謹慎性增强時，市場對于非標審計意見的負面反應
應當變弱，反之，當審計師因客戶壓力增加導致獨立性下降時，市場對于非標審
計意見的負面反應應該更强。因此，如果將審計師謹慎性變化的這一因素考慮進
來，我們在事前就難于對監管政策前後審計意見信息含量的變化方向進行準確預
測。但是，考慮到投資者應該更容易理解14號文對客戶不利經濟後果的影響，而
可能難于理解和預測審計師謹慎性的變化方向，因此，在14號文出臺後，我們還
是預期審計意見的信息含量應該增强。
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從B欄結果看，非標審計意見（MAOs）的回歸係數在所有回歸中均不顯著，這
和Chen, Su, and Zhao（2000）的結論並不一致，但同陳梅花（2002）的結論是一致
的。19但是，從監管政策前後對比看，M A O s的係數有一定程度的下降，儘管並不顯
著，結合前面的單變量分析，我們認為，有微弱的證據表明非標審計意見的信息含
量在2001至2002年有所增加。

表9 監管政策前後非標意見的信息含量比較

A欄：單變量分析

 CAR CMR

組別 1999-2000  2001-2002  1999-2000  2001-2002

MAOs = 0 0.0009  -0.0021  -0.0004  -0.0024

MAOs = 1 -0.0006  -0.0144  -0.0001  -0.0119

差異 0.0015  0.0122 *** -0.0003  0.0095 **

(t-stat.) (0.35) (3.15) (-0.06) (2.43)

19 Chen, Su, and Zhao (2000)發現，1997和1998年市場對非標審計意見有顯著的負向
反應。那麽，為什麽這一現象在本研究中不復存在呢？我們認為，其中的原因可
能有兩個：（1）自1998年開始，證券監管部門要求預計連續3年虧損或當年有重
大虧損的公司要及時發布預虧公告；2000年，上交所要求預計可能發生虧損的上
市公司需發布預告，類似的業績預告制度在此後不斷擴展，這可能削弱了審計意
見的信息含量；（2）自1998年以來，機構投資者在我國開始產生和發展，由于
機構投資者的信息獲取能力和理解能力更强，因此可能在年報披露之前便能對上
市公司的財務狀况和審計意見有所察覺，從而也削弱了審計意見的信息含量。
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B欄：多變量分析

 因變量 = CAR  因變量 = CMR

變量 1999-2000 2000-2001 1999-2000 2000-2001

MAOs 0.003  0.006  -0.003  -0.006  0.007  0.008  -0.001  -0.003

 (0.45) (0.97) (-0.35) (-0.83) (0.94) (1.22) (-0.10) (-0.51)

△EPS 0.372 ***   0.324 **   0.304 ***   0.311 **

 (3.26)   (2.24)   (2.69)   (2.12)

△EPS × MAOs -0.208    0.061    -0.132    0.034

 (-0.81)   (0.24)   (-0.54)   (0.15)

△ROE   0.025    0.034 **   0.022 *   0.032 **

   (1.22)   (2.03)   (1.68)   (2.01)

ROE × MAOs   0.014    0.002    0.009    0.001

   (0.70)   (0.17)   (0.34)   (0.05)

REPEAT -0.010  -0.007  0.001  0.007  -0.014  -0.012  0.001  0.006

 (-1.07) (-0.82) (0.15) (0.71) (-1.45) (-1.35) (0.08) (0.58)

Intercept 0.001  -0.0011  -0.002  -0.003 ** 0.001  0.001  -0.002 * -0.004 **

 (0.82) (-0.44) (-1.54) (-2.31) (0.58) (0.45) (-1.85) (-2.37)

N 878  1063  1007  1120  878  1063  1007  1120

F_stat. 3.00 ** 2.06 * 3.33 ** 4.18 *** 2.38 * 1.49  2.35 * 3.11 **

Adjusted R2 0.014  0.011  0.035  0.042  0.011  0.007  0.025  0.031

注： A欄數據為股票非正常收益率的樣本均值，B欄數據為O L S回歸係數；括號中為T值，所
有的T值已經過clustered standard errors和White（1980）異方差穩健性修正，*** 、**和*

分別表示顯著性水平為1%、5%和10%。

（二）證監會對不同類型審計師的客戶的處罰情況

從1994年開始，截至2005年，一共有600多家公司先後因會計信息質量問題遭
到了證監會處罰。如果事務所規模和地緣關係果真影響了審計服務的質量，從而影
響了會計信息質量的話，則其審計的客戶應該更容易被證監會監管。為檢驗這一問
題，我們從C S M A R數據庫中收集了上市公司因會計信息違規而被證監會處罰的樣
本，然後劃分其審計師類型進行了檢驗，結果報告於表10之中。從A欄可以發現，
非十大所客戶、本地所客戶的確更容易遭受證監會處罰，這為審計師規模和地緣關
係影響審計服務質量提供了輔助證據。

我們進一步檢驗了監管政策前後審計師被處罰頻率的差異。如果在監管政策出
臺之後，審計師的謹慎性有所降低，則其客戶因會計信息質量問題被證監會處罰的
頻率相對於監管政策出臺之前應該更高。從表10的B欄可以看到，各類事務所的客
戶被證監會處罰的頻率均有所提高，但是，非十大所、本地所和本地小所客戶被處
罰的頻率有顯著的上升，而十大所、非本地所和非本地小所客戶被處罰的頻率變化
並不顯著，這意味着監管政策對不同類型審計師的謹慎性的確有不同的影響。
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（三）敏感性檢驗

為增強上述結論的可信度，我們還進行了一系列的敏感性測試：（1）採用
2000 vs. 2001、2000 vs. 2001-2002作為監管政策前後的研究窗口。由於2000年發生
的事務所合併可能影響了審計市場結構和審計師行為，因此，我們剔除了1999年樣
本，對前文的主要結論重新進行檢驗；（2）以客戶數量為基礎定義十大審計師、
業績指標使用R O A、在審計意見模型中加入上年度審計意見等控制變量、非經常
性損益項目使用經行業中位數調整的線下項目同股東權益的比值（Chen and Yuan, 

2004）、使用修正的J o n e s模型計算操控性應計利潤；（3）在分析審計師地緣關係
的影響時，剔除審計師註冊地在樣本期間發生變更的樣本；（4）在前文對非標審
計意見的概率進行分解時，客戶特征沒有包括盈余管理變量，因此，我們將各個盈
余管理變量納入客戶特征，並重新對非標審計意見的概率進行分解。經過上述測
試，我們發現前文的結論基本沒有改變。

表10 1999-2002年上市公司因會計信息質量問題被證監會處罰的情況

A欄：各年處罰樣本的頻率分布

年度 1999  2000  2001  2002  1999-2002

十大所客戶 2(1.6%) 3(2.3%) 8(5.8%) 2(1.4%) 15(2.8%)

非十大所客戶 12(2.7%) 29(6.7%) 36(8.5%) 24(5.7%) 101(5.9%)

差異 (-1.1%) (-4.5% *) (-2.7%) (-4.3% **) (-3.1% ***)

本地所客戶 14(3.1%) 28(6.3%) 41(9.0%) 23(5.1%) 106(5.9%)

非本地所客戶 0(0.0%) 4(3.4%) 3(2.8%) 3(2.8%) 10(2.3%)

差異 (3.1% *) (2.9%) (6.2% **) (2.3%) (3.6% ***)

本地小所客戶 12(3.3%) 26(7.4%) 35(9.8%) 23(6.5%) 96(6.8%)

非本地小所客戶 2(1.0%) 6(2.8%) 9(4.4%) 3(1.5%) 20(2.3%)

差異 (2.3% *) (4.6% **) (5.4% **) (5.0% ***) (4.5% ***)

全樣本 14(2.5%) 32(5.7%) 44(7.8%) 26(4.6%) 116(5.2%)

B欄：監管政策前後處罰樣本的頻率對比

年度 1999-2000 2001-2002 差異

十大所客戶 5(2.0%) 10(3.6%) (-1.6%)

非十大所客戶 41(4.7%) 60(7.1%) (-2.4%)**

本地所客戶 42(4.7%) 64(7.1%) (-2.4%)**

非本地所客戶 4(1.8%) 6(2.8%) (-1.0%)

本地小所客戶 38(5.4%) 58(8.1%) (-2.8%)**

非本地小所客戶 8(1.9%) 12(2.9%) (-1.0%)

全樣本 46(4.1%) 70(6.2%) (-2.1%)**

注： (1)表中數據是按照違規事件發生時間為基礎統計的，不是證監會實施處罰的時間；(2)表
中數據為當期發生違規公司的家數，括號中為發生違規公司的家數同該類審計師總客戶
數量的比例；(3)***、**、*顯著性水平分別為1%、5%和10%，Chi-square雙尾檢驗。
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六、研究結論和局限

本文分析了2001年中天勤事件之後相關監管政策對審計師報告決策謹慎性的
影響。在中天勤事件之後，針對審計師的監管環境明顯趨嚴，審計風險有所上升，
因此我們預期這可能導致審計師的報告決策在2001年之後更為謹慎。但是，相應的
監管政策同時也增加了非標審計意見對客戶的不利經濟後果，為避免收到非標審計
意見，客戶可能給予審計師更大的壓力，由此潛在地削弱了審計師報告決策的謹慎
性。我們的研究表明，在2001年相關監管政策出臺之後，審計師的非標審計意見概
率有明顯下降，同時，審計師對於不同方式的盈余管理采取了差別報告策略。總體
看來，審計師的報告決策謹慎性是下降而不是上升了。另外，研究還表明，隨着監
管政策的出臺，在審計意見決策的謹慎性方面，小所的下滑幅度要快於大所，本地
所要快於非本地所。

本文的政策含義是，對我國上市公司的公共治理和公司治理尚處於發展階段的
現實而言，政府監管部門在制定監管政策時，應該要仔細考慮因監管政策而引發的
新問題，並盡可將其納入到事前的監管政策制訂中去。

本研究的一個重要局限是，在中國轉型經濟體制下，由於制度多變，其他制度
變遷的存在（比如，2001年《企業會計制度》的實施），可能對本文的研究製造了
噪音。儘管我們采取了不同的研究窗口以及從多個角度檢驗了審計師的報告決策，
但依然沒有很好的辦法去剔除其他制度變遷對上市公司財務報告和審計師行為的影
響，這在一定程度上將不可避免地降低本文結論的穩健性。
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I. Introduction

With respect to decisions on audit opinion modifi cation, a fundamental issue is the trade-

off between expected costs and expected benefi ts. On the one hand, the audit fi rm faces 

the risk of losing the client if it issues a modifi ed audit opinion (MAO); on the other 

hand, failing to qualify the opinion exposes the auditor to lawsuits and reputation loss 

(DeAngelo, 1981; Krishnan and Krishnan, 1996). Obviously, if the risk of losing the 

client is higher, the auditor may compromise under customer pressure, and thus reduce 

the number of MAOs, ceteris paribus. But an increase in litigation exposure should 

induce auditors to report more conservatively, thus increasing the probability of issuing 

MAOs.

