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Table 1 Definition of main variables
EMJS Jones 1PO 1
EMKS KS PO 1
EMDD DD 1PO 1
Kingl 20% 0
King2 20% 1
size
risk /
grow ( - )/
ros /
coa /
bigd 4 1 0
BUR PO 1 0
Mar 40
IPO
3
3.1 3
2
2001 2005
2006 37
10% N
2001

2005
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2
Table 2 Year distribution of underwriter-accountants
PO Kingl % King2 %
2001 36 3 8.33 3 8.33
2002 68 8 11.76 9 13.24
2003 57 8 14.04 10 17.54
2004 99 18 18.18 21 21.21
2005 15 4 26.67 4 26.67
2006 62 7 11.29 8 12.90
2007 113 18 15.93 19 16. 81
2008 77 7 9.09 8 10.39
2009 95 14 14.74 16 16. 84
2010 333 27 8. 11 30 9.01
2011 270 27 10.00 40 14.81
1225 141 11.51 168 13.71
3
Table 3 Industry distribution of underwriter-accountants
PO Kingl (%) King2 %
NN 27 1 3.70 1 3.70
37 9 24.32 9 24.32
N 38 3 7.89 4 10.53
N 39 4 10.26 5 12.82
N 10 1 10.00 1 10.00
N 29 4 13.79 4 13.79
N N 144 14 9.72 15 10.42
99 8 8.08 12 12.12
N 108 13 12.04 15 13.89
N 287 37 12.89 46 16.03
71 8 11.27 10 14.08
18 2 11.11 3 16.67
N 20 4 20.00 4 20.00
35 6 17.14 7 20.00
N 34 3 8.82 3 8.82
129 11 8.53 15 11.63
33 6 18.18 6 18.18
15 2 13.33 2 13.33
33 2 6.06 3 9.09
16 3 18.75 3 18.75
3 0 0.00 0 0.00
1225 141 11.51 168 13.71
38. 16%
4 10
10
2004 47.54%
2004 -2011
PO 4 10

IPO
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Table 4 Size distribution of underwriter-accountants
PO
PO (%) (%)
2004 99 7 23 23.23 18 4 22.22
2005 15 3 5 33.33 3 75.00
2006 62 8 22 35.48 4 57.14
2007 | 113 7 38 33.63 18 5 27.78
2008 77 9 28 36.36 7 2 28.57
2009 95 10 43 45.26 14 11 78.57
2010 | 333 9 119 35.74 27 14 51.85
2011 | 270 11 128 47.41 27 15 55.56
1 064 64 406 38.16 122 58 47.54
5 A
Spearman P @
Kingl.King2 Kingl  King2
bigd  BUR EMJS.EMKS  EMDD
“ Kingl\King2 ~ EMJS-
IPO 1 EMKS  EMDD
12%
B ®,
5
Table 5 The descriptive statistics
A
Kingl 1225 0. 120 0. 000 0.320 0. 000 1. 000
King2 1225 0. 140 0. 000 0.350 0. 000 1. 000
EMJS 1163 0. 000 0. 000 0. 100 -0.260 0.280
EMKS 1163 0. 000 0. 000 0. 100 -0.280 0.290
EMDD 1 009 0. 000 -0. 000 0. 050 -0.110 0.170
size 1225 20. 250 19. 990 1.210 18.570 25. 060
risk 1225 0.070 0. 030 0. 090 0. 000 0.430
grow 1225 0.390 0.270 0. 490 -0.390 2.730
ros 1225 0. 170 0. 150 0. 100 0. 030 0. 500
coa 1225 0. 120 0.110 0. 100 -0.110 0.410
bigd 1225 0. 060 0. 000 0.240 0. 000 1. 000
BUR 1225 0.350 0. 000 0.480 0. 000 1. 000
Mar 1225 9. 090 9.550 2. 060 4.170 11.710
B
EMJS EMKS EMDD Kingl King2
EMJS 0. 000 0. 000 -0.099 -0.103
EMKS 0. 906 1 0. 000 -0.095 -0.103
EMDD 0.571 0.502 1 -0.089 -0.207
Kingl -0.029 -0.032 -0.033 1 0. 000
King2 -0.027 -0.027 -0.019 0. 905 1
@ Kingl \King2 Spearman Pearson

