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The Influence Factorsand Perfor mance Consequence of Budget Sack
for Listed Enterprises in China

PAN Fei' ,CHENG Ming? ,WANG Qing®
(1. Institute of Accounting and Finance, Shanghai University of Finance and Eeonomics, Shanghai 200433 ,China;
2. China Financial Future Exchange,Shanghai 200122 ,China;
3. Shool of Accountang ,Shanghai University of Finance and Economics, Shanghai 200433 ,China)

Abstract : Some subsistent empirical researches indicate that budget dack is prevalent in organizations

There are two reasonable theories for explaining budget dack:agency theory and contingency theory. At
the same time, it isoneimportant character inour transtional economicsthat state- owned enterprises are
influenced administratively by the government. We select budgetary data from the enterprises listed in
Shanghai or Shenzhen to research budget slack. Empirical resultsilluminate:1. Ownership property , own-
ership structure and firm sze are important expository variablesfor budget dack. Therefore, agency theo-
ry and government influence provide more explanation than contingency theory. 2. Tight budget does not
have effective incentive effect , but improve manager’ s motivation to manage earnings

Key words: budget dack; agency theory; contingency theory; government influence; firm performance