Prior empirical work on the impact of client pressure and litigation exposure 

on MAOs focuses mainly on two areas. The fi rst is the association between client 

characteristics and MAOs. Clients have different abilities to infl uence the decision of 

the auditor; at the same time the clientele litigation risks also differ among auditors. 

Therefore, client characteristics can affect an auditor’s decision on MAOs.3 The second 

is the effect of legal liability regimes on auditor reporting behaviour. Prior studies 

suggest that auditor reports become more conservative (aggressive) when the audit 

litigation environment is more stringent (loose) (Geiger and Raghunandan, 2001; Geiger 

et al., 2005, 2006; Francis and Krishnan, 2002). Our research can be classifi ed in the 

second category. The purpose of this study is to examine whether auditor conservatism 

increased after the audit regulatory environment changed in response to the collapse of 

Zhongtianqin in 2001.

After the case of Zhongtianqin, the China Securities Regulatory Commission 

(CSRC) promulgated a number of regulatory policies that tended to make the Chinese 

audit market stricter (Li and Wu, 2005). But unlike the research settings in prior literature, 

the relevant regulatory policies in 2001 affected the incentives for auditors in two 

respects. On the one hand, changes in the regulatory environment made auditors pay more 

attention to the regulatory risks resulting from failure to report a discovered breach by 

the client; therefore, the stricter regulatory policies should have helped to promote auditor 

conservatism. On the other hand, as a result of the impact of Document No. 14 issued 

3. This kind of study can be further divided into two categories. First, some studies test the impact of 
client importance on audit opinion and discretionary accruals, such as Chung and Kallapur (2003), 
Hunt and Lulseged (2007), Liu et al. (2006), Fang (2007), and Lu (2007), but the empirical evidence 
is mixed. Second, some scholars measure client litigation risk with fi rm performance, leverage, 
receivables, and other fi nancial or market variables, and then test the impact of client litigation risk 
on audit opinion and discretionary accruals, such as Dopuch, Holthausen, and Leftwich (1987), Lys 
and Watts (1994), Stice (1991), and Fang et al. (2004). Additionally, prior literature focuses on 
some specifi c samples, and then examines the relation between litigation risks and auditor reporting 
behaviour (e.g. Cahan and Zhang, 2006). 
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by the CSRC at the end of 2001, clients had to bear the more severe consequences of 

MAOs; as a result, clientele motivations for avoiding MAOs should have been stronger, 

and auditors should have had to cope with greater pressure from clients. Thus, auditor 

conservatism may have declined after 2001.

How was auditor conservatism affected by the two opposing forces induced by the 

relevant regulatory policies in China? By focusing on the changes in MAOs both before 

and after the collapse of Zhongtianqin, we hope to provide evidence that enhances our 

understanding of the audit report formation process under the dual pressure created by 

the client and the regulations. We expect auditors to adopt more conservative reporting 

strategies if they face stronger pressure from regulators than from clients. In contrast, if 

auditors face stronger pressure from clients than from regulators, auditor conservatism 

will decline. Using data for the period between 1999 and 2002, we investigate the 

change in the probability of MAOs being issued both before and after 2001. Our fi ndings 

indicate that auditors were less likely to issue MAOs after 2001. We also fi nd that the 

decrease in MAOs resulted mainly from changes in auditor reporting strategies, rather 

than changes in client characteristics. Our evidence suggests that the pressure on auditors 

from clients prevailed over the pressure from regulators, both of which were created by 

the regulatory policies of 2001.

Furthermore, we examine the relation between earnings management and MAOs. 

Prior studies suggest that earnings management increases a fi rm’s likelihood of receiving 

an MAO (Francis and Krishnan, 1999; Bartov et al., 2001; Bradshaw et al., 2001). 

Empirical evidence from China also indicates that auditors respond to fi rm earnings 

management behaviour (e.g. Chen, Chen, and Su, 2001; Zhang and Liu, 2002). We 

expect that if auditor conservatism increases, all other things being equal, the association 

between earnings management and MAOs should be stronger.

Moreover, because a company can manage earnings in a variety of ways, and 

because these different ways evoke different regulatory risks, auditors will adopt different 

reporting strategies accordingly. For example, the CSRC is more likely to perceive 

earnings management through below-the-line items, and thus this method of earnings 

management faces higher regulatory risks. Thus, auditors should pay attention to the 

means by which earnings are managed when deciding whether to issue an MAO. In 

contrast, if fi rms manage earnings through covert means, both auditors and regulators 

will fi nd it diffi cult to uncover such earnings management behaviour; in other words, 

these forms of earnings management face lower regulatory risks. Auditors will thus be 

less likely to respond to these covert means.
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By reference to previous literature, we measure earnings management using three 

methods. First, we use two dichotomous variables of marginal return on equity (ROE), 

SPE_DUM and RIGHT_DUM, to capture earnings management induced by profi tability 

regulation by the CSRC. This approach has been widely used in previous studies of 

listed companies in China (e.g. Chen, Chen, and Su, 2001; Sun and Wong, 1999; Xia 

and Yang, 2002; Chen and Chen, 2005; Chen, 2005). Second, we use the income from 

non-operating activities (below-the-line items) to measure earnings management in 

accordance with Li and Wu (2002). Third, we use performance-adjusted discretionary 

accruals to measure earnings management. Among these measurements, we use the 

marginal ROE to refl ect the clientele motivations for meeting the profi tability regulation, 

and the latter two measurements to portray the forms of earnings management. Because 

regulators are more likely to perceive signs of earnings management if clients execute 

transactions using below-the-line items to manage earnings (Chen and Yuan, 2004), 

auditors should consider these items riskier compared with income-increasing abnormal 

accruals. Therefore, we expect that auditors facing pressure should have different 

reporting strategies for these two kinds of signs of earnings management. Our fi ndings 

indicate that changes in the relation between the marginal ROE and MAOs are fewer 

around the year 2001. But evidence also shows that auditors had a stronger response 

to below-the-line items and a weaker response to income-increasing abnormal accruals 

following the release of the relevant regulatory policies in 2001. These fi ndings indicate 

that auditors show different responses to different signs of earnings management.

The impact of changes in the regulatory environment should vary for different 

auditors because both their cost structures and audit quality differ. To examine this issue, 

we compare auditor conservatism for a number of clientele groups, which are divided 

according to auditor size and locality before and after 2001. Our fi ndings suggest that 

all types of auditors were less conservative in reporting following the release of the 

regulatory policies in 2001. But evidence also suggests that the conservatism of small 

auditors decreased faster than that of the Top Ten auditors, while that of local auditors 

decreased faster than that of non-local auditors.

Finally, we conduct some additional tests. We argue that, because Document No. 

14 enhances the adverse consequences of MAOs for clients, if investors can predict the 

document’s implications, then the market response to MAOs should be more signifi cant 

after 2001. We fi nd slight evidence of a negative market response to MAOs following the 

release of Document No. 14 in 2001. Afterwards, we investigate the CSRC’s enforcement 

actions between 1999 and 2002 and fi nd evidence that the frequency of these actions 
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resulting from breaches in fi nancial reporting is higher for fi rms whose auditors are small 

and local as compared with those whose auditors are among the Top Ten and non-local. 

We also fi nd that the clients of small auditors or local auditors are more likely to suffer 

CSRC enforcement actions after 2001. The results are consistent with our argument that 

either small or local auditors provide lower quality audit service.

Our research contributes to the literature in several ways. First, we contribute to 

the research on auditor conservatism and changes in the legal environment. For example, 

prior studies suggest that alternative legal liability regimes can affect auditor incentives 

and behaviour (Geiger and Raghunandan, 2001; Geiger et al., 2005, 2006; Francis and 

Krishnan, 2002). But unlike the audit legal environment in the United States, China’s 

relevant regulatory policies of 2001 changed the economic incentives for auditors in 

two ways with opposite effects. That is to say, the stricter regulatory environment 

should have promoted auditor conservatism. But because the regulatory policies also 

increased the adverse consequences of MAOs, clients would have put more pressure on 

auditors, resulting in less conservative auditing reporting. We believe that this unique 

regulatory environment in China can help us to understand the complicated trade-off 

for issuing MAOs. Although research has investigated the economic trade-offs for audit 

opinion decisions (Krishnan and Krishnan, 1996), few studies associate the regulatory 

environment with trade-offs for MAO decisions. This study thus complements those 

studies that focus on the effects of legal liability regimes on auditor incentives and 

behaviour.

