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摘要

本文運用Bertrand et al. (2002)模型，驗證了上市公司經營活動現金流量操縱的動
機和路徑。研究發現，具有提高利潤含金量動機（也稱匹配動機）或跨越經營現金
流量零點動機的上市公司在受到行業衝擊時，其現金流量反應的靈敏性顯著低於其
他公司，說明這些公司存在現金流量操縱行為。且當行業衝擊為負向時，這些公司
現金流量的敏感性下降更多，即操縱幅度更大。具有操縱動機的公司主要通過“銷
售商品、提供勞務收到的現金”、“購買商品、接受勞務支付的現金”以及“支付
給職工的現金”達到操縱的目的。進一步分析發現，嫌疑公司主要利用了“經營性
應收”和“經營性應付”項目來操縱“銷售商品收到的現金”或“購買商品支付的
現金”。
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一、引言

2008年全球性的金融危機爆發以來，大批企業因資金鏈斷裂而破產關閉，“現
金為王”再次成為市場的流行語。事實上，即便在經濟處於上升的階段，由於會計
盈余被廣泛操縱，財務報表使用者也在越來越多地使用現金流量指標來評價企業的
經營成果。現金流量以其“可靠性”受到信任和青睞主要有以下原因：首先，現金
流量是投資決策的重要依據，價值相關性研究表明現金流量可以為投資者提供增量
信息（W i l s o n, 1987；趙春光，2004）。其次，現金流量也是評價企業業績的重要
指標，Graham et al.  (2005)調查發現，在評價企業業績時，22%的財務高管認為經營
現金流量和自由現金流量是最重要指標。第三，現金流量還有助於評判會計盈余的
質量和預測公司的財務困境。章之旺（2004）發現，現金流量信息可以為財務困境
預測提供增量信息。實務中，我們也發現很多公司在退市或被S T前幾年，雖然公司
仍然盈利，但經營現金流量已經開始連續幾年低於淨利潤甚至為負數。如以財務造
假一鳴驚人的“銀廣廈”在醜聞曝光之前3年以“含金量”衡量的盈余質量就已經
惡化。1 最後，現金流量正逐漸進入監管層的視野，在意識到以會計盈余作為審核
指標的局限性後，監管部門越來越關注現金流量指標並開始將其列入相關制度。

現金流量之所以受到越來越多的重視，是因為人們逐漸認識到現金流量比會
計盈余更加可靠，基於收付實現制的現金流量相對於應計制的會計盈余而言可操縱
的空間更小，受會計估計和會計方法選擇的影響更有限。然而，現金流量並非不可
操縱。隨着投資者對現金流量數據，特別是經營活動現金流量的廣泛關注以及監管
部門把現金流量指標納入審核標準，我們預期公司管理層會產生操縱現金流量的機
會主義行為。2 公司可以通過推遲應付帳款、加速收回或出售應收帳款、甚至直接
把投資和籌資活動產生的現金流量計入經營活動等方式來實現操縱。在我國特殊的
制度背景下，剝離上市的上市公司與母公司之間存在千絲萬縷的聯繫，為上市公司
利用與母公司集團間的關聯交易操縱現金流量創造了條件。因為從上市公司轉移出
去（進來）的現金流，將來還可以從母公司中轉移進來（出去）。由此可見，上市

1 銀廣夏在2001年財務造假曝光前，1998、1999、2000年的淨利潤分別為0.89億
元、1.28億元和4.18億元，但對應的經營活動現金流量却只有-0.21億元，－0.06

億元和1.24億元。
2 本文選用“現金流量操縱”而沒有使用“現金流量管理”是因為在財務領域， 

“現金流量管理”已有特定的含義：“現金流量管理是指以現金流量作為管理
的重心、兼顧收益，圍繞企業經營活動、投資活動和籌資活動而構築的管理體
系⋯⋯包括現金預算、現金調度（保持合適的庫存現金）、信息與報告系統以分
析與評價系統等”（駱良彬，蘇明瑜， 2008）。為了避免和通常意義上的現金
流量管理概念相區別，我們用了“現金流量操縱”的概念。儘管如此，如果比
照Earnings management與Earnings manipulation的差別，本文的概念實際上更接近
Earnings management。
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公司既存在操縱現金流量的動機又有操縱現金流量的便利條件，勢必衍生出操縱現
金流量的行為。

本文從現金流量操縱的目的出發，試圖回答兩個問題。第一個問題是“是否存
在現金流量操縱？”。如果存在，那麼自然引申到第二個問題，即“如何操縱”。

本文用Bertrand et al.（2002）模型，檢驗有操縱動機公司的經營現金流水平對
行業衝擊反應的敏感性是否低於其他樣本。實證結果發現，那些具有“提高利潤含
金量”動機和“零點跨越”動機的上市公司的確存在現金流量操縱行為。且當行業
衝擊為負向時，現金流量被操縱的程度更大。從現金流量表各項目構成看，異常現
金流主要來源於“銷售商品、提供勞務收到的現金”和“購買商品、接受勞務支付
的現金”以及“為職工支付的現金”。進一步，我們發現，現金流量操縱的途徑主
要是經營性應收或應付項目。

與盈余操縱相關的文獻可謂汗牛充棟，但驗證現金流量操縱的研究卻寥寥可
數。本文不僅驗證了經營現金流量操縱行為的存在，而且從會計路徑上找到了現金
流量操縱的手法。因此本研究在內容和方法上拓展了財務操縱的領域，彌補了相關
研究的不足。

全文結構安排如下：第二部份對相關文獻進行梳理；第三部份是研究設計與假
說發展；第四部份是樣本選擇和描述性統計；第五、六部份分別是對現金流量操縱
動機和手段的實證檢驗；第七部份是穩健性檢驗；最後是本文結論。

二、文獻回顧

目前學術界針對現金流量操縱問題的研究還很少，已有的文獻主要是針對盈余
管理。即便如此，在現有盈余管理文獻中，還是可以發現上市公司在進行盈余管理
的同時存在着現金流量操縱的痕跡。Burgstahler and Dichev（1997）在研究微利公司
的盈余管理時發現，微盈的公司來自於經營活動的現金流量顯著高於微虧的公司，
即微利公司會操縱經營現金流量以提高利潤。Roychowdhury（2006）提出了實務活
動（real activities）盈余管理的概念，以區別利用應計項目進行的盈余管理。他發現
微利公司經營活動現金流顯著低於其他公司。Cohen et al.（2008）發現，在薩班斯-

奧克斯利法案通過前後，上市公司採用實務活動盈余管理與應計項目盈余管理的比
率發生變化。薩班斯-奧克斯利法案通過後，監管更加嚴格，上市公司更多地採用實
務活動手段進行盈余管理。這些文獻雖然是以盈余管理為研究目的，但實務盈余管
理的文獻並不能排除上市公司盈余管理的同時兼顧現金流量操縱。事實上，與用應
計項目進行盈余管理不同，我們很難識別這些實務活動的目的到底是操縱利潤還是
操縱現金流量。因此，為了驗證現金流量操縱的目的，需要另闢蹊徑。

國內對現金流量的研究主要集中在現金流量的價值相關性上。趙春光（2004）
發現現金流量相對於會計盈余具有增量的價值相關性。王化成等（2003）發現，增
加現金流量信息後的現金流量預測模型預測的準確性提高。張國清 (2007)也發現，
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與單獨提供會計盈余數字相比，提供現金流量數據能夠改進對經營活動現金流量的
預測。

有關現金流量操縱的研究才剛剛起步，盧文彬，朱紅軍（2001）在考察I P O公
司經營業績的變動時發現，用經營活動現金流量衡量的經營業績在I P O當年和後3年
呈現顯著的下降態勢。

Z h a n g（2006）是第一篇明確提出現金流量操縱概念的文獻。她發現上市公
司為了迎合分析師的預測、達到現金股利目標以及跨越現金流量零點會進行現
金流量操縱。張然（2007）將中國上市公司作為研究樣本，運用B u r g st a h l e r a n d 

D i c h e v（1997）的方法以及最佳擬合曲線模型發現了經營現金流量零點、前期的經
營現金流量、分析師的預測是上市公司現金流分布的三個閹值，並找到了管理層操
縱現金流的證據。吳聯生等（2007）在假定真實現金流量服從混合正態分布下，對
上市公司的現金流量管理的頻度和幅度進行了推斷，發現有5.67%的公司進行了現
金流管理。薛爽，蔡祥，郭虹（2008）利用季度數據發現第三季度末經營活動現金
流量淨額低於淨利潤的公司，在第四季度存在調增現金流量的行為、具有再融資動
機的上市公司在第四季度會操縱經營現金流量，以提高通過監管部門的再融資審核
的可能性。

對於上市公司採用什麼樣的手段進行現金流量操縱，目前的文獻鮮有涉及。
陳理（2006）發現公司再融資時通過獲得一次性的稅費返還、收回被股東單位佔用
的資金、拖延支付貨款以及其他與經營活動有關的支出等手段操縱上市公司的現金
流量。王嘯（2004）發現上市公司在再融資前通過獲得稅費返還、增加其他收現、
延期支付貨款等方式操縱經營現金流量。但是，他們的研究只是針對再融資時的公
司，樣本容量較小。

三、研究設計與假說發展

3.1 現金流量操縱的動機及“嫌疑”公司的確定

經營活動現金流量和淨利潤同時列於年報開始部分的主要財務數據表中，從列
報形式上看，其受重視程度不分伯仲。投資者可以很方便地將二者進行對比。若經
營現金流量與淨利潤偏離較大，則盈余的質量和真實性就容易受到置疑。經營活動
產生的現金流量也往往被財務分析師用來評價上市公司利潤的“含金量”。因此，
我們推斷上市公司可能存在匹配經營現金流量與淨利潤（或營業利潤）的動機，從
事後的角度看，那些經營現金流量與淨利潤（營業利潤）差額在零附近微小區間的
公司應有部分來自現金流量操縱公司。

其次，上市公司還存在迎合監管的動機。2001年頒布的《上市公司新股發行
管理辦法》以及《中國證監會股票發行審核委員會關於上市公司新股發行審核工作
的指導意見》等規定中，明確提出並要求擔任新股發行主承銷商的證券公司重點關
注並說明公司是否存在“公司現金流量淨增加額為負，且經營活動所產生的現金
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流量淨額為負、可能出現支付困難”的情況。確定標準和達到標準是監管機構和上
市公司博弈的永恒主題。為避免被重點關注，有再融資需求的某些上市公司存在操
縱現金流量的動機。另外，這種“跨越”臨界點的動機也產生於降低交易成本的需
要（Burgstahler and Dichev, 1997），跨越這種虛幻的臨界點的公司和沒有跨越的公
司相比，會有更低的融資成本、債務條款更“寬鬆”、在客戶和供應商那裏得到更
多的優惠。前景理論也可以解釋跨越零點動機，根據前景理論，投資者會對損失和
收益分開評估，投資者的效用函數在損失領域是凹的而非凸的。所以對極小損失的
風險也是非常厭惡的。將前景理論應用到投資者對現金流量的評價中，他們對微負
的現金流量的評價會遠遠低於微正的現金流量。由此，我們預期上市公司存在著使
“現金流量淨增加額”跨越零點和“經營活動現金流量”跨越零點的動機。從事後
的角度看，經營現金流量在零附近右側微小區間的樣本很有可能操縱了經營活動現
金流量。由於本文考察的是經營活動現金流量而不是現金流量淨額的操縱，所以那
些操縱“現金流量淨增加額”使其跨越零點的公司不在我們的研究範圍。值得說明
的是，除了特別說明，下文中提到“現金流量”時均指“經營活動現金流量”。

