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Table 1 The distribution of industries and ownership property of corporate social responsibility information disclosure
753 37.04 33.57 0.76 0.43
1 474 36.28 33.14 (1.375) (1.320)
552 37.51 34.15 1.29 0.99
1675 36.22 33.16 (1.162) (0.697)
2.2
2.2.1 VIO_RISK, ,,
VIO _RISK, .,
( RKS)
. (
. . . ) 1 MCTi
0. ©,
2.2.2 CSR ( RKS) CSR
( RKS)
® RKS Macrocosm — +Content — \ Technique — < Industry -
“ N 715 63
( ) . MCTi 100 M 30% 30
; C 45% 45 T 15% 15 10% 10
( 50% 50 20% 20 ).
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Table 2 Definitions of variables

VOT_RISK,

t+1

CSR,
ACI

t

( RKS) /100

AC2

t

OPAQUE,

(t=11¢ t+1)

Jones

ic,

DIB

10,

InSIZE,

ROA,

LOSS,

LEV,

t

GROWTH,

LISTAGE,

TOP1,

SOE,

DUAL,

BIGA,

MEDIA,

YEAR

IND

2.2.3

AC1:

22 23

AC2:

24

26

2.2.4

23

25

Hutton
OPAQUE

24

24

LISTAGE ;
2) MEDIA



12 — A — 101 —
3
Table 3 Descriptive statistics of the variables
VOT_RISK, , , 2227 0.072 0 0 1.000 0.258
CSR, 2227 0.365 0.333 0.185 0.761 0.121
ACl, 2227 0.127 0.103 0.015 0.513 0.094
AC2, 2227 0.014 0.008 0 0.089 0.017
OPAQUE, 2 005 0.061 0.049 0.008 0.275 0.046
1C, 1816 733.264 717.065 0 995.360 104. 853
10, 2227 0.205 0.147 0 0.960 0.191
InSIZE, 2227 22.851 22.725 20. 184 26.851 1.425
ROA, 2227 0.052 0.042 -0.067 0.209 0.047
LOSS, 2227 0.043 0 0 1.000 0.202
LEV, 2227 0.503 0.519 0.059 0.856 0.195
GROWTH, 2227 0.191 0. 144 -0.467 1.840 0.333
LISTAGE, 2227 13.890 14.000 3.000 26.000 4.714
TOP1, 2227 39.588 39.880 9.230 78.940 16.202
SOE, 2227 0.248 0 0 1.000 0.432
DUAL, 2227 0.133 0 0 1.000 0.340
BIG4, 2227 0.172 0 0 1.000 0.378
MEDIA, 2227 30.903 6 0 612. 000 82.754
2.3
H1 Logistic 0.3
VIF 10
Pr(VIO_RISK,,, =1) =B, +B,CSR, +B,InSIZE, +
B:;ROA, + B,LOSS, + B;LEV, + 3.1.2
B,GROWTH, + 3,TOP1, + B,SOE, + 5
B, DUAL, +B,,BIG4, +B,IND +B, YEAR +& (1) 2
Bi B 3
HI. 1 CSR
1.336 5%
1
3 0.792
3.1
3.1.1 -0.483
4 1.732
CSR 1%
VIO_RISK, ., 1
0. 850. HI1
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Table 4 Correlation analysis of variables
VIO_RISK, ,, CSR InSIZE ROA LOSS LEV GROWTH TOP1 SOE DUAL | BIGA
VIO_RISK, , , 1
CSR 0.271*** 1
InSIZE -0.074™ | 0.466 ™" 1
ROA -0.002 0.012 |-0.095™* 1
LOSS 0.010 -0.015 | -0.025 |-0.226** 1
LEV -0.025 0.089** 10.3007** | -0.246 | 0.109 1
GROWTH -0.008 -0.006 | 0.010 0.004 -0.014 0.036 1
TOP1 -0.068™** | 0.177" 0.308 0.020 -0.010 | 0.044** 0. 065 1
SOE -0.031 0.046** 10.183™* | —0.041" | —0.008 0.093 -0.012 |0.148*** 1
DUAL 0.039" -0.020 [0.111° 0.129 | -0.037" |-0.150***| -0.009 -0.110 |-0.094** 1
BIG4 -0.058 *** 0.346 [0.500™** | 0.044" -0.020 | 0.112° -0.015 |0.180** | 0.088 |-0.046"*| 1
e 1% i 5% ! 10%
5
Table 5 The effect of social responsibility disclosure on corporate violation risk
1 VIO_RISK, , |
1 2 3
1.786 2.262 -1.249
CON
(1.007) (0.684) ( -0.511)
§ 1.336** -0.483 1.7327%%
CSR,
(2.170) ( -0.352) (2.813)
-0.200** -0.153 -0.137
InSIZE,
(-2.195) (-0.911) ( -1.085)
-0.055 -3.797 5.348"
ROA,
( -0.024) (-1.033) (1.670)
0.142 0.045 0.225
LOSS,
(0.331) (0.075) (0.342)
0.362 -0.635 2.173*F
LEV,
(0.635) ( -0.803) (2.501)
0.101 0.223 -0.292
GROWTH,
(0.415) (0.652) (-0.871)
-0.012** -0.014 -0.010
TOPI,
( -2.059) ( —1.606) (-1.235)
-0.098 -0.051 -0.062
SOE,
( -0.466) ( -0.145) ( -0.235)
0.266 0.227 0.162
DUAL,
(1.172) (0.743) (0.456)
-0.433 -1.196 -0.398
BIGA,
(—1.428) (-1.161) (-1.143)
YEAR
IND
N 2227 730 1 497
Pseudo R* 0.122 0.130 0.120
Do 1% o 5% ' 10%
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3.1.3

