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Abstract

This study has two objectives. The first is to investigate the impact of International
Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) adoption on the relevance of earnings for equity
valuation. In this regard, the 2005 full convergence to IFRS in Hong Kong provides
a natural experimental setting. The opportunity is that the 2005 filings of Hong Kong
public firms require disclosure of information based on the new IFRS as well as on the
former local Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) [Non-IFRS]. The second
objective is to examine whether, and if so how, auditors respond to the different risk
exposure arising from the IFRS numbers through their pricing decisions. Our results on
the IFRS convergence in Hong Kong suggest an improvement in the value relevance
of earnings following convergence. Further, audit fees are more responsive to the new
IFRS numbers than to the Non-IFRS numbers, consistent with the interpretation that
auditors price their audit work in response to the different risk exposure under the new
IFRS numbers.
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l. Introduction

In recent years, the globalisation of the world economy has resulted in firms’ striving
to raise capital in the global market place (Taylor and Jones, 1999). This in turn has
speeded up the internationalisation of financial reporting standards, in particular, the
world-wide adoption of the International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) by the
International Accounting Standards Board (IASB). IFRS is known for both the flexibility
afforded under the standards (principle-based standards) and the encroachment of the
fair-value paradigm. As such, IFRS could be defined as a core set of accounting standards
that increase the consistency, transparency, and comparability of financial statements
(Gelard, 2004). This leads to improved investment decisions and a more accurate
evaluation of firm performance. However, the recent financial crisis has triggered a lot
of criticism against fair-value accounting, which is blamed for “having exacerbated the
problems” (American Bankers Association, 2008). The US Congress even put strong
pressure on the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) to change the accounting
rules (Laux and Leuz, 2009). Therefore, the effectiveness of IFRS still needs to be
assessed.

Effective for financial reporting periods beginning on or after 1 January 2005, the
Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants (HKICPA) agreed to converge fully
to IFRS for publicly traded firms. Such convergence is thought to represent a substantial
increase in disclosure transparency and accounting quality, and it is expected that after
the convergence, financial statements of Hong Kong public firms can be interpreted and
compared across borders and jurisdictions. Moreover, such full convergence enhances
the attractiveness of Hong Kong as a listing location for non-Hong Kong firms,
particularly mainland Chinese firms. As those firms that choose to list on the Hong
Kong Stock Exchange (HKEX) are exposing themselves to international accounting and
auditing standards with high levels of corporate governance, they are able to benchmark
themselves against international players.

Using Hong Kong as an experimental setting, this study has two objectives. The first
objective is to investigate the impact of IFRS adoption on the relevance of earnings for
equity valuation. The second objective is to examine whether, and if so how, auditors
respond to the different risk exposure arising from the IFRS numbers through their
pricing decisions. As IFRS represents fair-value accounting and more judgment-based
accounting practice, it ultimately requires auditors to “second guess” managers’ reporting
judgment, which demands that auditors provide assurance on such judgment. We thus
ask the question whether auditors respond to such demand and rely on the accounting
information prepared under IFRS to measure audit risk. If so, we expect that audit fees
respond more to the new numbers than to the old numbers. Arguably, the success of
IFRS depends critically on the ability of auditors to provide such assurance.

Hong Kong provides a natural experimental setting because of the opportunity that
the 2005 filings of Hong Kong public firms require, for the first-time adoption, disclosure
of information using both the new IFRS and the former local Generally Accepted

Accounting Principles (GAAP) [Non-IFRS]. While prior studies usually compare the pre-
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and post-adoption accounting information, we investigate the IFRS adoption by looking
at the IFRS and Non-IFRS numbers that are simultaneously available to investors and
auditors. Therefore, we can attribute the effects safely to IFRS adoption rather than
to some concurrent changes in the institutional environment, if any, with respect to
enforcement, governance, or auditor incentives.

We focus on Hong Kong for three reasons. First, the four major items that are new
under this full convergence (see Appendix A) are basically based on fair-value accounting.
Hong Kong is a place where real property development and arrangement for financial
instruments flourish, thus the four new changes to fair-value accounting are of particular
importance to this market. Focusing on one country also avoids the problems associated
with cross-country studies, such as the likelihood of endogeneity in the variables at the
country level, noisy variables, and the correlated omitted variables problem (see Miller
[2004] for a detailed discussion of these problems). Second, IFRS adoption is mandatory
in Hong Kong, thus it avoids sample selection bias arising from voluntary adoption. Some
earlier studies on voluntary IFRS or IAS adoption have a sample selection bias because
any result documented could reflect a change in a firm’s incentive (that leads to voluntary
adoption) rather than a change in the report system per se (Ashbaugh and Pincus, 2001).
Third, ex ante, the impact of the full IFRS adoption on the quality of financial reporting
in Hong Kong is not clear. On the one hand, it is expected that the larger the deviation of
a domestic practice from the IFRS, the larger is the gain from converting to IFRS (Leuz
and Verrecchia, 2000; Hung, 2001; Francis et al., 2003; Dumontier and Maghraoui, 2007,
Morais and Curto, 2007). As the former local GAAP of Hong Kong is almost equivalent
to the UK or IASB standards (common-law origin), which are considered in general to be
of higher quality, the full convergence to IFRS in Hong Kong could have little impact.
On the other hand, the four major changes in Hong Kong IFRS adoption are mainly
based on fair-value accounting. Fair-value estimates require managers’ judgment and
discretion, which are subject to managers’ reporting incentives. Prior studies suggest that
reporting quality is ultimately determined by the underlying economic and political factors
influencing managers’ incentives, and not by accounting standards per se (e.g. Leuz et al.,
2003). In particular, Ball er al. (2003) find that Hong Kong, which is one of the four East
Asian countries where the accounting standards are common-law, market-based originated,
does not have higher quality financial reporting than those code-law jurisdictions due to
the limitation of managers’ incentives. As such, we expect that the reporting quality might
decrease after the adoption. However, IFRS is generally viewed as of higher quality due
to more disclosure requirements. It is thus also likely that the reporting quality after IFRS
adoption increases. Therefore, the extent of the impact of the IFRS adoption in Hong Kong
is still an empirical question.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. Section II reviews previous
literature and discusses our research questions. Section III discusses the research design.

Section IV presents the empirical results. Section V provides concluding remarks.
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Il. Background, Literature Review, and Research
Questions

IFRS has two main attributes that are different from those of the former Non-
IFRS, namely, more information disclosure and the embedment of fair values. Non-
cash and off-balance sheet items such as share options granted (HKFRS2?) and financial
derivatives (HKAS32 and HKAS39) are required to be measured and disclosed in
financial statements. Moreover, the application of fair values has been extensively
required in measuring assets and liabilities (such as HKAS16, HKAS36, HKAS3S,
HKAS39, HKAS40, and HKFRS3). Disregarding the controversies over the trade-
off between the relevance of fair-value accounting and the reliability of historical
accounting,® the application of fair value still has some problems. For example,
sometimes it is necessary to assume similarities in management input in determining fair
values,* and subjective judgment, which is at the discretion of each individual, could
vary from case to case. Moreover, giving management flexibility also opens the door
for manipulation (Laux and Leuz, 2009).

All in all, the major changes brought by IFRS have two implications for our study.
On the one hand, more information disclosure can reduce information asymmetry and
facilitate investors in making an informed decision. On the other hand, however, the
controversy and problems with the fair-value applications may compromise the quality
of information disclosed. Therefore, it is important as well as necessary to evaluate the
practicability and effectiveness of improving relevance at the expense to some degree
of reliability.

Prior literature on the IFRS (or formerly IAS, which stands for International
Accounting Standards) adoption can be broadly classified into three groups. One stream
of literature examines the economic consequence of such adoption, such as a firm’s
information environment, market liquidity, and cost of capital. For example, Ashbaugh
and Pincus (2001) examine 80 firms that adopted the then IAS during the 1990-1993

period and find that analysts’ earnings forecast errors decrease after the IAS adoption.

2 The Hong Kong version of IFRS includes HKAS (Hong Kong Accounting Standards), HKFRS, and
interpretations. All the coming new standards will be HKFRS while HKAS still exist, and subject to
minor amendments when necessary.

3 According to Laux and Leuz (2009), proponents argue that fair values reflect current market conditions

and hence provide timely information. Opponents claim that fair value is not relevant and potentially

misleading for assets that are held for a long period and, in particular, to maturity. Because of the
information asymmetry, it is possible that prices could be distorted and thus unreliable. Further
discussion of the pros and cons of fair-value accounting is beyond the scope of this study.

Three levels of fair value are used in measurement. Level 1 involves quoted prices in active markets

for identical assets or liabilities. If there is no active market, Level 2 or Level 3 is used. Level 2

applies to cases where quoted prices are for similar assets or liabilities in active markets, for identical

or similar assets in inactive markets, and other relevant market data. Level 3, referred to as a mark-
to-model approach, is based on unobservable inputs (e.g. model assumptions) and valuation techniques

that are commonly accepted. Therefore, management input is necessary for Level 2 and Level 3

applications.
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Ding et al. (2006) provide evidence that IFRS requires more comprehensive disclosures
than do most countries’ accounting standards, and is likely to reduce information
asymmetry and agency problems. Covrig et al. (2007) find that foreign mutual funds
ownership is significantly higher for IFRS adopters, which suggests that IFRS adoption
may improve capital allocation efficiency. Based on a sample of European firms that
complied with IFRS for the first time in 2005, Aubert and Dumontier (2007) find that
analysts were not able to anticipate the consequences of the IFRS adoption on earnings,
since forecast errors were significantly associated with differences in earnings resulting
from compliance with the new financial reporting standards. Daske er al. (2007) find that
the economic consequences (i.e. a firm’s cost of capital and stock liquidity) of IFRS
adoptions depend on the extent to which firms make material changes to their reporting
policies or have strong reporting incentives. Daske er al. (2008) analyze the economic
consequences (i.e. a firm’s cost of capital, market liquidity, and Tobin’s Q) of mandatory
IFRS reporting around the world using a large sample that includes over 3,800 first-time
adopters. They find that the capital-market benefits from implementing IFRS exist only
in countries with strict enforcement regimes and institutional environments that provide
strong reporting incentives. Also, the effects are stronger for voluntary adopters both in
the voluntary adoption year and later in the year when IFRS is mandated.