基於以上分析，我們用頻率分布圖來確定嫌疑公司的區間範圍。圖1是經營現
金流量與淨利潤差異或偏離程度（D E V）的頻率分布圖。由於上市公司具有匹配經
營現金流量與淨利潤的動機，我們預測在頻率分布圖中，在零點兩側會有異常的凸
起。從圖1 D E V分布來看，在零點附近區域[-0.03, 0.1]聚集了異常多的樣本（樣本
數量顯著地大於按正態分布預期的樣本數）。因此，我們把D E V處於[-0.03, 0.1]的
公司定義為第一類操縱經營現金流量的嫌疑公司，即具有提高利潤含金量動機的公
司，本文中有時也稱為具有匹配動機的公司。
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 薛爽　葉飛騰6

圖1：經營現金流量與淨利潤的偏離程度

圖1是關於D E V的分布圖。橫坐標是D E V，D E V等於經營現金流量與淨利潤的差額除以
銷售收入，用來代表公司現金流與淨利潤的偏離程度。縱坐標是給定D E V區間所對應的
觀測數佔總樣本的百分比。

圖2是總資產現金流比率C O A（＝經營活動現金流量/總資產）的頻率分布圖。
從圖2我們可以看出，大量樣本聚集在C O A零點右側，在略大於零的範圍內，樣本
數量明顯比按照正態分布概率預測的樣本數量多，這很可能是上市公司為達到監管
要求或降低交易成本而操縱經營現金流量以跨越COA零點的結果。因此我們把COA

處於[0, 0.06]的公司定義為第二類現金流量操縱嫌疑公司，即具有跨越零點動機的
公司。
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財務操縱新視角：經營現金流量操縱的動機和手段 7

圖2：總資產現金流量比率分布圖

圖2是關於總資產現金比率(COA)分布的直方圖。縱坐標是在給定COA區間所對應的觀測
數佔總樣本的百分比。

利用臨界點附近的嫌疑公司來檢驗上市公司是否存在現金流量操縱可能會受
到以下問題的影響：文中現金流量操縱嫌疑公司的範圍確定為臨界點附近微小區
間（匹配動機）和臨界點右側微小區間（跨越零點動機）的公司。但現金流量操縱
的公司並不僅僅局限於這兩個區間，因為一部分現金流量操縱公司在發生行業衝擊
時雖然進行了逆向的現金流量操縱，但未進入本文選定的這兩個區間或操縱現金流
之後超出了本文選定的這兩個區間。這個誤差對於本文的檢驗是個不利的誤差，它
的存在會使得實證結果變得更加不顯著。因此，這種樣本偏差不會影響我們結論。

3.2 假說發展

盈余管理研究中操縱性應計的計量方法有很多種，例如：行業平均模型、Jones

模型、修正的Jones模型以及控制業績影響的KLW模型（Kothari et al. , 2005），現金
流量操縱卻沒有被普遍認可的模型。儘管Dechow et al.（1998）提供了一個CFO的
模型（簡稱D K W模型），認為正常的C F O是關於上期銷售收入和本期銷售收入的
一個函數。但DKW模型需要較長的時間序列數據來估計模型參數。由於樣本時間跨
度的限制，本文從另一條路徑出發，利用上市公司對行業衝擊的反應來判斷上市公
司是否操縱了現金流量。
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 薛爽　葉飛騰8

我們的思路是：首先，經營活動現金流量的基礎是收付實現制，很難分離出
操控的經營活動現金流量，所以本文從一個特殊的角度來研究這個問題，即考察上
市公司面臨行業衝擊時的反應。這裏的行業衝擊是指對整個行業經營現金流量水平
產生影響的外部因素。在面臨負的行業衝擊時，嫌疑公司會操縱現金流量以減輕行
業衝擊的影響。比如，通過加速應收賬款的收回或出售應收賬款、推遲應付帳款，
甚至把投融資活動產生的現金流量計入經營活動現金流量來降低不利的行業衝擊對
經營現金流量造成的影響。其次，當受到一個好的行業衝擊（例如，突發事件引起
的產品價格上升）時，嫌疑公司會“儲存”一部分現金流量，以備將來需要時“釋
放”出來。這裏需要注意的是，這部分嫌疑公司在未進行現金流量操縱之前應該位
於嫌疑公司區間右側，由於“儲備”了一部分現金流量而落入了嫌疑公司區間。那
麼上市公司為什麼要“儲存”現金流量使自己貼上嫌疑公司的標簽呢？因為在正的
行業衝擊時“儲存”一部分現金流量，可以起到類似盈余管理中“糖果盒（c o o k i e 

j a r）”的作用，為將來需要時進行反向的現金流量操縱做儲備。例如，通過關聯交
易方式把一部分現金流轉移到母公司中，將來需要時再通過關聯交易轉移回來。另
外，將現金流“儲存”的成本遠比提高現金流量的成本低，因為提高現金流更容易
受到監管部門和審計師的關注，得到關聯方配合的難度也更大。綜上所述，與沒有
操縱現金流量的公司相比，被操縱公司的經營現金流量對行業衝擊的反應靈敏性會
較低。因此我們可以推斷前面定義的以提高利潤含金量為目標的第一類嫌疑公司和
以實現跨越零點為目標的第二類嫌疑公司的經營現金流量對行業衝擊的靈敏性應該
顯著低於其它公司。

基於以上分析，我們提出如下假說：

假說1：有現金流量操縱動機的嫌疑公司對行業衝擊反應的靈敏性低於其他公
司。

具有匹配動機的嫌疑公司既具有在負行業衝擊時調增現金流量的動機，也具有
在正行業衝擊時儲存現金流量的動機。負向行業衝擊時，現金流量更可能低於淨利
潤，因此，我們預期負向衝擊時，現金流量對行業衝擊敏感性下降更明顯。同樣，
對於為實現跨越現金流量零點而操縱現金流量的公司，雖然也存在正的行業衝擊時
儲存現金流量的動機，但跨越現金流量零點而引發的操縱行為應該主要發生在面臨
負的行業衝擊時調增現金流量的行為中。而且，這類嫌疑公司在正行業衝擊時儲存
現金流量的最終目的還是為了在負行業衝擊來臨時，調增現金流量以跨越零點。所
以我們提出：

假說2：與正向的行業衝擊相比，當行業衝擊為負向時，具有操縱現金流量動
機的上市公司對行業衝擊反應的靈敏性下降更多。
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財務操縱新視角：經營現金流量操縱的動機和手段 9

3.3 回歸模型

Bertrand et al.（2002）（以下簡稱Bertrand模型）為我們提供了一個考察公司
對行業衝擊反應程度的模型。B e r t r a n d模型的原理是假定在正常情況下，具有某種
相同特點的樣本（如同行業等）面對來自外部的共同衝擊時，反應（敏感性）應該
不存在明顯差異。如果在不同的子樣本中存在系統性差異，說明不同的子樣本可能
還有其他不同之處（如操縱動機等）。在Bertrand et al.  (2002) 中，作者認為如果
集團公司內部存在掏空行為，集團公司的控股股東會把其在低控股權公司的利益轉
移到其具有高控股權公司中，因此集團公司中的上市公司相對於非集團公司的上市
公司面對行業衝擊的反應更不靈敏。Jian and Wong（2008）把Bertrand 模型應用到
關聯交易的研究中，發現中國具有再融資、避免退市動機的上市公司關聯銷售水平
異常的高。同樣地，Bertrand 模型也可用於識別現金流量操縱嫌疑公司與非嫌疑公
司面對行業衝擊的不同反應，因為嫌疑公司具有提高利潤含金量或跨越現金流量零
點的目的。在負的行業衝擊時，嫌疑公司為了達到匹配和跨越目的而進行調增現金
流量，對負的行業衝擊反應的靈敏性會下降。在正的行業衝擊時，嫌疑公司會“儲
存”一部分現金流量，以備將來需要時“釋放”出來，導致現金流量對正向行業衝
擊反應的敏感性也會降低。因此，我們認為B e r t r a n d模型雖然是為了研究集團公司
內的掏空行為而產生，但同樣適用於現金流量操縱的研究。本文檢驗現金流量操縱
的模型如下：

CFO
it
 = β

0
 + β

1
 PCFO

it 
 + β

2
 PCFO

it
*D + β

3
 SIZE

it 
（1）

  
+β

4
 LEV

it
 + FIRM

i
 + TIME

t
 + ε

it

PCFO
it
 = COAm*TA

i
 （2）

上述模型（1）中，C F O為經營活動現金流量；D為虛擬變量；當公司為第一
類或第二類現金流量操縱嫌疑公司時取1，否則取0；S I Z E和L E V分別是總資產的
自然對數和總資產負債率，用來控制規模和資本結構的影響。 P C F O的定義見模
型（2）。C O A m為剔除自身後的行業加權平均總資產經營現金流比率，T A為總資
產。因為行業平均C O A m是不受上市公司操縱影響的，所以P C F O可以理解為公司
預期的現金流量或未受操縱影響的公司本期的現金流量。F I R M和T I M E分別用來
控制公司個體效應和時間的固定效應。由於在回歸模型中控制了固定效應，所以
PCFO實質上是行業衝擊帶來的未受操縱影響的CFO。

當上市公司所在的行業受到一個不可控的不利的行業衝擊時，嫌疑公司會正向
操縱現金流量以增加淨利潤與現金流量的匹配程度或跨越C O A零點。3 相反，當行

3 這裏需要注意的是，嫌疑公司是按公司操縱現金流量之後的結果來確定的，所以
公司在操縱現金流量之前並不落在嫌疑公司的區間範圍內。
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 薛爽　葉飛騰10

業受到一個有利的衝擊時，嫌疑公司會“儲存”一部分經營現金流量，以備將來需
要時使用。所以從事後的角度來看，有動機操縱現金流量的嫌疑公司相對於其他公
司而言對行業衝擊反應的靈敏度下降，β