®
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Table 6 Regression results of underwriter-accountants and earnings management
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
EMJS EMKS EMDD EMJS EMKS EMDD
—-0.014™ —-0.015™ -0.009 **
Kingl
(-2.71) ( -2.78) (-2.12)
-0.012** -0.012** -0.007"
King?2
( —2.41) ( -2.31) ( -1.67)
) -0.005** —0.006™** -0. 008 *** -0.005** -0. 006 *** —0. 008 ***
e ( -2.15) ( -2.91) ( -4.88) ( -2.16) ( -2.92) ( -4.90)
) —0. 147 -0.087 -0. 114 % -0. 146 -0. 085 *** -0.113**
ok ( -6.88) ( -4.06) (-6.71) ( -6.89) ( -4.04) ( -6.71)
0.013** 0. 021 *** 0. 025 *** 0.013*** 0. 021 *** 0. 025 ***
g (2.58) (4.07) (7.80) (2.59) (4.07) (7.79)
0.517%** 0. 491 %% 0.279 %% 0.516** 0. 490 *** 0.279 7
" (15.06) (15.29) (12.28) (15.06) (15.30) (12.25)
-0.951 ™ -0.9227* -0.191 *** -0. 950 *** -0.922*** -0.191 ***
o ( -38.16) ( -34.82) ( -10.18) ( -38.14) ( -34.79) ( -10. 15)
. -0. 000 0. 008 0.011 -0. 000 0. 008 0.011
et ( -0.03) (0.72) (1.35) ( -0.04) (0.72) (1.35)
-0.000 0. 002 0. 001 -0.000 0. 002 0. 001
BUR
( -0.05) (0.61) (0. 40) ( -0.04) (0.65) (0. 46)
0.004 *** 0.002** 0.001 0.004 *** 0.002** 0.001
Mer (3.60) (2.02) (1.03) (3.60) (2.01) (1.01)
0.093" 0. 1377 0.120*** 0.093" 0.138*** 0.120***
o (1.90) (2.91) (3.09) (1.91) (2.91) (3.11)
N 1163 1163 1 009 1163 1163 1 009
R? 0.659 0. 645 0.377 0.659 0.644 0.376
RN 1%.5% 10% Winsorize
t t White
(1) \
38
PO 3 1PO
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Table 7 Regression results of underwriter-accountants and the probability of face-off
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
BL1 BI2 BI3 BLI BI2 BI3
) -0.697 ** -0.534** -0. 648 **
Kingl
( -2.47) ( -2.15) ( -2.26)
] -0.564** -0.450" -0.448"
King2
( -2.08) ( -1.87) ( -1.67)
_ -0.038 -0.038 0.023 -0.037 -0.039 0. 024
S
= ( -0.21) ( -0.25) (0.15) ( -0.21) ( -0.25) (0.15)
" -0.172 -0.173 -0.063 -0.163 -0. 166 ~0.058
. ( -0.45) ( -0.54) ( -0.19) ( -0.43) ( -0.51) ( -0.18)
-0. 009 -0.047 -0.023 -0.012 -0.049 -0.027
ron (-0.11) ( -0.59) ( -0.28) ( -0.15) ( -0.61) ( -0.33)
-1.602 -1.683 -1.008 -1.626 -1.692 ~1.055
i ( -1.10) ( -1.30) ( -0.82) (-1.12) (-1.31) ( -0.86)
~3.192%* ~1.496 2.017 ~3.159** ~1.486 2.046
o ( -2.20) ( -1.10) (1.37) (-2.19) ( -1.10) (1.39)
g 0.126 0. 054 0. 190 0.123 0.051 0. 191
i (0.32) (0.15) (0. 54) (0.31) (0. 14) (0. 54)
BUR -0.138 -0.357" -0.105 -0.125 -0.347" -0.086
( -0.66) (-1.85) ( -0.53) ( -0.60) ( -1.80) ( -0.43)
" -0. 005 -0.030 0.015 -0.005 -0.030 0.012
“ ( -0.09) ( -0.57) (0.28) ( =0.09) ( -0.57) (0.21)
1.759 2.450 -0.120 1.743 2.453 -0.120
—eons (0.47) (0.76) ( -0.04) (0.47) (0.76) ( -0.04)
N 618 618 618 618 618 618
R 0. 094 0.074 0. 086 0.092 0.073 0.083
Kk ek ® 1% 5% 10% 1%  Winsorize
3 t White