Another stream of literature on IFRS/IAS adoption has focused on the financial
reporting quality following such adoption, including timely recognition of loss, earnings
management, and value relevance of accounting information. For example, Eccher
and Healy (2000) compare the usefulness of accounting numbers based on IAS to the
usefulness of those based on Chinese GAAP for a sample of firms in the People’s
Republic of China (PRC). The study finds that there is no difference in the explanatory
power of IAS and PRC accruals for future cash flows. Furthermore, for stocks that can
only be owned by international investors, IAS and PRC earnings and accruals have a
similar association with annual stock returns. Finally, for stocks that can be owned only
by domestic investors, PRC earnings have a higher relation with annual stock returns than
do IAS earnings. They conclude that information produced using IAS is no more useful
than that prepared using Chinese standards. Hung and Subramanyam (2007) investigate
the effects of adopting IAS on financial statements and their value relevance for a sample
of German firms between 1998 and 2002. They find that total assets and the book value
of equity, as well as the variability of the book value and net income, are significantly
higher under IAS than under German accounting rules (HGB). In addition, they find that
the book value (net income) plays a greater (lesser) valuation role under IAS than under
HGB. Finally, they find that while the TAS adjustments to the book value are generally
value relevant, the adjustments to income are generally value irrelevant. Daske and
Giinther (2006) assess the quality of the financial statements of Austrian, German, and
Swiss firms that had already adopted internationally recognised standards (IFRS or US
GAAP). They provide evidence that disclosure quality increased significantly under IFRS



Nancy L. X. Su, Sunny Y. J. Sun, and Jun Yao

in the three European countries and this result holds for firms that voluntarily adopted
IFRS or US GAAP as well as for firms that mandatorily adopted such standards in
response to the requirements of specific stock market segments. Jermakowicz et al. (2007)
study the value relevance of the DAX-30 German firms to determine whether voluntary
adoption of IFRS resulted in more value-relevant book values after, as compared to
before, adoption of IFRS. These studies provide evidence that accounting earnings based
on IAS are more value relevant than those based on German GAAP, although they are
less relevant than those based on US GAAP. The first research question of our study also
falls into this category. However, as we examine the mandatory convergence to IFRS, we
avoid the self-selection problem which arises in most of these prior studies that examine
the effects of voluntary adoption of IFRS. In a more recent study, Barth er a/. (2008)
select a sample of 327 firms in 21 countries that adopted IAS between 1994 and 2003.
They find that firms applying IAS generally evidence less earnings management, more
timely loss recognition, and more value relevance of accounting amounts than do matched
sample firms applying non-US domestic standards. The last stream of literature assesses
the market’s perception of the net benefits or costs of IFRS adoption by examining
market reactions to several IFRS events. For example, Armstrong et al. (2009) examine
the European stock market reaction to 16 key events associated with the adoption of
IFRS in Europe. They find significant positive (negative) market reactions to events
that increase (decrease) the likelihood of IFRS adoption, which indicates that European
equity investors perceive net benefits from the adoption of IFRS. They also reveal a
significantly more positive market reaction to IFRS adoption for firms with lower quality
pre-adoption information environments. Christensen et al. (2007) find similar reactions
for UK firms after controlling for the willingness of firms to adopt IFRS.

Overall, existing research provides mixed evidence on the superiority of IFRS/IAS
relative to local GAAP. The newly mandatory convergence of Non-IFRS to IFRS in Hong
Kong provides a unique setting in which to examine afresh the effects of the adoption
and implementation of IFRS in a jurisdiction where the local Non-IFRS did not deviate
from IFRS significantly. Having been a British colony for over 100 years, Hong Kong
is heavily influenced by UK standards and practices. Ball et al. (2003) summarises the
chronological development of Hong Kong’s accounting system. It is suggested that for
historical reasons, Hong Kong accounting standards resemble UK GAAP or IAS, which
is very close to IFRS. For this reason, we expect that the full convergence to IFRS will
have little impact on the value relevance of the accounting numbers. On the other hand,
prior literature (Ball er al., 2003; Leuz er al., 2003) suggests that accounting quality is
predominately determined by a firm’s incentives created by its institutional environment
and market forces rather than by the reporting standards. Ball er al. (2003) show that
for Hong Kong and three other East Asian countries whose accounting standards derive
from common law sources (the UK, the US, and IAS), their actual reporting quality in

terms of timely recognition of loss is no better than that of civil law countries. This
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is because managers’ incentives in these countries with their institutional arrangements
imply low quality. To the extent that the four major changes under IFRS in Hong
Kong which concern the fair-value accounting requires more judgment and discretion of
managers, poor incentives for managers could lead to lower reporting quality. However,
IFRS standards are generally viewed as being of higher quality due to more disclosure
requirements. As a result, IFRS adoption can lead to higher reporting quality. Thus, it is
an empirical question of the effects of the Hong Kong IFRS convergence on the value
relevance of accounting information.

As a separate but related research question, we also examine whether, and if so
how, auditors respond to the newly converged IFRS accounting numbers through their
pricing decisions. As IFRS is featured as principle-based rules and fair-value accounting,
it puts auditors under a lot of pressure to “second guess” management reporting judgment
(Palmrose, 2009), thus it demands that auditors provide assurance on such accounting
judgment. Arguably, the success of IFRS depends critically on the ability of auditors to
provide such assurance. To the extent that auditors “rise to the occasion” and respond
to the different risk exposure from the accounting numbers prepared under IFRS, we
expect auditors to price their audit work in such a way that they respond more to the
newly converged IFRS numbers in measuring risk. Consistent with prior literature (Davis
et al., 1993; Gul and Tsui, 1997), we use audit fees to measure audit effort, based on a

competitive audit market equilibrium that precludes monopoly rents.’

lll. Research Design

Impact on Value Relevance

We first examine the value relevance of earnings numbers under the newly IFRS-
converged standards. Value relevance studies are widely used by researchers to capture
the combined attributes of relevance and reliability of accounting information (Schipper
and Vincent, 2003). The value relevance of different GAAP has been explored in the
accounting literature using either association studies or event studies (Holthausen and
Watts, 2001). Association studies that investigate whether financial reporting data explain
market capitalisations and changes over long windows are often employed to test the
value relevance of accounting information (Barth 1994; Choi er al., 1997; Barth et
al., 2008). We examine both the incremental and relative value relevance of the IFRS
earnings. According to Biddle er al. (1995), incremental value relevance refers to whether
the IFRS earnings provide information beyond the Non-IFRS earnings, while relative

value relevance investigates which earnings provide greater information.

> Using an international context and comparing it with the US audit market, Srinidhi er a/. (2008) show
that audit fees generally do not include monopoly rents.
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Incremental value relevance

Following Easton and Harris (1991), we use the following model regressing
market-adjusted returns (Brown and Warner, 1980, 1985) on the level and changes of
both IFRS (new standards) and Non-IFRS (old standards) earnings numbers over the
contemporaneous fiscal year.® To address the potential problem of multicollinearity
arising from including both IFRS and Non-IFRS numbers, we choose to use the latter as
the base and include the difference between two numbers to test the incremental value

relevance of the IFRS information.’

RET = ay+ a AEPSN"I7S/Py g EPSNIS/Pog | (AEPS"™S-AEPSNoI%5) /P)

+ a [ (EPS"™—EPSN" ) /Pl + &, (1)

where

RET = 12-month daily compounded market-adjusted (Hang
Seng Composite Index) return ending four months
after fiscal year end;

IFRS = newly adopted IFRS

Non-IFRS = former Hong Kong GAAP

AEPSNomIFRS/IERS = change in earnings per share under Non-IFRS/IFRS
from previous year to current year;

[EPSNor-IFRS/IFRS = earnings per share under Non-IFRS/IFRS;

r = share price four months after previous fiscal year end.

The incremental relevance of the earnings change or earnings level under IFRS is
indicated by the significance of the coefficient estimate, o, or e,. If the earnings change/
earnings level under the new standards has incremental value relevance, the estimate
of the coefficient e /o, will be significantly positive. Furthermore, we also test the total
incremental value relevance of the IFRS earnings number by testing whether o, + o, is

significantly different from zero (see Ghosh and Moon, 2005).

Relative value relevance

We also estimate the relative value relevance of the two sets of earnings numbers
using the Vuong (1989) test proposed by Dechow (1994). The Vuong (1989) test in
essence is a test of difference between the adjusted explanatory powers of two models
with different (sets of) explanatory variable(s) but the same dependent variable in both

the models. As such, the following two models are employed for this test.
RET = a,+ a AEPSN"IFS/Py o EPSNrIPRS/P e ©)

RET = a,+ a AEPS"™/P+ o EPS"™/P+e 3)

¢ The model is only run for 2005 and firm subscript is omitted for simplicity.

