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Table 2 Definition and description of variables
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Table 3 Results for descriptive statistics
A A4 R FEA R ¥{E PafE2: TS gl Bl BRME SSPN ]

MAO 8137 0. 040 0. 197 0 0 0 0 1
ARA 8137 -0.003 0. 163 0. 004 0.010 0.023 -0. 956 0.321
Shop 8137 0. 008 0. 463 -0.024 -0. 005 0. 027 -2.604 2.322
Aud_Chg 8137 0.078 0. 268 0 0 0 0 1
Visit_sum 8137 2.090 1.702 0 2.303 3.555 0 5.476
Visit_num 8137 1. 149 0. 966 0 1. 099 1.792 0 3.434
Visit_dum 8137 0. 706 0. 456 0 1 1 0 1

Debt 8137 0.399 0. 199 0.237 0.385 0.542 0. 053 0. 834
Roe 8137 0. 055 0. 139 0.026 0. 065 0.114 -0.735 0.357
Loss 8137 0. 109 0.311 0 0 0 0 1
DIRS 8137 0. 131 0. 168 0 0.034 0.242 0 0. 636
LARS 8137 0.291 0.229 0. 059 0.299 0.476 0 0. 769
CF 8137 0.324 0. 685 0.016 0.237 0. 567 -1.842 3.138
Size 8137 21.993 1. 105 21.216 21. 879 22.634 19. 860 25.449
Soe 8137 0. 190 0.392 0 0 0 0 1
LMAO 8137 0. 028 0. 164 0 0 0 0 1
Big4 8137 0. 029 0. 167 0 0 0 1
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Table 4 Pearson correlation test

ST 4 PR MAO ARA Shop Aud_Chg Visit_sum Visit_num Visit_dum
MAO 1
ARA -0.884™ 1
Shop -0.033™ 0.073™ 1
Aud_Chg 0.083™" -0.058 ™ -0.081 " 1
Vistt_sum -0.153™ 0. 059" -0.017 -0.058 ™" 1
Visit_num -0.151™ 0. 063" -0.017 -0.061 " 0. 880" 1
Visit_dum -0.162™ 0.072™" -0.020" -0. 063" 0.792™ 0.768 ™" 1
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Table 5 Mean value T test