20%
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Table 8 Regression results after changing the measurement of underwriter-accountants
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
EMJS EMDD EMJS EMDD EMJS EMDD EMJS EMDD
King3 ~0.008** | -0.002
(-2.07) | ( -1.60)
Kings Z0.009%* | ~0.010**
(-2.03) | (-2.42)
Kings -0.0117** | -0.013***
(-2.06) | (-3.16)
Ratio —-0.0317"* | -0.026***
(-2.91) | (-2.90)
‘ 20005 | —0.009%* | ~0.005** | —0.000™** | —0.006™* | —0.009* | —0.005** | —0.009***
e (-2.29) | (=5.33) | (-2.40) | (-5.47) | (-2.42) | (-5.52) | (-2.34) | (-5.41)
. C0 145 | 0,112 | 0. 1447 | Z0. 112 | Z0. 1447 | 0. 112 | —0. 1447 | 0. 1127
(-6.87) | (-6.64) | (-6.75) | (-6.58) | (-6.74) | (-6.61) | (-6.79) | ( —6.64)
0.013°* | 0.025™ | 0.013* | 0,025 | 0.013* | 0.025°* | 0.013* | 0.025%*
grow (2. 60) (7.76) (2.49) (7.81) (2.48) (7.74) (2.54) (7.84)
0.516°* | 0.276™ | 0.514** | 0.275°* | 0.512% | 0.273°* | 0.512%% | 0.274**
o (14.94) | (12.16) | (14.91) | (12.08) | (14.84) | (11.98) | (14.91) | (12.04)
Z0.9517% | Z0. 1917 | 0,951 | —0.192 | —0.950** | —0.191"** | —0.949*** | _0. 190***
o (=38.09) | (-10.15) | ( =38.04) | ( =10.21) | ( =37.95) | ( =10.19) | ( =37.94) | ( -10.13)
» 0. 000 0.011 0. 001 0.011 0.001 0.012 ~0.001 0.011
(0.01) (1.43) (0.06) (1.46) (0.07) (1.49) | (-0.01) | (1.41)
. ~0.000 0. 002 0. 000 0. 001 0. 000 0. 001 ~0.001 0. 000
(-0.04) | (0.69) (0.07) (0.35) (0.08) (0.26) | (-0.23) | (0.14)
o 0. 004 ** 0. 001 0. 004 *** 0. 001 0. 004 *** 0. 001 0. 004 *** 0. 001
(3.64) (0.91) (3.49) (0.96) (3.40) (0.83) (3.63) (1.12)
0.100° | 0.129%* | 0.105* | 0.131%** | 0.107** | 0.133** | 0.105** | 0.132**
—oons (2.06) (3.44) (2.16) (3.51) (2.20) (3.57) (2.14) (3.52)
Industry
N 1163 1009 1163 1009 1163 1009 1163 1009
R 0.659 0.375 0.658 0.378 0.658 0. 380 0.659 0.379
Rk Kk * 1% 5% 10% 1%  Winsorize
t White
© 8 KS ( EMKS) 7