7 The same approach is used in the later audit fee model testing.
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If the IFRS earnings information is more value relevant, we expect the R? from
Model (3) to be significantly higher than the R? from Model (2), and vice versa.

Impact on Audit Fees

Starting from the seminal work by Simunic (1980), prior research has identified
a set of variables that explain the variation in audit fees (e.g. Francis, 1984; Beatty,
1993; Craswell et al., 1995; Knechel and Payne, 2001). To address our second research
question, we test the following model to assess the incremental responsiveness of audit
fees to the newly converged IFRS accounting numbers compared to the Non-IFRS
numbers. If auditors respond to the demand to provide assurance on IFRS-prepared
numbers and consider these numbers more useful in measuring the risk, they should
respond more to these numbers through their audit plan and thus pricing decisions. On
the other hand, if auditors do not respond to such a demand and view the IFRS numbers
as being no more useful in measuring audit risk, they should not respond any differently
to the IFRS numbers than to the Non-IFRS ones. Thus, this research design helps us to
understand whether, and if so how, auditors price their audit work in response to the
demand of providing assurance on the IFRS numbers, and the different risk exposure

arising from the IFRS numbers rather than from the Non-IFRS ones.

LAF — ,},.0 +,),.1 SI ZENon-H-'RS +,>,.2( 5[ Z EIFRS_ SI ZENon-IFRS ) + ,),gLIQ UID]’I*YNOH-H’RS
+7,(LIQUIDITY™_LIQUIDITYN"""") vy LEVERAGE 1S 1y,
(LEVERAGE"®-LEVERAGEN"15) 110 ROAN™S o ( ROAIS—
ROAN®IS) 1 [ OSSNm IS 4 LOSS* 47, SUB+7, FOREIGN

+VHAUOP+VI4AUDITLAG+V”B[G4+ v, (4)
where
LAF = natural logarithm of audit fees;
SIZE = natural logarithm of total assets;
LIQUIDITY = current assets divided by current liabilities;
LEVERAGE = long-term debt divided by total assets;
ROA = return on assets;
LOSS = indicator variable, which is 1 for negative EPS;
LOSS? = indicator variable which is 1 if LOSS™ is 1 and

LOSSNowIERS g ()

SUB = square root of number of subsidiaries;
FOREIGN = percentage of overseas subsidiaries;
BIG4 = indicator variable, which is 1 for Big-Four auditors;
AUOP = indicator variable, which is 1 for modified audit

opinions;
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AUDITLAG = natural logarithm of the number of days between
fiscal year end and audit report date;

BIG4 = indicator variable, which is 1 for clients audited by
Big-Four auditors.

If auditors respond to the demand to provide assurance on principle-based and fair-
value accounting under IFRS, and view the assurance on such accounting numbers to
be of different risk, we expect the coefficient estimates for all the difference variables
to be significant (whether positive or negative depends on the variable of interest).
Similarly, the Vuong (1989) test is adopted to test the relative responsiveness of audit
fees to the newly converged IFRS accounting numbers compared to the previous Non-
IFRS numbers.

LAF = v 7 SIZEN sy LIQUIDITY N 4y LEVERAGEN"
+7 ROAN R 1y LOSSNr 1S4y SUB +r FOREIGN+r AUOP
+Y9AUD[TLAG+YMB]G4+ v (5)

LAF = vy SIZE™S sy LIQUIDITY"™S vy LEVERAGE™S
+1 ROATS+y LOSS"™+y SUB+y FOREIGN+y AUOP
+r AUDITLAG+y, BIG4+ v (6)

If audit fees are more responsive to the information prepared under IFRS, we expect
the R? to be significantly higher for Model (6) than for Model (5).

IV. Sample Selection and Empirical Results

Data Sources and Sample Selection

The data used in this study are from two sources: (1) financial statement information,
namely that under IFRS and Non-IFRS standards, is manually collected from annual reports
for 2005, which are obtained from either HKEX (www.hkexnews.hk/index.htm) or the
individual firm’s website; (2) market information, which includes stock prices, the return
index, and the Hang Seng Composite index, is retrieved from the Data Stream database. Our
analysis focuses on fiscal year 2005, in which the full convergence to IFRS was effective
and both the IFRS and Non-IFRS numbers were available to auditors and investors.

New standards under the IFRS convergence have been released and revised in
different batches with different effective dates. To ensure that the firms included in our
sample are subject to the same set of standards, we focus on firms (1) with a fiscal year
ended on 31 December 2005, when the major adoption took place; (2) without early
adoption of any IFRS-related standards. Appendix B provides a list of standards that

are effective for accounting periods starting on or after 1 January 2005. We start the
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construction of our sample based on the availability of EPS.* As required, firms disclose
the impact from the first-time adoption in the notes to the accounts. Out of the 934 firms
listed on HKEX in 2005, we delete (1) 388 firms for which the fiscal year is not ended
on 31 December; (2) 32 firms that had prepared their accounts based on IFRS or other
GAAP;’ (3) 42 firms that were newly listed in 2005; and (4) 43 firms for which we are
not able to identify the impact on EPS from the annual reports. As such, we are able
to identify the EPS under both Non-IFRS and IFRS for 429 firms.

Next, for return models, we further delete (1) 56 firms for which there is, according
to the disclosure in the respective annual report, either no change or no material change
of earnings due to the adoption of the new standards;'° (2) 8 firms for which we cannot
find sufficient return data; and (3) 37 firms with EPS/P or AEPS/P ratios less than-1 or
larger than 1."" Our final sample for the return relevance test includes 328 firms. Finally,
for audit fee models, we delete, among the 429 firms, (1) 227 firms that have missing
data required by the model; and (2) 7 firms with leverage ratios larger than 1 or ROA
ratios less than-1 or larger than 1. Consequently, 195 firms are included in our audit fee

analyses.

Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Comparison

Table 1 presents the simple statistics of the variables used in our study for 2005. On
average, firms reported lower total assets, liquidity, and leverage but higher EPS, BVS,
and ROA under the new IFRS than under the old Non-IFRS. The change'? in EPS had
different signs under the two sets of accounting standards; that is, EPS decreased under
old Non-IFRS, while it increased under the new IFRS.

Table 1 Descriptive Statistics
This table shows the mean, median, and standard deviation values of our main variables
as of 2005. RET is the 12-month daily compounded market-adjusted (Hang Seng

Composite Index) return ending four months after 31 December 2005. P, is the stock

Disclosure of the first-time adoption focuses on the impact on firm performance and beginning equity.
Therefore, about two-thirds of firms do not provide information regarding the book value of equity
at the end of the full adoption year. As such, our main test is conducted on the value relevance of
earnings. In the additional test, on a smaller sample, we also conduct tests of value relevance of both
the book value of equity and earnings.

®  Two firms, namely Manulife (Stock Code: 0945) and SMIC (Stock Code: 0981), had their accounts
prepared based on the US and Canadian GAAP, respectively.

We follow the firms’ criteria (not disclosed in annual reports) in judging no material changes. To
the extent that different firms apply different criteria, these criteria (whatever they are) might not be
homogenous. However, including the 56 firms in the return test generates qualitatively similar results
except that AEPSYerFRS becomes insignificant in both the incremental and relative value relevance
tests. But more importantly, both the incremental value relevance and the relative value relevance of
both level and change in EPS™*S are retained.

Our main results are the same when we consider the effect of outliers by excluding those observations
whose Cook’s D values are larger than one.

Accounting numbers under IFRS for 2004 are available in the “restated” comparative statements
included in the 2005 annual reports, thus allowing us to compute the changes.
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price at 30 April 2006. EPS is earnings per share. AEPS is change of earnings per share
from 2004 to 2005. BVS is book equity value per share. TA is total assets. LIQUIDITY
is current assets divided by current liabilities. LEVERAGE 1is long-term debt divided
by total assets. ROA 1is return on assets. LOSS is an indicator that is 1 for negative
EPS. SUB(NO) is the number of subsidiaries. FOREIGN is the percentage of overseas
subsidiaries. BIG4 is an indicator that is 1 for Big-Four auditors. AUOP is an indicator
that is 1 for modified audit opinions. AUDITLAG(DAYS) is the number of days between
the fiscal year end and the audit report date. AF is total audit fees charged. /FRS and
Non-IFRS superscripts indicate whether the numbers are prepared based on the newly
adopted IFRS or the former Hong Kong GAAP.