RRARE BOMBTA T ER T {H
MAO 0. 020 0.090  0.070""  14.867
ARA 0.005  -0.020 —0.025"" -6.367

4.3 ZEPASH
6 WAl T AR e VR A XA ) A R L
SEAT R Z R W (R g6 25 . (1) LA I L 2 A
( MAO) FE N i AR it | RIBIF ML AL B8 f: ( Visie _sum)
B 2B -0. 264 U PHBFA5EL ( Visit_num ) B9 225X
F1-0. 528 , AIUKE) I AR 5 ( Visit _dum ) 1) 2R ECH -
0.736, =HBTE 1% 0K E W E R, (2) LEH
TR DLISIE E (ARA) VB M 9 i AR it | AR AL A 5K
i ( Visit_sum) W) 22BN 0. 004, LA JEIBFAREL ( Visie_
num ) B ZE0CH 0. 006 , HLFA JEAH BEAS 1 ( Visit_dum )
(IZEECH 0.014, = FH T 1% 8 KF W ERIE,
RGBT HLAE £ 5T JE 2 B AR A F B
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Table 6 Institutional investors’ site visits and audit opinion shopping
AR A R HE W MAO T ILIE R ARA
Visit_sum -0.264™ 0. 004 ™
(-4.769) (3.189)
Visit_num -0.528™" 0. 006"
(-5.076) (3.338)
Visit_dum -0.736™ 0.014™
(-4.683) (3.562)
Debi 1.844™ 1.818™ 1.847° 0. 064 ™ 0. 064 0.064 ™
(4.514) (4.448) (4.512) (5.924) (5.925) (5.912)
Roe -2.724™" -2.712™ -2.718™ 0.035" 0.036™ 0.037™
(-6.183) (-6.147) (-6.157) (1.949) (2.048) (2.083)
Loss 1.018™ 1.034™ 1. 058 ™ 0.024 ™ 0.024 ™ 0.024™
(4.634) (4.705) (4.809) (3.151) (3.174) (3.223)
DIRS -0. 845 -0.777 -0. 882 -0. 021 -0. 021 -0.022
(-1.260) (-1.160) (-1.316) (-1.397) (-1.420) (-1.441)
LARS -0. 656 -0.614 -0. 636 -0. 002 -0. 002 -0. 002
1.018™ 1.034™ 1.058 ™ 0.024™ 0.024™ 0.024™
CF -0.243™ -0.238™ -0.259™ 0.005" 0.004" 0.005"
(-2.046) (-2.002) (-2.169) (1.708) (1.686) (1.820)
Size -0. 024 -0. 030 -0. 053 -0.014™ -0.013™ -0.013™"
(-0.297) (-0.367) (-0.659) (-6.530) (-6.521) (-6.484)
Soe -0. 890 -0.875™ -0.859™ 0.018™ 0.017™ 0.017 ™
(=3.796) (=3.734) (-3.675) (3.591) (3.503) (3.543)
LMAO 3.530" 3.527™ 3.537™ -0.384™ -0.384™ -0.383™
(18.101) (18.070) (18.142) (-36.509) (-36.504) (-36.337)
Big4 -0. 586 -0.572 -0. 622 0. 009 0. 008 0.010
(-0.795) (-0.776) (-0.844) (0.879) (0.790) (0.931)
Cons -3.249" -3.033" -2.603 0.253™ 0.250™ 0.242™
(-1.871) (-1.758) (-1.515) (5.637) (5.598) (5.485)
Year P I I i il il
Ind il il i il Eeil il
R’ 0.316 0.316 0.317 0. 148 0. 149 0. 148
N 8137 8137 8137 8137 8137 8137
TEL R AR EIRAE 1% 5% F1 10% HIKF 1 B2 SO i, TR

FARFR 12 LA AL ] i1 o 2 O
JIE 107 ELALAS) 45 5% 28 5 i i R O o8 &y, W AR
PGPSR &SR AR o (o 1 by YA 2 5
& Hla,

T WE TGS AR S S W
b 728 T T O S B R UL I S 2 H AR R 9 4
Ry PAHHIRAR B (Aud_Chg ) 1F 0 0 S e g ) A
THE DU SE (Shop ) 1 ZE0 W25 0 B, Ud BH 2% W) /87 3L
JEB S AEAE 30 Ao H A B S 3 L SE Y
TH. ﬁ#ﬁﬂﬁ,ﬁi@lﬁ Visit_sum * Shop | Visit_num
* Shop | Visit_dum * Shop W REIITE 1% 17K L1
R ULV TE LA 358 F PR B 2 1B 00 T, B
AT RERN 2w A PR 3 g A R S U S e o 3
DLWASK 1T EL AL 45 5% 25 e 0 A8 i B 2 B0 AR
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15, BRI | SCHRFIBBE Ha,

5 BRSO
5.1 AAIXEFEITTELMINER. “XA"ER
“HNFTT 2

SR THIM 55 BT A RS 7, AH Le /N R 3 55
T, RIS 45 I e 2876 45 R B8 03 L A 1 I R
TH SR S TSN A AR SCHE I A ) R )
Tt AN S 55 BT S T 3K,
T IRIEIX — A AR AR SO [ B DU oK R PN RS
R H 55 IR R A= 55 Fir il ol /N
28 MG TR A EE . (1) DA W28 A
(MAO)ME N Bk g e A0 o, XY e i H g 45 i Sk /s
FE” B B HLAG B5 i ( Visic_sum ) B9 202 -0. 394 H.
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Table 7 Institutional investors’ site visits and audit opinion shopping through auditor change
A5 g AR FIHASE Aud_Chg
Shop -0.396 (-5. 440) -0.086(-1.016) -0.014(-0. 164) -0.069(-0.813)
Visit_sum -0. 109 *(-3.798)