Second, previous studies have investigated the effects of Document No. 14 on 

auditor and clientele behaviour in China. For example, Li and Wu (2002) examine the 

impact of Document No. 14 on audit opinion modifi cation. Their fi ndings suggest that this 

document has no signifi cant containment effect upon the selection by auditors between 

unqualifi ed opinions with explanatory paragraphs and qualifi ed opinions. Lu and Tong 

(2003) analyse the effects of Document No. 14 on auditor change and MAOs. They argue 

that clients were more likely to change auditors for purposes of opinion shopping in 

2001. They fi nd that, compared with 2000, the motivation for opinion shopping did not 

increase in 2001, though there is slight evidence that clients showing signs of opinion 

shopping were more likely to succeed in 2001. In contrast to these two studies, we stress 

two opposing effects created by the regulatory policies of 2001 on auditor conservatism, 

and investigate the changes in the probability of MAOs being issued as well as the 

relation between earnings management and MAOs. Therefore, our study contributes to 

previous research on this topic.
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Third, our research also complements a number of studies on the relation between 

audit opinions and earnings management. Although previous studies of listed companies 

in China have tested the impact of earnings management on MAOs,4 few studies explore 

how auditors react to different signs of earnings management with different regulatory 

risks. Focusing on the changes in the regulatory environment, we explore the reactions 

of auditors to different forms of earnings management, and thus provide evidence for the 

formation process of MAOs and the potential role played by different signs of earnings 

management.5

Fourth, studies suggest that, compared with small auditors, big auditors provide 

audits of higher quality, and that the effects of legal liability differ between small and 

big auditors (e.g. Francis and Krishnan, 2002; Lee and Mande, 2003). Studies of listed 

companies in China also suggest that an auditor’s locality can affect audit service quality 

(Chan et al., 2006; Wang et al., 2008; Li and Song, 2007). But to our knowledge, no 

empirical tests have been carried out comparing the differences in auditor conservatism 

between local auditors and non-local auditors stemming from changes in the regulatory 

environment. Thus, our research also contributes to prior studies on regulation, auditor 

characteristics, and audit opinions.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section II discusses the audit 

failure of Zhongtianqin and the relevant regulatory policies in 2001 and their effects on 

auditor conservatism. We present the research method and empirical model in Section 

III and report the results in Section IV. Section V provides additional analyses. Section 

VI concludes the paper.

4 For example, prior studies examine the relation between the marginal ROE and audit opinions (e.g. 
Chen, Chen, and Su, 2001; Sun and Wang, 1999; Xia and Yang, 2002; Chen and Chen, 2005; Chen, 
2005), but the results are mixed. Zhang and Liu (2002) and Xu (2004) examine the association between 
audit opinions and abnormal accruals.

5 Our research is close to Song and He’s (2008) in several aspects. They also focus on auditor trade-
offs between regulation risks and loss of clients, and analyse the impact of reversals of long-lived 
asset impairments on audit opinions. In February 2006, the Ministry of Finance of the PRC issued 
the China Accounting Standards No. 8 - Asset Impairment, which prohibits listed companies from 
reversing their impairment loss of long-term assets when it has been recognised in the fi nancial 
statement. They therefore argue that the reversal of long-lived assets has different implications for 
signs of earnings management before and after the promulgation of CAS No. 8. That is to say, the 
signs of earnings management become weaker after 2006 owing to the issue of CAS No. 8. Thus, the 
reaction of auditors to the reversal of long-lived assets should decline. Nevertheless, our study differs 
from Song and He (2008) in several important ways. First, we focus on the increases in regulatory 
pressure and clientele pressure on auditors as induced by the issuance of relevant regulatory policies 
in 2001; CAS No. 8 does not have these implications for auditor behaviour. Second, although it is 
advantageous to focus on the reversal of long-lived asset impairment in order to investigate auditor 
behaviour, it is necessary to also consider other signs of earnings management (e.g. below-the-line 
items, abnormal accruals) and their impact on MAOs. Actually, because we cannot obtain data for 
reversals of long-lived asset impairments in 1999 and 2000, we are unable to test and compare how 
auditors react to such a reversal before and after 2001. Third, one aim of our study is to investigate 
the different effects of different forms of earnings management, but the purpose of Song and He 
(2008) is to examine the effect of a specifi c accounting procedure that has different implications for 
earnings management following the issue of CAS No. 8.
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II. The Regulatory Policies of 2001 and Their Effects 
on Audit Opinion Decisions

1. The Relevant Regulatory Policies after Zhongtianqin’s Collapse 

in 2001

In August 2001, the magazine CaiJing published a long report titled “Trap in 

Yinguangxia” (Yinguangxia is a Chinese company listed on the Shenzhen Stock 

Exchange). The report disclosed that most of Yinguangxia’s profi ts in 1999 and 2000 

were fraudulent. Immediately, Zhongtianqin, the auditor of Yinguangxia, was plunged 

into an embarrassing position. In early September 2001, the Ministry of Finance (MOF) 

declared its revocation of the licences of Liu Jiarong and Xu Linwen, who were the 

signing auditors of Yinguangxia’s fi nancial statements (they were later sentenced to a 

prison term of 2 years and 6 months). It also revoked the licence of Zhongtianqin and 

investigated its head for criminal liability. This big audit fi rm, which had the largest 

number of listed clients in China, quickly crashed.

After Zhongtianqin’s collapse, the CSRC and other regulatory agencies quickly took 

action to supervise and administer auditor behaviour more effectively. For example, the 

CSRC and the MOF revoked the licences of four audit firms at the end of 2001. The MOF 

also intensifi ed the investigation and punishment of the audit service quality of audit 

fi rms and carried out enforcement actions, including issuing warnings to and revoking 

the licences of misbehaving auditors. The China Institute of Certifi ed Public Accountants 

(CICPA) also paid more attention to the phenomenon of auditor change. On 30 December 

2001, the CSRC released the Rules on Information Disclosure for Listed Companies 

No. 16 – Provisional Rules on A-Share Listed Companies Implementing Supplementary 

Audits (hereafter “Document No. 16”). Document No. 16 required a company making 

an initial public offering or a seasoned equity offering in the A-share market to hire an 

international CPA fi rm to perform a supplementary audit on the company’s fi nancial 

statements according to international standards. Li and Wu (2003) suggest that issuing 

Document No. 16 was an active response of the CSRC to scandals of fraudulent fi nancial 
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reporting in the stock market. Although Document No. 16 became ineffective two months 

later,6 its effects on the auditing industry in China were immense. In fact, following its 

release, various fi nancial news media, including newspapers, magazines, and websites, 

quickly engaged in heated debate. Although it was quickly declared dead, Document 

No. 16 left an unforgettable shadow over the Chinese auditing industry. Local auditors 

realised that their social credibility had dropped signifi cantly; if this situation were unable 

to improve in the future, their professional infrastructure would be eroded, and eventually 

even local auditors would be replaced.

The CSRC released another document a week before Document No. 16; this was 

the Rules on Information Disclosure for Listed Companies No. 14 – Treatment of Non-

Standard Audit Opinions and Relevant Issues (hereafter “Document No. 14”). Article 

5 of Document No. 14 stipulates that auditors should not replace a qualifi ed opinion 

with an unqualifi ed opinion with explanatory paragraphs, or an adverse opinion with a 

qualifi ed opinion. Article 7 states that if a listed company refuses to adjust items that 

obviously violate accounting principles and systems or the relevant information disclosure 

requirements, and is thereby issued a non-standard audit opinion, the stock exchange must 

suspend the trading of that listed company after its disclosure of the regular report and 

require it to take remedial action in due course. Article 8 states that if the trading of a 

listed company is suspended on account of the causes specifi ed in Article 7, the CSRC 

should investigate and give proper treatment to that company during the suspension 

period. Article 10 states that if the qualifi ed or the adverse opinion concerns items 

infl uencing a listed company’s profi ts, and if the auditor has estimated that infl uence, 

then the listed company should eliminate the infl uence estimated in the audit opinion 

from its profi t distribution scheme. If the auditor presents a report with a disclaimer of 

opinion, the listed company should not distribute any profi ts in that year.

6 Ma, Xiong, and Liu (2002) discuss the settings under which Document No. 16 was released and 
revised. They attribute the reasons for revision to the upsurge of unfavourable public opinion induced 
by opposition from local CPA fi rms, and to the relatively effective results of theoretical research. In 
addition, the timeliness of the Enron case also helped. 
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2. The Impact of Dual Pressure Induced by the Regulatory Policies 

of 2001 on Audit Opinions

In the United States, lawsuits against auditors have rapidly risen since the 1980s. 

Generally, such lawsuits arise from situations where investors rely on fi nancial statements 

and subsequently incur losses as a result of perceived audit failures. Litigation risks have 

a profound effect on auditor behaviour owing to the enormous legal costs. Prior studies 

suggest that auditors can protect themselves from litigation by using going-concern 

opinions before the company fails (Mutchler, 1984; Carcello and Palmrose, 1994). 

Previous studies have also examined the impact of changes in the legal environment 

on auditor incentives and behaviour. For example, passage of the Private Securities 

Litigation Reform Act in 1995 in the US reduced auditor exposure to litigation. In 

this setting, evidence suggests that the number of going-concern opinions declined and 

the abnormal accruals of clients increased during the post-reform period, suggesting a 

relaxation in auditor conservatism (Geiger and Raghunandan, 2001; Geiger et al., 2006; 

Francis and Krishnan, 2002). In addition, Geiger et al. (2005) argue that auditors have 

become more conservative when making decisions since the Sarbanes-Oxley Act took 

effect. Based on analyses of fi nancially stressed companies that entered bankruptcy 

between 2000 and 2003, they fi nd that auditors have been more likely to issue going-

concern opinions since December 2001, a result consistent with their expectations.

However, auditors may also arouse considerable complaint from their clients if they 

issue an MAO, and thus risk losing the client. When auditors decide on an audit opinion, 

they face a fundamental trade-off between litigation risk (and reputation loss) and the risk 

of losing the client (Kida, 1980; DeAngelo, 1981; Dopuch, Holthausen, and Leftwich, 

1987; Krishnan and Krishnan, 1996). Naturally, if the adverse consequences of an MAO 

increase, auditors will encounter stronger resistance from the client and therefore face a 

higher risk of losing the client; this in turn will result in less conservative audit reporting 

because auditors will be more likely to compromise in the face of client pressure.

The above analysis indicates that a variety of forces shape audit opinions. On the 

one hand, auditors may offend their clients and incur economic losses. On the other hand, 

failing to qualify the opinion may expose the auditor to lawsuits and loss of reputation. 

Thus, auditors must strike a balance between the two forces to minimise the total costs 

of audit reporting.

We expect that the relevant regulatory policies of 2001 will have two opposite 

effects on auditor conservatism. On the one hand, the more rigorous regulatory 

environment during the post-Zhongtianqin period should enhance auditor conservatism. 

On the other hand, following the release of Document No. 14, auditors should face more 
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pressure from their clients, who will have a stronger incentive to avoid an MAO. How 

will auditors change their audit opinions during this aftermath period? In the following 

paragraphs, we discuss this question based on the institutional background of China’s 

audit market.