Mean Median Standard

Deviation

RET (%) 5.000 -10.296 71.340
P, 5.336 1.720 11.486
EPSNor-IFRS 0.325 0.085 0.766
EPS'RS 0.428 0.123 1.089
AEPSNo-IFRS -0.028 -0.002 0.401
AEPS™®S 0.026 0.004 0.408
BV SNon-IFRS 3.104 1.378 6.391
BVSFRS 3.117 1.350 6.350
TAN1FRS (Trillion HKS) 12.944 2.080 54.772
TA™®S (Trillion HKS) 12.700 2.131 53.941
LIQUIDITY"o-1FRS 5.459 1.562 33.240
LIQUIDITY™*S 3.178 1.570 9.890
LEVERAGEN™FRS (%) 7.475 1.995 11.325
LEVERAGE™®S (%) 7.266 2.024 10.135
ROAN™FRS (%) 4.149 3.720 20.478
ROA™ES (%) 4.260 4.535 15.577
LOSSNor-IFRS 0.205 0.000 0.405
LOSS™*S 0.185 0.000 0.389
SUB(NO) 24.046 18.000 22.874
FOREIGN (%) 65.590 65.000 24.100
BIG4 0.810 1.000 0.393
AUOP 0.041 0.000 0.199
AUDITLAG(DAYS) 100.974 109.000 15.872

AF (Million HKS$) 3.824 1.686 13.528
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Next, we conduct mean comparisons for the variables of interest and report them in
Table 2. Panel A presents level and change of EPS to price ratios, under both IFRS and
Non-IFRS, for the whole sample and the two subsamples split by the median value of
RET. Tt shows that both the level EPS to price ratios and change in EPS to price ratios
are higher for firms with high RET than for firms with low RET. Further, the difference
in both the level and change of EPS to price ratios between the two subsamples is larger
when it is under IFRS than when it is under Non-IFRS (6.520 per cent vs. 4.114 per
cent; 9.002 per cent vs. 6.231 per cent). This is in a way a rough test of the relation
between level and change of EPS to price ratios and stock returns. As shown, firms
with higher stock returns have both higher level and change of EPS to price ratios, and
this is more pronounced with earnings under IFRS. Panel B shows the means of the
variables in the audit fee model for the whole sample and the two subsamples split by
the median value of audit fees. It shows that those firms which paid more audit fees in
2005 had a significantly larger firm size, higher leverage, and higher ROA, and were less
likely to experience loss than those paid lower audit fees regardless of the accounting
standards."® But the values of liquidity under the two accounting standards had different
patterns in the two subsamples. According to the Non-IFRS values, firms with higher
liquidity ratios paid more audit fees (difference across two subsamples = 1.984, t-value
= 0.42), while according to the IFRS values, firms with lower liquidity ratios paid more
audit fees (difference across two subsamples = -2.531, t-value = -1.80). We expect that
auditors face higher risk and thus charge higher fees for firms with lower liquidity ratios,
and the audit fees under IFRS are more consistent with this expectation. These results
can be interpreted in a similar way to those in Panel A. Higher audit fees are associated

with higher risk measures, and this effect is more pronounced for the IFRS numbers.

Table 2 Mean Comparison
Panel A compares average values of EPS to price ratios across subsamples. AEPS is the
change in £EPS from 2004 to 2005. EPS is earnings per share of 2005. P,, is the stock
price at 30 April 2005. RET is the 12-month daily compounded market-adjusted (Hang
Seng Composite Index) return ending four months after 31 December 2005.

Panel B compares the average values of the main financial variables for 2005 across

subsamples. SIZE is the natural logarithm of total assets. Other variables are defined in
Table 1.

3 This is inconsistent with the existing literature, which usually provides evidence of a positive
(negative) relationship between audit fee and loss (ROA). However, multivariate regression results in
the next section show the correct signs of those two variables, though they are insignificant.
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Panel A: Subsamples Classified by Return

Comparison across subsamples

Whole ~ Subsample 1~ Subsample 2 Diff
Sample RET > median RET < median (t-value)
AEPSY % / P, (%) -1.474 0.583 -3.531 4.114™
(2.59)
EPS" RS /P (%) 6.165 9.281 3.050 6.231"
(4.03)
AEPS™S /P, (%) -0.008 3.252 -3.268 6.520™"
(3.73)
EPS™ /P, () 7.623 12.124 3.122 9.002™"
(5.54)
Panel B: Subsamples Classified by Audit Fees
Comparison across subsamples
Whole  Subsample 1~ Subsample 2 Diff
Sample AF > median AF < median (t-value)
SIZENerIFRS 21.543 22.551 20.545 2.006™"
(10.19)
SIZE'RS 21.547 22.567 20.537 2.030™
(10.68)
LIQUIDITY"r-IF%S 5.459 6.456 4.472 1.984
(0.42)
LIQUIDITY'™®S 3.178 1.906 4.437 -2.531°
(-1.80)
LEVERAGE""™F&S (%) 7.475 8.940 6.026 2914
(1.81)
LEVERAGE™S (%) 7.266 8.841 5.707 3.134™
(2.18)
ROANIFES (%) 4.149 7.371 0.959 6.412"
(2.21)
ROA™®S (%) 4.260 6.463 2.079 4384
(1.98)
LOSS IR 0.205 0.155 0.255 -0.100
(-1.73)
LOSSIFRS 0.185 0.134 0.235 -0.101"
(-1.81)*

The z-statistic of the median of the two-sample test, rather than the t-value, is reported.

**%** and * indicate two-tailed p-values <0.01, <0.05, and <0.1, respectively.
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Multivariate Regression: Value Relevance Models

Table 3 shows the regression results of value relevance models of earnings. We
estimate Model (1) by including the Non-IFRS values as the base and the differences
between the IFRS and Non-IFRS values in the same regression model to assess the
incremental value relevance of earnings information under different standards. We find
that both level (coefficient = 0.651, t-value = 3.66) and change (coefficient = 0.321,
t-value = 1.84) of EPS to price ratios under Non-IFRS for 2005 are significantly
associated with stock returns. More importantly, the difference between levels of EPS
under the two standards has a marginally significant positive association with the returns
(coefficient = 0.714, t-value = 1.69), and the joint effect of the difference between the
levels and changes of EPS under the two standards is significantly positive (F = 10.17,
p < 0.01), indicating the incremental value relevance provided by the IFRS earnings.

The associations between returns and earnings are significantly positive only if
the Non-IFRS values or the IFRS values are included in the regressions. In Model (2),
the coefficient of AEPSNFRS / P is 0.324 with a t-value of 1.85, and the coefficient of
EPSYer RS/ P is (0.618 with a t-value of 3.48. In Model (3), the coefficient of AEPS™® / P
is 0.342 with a t-value of 2.11, and the coefficient of EPS®S / P is 0.663 with a t-value
of 3.89 The Vuong test suggests that the model with IFRS values performs significantly
better than that with Non-IFRS values as R?> of Model (3) is 44.44 per cent [(9.1%-
6.3%)/6.3%] higher than that of Model (2) with a two-tailed Z-statistic of 2.26.

Taken together, the results show that earnings information under the IFRS standards
is more value relevant (both relatively and incrementally) than that under the Non-IFRS
standards, suggesting an improvement of value relevance of earnings information under
IFRS.

Multivariate Regression: Audit Fee Models

Table 4 shows the regression results of the audit fee models. The associations
between audit fees and those control variables are largely consistent with prior studies.
We find that the number of subsidiaries, the percentage of overseas subsidiaries, and the

use of Big-Four auditors are positively associated with audit fees.

Table 3 Value Relevance Models — Return Models

This table shows the results of regressions in which the cumulative stock return (RET)
is regressed on EPS to price ratios and AEPS to price ratios. All variables are defined in
Table 1. The t-statistics are in parentheses. ***, ** and * indicate two-tailed p-values

<0.01, <0.05, and <0.1, respectively.



Nancy L. X. Su, Sunny Y. J. Sun, and Jun Yao

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3)
(Full Model) (Non-IFRS) (IFRS)
Intercept -0.064™ -0.046" -0.063™
(-2.39) (-1.73) (-2.38)
AEPSYFRS /P 0.321" 0.324"
(1.84) (1.85)
EPSNrIFRS /P 0.651™" 0.618™
(3.66) (3.48)
AEPS"™S /P, 0.342™
2.11)
EPS™S /P, 0.663™
(3.89)
(AEPS™S — AEPS""'F%5) / P 0.407
(1.09)
(EPS"™*S — EPS""'"%) / P, 0.714
(1.69)
(AEPS™"S — AEPS""'F%S) /P + F=10.17,
(EPS"™*S — EPS""!"™)/P | p<0.01
Adj R square 0.086 0.063 0.091

Model (2) vs. Model (3): Vuong test Z score = 2.26 (p-value < 0.05), which indicates
that Model (3) is better than Model (2).

Table 4 Audit Fee Models
This table shows the results of regressions in which LAF, the natural logarithm of audit
fees, is regressed on some financial variables for 2005. LOSS® is an indicator that is 1 if
LOSS™S is 1 but LOSS™FRS is 0. SUB is the square root of the number of subsidiaries.
AUDITLAG is the natural logarithm of the number of days between fiscal year end and
the audit report date. Other variables are defined in Tables 1 and 2. The t-statistics are in
parentheses. ***, ** and * indicate two-tailed p-values <0.01, <0.05, and <0.1, respectively.
When we estimate Model (4) by including the Non-IFRS values and differences
between the two standards in the same regression model, for the Non-IFRS numbers,
only firm size is significantly associated with audit fees. For the difference variables, the
association is positive for size (coefficient = 0.531, t-value = 1.97) and negative for liquidity
(coefficient = -0.008, t-value = -1.82). We expect larger firms and firms with lower liquidity
to be associated with higher audit effort and risk, and thus higher audit fees. For LEVERAGE
and ROA, neither the Non-IFRS values nor the difference variables are significant. However,
the relevant coefficients are of the expected signs. Therefore, the results, to some extent,
support that auditors respond more to the accounting information provided by IFRS, and

use such information in measuring risk and to plan for their audit work.
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Model (4) Model (5) Model (6)
(Full Model) (Non-IFRS) (IFRS)
Intercept 6.630™" 6.679"" 5.960™"
(4.20) (4.28) (3.85)
SIZENoIFRS 0.340™" 0.320™"
(9.34) (9.34)
SIZE'RS 0.353™
(9.90)
SIZE™RS — S[ZENr-IFRS 0.531"
(1.97)
LIQUIDITY"o-1FRS -0.006 0.001
(-1.50) (0.69)
LIQUIDITY™®S -0.006
(-1.53)
LIQUIDITY'™®S — LIQUIDITYNo-'FRS -0.008"
(-1.82)
LEVERAGENIFRS 0.113 0.252
(0.25) (0.66)
LEVERAGE™"S -0.068
(-0.16)
LEVERAGE™®S — LEVERAGENFRS 1.292
(0.85)
ROANIFRS -0.394 -0.035
(-1.24) (-0.15)
ROAES -0.085
(-0.27)
ROA[FRS _ ROAN{)n-[FRS _0683
(-1.29)
LOSSNor-IFRS 0.025 0.114
(0.20) (0.95)
LOSS'™*®S 0.241"
(1.86)
LOSS® -0.408
(-0.53)
SUB 0.114™ 0.125™" 0.115™"
(4.55) (4.87) (4.63)
FOREIGN 0.495™" 0.557*" 0.475™
(2.76) (3.09) (2.68)
BIG4 0.577"" 0.623™" 0.611™
(5.03) (5.40) (5.49)
AUOP 0.231 0.313 0.220
(1.01) (1.37) (1.01)
AUDITLAG -0.185 -0.145 -0.114
(-0.71) (0.56) (-0.45)
Adj. R square 0.675 0.657 0.682

Model (5) vs. Model (6): Vuong test Z score = 2.78 (p-value < 0.01), which indicates
that Model (6) is better than Model (5).