Visit_sum * Shop
Visit_num
Visit_num * Shop
Visit_dum
Visit_dum * Shop
Debt

~0. 738 (=6.955)
-0.217"(-4.230)
~1.518 (8. 168)
-0. 402 *(-4.130)
~1.942*(~=7.150)
0.056(0.214) 0.028(0. 107)

0.025(0.098) 0.044(0. 167)

Roe 0.428(1.089) 0.525(1.318) 0.526(1.316) 0.500(1.262)
Loss 0.370™(2.191) 0.3487(2.052) 0.3307(1.932) 0.3347(1.959)
DIRS -1.2477(-3.138) -1.238(-3.092) -1.256 " (-3.122) -1.235™(-3.080)
LARS -0.205(-0.769) —-0.253(-0.946) —-0.251(-0.935) —-0.240(-0.895)
CF -0.031(-0.461) 0.023(0.334) 0.033(0.490) 0.015(0.230)
Size -0.078(-1.601) -0.045(-0. 886) -0.050(-0.981) -0.059(-1.175)
Soe 0.133(1.144) 0.101(0.855) 0.115(0.979) 0.111(0.943)
LMAO 1.359"(7.782) 1.280"(7.302) 1.251 (7. 095) 1.2237(6.926)
Big4 0.958"(4.796) 1.0127(4.907) 1.031 (4. 949) 0.984"(4.776)
Cons -1.360(-1.268) -1.879" (—1.689) -1.741(-1.567) -1.499(-1.367)
Year Egiil kil il kil

Ind il i £l il

R’ 0. 027 0.034 0. 037 0.035

N 8137 8137 8137 8137

NTE e SN %3 S Rl D el N B R IR 3R A e
(Visit_sum ) W) R E0E-0. 183 H &, REAY 4 0] 2
SRR B, (2) DA TR WEGH B (ARA)
VE R o A s 1 | M A I 2 55 J0r Ry < v /N e 1538
WFHLAE K ( Visie _sum ) B9 22502 0.006 H. 2%, 24
SR 45 BT SR < BT i 9 AF AL AG Bk i ( Visie _
sum) I ZRECH 0.002 H 535, RBA 4 [R] 22 55 /0 56
WRBER, (3) LA THITASE (Aud_Chg ) VE M8
ft AL | Visit_sum * Shop B R EIILE 1% 17K L
N, RECN AL R 25 SR B Y, Xt
FERATEN A 0% 2 VR AT sh AR R, 2 /) 28
JZE Al g PN S T R WL 2 H Y,
AN ABLK BT EL ( Visit_num ) 5 HLAE I B 25
It ( Visit_dum ) VE R WA 08 2 VR 0F (0 0 132 | WIF 5 485
WR—EH, R TR, K& TER,
5.2 HEVHMBEEZSRAMBARAT, ARELESHEIT
T LHIZhHL S 47
5.2.1 ¥ E %% R4 8630 AL
MR ZER DA B, BT B 4008 45 BT DA
IR A E B O, Fa B A Rl FE R AR T R %
B, MU 98 & A VE A T L 3 28 Wl R 1R 5
B —AN T UGE , Y00 A L 48 KR B, K 5
SRR A BRI sh, BeE, 2 R A BLZE T

