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— ~ Questions related to international accounting standard. (25%) '
a. Why do we need a set of global accounting standard? }

b. International accounting standard now is referred to as IFRS. Please define what)is IFRS?
Alternatively stated, what are the ingredients of IFRS at present? ,

c. What are the major differences between IFRS and the US-GAAP? | ?

' |

=~ Earnings management has been a hot issue for scholars to investigate since Watts and

Zimmerman (1986). (25%) }
a. Please define earnings management. ) :
b. What mechanisms are adopted by the management to achieve earnings management?
c. In examining earnings management, researchers use some methods to detect earnings
management. Please describe one or two methods used by the researchers. [
| i
= ~ Discuss agency theory including its basic assumption, agency relationship, ag;ency cost,

—

why the political process has impact on agencyrelationships and why it does or does not
i

m ~Discuss the relationship between accounting and contracts and define the contfracting»costs.

(25%)

explain accounting theory. (25%)

|
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1. Please read the following paragraph and answer the questions: (1) please descnbe
the sample design of this study, (2) what effects can be examined based on the
confirmatory factor analysis? (3) what effects can be examined based on the
analysis of SEM? (4) please assess the measurement model fits, convergerllt
validity, discriminant validity of this study, and (5) based on Figure 1 and results,
please draw the final model of this study (25%) :
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Figure 1. Proposed Research Model

Study Methods
Five communities were selected for this study: Fond Gens Libre, Sulphur
Springs, Malgretoute, Baron’s Drive and the town of Soufriere. The first three
communities are located within the PMA, while Baron’s Drive and Soufriere are

" gateway communities to the PMA. The marine zone and terrestrial conservation area
within the PMA have few permanent inhabitants. The terrestrial multiple use zone has
a residential population of about 1,500 persons in 400 private households. A '
systematic sampling method was used to select participants in the three communities
located within the PMA. Given that these are pockets of communities with no central
assembly points, the sampling procedure was conducted on the basis of households
rather than individuals. Due to the small size of the communities, every othér
household was selected. Any member of the household who was 18 years or older
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was asked to participate. In the absence of an eligible member, the next house was
selected. Given the high illiteracy rates in these communities; and since local residents
were generally not familiar with survey procedures, questions were asked direcl:tly to
respondents and recorded by the interviewer. In addition, residents in the communities
of Baron’s Drive and Soufriere were also sampled. The PMA is located in the |
constituency of Soufriere, which serves as a gateway community. Given the sporadic
spatial dispersion of households, simple random sampling was used to select |
participants, whereby every respondent had an equal chance of being selected.. In
Baron’s Drive where residents tend to congregate in the street, participants were
randomly selected as the interviewer walked from one end of the street to the other,
selecting the first person in sight for the first interview and thereafter the next person.
In Soufriere, the interviewer alternated starting points on different days with focus on
the following central locations: bus stops, community park, the market and Bridge
Street. Prior to data collection, a pilot study was conducted with seven local relsidents
to assess face and content validity. Based on the feedback, minor adjustments were
made to the questionnaire. Data were collected during June 2006-September 2006.
Out of a population of 8,539 residents, a total of 319 residents were interviewed with
a 98% response rate. The sample was stratified based on the population of the

respective communities (see Table 1).

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics were calculated for demographics and six research variables:
Perception of PMA, Community Attachment, Environmental Attitudes, Level of
Involvement, Support for PMA as World Heritage Site, and Support for Sustainable
Tourism Development in the PMA. Following the descriptive analysis, a two-step
data analysis approach was employed to test the hypothesized relationships among
research constructs as recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). |

First, a measurement model using AMOS 7.0 (2006) was estimated to determine
how well the indicators captured their specified constructs and to examine that the
constructs were distinct from each other (Bollen 1989; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and
Black 1998). For each subscale, construct reliability and validity measures (factor
loadings) were also computed. Construct reliability values greater than .70 are
considered adequate (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994). Second, 4 structural equation
modeling (SEM) analysis was employed to examine the proposed research model by
testing the hypothesized relationships among the research variables. SEM was
conducted using AMOS with maximum likelihood (ML) method of estimation. The
fit of the measurement model and structural model were tested using multiple indices.
First, the Chi-square values divided by the degrees of freedom was used as a frame of
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reference. Recommended x 2 /df values range from 1.0 to 2.0 for small samples and
from 1.0 to 3.0 for large samples (Kline 2005). Following Hu and Bentler (1999), the
comparative fit index (CFI) was used. CFI values equal to or greater than. 95 is
indicative of a good-fit model. Additionally, the root mean square error of estimation
(RMSEA) was used due to its ability to account for sample size (Browne and Cudeck
1992). The RMSEA ranges from 0 to 1, with values of .08 or less considered
acceptable (Hu and Bentler 1999). ‘