When we estimate Models (5) and (6) separately, the associations between audit
fees and firm size are significantly positive in both Models. (In Model (5), the coefficient
is 0.320 with a t-value of 9.34; in Model (6) the coefficient is 0.353 with a t-value of
9.90). It also shows that firms which experience loss pay higher audit fees. This positive

association, however, is only significant when the values are under IFRS (coefficient =
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0.241, t-value = 1.86). The Vuong test indicates that the model with the IFRS values
performs significantly better than the model with the Non-IFRS values (Z-statistic = 2.78).

Consistent with our expectations, both the incremental and relative approaches
show that audit fees respond more to the IFRS accounting numbers than to the Non-
IFRS accounting numbers. Therefore, the results are consistent with auditors’ responding
to the demand to provide assurance on the IFRS numbers and to consider them more
important in measuring the risk. This result also corroborates the earlier findings on
value relevance in demonstrating that the accounting information prepared according to
IFRS is more useful to investors as well as to auditors in their investing and audit work

planning or pricing decisions.

Additional Test: Price Model of Value Relevance

The price model has also been used in prior studies (e.g. Collins et al., 1997; Francis
and Schipper, 1999) to examine the value relevance of accounting information. Existing
literature suggests that the return model is theoretically and econometrically more
appealing (Gonedes and Dopuch, 1974; Christie, 1987, and Kothari and Zimmerman,
1995 for a review of these two models). Nevertheless, in this section, we adopt the price
model to examine the relative and incremental value relevance of accounting information
under IFRS compared to that under Non-IFRS. The price model also allows us to examine
not only the value relevance of earnings but also that of the book value. Specifically, to
examine the incremental value relevance of the book value and earnings, we replace, in
Models (1) to (3), return (RET) with price per share (P) at 30 April 2006 on the left-
hand side and change in earnings per share (A EPS) with book value per share (BVS)
on the right-hand side.

Table 5 presents the price model regression. It is shown that both EPS and BVS
under Non-IFRS for 2005 are significantly associated with stock prices. Moreover, the
difference between the levels of EPS under the two standards is incrementally associated
with the price (t-value of 3.02), which is consistent with the return model that the
IFRS earnings have incremental value relevance. The difference between the levels of
BVS under the two standards is also positively associated with the price, though it is
statistically insignificant. This insignificant result could be due to the low test power
arising from either (1) the small magnitude of the BVS difference (on average, it is
HK$0.013 per share; see Table 1) or (2) the reduced sample size (see Footnote 7) or
both.

The earnings per share and book value per share under both the IFRS and Non-IFRS
standards are significantly and positively associated with stock prices. The Vuong test
suggests that the model with IFRS values performs significantly better than the model
with Non-IFRS ones. R? of Model (iii) is higher than that of Model (ii) (with Z-statistics
of 2.97); however, the improvement is largely due to the IFRS earnings rather than the

book value.
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Table 5 Value Relevance Models — Price Models

This table shows the results of regressions in which price per share (P,,) is regressed on
EPS and BVS. BVS is book equity value per share. Other variables are defined in Table
1. The t-statistics are in parentheses. *** ** and * indicate two-tailed p-values <0.01,
<0.05, and <0.1, respectively.

Model (1) Model (ii) Model (iii)
(Full Model) (Non-IFRS) (IFRS)
Intercept 0.054 0.346 0.136
(0.09) (0.56) (0.23)
EPSNor-IFRS 6.078"" 4.374™"
(4.49) (3.27)
BYSNorIERS 0.959™ 1.163™
(6.58) (8.74)
EPS'RS 5.287"
(4.94)
0.987"
BVS'TRS (7.36)
EPS]FRS* EPSNon»IFRS 4202***
(3.02)
BVSIFRS _ BVSNon—IFRS 2080
(1.24)
Adj R square 0.745 0.711 0.746

Model (ii) vs. Model (iii): Vuong test Z score = 2.97 (p-value < 0.01), which indicates
that Model (iii) is better than Model (ii).

These results of the additional test are consistent with the return regression results;
that is, the value relevance of accounting information improves under IFRS. Further, the
improvement under IFRS comes from earnings rather than the book value. However,

this finding should be interpreted with caution due to the lack of power of this test.

V. Conclusions

In this study, we use the 2005 full convergence to IFRS in Hong Kong as a natural
experimental setting to examine the value relevance of earnings under IFRS and the
auditor’s risk exposure as reflected in audit fees in response to IFRS. Although local
Hong Kong GAAP was common-law originated and resembled IAS or UK GAAP, the
results suggest that the full convergence to IFRS does improve the value relevance of
earnings. Consistent with our expectation, we also find that audit fees are more responsive
to the IFRS numbers than to former local Hong Kong GAAP. This is consistent with
the interpretation that auditors price their risk and audit work in response to the different
risk exposure between the IFRS numbers and the local GAAP numbers, suggesting that
auditors respond to the demand to provide assurance to IFRS accounting information

and find such information to be more useful in measuring audit risk.
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Appendix A

Major Changes under the Full Convergence to IFRS

(i) Investment Property (HKAS 40)

In prior years, the increases were credited to the investment properties revaluation
reserve. Decreases in fair value were first set off against increases in earlier valuation
on a portfolio basis and thereafter expensed in the income statement. With the revised
standard, the changes in fair value are now required to be directly recorded in the income

statement.

(ii)) Intangible Assets and Business Combination (HKFRS3, HKAS36, 38)

The new standard has released goodwill from an annual straight amortisation
for which 20 years was the allowed maximum useful life. Instead, goodwill can be
recognised as an intangible asset with an indefinite useful life. A value impairment test
will be carried out annually or when there is any indication of impairment. Reversals of
recognised impairment are prohibited. Any negative goodwill is credited to the income

statement immediately.

(iii)) Share-Based Payment (HKFRS2)

The new standard has basically move share-based payment from note disclosure to
recognition. With effect from 1 January 2005, the fair value of the employee services
received for the grant of share options of a company is recognised as an expense. The
total amount to be expensed is determined by referring to the fair value of the share

options granted.

(iv) Financial Instruments (HKAS32, 39, HKFRS7'%)

Basically, there are more stringent and detailed disclosure requirements for financial
assets and obligations under the revised standards. Some of the financial instruments
are even required to be recognised in the financial statements, with fair value as the
primary base for valuation. For example, investment securities were previously stated at
cost less provisions for impairment losses, but are now re-designated as “available-for-
sale” financial assets and carried in the balance sheet at their fair values. In addition,
interest rate swap contracts for which no recognition was required are now classified as
derivative financial instruments and recognised in the balance sheet at their respective

fair values.

4 HKFRS?7 (Financial Instruments: disclosure) was released in September 2005 and will only be effective
for accounting periods on or after 1 January 2007.
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Appendix B

List of IFRS-Converged Standards Applicable to

Accounting Periods Starting on or After 1 January 2005

Category No [Standard

HKAS 1 |Presentation of Financial Statements

HKAS 2 |Inventories

HKAS 7 |Cash Flow Statements

HKAS 8 |Accounting Policies, Changes in Accounting Estimates, and
Errors

HKAS 10 [Event After the Balance Sheet Date

HKAS 11 | Construction Contracts

HKAS 12 [Income Taxes

HKAS 16 |Property, Plant, and Equipment

HKAS 17 |Leases

HKAS 18 [Revenue

HKAS 19 [Employee Benefits

HKAS 20 [Accounting for Government Grants and Disclosure of
Government Assistance

HKAS 21 |The Effects of Changes in Foreign Exchange Rates

HKAS 23 |Borrowing Costs

HKAS 24 |Related-Party Disclosures

HKAS 26 |Accounting and Reporting by Retirement Benefit Plans

HKAS 27 |Consolidated and Separate Financial Statements

HKAS 28 |[Investments in Associates

HKAS 29 |[Financial Reporting in Hyperinflationary Economies

HKAS 30 |Disclosures in the Financial Statements of Banks and Similar
Financial Institutions

HKAS 31 |Interests in Joint Ventures

HKAS 32 |Financial Instruments: Presentation

HKAS 33 | (Amendment)

HKAS 34 |Interim Financial Reporting

HKAS 36 |Impairment of Assets

HKAS 37 |Provision, Contingent Liabilities, and Contingent Assets

HKAS 38 |Intangible Assets

HKAS 39 |Financial Instruments: Recognition and Measurement

HKAS 39* [Transitional and Initial Recognition of Financial Assets and
Financial Liabilities