2005
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Table 9 Heckman two-stage analysis of underwriter-accountants and earnings management
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
EMJS EMKS EMDD EMJS EMKS EMDD
. -0.2557 -0.2127 -0.231***
Kingl
( -5.04) ( -4.56) ( -5.80)
-0.250*** —0.224*** —0.227
King2
(-5.41) (-5.47) ( -6.306)
) -0.001 -0. 004 -0. 006 *** -0.003 -0.005** -0.007 ***
Size
( -0.57) ( -1.58) ( =3.12) ( -1.15) ( =2.03) ( =3.95)
o -0.1927* -0. 1227 -0. 157 *** -0.182*** -0. 117 -0. 149 ***
rLs
( -8.80) ( -5.70) ( -8.89) ( -8.71) ( -5.60) ( -9.00)
0.014 %% 0. 022 *** 0. 027 *** 0.017 *** 0. 024 *** 0. 029 ***
row
& (2.82) (4.29) (8.29) (3.29) (4.70) (8.87)
0. 545 0.516*** 0.302*** 0. 545 0.518** 0.301 ***
ros
(15.71) (16.19) (13. 66) (15.77) (16.49) (13.71)
-0.953 7 —0.924 7 -0.192*** -0.953*** -0.924*** -0.192***
coa
( -39.12) ( -35.72) ( -10.62) ( -39.18) ( -35.88) ( -10.62)
biod -0.002 0. 007 0. 008 -0.004 0. 005 0. 006
12
& ( -0.16) (0.70) (1.06) ( -0.39) (0. 49) (0.76)
BUR -0.0317* -0.0237* -0.027 -0.035 ™ -0.029 *** -0.030 ™
( —4.30) ( =3.53) ( —4.83) ( —4.65) ( -4.39) ( -5.34)
M, 0. 005 *** 0. 003 *** 0. 002 ** 0. 006 *** 0. 004 *** 0. 002 ***
ar
(4. 66) (2.97) (2.50) (4.96) (3.39) (2.97)
0.051 0.102** 0.090** 0.079 0.124** 0. 116
—eom (0.94) (2.10) (2.34) (1.51) (2.56) (3.10)
N 1161 1161 1 007 1161 1161 1 007
R? 0.670 0.652 0.412 0.671 0.654 0.415
e 1% 5% 10% 1%  Winsorize
t t White
3.5
?
6
PO (1)
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Table 10 Regression results after removing samples of big underwriters or big accountants
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
EMJS EMKS EMDD EMJS EMKS EMDD
King1 —0. 4477 —0.294 %% —0.357 %% —0.398 %** -0.262%** —0.325 %%
( -4.68) ( -3.53) ( -5.01) ( -4.40) ( -3.09) ( -5.39)
, 0. 002 -0.003 -0. 004 ** 0. 004 -0.003 -0.005"
e (0.48) ( -1.10) (-2.04) (0.76) ( -0.76) ( -1.80)
- —0.228%** —0. 129%** ~0. 185 *** ~0.251 % -0. 157 -0. 196 ***
( -6.96) (-4.02) ( -6.85) (-7.19) ( —4.39) ( =7.90)
-0.001 0. 009 0. 022 *** 0. 020 *** 0. 028 *** 0. 028 ***
grow ( -0.08) (1.33) (4. 68) (2.92) (3.82) (6.93)
0. 559 *** 0. 528 *** 0.319*** 0. 602 *** 0. 572 %** 0. 346 ***
o (14.71) (15.13) (13.10) (11.40) (11.54) (11.41)
~0.979*** —0. 954 %% ~0. 198 *** —0.992 *** -0.965 *** ~0.215%**
o (-33.03) | ( -30.05) ( -9.24) (-32.27) | (-29.39) | (-10.07)
BUR 0. 000 0.011 0. 008 —0. 046 *** —0. 029 *** -0. 037 ***
(0.01) (0.83) (0.87) ( -3.94) ( -2.64) ( -4.49)
o 0. 006 *** 0. 003 ** 0. 001 0. 008 *** 0. 006 *** 0. 003 ***
(4.38) (2.13) (1.51) (5.11) (3.78) (3.24)
0.009 0.102" 0.079" -0.073 0.063 0.113**
—eom (0.14) (1.72) (1.72) ( -0.75) (0.69) (1.99)
N 758 758 640 674 674 620
R 0. 695 0.675 0.422 0.689 0. 661 0.471
N 1% 5% 10% 1%  Winsorize
t t White
?
Kingl King2 10
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Table 11 Regression results of the times of cooperation
and earnings management
(1) (2) (3)
EMJS EMKS EMDD
] -0.027** -0.022" —0.025***
Time
( -2.16) (-1.84) ( -2.60)
s 0. 007 ** 0. 006" 0. 008 ***
Time
(2.08) (1.78) (2.78)
. -0.005** | =0.007*** | -0.008**
Size
(-2.19) (-2.97) (-4.92)
. —0. 145" | —0.085™* | —0.114**
risk
( -6.86) (-3.906) ( -6.83)
0.012** 0. 020 *** 0. 025
grow
(2.48) (3.94) (7.66)
0.5147% 0. 488 % 0.276 %
ros
(15.01) (15.22) (12.07)
—0.9497% | —0.921** | —0.189***
coa
(-37.89) | ( -34.55) | ( —-10.12)
-0.000 0. 008 0.011
bigd
( -0.04) (0.72) (1.41)
0. 003 0. 005 0. 002
BUR
(0.69) (1.30) (0.77)
0. 004 *** 0.002" 0. 001
Mar
(3.57) (1.95) (0.73)
0.112** 0.155*% | 0.135***
_cons
(2.33) (3.28) (3.48)
N 1163 1163 1 009
R? 0.658 0.643 0.379
NN 1% 5% 10%
1%  Winsorize
t
t White
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Underwriter-accountants: Collusion or cooperation

