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Abstract: This paper uses the data of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) performance of A-share
listed companies in China from 2013–2017 as sample to study on the impacts of managerial
shareholding on CSR performance. By dividing the sample into mandatory disclosure group
and voluntary disclosure group, we first empirically test the impacts of managerial shareholding
on CSR performance. Then, we discuss the role of internal control quality in the impacts of
managerial shareholding on CSR performance. Panel data models are employed in the empirical
research and robust test. The empirical results show that: Firstly, in mandatory disclosure group,
managerial shareholding has no significant impacts on CSR performance. In voluntary disclosure
group, managerial shareholding has a positive impact on CSR performance. Secondly, in voluntary
disclosure group, internal control quality has a positive role in the impacts of managerial shareholding
on CSR performance, but this positive role cannot be supported empirically in mandatory disclosure
group. Overall, these findings indicate that CSR performance is influenced by managerial shareholding
and varies with CSR disclosure behaviors. The results of robust test also support this conclusion.
Finally, we put forward that it would be a good choice for the companies to implement long-term
equity incentives and improve internal control quality to promote CSR performance.

Keywords: managerial shareholding; CSR; internal control quality; mandatory disclosure; voluntary
disclosure; panel data models

1. Introduction

At the beginning of the 20th century, scholars began to doubt the concept of “maximizing
shareholder’s interests” in traditional theory of corporate governance. They proposed a claim on
corporate social responsibility, which called for the company’s liability for shareholders and employees,
as well as for environment, consumers and society (Sheldon [1]; Panapanaan et al. [2]; Spiller [3]).
This idea has been widely accepted by multinational corporations. With the implementation of CSR
assessment system for the suppliers in international procurement, Chinese companies begun to state
their social responsibilities in the form of notes in their annual report. As reform and opening-up
progress further, Chinese companies’ CSR awareness is in line with the world.

As the largest developing country in the world, China is an important part of the world economy.
Moreover, Chinese companies play an important role in China’s economic development. Although the
reform and opening-up has been going on for more than 30 years, it means neither that China’s
economic operation mode and the allocation of funds are already marketized nor that China’s market
economy is mature. The foreign capital in Chinese market still needs to go native. Our research can
help multinational corporations understand Chinese characteristics and formulate reasonable policies
to operate effectively and efficiently. Chinese government has committed to promoting the fulfillment
of CSR of listed companies, as well as appealing for CSR information disclosure. In 2006, the newly
revised “China Corporate Law” clearly stipulated that companies must abide by social morality,
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business ethics, and social responsibilities, which transforms CSR performance from economic ethics
into legislative practice. In September 2016, the Shenzhen Stock Exchange (SZSE) issued “Guidelines
for Social Responsibility of Listed Companies”, which gave a detailed explanation of the social
responsibilities required. Listed companies are encouraged to adopt CSR reporting system to regularly
disclose their CSR information. In May 2008, the Shanghai Stock Exchange (SSE) promulgated “Notice
on Strengthening the Social Responsibility of Listed Companies”, which advocated listed companies
to pay attention to the sustainable development of environment, economy and society. In December
2008, SZSE and SSE made a decision on compulsory issuance of CSR report for the listed companies,
which were included in the four stock indexes (SZSE 100 Index, SSE Financials, SSE Overseas-listing,
and SSE Corporate Governance Index). The power of Chinese government in promoting CSR is strong.
As a result, it is very meaningful to choose Chinese market as sample with regard to our research
topic. In addition, according to the actual situation of China, this paper divides the full sample into
mandatory CSR disclosure group and voluntary CSR disclosure group.

In recent years, lots of literatures have discussed the influence factors of CSR performance,
such as shareholding structure (Qu et al. [4]), CEO characteristic (Karim et al. [5]), policy environment
(Hadley et al. [6]), etc. Some scholars concluded that managerial shareholding had an important
impact on enterprises’ CSR performance (Yin et al. [7]; Li and Ma [8]; Qi [9]). In addition, effective
internal controls are reasonable assurances for the truth and completeness of disclosed information.
The Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO) Report (2013) and
China’s “Basic Standards for Internal Control of Enterprises” (2008) also extended the scope of internal
control to CSR. A lot of literature has proved that internal control quality has great impact on CSR
(Feng et al. [10]; Pirvu et al. [11]; Chen and Liu [12]). This paper attempts to investigate the impact
of managerial shareholding on CSR performance and whether internal control quality promotes the
impacts of managerial shareholding on CSR performance.

This paper puts forward research hypothesis that managerial shareholding has positive impacts
on CSR performance and the impacts are influenced by internal control quality. According to research
hypothesis, we construct panel data models respectively to study the impact of managerial shareholding
on CSR performance. Furthermore, we use cross-terms to study the role of internal control quality in
the impact of managerial shareholding on CSR performance. We estimate panel data models both in
empirical research and robust test.

Compared with previous literatures, the contributions of this paper are as follows: (1) Firstly,
there are a few literatures on managerial shareholding and CSR. However, for the measurement of
managerial shareholding, most studies focus on the percentage of shares held by managers (Albring
and Xu [13]; Korczak and Liu [14]), not the market value of managerial shareholding. This paper takes
the company’s market value of managerial shareholding into consideration, because market value has
an important impact on its corporate governance and CSR performance. Furthermore, we construct
two dummy variables to respectively indicate whether the ratio and market value of managerial
shareholding are higher than industry average. By measuring managerial shareholding in various
way, we offer a more comprehensive view to study on the impact of managerial shareholding on CSR
performance. (2) Secondly, we aim to study on the different impacts of managerial shareholding on
CSR performance in different CSR disclosure group. As a result, this paper divides the full sample into
mandatory CSR disclosure group and voluntary CSR disclosure group. (3) Many scholars have analyzed
the role of internal control quality in the relationships, such as organizational justice and employee
fraud (Rae and Subramaniam [15]), R&D investment and enterprise performance (Sun et al. [16]),
and management power and earnings management (Hu [17]). This paper studies on the role of internal
control quality in the impact of managerial shareholding on CSR performance. (4) Finally, based on the
conclusion, this paper puts forward some effective suggestions. Considering the above contributions,
the research in this paper is in-depth and significative.
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This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews and summarizes the literature. Section 3
presents the hypotheses, variables, models and data of this paper. Section 4 conducts an empirical
analysis and discusses the results. Section 5 summarizes and proposes some suggestions.