HKAS 40 |Investment Property




Nancy L. X. Su, Sunny Y. J. Sun, and Jun Yao

HKAS 41 |Agriculture

HKAS-Int 10 [Government Assistance — No Specific Relation to Operating
Activities

HKAS-Int 12 [Consolidation — Special Purpose Entities

HKAS-Int 12* |Scope of HKAS-Int 12 Consolidation — Special Purpose Entities

HKAS-Int 13 [Jointly Controlled Entities-Non-Monetary Contributions by
Venturers

HKAS-Int 15 [Operating Leases — Incentives

HKAS-Int 21 |[Income Taxes — Recovery of Revalued Non-Depreciable Assets

HKAS-Int 25 |Income Taxes — Changes in the Tax Status of an Enterprise or
Its Shareholders

HKAS-Int 27 |Evaluating the Substance of Transactions in the Legal Form of a
Lease

HKAS-Int 29 [Disclosure — Service Concession Arrangements

HKAS-Int 31 |Revenue — Barter Transactions Involving Advertising Services

HKAS-Int 32 |Intangible Assets — Website Costs

HKFRS 1 |First-Time Adoption of Hong Kong Financial Reporting Standards

HKFRS 2 | Share-Based Payment

HKFRS 3 |Business Combinations

HKFRS 4 |Insurance Contracts

HKFRS 5 |Non-Current Assets Held for Sales and Discontinued Operations

HKFRS-Int 1 Changes in Existing Decommissioning, Restoration, and Similar
Liabilities

HKFRS-Int Members’ Shares in Co-operative Entities and Similar Instruments

HK(IFRIC) Liabilities Arising from Participating in a Specific Market — Waste

-Int Electrical and Electronic Equipment

HK-Int 1 | The Appropriate Accounting Policies for Infrastructure Facilities

HK-Int Revenue — Pre-Completion Contracts for the Sale of Development

HK-Int 4 |Leases — Determination of the Length of Lease Term in Respect
of Hong Kong Land Leases

* Amendment

Source: www.hkicpa.org.hk

HKAS: Hong Kong Accounting Standards

HKFRS: Hong Kong Financial Reporting Standards
HKAS-Int: Interpretation of HKAS

HKFRS-Int: Interpretation of HKFRS
HK(IFRIC)-Int: Hong Kong (IFRIC) Interpretations
HK-Int: Hong Kong Interpretations

IFRIC: International Financial Reporting Interpretations Committee
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] TF RS 4[] (4 37 1 W 20 AN R A A FB T Y - A3 IR ARTR] » O T 4%
VEFRATHRE A ERIE R F AR R HED > A SCHE ROCTERL R A © (1) 2HEEL R T
2005412 H 31 H » 1 & M 4R A WE XTI R HEN 5 (2) 2 AT4E BE %A R AT
5 TFRSAHSCHYHEN o B>k BEEAE T 200548 1 H 1 H 8L RASG H 46 1 22 VHAF BE A 20 54T
AUENIZ R - FRATTLA W] DAARTS EPS WARMER GG I thAEA o s 3 E > 55— YR e
D5 B AE i FE A P FE BRI o A ST 2005 4 B HEIE 55 28 5 BT 935 K LT A Al kE
ARSI T (1)388 X FEARZ 12 H 31 HIUAF 5 (2) 32 KL IFRS s HAth GAAP?
NEAE IR G R R AT 5 (3) 42 FKAE 20058 EHBIAF] 5 (4) 43 F I NAFHR
FE EPS BT o fefi > A0 AW IAIFRS T AR IFRS F EPS /AR 35429 5% -

8 B YRINAT IFRS A9 3% #5005 T AE X2 I SR AN ) AR A ZS (K 52 i o PRI > K=
2 s TV SR AR R BB E 2 A AR () A S © aX AR > AT E BT
BTN NE » FEFHIMARS H > FRATH — NBNFEAS > SRAR I AR AN 4 19 Tk
T A/ (AN B A AN (A 51 -

9 Manulife (JBEEEG5 © 0945)FISMIC (B EE4m"5 : 0981) 43 7l 3% LA & [ 2 A2 THAEN
FUIN SRS IS VI Ry Ffidi 2 il R 55
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PEPOK > N T B > AT — MR T (1) 56 Z R A F UM f5 > 44
P 5 0 B TR A AR SO R AR A E] 5 0 (2) 8 AT R 1 i A B
Al 5 (3) 37K EPS / PSA EPS / PHAR/NT -1 80R T 1A T o 1 FAT T a AH DS HEAS:
B0 B B A 327 RN T] o efg o X T SR ALY o FRATTHE 429 KA W) HL M 4
T (D227 FBHRERB AT 5 (2) 7FATAF HHIR T 15ROA/NT-18KR T 1A T »
B - FATTH 1H2% A AR AR AR B0 195 KA H] o

HRMEITMERRLER

RV RIELEWNRGRES T - FHME > HEAANFTEHIERS FWEE” > i
FHEFRATH K2 BT E TFRS FRYEAR > W EPS - RERIKE N ERROA NI H & o
AEPSRHEMELTHEN N A FHAMIFE » BIAEIEIFRS F N > MAEFWIFRS N LT -

F&1 WR ST

TR T 2005 FIRATEE M A RAIE - FAEFAPHEZE - RETZ20054F 12
H 31 rmAH BT A8 (A28 G 16580 1912 H HIER » P 200644 7 30 H
(AN o EPS RTEIBA o A EPS & 2004 -5 2005 F 5 BB AR I AL - BVS 2Rk
WA A o TAAE R ™ o LIQUIDITY & Wit 8l %8 7= bR LU 8l f5t © LEVERAGE 72K
WIB S5 BR LB ™ o ROA R FIEBR LU % - LOSS e lAs & > Hodp 1 RRiu
EPS ° SUB(No) &= F/AFIMEH o FOREIGNZF/REANFA T E 5t o BIG4HE KL
A > HA 1 FR KA T - AUOP RIS & > Hdh 1 R B IERNFH TR -
AUDITLAG (Days) 722> VHF BEAF B S5 SR T LT AH BE 09 KRB » AF 2 S5y RO i
2% H o IFRSFINon-TFRS AR R 22 V1T 2 MR 4 3 8 oL i TFRSIA 2 R A s A A2
THE I 4 i

¥fE SAVA brifEZE

RET (%) 5.000 -10.296 71.340
P, 5.336 1.720 11.486
EPSNon-IFRS 0.325 0.085 0.766
EPS'RS 0.428 0.123 1.089
A EPSNorIIRS -0.028 -0.002 0.401
A EPS™RS 0.026 0.004 0.408
BVSNomIRS 3.104 1.378 6.391
BVSRS 3.117 1.350 6.350

10 FRATTHE A FIROARE CRTEAFAR P8R Sk PIRTA ¥eA R - T AR AR AR
HEANTA] > GX bR il ORNE A 2) PTREAAHIE SR > BR T A EPSNerIFRS Z2 5 AF 36 5
FAR X ELAR DG HEAS S R 2 b > IR AR PR 15 5 5K 56 ZE 728 Rl AN
HE LR o EEERYIE > EPSFRS FI A EPSNerIFRS [y 3-8 R R (ELAF € P 1Y 45 18 ¥
HMAE -

1 EFRERI SN - FA12EH T Cook’s D EKR T 1HIWIIE - FERLE R ARAL o

12 20054 4EHR & AT 2004 4ETFRS N AY “Hwk " HLESHR R - IRIULTRATTRERS L HAR 1L -



EH INUKE BEE

]/ MAYES I (22

HfH SAVA: bRt

TANemIFRS (Trillion HKS$) 12.944 2.080 54.772
TA™RS (Trillion HKS$) 12.700 2.131 53.941
LIQUIDITYNer-IFRS 5.459 1.562 33.240
LIQUIDITY™®s 3.178 1.570 9.890
LEVERAGEN"TRS (%) 7.475 1.995 11.325
LEVERAGE™®S (%) 7.266 2.024 10.135
ROANIRS (0) 4.149 3.720 20.478
ROA™S (%) 4.260 4.535 15.577
LOSSNo RS 0.205 0.000 0.405
LOSS™S 0.185 0.000 0.389
SUB(No) 24.046 18.000 22.874
FOREIGN (%) 65.590 65.000 24.100
BIG4 0.810 1.000 0.393
AUOP 0.041 0.000 0.199
AUDITLAG (Days) 100.974 109.000 15.872
AF (Million HK$) 3.824 1.686 13.528

PR oK > AT — 2 T EAS B I A AT B IFE R 2 R4 o Panel A R
& T R PRI A TAEA S TFRSFIIE IFRS T EPS /K504
DL K EPSTAC SN M He R o B R BHE RE T /AR EPS/KF-S5 0 #10 EL R A EPS7E
NI LRI AR RE T ARG o H > AR FRAFN EPS/KT-E5INHE
R EPSTAL SN LD 2Z FAETFRS T HAEIETFRS FHE K (6.520% vs. 4.114%;
9.002% vs. 6.231%) ° iX & EPS /K-8 EPSAS AL S0 4% 1) L 2 5 I SR 65 X R 1 — b
A - HRPATLUE S > BEW S SAF > EPS/KTM EPSELSINEI T
AW HE R > HAEIFRS T4 R E W o Panel BIRA T &AEATI LAH 2% A2 54
Gr AT AEAS B T 1o AR R AS B 4 (E o B R BRI SR A2 T E > AR
SEHE 2005 4 SO HE R A TSR 2 B B AT SR A R > B S AT AR KR > TS
(IROAFIEE D)4 o SRR » PSS THAEN T 92 73 3 M R AE AN TR A
FKIA o JEIFRS T - Wah ik HRE E 1A 7 AT R Z B i3 (A FAREA Y
2% (H=1.984 > t-{H =0.42) > M IFRS T > Ui sh ¥ HREARM 2 5] AT R A7 128
Z (D TFAREA 25 F (8 =-2.531 > ¢ {H =-1.80) o FRAT TSI o 40 6 1o 0 65 v A e 3+
PABSEES > 220 B 6 378 2l 1 b AR 14 28 RTSCBCRE & i AT 1 F 2% > AETFRS a7 3% A
ST 8 — 5 o jX LR AT DL 5 Panel AMILR T EEEATIRRE - WA TS &
BB A 5 - 1 ELFEIFRS N HHE -