Ui

ol

FREIE AL H 2 DT Sy 1 W0 55 oMb SR L, DA 55 22
B, O T BRI, A SO SRR AR R 4
o Ey = = T /N B =g N o 3 B /N B
FRAERGE I o AR E 25 M 1 (128 RSK) , 4
N RSK AE (e THEAS (B I A0« 2278 KU 5 4
T A « 2278 KBS AR 2, 2 9 i T k5
MYZER (1) LA T WS (MAO ) A hy 1 i B A2
MO F) 28 RS B PR AT LAS B ( Visit_sum )
F R EBUE-0. 312, 257 5] 228 AU AR B R I AL
7 ( Visit_sum) I 2R B0 -0. 233, REM 4 8] 22 6
BN, (2) LA E W B (ARA) 1R Ak
R AR B, 0\ w2208 IXURS: s I IR BB L A 25 o ( Vst
_sum) RBUE 0. 013, 424 F) 288 XS I B A LA
B (Visit_sum) 2502 0. 002, R 41 [8] 22 746
WoEREN, (3) VIHITIARE (Aud_Chg ) 1FE 8%
AR |, Visit_sum * Shop B R ETE 1% /KFE I
BENT RPN A R E R R R R ER, XU
HH 200 R 220 RS e B, LRG89 2 R AT e g B mf
RE TR w) 4 22 2R BB T 26 DL W S AT A o8 gt
NEIZEREE R, B A "I, ok, KL
VEE 35 82 ( Visit _num) 5 WA V8 BT W AS & ( Visie _
dum ) VE BRI FE 0 35 VB 0 B2, IF R 458 2 — 31
1y, BR T, R T s
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Table 8 Analysis on the way of audit opinion shopping

TR A IR MW MAO TR LG BE ARA FIHIHASH Aud_Chg
SR KEF SN KEF N K
Visit_sum -0.394 " -0.183* 0. 006 *** 0.002" -0. 153" -0. 053
(-4.182) (-2.536) (3.177) (1.633) (-3.613) (-1.313)
2H [a) e g6 0.211° 0.004"
(0. 060) (0.083)
Shop 0.074 -0.465™
(0. 644) (-3.357)
Visit_sum * Shop -0.709 ™ -0.625™
(-4.432) (-4.044)
21 [Al ks g 0.084 ™
(0.049)
Debt 0.313 2.810" 0.102 " 0. 039 ™ 0. 061 -0. 051
(0. 480) (5.046) (5.895) (2.851) (0.163) (-0.134)
Roe -3.859"" -2.290"" 0.049" 0.032 0.236 1.308*
(-5.489) (-3.779) (1.771) (1.389) (0.432) (2.155)
Loss 0.830™ 1.137™ 0.025™ 0.025 0.387" 0. 320
(2.545) (3.653) (2.089) (2.522) (1.675) (1.220)
DIRS -0. 592 -1.175 -0.025 -0.015 ~1.433" -0. 747
(-0.574) (-1.296) (-0.998) (-0.821) (-2.434) (-1.327)
LARS -0.219 -1.103" -0. 006 0. 005 -0. 280 -0. 036
(-0.313) (-1.695) (-0.321) (0.334) (-0.711) (-0.094)
CF -0.274 -0.220 0. 005 0. 004 -0. 050 0.149"
(-1.505) (-1.354) (1. 140) (1.132) (0. 483) (1.674)
Size 0. 065 -0.079 -0.017"" -0.010™" 0.024 -0. 024
(0.525) (-0.715) (-5.019) (-4.071) (0.313) (-0.334)
Soe -0. 965" -0. 892" 0. 022" 0.014™ -0.311" 0.537 "
(-2.697) (-2.730) (2.792) (2.285) (-1.716) (3.303)
LMAO 3.322" 3.760 " -0.353" -0. 408" 1.301" 1.225"
(11.139) (13.690) (-21.968) (-29.178) (5.304) (4.580)
Cons -4.860" -2.289 0.337 " 0.176 -2.663 -3. 609
(-1.832) (-0.970) (4.557) (3.183) (-1.638) (-2.224)
Year il il il I il i
Ind il il il I il =i
R 0.333 0. 306 0.138 0.160 0. 039 0. 041
N 3432 4705 3432 4705 3432 4705

T TELLIR R B I P 355 AN E R A 22 5 355 A PAE., T T,

5.2.2 »d%k

BBRE

AT A 6 Fh AL
5 b SCRIBE, 28 w55 2 44 HLE BT

PR B2 ARK Fof ] BIF ML A R0 ( Wasie _sum ) 19 2R K002 -
REJE  0.256, REUAA MBI ZE AT R B ER, (2) IH T

BHZ I W SE AT MLl —, N T
B UE 3K — I, AR SORF I8 REAS K] 43 2 A 5 R
JEE i AR ZE, ) S0 AR R Ak B30\ W) B T B 1k
o7 T DA H A XA AR by A 8 B B 1 R AR 8
(i8R DA) , 50 W] DA {H & TAEA (A B0k« 21
ARAE A, BN B AR AR 4, %10 42
VAR R ER: (1) DIH TR W (MAO)
VE B AR IR, 2 F) B A 8 AR e e R AL
Fa Bl (Visit_sum) I R EUE-0. 316, M A Al ARG
— 112 —