2
應顯著為負。

四、樣本選擇與變量定義

4.1 樣本與變量

財政部於2001年頒布《現金流量表具體準則》對原現金流量表準則進行了修
訂，為了保持經營活動現金流量數據的一致性，本文選取2001年至2006年深滬兩市
A股上市公司作為研究樣本。數據主要來源於WIND和CSMAR數據庫。

我們對2001至2006年所有A股公司樣本進行了如下篩選。首先，金融類公司與
其他上市公司相比具有不同的公司特征，剔除金融類上市公司。其次，本文的部分
變量要除以銷售收入來消除公司規模的影響，所以剔除了銷售收入為零的上市公
司。第三，因為要計算剔除自身的行業加權平均總資產現金流量比率，剔除了行業
內只有一家公司的樣本。行業分類採用中國證監會頒布的《上市公司行業分類指
引》大類標準，即單字母加兩位數字的編碼。在剔除缺失數據的樣本以及上下1%極
值之後，共得到 6426個企業-年觀測值。

表1是關於變量的定義。在模型（1）中，D代表有操縱現金流量嫌疑的公司。
根據前面的分析，嫌疑公司分為兩類。為提高淨利潤與現金流量匹配程度而可能進
行操縱的嫌疑公司我們用D_DEV來定義，即經營現金流量與淨利潤的差異DEV處於
[-0.03，0.1]的公司為1,否則為0。D_C O A為代表第二類嫌疑公司的啞變量，當總資
產現金流比率處於[0，0.06]的公司設為1，否則為0。N E G是代表行業面臨不利的衝
擊的啞變量，本期的PCFO小於上期的PCFO時取1；否則取0。

其他幾個變量用來檢驗現金流量操縱的途徑。M A I N、O T H E R、W A G E、
TAXO、TAXREFUND分別代表現金流量表中與經營活動有關的項目。其中，MAIN

是銷售商品收到的現金減去購買商品支付的現金。O T H E R代表收到的其他與經營
活動有關的現金減去支付的其他與經營活動有關的現金。TAXO和TAXREFUND分
別代表支付的稅金和收到的稅收返還。WAGE代表為職工支付的現金。最後，△AR

和△A P分別代表資產負債表上與經營活動有關的應收項目的減少和應付項目的增
加。
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財務操縱新視角：經營現金流量操縱的動機和手段 11

表1：變量定義

 變量名 含義

 COA 總資產現金流比率，等於經營活動現金流量除以總資產。
 DEV （經營活動現金流量-淨利潤）/銷售收入。
 COAm 除自身外的行業加權平均總資產現金流比率，權數為總資產。
 PCFO 預期現金流量，等於COAm*TA，其中 TA為總資產。
 D_DEV 虛擬變量，代表具有提高淨利潤含金量動機的公司，D E V處於

[-0.03, 0.1]時為1，否則為0。
 D_COA 虛擬變量，代表具有跨越零點動機的嫌疑公司，C O A處於[0, 

0.06]的公司設為1，否則為0。
 NEG 虛擬變量，代表不利的行業衝擊。本期PCFO小於上期PCFO時

取1；否則取0。
 MAIN 銷售購買現金淨流量，等於銷售商品/提供勞務收到的現金減去

購買商品/接受勞務支付的現金。
 OTHER 其它經營現金淨流量，等於收到的其它與經營活動有關的現金

減去支付的其它與經營活動有關的現金。
 WAGE 支付職工現金，等於支付給職工及為職工支付的現金。
 TAXO 支付的各項稅費。
 TAXREFUND 收到的稅費返還。
 △AR 經營性應收項目的期初余額減去期末余額，即本期經營性應收

項目的減少。
 △AP 經營性應付項目的期末余額減去期初余額，即本期經營性應付

項目的增加。
 SIZE 總資產的自然對數。
 LEV 總負債/總資產

4.2 描述性統計分析

表2是主要變量的描述性統計，P a n e l A 是離散變量的描述性統計部分。從
D_D E V和D_C O A的頻率和百分比來看，有匹配現金流量與淨利潤動機的嫌疑公
司的數目佔所有樣本的46.28%，跨越現金流量零點動機的嫌疑公司佔所有樣本
的34.20%。平均來看，行業衝擊為正的概率為65.21%，行業衝擊為負的概率是
34.79%。P a n e l B部分是關於連續變量的描述性統計，P a n e l B 顯示D E V的均值和
中值分別為0.097和0.047，這說明D E V的分布呈右偏狀態。C O A的均值為0.062，
C O A m的均值為0.067。C F O的均值（中值）為0.111（0.090），P C F O的均值（中
值）為0.105（0.059）。
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 薛爽　葉飛騰12

表2：變量描述性統計
Panel A 離散變量部分

 0 1

 樣本總數 樣本數 % 樣本數 %

D_DEV 6426 3,452 53.72 2,974 46.28

D_COA 6426 4,228 65.80 2,198 34.20

NEG 5148 3,357 65.21 1,791 34.79

Panel B 連續變量部分

 樣本總數 最小值 均值 中值 最大值

DEV 6426 -0.914 0.097 0.047 3.654

COA 6426 -0.239 0.062 0.057 0.342

COAm 6426 -0.063 0.067 0.063 0.191

CFO 6426 -3.316 0.111 0.090 2.753

PCFO 6426 -0.373 0.105 0.059 3.335

表3是變量間相關係數表，從表中我們可以看出，C F O與P C F O顯著正相關。
PCFO與PCFO*D_DEV 和PCFO*D_COA正相關，但相關係數不是很大，不會引起
共線性問題。未報告的相關性係數分析還顯示，P C F O*D_D E V*N E G與P C F O*D_

DEV的相關係數以及PCFO*D_COA*NEG與PCFO*D_COA的相關係數均超過0.7，
若把它們同時放入一個方程進行回歸，會造成多重共線性。在後面的多元回歸分析
中，本文采了分樣本回歸的辦法克服這個問題。

表3：變量間相關係數表

 CFO  PCFO  DEV  COA  D_DEV  D_COA  PCFO *D_DEV  PCFO *D_COA  SIZE

PCFO  0.272*

DEV  0.388* 0.077*

COA  0.613* 0.141* 0.221*

D_DEV  -0.118* -0.086* -0.226* 0.077*

D_COA  -0.102* -0.065* -0.007 -0.277* 0.228*

PCFO *D_DEV  0.006 0.383* -0.101* 0.053* 0.490* 0.101*

PCFO *D_COA  -0.022 0.300* -0.002 -0.140* 0.116* 0.543* 0.349*

SIZE  0.081* 0.541* 0.004 0.080* 0.057* -0.015 0.375* 0.234*

LEV  -0.031* -0.033* 0.148* -0.039* -0.045* 0.002 -0.025* -0.004 -0.061*

Pearson相關係數。表中的星號表示相關係數至少在5%的水平上顯著。變量定義詳見
表1。

SIZE
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五、現金流量操縱動機的實證檢驗

B e r t r a n d 模型要求控制樣本的個體和時間固定效應，本文採用2001到2006年
的面板數據來控制固定效應，選用的面板數據模型為固定效應模型。另外，為了
解決數據可能存在的序列相關，參考Petersen (2009)，表4-表6的檢驗採用了Cluster-

Robust Standard Errors 的方法。
表4是嫌疑公司對行業衝擊反應的多元回歸結果，所有回歸中，P C F O均顯著

為正，說明行業衝擊確實會影響公司的經營現金流。回歸（1）加入以提高淨利潤
含金量為目標的現金流操縱嫌疑公司（第一類）與行業衝擊的交乘項。回歸（2）
加入以跨越現金零點為目標的現金流操縱嫌疑公司（第二類）與行業衝擊的交乘
項。兩個回歸中交乘項的係數都顯著為負，即第一類和第二類嫌疑公司的現金流量
對行業衝擊的敏感性顯著低於其他公司，回歸結果與假說1的預期相符。回歸（3）
中，我們把兩類嫌疑公司與行業衝擊的交乘項同時放入模型，結果類似。因此，回
歸（1）至（3）的結果很好地驗證了我們的第一個假說，即有操縱動機的公司對現
金流行業衝擊的反應更小。從係數的大小上看，以跨越零點為目的的現金流量操縱
幅度更大。

表4　現金流量操縱嫌疑公司對行業衝擊的反應

變量 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

 全部樣本 全部樣本 全部樣本 NEG = 1 NEG = 0

PCFO 0.391*** 0.396*** 0.416*** 0.767*** 0.372***

 (7.732) (7.508) (7.364) (6.643) (5.454)

PCFO*D_DEV -0.194***  -0.139*** -0.284** -0.168***

 (-5.803)  (-4.250) (-1.968) (-4.991)

PCFO*D_COA  -0.285*** -0.245*** -0.456*** -0.187***

  (-6.374) (-5.187) (-3.377) (-3.980)

SIZE  -0.015*** -0.017*** -0.014*** -0.031*** -0.009

 (-2.818) (-3.137) (-2.636) (-3.012) (-1.046)

LEV -0.003 -0.002 -0.002 -0.017 -0.001

 (-0.368) (-0.298) (-0.333) (-1.493) (-0.167)

INTERCEPT 0.197*** 0.209*** 0.195*** 0.310*** 0.139**

 (5.698) (6.067) (5.582) (4.357) (2.368)

YEAR 控制 控制 控制 控制 控制
PCFO*D_DEV正負
衝擊係數差異比較    Z =-0.783

PCFO*D_COA正負
衝擊係數差異比較    Z =-1.881*

N 6278 6278 6278 1775 3335

Adj.R2 0.008 0.011 0.013 0.065 0.02
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 薛爽　葉飛騰14

表中所有模型的因變量都是C F O。面板數據回歸中控制了公司個體的固定效應。其中回
歸（4）和（5）分別是用行業受到負的衝擊（N E G  = 1）和正的衝擊（N E G  = 0）時的樣
本。其它模型用的是01至06年公司年度全樣本。*、**、***分別表示在10%、5%和1%的水平
上顯著。

為了進一步判斷嫌疑公司對行業衝擊反應靈敏度下降幅度是否與行業衝擊
的方向相關，我們把樣本分為正向衝擊和負向衝擊的樣本分別進行檢驗。負向
衝擊（N E G  = 1）定義為本期的P C F O小於上期的P C F O；正向行業衝擊（N E G 

= 0）定義為本期的P C F O大於上一期的P C F O。分樣本回歸結果見表4回歸（4）
和（5）。以匹配為動機的嫌疑公司對負的行業衝擊和正的行業衝擊的反應程度不
同：面臨負的行業衝擊，交乘項係數為-0.284；面臨正的行業衝擊時，交乘項係數
為-0.168。從係數大小上看，負的衝擊時操縱現金流的幅度更大。我們對其進行了
統計檢驗4，結果顯示Z值為-0.783，未達到顯著性水平。回歸（4）和（5）顯示，
以跨越零點為目的的嫌疑公司對負行業衝擊和正行業衝擊的反應存在明顯差異。
當行業衝擊為負時，PCFO*D_COA前的係數為-0.456；而當行業衝擊為正的時候，
P C F O *D_C O A前的係數只有-0.187，表明負行業衝擊時現金流敏感度下降的幅度
遠高於正行業衝擊時敏感度的下降幅度。同時，我們也對其進行了統計檢驗4，Z值
為-1.881，說明負行業衝擊時現金流敏感度下降的幅度顯著高於正行業衝擊時敏感
度的下降幅度。綜上所述，我們認為假說2基本得到了驗證，即與正向行業衝擊相
比，當行業衝擊為負時，嫌疑公司對行業衝擊反應的靈敏性下降更多。