13 LURI B4 SCHREHE 2 BT A 2% AR (ROA) IE (90) A% > ix R 5 ASSCRF T 45 2R AR
_ﬁ °
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®2 FIELE
Panel A FZRANLLES TS FAEA F 19 EPS S50 #% LEZRPFIIE © A EPS 1 2004 -5
20054F EPSH) AL o EPSFR7R2005 SFRIRAA © P, 782005447 30 H A « RET
JE20054F 12 A 31 5 A H i R (EA 2564620 19 12 A H il o

Panel B FI/RHNELEL T 2005 5 A FAEA o T2 5548 B 1Y BB o SIZE FRom &
GEPE RIS EL o HAL AR B E LRI 1 -

ok oo Gl R R P-1H <0.01 ~ <0.05 ~ <0.1 ©

Panel A : FZIER 70 JEH TREA

FHA LR

FREA T TR Diff
BFEA RET > W8 RET < Fii (--1H)

A EPSY PSP, (%) -1.474 0.583 -3.531 4114
(2.59)

EPS¥rIR/p (%) 6.165 9.281 3.050 6.231%*
(4.03)

A EPS™S/P, (%) -0.008 3.252 -3.268 6.520%*
(3.73)

EPS"™/P, (%) 7.623 12.124 3.122 9.002%**
(5.54)

Panel B : 307 115% % 40 9 TR A
FHALE

THAL THRA2 Diff
EVIN AF > P AF < Fii (t-8)

SIZENorIFRS 21.543 22.551 20.545 2.006***
(10.19)

SIZE'™S 21.547 22567 20.537 2.030%*
(10.68)
LIQUIDITY oIt 5.459 6.456 4.472 1.984
(0.42)
LIQUIDITY'™S 3.178 1.906 4437 -2.531*
(-1.80)
LEVERAGE IS (%) 7.475 8.940 6.026 2.914*
(1.81)

LEVERAGE™S (%) 7.266 8.841 5.707 3.134*
(2.18)

ROANrIRS () 4.149 7.371 0.959 6.412%
(2.21)
ROA!™S (%) 4.260 6.463 2.079 4.384*
(1.98)
LOSSNor IS 0.205 0.155 0.255 -0.100*
(-1.73)*
LOSS!S 0.185 0.134 0.235 -0.101*
(-1.81)*

* IR TREAR R 1 T B - SE i U - (BRI o



R INUKE BE

ZrEA  MEMRXEER

FT3BR T HARMAEA SRR [ ) 251 o RATLAIETFRS M N (B2 > A
TE R —N ] RS (1) 7 A TFRS A E TFRS (B A9 2 SR Al VAR R T HENT R B 4R 1S
B RE B AN EA M - PRI > 2005 FETFRS NI EPS/KT-S5INsHI LR (R ¥
=0.651 > - {H =3.66) F1 EPSAAL SIS HL R (2 %0=0.321 > o (H =1.84) 5 B2 35
WEMK - FEBEMR > AFRSTHEN T EPS/KT-M 2 55 1k A FH iM% EA
KRR (R=0714 > (H=1.69) > i HAEW AN N EPS/KF-2£ 5 EPSAE AL 25 51
A BN L2 0 IE (F=10.17 > p < 0.01) » iX FRHIIFRS &L A A7 763 B AN (EAH R E ©

P N IETFRS EE A TFRS WMH » Yeas FIEARIIC R B NIE o B
RI(2) 1 > AEPSNer RS/ PR ZRKN0.324 > (H ] 1.85 © EPSNerFRS 7 P Z KN 0.618 >
t- {1 3.48 o BEAL(3) HH > A EPS™RS / PR REIN 0.342 > - {H N 2.11 5 EPS™®S / PINF&
BN 0.663 » ¢ {H 1 3.89 ° Vuong A% W IFRS ALY B 508 T 4k TFRS AORELAL » [Hy
FERL (3) [ R2 M 44.44% ((9.1%-6.3%)/6.3%) HLAERD (2) R2FE ) > R 2B 2.26 °

Zi b SR WIRIFRS A& IR (5 B FLIE TFRS T AU EAH DG M B & ORGSR AH X
(AR 1Y) > JX B T IFRS N AL 05 BN EAR SSEA Tl -

R3 MEAR SRR — i a4 R

ARFREEPSHMMEHI LR A EPSENAR Y HLA0 2 PR S Ut RE T HY 1] H 4%
Ho PRI ASRE LR 1 o 455 PHVEN - (H o =~ > <3 HIFRIR P-{H <0.01 »
<0.05 " <0.1°

B (1) B (2) B (3)
(2H#H)  (Non-IFRS) (IFRS)
Intercept -0.064** -0.046* -0.063**
(-2.39) (-1.73) (-2.38)
A EPSNrIER/P 0.321* 0.324*
(1.84) (1.85)
EPSNr RSP 0.651%** 0.618**
(3.60) (3.48)
A EPS™R/P 0.342**
2.11)
EPS™/P 0.663*
(3.89)
(A EPS™S — A EPSN™)/P 0.407
(1.09)
(EPS™®S — EPSNrFRS)/P 0.714*
(1.69)
(A EPS™S — A EPSNrFRS)/P -+ F=10.17,
(EPS"™®S — EPS¥""™)/P p<0.01
Adj R square 0.086 0.063 0.091

PR (2) vs FEEFY (3) - Vuong*ﬁ"ﬂ[izﬁﬁ =2.26 (p—ﬁ<0.05) > Pl AR (2) P T A5
B (3) o
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ZrEA : FitEAKR

R4 A TR A [ H 25 2R o o T3 T AAR L4 il A% A O% ROR B DAAE
MBFT— 2 > BT AFREE > EAM AR T G [ 2 AT o il 5 6 it
BB N IEAK

®4 I HBA

422005 4 1) — L6 5548 SN ATTHSR IO UL AF IV E5 3« LOSS# R IR & >
Hrd 1 £IRLOSSTRS 1 > LOSSNr RS 20 o SUBFE TN FIELH A F- 5 iR « AUDITLAG
B2 THAE FE 45 ORI THR S A A IR R KB HAbRY S B E KR 1 g2 - 5
AN B o =~ =~ * 351 3RR P-{H <0.01 ~ <0.05 ~ <0.1 °

R (4) Y (5) A (6)

(2AET)  (Non-IFRS) (IFRS)
Intercept 6.630%** 6.679*** 5.960***
(4.20) (4.28) (3.85)
SIZENou-IFRS 0.340%** 0.320%**
(9.34) (9.34)
SIZE' RS 0.353%**
(9.90)
SIZERS _ S[7FNon-IFRS 0.531**
(1.97)
LIQUIDITYNos-IFRS -0.006 0.001
(-1.50) (0.69)
LIQUIDITY™S -0.006
(-1.53)
LIQUIDITY*®S — LIQUIDITYNor-IFRs -0.008*
(-1.82)
LEVERAGENen-IFRS 0.113 0.252
(0.25) (0.66)
LEVERAGE®S -0.068
(-0.16)
LEVERAGE™?S _ L EVERAGENewIFRS 1.292
(0.85)
ROANon-IFRS -0.394 -0.035
(-1.24) (-0.15)
ROA™®S -0.085
(-0.27)
ROAMRS _ ROANer-IFRS -0.683

(-1.29)



EH INUKE BEE

HERY (4) HER (5) R (6)

(Z2H7)  (Non-IFRS) (IFRS)
LOSSNerIFRS 0.025 0.114
(0.20) (0.95)
LOSS!®S 0.241*
(1.86)
LOSS A -0.408
(-0.53)
SUB 0.114*** 0.125%** 0.115%*
(4.55) (4.87) (4.63)
FOREIGN 0.495%** 0.557*** 0.475%**
(2.76) (3.09) (2.68)
BIG4 0.577%** 0.623*** 0.611%**
(5.03) (5.40) (5.49)
AUOP 0.231 0.313 0.220
(1.01) (1.37) (1.01)
AUDITLAG -0.185 -0.145 -0.114
(-0.71) (0.56) (-0.45)
Adj R square 0.675 0.657 0.682

AL (5)vs. FEHY (6) - Vuong Kl fH= 2.78 (p—ﬁ<0.01) » FEBHBLTRY (6) (LT %Y (5

MFRATHEAE TERS A0 5 P U 09 25 S (B BCAE [R] — /N B RSN (4) e AT A4
it e XM TAFIFRS A R(E - RAA RS H 1T HIEAK - X T2 REE - 540
FBEAR DG (RE=0.531 > (H=1.97) » ST (ZE=-0.008 > -{H=-1.82) °
FRAT T RS A AN I Sl AR ) 2 R 5 22 0 1) A T AR RN R A X > AT
B S H A o MTFAFAKTRMROA » A4 JEIETFRS AR B4 & 2 FAR B4R
ANEZE o HMRRBEGBATHHIAERE o Bk > fE—EFEEE > 2530 797 1Hi Xt
IFRS T 192 1HE B U - 11 HABAT 2302 Flax o5 2 i XU ARERI A 1 A -