6

\E]

-0.272
2

0.474 1%

H2

Table 6 The effect of social responsibility disclosure on corporate violation risk: Assurance vs non-assurance

. VIO_RISK, ,,
1 2
0.428 0. 140
CON
(0.222) (0.762)
-0.272 0. 474 %%
CSR,
( —1.266) (2.967)
-0.016 -0.007
InSIZE,
( -1.221) ( -1.002)
0.270 0.228
ROA,
(0.872) (0.364)
0.339 0.009
LOSS,
(0.778) (0.272)
0.102 0.109 **
LEV,
(0.333) (2.071)
0.058 0.104
GROWTH,
(0.393) (0.424)
0.001 -0.001
TOPI,
(0.031) ( -1.122)
0.067 -0.010
SOE,
(0.957) ( -0.716)
0.483 7% 0.003
DUAL,
(3.333) ( 0.147)
-0.001 -0.014
BIG4,
( -0.001) ( -0.721)
YEAR
IND
N 53 1 444
Pseudo R? 0.107 0.186

. KKK

3.2

1%

*k

5%

10%
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1) : 1 2) ; . . OPAQUE
Jones (t=111+1)
( )
7 1
1) AC1 CSR
0.260 1%
N N 1
“ 7 24.4%
2
. 2) . AC2
0.010
“ 7 o . 3
OPAQUE
0.018
( N .
)
4
?

AC1, ,/AC2, ,/OPAQUE,, = B,.,B,CSR;, +

B.InSIZE, , + B;ROA, , + B,LOSS;, + B;LEV,, +

BsGROWTH, , + B,LISTAGE, , + B,TOP1,, + 7

BoSOE. , + B,\DUAL, .+ B, BIG4, , + B,MEDIA; , +

BiIND + B, YEAR + &, (2)

AC1 ( )
. AC2 Logistic
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Table 7 The mechanism of social responsibility disclosure on corporate violation risk
T ACI T AC2 © OPAQUE
1 2 3
1.805 *** 0.004 0.167
CON
(13.465) (0.256) (4.111)
0.260*** 0.010 -0.018
CSR
(3.119) (1.447) (-1.319)
-0.059** 0.000 -0.005 ***
InSIZE
(-2.164) (0.055) (-2.807)
1.3857* 0.016 0.166
ROA
(5.688) (1.320) (5.0064)
0.084 *** 0.001 0.016™**
LOSS
(3.022) (0.449) (3.155)
0.051 0.011** 0.040 ™
LEV
(0.477) (2.525) (3.622)
0.175™** 0.000 0.005"
GROWTH
(9.198) (0.344) (1.957)
0.007" -0.000 0.001 **
LISTAGE
(1.930) ( -0.021) (2.245)
-0.002 -0.000 0.001
TOP1
( -0.698) ( -1.100) (1.581)
-0.049 ™ 0.000 0.004"
SOE
( -3.410) (0.217) (1.752)
-0.065** -0.001 0.001
DUAL
( -2.116) (-0.423) (0.316)
0.092*** 0.003 0.001
BIG4
(2.658) (1.525) (0.000)
0.001 -0.001 0.001
MEDIA
(0.515) ( -0.648) (1.621)
YEAR
IND
1497 1497 1439
0.268 0.096 0.144
i 1% - 5% ' 10%