2. Literature Review

The European Commission defines CSR as “a concept whereby companies integrate social and
environmental concerns in their business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders
on a voluntary basis” (European Commission, 2001). Stakeholder theory is closely linked to CSR
for it provides the answer to the question of for whom a corporate is responsible (Driver et al. [18];
Laczniak et al. [19]). Generally, a stakeholder can be any person, group, organization, society and
environment. Frederikc et al. [20] divided them into direct stakeholders, such as investors and
employees, and indirect stakeholders, such as the government and the public. It was the first time
that the differences between internal and external factors are considered. Direct stakeholders are
the decision-makers, managers and workers of business activities and they can obtain the first-hand
information of the company easily. As the actual operator of the company, managers should come
up with an exhaustive list of stakeholders and their interests, thus enabling them to make sure that
the company engages in a fair balancing of interest with the firm’s social system (Mitchell et al. [21]).
What’s more, according to the asymmetric information problem, Kuriakose [22] described a situation
where some stakeholders had more information than others and were given more powerful ability to
rob excess benefits. As well, Brown et al. [23], invoking the agency cost theory, indicated that managers
may benefit themselves using firm information through corporate philanthropy while shareholders
incur a loss by spending on charity. Thus, disclosing corporate information is to reduce the information
asymmetry of stakeholders and performing CSR is to balance the interests of various stakeholders.
Disclosing CSR with high quality has been proved with positive economic consequences, such as
reducing financing costs (Zhao et al. [24]), lowing M&A risk (Arouri et al. [25]), enhancing financial
performance (Orlitzky [26]), improving market value (Qu [4]) and so on. Additionally, there are many
literatures which have discussed the factors affecting CSR performance.

We mainly review some literatures related to managerial shareholding, internal control quality
and CSR disclosure behavior.

2.1. Managerial Shareholding and CSR

As incentive methods for managers, managerial shareholding gives managers both monetary
benefits and decision-making power. Early agency theories (Kalay [27]) suggest that holding shares
encourage managers to attach more importance to the long-term development of the company.
Moreover, holding shares actively protect the interests of stakeholders and maintain the stability of
development (Zahra et al. [28]). However, the Residual Claim theory believes that when managers
hold shares, the belief of maximizing shareholders’ interests is strengthened and the enterprise’s CSR
performance are worsened. Friedman [29] saw CSR as an agency problem and suggests that CSR has a
negative effect on corporate financial performance because a firm’s CSR entail costs. In the last decade,
various empirical studies have drawn different conclusions on the impact of managerial shareholding
on CSR. Yin et al. [7] found that managerial shareholding weakened the opportunistic behavior of
management in listed companies in China and had a significantly positive effect on the disclosure of
CSR. Karim et al. [5] found that CSR performance was negatively correlated with CEO’s short-term
salary, but positively correlated with their options’ market value, indicating that CSR was more used as
a business strategy to enhance corporate value, rather than means of seeking personal interests. On the
contrary, Wang et al. [30] found that with inevitable asymmetric information, managerial shareholding
indulged the “entrenchment effect” of information disclosure. The higher the ratio of managerial
shareholding, the worse the quality of CSR performance. Li and Ma [8] used the data of A-share listed
companies in China from 2012–2016 as sample. They found that as managerial shareholding ratio
increasing, CSR performance first rose and then fell with an inverted-U shape.
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Managerial shareholding is also a form of long-term compensation, which are generally considered
to be the main incentive to prevent managers from generating self-interested behavior. Luo et al. [31]
pointed out that the higher the managerial compensation, the more CSR performance to maintain the
rationality of high compensation. Cullinan et al. [32] indicated that there was a significant correlation
between the CSR performance and managerial compensation. Bouslah et al. [33] examined the
correlation between risk-taking incentives and social irresponsibility of American CEOs. Their results
suggested that CEO risk-taking incentives are positively related to socially irresponsible behaviors
before the 2007 financial crisis. However, the results after the 2007 financial crisis cannot support this
finding, which may due to the increased scrutiny regarding compensation packages. It confirmed
that risk-taking incentives embedded in the CEO compensation scheme do have implications towards
CSR activities. Qi [9] used the data of A-share listed companies in China from 2012–2015 as sample.
It is concluded that the higher the long-term managerial salary, the more significant the correlation
between financial performance and social performance. However, after studying Fortune’s ranking of
America’s most admired companies, Focke et al. [34] demonstrated that these firms’ total compensation
is on average 8% lower than others, indicating that managers are willing to trade off career benefits
from working for a company that is publicly admired against additional monetary benefits. Li and
Gu [35] concluded that the reduction in managerial compensation led to a more harmonious working
environment and the improvement of CSR performance. Managerial compensation had a negative
impact on CSR performance.