MIRAT AL TR (5) F(6) I > BT TR BRI 2 R IUARLE AR R 3 3
%Eﬁ%&ﬁﬂ ) RN 0320 0 - fHN9.34 5 BRI (6) - BELN0.353 5 ¢-MH
49.90) R > T F S AT TS B o (HIIEA G R R LA FETFRS
TTE%%%ﬁ 0.241 > t{H=1.86) ° Vuong K5 W] H] €05 IFRS 28 & R T &
T AETFRS 8 S A AR (Z- {8 =2.78)

H®RATH I —2 méﬁmﬁmﬁm%@%ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁmmT%é
THEUE L AR TFRS R A9 2 VB S AURR » (R > 25 R 5 12 % TFRS 2 THEE 1)
WIERRAE R —3 > FF BAATIA N TERS T A2 TR0 76 4 B JXURG I B F 8 o 3%
— SR ESE T Z O PN EAH DA > R TFRS 1R AEM 2 HE B TR v
BRI 2 HE T T LA R o
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BYI0AE - NMEMER AR RE

PAAERY AR Z B (140 > Collins er al., 1997; Francis and Schipper, 1999) M E #5152
UK A O0THE BN EA DS - B4 CEE > s AN SIS FT R4 b b
HEWH| ) > Gonedes and Dopuch (1974) ~ Christie (1987) #!Kothari and Zimmerman
(1995) X3x P AMERIAE T — A1 o (E 2 AEIX F02 o FRATTR F AN 4 A AL SRAS 564 X
FIETFRS ~ IFRS N A2 THE B A HE XS R BN EA ST o A SRR AT LR 56 2
AR A (ELAR S, W] LA 56 e T 00 (L P A (DR D o R A 550 K T A (RN 2 AR 1)
BN EAOCHE > FRATEAAS (1) BIBR (3) AT ISR (RET) 400 2006 4F 4 A
30 H RN (P) > AL R RE AR (A EPS) i85 K N (E (BVS) °

T SIRMARBIRL Y [ H 45 o PFREEHRERM > 2005 4FIF IFRS T EPSHBVS 5
JBEZ AR ST EARDE o i H > FERRRARFE R EN T > EPS/KF-1 25 T 5 0 A 16 B A 5%
(c-HN 3.02) » XSt BA H TFRS T WA LA BB AN (AR SR 2510 A0 — 30 -
AFESTHHEN R B B VS K1 25 S S A IEAR G » BAES T R o iX AR i
ER AR AT e R TIRAAR S BE B (1) BVS 28 5 K/ CPITM S > &8 0.013
W WL (1)) 30 (2) BEAR R A0 (B 7) S0 3 36 [RAE A3

ANELETIFRSIERETEI TFRS T o B B 20 A A JBO K T AN (BL AR S5 IR IEAH G o
Vuong K5 7 B IFRS A8 &AL AL T IF IFRS AR S AR o REAY (iii) FUABERY (i) 1Y R 151 (2H
HN2.97) » {HIX PR 32 2 i IFRS N A AR I A K N (5 R -

5 MM EAASNE — M F 7Y
%502 EPSFIBVS MM (P ) BIENHZ52R o BVS R B R K (. o HoAtAS
WARD o FE5HEIEN (5 o = o 351 F R P-{H<0.01 ~ <0.05 ~ <0.1 °

B (i) Y (i) BERY (i)
(2 (Non-IFRS) (IFRS)
Intercept 0.054 0.346 0.136
(0.09) (0.56) (0.23)
EP '‘Non-IFRS 6.078*** 4.374***
(4.49) (3.27)
BV SNon-IFRS 0.959*** 1.163***
(6.58) (8.74)
EPS'™*®s 5.287**
(4.94)
BVSRS 0.987
EPSIFRS _ [ pNon-IFRS 4,202 730
(3.02)
BVS™RS — BY/§Non-IFRS 2.080
(1.24)
Adj R square 0.745 0.711 0.746

B (ii)vs. BT (iii) © Vuong Kl 2 (B =2.97 (p{H <0.01) » KRB (iii) & TALRY (i) o



R INUKE BE

B ImRS  F) 245 R 5 i i AR ) o] U1 25 SRAR — 30 > BIFETFRS T A9 2 1HE B A
FARHERHEN T 83 o M H. > IFRS R 2ok A F 2 iHa A FIK i E - A
HI T AR T IR Z o 25 R N AR R

&g

A SO 2005 4575 75 22 THAE I 5 TFRS 58 284 [R] SR AS 55 TFRS T 19 22 A% (EAH S PE DL I
TR JE A7 TS R 4 AR A T R AR A 4 T U v UL OB TR A o BUAR B S GAAP R
U8 T 75 H S TAS s 0e[F GAAP AR{RL » (H 45 SRR B ] TFRS 4 1 4[] 1 55 fig
PR BRI EACHE » X SATFUA—2 - FIAE > RATIE R ILA 13 X TERS
TR T 2 B AU GAAP B2 THEURE S BUE X 597 1T AR S TFRS Al s
G AADP A [R] Y XU A2 AN At AT 8 3 XU AR 1 A A A A — 2 o JX T B A 12
XTERS 22 7HF B INUE 0975 SR AE RN > T 26 {5 S5 A8 i 2 o 31 XU ) ok 3 R T A
)Eﬁ °

ZE 3

L5 20-23 11 o
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MfiskA: £EBIFRSEENTET 4

(i) TG (HKAS 40)

PATH S THEN 2 00 > EAGEARTCT > TG B e AR o ISR
B EERAJE DATRAN EEAG SAE - D00Hs A S v T 1500 s i = EE A 2% A5 AR 1 50
TP o BEUE I2 THEZRE A A EAR M H A 3% -

(i) ZIEZE =LA I (HKFRS3, HKAS36, 38)

B THEN R B T R B AR I AR A R e R PR RS R R E > B B
N EA T BRI A BR Y JCTE S 7= W N o B4 HEAT (BN I i 6 A i 5 S O
EIN AT o R AV 58 AR o AP E L2 Al 4 3R o

(i) RABAy N B Y 32 Y (HKERS 2)

B2 THUEJUPKE DA D9 A 14 52 5 I H T BT 43 2% BRI v B R RO 75 2R A o
M200541 H 1 HFHENIAE R B > e BURAS 9 28 T 1 I SR IR 28 Fe i (B R
WIS o S ALY S BRI 5 W8 T 09 B AR A A B

(iv) 4l TH (HKAS32, 39, HKFRS7')

FIE b B UG R HEII T 4 Rl R 0 e BT B RS R T A R K o —
2 Bl TSR DAY SR (B R 2 B0 T Bl IR AE U S5 4 vh T AR OA o il > 4%
GEUE S5 AR A B2 B B R MERS > (HIRAE SRl 83 s o O nl I 45 7 Rl e > HL
TEGE = Gt R P A SR E TN o SXAn > R 2B IN R R B 5 29 BB 0 2 4
R A TR > SRR MR P& B A R EHATHRIA -

1 HKFRS7 (4:Fl TH : $558) 7£2005 99 H A4 HAE2007 41 A G -2 THH R AL -
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HKAS 2 e
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HKAS 12 REE)
HKAS 16 Yol ~ 77 s Bk s
HKAS 17 LiEho
HKAS 18 LYON
HKAS 19 Jé& GLAE A
HKAS 20 ORI B0 22 TR UM B2 Bh (1 35 5%
HKAS 21 ST AR ) Y 51
HKAS 23 A
HKAS 24 RIEK T %
HKAS 26 R RS 2 VAR
HKAS 27 B I 55 R R AN F A 55 4R 3R
HKAS 28 I e G £ ¢
HKAS 29 A TR K28 U o ) I S5 4R
HKAS 30 BRAT B Ao < AL A W 55 4 3R e e
HKAS 31 e =L IbEE
HKAS 32 R T H : FIR
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HKAS 34 Hh S 55 R

HKAS 36 BE7 AE

HKAS 37 WSS~ B BN A B

HKAS 38 TR B

HKAS 39 SR THE WA R

HKAS 39* <5 O 7 R <5 7L £ 4400 e R e A A

HKAS 40 BT s i

HKAS 41 7434

HKAS-Int 10 BUR R B« 552808 1 2l B R E AR 1 BUR 1R B
HKAS-Int 12 BIF R H R SE

HKAS-Int 12* LR IR - SEH RIS
HKAS-Int 15 SUEELT WU

HKAS-Int 21 Prigsl - CE A ART IH B8 A il

HKAS-Int 25 PIrAREL - Al BB B O ) i
HKAS-Int 27 PR LA AT 2R B RO AT 38 5 1Y 9 T
HKAS-Int 29 FRVFBUIR S5 - PR

HKAS-Int 31 WA = R 551 5 558

HKAS-Int 32 TIEBE™ - Rk A

HKFRS 1 R 7 v 0 55 4 A v

HKFRS 2 DBy D Bl ) 5

HKFRS 3 lk & I

HKFRS 4 PRI A A

HKFRS 5 FrA R I AR 2 3~ M2k 408

HKFRS-Int 1 EAATERPRE ~ BB HAB AR T ot 5 5 B el e
HKFRS-Int 2 2 AT G VEIARI A AR AR, T
HK(IFRIC)-Int | 6 SERETSM AR - K IH 7RSS
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HKAS: &5 2> THEN

HKFRS : #5545 e
HKAS-Inc : & 62 THHE N R 5
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