Results
Individual items were examined using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CF A) The

measurement model for each of the constructs suggested good fit to the data. The fit
indices for a total measurement model revealed to be acceptable. The Chi-squa:re/df
ratio (2.36: x %= 612.840, df =260, p <.001) was lower than the suggested threshold -
(i.e., <3.0; Kline 2005). CFI (.94) and RMSEA (.065) satisfied the recommended
cutoff (Hair et al. 1998; Hu and Bentler 1999). Collectively, the estimated model
yielded a reasonable model fit to the data given the sample size and number of
indicators (see Table 2). As a result of initial CFA tests, several items in various
factors were dropped due to their low factor loadings. The results of final CFA tests
yield that all item (indicator)-loadings for each factor were significant (p <.01) and
ranged from .49 to .99 that provides strong evidence of convergent validity. The
factor loadings were all above .60 (p < .05) except for three cases (see Table 3). Some
of the respective items were reverse coded to maintain consistent directionality. In
examining the internal consistency, coefficient alpha (Cronbach 1951) was assessed
for construct reliability for each of the constructs. Evidence of internal consistency is
provided by cronbach’s alpha above Nunnally’s (1978) recommended level of .70,
ranging from .71 (Environmental Attitudes) to .97 (Support for Sustainable Tourism
Development in the PMA) and construct reliability above Bagozzi’s (1993) 1
recommended level of .70, ranging from .74 (Environment Attitudes) to .97 (Support
for Sustainable Tourism Development in the PMA) (see Table 4). Also included in
Table 4 are the average variance extracted (AVE) estimates, which assess the amount
of variance captured by a construct’s measure relative to measurement error, and the
correlations among the latent constructs in the model. Average variance extracted
estimates of .50 or higher indicate convergent validity for a construct’s measure
(Fornell and Larcker 1981). Perception of PMA (.49) and Environment Attitudes (.41)
were slightly below suggested threshold and all other values exceeded the
recommended level of .50 ranging from .62 (Community Attachment) to .85 (Support
for Sustainable Tourism Development in the PMA). To test discriminant validity,
intercorrelations among latent constructs were examined. Evidence of the
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discriminant validity comes from the fact that all the intercorrelations were less than
the suggested threshold of .85 (Kline 1998), ranging from .03 to .68. In addition, if
the square of the parameter estimate between two constructs is less than the average
variance extracted estimates of the two constructs, then discriminant validity is
supported (Fornell and Larcker 1981). This criterion was met across all possibie pairs
of constructs. These findings demonstrate that the proposed measurement model
satisfied all the psychometric requirements, thus the measures were adequate :

for further analysis.

SEM analysis was performed to examine the overall model as well as individual
tests of the hypothesized relationships among the latent constructs. Fitting the
hypothesized model to the data resulted in acceptable goodness-of-fit indices: .
RMSEA = .071, CFI =928, y % /df=684.3/261 = 2.622 (p <.001). These indicate
reasonable fit of the model but not necessarily support for all the hypotheses. Support
for the hypotheses was examined via the significance of the individual path :
coefficients. Hypothesis testing was accomplished by examining the completely
standardized parameter estimates and their Critical Ratio values. As hypothesized,
Perception of PMA had direct and positive impacts on both Support for Sustainable
Tourism Development in the PMA (H1: standardized coefficient of .467; CR value
5.996) and Support for PMA as World Heritage Site (H2: standardized coefficient
of .433; CR value 5.281). Respondents’ Community Attachment on Perception of
PMA (H3: standardized coefficient of .354; CR value 4.669), Support for Sustainable
Tourism Development in the PMA (H4: standardized coefficient of .251; CR value
3.681) and Support for PMA as World Heritage Site (H5: standardized coefficient
of .236; CR value 3.270) exhibited positive direct effects. Although Environment
Attitudes had positive impacts on Perception of PMA (He6: standardized coefficient
of .380; CR value 4.723), it did not directly influence Support for Sustainable
Tourism Development in the PMA (H7) and Support PMA as World Heritage Site
(H8). Examination of indirect effect suggested that Environment Attitudes indirectly
influenced Support for Sustainable Tourism Development in the PMA (standardized
coefficient of .178) and Support for PMA as World Heritage Site (standardized
coefficient of .165) through Perception of PMA. Level of Involvement did not have
significant impacts on Perception of PMA (H9) and the other two dependent variables
(Support for Sustainable Tourism Development in the PMA-H10 and Support for
PMA as World Heritage Site-H11).
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2. Please read the following paragraph and answer the questions: (1) why did;the
authors employ the content analysis and in-depth interview for their study, (2)
what effects or findings can be explored based on their analysis? (3) Please (give a
table or figure to) show and explain the sampling frame of this study? (4) please
explain the three organ farms (i. e., selected to be in-depth interview) , andi(S)
please explain the procedure of the in-depth interview (25%)