BOLBGE B (ARA) ME I fR e A i, Y A R AR
FRAREE =y 5 8 B HL A 28 a ( Visit _sum ) B R BUE
0. 006, 247> 7] 24 4% 8 PR B K sk 8 AF AL A 450
(Visit_sum) 1) 2502 0. 002, 2 501K 20 7] 22 S 46 56
EREMR, (3) LA IS B (Aud_Chg ) 1E 9 i
AL 5t | Visit_sum * Shop W REIITE 1% MK i
FONT, R AL R 22 A IR B, XU A
AR E TRRR RS, RS BT 2 ML AR
B F VR S0 ER AT 7T i R A w4 32 S0 o
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Table 9 Motivation analysis of audit opinion shopping: covering up operational risk
R T HTHE L MAO Gil iJr%ibu%(iFrE ARA Gil iJr[ﬂf/EE Aud_Chg
208 AU 228 KA 288 AR = 2B KA 258 R = 228 KU A
Visit_sum -0.312™ -0.233™ 0.013™ 0.002™ -0.194™ -0.089 ™"
(-3.176) (-3.356) (2.264) (2.236) (-2.334) (-2.836)
2H ) e g6 0.079™ 0.011™
(0.019) (0.033)
Shop 0.354™" -0.538™"
(2.725) (-4.343)
Visit_sum * Shop -1.082™ —-0.494
(-4.697) (-3.768)
2 TS 0.588"
(0.082)
Debt 2.326™ 1.064" 0. 032 0. 068 -0.946" 0. 401
(3.827) (1.785) (0.721) (6.624) (-1.665) (1.288)
Roe -2.250™" -5.325™ 0. 048 0.032 -0.079 0.730
(-3.718) (-5.006) (0.971) (1.308) (-0.124) (1.030)
Loss 0.474 0.814 0.049" 0.019™ -0.221 0.358"
(1.192) (2.697) (1.679) (2.597) (-0.578) (1.789)
DIRS -0. 167 -0. 694 -0.058 -0.015 1.458 -1.797™
(-0.136) (-0.818) (-0.729) (-1.083) (1.489) (=3.966)
LARS 0.700 -1.226™ -0.070 0. 008 1.263" -0.573"
(0.915) (=2.006) (-1.300) (0.858) (1.884) (-1.918)
CF -0.173 -0. 250 0. 003 0.004" 0. 159 0. 008
(-0.918) (-1.570) (0.265) (1.648) (1.056) (0.096)
Size -0.115 0.113 -0.026™ -0.011™ 0. 088 -0.125™
(-0.921) (0.971) (-2.891) (-5.763) (0.754) (-2.072)
Soe -1.083™" -0.781" 0. 068 ™ 0.010™ -0. 200 0.177
(-2.896) (=2.524) (2.900) (2.276) (-0.662) (1.349)
LMAO 2.596 ™ 3.972™ -0.328™ -0.425™ 1.523™ 1.204™
(8.799) (15.366) (-12.236) (-33.093) (5.384) (4.706)
Big4 0.051 -0.972 -0. 001 0. 009 1.186™ 1.013™
(0.045) (-0.936) (-0.025) (0.953) (2.142) (4.417)
Cons -1.792 -5.368" 0.546™ 0.192™ -3.931 -0. 640
(-0.689) (-2.164) (2.938) (4.497) (-1.639) (-0.480)
Year i 1 1 1 P il
Ind 1 P 1 P i il
R’ 0.374 0.210 0. 158 0. 140 0. 065 0.033
N 1021 7116 1021 7116 1021 7116