2.2. Internal Control and CSR

Internal control is a series of measures, methods and rules targeted at protecting the company’s
assets, as well as providing authenticity and reliability for the disclosed information. Many scholars
have studied the relationship between internal control and CSR performance. Wang et al. [36] thought
that people-oriented internal control framework had the function to supervise CSR and mitigate the
conflicts of interests in stakeholders. Liu [37] thought that internal control could create a friendly
internal environment for companies to fulfill their social responsibilities. Pirvu et al. [11] stated that strict
internal controls actively promoted all social responsibilities associated, including economy, society and
environment. Using non-financial A-share listed companies in SSE as sample, Feng et al. [10] found that
high internal control quality could effectively promote CSR. Shao [38] proved that there was a positive
correlation between internal control quality and carbon information disclosure. Drobetz et al. [39]
constructed a CSR performance index for multinational shipping companies and found that companies
with high financial leverage are more inclined to keep a good relationship with relevant stakeholders.
Che and Su [40] conducted an empirical study using all listed companies which voluntarily disclosed
CSR in China from 2010 to 2015 as sample. They found that high-quality CSR reports could make up
for the harm of violations to the legitimacy of enterprises. Huang et al. [41] found that the Big Four
global accounting companies paid more attention to CSR performance, which indirectly verified the
guiding role of audit opinions on CSR performance.

Hua [42] put forward the concept of “internal control of social responsibility”, which referred to
an internal control framework with targets of CSR. Qi [43] innovatively introduced CSR indicators
when evaluating the internal control efficiency of construction enterprises. Yongming [44] empirically
verified the positive interaction of internal control and CSR performance. Zhang [45] theoretically
proved the importance of the integration of internal control and CSR, which could bring “1 + 1 > 2”
effect to corporate governance.

2.3. Mandatory Disclosure and Voluntary Disclosure of CSR

CSR disclosure is the behavior of a company to disclose its social responsibility in the form
of reports, appendices or others. CSR disclosure may due to external pressure and self-interested
(Xiao [46]). CSR disclosure generally has two basic forms, including mandatory disclosure and
voluntary disclosure.
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Mandatory disclosure means that the company discloses CSR according to the requirements of the
government. Chen and Zeng [47] used the data of A-share listed companies which issued CSR reports
in China from 2009 to 2011 as sample. They found that companies responded proactively to the pressure
coming from the government, which was consistent with Hadley’s study [6]. Through comparing
the CSR disclosed before and after the promulgation of the “Guidelines for the Governance of Listed
Companies”, Shen and Jin [48] concluded that CSR disclosure in China had increased significantly
in quantity rather than in quality. For the purpose of policy evaluation, Tian and Wang [49] found
that the insufficient penalty for CSR performance fraud significantly increased the stock crash risk
of the companies. Wu [50] selected mandatory disclosure companies as sample to study the factors
affecting CSR. He found that the size of the company and the proportion of state-owned shares had a
significantly positive impact on CSR.

By contract, voluntary disclosure reflects the will of the company more. Scholars hold both
positive and negative attitudes towards voluntary disclosure. Some scholars consider that CSR
performance gains public recognition and enhance corporate reputation, which reduces operating
risk and bring business resources to the company (Mzembe et al. [51]). Some scholars believe that
voluntary disclosure is to dilute the negative news of the company and avoid the loss of reputation
caused by irresponsible corporate strategy. CSR performance is a means of survival in harsh business
environment (López-González et al. [52]), and also a “self-interesting tool” (Quan et al. [53]). Using an
unbalanced panel data containing more than 4500 multinational companies over 19 years as sample,
Kang et al. [54] found that the fulfillment of CSR is not due to idle resources, but to make up for
the lack of CSR in the past. From the perspective of risk management, Frederiksen [55] verified
CSR performance as strengthening public-relations. Furthermore, Jahn [56] found that including bad
news in CSR report attribute to the honesty of the company, which ultimately made the effect of bad
news insignificant.

3. Research Design

3.1. Hypothesis Development

CSR performance is the performance of the company’s fulfillment of CSR. Through the company’s
CSR disclosure, we can appraise the company’s CSR performance. In this section, we put forward
research hypothesis that managerial shareholding has positive impacts on CSR performance and the
impacts are influenced by internal control quality.

3.1.1. Managerial Shareholding and CSR

CSR performance is not a short-term speculation. The principal-agent theory develops the opinion
that the more shares held by managers, the more their personal interests converge with the interests
of the company. The decline in agency costs leads to the decline in the cost of CSR fulfillment and
disclosure (Mohd et al. [57]), which in turn improves the quality of CSR performance. What’s more,
CSR performance is constrained by corporate resources. Managerial shareholding can significantly
influence managers’ decisions on how to allocate the company’s resource. The higher the percentage
of shares held by management, the more reasonable the allocation of resources is (Lazonick [58]). As a
result, we propose Hypothesis 1:

H1. Managerial shareholding ratio has a positive impact on CSR performance.

As far as the managers’ personal monetary benefits are considered, the equity incentives make
sense only if the market price is involved. The same managerial shareholding ratio may have different
motivations, if the company’s market values are different. The shares held by managers may not be
converted into cash immediately, but it does represent the long-term monetary interests of management,
which is closely tied to the company’s market value. As a result, long-term monetary interests can
effectively constrain managers’ irresponsible behavior (Bouslah et al. [33]). The higher the market
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value of managerial shareholding, the more the managers are motivated to participate in CSR activities.
Both the company and the company’s manager can get the potential benefits after CSR disclosure.
Therefore, we propose Hypothesis 2:

H2. The market value of managerial shareholding has a positive impact on CSR performance.

From the perspective of behavioral economics, some scholars confirm that the managers’ fairness
perceptions will interfere the efficiency of corporate governance. For example, reasonable incentives for
managers can reduce their duty consumption (Xu et al. [59]), and CEOs with lower compensation will
pay a higher acquisition premium (Lee et al. [60]). When managers clearly perceive their compensations
are higher than others, they may adjust their behavior to meet the obligations beyond what is stipulated
in the compensation contract. Therefore, we propose Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4:

H3. When the managerial shareholding ratio is higher than the industry average, CSR performance is
relatively higher.

H4. When the market value of managerial shareholding is higher than the industry average, CSR performance is
relatively higher.