Data gathering: case study locations and websites !

In order to ensure the validity and trustworthiness of the research design, several
techniques were employed, including data triangulation (DeCrop, 2004), mechanical
recording of the data, and maintenance of a reflective journal (Yin, 1994). Source data
and materials for this case study were collected using three methods: (1) Reviéw of
documents from the Korea Tourism Organization, the Ministry of Agriculture;and
Forestry, and the three local governments covering the case study farms areas (e.g.
Ministry of Agriculture and Forest 2006b, 2006¢); (2) Content analysis of 38 websites
of organic farm-based tourism (Table2), and (3) In-depth study of three organic farms
(the websites of these three farms are part of the 38). The Korea Tourism
Organization (http://www.knto.or kr, accessed March 30, 2007) providesa
comprehensive database of tourism destinations and attractions in Korea. This and the
representative Farmstay portal (http://www.farmstay.co.kr, accessed March 30, 2007)
were used to create a list of organic farms engaged in tourism practices in Korea.
Using nature tourism, ecological tourism, organic or green agriculture
tours/tourism/experience as key search terms, 64 organic farm destinations and
attractions were identified. Two farms were excluded because no organic products,
programmes, or services were described on their website, even though they
introduced themselves as organic farms. The list was further sorted based on
availability of websites for content analysis. Of the 53 of 62 organic farms that had a
website, 14 were omitted because they shared the same delegated websites (such as
http://www.farmstay.co.kr and http://www.greentour.or.kr, accessed November 25 ,
2008) and did not have their own sites. One website link was not working and was
also removed. As of March 2007, the list contained a total of 38 organic farm tourism
operations in Korea that owned their own websites. All 38 organic farm websites were
content analyzed. The written texts presented on the website were examined and
sorted into categories by comparing them with the criteria and dimensions shown in
Table 1. The resulting text segments were also translated from Korean into English.
This procedure was repeated twice to facilitate the stability of the analysis and the
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consistency of content categorization. '
Word-of-mouth recommendations obtained from tourism and agricultural
professionals in practice, academics, and government resulted in selecting the three
most highly recommended farms for in-depth phone interviews and study: Ecoigreen
Farm, Ariland, and Cheorwon Migratory Bird Village. They are located in the regions
of Gyeonggi-do Province, Kangwon-do Province, and Chungcheongnam-do P“rovince
in Korea, and less than 30 miles from the nearest urban centers (Figure 1). Thfee
years of prior work with the Organic Cooperative Network and the resulting !
friendship and trust developed with a number of organic farmers were very helpful in
corroborating these study site recommendations and setting up telephone interviews
with the three farm owners. Interviews were conducted in April and May 2007: two
follow-up interviews with each respondent were necessary as the initial interviews
required extensive interpretation. Open-ended questions to gather information on each
of the five categories in the general framework (Table 1) were developed to guide the
interview process (e.g. on the history of the organic farm and its tourism progr,iammes,
motivation to launch organic farming and tourism activities, farming practices, etc.).
A tota] of nine in-depth telephone interviews averaging 1 hour were conducted in
Korean (one of the researchers is Korean) and subsequently translated into En:glish.
Thematic coding of the data and grouping of relationships into major themes and
sub-themes used the framework’s five categoriés as a guide, and a careful check that
no new categories emerged. The 38 websites were also analyzed using the items in