In a transitional economy such as China’s, the audit market has unique 

characteristics that differ from those of Western developed countries.7 In particular, a 

number of characteristics prevailed in China between 1999 and 2002. First, there was 

serious government intervention in auditor opinion decisions. Second, since the legal 

system was underdeveloped, government regulation was the main governance mechanism 

for the audit industry. Liu and Xu (2002) argue that auditors faced rather low litigation 

risk, and even ignored such risk. Therefore, investors were less likely to recover losses 

by way of lawsuits against the auditors. Because the legal mechanisms had only a weak 

effect on auditor behaviour, regulations by specifi c government agencies, such as the 

CSRC, MOF, or CICPA, enforced the supervision and control of the audit market.8 And 

third, China’s listed companies usually lacked incentives to demand independent auditors, 

and therefore an auditor’s reputation was less likely to play an important role in China’s 

audit market.

As noted above, auditor reporting strategies should have been infl uenced by the two 

opposing forces induced by the relevant regulatory policies of 2001. But considering 

the low litigation risk, the ineffi cient role of auditor reputation, and the fi erce market 

competition, we expect that the pressure from clients would more likely prevail over the 

pressure from regulators after 2001. Therefore, auditors would be more likely to either 

maintain conservatism at the former level, or reduce it in response to the issuing of the 

relevant policies of 2001.

Furthermore, the impact of the regulatory policies may have differed for different 

types of auditors. Big auditors have more independence in the face of clientele pressure 

but may also encounter severer regulatory risks, since Zhongtianqin was itself a big audit 

7 For a general discussion of China’s audit market, see Defond et al. (2000), Chan et al. (2006), Wang, 
Wong, and Xia (2008), Liu et al. (2002), Liu and Xu (2002), and Li and Wu (2005).

8 But following the development of the relevant legal systems, the likelihood of lawsuits against auditors 
is increasing. In fact, after January 2002, investors were able to sue auditors who provided false audit 
reports, but with the precondition that the auditor must have been punished by the CSRC for such 
false reporting. Since 2003, this precondition has been relaxed; litigation against the auditor is now 
possible if other regulators, such as the MOF, have imposed sanctions on false audit reporting. If 
investors sue an auditor, the burden of proof lies with the auditor. By 2006, litigation against auditors 
had appeared in China. For example, in that year, the shareholders of Kelong Electric sued the audit 
fi rm Deloitte, and Hualun was sentenced to bear civil liability for damages owing to the failure of 
Lantian. 
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fi rm in China whose collapse triggered the authorities’ concern. Thus, we expect that 

when compared with small auditors, big auditors would likely become more conservative 

as a result of the impact of the regulatory policies of 2001. Additionally, prior studies 

on auditor locality indicate that government intervention is more likely to affect local 

auditors, and therefore their audit quality is likely to be lower (Chan et al., 2006; Wang 

et al., 2008; Li and Song, 2007). Thus, we also expect that the impact of the regulatory 

policies on audit conservatism would differ for local and non-local auditors.

III. Sample Selection and Research Method

Since the Zhongtianqin incident was fi rst revealed in August 2001, and the relevant 

regulatory policies (Documents No. 14 and No. 16) did not become effective until 

December 2001, we expect that the regulatory policies current in 2001 will have affected 

auditor audit opinions for the 2001 annual reports, since most annual reports of that year 

for Chinese listed companies were released between March and April 2001. Therefore, 

we set the cut-off point at December 2001. Specifi cally, our study examines the four-

year period between 1999 and 2002, in which the period from 1999 to 2000 precedes 

the implementation of the regulatory policies, and the period from 2001 to 2002 follows 

their implementation. Comparing the changes in MAOs over the two periods, we can 

make inferences about the impact of audit regulation on auditor incentives and behaviour.

We fi rst select all companies issuing A shares on the Shanghai and Shenzhen 

Stock Exchanges between l999 and 2002. We then exclude the following companies: 

(1) companies that changed auditors (including both voluntary and mandatory auditor 

changes) between 2000 and 2002 as a result of the impact of auditor change on MAOs 

in China (Chan et al., 2006; Li et al., 2001; Li and Wu, 2004; Lu and Tong, 2003; Wu 

and Tan, 2005),9 and (2) fi nancial institutions and companies with negative equity. We 

further restrict the sample to companies that can provide data for four consecutive years 

between 1999 and 2002 to enhance comparability of the pre-and post-2001 periods. This 

produces a sample of 2241 fi rm-year observations representing 561 unique companies. 

The data for empirical analysis are taken primarily from the China Stock Market 

Financial Database (CSMAR).

9 A mandatory auditor change means that companies must change auditors whose licences have been 
revoked or who have failed to pass the annual review by regulators. A voluntary auditor change 
means that companies either dismiss their auditors or the auditor resigns. In 2001, the licences of two 
audit fi rms, Zhongtianqin and Huapeng, were revoked. Meanwhile, four audit fi rms (Zhongtianqin, 
Hualun, Shenzhen Tongren, and Zhongjinfu) failed to pass the annual review and quit the audit 
market for listed companies. Zhongshen also failed to pass the annual review in 2001 and quit the 
auditing business (but it later re-acquired its licence and returned to the audit market in 2002). For 
these above reasons, the clients of these seven audit fi rms had to change auditors in 2001. We call 
these mandatory auditor changes. 
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Our study examines the impact of the regulatory policies on auditor conservatism 

from two perspectives. One is the probability of an MAO being issued; the other is the 

relation between MAOs and earnings management. Prior studies suggest that auditors 

respond to increased litigation risk by adopting more conservative reporting strategies 

(an increase in the issuance of MAOs) (Carcello and Palmrose, 1994; Geiger et al., 

2001, 2005, 2006). If auditor reporting strategies become more conservative following 

the release of the regulatory policies, the rate of modifi ed opinions will increase, ceteris 

paribus. Therefore, we develop the following logistic model to test the effects of the 

2001 regulatory policies on MAOs:

MAOs = α+ β
1
AFTER2000 + β

2
SIZE + β

3
ROE + β

4
LEVERAGE

 +β
5
CURRENT_RATIO +β

6
RECEIVABLE +β

7
INVENTORY +β

8
AGE + ε  (1)

In Model (1), AFTER2000 is a test variable, which equals 1 if the sample year is 

2001 or 2002, and 0 otherwise. We expect that if the rate of MAOs increases following 

the release of the 2001 regulatory policies, then the coeffi cient of AFTER2000 should be 

positive, and negative otherwise. By reference to previous studies, we introduce seven 

variables in Model (1) to control for the impact of other factors on MAOs. These control 

variables are as follows: client size (SIZE), fi rm performance (ROE), the ratio of liability 

to equity (LEVERAGE), the ratio of current assets to total assets (CURRENT_RATIO), 

the ratio of accounts receivable to total assets (RECEIVABLE), the ratio of inventory to 

total assets (INVENTORY), and listing age (AGE). See Table 1 for specifi c defi nitions 

of the variables.

An MAO, however, is jointly determined by the endogenous risk characteristics 

of the client and the auditor’s assessment or weight attached to these client risk 

characteristics. After the collapse of Zhongtianqin in 2001, the regulation for clients 

may also have become more rigorous, so that clients may have modifi ed their fi nancial 

statements according to the auditor’s suggestions, resulting in a decline in the rate of 

MAOs. To enhance the reliability of our research, we mathematically decompose the 

two effects following the innovative technique used in Francis and Krishnan (2002).10

According to Francis and Krishnan (2002), the probability of an MAO being issued 

depends on a vector of client risk characteristics (X) and the weight the auditor attaches 

to each characteristic (β ), which represents the auditor’s reporting strategy for a given 

level of client risk. The probability that an MAO will be issued for Client i in year t is 

given by

P(MAOs
it
=1)=F(X

it
.β

t
),

10 Geiger et al. (2005) also use the technique introduced by Francis and Krishnan (2002).
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where F(·) denotes the distribution function of the logistic variable (MAO). 

According to Francis and Krishnan (2002), the change in average predicted probability 

of an MAO being issued in the pre-regulation (1999-2000) and post-regulation (2001-

2002) periods is

 △P=P
2001–2002

 – P
1999–2000

=P(X
2001–2002

, β^

2001–2002
) – P(X

1999–2000
,β^

1999–2000
) (2)

As discussed above, the average probability that an MAO will be issued can change 

owing to (1) changes in clientele risk characteristics, or (2) changes in auditor reporting 

strategies for a client. Since vector β represents the conservatism of an auditor’s reporting 

strategy, P(X
2001–2002

,β^

1999–2000
) denotes the average probability that an MAO will be 

issued between 2001 and 2002 if the βs for 1999 to 2000 are applied to the client risk 

characteristics for 2001 to 2002. The change in the average probability of an MAO being 

issued between the pre-regulation and post-regulation periods can then be decomposed 

as follows:

 ΔP=[P(X
2001–2002

 –  β^

2001–2002
) – P(X

2001–2002
, β^

1999–2000
)]

  + [P(X
2001–2002

,β^

1999–2000
) – P(X

1999–2000
, β^

1999–2000
)] (3)

The fi rst term in brackets is the change in the average probability that an MAO 

will be issued as a result of changes in auditor reporting strategies, holding client risk 

characteristics fi xed at their 2001-2002 levels. The second term in brackets is the change 

in the average probability of an MAO being issued as a result of changes in client risk 

characteristics, holding auditor reporting strategies fi xed at their 1999-2000 levels.

To estimate vector β, we regress the logit model in Equation (1) (excluding the 

variable AFTER2000) in the pre-regulation period from 1999 to 2000, and obtain a group 

of coeffi cients for each risk characteristic (i.e. β^

1999–2000
). We then apply β^

1999–2000
 to the 

2001-2002 data to compute the average probability P(X
2001–2002

,β^

1999–2000
). Finally, using 

Equation (3), we calculate the change in the average probability that an MAO will be 

issued, and the change in average probability it will be issued as a result of either a 

change in auditor reporting strategy or in client risk characteristics, between the pre-and 

post-regulation periods.

Another way to examine the change in auditor conservatism is to focus on how 

auditors respond to client earnings management. Because of the higher auditing risks 

for increased earnings management, auditors are more likely to issue an MAO. To 

test the impact of the regulatory policies on the relation between MAOs and earnings 

management, we develop a model based on Equation (1) as follows:
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MAOs = α+ β
1
EM + β

2
SIZE + β

3
ROE + β

4
LEVERAGE

 +β
5
CURRENT_RATIO +β

6
RECEIVABLE

 +β
7
INVENTORY +β

8
AGE + ε  (4)

We expect the coeffi cient β
1
 of earnings management to be positive; that is to say, 

fi rms with a higher level of earnings management will be more likely to receive MAOs. 