綜合上面的實證結果，具有匹配動機的嫌疑公司和跨越現金流量零點動機的
嫌疑公司在面臨行業正向衝擊和負向衝擊時都會操縱現金流量。為了使得利潤和經
營現金流量相互匹配，在正的衝擊時，儲存現金流以備將來“釋放”，在負的衝
擊時，調增經營活動現金流量；而且嫌疑公司在操縱現金流量的行為上存在非對稱
性，特別是對於跨越零點動機的公司，在負行業衝擊時調增現金流量的程度顯著大
於正行業衝擊時儲存現金流量的程度。

六、現金流操縱手段的實證檢驗

第五部分的分析表明，有匹配動機和跨越零點動機的上市公司存在操縱經營現
金流量的行為。那麼從經營現金流量的來源看，哪幾部分受到了操縱？上市公司採
用什麼樣的手段進行現金流量操縱呢？

4 Z 統計量為
(β^ 

NEG=1 
– β^

NEG=0
)

，其中β^ 

NEG=1
 與β^ 

NEG=0
分別是兩個子樣本

S2(β^ 

NEG=1
)

 
+ S2(β^

NEG=0
)

 的回歸係數估計值，s2 ( )則是相應回歸係數的標準誤差之平方項。
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財務操縱新視角：經營現金流量操縱的動機和手段 15

首先看經營現金流量的構成。根據現金流量來源，我們把經營活動現金流
分解為銷售購買現金淨流量（M A I N）、其它經營現金淨流量（O T H E R）、
支付給職工的現金（W A G E）、支付的各項稅費（T A X O）、收到的稅費返
還（T A X R E F U N D）。其中，銷售購買淨現金流量（M A I N）等於銷售商品、
提供勞務收到的現金減去購買商品、接受勞務支付的現金；其它經營現金淨流
量（O T H E R）等於收到的其它與經營活動有關的現金減去支付的其它與經營活動
有關的現金；支付給職工的現金（WAGE）等於支付給職工及為職工支付的現金。

研究的思路與第五部分類似。以銷售購買淨流量為例，我們已經驗證了兩類嫌
疑公司存在操縱現金流量的行為，即嫌疑公司經營現金流量對行業衝擊的反應更不
靈敏，那麼如果經營活動現金流量中的銷售購買淨流量部分受到了操縱，我們應該
發現嫌疑公司的經營活動現金流量中的銷售購買淨流量部分相對其它公司的銷售購
買淨流量而言，對行業衝擊的反應靈敏性更低。

對於銷售購買淨流量（MAIN），表5顯示，PCFO*D_DEV和PCFO*D_COA係
數為分別為-0.087和-0.137且顯著，說明兩類嫌疑公司中的銷售商品、提供勞務收到
的現金和購買商品、接受勞務支付的現金部分受到了操縱。由於中國上市公司很多
都是剝離上市，與母公司之間存在千絲萬縷的關係。所以中國上市公司與母公司集
團之間的關聯交易很難分清是正常的關聯交易還是非正常的關聯交易。這為上市公
司利用關聯交易操縱經營活動現金流和盈余提供了便利（Jian and Wong, 2008）。

對於其它經營淨流量（O T H E R）,交乘項的係數雖然為負，但統計上不顯著。
這與實務界認為“其它與經營活動有關的現金”是現金流量表中的“垃圾筒”是不
相符的。表5的回歸（3）顯示兩類嫌疑公司也通過支付給職工的工資（W A G E）來
操縱現金流量。比如，在負的行業衝擊時，公司可能推遲職工工資的支付到下一年
度，把本年度的經營現金流量“做”得更加漂亮。最後兩列回歸結果表明支付的各
項稅費（TAXO）和收到的稅收返還（TAXREFUND）等科目的現金流量沒有被操
縱。這不難理解，因為稅收不是公司能夠掌控的，所以這些項目難以成為操縱的對
象。
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 薛爽　葉飛騰16

表5　經營活動現金流量組成部分的操縱檢驗

變量 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

 MAIN OTHER WAGE TAXO TAXREFUND

PCFO 0.051 0.031 -0.005 0.009 0.029**

 (1.027) (0.633) (-0.496) (0.633) (2.127)

PCFO*D_DEV -0.087*** -0.004 -0.025*** 0.009 -0.002

 (-2.869) (-0.187) (-4.013) (1.419) (-0.374)

PCFO*D_COA -0.137** -0.019 -0.013* -0.004 -0.008

 (-2.219) (-0.671) (1.724) (-0.528) (-1.326)

SIZE  -0.014 -0.022** -0.003 -0.010*** -0.006**

 (-1.307) (-2.007) (-1.128) (-2.749) (-2.494)

LEV 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

 (1.733) (-0.565) (1.280) (-0.698) (0.823)

INTERCEPT 0.441*** 0.095 0.110*** 0.161*** 0.060***

 (6.241) (1.276) (5.876) (6.851) (4.200)

YEAR 控制 控制 控制 控制 控制
N 6130 6003 6127 6128 3932

Adj.R2 0.034 0.005 0.013 0.076 0.074

MAIN、OTHER、WAGE、TAXO、TAXREFUND是經營活動現金流量的組成部分，其中
MAIN代表銷售商品、提供勞務收到的現金減去購買商品、 接受勞務支付的現金；OTHER代
表收到的其它與經營活動有關的現金減去支付的其它與經營活動有關的現金；W A G E代表支
付給職工及為職工支付的現金；TAXO代表支付的各項稅費；TAXREFUND代表受到的稅費
返還。

現在，我們找到了被操縱的現金流量表項目，基於經營現金流量與資產負債表
的關係，這些操縱行為也應反映在資產負債表科目中。如果將二者相結合，就能比
較完整地還原公司操縱現金流量的手段。

從前面經營活動現金流量組成部分的操縱檢驗中，我們可以看出，除了支付給
職工的現金外，兩類嫌疑公司主要是操縱了經營活動現金流量中的銷售商品、提供
勞務收到的現金和購買商品、接受勞務支付的現金。根據現金流量表和資產負債表
的勾稽關係，我們將關注的重點放在應收、應付等經營性應計項目上。這裏的應收
項目主要包括應收票據、應收賬款和預收賬款，應付項目主要指應付票據、應付帳
款、預付帳款、應付工資和應交稅金等。如果嫌疑公司採用經營性應收和應付來操
縱現金流量，比如當行業有一個負的衝擊時，通過加速應收賬款收回和推遲應付帳
款來調增現金流量，那麼嫌疑公司當期的應收賬款減少和應付帳款增加對負的行業
衝擊的反映靈敏性應該較低。我們用△A R和△A P分別表示經營性應收項目的減少
和經營性應付項目的增加，△A R加上△A P則表示應收應付項目的總體變化。具體
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財務操縱新視角：經營現金流量操縱的動機和手段 17

的設計是，以經營性應收項目的減少（△A R）和應付項目的增加（△A P）作為因
變量，嫌疑公司虛擬變量與行業衝擊的交乘項作為自變量。我們的主要目的是看嫌
疑公司虛擬變量與行業衝擊的交乘項前的係數是否是顯著為負。

表6的（1）、（2）、（3）列顯示，當採用所有公司-年度樣本時，P C F O*D_

D E V和P C F O*D_C O A都顯著為負，說明兩類嫌疑公司都利用了經營性應收和應付
項目操縱現金流。為了判斷嫌疑公司利用經營性應計操縱現金流量是發生在負的行
業衝擊時還是正的行業衝擊時或兩者都有，我們按照行業衝擊的負、正分成兩個子
樣本。從（4）到（6）列是當行業衝擊為負時的結果。從第（4）和（6）列可以看
出，對於匹配動機的公司，PCFO*D_DEV顯著為負，說明在負的行業衝擊時通過加
速應收賬款收回或推遲支付應付項目來提高經營活動現金流量。對於跨越現金流量
零點的嫌疑公司，第（5）列的係數顯著為負，即這類公司主要利用了經營性應收
項目來操縱現金流量。當行業衝擊為正時（（7）到（9）列），為匹配動機而進行
操縱的嫌疑公司利用了經營性應收項目（PCFO*D_DEV的係數在（7）和（8）列顯
著為負）。對跨越現金流量零點的嫌疑公司，交乘項在回歸（7）和（9）中顯著為
負，說明主要利用了經營性應付項目進行操縱。

綜合表5和表6的結果，我們認為，嫌疑公司主要是通過加速應收賬款收回、延
遲應付帳款來影響銷售商品收到的現金或購買商品支付的現金，或延遲支付工人工
資等手段達到對經營性現金流量進行操縱的目的。

以上檢驗中，經營性應付項目包含了應付工資和應交稅金。表5中，我們已經
發現嫌疑公司操縱了支付給職工的工資，但未操縱支付的各項稅費。我們將這兩個
項目從經營性應付項目中剔除後，所得的結果與表6相似，所有結論均不受影響。
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七、穩健性檢驗

我們進行了如下穩健性檢驗。首先，在確定操縱利潤含金量的嫌疑公司時，
用營業利潤替代淨利潤來確定嫌疑公司。從概念的內涵來說，經營現金流量對應的
應該是營業利潤。我們定義了一個與D_D E V相似的變量D_D E V m，即經營現金流
量與營業利潤的差異。其次，鑒於公司在增發、配股年度通常存在財務上的操縱行
為（吳聯生，薄仙慧，王亞平，2007；薛爽，2008），我們在模型中進一步加入
增發、配股啞變量（增發或配股前一年和當年設為1，否則為0）與P C F O的交乘項
控制單純由於增發、配股所導致的操縱行為。5 最後，兩個交乘項PCFO*D_DEV和
P C F O*D_C O A存在一定的相關性，在表5和表6中我們把兩個交乘項分別放在模型
中，結論亦不受影響。

八、結論

會計的權責發生制原則給利用應計項目進行的盈余管理留下了巨大的想像空
間。也正因如此，財務操縱的研究一直以來都集中在對盈余管理動機、手段和後果
等的探討。本文則從現金流量操縱這樣一個新的視角來研究財務操縱行為。通過本
研究，我們希望探討兩個問題：一個是公司為什麼要進行現金流量操縱？如何找到
可能操縱現金流的嫌疑公司？二是，現金流操縱的途徑如何。

