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Table 1 Industrial Distribution of Top 500 Listed Companies from 2003 to 2007
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Table 2 Distribution of Proportions of Total Asset of Control Group to That of Leading Group
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Table 4 Financial Performance Comparison between Two Groups
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Table 5 Marketing Performance Comparison between Two Groups
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Impact of Informatization Proficiency on Financial and Marketing
Performance of Enterprises

HAO Xiao-ling, TANG Ren-ke
School of Information Management and Engineering, Shanghai University of Finance and Economics, Shanghai 200433, China

Abstract ; This study selected companies which were listed in the China A-share as the research object, taking China Enterprise
Informatization 500 from 2003 to 2007 as information proficiency measure criterion of a firm, which were published by CECA Na-
tional Informatization Evaluation Center. We filtered those who appeared at least three years during the five years as high informa-
tion proficiency firms, and selected controllers according to industry firms belonging to and firm size, staffs number. By compa-
ring these two groups of companies who are similar in other aspects except information proficiency difference, the study can show
whether the information proficiency has significant impact on finance performance and investment marketing performance of firms.
We adopted multivariable linear regression model to analyze the “halo effect” of the ranking and employed wilcoxon and one-
tailed test to analyze the impact of information efficiency on the financial performance, as well as the Tobin- () to compute the im-
pact on marketing performance. The research shows that, firstly high-level of information proficiency will have relatively higher fi-
nance performance, secondly investment marketing can recognize competitive advantage of firms brought by higher information
proficiency, and there is no significant investment marketing performance between a high information proficiency firms and the
controllers, thirdly information proficiency does not significantly influence the prediction of investment marketing research institu-
te on investment marketing error of firms.
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