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TOTAL INFO 4 30 17.18 5.74 5 30 17.50 6.01 4 29 16. 84 5.42
FIN INFO 1 13 5.91 3.41 1 13 5.85 3.52 1 12 5.96 3.29
GIVING INFO 0 7 4. 00 1.71 0 7 4.03 1.83 0 7 3.97 1.57
ACCOUNT INFO 1 11 7.27 2.03 2 11 7.62 2.01 1 11 6.91 1.99
CONCEN 0.37 1 0. 88 0.17 0.34 1 0. 86 0.18 0.34 1 0. 90 0.16
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5
(N =477)
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onstant
(. 000) (. 000) (. 000) (. 000) (. 000) (. 000) (. 000) (. 000)
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(. 000)
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To Build Up a Quality Characteristics System of Corporate Social Responsibility Information
Based on a Questionnaire of the Information Users
Ji Li et al.

To build up a quality characteristics system of corporate social responsibility ( CSR) information this paper extracted major quality characteristics of

CSR information from the literatures and practice explained them into specific and evaluable quality characteristics items and empirically examined them
through a questionnaire of the information users and an exploratory factors analysis as well as identified the weight of each item. This paper found it is dif-
ferent between the quality characteristics of CSR information and accounting information in contrast users of CSR information more emphasize the rele—
vance understandability balance and integrity; dont require reliability and comparability much.

The Issues on the Internal Control of Administrative Institutions
Liu Yongze & Tang Dapeng

Following the 18th convention of CCP regulating and strengthening the internal control of administrative institutions is the main measure to improve
the management level and the ability of administrative risk prevention which could build a clean government to safeguard the public interest. According
to “the internal control norms of administrative institutions” that the Ministry of Finance released this article is making a new conception of the internal
control of administrative institutions further divide the scope of internal control more scientifically position the objectives of internal control define the
connotation and denotation to the elements of internal control and finally discuss the distinctive enforcement mechanism of internal control. In this paper
the researches on several important and difficult problems would supply the formally execution of “the internal control norms of administrative institutions”

with the theory basic and experience support.

Macro — Monetary Policy Regional Financial Development
and Corporate Financing Constraint
Firm - Level Micro — Evidence about Monetary Transmission
Huang Zhizhong & Xie Jun

This paper studies the relieving effect of macro — monetary policy on corporate financing constraint based on regional financial development and ex—

plores the transmission effect of macro — monetary policy on corporate investing. Our positive research suggests that 1) Ease — monetary policy has a posi—
tive effect on corporate investment and corporate financial constraint could significantly relieve corporate financial constraint encourage firm expanding
investment. 2) Regional financial development also has a positive effect on corporate investment and corporate financial constraint. 3) Regional financial
development strengthens transmission mechanism of macro — monetary policy. Our empirical results supply firm — level micro evidence about transmission

mechanism of macro monetary policy.

Is Internal Capital Market Efficient in Chinese Listed Companies?
—Empirical Evidences from Multiple Divisions Listed Companies in H — stock
Wang Fengjuan & Su Lizhong
In theory business groups can construct internal capital market to allocate resources efficiently when external capital market is inefficiency or low —
efficiency. In this paper we directly measured the internal capital market efficiency of multiple divisions listed companies in H — stock. Study in a sample
of 532 panel data from 2000 to 2011 shows that internal capital market of listed companies in H — stock is efficient on the whole most listed companies can
allocate resource effectively and some have excellent “picking winners” ability. This conclusion is consistent with the theoretical expectations. It not only
provided empirical evidence for the economic policy of developing China’s business groups but also laid the foundation of theories and methods for further

research.

The Causes and Consequences of Financial Information
Disclosure Quality of Charity Organizations
Liu Yali et al.

This paper investigates financial information disclosure quality of charity organizations and its causes and consequences. The financial information dis—
closure quality of charity organizations are influenced by the complexity of organizations financial condition and administrative efficiency and are positive—
ly associated with subsequent donations charity organizations received. Our results prove that financial information disclosure quality actually affects donors”
decision and it is urgent to improve the regulation on financial information disclosure system for nonprofit organizations.

Study on the Design of General Competency

Framework for Internal Auditing in China

Analysis Based on a Survey
Zhang Qinglong

Using a survey tool this study finds a gap between the current competency of internal auditors in China and the required position and role of internal

audit function. From there the study conducts alayered capability approach to investigate the essential knowledge skills and characteristics required un—
der the general competency framework for internal auditing in China.
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