SUN Liang' LIU Chun' LIU Jian-hua®

1. International School of Business & Finance Sun Yat-sen University Guangzhou 510275 China;
2. Lingnan( University) College Sun Yat-sen University Guangzhou 510275 China

Abstract: The intimate partner relationship between the underwriter and the auditor has always been controver—
sial. We define the auditor who serve as a fixed partner of an underwriter as the underwriter-accountant and
use Chinese IPO firms from 18 May 2001 to the end of 2011 as our sample toinvestigate whether the underwrit—
er-accountant is the result of cooperation or collusion. We find that the underwriter-accountants can signifi—
cantly decrease the degree of earnings management of IPO firms and that the restriction effect reaching the
maximum in about 6 times would be strengthened with the increase in the number of cooperation. These re—
sults suggest that the underwriter-accountant represents an effective cooperation relationship based on the re—
peated game between the underwriter and the auditor. In this way the transaction costs of joint production a—
mong financial intermediaries can be reduced the earnings management of IPO firms can be restricted and
the healthy development of capital markets can be enhanced.

Key words: underwriter-accountants; cooperation; collusion
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Evolution of interactive behavior in collaborative e-commerce

JIANG Guo—in'> MA Fei-cheng®
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Abstract: To understand the evolution of interaction between collaborative e-commerce vendor and consumers
we propose an agent-based computation model upon scale-free network based on vendor’ profit model the
profit model is based on empirical result from commerce community and program the system with NetLogo to
simulate interaction between vendor and consumers. The experimental results show that better fineness are ex—
isting between experimental data and classic diffusion curves it indicates that the experimental model can be
used to simulate evolution of users’ transfer behavior. If innovators or early adopters are dominant in network
online shopping can reach higher peak and manager can get higher expectation profit while making lower
management efforts but late adopters are dominant in network even significant efforts are made lower online
shopping lever can reach. Vendor can gain more profit by encouraging consumers to adopt several social tools
which can increase nodes of the network and change the network topology.

Key words: collaborative e-commerce; scale-free network; computational experiment; evolution of interactive

behavior