我們從兩個角度分析現金流操縱的動機。第一，因為應計項目未來轉為現金
流具有不確定性，報表使用者一般會用利潤的含金量來簡單地評價利潤的質量。因
此，我們預期，那些經營現金流量稍低於淨利潤的公司有動機也更有能力（相對於
現金流量遠遠低於淨利潤的公司來說）對經營現金流量進行操縱使得現金流量與淨
利潤更加匹配。第二，公司申請再融資時，證監會對經營現金流量為負的公司會比
較關注。因此，那些經營現金流為負的公司有動機對現金流量操縱使其跨越零點。

我們借助Bertrand et al.（2002）模型，驗證了上市公司存在操縱經營活動現金
流量的行為。發現有提高淨利潤含金量動機和跨越現金流量零點的動機的上市公司
的確存在操縱現金流量的行為，且在行業衝擊為負向時，其操縱程度更大。通過對
現金流量表項目的分解和資產負債表與現金流量表之間的勾稽關係，我們發現嫌疑
公司是通過操縱經營性應收和應付項目來影響“銷售商品、提供勞務收到的現金”
和“購買商品、接受勞務支付的現金”達到操縱現金流量的目的。此外，提前或推
遲支付“給職工的現金”也是嫌疑公司操縱經營現金流量的手段之一。

本文的貢獻在於以下兩個方面：第一，雖然已有少量文獻驗證了現金流量操
縱的存在，但相關研究仍極其匱乏。本文用了與以往不同的研究思路、研究方法和
模型，再次驗證了現金流操縱的存在性，為現金流量操縱提供了新的經驗證據。

5 感謝匿名審稿人的寶貴意見。
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 薛爽　葉飛騰20

第二，我們發現了對現金流量進行操縱的手段以及這些手段在會計路徑上留下的痕
跡。這為實務工作中監督現金流量操縱提供了基礎。
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Furthermore, the degree of manipulation is greater when the impact of industry is 
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23A New Angle on Financial Manipulation 

I. Introduction

Since the current world fi nancial crisis began in 2008, many fi rms have been going 

bankrupt because they lack cash. “Cash is king” has regained its importance in fi nancial 

management. Indeed, even during the economic boom, users of accounting information 

were relying more and more on cash fl ow to evaluate a company’s performance because 

they knew that earnings are easily manipulated. Cash fl ow is more reliable for several 

reasons. First, it is a key factor in decision-making. Value relevance literature shows that 

cash fl ow provides incremental information for investors (Wilson, 1978; Zhao, 2004). 

Second, ratios based on cash fl ow offer an important dimension in evaluating a fi rm’s 

performance. Graham et al. (2005) show that 22 per cent of chief fi nancial offi cers regard 

cash fl ow from operations (CFO) and free cash fl ow as the most important accounting 

information in evaluating fi rm performance. Third, cash fl ow helps in appraising earnings 

quality or forecasting fi nancial distress. For example, Zhang (2004) fi nds that cash fl ow 

provides incremental information for fi nancial distress forecasting. In practice, we fi nd 

that before they are specially treated or delisted, the CFO of some fi rms has been much 

lower than their net income or even negative for several years, although the net income 

is are still positive. For example, Yinguangxia is well known for its accounting fraud. Its 

earnings quality measured on the basis of cash fl ow was deteriorating three years before 

the scandal was exposed.1 Finally, realising the limitations of earnings, regulators such 

as the China Securities Regulatory Commission (CSRC) have become more concerned 

about cash fl ow and have even incorporated it into some regulations and used it as the 

benchmark for approvals or monitoring.

Investors are also paying more and more attention to cash fl ow because they believe 

it is more reliable than earnings. Compared with accrual-based earnings, cash fl ow is 

more diffi cult to manipulate and less likely to be affected by accounting estimation and 

accounting policies. But manipulation of cash fl ow is not impossible. With the increased 

importance of cash fl ow, and especially CFO, managers may engage in opportunistic 

behaviour to manipulate it.2 There are many methods for doing so, such as expediting 

accounts receivable, postponing accounts payable, or putting cash fl ow from investing 

and fi nancing into CFO. In China, listed companies are usually split from and closely 

1 Before its scandal was disclosed in 2001, the earnings of Yinguangxia were RMB89 million, RMB128 
million, and RMB418 million from 1998 to 2000, respectively. But the corresponding cash fl ows 
from operations were only -RMB21 million, -RMB6 million, and RMB124 million, respectively.

2 We use manipulation rather than management of cash fl ow because cash fl ow management already 
has specifi c meanings. Cash fl ow management has been used to describe a management system that 
puts emphasis on cash fl ow from operating activities, which include cash budget, cash distribution, 
the information and reporting system, and the evaluation system (Luo and Su, 2008). But compared 
with earnings management and earnings manipulation, our concept of cash fl ow manipulation is closer 
to earnings management.
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24  Shuang Xue and Feiteng Ye

related to parent companies, and so related-party transactions offer a convenient and low-

cost way to manipulate cash fl ow. Cash fl ow transferred from (to) listed companies can 

be transferred back to (from) listed companies. Since some fi rms have both motivation 

to manipulate cash fl ow and an innate convenient situation to realise it, manipulation 

behaviour seems inevitable.

In this study, we try to answer two questions: fi rst, do listed companies manipulate 

CFO? If so, then how do they do it?

Using the Bertrand et al. (2002) model, we test whether the CFO of a motivated 

company is less sensitive to industry shocks than that of a non-motivated company. 

Empirical results show that companies with motivation to increase the quality of earnings 

or to avoid a negative net CFO do manipulate CFO. In addition, when the industry shock 

is negative, the degree of manipulation is greater. Empirical results also show that cash 

fl ow from sales, cash fl ow paid for purchases, and cash paid to employees are the main 

items manipulated. Furthermore, fi rms manipulate CFO mainly by expediting receivables 

or postponing payables.

Compared with the tremendous literature on earnings management, there is almost 

no research on CFO manipulation. In this paper, we not only test CFO manipulation, 

but also discover the methods of manipulation. Thus, this study expands our knowledge 

of fi nancial manipulation in respect to both the scope and the method. We believe that 

it will fi ll the gap in the current literature.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section II reviews related literature. Section III 

covers research design and hypothesis development. Section IV describes our sample 

and presents the descriptive statistics. Sections V and VI report the empirical results. 

Section VII presents the robust tests. Finally, Section VIII concludes this paper.

II. Literature Review

Although a large body of literature on earnings management exists, only a few 

papers studying cash flow manipulation have appeared so far. But some literature 

on earnings management does imply that fi rms manipulate earnings and CFO at the 

same time. Burgstahler and Dechev (1997) fi nd that small positive income fi rms have 

signifi cantly more CFO than small negative income fi rms; specifi cally, small positive 

income fi rms use CFO to increase earnings. Roychowdhury (2006) distinguishes between 

earnings management using real activities and earnings management using accruals. He 

fi nds that small positive income fi rms have signifi cantly lower CFO. Cohen et al. (2008) 

fi nd that after the adoption of Sarbanes-Oxley Act, the ratio of real-activities earnings 

management to accrual-based earnings management changed. The Sarbanes-Oxley Act 
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25A New Angle on Financial Manipulation 

has made regulation more strict, and many listed fi rms tend to use real-activities rather 

than accrual-based earnings management. Although these papers are oriented toward 

detecting earnings management, it is difficult to distinguish real-activities earnings 

management from CFO manipulation. In fact, because it is too challenging to discover 

the reasons behind real-activities manipulation, we must investigate CFO management 

from a new angle in order to fi nd it.

In China, researchers mainly focus on the value relevance of CFO. Zhao (2004) 

fi nds that CFO has incremental value relevance relative to accounting earnings. Wang 

et al. (2003) show that CFO can improve the preciseness of the cash fl ow forecasting 

model. Zhang (2007) gets similar results to those of Wang et al. (2003).

With respect to CFO manipulation, Lu and Zhu (2001) fi nd that, when investigating 

IPO firm performance before and after the IPO, performance measured by CFO 

signifi cantly decreases in the IPO year and three years after the IPO.

Zhang (2006) is the fi rst scholar who clearly puts forward the concept of cash fl ow 

manipulation in the research paper. She fi nds that listed fi rms manipulate CFO to meet 

analyst forecasts and cash dividend targets, and to pass the zero point of cash fl ow. 

Taking Chinese listed fi rms as the sample and applying the methodology of Burgstahler 

and Dichev (1997) as well as the best-fi tted distribution model, Zhang (2007) fi nds that 

the zero point of CFO, previous-year CFO, and analyst-forecasted cash fl ow are the 

targets managers use to manipulate CFO. Wu et al. (2007) study the frequency and degree 

of CFO management. Assuming that real cash fl ow has a compound normal distribution, 

they fi nd that 5.67 per cent of listed companies may manipulate cash fl ow. Xue et al. 

(2008) use quarterly accounting information to investigate CFO management and fi nd 

that when a company’s CFO is lower than earnings by the end of the third quarter, its 

managers will manipulate it upwards in the fourth quarter to make the annual CFO match 

annual earnings. They also fi nd that potential applicants for seasoned equity offerings 

(SEOs), especially those threshold applicants (with an ROE slightly over 6 per cent) 

tend to manipulate CFO upwards in the fourth quarter in order to increase the chances 

their application will be approved.

So far, few papers have studied the methods of CFO manipulation. Chen (2006) 

fi nds that SEO companies manipulate cash fl ow by a one-time tax refund, taking back 

funds appropriated by block shareholders, and delaying purchase payments and other 

relevant operational expenditures. Wang (2004) fi nds that listed companies manipulate 

CFO by taking tax refunds, increasing other cash fl ow received, and delaying purchase 

payments. But because they study only SEO companies, their sample is small.
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26  Shuang Xue and Feiteng Ye

III. Research Design and Hypothesis Development

3.1 Analysis of Cash Flow Manipulation Motivations and Defi nition 

of “Suspicious” Firms 

Cash flow from operations (CFO) and net income are two items listed under 

the section “Important Accounting Data and Ratios” that tops the annual report. The 

presentation format of these two items in the annual report not only highlights their 

importance but also offers investors a convenient way to compare them. CFO is 

considered an important benchmark by which to evaluate earnings quality. If the CFO 

deviates a large degree from net income, and especially if the net income is much higher 

than the CFO, investors will suspect the reliability and persistence of earnings. Under 

such pressure, managers have an incentive to manipulate CFO. In addition, analysts also 

broadly use CFO to evaluate earnings quality. Therefore, we expect managers will be 

motivated to match CFO and net income (or operating income). As deduced ex post 

facto, some fi rms whose CFO is very close to their net income (or operating income) 

are cash fl ow manipulators, that is, they can be identifi ed as suspicious fi rms.

