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Abstract

China’s market economy has entered a period of new normal, enterprises from all walks
of life have sprung up like mushrooms, and the industry competition has intensified. Financial
environment and industrial policies faced by enterprises have been constantly adjusted. More
and more enterprises try to excavate their own advantages and highlight the encirclement
through the implementation of differentiation strategy. However when an enterprise’s strategy
is innovative, its business uncertainty will increase, the information asymmetry will intensify,
stakeholder understanding of the company’s operating conditions will be hindered, and the
self-interest motivation of the management will rise which may result in a negative impact on
corporate information disclosure. As one of the important contents of enterprise information
disclosure, performance forecast is a window and outpost for the outside world to understand
the operating conditions of enterprises. The implementation of differentiation strategy has an
obvious impact on the disclosure of performance forecast information. However, the existing
research is lacking, so it is necessary to explore the relationship between strategic difference
and performance forecast.

This paper puts forward research hypotheses through analysis, referring to the theories
of principal-agent, signal transmission, information asymmetry. Then take the data of Chinese
listed companies as a sample, and make an empirical test through Stata. On this basis, the path
of the impact of the differentiation strategy on the disclosure of the performance forecast is
further explored, and the regulatory role of corporate governance in the relationship between
the differentiated strategy and the performance forecast is further explored.

The study found: (1) When an enterprise implements a differentiation strategy different
from the conventional strategy of the industry, its performance forecast quality will be
significantly affected. Specifically, the performance forecast quality is divided into different
dimensions. It is found that the greater the difference of enterprise strategy, the more
enterprises tend to release negative news of performance forecast, and the greater the error

between the predicted value and the actual value of performance forecast; (2) Agency cost is



an action path of differentiation strategy affecting the quality of performance forecast,
that is when the strategic difference is too large It will aggravate the agency conflict, and
then have a significant impact on the disclosure of performance forecast;(3) The external
governance effect of institutional investors can alleviate the negative impact of differentiation
strategy on the quality of performance forecast. Compared with external governance, internal
governance plays no significant regulatory role in the relationship between them.Based on the
above research results, this paper puts forward corresponding policy suggestions from the
level of listed companies, regulators and investors.

Key words: Strategic difference, Quality of performance forecast, Agency costs

Corporate governance, information disclosure
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