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An Empirical Study Investigating w hether Institutional

Investors Conspiracy with M anagers or just Battle with each other?

From the Perspective of Property O wnership and Earnings M anagement

Chen Chen' Chen YanMiao® Du Meng’
(1. Business Sschool Nankai University Tianjin 300071 China;
2. Institute of Business Administration Zhejiang University of Finance and Economics Hangzhou 310018 China;

3. School of Finance Dongbei Univeristy of Finance and Economics Dalian 116025 China)

Abstract: Earnings quality has significant effects on the behalf of corporate investors as a result recently securities reg—
ulators analysts investors outside the corporate and many kinds of medias more and more focus on the accounting information
quality especially earnings information quality. As the spokesperson for outside shareholders there are more and more studies
focusing on whether the quickly development of Institutional Investors enhance the power of the minority shareholders and how
they related with the improvement and adjustment of corporate capital structure. As well known now there is a widespread phe—
nomenon that corporate managers manage earnings which is called earnings management. We want to know whether institutional
investors can restrain manager’s earnings management behavior Whether they two conspire with each other in order to get private
benefit or just to beating each other up Previous studies have no unified conclusion. This study based on the data of A-share
choosing from ShenZhen and ShangHai Stock Exchange and from year 2007 to year 2009 also from the perspective of proper—
ty ownership and earnings management and to investigate the relationships between institutional investors and managers of dif—
ferent property ownership. This paper is based on the shareholding of institutional investors the proportion of shareholding and
the different kinds of shareholders type and this paper has a significant meaning to investor protection to the improvement of
corporate governance structure and accounting information quality also our study is useful to the adjustments of corporate equity
structure.

Key words: institutional investor; management opportunism behavior; earnings management; corporate governance;

property ownership