Moreover, managers are also motivated to meet regulatory requirements. Both the 

“Regulations on Equity Issuing by Public Firms” and the “Directive Suggestions of the 

Public Offering Review Committee about the Review Procedure for Equity Issuance 

of Public Firms”, promulgated by the CSRC in 2001, attach prominent importance to 

CFO. According to these regulations, underwriters of equity issuers are required to pay 

more attention to CFO and to state whether the issuers’ change in cash fl ow or the 

CFO is negative, which could result in insolvency. Establishing and meeting standards 

is a permanent game played between regulators and listed companies. Under these 

regulations, SEO fi rms certainly have the motivation to manipulate cash fl ow in order 

to avoid being closely checked.

In addition, the motivation to cross the cut-off point also comes from the need to 

decrease transaction costs (Burgstahler and Dichev, 1997). Firms that cross a “heuristic” 

cut-off point will have a lower cost of capital, more advantageous terms in debt 

contracting, or more favourable conditions from customers and suppliers. The motivation 

to cross the zero cut-off point is also consistent with prospect theory. Prospect theory 

postulates that an individual’s value functions are concave in gains and convex in losses, 

and that investor utility increases greatly from a loss to a gain. Therefore, we expect 

that fi rms will have the incentive to avoid a small negative CFO. Ex post, some fi rms 

falling within the small intervals to the right of zero CFO may be manipulation fi rms. 

In this study we focus only on CFO; therefore, unless otherwise specifi ed, cash fl ow is 

referred to as CFO throughout the remainder of the paper.
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27A New Angle on Financial Manipulation 

DEV

Graph 1 DEV Frequency Distribution Diagram

Graph 1 shows the DEV distribution. The x-axis is DEV, which is equal to CFO minus net income, 

scaled by sales. The y-axis is the percentage of fi rm-year observations in a given DEV interval.

On the basis of the above analysis, we use a histogram frequency distribution 

diagram to identify suspicious fi rms. Graph 1 is the DEV (deviation of CFO from net 

income, scaled by sales) frequency distribution diagram. Since some listed fi rms have an 

incentive to match CFO and net income, we expect that an abnormally high frequency 

of fi rms will be seen around the zero point in the DEV frequency distribution diagram. 

From Graph 1, we fi nd an abnormally high frequency of fi rms at the interval [-0.03, 

0.1] (signifi cantly higher than would be expected for a normal distribution). Hence, we 

defi ne fi rms whose DEV is at the interval [-0.03, 0.1] as Type I suspicious fi rms for 

cash fl ow manipulation, whose motivation is to increase the quality of earnings. We also 

name these suspicious fi rms as matching-motivated fi rms.

Graph 2 is the COA (=CFO/total assets) frequency distribution diagram, which 

shows that a high number of fi rms “cluster” at intervals just to the right of the zero 

point of COA. The frequency in this small interval is much higher than it would be in 

a normal distribution. We predict that this is the result of CFO manipulation to meet 

regulation requirements or to reduce transaction costs as discussed above. Hence, we 

defi ne fi rms whose COA is at the interval [0, 0.06] as Type II suspicious fi rms for cash 

fl ow manipulation, or negative-COA-avoiding fi rms.
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28  Shuang Xue and Feiteng Ye

Graph 2 COA Frequency Distribution Diagram

Graph 2 is the COA frequency distribution diagram. The x-axis is COA. The y-axis is the percentage 

of fi rm-year observations at a given COA interval.

The following concerns arise from using the frequency distribution diagram to 

identify suspicious fi rms. We use intervals around zero (matching-motivated-fi rms) and 

intervals to the right of zero (negative-COA-avoiding fi rms) to identify suspicious fi rms. 

But cash fl ow manipulation fi rms probably exist in other areas as well. Some fi rms might 

manipulate cash fl ow but do not fall into these two areas we have chosen. But this bias 

is against our fi ndings and so will not weaken our conclusions.
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3.2 Hypothesis Development

There are many models for detecting earnings management or discretionary accruals, 

for example, the industry average model, Jones model, adjusted or modifi ed Jones model, 

and profi t adjusted KLW model (Kothari et al., 2005). However, there is no generally 

accepted model for cash fl ow manipulation. Although Dechow et al. (1998) provide a 

CFO model (hereafter, DKW model) and argue that CFO is a function of last period 

sales and current period sales, it is diffi cult to estimate the parameters of the DKW model 

because it requires a long period of time series. Therefore, we try to fi nd a bypass (a 

sensitivity to industry shocks) to identify cash fl ow manipulation.

Because CFO is cash-based and it is diffi cult to distinguish discretionary CFO 

from non-discretionary CFO, we examine cash fl ow manipulation from a totally new 

angle, that is, a company’s CFO reaction to an industry shock. An industry shock refers 

to an exogenous factor that affects the industry level of CFO. When facing a negative 

industry shock, suspicious fi rms will manage CFO to alleviate its negative consequences. 

For example, they may expedite accounts receivable, postpone accounts payable, or 

put cash fl ow from investing or fi nancing into CFO. When a positive industry shock 

arises, such as an unanticipated price rise, suspicious fi rms may reserve some cash fl ow. 

Before manipulating cash fl ow, these suspicious fi rms should be at the interval right of 

the suspicious interval (e.g. [-0.03, 0.1] for Type I suspicious fi rms), and after reserving 

some cash fl ow, should fall into the suspicious interval. Then why might listed fi rms 

reserve cash fl ow, causing them to be labelled suspicious? This is because reserving 

some cash fl ow during positive industry shocks could play a role as a cookie jar, just 

like the role of earnings management. This “reserved” cash fl ow could be released to 

increase cash fl ow during negative industry shocks in the future. For example, a listed 

fi rm could transfer cash fl ow to its parent fi rm by related-party transactions and transfer 

it back when needed in future. In addition, the cost of reserving CFO is lower than 

that of increasing CFO, because increasing CFO is more likely to catch the attention 

of regulators and auditors and makes it more diffi cult to seek cooperation from related 

parties. In sum, the CFO of suspicious fi rms is less sensitive to industry shocks than 

that of non-suspicious fi rms. Therefore, we expect that the CFO of Type I suspicious 

fi rms (matching-motivated fi rms) and Type II suspicious fi rms (negative-COA-avoiding 

fi rms) will be signifi cantly less sensitive to industry shocks than other fi rms.
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30  Shuang Xue and Feiteng Ye

The above reasoning leads us to formulate the following hypothesis:

H1: The CFO of suspicious fi rms that have a motivation to manipulate cash 

fl ow will be less sensitive to industry shocks than that of fi rms without the motivation 

to manipulate.

Matching-motivated fi rms have both the incentive to increase cash fl ow during 

negative industry shocks and to reserve cash fl ow during positive industry shocks. When 

facing negative industry shocks, CFO is more likely to be less than net income. So we 

expect that the decrease in sensitivity will be more pronounced during negative than 

during positive industry shocks. Similarly, for Type II suspicious fi rms, cash fl ow is 

manipulated mainly during negative industry shocks. The purpose of manipulating cash 

fl ow during positive industry shocks would also be to prepare for cash fl ow manipulation 

during negative industry shocks. Therefore, our second testable hypothesis is as follows:

H2: The decrease in sensitivity to industry shocks will be more pronounced 

during negative industry shocks than during positive industry shocks.

3.3 Regression Model

Bertrand et al. (2002) (hereafter the Bertrand model) provide us an opportunity to 

check a company’s response to industry shocks. The logic of the Bertrand model is as 

follows: under normal conditions, fi rms with the same characteristics (such as in the 

same industry) should not have signifi cantly different reactions to the same exogenous 

shock. A systematically different reaction implies some sort of differences among these 

fi rms (such as some fi rms having a certain motivation and the others not). Bertrand et al. 

(2002) argue that if tunnelling activities are occurring in a group company, the ultimate 

controller of the group company will transfer interests from companies with low cash 

fl ow rights to companies with high cash fl ow rights. Hence, group companies will be less 

sensitive to industry shocks than non-group companies. Jian and Wong (2008) apply the 

Bertrand model to their study of related-party transactions and fi nd that Chinese listed 

companies applying for SEOs or threatened by delisting have an abnormally high level 

of related-party transactions. Likewise, the Bertrand model can be used to distinguish 

between CFO manipulation suspicious fi rms and non-suspicious fi rms by studying their 

different responses to industry shocks. Because suspicious fi rms have the incentive to 

match CFO and net income or to avoid negative CFO, their CFO will be less sensitive 

to industry shocks. During negative industry shocks, suspicious fi rms will increase cash 
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fl ow, so their sensitivity to industry shocks will decrease. During positive industry shocks, 

suspicious fi rms will reserve some cash fl ow, and their sensitivity to industry shocks will 

also decrease. In short, although the Bertrand model was created to investigate tunnelling 

activities in group companies, it can also be used to detect cash fl ow manipulation. The 

model used to test cash fl ow manipulation is as follows:

CFO
it
 = β

0
 + β

1
 PCFO

it 
 + β

2
 PCFO

it
*D + β

3
 SIZE

it 
(1)

  
+ β

4
 LEV

it
 + FIRM

i
 + TIME

t
 + ε

it

PCFO
it
 = COAm*TA

i
 (2)

In the above Model (1), CFO is cash fl ow from operations; D is a dummy variable 

and is equal to 1 if the listed company belongs to Type I or Type II suspicious fi rms, 

and 0 otherwise; SIZE is the logarithm of total assets, and LEV is total liability divided 

by total assets. Model (2) is used to defi ne PCFO. COAm is the industry average COA 

weighted by total assets (when computing the COAm, we exclude fi rm i itself); TA is total 

assets. Generally speaking, COAm cannot be manipulated by any single fi rm, so PCFO 

can be interpreted as the predicted CFO or un-manipulated CFO. FIRM and TIME are 

used to control for fi rm-fi xed effects and time-fi xed effects. Since the regression model 

controls for fi rm-fi xed effects, PCFO actually stands for the CFO shock that industry 

shocks cause before cash fl ow manipulation.

When the industry suffers a negative shock, suspicious fi rms will increase cash 

fl ow to match net income and CFO or to avoid a negative CFO.3 In contrast, when the 

industry meets a positive shock, suspicious fi rms will reserve some cash fl ow to release 

it when needed in future. Therefore, considered ex post, suspicious fi rms that have the 

incentive to manipulate cash fl ow will be less sensitive to industry shocks compared 

with fi rms without the motivation to manipulate. Therefore, β
2
 in Model (1) should be 

signifi cantly negative.

IV. Sample Selection and Variable Defi nition

4.1 Sample and Variable

In 2001 the Ministry of Finance promulgated the “Cash Flow Statement Standard”. 

To maintain the consistency of cash fl ow data, we use the data of A-share fi rms listed 

in Shenzhen and Shanghai between 2001 and 2006 to test our hypothesis. All data are 

taken from the WIND and CSMAR databases.