3.1.2. Managerial Shareholding and CSR: The Role of Internal Control Quality

Internal control is penetrated into all processes of the company’s operations. It is clearly stipulated
in the “Application Guidelines for Company’s Internal Control” that companies should pay attention
to the risks related to CSR.

It is generally believed that the internal control is an important part of restricting managerial
behavior. High internal control quality can promote CSR by reducing agency costs (Li et al. [61]).
For its supervisory function, internal control curbs managers’ irresponsible self-interested behavior and
reduces their opportunism in CSR investment. In addition, internal control has an incentive function
that can enhance managers’ self-discipline and promote them to create greater value for the company
(Dong et al. [62]). Therefore, we propose Hypothesis 5–8:

H5. Internal control quality promotes the positive impact of managerial shareholding ratio on CSR performance.

H6. Internal control quality promotes the positive impact of the market value of managerial shareholding ratio
on CSR performance.

H7. Internal control quality promotes the positive impact of the excess managerial shareholding ratio on
CSR performance.

H8. Internal control quality promotes the positive impact of the excess marker value of managerial shareholding
on CSR performance.

3.2. Variables and Data Source

3.2.1. Dependent Variable

At present, there are several methods for measuring CSR performance, including content analysis,
reputation index and rating index. The content analysis focuses on the content of the CSR report,
assigning points for each dimension according to the pre-established standard, such as the frequency
of the word “environment protection”, the text length of each CSR dimension, the usage of charts and
so on. The reputation index is obtained by issuing questionnaires to various stakeholders. The related
stakeholders evaluate the companies according to their perception of its CSR performance. The total
score is calculated according to a given standard. The reputation index is subjective. The rating index
is obtained by a specialized CSR evaluation team, which take both advantages of the content analysis
and the reputation index into account. It is objective and comprehensive.
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We use the Rankins CSR Rankings to measure the CSR performance of Chinese listed companies.
As a third-party organization, Rankins adopts a three-level evaluation system with 15 first-level
indicators and 63 s-level indicators to evaluate the CSR performance of Chinese listed companies,
which issue CSR reports. The score is summarized from four dimensions—macrocosm, content,
technique and industry. Four dimensions of CSR account for 30%, 45%, 15% and 10% of the overall
CSR performance respectively, which well reflects the overall CSR performance. Therefore, we use the
Rankins CSR Rankings (CSR) as the dependent variable.

3.2.2. Independent Variables

In terms of managerial shareholding, we use four variables to measure it. The managerial
shareholding ratio (MSR) and the market value of managerial shareholding (MSV) are the ratio and
the market value of the shares held by the management team. Management team include directors,
supervisors and senior managers. The excess managerial shareholding ratio (ex_MSR) is a dummy
variable. If the managerial shareholding ratio is higher than the industry average, ex_MSR takes 1,
otherwise, it is 0. The excess market value of managerial shareholding (ex_MSV) is a dummy variable.
If the market value of managerial shareholding is higher than the industry average, ex_MSV takes 1,
otherwise, it is 0.

As for internal control quality, we use “DIB Internal Control Index of Listed Company in China”
(IC) as a proxy to evaluate the effectiveness of internal control of listed company. The index considers
the effectiveness of internal control in compliance, reporting, asset security, operation and strategy.
The index is objective and reasonable. In recent years, the index has also been widely adopted in
academia and practice. Since the value ranges from 0 to 1000, the data used in empirical research is
divided by 1000.

3.2.3. Control Variables

Following Che [40], we use overall-level firm characteristics such as profitability, financial leverage,
size, age, growth, liquidity and property rights as control variables.

(1) Profitability is proxied by the return on equity (ROE). Shen [63] concluded that only with good
earnings could the company afford CSR, and in order to differentiate itself from others with poor
financial performance, it also disclosed more CSR information. Therefore, ROE is used as one of
the control variables.

(2) Financial leverage (Lev) is measured by the asset-liability ratio. Financial leverage reflects the
insolvency risk of listed companies. Therefore, this paper incorporates financial leverage into
control variables for research.

(3) The size of the company (Size) takes the natural logarithm of the total assets at the end of the
year. Hadley [6] pointed out that the CEOs of large size companies are more political sensitivity
and motivated to disclose CSR to obtain their own legality. Meanwhile, the government and the
public also have higher expectations of CSR performance for large size companies. Therefore,
Size is used as one of the control variables.

(4) Age of listing (Age) is years since its IPO in SZSE or SSE. Reason is that the earlier the company
enters into capital market, the higher the public attention paid on its CSR. A mature company
pays more importance to its reputation and thus disclose more CSR (Chiu et al. [64]).

(5) Growth is the growth rate of total assets (Growth), which is calculated as the ratio of total asset
growth in year t to total assets at the beginning of the year t.

(6) Liquidity is measured by Cashflow, which is the proportion of net cash flow generated by operating
activities to net profit.
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(7) The property rights (SOE) is determined by the character of the actual controller of the company.
We use dummy variables. If the actual controller is a state-owned entity, such as central authority,
local governments, and administrative institutions, it is recognized as a state-owned enterprise
and assigned value of 1, otherwise, it is 0.

The definition of each variable is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Variable descriptions.

Variable Description

Dependent variable CSR Rankins CSR Rankings

Independent variables

MSR Managerial shareholding ratio
MSV The market value of managerial shareholding (in billions)

ex_MSR If managerial shareholding ratio is higher than industry average,
takes 1, otherwise 0

ex_MSV If the market value of managerial shareholding is higher than
industry average, takes 1, otherwise 0

IC DIB Internal Control Index divided by 1000

Control variables

ROE Return on equity
Lev Asset-liability ratio
Size Natural logarithm of total assets
Age Years since its IPO in SZSE or SSE
Growth The growth rate of total asset

Cashflow The proportion of net cash flow generated by operating activities to
net profit.