Furthermore, if auditor conservatism increases in response to the regulatory policies, the 

coeffi cient β
1
 should be larger.

As stated above, because regulatory risks differ for the different ways of managing 

earnings, therefore each way may play a different role in forming an MAO. When 

pressures from both regulators and clients increase at the same time, we expect auditors 

will be more likely to use MAOs to reveal signs of earnings management with high risk, 

but will be less likely to respond to signs of earnings management with low risk.

We use three measures of earnings management in our research. First, focusing on 

the marginal ROE, we use a dichotomous variable SPE_DUM for capturing small positive 

earnings, and a dichotomous variable RIGHT_DUM for capturing SEO (seasoned equity 

offering) targets. If a listed fi rm reports an ROE between 0 and 1 per cent, SPE_DUM 

sets to 1, and 0 otherwise. If a listed fi rm reports an ROE within the marginal range 

for seasoned equity offerings, RIGHT_DUM sets to 1, and 0 otherwise.11 Prior studies 

of Chinese listed companies suggest that fi rms whose ROEs are within these two ranges 

have higher incentive to manage earnings (e.g. Chen, Chen, and Su, 2001).

The second earnings management measure in our study is income from non-

operating activities. Chen and Yuan (2004) and Haw et al. (2005) show that managers 

use income from non-operating activities to meet regulatory ROE targets for stock rights 

offerings. Following Li and Wu (2002), we use the variable IRRGLPRF to indicate the 

impact of non-operating activities on fi rm profi t. The variable is defi ned as IRRGLPRF 

= (pre-tax profi t of current period – operating profi t + other business profi ts)/pre-tax 

profi t of the current period.

The third earnings management measure is abnormal accruals. We use the variable 

DA_PERF to indicate earnings management using the performance-adjusted Jones model. 

To calculate this variable, we fi rst calculate total accruals (ACCA
t
) for each fi rm in each 

year, where ACCA
t
 = (operating profi t in year t – operating cash fl ows in year t)/A

t-1
. 

We then run regressions on the following model for each industry-year:

11 Specifi cally, the defi nition of the target range for SEOs is as follows: between 1999 and 2000, either 
the ROE is between 6 and 7 per cent and the average ROE for the last 3 consecutive years is more 
than 10 per cent, or the average ROE for the last 3 consecutive years is between 10 and 11 per cent 
and the ROE in the current year exceeds 6 per cent. Between 2001 and 2002, the target range is an 
average ROE for the last 3 consecutive years of between 6 and 7 per cent. 
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 ACCA
t
 / A

t-1
=α

0
+α

1
(1/A

t-1
)+α

2
(ΔREV

t
/A

t-1
)+α

3
(PPE

t
/A

t-1
)+α

4
ROA

t
+ε

t
, (5)

where A
t-1

 is total assets at the end of year t-1; ΔREV
t
 is the change in net sales 

between years t-1 and t; PPE
t
 is property, plant, and equipment at the end of year t; 

ROA
t
 is return on total assets in year t; and ε

t
 is the error term. We use the estimated 

residuals from the regressions for each industry-year to defi ne DA_PERF.

We do not use the absolute abnormal accruals to indicate earnings management. 

Cahan and Zhang (2006) argue that although the unsigned residual may be more effi cient 

for research on earnings quality (e.g. Francis et al., 2005), the signed residual is better 

for studies on auditing because auditors react quite differently to income-increasing and 

income-decreasing accruals. Their response to the two signs of earnings management 

may differ because regulators are more likely to perceive these signs behind a fi rm’s 

non-operating activities than to see them in abnormal accruals.

Finally, as already discussed, the impact of the regulatory policies may vary for 

different auditors. To examine this prediction, we classify the sample into a number 

of groups according to auditor size and locality. Specifi cally, we examine the relation 

between audit regulation and auditor conservatism by comparing different auditor groups 

as follows. (1) Comparison between Top Ten auditors and non-Top Ten auditors. An 

auditor is regarded as one of the Top Ten auditors if it is ranked among the top ten in 

the year (based on total assets of clients); otherwise, the auditor is a non-Top Ten auditor. 

The data on Top Ten auditors are taken from Who Audits China’s Securities Market, 

edited by the Chief Accountant’s Offi ce of the CSRC. (2) Comparison between local 

auditors and non-local auditors. The classifi cation as a local or non-local auditor is based 

on the registry regions of the auditor and its clients. A listed fi rm is considered to have 

hired a local auditor if the audit fi rm is located in the same province (or municipality with 

a provincial status) as the listed fi rm. When auditors from two or more regions merge 

to form a new auditor, each region in which those former auditors were located before 

the combination is also regarded as one of the registry regions of the new auditor, in 

accordance with Wang et al. (2008). That is, some auditors can have two or more registry 

regions. (3) Comparison between small local auditors and small non-local auditors. Small 

local auditors denote those that are both local and non-Top Ten auditors.12

12 According to auditor size and locality, we can further divide the sample into four groups: local 
Top Ten auditors, local non-Top Ten auditors, non-local Top Ten auditors, and non-local and non-
Top Ten auditors. See Table 2 for the descriptive statistics of these four groups. But the number of 
observations for these several groups is too small and not convenient for statistical tests; therefore, 
we simply discriminate between small local auditors and small non-local auditors in accordance with 
Wang et al. (2008). 
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Table 1 Defi nitions of Variables

Auditor and audit opinion variables

Modifi ed audit

opinions A dummy variable that equals 1 for MAOs, and 0 otherwise.

(MAOs) An auditor with a Top Ten ranking (based on total assets of 

clients) among all auditors in the year.

Top Ten auditors An auditor whose registry region is located in the same province 

(or municipality with a provincial status) as the listed fi rm.

Local auditors Auditors who are both local and non-Top Ten auditors.

Small local auditors

Earnings management measures

1. Marginal ROE

  SPE_DUM A dummy variable that equals 1 if ROE is between 0 and 0.01, 

and 0 otherwise.

  RIGHT_DUM A dummy variable that equals 1 if ROE is within the marginal 

range for SEOs, and 0 otherwise.

2. Non-operating

  activities

  IRRGLPRF (Pre-tax profit of current period – operating profit + other 

business profi ts)/pre-tax profi t of the current period

3. Abnormal accruals

  DA_PERF Abnormal accruals estimated by the performance matched Jones 

model

Client characteristics

SIZE Client size determined by taking the logarithm of the client’s 

year-end total assets

ROE Net income over year-end total owners’ equity

LEVERAGE Debt-to-equity ratio at the end of year

CURRENT_RATIO Current assets to total assets at the end of year

INVENTORY Ratios of inventory to total assets at the end of year

RECEIVABLE Ratios of accounts receivable to total assets at the end of year

AGE Number of days a company has been listed over 365
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IV. Empirical Results

1. Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the audit opinions and auditor characteristics 

of 516 companies between 1999 and 2002. Panel A shows that compared with the period 

between 1999 and 2000, the proportion of MAOs declines by 4.4 per cent (equivalent to 

a decrease of 35 per cent), indicating that auditor conservatism is more likely to decline 

than increase after implementation of the regulatory policies.

Panel B of Table 2 presents the auditor characteristics. The market share of the 

Top Ten auditors averages around 24 per cent, while the proportion of listed companies 

choosing local auditors is about 80 per cent. Furthermore, the market share of small local 

auditors is around 64 per cent and is consistent with Wang et al. (2008), indicating that 

locality is indeed a key characteristic of China’s auditing market.

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics and tests for difference in mean (or 

median) of our analysis variables between the two periods. In terms of MAOs, the 

evidence shows a signifi cant decline in all groups except for non-local auditors following 

the release of the regulatory policies. In particular, the proportion of MAOs declines by 

6 per cent, from 14.2 per cent to 8.2 per cent, for the Top Ten auditors, and the decline 

is statistically signifi cant at the 5 per cent level, indicating that reporting strategies may 

become less conservative for Top Ten auditors.

For the types of MAOs presented in Table 3, the proportion of unqualifi ed audit 

opinions with explanations declines signifi cantly, whereas the proportion of qualifi ed 

audit opinions just slightly declines. Because Document No. 14 regards unqualifi ed audit 

opinions with explanations as one type of MAO, this type of opinion also leads to adverse 

consequences for listed companies. Therefore, auditors facing pressure from clients may 

choose to issue clean audit opinions when audit risk is low in order to eliminate any 

hints that will draw the regulators’ attention.

As for measures of earnings management, Table 3 shows that the proportion of 

small positive earnings is 8 per cent between 2001 and 2002, with an increase of 3.2 per 

cent (signifi cant at the 5 per cent level). But the proportion of small positive earnings 

increases only slightly for Top Ten auditors and non-local auditors. For the proportion of 

marginal cases of SEOs, RIGHT_DUM drops signifi cantly between 2001 and 2002 from 

the levels between 1999 and 2000. We consider that one reason for this phenomenon may 
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be the changes in profi tability regulations for SEOs.13 For income from non-operating 

activities, IRRGLPRF declines between 2001 and 2002. This indicates that listed fi rms 

are less likely to use below-the-line items for earnings management because of changes 

in the regulatory environment. For abnormal accruals, the mean of DA_PERF decreases 

between 2001 and 2002, indicating that the degree of earnings management may decline 

in the post-regulation period.14

For changes in the fi nancial condition of clients over the two periods, Table 3 

reveals that ROE declines signifi cantly while LEVERAGE distinctly increases from 2001 

to 2002. The results show that the fi nancial condition of listed companies deteriorates 

signifi cantly. But ROE and LEVERAGE show no signifi cant changes for the clients of 

the Top Ten auditors, indicating that these auditors have better clients than do non-Top 

Ten auditors.