3 Suspicious fi rms are identifi ed ex post, so they may not fall within the corresponding intervals ex 
ante. 

production2:Brochure:09062049-CAFR-June 09:03b CAFR-June 09(e) PN: (31 / 43)
User: MACTS031232 Modifi ed at: 2009-07-27 15:26 Printed at: 2009-07-27 22:12



32  Shuang Xue and Feiteng Ye

To obtain the sample needed, we delete (1) fi rms in the fi nancial industry since 

they have different characteristics compared with other fi rms; (2) fi rms whose sales are 

zero, because we divide some variables by sales; and (3) fi rms with only one fi rm in the 

industry. We adopt the three-digit code (one character adding two numerals) industry 

standard according to the “Guide on Industry Classifi cation for Listed Firms” set by the 

CSRC. After deleting the highest and lowest 1 per cent outliers, we fi nally obtain 6426 

fi rm-years.

Table 1 presents the defi nitions of variables. In Model (1), D denotes suspicious 

fi rms that have a motivation to manipulate cash fl ow. There are two types of suspicious 

fi rms. Type I consists of suspicious fi rms that have an incentive to match CFO and net 

income. We use D_DEV to denote these. D_DEV takes the value of 1 if a fi rm’s DEV 

falls within [-0.03, 0.1], and 0 otherwise. Type II comprises suspicious fi rms that have 

an incentive to avoid negative CFO. We use D_COA to denote these. D_COA takes 

the value of 1 if a fi rm’s COA is within the interval [0, 0.06], and 0 otherwise. NEG is 

a dummy variable and denotes negative industry shocks. It is equal to 1 if the current 

period PCFO is less than the previous period PCFO, and 0 otherwise.

Some variables are used to detect the methods of cash fl ow manipulation. MAIN, 

OTHER, WAGE, TAXO, and TAXREFUND are cash fl ow statement items that are related 

to CFO. MAIN is equal to cash fl ow from sales or services rendered minus cash fl ow 

paid for purchases or services received; OTHER is equal to cash fl ow received from 

other operating activities minus cash fl ow paid for other operation activities; TAXO is 

cash fl ow paid for taxes; TAXREFUND is cash fl ow received from tax refunds. △AR 

and △AP are the decrease in operating receivable items and the increase in operating 

payable items, respectively.
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Table 1 Variable Defi nitions

 Variable Defi nition

 COA Cash fl ow from operations divided by total assets. 

 DEV (Cash fl ow from operating net income)/sales.

 COAm Weighted industry average COA excluding the fi rm’s own COA, 

weighted by total assets.

 PCFO Predicted CFO, which is equal to COAm*TA; TA is total assets.

 D_DEV Dummy variable that denotes firms that have the incentive to 

increase earnings quality in terms of cash fl ow. It takes the value 

of 1 when DEV falls within [-0.03, 0.1], and 0 otherwise.

 D_COA Dummy variable that denotes fi rms that have the incentive to avoid 

negative CFO. It takes the value of 1 when COA falls within [0, 

0.06], and 0 otherwise.

 NEG Dummy variable that denotes negative industry shocks. It takes the 

value of 1 if current-period PCFO is less than last-period PCFO, 

and 0 otherwise.

 MAIN Sales-purchase net cash fl ow, which is equal to cash fl ow from 

sales or services rendered minus cash fl ow paid for purchases or 

services received.

 OTHER Net cash fl ow from other operating activities, which is equal to 

cash fl ow received from other operating activities minus cash fl ow 

paid for other operating activities.

 WAGE Cash fl ow paid to employees. 

 TAXO Cash fl ow paid for taxes.

 TAXREFUND Cash fl ow received from tax refund.

 △AR Opening balance of operating receivables minus ending balance of 

operating receivables, that is, the decrease in operating receivables.

 △AP Ending balance of operating payables minus opening balance of 

operating payables, that is, the increase in operating payables.

 SIZE Natural logarithm of total assets.

 LEV Total liability/total assets.
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34  Shuang Xue and Feiteng Ye

4.2 Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of the primary variables. Panel A reports 

the statistics for discrete variables and Panel B for continuous variables. Panel A shows 

that matching-motivated fi rms (D_DEV equals 1) take up 46.28 per cent of the total 

sample, and negative-COA-avoiding fi rms (D_COA equals 1) take up 34.20 per cent. 

The probability of positive industry shocks is 65.21 per cent and of negative industry 

shocks 34.79 per cent. Panel B shows that the mean and median of DEV are 0.097 and 

0.047, respectively, and that DEV is right-skewed. The means of COA and COAm are 

0.062 and 0.067, respectively. The mean (median) of CFO is 0.111 (0.09) and the mean 

(median) of PCFO is 0.105 (0.059), respectively

Table 2 Descriptive Statistics

Panel A Discrete Variables

 0 1

 Total Sample No. Per cent No. Per cent

D_DEV 6426 3452  53.72 2974  46.28

D_COA 6426 4228  65.8 2198  34.2

NEG 5148 3357  65.21 1791  34.79

Panel B Continuous Variables

 Total Sample Min Mean Median Max

DEV 6426 -0.914 0.097 0.047 3.654

COA 6426 -0.239 0.062 0.057 0.342

COAm 6426 -0.063 0.067 0.063 0.191

CFO 6426 -3.316 0.111 0.09 2.753

PCFO 6426 -0.373 0.105 0.059 3.335

Table 3 presents the Pearson’s correlation coeffi cients between the main variables. 

We see that CFO and PCFO are significantly and positively correlated. PCFO is 

positively correlated with PCFO*D_DEV and CFO*D_COA. Since the correlation 

coeffi cient is small, it will not entail any problem with multicollinearity. Untabulated 

correlation results indicate that the correlation coefficients of PCFO*D_DEV*NEG 

and PCFO*D_DEV, and of PCFO*D_COA*NEG and PCFO*D_COA, are more than 

0.7. Putting them together into the same regression would cause a problem with 

multicollinearity. Therefore, we adopt sub-sample regressions to avoid multicollinearity’s 

effects.
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Table 3 Pearson’s Correlation Coeffi cients

  CFO PCFO DEV COA D_DEV D_COA PCFO*D_DEV PCFO*D_COA SIZE

PCFO 0.272*

DEV 0.388* 0.077*       

COA 0.613* 0.141* 0.221*      

D_DEV -0.118* -0.086* -0.226* 0.077*     

D_COA -0.102* -0.065* -0.007 -0.277* 0.228*    

PCFO*D_DEV 0.006 0.383* -0.101* 0.053* 0.490* 0.101*   

PCFO*D_COA -0.022 0.300* -0.002 -0.140* 0.116* 0.543* 0.349*  

SIZE 0.081* 0.541* 0.004 0.080* 0.057* -0.015 0.375* 0.234* 

LEV -0.031* -0.033* 0.148* -0.039* -0.045* 0.002 -0.025* -0.004 -0.061*

This table reports the pooled Pearson’s correlation for the entire sample. * denotes signifi cance at 

least at the 5 per cent level.

V. Empirical Results: Motivations to Manipulate CFO

With respect to the Bertrand model, both the fi rm-fi xed effects and time-fi xed effects 

must be controlled for. We control for these fi xed effects by using panel data between 

2001 and 2006. In addition, referring to Petersen (2009), we use the Cluster-Robust 

Standard Errors method to solve any series correlation problem.

Table 4 reports the sensitivity of the CFO of suspicious fi rms to industry shocks. 

PCFO is signifi cantly positive in all regressions. This suggests that industry shocks do 

affect a fi rm’s CFO. In Column (1), we include an interaction term between the matching-

motivated fi rm dummy and industry shocks. Similarly, in Column (2) we include an 

interaction term between the negative-COA-avoiding fi rm dummy and industry shocks. 

The results show that both interaction terms are signifi cantly negative, and indicate that 

the CFO of both Type I and Type II suspicious fi rms is less sensitive to industry shocks. 

This is consistent with Hypothesis 1. In Column (3) we add both interaction terms into 

the regression, and the results are similar to Column (1) and Column (2). Therefore, 

Columns (1) to (3) support our fi rst hypothesis that the CFO of suspicious fi rms that have 

a motivation to manipulate cash fl ow is less sensitive to industry shocks. In terms of the 

coeffi cient of interaction, the degree of manipulation is greater for Type II suspicious 

fi rms (negative-COA-avoiding fi rms).
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Table 4 Sensitivity of the CFO of Suspicious Firms to Industry Shocks

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

 Total Sample Total Sample Total Sample NEG = 1 NEG = 0

PCFO 0.391*** 0.396*** 0.416*** 0.767*** 0.372***

 (7.732) (7.508) (7.364) (6.643) (5.454)

PCFO*D_DEV -0.194***  -0.139*** -0.284** -0.168***

 (-5.803)  (-4.250) (-1.968) (-4.991)

PCFO*D_COA  -0.285*** -0.245*** -0.456*** -0.187***

  (-6.374) (-5.187) (-3.377) (-3.980)

SIZE -0.015*** -0.017*** -0.014*** -0.031*** -0.009

 (-2.818) (-3.137) (-2.636) (-3.012) (-1.046)

LEV -0.003 -0.002 -0.002 -0.017 -0.001

 (-0.368) (-0.298) (-0.333) (-1.493) (-0.167)

INTERCEPT 0.197*** 0.209*** 0.195*** 0.310*** 0.139**

 (5.698) (6.067) (5.582) (4.357) (2.368)

YEAR control control Control Control Control

The difference in coeffi cients of PCFO*D_DEV   
Z = -0.783

between positive and negative industry shocks

The difference in coeffi cients of PCFO*D_COA   
Z = -1.881*

between positive and negative industry shocks

N 6278 6278 6278 1775 3335

Adj.R 2 0.008 0.011 0.013 0.065 0.02

The dependent variable is CFO. We use panel data to control for the fi rm-fi xed effects. Column 

(4) includes only samples that suffer negative industry shocks, and Column (5) includes only 

samples that meet with positive industry shocks. Columns (1) to (3) include all samples between 

2001 and 2006. *,**, and *** denote signifi cance at the 10 per cent, 5 per cent, and 1 per cent 

levels, respectively.
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To investigate whether a fi rm’s CFO sensitivity to industry shocks is correlated 

with the direction of the shocks, we divide the sample into a positive-industry-shock 

sub-sample (NEG = 0) and a negative-industry-shock (NEG = 1) sub-sample. A negative 

industry shock is defi ned to be when the current-period PCFO is less than the last-

period PCFO. Columns (4) and (5) report the regression results for both negative and 

positive shocks, respectively. For negative industry shocks, the coeffi cient of interaction 

(PCFO*D_DEV) is -0.284, whereas for positive industry shocks it is -0.168. But the 

statistic test shows that the difference is not statistically signifi cant. The Z value is 

-0.783 and below the critical value.4 The coeffi cient of PCFO*D_COA is -0.456 during 

negative shocks, but only -0.187 during positive industry shocks. The Z value is -1.881 

and signifi cant at the 10 per cent level. This indicates that the degree of manipulation 

is higher during negative shocks than during positive shocks for negative-COA-avoiding 

fi rms. In sum, the results in Columns (4) and (5) marginally support Hypothesis 2. That 

is, compared with positive industry shocks, the extent of decrease in the sensitivity of 

CFO to industry shocks is greater during negative industry shocks for suspicious fi rms.