SOE State-owned takes 1, otherwise 0
Year Dummy variables
Industry Dummy variables

3.2.4. Data Source

This paper takes the data of 2013–2017 A-share listed companies with Rankins CSR Ratings as
sample, which are obtained from the Rankins A-share listed company CSR rating database. The internal
control quality index comes from “DIB China Listed Company Internal Control Index”, which is issued
by Shenzhen DIB Risk Management Technology Co., Ltd. Other relevant data come from CSMAR
database. These sources are all reliable and authentic.

The initial samples are processed as follows: (1) Excluding finance and insurance companies; (2)
excluding ST (* ST) companies, whose stocks price’ daily increase or decrease is limited to 5% (*ST
companies also face withdrawal risk) because of suffering losses for two (three) consecutive years;
(3) excluding companies with missing data for vital variables. Finally, we obtain 2937 company-year
observations. In order to reduce the influence of extreme values on the conclusions, we winsorize all
variables at the 1% and 99% level.

As shown in Table 2, the full sample can be divided into two groups, including mandatory CSR
disclosure group and voluntary CSR disclosure group. There are 1696 observations that belongs
to mandatory CSR disclosure group, accounting for 57.7%. A further description of the industry
characteristics is shown in Appendix A. The Manufacturing represented the largest portion of the
sample, which is about 16.4%.

Table 2. Constitute of company-year observation.

Disclosure Observation Proportion (%)

Mandatory 1696 57.7
Voluntary 1241 42.3

Total 2937 100
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3.3. Model Specification

According to our research hypothesis, we estimate the following eight panel data models.
Models 1–4 is used to test the impact of managerial shareholding on CSR performance. Models 5–8
is used to test the role of internal control quality in the impact of managerial shareholdings on CSR
performance. All models are run in accordance with mandatory CSR disclosure and voluntary CSR
disclosure. In addition, we control year and industry effects in the models. The models are constructed
as follows:

In order to verify Hypothesis 1, the model is constructed as:

CSRi,t = β0 + β1MSRi,t + β2Controlsi,t + εi,t (1)

In order to verify Hypothesis 2, the model is constructed as:

CSRi,t = β0 + β1MSVi,t + β2Controlsi,t + εi,t (2)

In order to verify Hypothesis 3, the model is constructed as:

CSRi,t = β0 + β1ex_MSRi,t + β2Controlsi,t + εi,t (3)

In order to verify Hypothesis 4, the model is constructed as:

CSRi,t = β0 + β1ex_MSVi,t + β2Controlsi,t + εi,t (4)

In order to verify Hypothesis 5, the model is constructed as:

CSRi,t = β0 + β1ICi,t +β2MSRi,t + β3ICi,t ×MSRi,t +β4Controlsi,t + εi,t (5)

In order to verify Hypothesis 6, the model is constructed as:

CSRi,t = β0 + β1ICi,t +β2MSVi,t + β3ICi,t ×MSVi,t +β4Controlsi,t + εi,t (6)

In order to verify Hypothesis 7, the model is constructed as:

CSRi,t = β0 + β1ICi,t +β2ex_MSRi,t + β3ICi,t × ex_MSRi,t +β4Controlsi,t + εi,t (7)

In order to verify Hypothesis 8, the model is constructed as:

CSRi,t = β0 + β1ICi,t +β2ex_MSVi,t + β3ICi,t × ex_MSVi,t +β4Controlsi,t + εi,t (8)

where, β0 is the constant term, βi represent coefficients of the independent variables, the cross-terms and
control variables in models. CSR is the Rankins CSR Rankings, MSR is the managerial shareholding
ratio, MSV stands for the market value of managerial shareholding, ex_MSR is the excess managerial
shareholding ratio, ex_MSV means excess market value of managerial shareholding, Controls includes
ROE, Lev, Size, Age, Growth, Cashflow and SOE. Variable subscripts i and t represent company and year,
respectively. ε is the random error term.

For the cross-terms, we follow Li [65] to perform a mean centering treatment. Cross-multiplication
after mean centering treatment does not affect the regression results of the model. Moreover, it eliminates
the multi-collinearity between variables.

3.4. Mandatory CSR Disclosure vs. Voluntary CSR Disclosure

Mandatory CSR disclosure is a regulatory measure with strict norms. Issuing annual CSR
reports are the companies’ legal obligation. If the companies do not disclose their CSR performance,
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they will be punished by the government. Thus, legitimacy and compliance may be the main drivers
of their CSR disclosure. In addition, setting clear disclosure rules helps to restrict the discretion of
managers, reduce agency costs and improve corporate transparency. As for voluntary CSR disclosure,
CSR performance reflects more inner motivations. Therefore, this paper divides the full sample into
mandatory disclosure group and voluntary disclosure group for discussions.

4. Empirical Results and Discussions

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

Table 3 gives descriptive statistics for all variables. As shown in Table 3, the average CSR is 40.912
with the standard deviation of 11.267. The minimum value and the maximum value of CSR are 22.373
and 76.601 respectively, which indicate that the CSR performances of Chinese A-share listed companies
are quite different.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics.

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

CSR 2937 40.912 11.267 22.373 76.601
MSR 2937 0.055 0.130 0.000 0.581
MSV 2937 0.842 2.574 0.000 16.581
ex_MSR 2937 0.185 0.388 0 1
ex_MSV 2937 0.141 0.348 0 1
IC 2937 0.670 0.078 0.339 0.843
Size 2937 23.260 1.419 20.523 27.170
ROE 2937 0.082 0.093 −0.335 0.332
Lev 2937 0.489 0.201 0.072 0.885
Age 2937 12.863 6.151 1 24
Growth 2937 0.155 0.242 −0.184 1.435
Cashflow 2937 1.877 5.174 −13.859 32.341
SOE 2937 0.610 0.488 0 1

In terms of managerial shareholding, the average MSR is 0.055 with the standard deviation of
0.130. The minimum value and the maximum value of MSR are 0 and 0.581 respectively, which indicate
that the difference of the managerial shareholding ratio between companies are large. The average MSV
is 0.842, with the standard deviation of 2.574. The minimum value and the maximum value of MSV are
0 and 16.581 respectively, showing that the differences of the market value of managerial shareholding
are great. The average ex_MSR is 0.185, indicating that only 18.5% of observations have a higher
managerial shareholding ratio than its industry average. The average ex_MSV is 0.141, indicating that
only 14.1% of observations have a higher market value of managerial shares than its industry average.

