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Interactive and Customizable Reporting in Enter prise Resource Planning ( ERP) Systems
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(School of Management , Anhui Universty of Technology , Mdanshan Anhui 243002, China)

Abstract : Based on the improvement of the general purposefinancial reporting , this paper analyzes the inherent motive that an Interactive and
customizable reporting produced from the sght of created val ue by the corporation and the users , and then according to the ERPs development
and the busnessintelligence, this paper discusses the condition that theinteractive and customizable reporting realized in ERP systems. Fnaly,
Author tried to desgn an Interactive and customizable reporting modelsin ERP systems.
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Gender Difference between Relationships of Dispositional Deter minants
with Entrepreneurial Intentions

QIAN Yong hong
(School of Management ,Zhejiang Universty , Hangzhou 310058 ,China)

Abdtract : This research systematically investigated the relationships of dispostional determinants with personal entrepreneuria intentions. By
surveying 560 individuals, we found that achievement motivation , competitiveness and val ue for money are significant determinantsof entrepre-
neuria intentionfor women. Moreover , the results showed that the proposed connections between autonomy and risk taking and personal entre-
preneuria intention did not achieve statistical significance at 0.05 levels. On the other hand, risk taking and valuefor money are sgnificant de-
terminants of entrepreneurial intention for men, and the relationships of achievement motivation, autonomy and competitiveness with individual
entrepreneurial intention predicted in the hypotheses were not supported by the empirical results.
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