Pr(VIO_RISK,,, =1) =B, +B,CSR, +B,CSR, x10_DUM, +
B,10_DUM, + B,InSIZE, + B,ROA, + B,LOSS, +
B,LEV, + B.GROWTH, + B,TOP1, + B,,SOE, +
By DUAL, + B, BIGA, +BIND +B,YEAR + (3)

P(VIORISK,,, =1) =B, +B,CSR, +B,CSR, x IC_DUM, +
B,10_DUM, + B,InSIZE, + B;ROA, + B,LOSS, +

B,LEV, + B,GROWTH, + B,TOP1, + B,,SOE, +

B DUAL, +B,,BIG4, +BIND +B,YEAR + & (4)
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10_DUM,

0. IC_DUM,

8

B>

Table 8 The influence of internal and external governance factors: Internal control quality and institutional investors’ shareholding

CSR

. VIO_RISK, .,
1 2
1.996 -1.336
CON
(1.204) ( —0.669)
1.799" 1.158"
CSR,
(1.826) (1.722)
x -0.082
CSR, x I0_DUM,
( -0.045)
0.003
10_DUM,
(0.004)
X -0.176
CSR, x IC_DUM,
( —0.087)
-0.912
IC_DUM,
( -1.130)
-0.136 0.143
InSIZE,
( -1.077) (0.938)
5.417" 8.194 **
ROA,
(1.678) (2.343)
0.230 —0.094
LOSS,
(0.349) ( -0.119)
2.175** 1.708"
LEV,
(2.361) (1.703)
-0.292 -0.128
GROWTH,
( -0.727) ( —0.306)
-0.010 -0.018**
TOPI,
( -1.274) ( —2.055)
-0.064 0.026
SOE,
( -0.240) (0.092)
0. 166 0.279
DUAL,
(0.474) (0.750)
-0.398 -0.335
BIG4,
( —1.145) ( —0.885)
YEAR
IND
N 1 497 1 254
Pseudo R? 0.118 0.126
o 1% x * 10%
8 CSR, x I0_DUM,
CSR, xIC_DUM,
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Management opportunistic behavior in the compulsory disclosure of corporate
social responsibility: Empirical evidence base on A share listed companies

QUAN Xiaofeng' XU Xing-mei” XU Rong’

1. Dongwu Business School Suzhou University Suzhou 215021 China;

2. International College Renmin University of China Suzhou 215123 China;
3. School of Finance Renmin University of China Beijing 100872 China

Abstract: From the perspective of firm violation risk this paper analyzes the objective phenomenon mecha-
nism and governance factors of management opportunism in the process of compulsory disclosure of corporate
social responsibility. First it is found that there is a significant positive relationship between the compulsory
disclosure of social responsibility and the violation tendency of the enterprises in the future period and this
positive relationship only exists in firms with compulsory disclosure or third-party assurance. Secondly an in—
vestigation of the impact mechanism shows that the compulsory disclosure of social responsibility is positively
related to the agency cost of management which indicates that mandatory disclosure of social responsibility can
cause management opportunism. Finally it is found that internal control quality and institutional investors’

shareholding do not have significant governance effect on managers’ opportunistic be-havior in the compulsory
disclosure of social responsibility. This paper provides evidence for the effect of the mandatory disclosure of so—
cial responsibility and provides support for improvement of third—-party assurance of the mandatory disclosure of
social responsibility in practice.

Key words: corporate social responsibility; violation risk; compulsory disclosure; third party assurance; man—

agement opportunistic hypothesis