Table 2 Descriptive Statistics for Audit Opinion and Auditor Characteristics

Panel A: Audit Opinion Distribution

  Year

Audit opinion 1999 2000 2001 2002

N 561 561 561 561

Modifi ed audit opinions 82(14.6%) 59(10.5%) 41(7.3%) 51(9.1%)

 – Unqualifi ed with explanations 61(10.9%) 45(8.0%) 29(5.2%) 39(7.0%)

 – Qualifi ed 20(3.6%) 13(2.3%) 12(2.1%) 9(1.6%)

 – Disclaimer and adverse 1(0.2%) 1(0.2%) 0(0.0%) 3(0.5%)

Panel B: Auditor Characteristics

Top Ten auditors 123(21.9%) 131(23.3%) 137(24.4%) 143(25.5%)

Local auditors 455(81.1%) 445(79.3%) 454(80.9%) 453(80.7%)

Local Top Ten auditors 96(17.1%) 95(16.9%) 97(17.3%) 97(17.3%)

Non-local Top Ten auditors 27(4.8%) 36(6.4%) 40(7.1%) 46(8.2%)

Local non-Top Ten auditors 359(64.0%) 350(62.4%) 357(63.6%) 356(63.5%)

Non-local and non-Top Ten auditors 79(14.1%) 80(14.3%) 67(11.9%) 62(11.1%) 

13 Between 1999 and 2000, the regulations for stock rights offerings required an ROE for the last 3 
consecutive years to be greater than 6 per cent, and the average ROE to be greater than 10 per cent. 
Between 2001 and 2002, the requirement was that the average ROE for the last 3 consecutive years 
should be higher than 6 per cent. 

14 This argument should be noted. In the paper, abnormal accruals are the residual of the performance-
matched Jones model. The mean of the residual should be zero (the residual is estimated based on 
the full sample of all A-share listed companies, rather than the 561 fi rms in our paper). Moreover, the 
underlying premise of the Jones model is that the full sample has no systematic earnings management 
bias. But if there is systematic positive (or negative) earnings management in the full sample in a 
certain year, then the degree of earnings management cannot be compared using the magnitude of 
abnormal accruals among several years. If possible, the comparison of earnings management between 
sample fi rms over a period of years can be executed by way of the difference-in-difference condition 
on control fi rms. But this does not apply to our study. 
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2. Multivariate Analyses of MAOs

Table 4 reports the results of the logit models for MAOs. The coeffi cient of the test 

variable AFTER2000 is-0.814 (signifi cant at the 1 per cent level) for the full sample, 

indicating that the probability an MAO will be issued declines signifi cantly after 2001; 

this is consistent with our argument that auditor conservatism is more likely to decline 

following the release of the regulatory policies of 2001.

We also fi nd that all coeffi cients of AFTER2000 are negative for the various groups 

divided by auditor characteristics, as shown in Table 4. But the coeffi cients are not 

signifi cant for either Top Ten auditors or non-local auditors, suggesting no signifi cant 

change in the probability an MAO will be issued between the two types of auditors. 

The results are consistent with the prediction that the impact of the audit regulations 

will vary for different auditors. The extent to which conservatism decreases for both 

Top Ten auditors and non-local auditors is smaller than that for non-Top Ten auditors 

and local auditors following the release of the regulatory policies of 2001.

For the control variables, the impact of ROE and CURRENT_RATIO on MAOs is 

negative, whereas the impact of LEVERAGE, INVENTORY, and AGE is positive; this is 

consistent with previous studies.

3. Decomposition of Changes in the Probability an MAO will be 

Issued

As already discussed, changes in the probability an MAO will be issued are determined 

by changes in both clientele risk characteristics and auditor reporting strategies. 

Following the approach designed by Francis and Krishnan (2002), we decompose the 

changes in such probability in Table 5.

Panel A shows that relative to the period between 1999 and 2000, the probability 

of an MAO being issued declines by 4.37 per cent for the full sample between 2001 

and 2002. Specifi cally, the change in probability resulting from changes in clientele 

risk characteristics is +2.15 per cent,15 whereas that resulting from changes in auditor 

reporting strategies is -6.52 per cent, indicating the latter is the main cause of the decline, 

rather than the former.16

15 Table 3 provides the descriptive evidence that the performance and leverage of listed fi rms deteriorated 
in 2001-2002 relative to 1999-2000, which may increase the probability an MAO will be issued.

16 In the above analyses, forms of earnings management have not been included in clientele risk 
characteristics. In robustness checks, we add each earnings management measurement into the risk 
characteristics, and then decompose the changes in probability that an MAO will be issued again. 
We fi nd that the conclusions still hold. 
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The analyses in Table 5 (from Panel B to Panel G) also show that the change in 

auditor conservatism reduces the probability of issuing an MAO for all auditors following 

the release of the 2001 regulatory policies. But the magnitude of decline differs for 

different auditors. For example, the change in probability owing to auditor conservatism 

is -3.53 per cent for Top Ten auditors, relative to -7.56 per cent for non-Top Ten auditors. 

Similarly, the declines in conservatism for local auditors and local small auditors are 

slower than those for non-local auditors and non-local small auditors, respectively, which 

is consistent with our arguments.

Table 5 Changes in Average Probabilities of Modifi ed Audit Opinions Before and After 

the Regulatory Policies of 2001 

 Change in  Component due  Component due 

 probability  to change in  to change in 

 of modifi ed  client risk  auditor 

 audit opinions characteristics reporting strategy

Change interval (%) t-stat.  (%) t-stat.   (%) t-stat. 

Panel A: Full sample

2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -4.37  -7.69 *** 2.15  3.14 *** -6.52  -26.58 ***

Panel B: Clients of Top Ten auditors 

2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -5.96  -5.03 *** -2.43  -1.70 * -3.53  -6.18 ***

Panel C: Clients of non-Top Ten auditors

2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -3.90  -5.74 *** 3.66  4.50 *** -7.56  -26.10 ***

Panel D: Clients of local auditors

2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -5.28  -8.40 *** 2.04  2.76 *** -7.33  -31.63 ***

Panel E: Clients of non-local auditors

2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -0.61  -0.39  4.03  2.15 ** -4.64  -3.55 ***

Panel F: Clients of local small auditors

2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -4.56  -6.28 *** 3.19  3.83 *** -7.74  -30.01 ***

Panel G: Clients of non-local small auditors

2001-2002 vs. 1999-2000 -4.03  -4.10 *** -0.08  -0.06  -3.95  -7.07 ***

Note: ***, **, and * denote signifi cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels for the two-tailed test, 

respectively.
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Table 6 Correlation Matrix for MAOs and Earnings Management Measures

Variable MAOs SPE_DUM RIGHT_DUM IRRGLPRF DA_PERF

MAOs   0.137 *** -0.010   0.170 *** 0.025

SPE_DUM 0.116 ***   -0.080 *** 0.160 *** 0.020

RIGHT_DUM -0.037 * -0.073 ***   -0.010  0.023

IRRGLPRF 0.217 *** 0.333 *** -0.050 **   0.063 ***

DA_PERF 0.023  -0.002  0.025  0.005

Note: Numbers above the diagonal are Spearman correlations. Numbers below the diagonal are 

Pearson correlations. ***, **, and * denote signifi cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, 

respectively.

4. Relation between MAOs and Earnings Management

Table 6 presents the correlations between MAOs and earnings management measures. We 

fi nd that MAOs are highly correlated with SPE_DUM and IRRGLPRF, while correlations 

with other earnings management measures are low and even negative. This suggests that 

different ways of managing earnings may play different roles in forming an MAO.

Table 7 reports the logit regression results for MAOs by four earnings management 

measures for the full sample in the pre-regulation (1999-2000) and post-regulation (2001-

2002) periods. For the marginal ROE, the coeffi cients of SPE_DUM are signifi cantly 

positive, indicating that auditors have responded to this form of earnings management; 

this is consistent with previous evidence provided by Chen, Chen, and Su (2001). But 

the coeffi cients of RIGHT_DUM are not signifi cant, also consistent with previous fi ndings 

(e.g. Xia and Yang, 2002; Chen and Chen, 2005; Chen, 2005) and with our argument 

that the reactions of auditors will vary for different forms of earnings management. The 

results in Table 7 also show that the relations between the marginal ROE and MAOs 

remain fairly steady in the two periods.

As for the relation between income from non-operating activities and MAOs, Table 

7 shows that the coeffi cient of IRRPRGLF is 0.048 and is not signifi cant for the full 

sample in 1999-2000. But the coeffi cient increases to 0.135 (signifi cant at the 10 per 

cent level) in 2001-2002, suggesting that the auditors are more likely to reveal this form 

of earnings management through issuing an MAO following the release of the 2001 

regulatory policies.
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The scenario changes, however, when we consider the relation between MAOs and 

abnormal accruals. Between 1999 and 2000, the coeffi cient of DA_PERF is positive and 

insignifi cant, yet becomes signifi cantly negative between 2001 and 2002. These results 

suggest that fi rms with high abnormal accruals (meaning they use above-the-line items 

to manage their earnings) are more likely to receive a clean audit opinion than fi rms 

with low abnormal accruals. The causes for this anomaly may be as follows. First, the 

way fi rms manage their earnings through above-the-line items is more concealed and 

therefore more diffi cult to detect for both regulators and auditors. Thus, auditors are 

more likely to ignore these signs of earnings management with low auditing risk. And 

second, fi rms generally manage their earnings for specifi c purposes. Following the release 

of Document No. 14 and the deterioration in fi rm fi nancial conditions (see descriptive 

evidence in Table 3), fi rms with a high degree of earnings management may pressure 

their auditors to avoid an MAO; therefore, auditors facing pressure are more likely to 

issue a clean audit opinion to those fi rms with a strong motivation to manage earnings 

in order to help eliminate any clues that might draw the regulators’ attention. After 

all, abnormal accruals have a lower regulation risk relative to other forms of earnings 

management using below-the-line items.

Table 8 reports the coeffi cient of four earnings management measures for different 

auditors. We do not present the coeffi cients of other control variables for simplicity. The 

fi ndings in Table 8 show that changes in the association between earnings management 

measures and MAOs over the two periods vary among different auditors. For example, 

the coeffi cients of SPE_DUM increase for Top Ten auditors and non-local auditors, but 

decline slightly for non-Top Ten auditors and local auditors. For the variable IRRPLGRF, 

the coeffi cient has a trend of increase for Top Ten auditors but no such trend for non-

Top Ten auditors. In addition, non-local auditors are less likely to respond to IRRPLGRF 

in the post-regulation period, which our previous analysis did not expect. Finally, 

for abnormal accruals, in the post-regulation period the coeffi cient of DA_PERF is 

signifi cantly negative for non-Top Ten auditors, local auditors, and local small auditors, 

suggesting that these auditors are less likely to respond to abnormal accruals. Table 8 

also indicates that although the reactions to abnormal accruals for Top Ten auditors and 

non-local auditors decrease, the decline slows down relative to non-Top Ten auditors 

and local auditors. These results are consistent with our argument that auditor size and 

locality can infl uence auditor behaviour.