EIWMSEAT R U Rl B AR E IR B B FR A
LS H, eoh, LISV RBIIEL ( Visi_num ) 5
DU PRIBIFNE S 5 ( Visie_dum ) VE AL 552 P BIF )
MRz WHFEasie 2 —2m)  BRTRE, R TR,

6 MK
6.1 HEREBRMEMRE

2 FEHURL AR ¢ PR A T LW SE 2
PR R 5 RN 11 iR (1) DA 0L
I ( MAO) VE MR i AR 5, Visie _sum”® Y [R1H 2R %K

H—0. 006, AN & 2 5 Visit_num® 1 [R1I9 2504 -0. 002,
AR (2) LU TR DU BE (ARA) S B e 8
i, Visit_sum® W 013 R E0CH - 0. 001, AN 4 355 Visit _
num® BYRIT R ECH-0.003, AN E . Xt i ALK
PG E VIS HH R W SE Z [AIANAEAE U B R
6.2 ZEfRNAEMRIE

R T G TR st | S ) PR SR A R 3R R e
RV N AR R A SO RN T

(1) Heckman Py BeA Al

B B M TR WA AR TR (1)
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Table 10 Motivation analysis of audit opinion shopping: covering up earnings management

TR A IR MW MAO TR LG BE ARA Eil iJr{Fii/EE Aud_Chg
BAREME VA LS BAREME B s P B E M BAE IR
Visit_sum -0.316"" -0.256" 0. 006 *** 0.002" -0. 120" -0. 090 **
(-3.783) (-3.265) (2.895) (1.944) (-2.585) (-2.409)
2H A A5 B 0. 060" 0. 004"
(0.059) (0.081)
Shop 0. 094 -0.396""
(0. 808) (-3.061)
Visit_sum * Shop -0.713 ™ -0. 663
(-4.701) (-4.414)
21 [Al ks g 0.050*
(0.034)
Debt 1. 669 1.873 ™ 0.072" 0. 060 *** 0.847" -0. 432
(2.833) (3.091) (3.569) (4.806) (2.103) (-1.203)
Roe -2.733™ -2.376™" 0. 027 0.034 0.623 0.338
(-4.439) (-2.949) (0.927) (1.263) (1.167) (0. 449)
Loss 1.014™ 0.951™" 0.021 0.029 ™ 0.306 0.308
(3.059) (3.002) (1.545) (3.253) (1.148) (1.310)
DIRS -0. 706 -0. 564 -0.017 -0. 025 -0. 166 -2.057""
(-0.722) (-0.584) (-0.571) (-1.509) (-0.263) (-3.881)
LARS -0. 570 -0. 482 0. 006 -0. 006 0. 645 -0.812"
(-0.852) (-0.723) (0.304) (-0.500) (1.481) (-2.330)
CF -0. 041 -0.754" 0. 001 0. 009 -0. 040 0.122
(-0.290) (-3.229) (0.147) (2.213) (-0.487) (1.043)
Size -0.016 -0. 002 -0.016™" -0.013™ -0. 005 -0. 112
(-0.130) (-0.015) (—4.087) (-5.331) (-0.061) (-1.614)
Soe -0.778" -1.009 " 0.019" 0.017 " -0.021 0.239
(-2.176) (-3.097) (1.915) (3.195) (-0.109) (1.579)
LMAO 3,424 3.691 -0. 366 -0.401" 1.354™ 1.228"
(11.349) (13.466) (-20.919) (-29.312) (5.424) (4.686)
Big4 -0.286 -0. 684 0. 008 0.010 1.155 0.943 ™
(-0.269) (-0.661) (0.369) (0. 865) (3.197) (3.595)
Cons -3.645 -3.714 0.295™ 0. 241" -3.462" -0. 061
(-1.411) (-1.515) (3.413) (4.691) (-1.982) (-0.041)
Year el i i i il il
Ind et I il I il i
R’ 0. 360 0. 240 0. 146 0. 146 0.037 0. 039
N 2807 5274 5274 2807 5274

