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Can Corporate Risk-taking Lead to Audit Fee Premium.
Extending Analysis from Property Rights and Cost Stickiness
ZHU Pengfei’ ZHANG Dann" ZHOU Zejiang'* « 72
(1.School of Business. Nanjing University, Nanjing 210093, China ;
2.School of Business » Anhui University, Hefei 230601, China)

Abstract: It is obvious that corporate risk-taking can exert influence on audit fee, but there is little
literature to analyze the above issue for a long time. Therefore, this article uses A-share list compa-
nies from 2009 to 2014 in China’s capital market as sample to discuss whether corporate risk-taking
can lead to audit fee premium and various characteristics of the above phenomena. The empirical re-
sults show that: corporate risk-taking enhances audit fee premium significantly, in other words,
audit fee premium from corporate risk-taking exists; compared with non-state-owned enterprises,
audit fee premium caused by risk-taking weakens in state-owned enterprises; there is certain sticki-
ness in audit fee premium, which means when corporate risk-taking decreases, the descent speed of
audit fee is lower than that of corporate risk-taking.

Key words: Corporate Risk-taking; Audit Premium; Property Rights; Cost Stickiness; Audit Fee;
Profitability Fluctuate

The Impact of Public Investment in Education on School Education Outcomes:
A Canonical Analysis Based on 70 Primary Schools in Hubei Province
LI Xiangyun ZHANG]Jianshun - 81 -

(School of Finance and Taxation, Zhongnan University of Economics and Law, Wuhan 430073, China)

Abstract: This paper uses canonical analysis, which is different from existing typical domestic re-
search methods, to study the impact of public investment in primary education on school education
outcomes and pay more attention to input factors which have greater effect on student achievements.
By using canonical analysis to study multr-input variables and multi-output variables of 70 primary
schools in JX district and ZD district of Wuhan, the empirical results show that 12.6 % of outputs of
schooling can be predicted by the linear combination of education input variables. Among all the in-
put variables, the number of teachers and the quality of teachers exert the greatest influence of
student achievements. And it basically coincides with the conclusions of domestic researches using
education production functions. According to the results, increasing financial support and
optimizing expenditure structure, especially increasing personnel expenditure, can help to reach a
result balance among county area’s primary education.

Key words: Primary Education; Public Investment; Education Outcomes; Educational Finance; Pol-

icy Optimization

Reassessment of Investment Effect of China’s 2009 VAT Reform:
Evidence from the Notes to the Financial Statements of Listed Companies
ZHANG Yiran YUAN Deyu + 89 -

(School of International Trade and Economics . University of International Business and Economics. Beijing 100029, China)

Abstract ;: Based on the data of the notes to the financial statements of A-share listed companies, this
paper uses the accurate regression discontinuity design to reassess the impact of China’s 2009 VAT
reform on fixed asset investment. The results show that China’s 2009 VAT reform significantly
promoted the fixed assets investment of listed companies. After the reform of VAT, the fixed
assets investment of listed companies increased by 0.52%. Further heterogeneity analysis show that
China’s 2009 VAT reform promotes the fixed assets investment of non-state-owned enterprises,
but the promotion effect of fixed assets investment of state-owned enterprises is not obvious. The
promotion effect of VAT transformation on the fixed assets investment of listed companies in the
eastern region is obvious, but it is not obvious to the central and western regions.

Key words: VAT System Transition; Fixed Assets Investment; Reassessment; Investment Profit;
Taxation System Reform
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