From the above empirical analysis, we fi nd that auditors have different responses 

to different forms of earnings management. Specifi cally, they are more likely to respond 

to below-the-line items by issuing an MAO, and less likely to respond to abnormal 

accruals. After the release of the 2001 regulatory policies, although auditors adopt more 
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conservative reporting strategies towards income from non-operating activities, they are 

likely to compromise with their clients on high abnormal accruals. We attribute this 

behaviour to auditors making a reasonable trade-off between increased pressure from 

clients and increased regulatory risk induced by the regulatory polices of 2001.

Table 7 Logistic Regression of Earnings Management to MAOs Before and After the 

Regulatory Policies of 2001: Full Sample

 EM = SPE_DUM EM = RIGHT_DUM EM = IRRPRGLF EM = DA_PERF

Variable 99-00  01-02  99-00  01-02  99-00  01-02  99-00  01-02

EM 1.131 *** 1.106 *** -0.220  -0.157  0.048  0.135 * 1.430  -3.837 **

 (3.20) (3.35) (-0.67) (-0.32) (0.70) (1.70) (1.02) (-2.50)

SIZE -0.276 * -0.038  -0.249 * -0.033  -0.402 ** -0.297  -0.234 * -0.008

 (-1.95) (-0.22) (-1.78) (-0.19) (-2.55) (-1.17) (-1.62) (-0.05)

ROE -1.211  -2.242 *** -1.135  -2.113 *** -10.68 ** -11.81 ** -1.309  -2.274 ***

 (-1.18) (-3.62) (-1.25) (-3.51) (-3.94) (-2.30) (-1.20) (-3.84)

LEVERAGE 0.540 *** 0.297 *** 0.503 *** 0.261 ** 0.716 *** 0.487 *** 0.514 *** 0.231 **

 (3.85) (2.70) (3.60) (2.42) (4.44) (3.76) (3.58) (2.19)

CURRENT_RATIO -1.945 * -0.138  -2.146 ** -0.281  -1.755 * 0.466  -2.524 ** -0.594

 (-1.95) (-0.12) (-2.11) (-0.25) (-1.73) (0.35) (-2.28) (-0.52)

RECEIVABLE 4.319 *** 2.857 *** 4.507 *** 3.083 *** 3.746 *** 3.254 *** 4.628 *** 3.460 ***

 (6.40) (3.64) (6.67) (3.81) (5.20) (3.06) (4.34) (4.09)

INVENTORY 0.651  1.200  1.216  1.351  0.058  -0.631  1.579  1.941

 (0.41) (0.86) (0.75) (0.97) (0.04) (-0.40) (0.92) (1.40)

AGE 0.093 * 0.024  0.100 ** 0.033  0.077  -0.074  0.120 ** 0.025

 (1.95) (0.38) (2.15) (0.53) (1.47) (-0.85) (2.46) (0.40)

Intercept 2.312  -3.361  1.849  -3.315  5.721 * 2.474  1.482  -3.815

 (0.80) (-0.93) (0.65) (-0.92) (1.78) (0.46) (0.50) (-1.09)

N 1122  1122  1122  1122  1063  970  1062  1120

Wald Chi-Square 114.0 *** 83.9 *** 107.4 *** 77.9 *** 94.2 *** 61.7 *** 106.9 *** 83.4 ***

Pseudo-R2 0.202  0.215  0.191  0.200  0.186  0.192  0.198  0.210

Note: The dependent variable is MAOs. Numbers in the table are coeffi cients and Z-statistics 

(in brackets). All Z-statistics are completed based on the clustered standard errors and 

the heteroscedasticity-corrected covariance matrix (White, 1980). All continuous variables 

are winsorised at the 1st and 99th percentiles of their distributions. ***, **, and * denote 

signifi cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels for the two-tailed test, respectively.
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Table 8 Logistic Regression of Earnings Management to MAOs Before and After the 

Regulatory Policies of 2001: Comparisons for Various Auditors

   Non-    Non-

  Top Ten Top Ten Local Non-local  Local small local small 

Variable Period auditors auditors auditors auditors Auditors auditors

SPE_DUM 99-00 0.851  1.103 *** 1.065 *** 2.271 *** 1.111 ** 1.378 **

  (1.18) (2.64) (2.73) (2.64) (2.42) (2.51)

  N=254  N=868  N=900  N=222  N=709  N=413

 01-02 1.680 *** 0.971 ** 0.916 ** 2.523 *** 0.856 * 1.703 ***

  (2.85) (2.49) (2.36) (2.80) (1.91) (3.50)

  N=280  N=842  N=907  N=215  N=713  N=409

RIGHT_DUM 99-00 -0.245  -0.217  -0.217  -0.249  -0.116  -0.579

  (-0.39) (-0.56) (-0.64) (-0.20) (-0.30) (-0.92)

  N=254  N=868  N=900  N=222  N=709  N=413

 01-02 0.091  0.278  -1.521  1.485 ** -1.155  0.553

  (0.35) (0.56) (-1.47) (2.21) (-1.09) (0.91)

  N=280  N=842  N=907  N=215  N=713  N=409

IRRGLPRF  99-00 -0.091  0.104  -0.006  0.372 ** -0.021  0.071

  (-0.75) (1.09) (-0.07) (2.35) (-0.21) (0.75)

  N=242  N=821  N=852  N=211  N=671  N=392

 01-02 0.242 ** 0.123  0.194 ** -0.016  0.181  0.100

  (2.04) (1.09) (2.37) (-0.06) (1.45) (0.92)

  N=257  N=713  N=784  N=186  N=606  N=364

DA_PERF 99-00 0.729  1.673  1.856  -0.652  1.874  0.693

  (0.30) (0.95) (1.22) (-0.19) (0.98) (0.32)

  N=247  N=815  N=852  N=210  N=667  N=395

 01-02 -4.001 * -3.921 ** -3.966 ** -3.633  -4.342 ** -3.331

  (-1.64) (-2.13) (-2.36) (-1.15) (-2.20) (-1.56)

  N=280  N=840  N=905  N=215  N=711  N=409

Note: The dependent variable is MAOs. We use the same models as in Table 7. We do not report 

the regression results of the control variables. Numbers in the table are coeffi cients and 

Z-statistics (in brackets). All Z-statistics are completed based on the clustered standard errors 

and the heteroscedasticity-corrected covariance matrix (White, 1980). All continuous variables 

are winsorised at the 1st and 99th percentiles of their distributions. ***, **, and * denote 

signifi cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels for the two-tailed test, respectively.



116  Xin and Huang

V. Additional Tests

1. Information Content of MAOs in the Pre-regulation and Post-

regulation Periods17

If Document No. 14 indeed increases the adverse consequences of MAOs to listed fi rms, 

and if investors can perceive this, then MAO information content should increase after 

the release of Document No. 14.18 To examine this prediction, we calculate the 3-day 

cumulative abnormal return from day-1 to day 1 around the disclosure day of the audit 

opinion (i.e. the announcement day of the annual report). Following Chen, Su, and Zhao 

(2000), we use two measures of abnormal returns. One is CAR, based on the CAMP 

model estimated over a 120-day period and ending 30 days before the announcement 

date of the audit opinion, and the other is CMR, which is the market-index-adjusted 

cumulative abnormal return.

First, we conduct a univariate analysis for MAO information content by classifying 

the full sample into two groups, one consisting of listed fi rms issued clean audit opinions, 

and the other of listed fi rms issued MAOs. Panel A of Table 9 presents the univariate 

analysis results. We fi nd no signifi cant difference in market response between clean 

opinions and modifi ed opinions between 1999 and 2000. But between 2001 and 2002, 

fi rms issued MAOs have signifi cantly lower 3-day cumulative abnormal returns relative 

to those issued clean audit opinions, suggesting that the information content of MAOs 

increases after the release of Document No. 14.

17 We appreciate one referee for his suggestion of comparing the information content of MAOs in the 
two periods. 

18 Auditor conservatism can also infl uence the information content of MAOs. If the regulatory policies 
of 2001 have no effect on the information content of MAOs, and if investors are able to perceive the 
change in auditor conservatism, then the market should react more weakly to MAOs when regulatory 
risk promotes auditor conservatism; in contrast, the market should react more strongly to MAOs when 
auditors relax conservative reporting strategies under client pressure. Therefore, taking into account 
the effect of changes in auditor conservatism, we are unable to predict precisely the direction of 
change in the information content of the MAOs. But because investors are more likely to perceive 
the impact of Document No. 14 in the form of the adverse consequences of MAOs than in changes 
in auditor conservatism, we still expect that the information content of MAOs should increase after 
the issue of Document No. 14. 
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We further examine the information content of MAOs using multivariate analysis 

in Panel B of Table 9. To control for the effects of other factors on the stock abnormal 

returns, we introduce the change in fi rm earnings (△EPS and △ROE) and prior year 

audit opinion (REPEAT) in the stock abnormal return model, where △EPS is the change 

in earnings per share scaled by the beginning price at day -1, and △ROE is the change 

in return on equity from year t-1 to year t. △REPEAT is a dummy variable that equals 

1 for observations receiving MAOs for both years t-1 and t, and 0 otherwise.

Panel B shows that the coefficient for the MAOs is insignificant for all 

specifi cations. This is not consistent with the fi ndings of Chen, Su, and Zhao (2000), but 

is consistent with Chen (2002).19 Although we fi nd that the coeffi cient for the MAOs 

declines (insignifi cantly) in 2001-2002 relative to 1999-2000, this evidence, together with 

the results of the univariate analysis, suggests that the information content of MAOs 

declines slightly after the release of Document No. 14.