Pt AR B - LUHLR P8 BFEAS 4k ( Visit_dum )
Vg B R A dk | HEAT Probit 18109 3 145 33 K K 307
R (IMR) o BB B ¥ IMR A3 JF AR h 5
AT 553 12 B A3 LA TR LS
BI(MAO ) | T 78 UL JEE (ARA ) 1 g T A T 78
B VAL ECR: ( Visit_sum ) [ R TE 19% 17K
R G SEC—E

(2) THAGE

b i P8 (IR AR A R i e =N N ]
S22 ) BT AR P A T B, 1 i e D
— 114 —

o2 IO — A HLAG 3 5% 5 PR A A o TR
At R, A %28 PR AR BRI 2 1, 1k BUATE B
AT PR AR /R S T EL AR & SR B B i/
Tk (2SLS) AT IRIAA, T, S T O R KR
—WIHLA B B VR ECE N NVisit_sum , 15 4F J&
AT PR BRI E SR MVisit_dum (4830 F 2R
W — AV 5 R . B T 2 AR s
PRI P AE 4354 0. 481 F1 0. 466, T HAF &
A AMEVE R KT F goiE, 45 R Won kT
55 1 ELAR S A 56 0 I AUE ; [RIRT, Hansen | G2 11HEL45
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Table 11 Nonlinear relationship test
A5 1 AR i E L MAO TR LG ARA
Visit_sum -0.241(-1.446) 0.006" (1.811)
Visit_sum® -0.006(-0. 148) -0.001(-0.796)
Visit_num -0.524™(-1.961) 0.014 (2. 589)
Visit_num® -0.002(-0.017) -0.003(-1.478)
Cons ~3.256" (-1.874) -3.032%(-1.757) 0.251"(5.563) 0.249 (5. 575)
Pl AR il i i I
Year/Ind £l T I 1
R’ 0.317 0.317 0. 148 0. 148
N 8137 8137 8137 8137

% 12 Heckman KR EIALE
Table 12 Heckman two-stage regression results

A HAFR F R MAO TR DL ARA
Visit_sum -0.257"(-4.627) 0. 003 (2. 969)
IMR -1.682(-1.389) 0. 109 *(3. 467)
Cons 5.325(0.824) -0.203( - 1.458)
AR gl i
Year/Ind i 4l
R’ 0.321 0. 149
N 8137 8137

F13 IATEFOALER

Table 13 Regression results of instrumental variable

method
A5 1t 2R FHE I MAO TR DL BE ARA

Visit_sum -0. 006 **(-3. 134) 0.010 (4. 956)

— NVisit_sum NVisit_sum .
LR MVisit_dum MVisit_dum
Cons 0.011(0.173) 0.295*(5.011)
AR i il i
Year/Ind P P
R? 0. 262 0.112
N 7590 7590

AL AR B R AMEEER . 135 B
EIR R VRS B ( Visit_sum ) 1 010 R 5
%MK EBE R RS bk —5, Fh,
ARICAE T AT (GMM) AT BR A B AR Rl
SR (LIML) A T4k, 2580 8K — 20, HRR TR R,
KTHIR,

(3) fiitfal 353 PCELEE (PSM)

SRy I — A SR fipt Vs A R A A ) A SR A 1) 450
VEFE%E (PSM) 47 f5¢ 408 D K 6 11 B AR AR 23 ] 22 7]
225, A FHBC X o 0 A A S003 6 560, i A 42 ol AR
H IR EAL IR 22 34/ F 10% , 453 ) 72 F 7 i %o
25 SR RS B AL 2 AR AF AR i PR 22 5 (R
B B (MAO 5 ARA) MCORATAE 38 22 5 WF9E 45
WwhRE, BN, AR SCUANLA PR ( Visit_num ) 1E
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Institutional investors’ site visits and audit opinion shopping behavior .
Stimulating effect or inhibiting effect?