As for internal control, the average IC is 0.670, with the standard deviation of 0.078. The minimum
value and the maximum value of IC are 0.339 and 0.843 respectively, showing that there are great
differences in internal control.

Regarding control variables, the average Size is 23.260, with the standard deviation of 1.419.
The minimum value and the maximum value of Size are 20.523 and 27.170 respectively. The average
ROE is 0.082, with the standard deviation of 0.093. The minimum value and the maximum value
of ROE are −0.335 and 0.332 respectively. The average Lev is 0.489, with the standard deviation
of 0.201. The minimum value and the maximum value of Lev are 0.072 and 0.885 respectively,
which indicates that listed companies are generally conservative in debt financing. The average Age
is 12.863, with the standard deviation of 6.151. The minimum value and the maximum value of Age
are 1 and 24 respectively, indicating that the listed companies have a longer listing period, that is,
companies choose to disclose CSR often enter the capital market earlier. The average Growth is 0.155,
with the standard deviation of 0.242. The minimum value and the maximum value of Growth are −0.183
and 1.435 respectively, which indicates that Chinese companies are generally experiencing optimistic
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development. The average Cashflow is 1.877, with the standard deviation of 0.242. The minimum value
and the maximum value of Cashflow are −13.859 and 32.341 respectively, which shows that the cash
flow is quite different. The average SOE is 0.610, indicating that 61.0% of observations are state-owned
enterprises, which is in line with the actual situation.

4.2. Correlation Analysis

In order to preliminarily verify the relationship between managerial shareholding and CSR
performance, this paper analyzes the correlation coefficient of main variables. The results are shown in
Tables 4 and 5 according to different types of disclosure behavior.

Table 4. Correlation matrix: mandatory CSR disclosure group.

CSR MSR MSV ex_MSR ex_MSV IC

MSR −0.050 ** 1
MSV 0.000 0.900 *** 1
ex_MSR −0.043 * 0.738 *** 0.670 *** 1
ex_MSV 0.004 0.713 *** 0.728 *** 0.794 *** 1
IC 0.216 *** −0.023 0.021 −0.049 ** 0.010 1
Size 0.529 *** −0.057 ** 0.014 −0.090 *** 0.017 0.332 ***
ROE 0.058 ** 0.129 *** 0.166 *** 0.117 *** 0.174 *** 0.442 ***
Lev 0.164 *** −0.086 *** −0.069 *** −0.085 *** −0.063 *** 0.075 ***
Age −0.043 * −0.299 *** −0.294 *** −0.255 *** −0.255 *** 0.022
Growth 0.012 0.190 *** 0.216 *** 0.167 *** 0.191 *** 0.116 ***
Cashflow 0.089 *** −0.043 * −0.041 * −0.043 * −0.032 0.001
SOE 0.171 *** −0.406 *** −0.348 *** −0.391 *** −0.408 *** 0.047 *

Size ROE Lev Age Growth Cashflow

ROE 0.100 *** 1
Lev 0.502 *** −0.170 *** 1
Age −0.076 *** −0.052 ** 0.039 1
Growth 0.052 ** 0.262 *** 0.041 * −0.117 *** 1
Cashflow 0.092 *** −0.137 *** 0.097 *** −0.009 −0.158 *** 1
SOE 0.176 *** −0.146 *** 0.104 *** 0.137 *** −0.131 *** 0.064 ***

Note: *** denotes statistical significance at the 1% level. ** denotes statistical significance at the 5% level. * denotes
statistical significance at the 10% level.

Table 5. Correlation matrix: voluntary CSR disclosure group.

CSR MSR MSV ex_MSR ex_MSV IC

MSR −0.071 ** 1
MSV 0.058 ** 0.707 *** 1
ex_MSR −0.010 0.845 *** 0.620 *** 1
ex_MSV 0.034 0.749 *** 0.702 *** 0.760 *** 1
IC 0.084 *** 0.026 0.044 0.041 0.035 1
Size 0.271 *** −0.334 *** −0.063 ** −0.276 *** −0.143 *** 0.046
ROE 0.067 ** 0.142 *** 0.240 *** 0.143 *** 0.190 *** 0.365 ***
Lev 0.105 *** −0.272 *** −0.154 *** −0.231 *** −0.175 *** −0.057 **
Age 0.109 *** −0.508 *** −0.326 *** −0.467 *** −0.381 *** −0.049 *
Growth −0.001 0.184 *** 0.262 *** 0.174 *** 0.212 *** 0.134 ***
Cashflow 0.018 −0.093 *** −0.065 ** −0.104 *** −0.060 ** 0.003
SOE 0.151 *** −0.507 *** −0.375 *** −0.548 *** −0.451 *** −0.009

Size ROE Lev Age Growth Cashflow

ROE 0.025 1
Lev 0.610 *** −0.192 *** 1
Age 0.382 *** −0.133 *** 0.322 *** 1
Growth 0.105 *** 0.249 *** 0.030 −0.112 *** 1
Cashflow 0.094 *** −0.073 ** 0.068 ** 0.069 ** −0.124 *** 1
SOE 0.259 *** −0.173 *** 0.256 *** 0.409 *** −0.172 *** 0.133 ***

Note: *** denotes statistical significance at the 1% level. ** denotes statistical significance at the 5% level. * denotes
statistical significance at the 10% level.
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As for mandatory disclosure group, MSR and ex_MSR are significantly negative correlated to
CSR, indicating that the managerial shareholding ratio and the excess managerial shareholding ratio
have negative impact on the quality of CSR performance, which initially reject Hypotheses H1 and H3.
The relationship between MSV, ex_MSV and CSR is not significant.