19 Chen, Su, and Zhao (2000) fi nd that the market response to MAOs is signifi cantly negative in 1997 and 
1998. Why do we not observe this phenomenon in our settings? We consider two possibilities. First, 
since 1998 the CSRC has required fi rms reporting a loss for 3 consecutive years or a signifi cant loss 
for the current year to release the notice of loss in advance. In 2000, the Shanghai Stock Exchange 
required that fi rms should release the notice in advance if they expect a loss for the current year. Since 
then, similar policies have been extended continuously, and thus the information content of MAOs 
has been weakened. Second, since 1998, the numbers of institutional investors have been growing in 
China. Because institutional investors have a stronger ability to obtain and understand the information 
about listed fi rms, they can perceive a fi rm’s fi nancial condition and audit opinions before the annual 
reports are released, resulting in weak information content for MAOs. 
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Table 9 Information Content of MAOs Before and After the Regulatory Policies of 

2001

Panel A: Univariate Analysis

 CAR CMR

Group 1999-2000  2001-2002  1999-2000  2001-2002

MAOs = 0 0.0009  -0.0021  -0.0004  -0.0024

MAOs = 1 -0.0006  -0.0144  -0.0001  -0.0119

Difference 0.0015  0.0122 *** -0.0003  0.0095 **

(t-stat.) (0.35) (3.15) (-0.06) (2.43)

Panel B: Multivariate Analysis

 Dependent variable: CAR Dependent variable: CMR

Variable 1999-2000 2000-2001 1999-2000 2000-2001

MAOs 0.003  0.006  -0.003  -0.006  0.007  0.008  -0.001  -0.003

 (0.45) (0.97) (-0.35) (-0.83) (0.94) (1.22) (-0.10) (-0.51)

△EPS 0.372 ***   0.324 **   0.304 ***   0.311 **

 (3.26)   (2.24)   (2.69)   (2.12)

△EPS × MAOs -0.208    0.061    -0.132    0.034

 (-0.81)   (0.24)   (-0.54)   (0.15)

△ROE   0.025    0.034 **   0.022 *   0.032 **

   (1.22)   (2.03)   (1.68)   (2.01)

ROE × MAOs   0.014    0.002    0.009    0.001

   (0.70)   (0.17)   (0.34)   (0.05)

REPEAT -0.010  -0.007  0.001  0.007  -0.014  -0.012  0.001  0.006

 (-1.07) (-0.82) (0.15) (0.71) (-1.45) (-1.35) (0.08) (0.58)

Intercept 0.001  -0.0011  -0.002  -0.003 ** 0.001  0.001  -0.002 * -0.004 **

 (0.82) (-0.44) (-1.54) (-2.31) (0.58) (0.45) (-1.85) (-2.37)

N 878  1063  1007  1120  878  1063  1007  1120

F_stat. 3.00 ** 2.06 * 3.33 ** 4.18 *** 2.38 * 1.49  2.35 * 3.11 **

Adjusted R2 0.014  0.011  0.035  0.042  0.011  0.007  0.025  0.031

Note: Numbers in Panel A are the means of stock cumulative abnormal returns. Numbers in Panel 

B are coeffi cients and T values (in brackets). All t-statistics are completed based on the 

clustered standard errors and the heteroscedasticity-corrected covariance matrix (White, 1980). 

All continuous variables are winsorised at the 1st and 99th percentiles of their distributions. 

***, **, and * denote signifi cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels for the two-tailed test, 

respectively.
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2. Analysis of Regulatory Enforcement by the CSRC for Clients of 

Different Auditors

Between 1994 and 2005, more than 600 listed fi rms were penalised by the CSRC for 

breaches of accounting quality. If auditor size and locality infl uences the quality of 

auditing services, which in turn infl uences accounting quality, then the CSRC will be 

more likely to penalise the clients of small auditors or local auditors than those of big 

auditors or non-local auditors. To examine this argument, we collect and identify the 

sample with enforcement actions carried out by the CSRC for breaches of accounting 

quality from the CSMAR database, and classify the observations into various groups 

according to auditor size and locality. Panel A of Table 9 shows that the clients of 

either non-Top Ten auditors or local auditors are indeed more likely to suffer regulatory 

enforcement actions by the CSRC, suggesting that auditor size and locality can infl uence 

auditing quality.

We further test the difference in frequency of enforcement actions between the pre-

regulation and post-regulation periods. We expect that if auditors relax their conservative 

reporting strategies in the post-regulation period, the frequency of enforcement actions 

will increase. Panel B of Table 10 shows that indeed the frequency of enforcement actions 

increases for all groups. But we also fi nd that relative to the period between 1999 and 

2000, the frequency of enforcement actions increases signifi cantly for clients of non-Top 

Ten auditors or local auditors, but remains relatively stable between 2001 and 2002 for 

clients of Top Ten auditors or non-local auditors. These results indicate that the impact 

of audit regulation on auditor conservatism varies for different types of auditors.

3. Robustness Checks

To enhance the reliability of the above conclusions, we perform several robustness 

checks. First, we redefi ne the research periods to examine the impact of the regulatory 

policies of 2001. Specifi cally, we take two research periods: one from 2000 to 2001(year 

2000 vs. year 2001), and the other from 2000 to 2002 (year 2000 vs. year 2001-2002). 

Because China  s auditing market experienced a wave of mergers in 2000, which may 

have infl uenced market structure and auditor behaviour, we delete the observations 

for 1999 to reduce the effects of audit fi rm mergers in our study. Second, we use 

alternative measures for several variables and consider more control variables for the 

audit opinion model. For example, we (1) redefi ne the Top Ten auditors according to 

the number of clients, (2) use ROA as the proxy for fi rm performance, (3) introduce 

the prior-year audit opinion into the audit opinion model, (4) use below-the-line items 

divided by equity and adjusted by the industry median to measure income from non-

operating activities according to Chen and Yuan(2004), and (5) use abnormal accruals 
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based on the modifi ed Jones model. Third, we delete the observations in which auditors 

changed their registry regions from 2000 to 2002 in the empirical analysis on the impact 

of auditor locality. Fourth, we exclude earnings management measures in client risk 

characteristics when decomposing the changes in the probability an MAO will be issued. 

To alleviate this problem, we include each earnings management measure into the client 

risk characteristics, and then re-decompose the changes in the probability an MAO will 

be issued. The conclusions drawn from the above analyses continue to hold qualitatively.

Table 10 Frequency of Regulatory Enforcement by the CSRC for Listed Firms 

Stemming from Accounting Quality Problems in 1999-2002

Panel A: Frequency of Regulatory Enforcement Each Year

Year 1999  2000  2001  2002  1999-2002

Clients of Top Ten auditors 2(1.6%) 3(2.3%) 8(5.8%) 2(1.4%) 15(2.8%)

Clients of non-Top Ten auditors 12(2.7%) 29(6.7%) 36(8.5%) 24(5.7%) 101(5.9%)

Difference (-1.1%) (-4.5% *) (-2.7%) (-4.3% **) (-3.1% ***)

Clients of local auditors 14(3.1%) 28(6.3%) 41(9.0%) 23(5.1%) 106(5.9%)

Clients of non-local auditors 0(0.0%) 4(3.4%) 3(2.8%) 3(2.8%) 10(2.3%)

Difference (3.1% *) (2.9%) (6.2% **) (2.3%) (3.6% ***)

Clients of local small auditors 12(3.3%) 26(7.4%) 35(9.8%) 23(6.5%) 96(6.8%)

Clients of non-local small auditors 2(1.0%) 6(2.8%) 9(4.4%) 3(1.5%) 20(2.3%)

Difference (2.3% *) (4.6% **) (5.4% **) (5.0% ***) (4.5% ***)

Full sample 14(2.5%) 32(5.7%) 44(7.8%) 26(4.6%) 116(5.2%)

Panel B: Comparisons of Frequency of Regulatory Enforcement Before and After 

the Regulatory Policies of 2001

Year 1999-2000 2001-2002 Difference

Clients of Top Ten auditors 5(2.0%) 10(3.6%) (-1.6%)

Clients of non-Top Ten auditors 41(4.7%) 60(7.1%) (-2.4%)**

Clients of local auditors 42(4.7%) 64(7.1%) (-2.4%)**

Clients of non-local auditors 4(1.8%) 6(2.8%) (-1.0%)

Clients of local small auditors 38(5.4%) 58(8.1%) (-2.8%)**

Clients of non-local small auditors 8(1.9%) 12(2.9%) (-1.0%)

Full sample 46(4.1%) 70(6.2%) (-2.1%)**

Note: (1) Numbers in the table are identifi ed according to the time of violation rather than the 

time of enforcement action. (2) Numbers in the table are numbers of listed fi rms violating 

the regulations; numbers in brackets are the ratios of the number of listed fi rms violating 

the regulations to total number of clients for the type of auditor. (3) ***, **, and * denote 

signifi cance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels for the Chi-square two-tailed test, respectively.
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VI. Conclusions and Limitations

Focusing on the relevant regulatory policies after the collapse of Zhongtianqin in 2001, 

we analyse the impact of the new audit regulations on auditor conservatism. After 

Zhongtianqin collapsed, the regulatory environment faced by auditors became more 

rigorous, and we expect that the conservatism of auditor reporting would increase 

owing to the increased regulatory risk after 2001. But the regulatory policies of 2001 

also increased the adverse consequences to clients issued MAOs; therefore, clientele 

motivations for avoiding an MAO should be stronger, which would in turn lead to 

auditors facing greater pressure from clients. Thus, auditor conservatism could also 

decline after 2001. We provide evidence that auditors were less likely to issue MAOs, 

and gave different responses to various forms of earnings management after 2001. In 

general, auditor conservatism declined after 2001. Additionally, our fi ndings indicate 

that following the audit regulation policies of 2001, the conservatism of small auditors 

decreased faster than that of Top Ten auditors, while that of local auditors decreased 

faster than that of non-local auditors.

Our research has the following policy implications. Considering that the public 

governance and corporate governance environments in China are still in a transitional 

and emerging stage, as regulators plan to implement new regulatory policies, they should 

carefully consider the new issues triggered by the regulatory policy itself and incorporate 

them into the policies.

The main limitation in our research is that we have no way to control for the 

impact of other institutional changes on auditor incentives and behaviour. Because China 

is a transitional economy, many institutional systems change frequently. For example, 

the Accounting Regulations for Business Enterprises enacted by the MOF in 2001 

could affect our conclusions. Although we perform empirical analyses for various study 

windows and test the changes in auditor conservatism from several perspectives, we 

are still not confi dent we have removed the impact of other institutional changes on the 

reporting behaviour of fi rms and auditor incentives, which would inevitably reduce the 

reliability of our conclusions.
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