YAN Huanmin*, ZHU Ziling, XIONG Hongli
(School of Economics and Management, Nanchang University, Nanchang 330031, China)

Abstract: As a primary external criterion for corporate financial information disclosure, the audit opinion delivers important signals to
the capital market and social public. Consequently, investors and regulators highly value audit opinions. This induces corporate
managers to engage in audit opinion shopping behavior. Additionally, the incentive to audit opinion shopping varies depending on the
internal and external operational environment. Therefore, institutional investors’ site visits are an important way to participate in
corporate governance. They can serve as information intermediaries by revealing inside information and can raise the awareness of the
regulators and the investing public to possibly affect managers’ audit opinion shopping behavior.

However, there is little literature about how institutional investors’ site visits affect audit opinion shopping behavior. On the one
hand, the existing literature about the impact of institutional investors’ site visits on financial behavior mainly focuses on information
disclosure quality, earnings management, corporate value, and tax avoidance strategies. On the other hand, the existing research about
the factors affecting audit opinion shopping behavior mainly focuses on the financial position of the corporate, managers’ risk appetite,
internal governance structure, auditor independence, audit fees, media coverage, and external supervision. Theoretically speaking, is
the impact of institutional investors’ site visits on audit opinion shopping behaviors thus shown by the inhibiting effect, or the
stimulating effect, or both? This is an important question that has yet to be solved. As a result, this paper takes the “Information
Disclosure Business Memorandum No. 41-Investor Relations Management and its Information Disclosure” issued by the Shenzhen Stock
Exchange in 2013 as the research opportunity, and uses data of institutional investors’ site visits in A-share listed corporates on the
Shenzhen Stock Exchange from 2014 to 2018 as the research sample. Following the methods of Gul et al. (2013) and Lennox (2000) ,
this paper develops the audit opinion prediction model and the audit opinion shopping model to empirically explore the impact of
institutional investors’ site visits and their outcomes along two possible paths; the stimulation path and the inhibition path.

The results are as follows: First, institutional investors’ site visits decrease the probability of modified audit opinions while
boosting audit report aggressiveness to encourage audit opinion shopping. Furthermore, the greater the number of participating
institutions and the more frequent the surveys, the more obvious the phenomenon for managers to engage in audit opinion shopping by
changing auditors. In a word, institutional investors’ site visits can create a considerable incentive for managers to engage in audit

‘

opinion shopping activity, which is known as the “stimulating effect. ” Second, the analysis of how managers engage in audit opinion
shopping reveals that managers prefer small-to-medium-sized accounting firms to achieve their purposes. This is because these
accounting firms are less stringent than large firms in terms of operation management, regulations, auditor ethical standards, and legal
compliance. Small-to-medium-sized accounting firms, therefore, are more easily “persuaded” to engage in audit opinion shopping
activities. Third, the analysis of opinion shopping incentives reveals that the stimulating effect is particularly obvious in corporations

with high operational risk or high levels of earnings management. Under the stimulating effect, the incentive for managers to engage in
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audit opinion shopping is to conceal “adverse singles” about earnings management as well as operational risk, so they can whitewash
disappointing financial statements, alleviate investors’ concerns, and maintain the corporate’ s performance in the capital market.
Finally, the research conclusions still hold after a series of robust tests regarding the mitigation of endogenous problems, the exclusion
of alternative explanations, and the impact of auditor rotation systems.

This study makes three contributions by exploring the impact of institutional investors’ site visits on audit opinion shopping
behavior. First, it provides answers to the controversy over this issue in theoretical as well as practical circles, and it expands
theoretical research on the economic consequences of institutional investors’ site visits. Second, it clarifies how managers engage in
audit opinion shopping under the stimulating effect, and it explores the managers’ incentive to conceal adverse signals. As a result, it
fills a gap in existing research and provides new empirical evidence for theoretical research on the incentive of audit opinion shopping.
Third, this research begins and ends in practice, so it provides a scientific basis and an empirical reference for accounting firms to
strengthen derivative risk management and for regulators to improve external governance of institutional investors’ site visits.

Key words: Institutional investors’ site visits; Audit opinion shopping; Stimulating effect; Inhibiting effect
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