Table 1 as a guide.
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Table 1 ‘ !
Demographic characteristics of Colorade and Gangwon Province respondentﬁ.
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Note: Age was measured with different categories according to each site's primary
study purpese.
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Table 2
Results of factor analysis for residents' perceptions, benefits, and support for casino development in Colorado.
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Table 3 {
Results of factor analysis for residents' perceptions, benefits, and support for casino development in Gangwon Province. !
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. meaniditferences data collechonrsites

The dlfferences between Gangwon and Colorado respondents perceptions of the
impacts, benefits, and support for casino development were found. As shown in Table
4, generally Colorado respondents perceived Positive Economic (X =3.!69) and
Positive Social Impact ( X = 2.86) of casino development to be more posiﬁve than
respondents in Gangwon Province ( X = 3.18 on Positive Economic and X = 2.56
on Positive Social Impact) at p< 0.001 (t=-9.47, t = -5.34, respectively). Adversely,
the results also indicated that Gangwon respondents perceived the Negative Social
Impact with direct gambling costs ( X = 3.88) to be worse than their Colorado
counterparts ( X = 3.36) at p< 0.001 (t = 9.94). Finally, Negative Environmental
Impact, Negative Social Impact with indirect gambling costs, and Negative Economic
Impact were not significantly different between the two data collection regions.

As for perceived benefit, Colorado respondents perceived benefits as being

somewhat better than Gangwon respondents, but they were not statistically significant.

It should be also noted that both sets of residents were more likely to ;perceive
“benefit to local residents” as being much higher than ‘“benefit to myself.” On the
other hand, Gangwon respondents ( ¥ = 3.09) showed stronger support for casino
development than thelr counterparts ( x 2. 87) in Colorado at p <0.01 (t=3.07).

AR RGeS = T Y TR % g..s"'"’*"

This study explored whether derived impact factors have any significant effects
on perceptions of benefits in each data collection site. To this end, the benefit factor
was regressed on the impact factors where the regression models were fonnd to be
statistically signjﬁcant at p <0.01 for both Gangwon (F = 28.15, Adj. R* = 0.22) and
Colorado (F = 77.00, Adj. R* = 0.57). As shown in Table 5, the three factors of
Positive Social Impact, Negative Social Impact with indirect gambling costs, and
Positive Economic Impact were found to have significant effects on the benefit factor
for Gangwon respondents. On the other hand, two factors, Positive Social Irnpact and
Positive Economic Impact, appeared to have significant effects on the benefit factor
for Colorado respondents. In summary, those who perceived social and economic
impacts positively in both communities would perceive benefits more strongly, thus
supporting the social exchange theory across the two-country samples.

Furthermore, a Z-test was performed between regression coefficients of the
significant explanatory variables for the two countries. Only the effect of Positive
Social Impact on the benefit factor was significantly different between Gangwon and
Colorado residents (Z = -1.662), indicating thatgthe effect of Positive Social Impact on
the benefit factor was stronger among Colorado residents than those in Gangwon
Province.
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This study also examined whether impact factors had any significant effect on
support for casino development (see Table 5). Thus, the support factor was régressed
on the impact factors where the regression models were found to be statistically
significant at p< 0.01 for both Gangwon (F = 27.38, Adj. R*=0.21) and Colorado (F
=143.41, Adj. R* = 0.72). In the Gangwon data, four variables, Positive Social Impact,
Negative Social Impacts with direct and indirect gambling costs, and Positive
Economic Impact, were found to have significant effects on the suppor:t factor.
Conversely, Negative Environmental Impact, Negative Social Impact with, indirect
gambling costs, Positive Social Impact, and Positive Economic Impacts appeared to
have significant effects on the support factor in the Colorado data. Thus, the results
were similar between Gangwon and Colorado in that the three variables of; Positive
Social Impact, Negative Social Impact with indirect gambling cost, and,Positive
Economic Impact were important explanatory variables for both sets of residents in
predicting support for casino development, supporting the social exchangé theory.
Specifically, Positive Social and Positive Economic Impacts were more powerful
predictors of residents’ support than any other variable based on beta coefﬁcie::nts (©).