As for voluntary disclosure group, MSR and MSV are significantly correlated with CSR,
while ex_MSR and ex_MSV have no significant correlations with CSR. Such results reject Hypotheses
H3 and H4, but preliminarily verify Hypotheses H1 and H2.

According to Tables 4 and 5, MSR, MSV, ex_MSR and ex_MSV are highly correlated. As a result,
these four variables need to be brought into the model separately. The correlation coefficients between
the remaining variables are all less than 0.7, with the minimum value of −0.548 and the maximum
value of 0.610. There is no severe multicollinearity.

4.3. Regression Analysis

It is necessary to judge whether to use fixed effect model, or random effect model. The results of
Hausman test show that the fixed effect model is better than the random effect model. As a result,
we estimate the panel data models with fixed effect. The regression results are shown in Tables 6 and 7.

Table 6. Managerial shareholding and CSR.

Dependent Variable: CSR

Mandatory CSR Disclosure Group Voluntary CSR Disclosure Group
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

MSR −0.518 5.539 *
(−0.095) (1.782)

MSV 0.006 0.404 *
(0.030) (1.890)

ex_MSR 0.759 3.098 ***
(0.540) (2.685)

ex_MSV 0.351 2.343 **
(0.232) (2.100)

Size 4.954 *** 4.953 *** 4.967 *** 4.949 *** 3.063 *** 2.853 *** 3.078 *** 2.938 ***
(10.741) (10.741) (10.785) (10.673) (5.914) (5.605) (6.081) (5.860)

ROE 0.868 0.841 0.710 0.751 5.214 4.160 5.188 4.546
(0.200) (0.191) (0.165) (0.173) (1.351) (1.076) (1.353) (1.174)

Lev −3.825 −3.829 −3.879 −3.840 −3.139 −2.984 −3.227 −3.227
(−1.137) (−1.139) (−1.153) (−1.142) (−1.196) (−1.134) (−1.235) (−1.230)

Age −0.033 −0.030 −0.020 −0.026 −0.027 −0.035 −0.011 −0.030
(−0.298) (−0.271) (−0.191) (−0.244) (−0.340) (−0.456) (−0.147) (−0.409)

Growth −0.126 −0.149 −0.213 −0.176 −1.413 −1.581 −1.496 −1.481
(−0.108) (−0.126) (−0.182) (−0.149) (−1.235) (−1.369) (−1.323) (−1.277)

Cashflow 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 −0.093 −0.094 −0.089 −0.093
(1.246) (1.248) (1.252) (1.248) (−1.170) (−1.199) (−1.144) (−1.187)

SOE 2.411 ** 2.449 ** 2.611 ** 2.518 ** 2.581 ** 2.473 ** 3.117 *** 2.565 **
(2.166) (2.270) (2.301) (2.242) (2.346) (2.388) (2.758) (2.440)

_cons −75.395 *** −75.423 *** −76.000 *** −75.422 *** −35.310 *** −30.126 *** −36.151 *** −32.134 ***
(−7.109) (−7.118) (−7.159) (−7.113) (−3.067) (−2.714) (−3.206) (−2.916)

Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1696 1696 1696 1696 1241 1241 1241 1241
R2 0.348 0.348 0.348 0.348 0.203 0.205 0.211 0.204
Adj.R2 0.335 0.335 0.335 0.335 0.182 0.184 0.190 0.183
Hausman 72.07 72.58 71.73 71.86 74.63 73.85 36.24 72.89
Test value [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0000] [0.0005] [0.0000]

Note: standard errors are shown in parentheses. *** denotes statistical significance at the 1% level. ** denotes
statistical significance at the 5% level. * denotes statistical significance at the 10% level. p-values of Hausman test are
shown in the square brackets. The same as shown in Table 7.

Table 6 shows the regression results of Models 1–4, to test the impact of managerial shareholding on
CSR performance. In mandatory CSR disclosure group, the coefficients of the four variables (MSR, MSV,
ex_MSR, and ex_MSV) are not significant, which indicate that managerial shareholding and excessive
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managerial shareholding have no significant impact on CSR. When the listed company is mandated by
the government to disclosure its CSR performance, the administrative pressure loosens the ties between
the managerial shareholding and CSR performance. However, in voluntary CSR disclosure group,
the coefficients of the four variables (MSR, MSV, ex_MSR, and ex_MSV) are significantly positive,
which indicate that managerial shareholding and excessive managerial shareholding have significantly
positive impact on CSR. Hypotheses H1–4 are supported. There are obvious differences between these
two groups.

Table 7. The role of internal control quality.