To sum up the results in Table 4, we fi nd that both matching-motivated fi rms and 

negative-COA-avoiding fi rms will manipulate CFO during both positive and negative 

industry shocks. Suspicious firms will increase cash flow during negative shocks 

and reserve cash fl ow during positive shocks. Moreover, manipulation behaviour is 

asymmetric for suspicious fi rms, especially for negative-COA-avoiding fi rms, whose 

manipulation is signifi cantly greater during negative shocks than during positive shocks.

VI. E m p i r i c a l R e s u l t s : M e t h o d s o f C a s h F l o w 
Manipulation

In the previous section we showed that both matching-motivated fi rms and negative-

COA-avoiding fi rms have the motivation to manipulate cash fl ow. In this section we 

investigate which components of CFO are manipulated and what methods are used by 

suspicious fi rms to manipulate CFO.
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 and (5), respectively. s2 ( ) is the square of the standard error of the coeffi cient.
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Based on the cash fl ow statement, we decompose CFO into MAIN, OTHER, WAGE, 

TAXO and TAXREFUND. MAIN is cash fl ow from sales or services rendered minus cash 

fl ow paid for purchases or services received. OTHER is cash fl ow from other operating 

activities minus cash fl ow paid for other operating activities. WAGE is cash fl ow paid 

to employees.

The research design is similar to that used in Section V, adopting sales-purchase 

net cash fl ow (MAIN), for example. We have already shown that Type I and Type II 

suspicious fi rms manipulate CFO, and that their CFO is less sensitive to industry shocks. 

If sales-purchase net cash fl ow (MAIN) is manipulated by suspicious fi rms to alleviate 

industry shocks, then the suspicious fi rm’s MAIN should be less sensitive to industry 

shocks.

Taking MAIN as the dependent variable, Table 5 reports the regression results. The 

coeffi cients of PCFO*D_DEV and PCFO*D_COA are -0.087 and -0.137, respectively. 

This suggests that cash fl ow from sales or services rendered or cash fl ow paid for 

purchases or services received may be manipulated. Most Chinese listed fi rms have 

been established by splitting from parent companies and they remain closely related 

to the parent company in operating activities. Hence, it is difficult to distinguish 

abnormal related-party transactions from normal related-party transactions. This makes it 

convenient for fi rms to use related-party transactions to manage either CFO or earnings 

(Jian and Wong, 2008).

As for OTHER, the coeffi cient of interaction is negative but not signifi cant. This is 

not consistent with the intuition of some professionals, and they deem cash fl ow from 

other operating activities (OTHER) to be just like “a garbage bin”. Column (3) in Table 

5 shows that suspicious fi rms also tend to use WAGE to manipulate CFO. For example, 

during negative industry shocks, they will postpone employee wage payments to the 

next period to increase the current-period CFO. Finally, Columns (4) and (5) show that 

TAXO and TAXREFUND are not the targets manipulated by suspicious fi rms. This is 

reasonable, since taxes are levied by the government and are hard to manipulate by the 

company itself.
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Table 5 Empirical Results Taking the Composition of CFO as the Dependent Variables

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

 MAIN OTHER WAGE TAXO TAXREFUND

PCFO 0.051 0.031 -0.005 0.009 0.029**

 (1.027) (0.633) (-0.496) (0.633) (2.127)

PCFO*D_DEV -0.087*** -0.004 -0.025*** 0.009 -0.002

 (-2.869) (-0.187) (-4.013) (1.419) (-0.374)

PCFO*D_COA -0.137** -0.019 -0.013* -0.004 -0.008

 (-2.219) (-0.671) (1.724) (-0.528) (-1.326)

SIZE -0.014 -0.022** -0.003 -0.010*** -0.006**

 (-1.307) (-2.007) (-1.128) (-2.749) (-2.494)

LEV 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

 (1.733) (-0.565) (1.280) (-0.698) (0.823)

INTERCEPT 0.441*** 0.095 0.110*** 0.161*** 0.060***

 (6.241) (1.276) (5.876) (6.851) (4.200)

YEAR Control Control Control Control Control

N 6130 6003 6127 6128 3932

Adj.R2 0.034 0.005 0.013 0.076 0.074

Note: MAIN, OTHER, WAGE, TAXO, and TAXREFUND are components of CFO. MAIN is equal 

to cash fl ow from sales or services rendered minus cash fl ow paid for purchases or services 

received; OTHER is cash fl ow received from other operating activities minus cash fl ow paid 

for other operating activities; TAXO is cash fl ow paid for taxes; TAXREFUND is cash fl ow 

received from tax refunds.

We have found those items in the cash fl ow statement that are manipulated. The 

relationship between the cash fl ow statement and the balance sheet allows us to trace 

back to those items in the balance sheet that are manipulated and fi nally determine the 

whole “process” of cash fl ow manipulation.

From Table 5, we see that the main items in the cash fl ow statement manipulated 

by suspicious fi rms are cash fl ow from sales or services rendered and cash fl ow paid for 

purchases or services received. Based on the relationship between the cash fl ow statement 

and balance sheet, we focus on operating receivables and operating payables in the 

balance sheet. Operating receivables include notes receivable, accounts receivable, and 

advance receipts. Operating payables include notes payable, accounts payable, prepaid 

accounts, wages payable, and taxes payable. If receivables and/or payables are used to 

manipulate cash fl ow, then either or both should be less sensitive to industry shocks for 

suspicious fi rms than for non-suspicious fi rms. When facing negative industry shocks, 
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40  Shuang Xue and Feiteng Ye

suspicious fi rms will, for example, expedite accounts receivable or postpone accounts 

payable. We use △AR and △AP to denote the decrease in operating receivables and the 

increase in operating payables; △AR + △AP is the sum of the two items. In empirical 

testing, we take the decrease in operating receivables (△AR) or the increase in operating 

payables (△AP) or the sum of both as dependent variables, respectively. Consistent 

with the above regressions, we expect that the interaction between the suspicious fi rm 

dummy and industry shock will be signifi cantly negative.

In Table 6, Columns (1) to (3) show that the coefficient PCFO*D_DEV is 

significantly negative in (1) and (3), and the coefficients of PCFO*D_COA are 

signifi cantly negative in (1) and (2). This suggests that the suspicious fi rms tend to use 

both operating receivables and operating payables to manipulate cash fl ow. To investigate 

the effect of the direction of industry shocks on manipulation, we divide the sample into 

the negative-shock sub-sample and positive-shock sub-sample.

Columns (4) to (6) are the results of the negative-shock sub-sample. They show 

that for matching-motivated fi rms, PCFO*D_DEV is signifi cantly negative in (4) and 

(6), whereas for negative-CFO-avoiding fi rms, PCFO*D_COA is signifi cantly negative 

in (5). This suggests that suspicious fi rms may expedite accounts receivable or postpone 

accounts payable to manage cash flow. But the coefficient of PCFO*D_COA in 

regression (6) is marginally and signifi cantly positive, which is inconsistent with our 

expectation. Columns (7) to (9) present the results during positive industry shocks. The 

results show that when meeting with positive industry shocks, matching-motivated fi rms 

primarily use accounts receivable to manage cash fl ow, and negative-CFO-avoiding fi rms 

primarily use accounts payable to do the same.

Summarising the results of Tables 5 and 6, we conclude that suspicious fi rms can 

increase or decrease CFO by expediting accounts receivable or postponing accounts 

payable. They can also manipulate the timing of wage payments.

In Table 6, the payable items include wages payable and taxes payable. Since the 

former has been found to be manipulated and the latter has not (Table 5), we further 

exclude these two items when computing items payable in Table 6. The results are 

similar, and our conclusions are not affected.
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42  Shuang Xue and Feiteng Ye

VII. Robustness Tests
To test whether our results are robust, we do the following additional tests. First, 

we substitute operating profi ts for net income when identifying matching-motivated 

fi rms. Conceptually, cash fl ow from operations should correspond to operating profi ts. 

We defi ne a similar dummy variable D_DEVm, which is the difference between CFO 

and operating profi ts. Second, since listed fi rms tend to manipulate fi nancial information 

in the SEO year (Wu et al., 2007; Xue et al., 2008), we defi ne a dummy variable, 

which is equal to 1 if the fi rm is in the year before the SEO or the year of the SEO, 

and 0 otherwise. Then we add its interaction with PCFO into the regression to control 

for manipulation behaviour motivated by the SEO.5 Finally, considering the correlation 

between PCFO*D_DEV and PCFO*D_COA, we add them separately into the regressions 

of Tables 5 and 6. All conclusions hold after these tests.

VIII. Conclusions

Accrual-based accounting provides large room for earnings management. Hence, 

current studies of fi nancial manipulation mainly focus on the motivations, methods, 

and economic consequences of earnings management. This paper studies financial 

manipulation from a new angle (cash flow manipulation) and tries to answer two 

questions: fi rst, do listed companies manipulate CFO? If yes, then how do they do so?

We identify two motivations for cash fl ow manipulation. On the one hand, since 

there is uncertainty in the accrual portion of net income, users of fi nancial information 

tend to evaluate earnings quality based on cash fl ow. Therefore, fi rms whose CFO is 

slightly lower than net income will have both the incentive and the ability to manipulate 

CFO in order to make it match net income more closely. On the other hand, when 

granting approval of applications for SEOs, regulators will be more strict with fi rms that 

have negative CFO, giving fi rms the incentive to avoid negative CFO.

5 We thank the anonymous referees for this valuable advice.
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43A New Angle on Financial Manipulation 

Using the Bertrand et al. (2002) model, we verify the motivations for and methods 

of cash fl ow manipulation. Empirical evidence shows that listed fi rms that have an 

incentive to increase earnings quality or to avoid negative CFO tend to manipulate 

CFO. Furthermore, the degree of manipulation is higher when the impact of industry is 

negative. By decomposing CFO into different items and using the corresponding relation 

between the balance sheet and cash fl ow statement, we fi nd that cash fl ow from sales, 

cash fl ow paid for purchases, and cash paid to employees are the main manipulated items 

in the cash fl ow statement. Further study discloses that fi rms manipulate these items by 

expediting receivables or postponing payables.

This study contributes to the literature at least in two respects: First, although just 

a few papers have studied cash fl ow manipulation, this study provides new evidence 

for such manipulation using a different path, a different method, and a different model. 

Furthermore, we discover the methods of cash fl ow manipulation used by suspicious 

fi rms and the traces of manipulation in accounting that they leave. This is both important 

and indispensable to the monitoring of cash fl ow manipulation in practice.
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