Furthermore, the results of a Z-test showed that regression coefficients for
Negative Environmental Impact (Z = -2.954) and Positive Social Impact (Z = -4.077)
were significantly different between Gangwon and Colorado residents. This finding
indicated that the effects of Negative Environmental Impact and Positive Social
Impact on residents’ support were much stronger for Colorado residents, than for
Gangwon residents. '

Comparison hmelationsmp betweenbenents and:suppory ‘

Finally, the support factor was regressed on the benefit factor to investigate
whether the benefit factor had any significant effect on support level for casinos (see
Table 5). The regression models were found to be statistically significant at p <0.01
for both Gangwon Province (F = 457.58, Adj. R? = 0.43) and Colorado (F = 611.96,
Adj. R? = 0.62). In both sets of data, the benefit variable was found to have a
significant effect on the support level. Thus, benefits were consistently important
factors in both sets of respondents in predicting support for casino development. This
finding suggested that those residents who perceived benefits more positively
supported casino development more strongly. This result also supported the social

exchange theory for both samples.

The results of a Z-test showed that regression coefficients for the benefit factor
were significantly different between Gangwon and Colorado residents (Z = - 6.231).
This indicated that the effect of benefits on residents’ support was much stronger for
Colorado residents than Gangwon residents. -
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Table 4
Comparisons of residents* perceptions, benefit, and supporcb
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Table §
Results of regression models for Gangwon Province dnd Colorado.
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Table A.3 (continued) Areas Under the Normal Curve

z 00 01 02 03 04, 05 06 07 08 09
00 | 05000 05040 05080 05120 05160 0519 05239 05279 05319  0.5359
0.0 | 05398 05438 05478 05517 05557 05596 05636 05675 05714 05753
02 | 05793 05832 05871 05910 05948 05087 06026 06064 06103  0.6141
03 | 06179 06217 06255 06203 06331 06368 06406 06443 06480  0.6517
04 | 06554 06591 06628 06664 06700 06736 06772 06808 06844  0.6879
05 | 06015 06950 06985 07019 07054 07088 07123 07157  OJ190  0.7224
0.6 | 07257 07201 07324 07357 07389 07422 07454 07486 07517  0.7549
07 | 07580 07611 07642 07673 07704 07734 07764 07794 07823  0.7852
98 | 07881 07910 07939 07967 07995  0.8023 08051  0.8078  0.8106  0.8133
09 | 08159 0818 08212 08238 08264 08289 08315 08340 08365  0.8389
10 | 08413 08438 08461 08485  0.8508 08531 08554 08577 0.8599  0.8621
11 | 08643 08665 08686 08708 08720 08749 08770 08790 08810  0.8830
12 | 08849 08869 0.83888 08907 0.8925 08944 08962  0.8980  0.8997  0.9015
13 | 09032 09049 09066 09082 09099 09115 09131 09147 09162 09177
14 | 09192 09207 09222 09236 09251 . -09265 09278 09292 09306  0.9319
15 | 09332 09345 09357 09370  0.9382 - 09304 09406 09418 09429  0.9441
16 | 09452 09463  0.9474 09484 09495 09505 09515 09525 09535  0.9545
17 | 09554 09564 09573 09582 - 09591 09509 00608 09616 09625 09633
18 | 09641 09649 09656 09664 09671 09678 09686 09693 09699  0.9706
19 | 09713 09719 09726 09732 09738 0974 0970 09756 09761 09767
20 | 09772 09778 09783 09788 09793 09798 09803 09808 09812 09817
21 | 09821 09826 09830 09834 ° 0.9838. 009842 09846 09850 09854 09857
22 | 0981 09864 09868 09871 09875 09878 . 09881 09884 09887  0.9890
23 | 09893 0989 09898 09901 09904 09906 09909 09911 09913  0.9916
24 | 09918 09920 09%2 0925 09927 . 09929 09931 09932 09934  0.9936
25 | 09938 09940 09941 09943 | 09945 09946 09948 09949 09951 09952
26 | 09953 09955 09956 09957 09959 09960 09961 09962 09963  0.9964
27 | 09965 09966  0.9967 09968 0999 09970 09971 09972 09973  0.9974
28 | 09974 09975 09976 09977 09977 09978 09979 09979 09980  0.9981
29 | 09981 09982 09982 09983 09984 09984 09985 09985 09986  0.9986
30 | 09987 09987 09987 09988 * 09988 09989 09989  0.9989  0.9990  0.9990
31 | 09990 09991 09991 09991 09992 09992 09992 09992 09993  0.9993
32 | 09993 09993 09994 09994 09994  0.9994 09994 09995 09995  0.9995
33 | 09995 09995 09995 09996 09996  0.996 = 09996 09996 0999  0.9997
34| 09997 09997 09997 09997 09997 09997 09997 09997 09997  0.9998