Dependent Variable: CSR

Mandatory CSR Disclosure Group Voluntary CSR Disclosure Group
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

IC 10.349 ** 9.752 ** 11.244 ** 10.548 ** 7.236 8.375 * 6.743 7.738 *
(2.159) (2.016) (2.317) (2.171) (1.565) (1.881) (1.498) (1.720)

MSR −0.176 6.268 **
(−0.033) (1.970)

MSR×IC 16.210 45.050 **
(0.406) (2.517)

MSV 0.021 0.431 **
(0.100) (2.061)

MSV×IC −0.167 3.486 ***
(−0.137) (3.146)

ex_MSR 0.886 3.356 ***
(0.641) (2.868)

ex_MSR×IC 12.166 22.505 ***
(0.940) (2.896)

ex_MSV 0.229 2.679 **
(0.156) (2.359)

ex_MSV×IC 15.738 24.419 ***
(1.361) (3.006)

Size 4.779 *** 4.770 *** 4.797 *** 4.785 *** 3.074 *** 2.866 *** 3.068 *** 2.917 ***
(10.505) (10.500) (10.561) (10.471) (5.933) (5.633) (6.095) (5.860)

ROE −2.951 −2.984 −3.031 −2.919 2.825 1.292 2.763 2.023
(−0.639) (−0.637) (−0.656) (−0.626) (0.704) (0.322) (0.694) (0.503)

Lev −3.717 −3.717 −3.752 −3.801 −3.129 −3.168 −3.183 −3.210
(−1.103) (−1.103) (−1.113) (−1.131) (−1.196) (−1.207) (−1.221) (−1.226)

Age −0.041 −0.040 −0.026 −0.032 −0.030 −0.040 −0.014 −0.031
(−0.380) (−0.363) (−0.252) (−0.301) (−0.374) (−0.519) (−0.184) (−0.418)

Growth −0.198 −0.203 −0.320 −0.245 −1.653 −1.847 −1.672 −1.696
(−0.170) (−0.173) (−0.273) (−0.209) (−1.451) (−1.612) (−1.487) (−1.463)

Cashflow 0.057 0.057 0.056 0.057 −0.096 −0.097 −0.091 −0.092
(1.172) (1.171) (1.162) (1.173) (−1.216) (−1.262) (−1.166) (−1.183)

SOE 2.317 ** 2.362 ** 2.511 ** 2.388 ** 2.517 ** 2.379 ** 3.024 *** 2.505 **
(2.073) (2.179) (2.206) (2.118) (2.286) (2.301) (2.681) (2.391)

_cons −77.892 *** −77.323 *** −79.295 *** −78.304 *** −40.441 *** −35.908 *** −40.541 *** −36.925 ***
(−7.227) (−7.195) (−7.352) (−7.297) (−3.437) (−3.160) (−3.551) (−3.297)

Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1696 1696 1696 1696 1241 1241 1241 1241
R2 0.351 0.351 0.351 0.351 0.210 0.214 0.220 0.213
Adj.R2 0.337 0.337 0.338 0.338 0.187 0.192 0.198 0.191
Hausman 74.99 44.65 75.72 51.24 59.70 108.75 34.66 67.25
Test Value 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0027 0.0000

The results of the role of internal control quality in the impact of managerial shareholding on
CSR performance are presented in Table 7. In mandatory CSR disclosure group, the coefficients of the
four cross-terms (MSR×IC, MSV×IC, ex_MSR×IC, and ex_MSV×IC) are not significant. It indicates
that internal control quality has no significant role in the impact of managerial shareholding on CSR
performance, although internal control quality itself plays a significantly positive role in promoting CSR
performance in mandatory disclosure group. When the listed company is mandated by the government
to disclosure its CSR performance, internal control quality plays no role in the impact of managerial
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shareholding on CSR performance. However, in voluntary CSR disclosure group, the coefficients
of the four cross-terms (MSR×IC, MSV×IC, ex_MSR×IC, and ex_MSV×IC) are significantly positive.
The internal control quality plays a significantly positive role in the impact of managerial shareholding
on CSR performance. Hypotheses H5–8 are supported. It indicates that in the listed companies
that voluntarily disclose CSR, efficient internal control can promote the positive effect of managerial
shareholding on CSR performance.

4.4. Robust Test

In order to test the robustness of the regression results, we do two Robust tests. In robust test
1, we use CSR_mct to replace CSR as the dependent variable in the panel data models. CSR_mct is
equal to CSR minus the industry scores. Since we control for the industry in the regression model,
this method is reasonable. The regression results of robust test 1 are shown in Appendix B. The findings
of robust test 1 are consistent with the findings in Tables 6 and 7.

Moreover, our benchmark empirical models do not consider corporate governance determinations
like board characteristics, etc. There is evidence that board size (Said et al. [66]), the proportion of
independent directors (Harjoto et al. [67]), CEO duality (Garcia-Torea et al. [68]) and the institutional
shareholding ratio (Lopez-Iturriaga et al. [69]) have significant effect on CSR performance. We add
these control variables in the panel data models in robust test 2. Board size (Boardsize) is reflected by
the number of board members. The proportion of independent directors (Indep) is the ratio of the
number of independent directors to the number of board members. The variable proxy CEO duality
(Dual), takes 1 when the chairman is the same person as the CEO, otherwise, it is 0. The institutional
shareholding ratio (Insti) is the sum of the shareholding ratio of funds, qualified foreign investors,
dealers, insurance, social security funds, trusts, financial companies, banks, and non-financial listed
companies. The regression results of robust test 2 are shown in Appendix B. The findings of robust test
2 are consistent with the findings in Tables 6 and 7.

5. Conclusions and Policy Implications

5.1. Conclusions

This paper uses the data of Rankins CSR Rankings of A-share listed companies from 2013–2017 as
the sample. By dividing the sample into mandatory disclosure group and voluntary disclosure group,
we first empirically test the impacts of managerial shareholding on CSR performance. Then, we discuss
the role of internal control quality in the impacts of managerial shareholding on CSR performance.

In mandatory CSR disclosure group, both the managerial shareholding and the excessive
managerial shareholding have no significant impacts on CSR performance. However, in voluntary
CSR disclosure group, both the managerial shareholding and the excessive managerial shareholding
have significantly positive impacts on CSR performance. It means that the administrative pressure
may hamper the positive impact of managerial shareholding on CSR performance. Our findings are
consistent with the previous findings in the literature that managerial shareholding has a gross effect
on CSR performance (Li et al. [35]). The most important influencing factors on CSR performance are
the ratio of managerial shareholding and the excessive ratio of managerial shareholding.

We find evidence that internal control quality plays no role in the impacts of managerial
shareholding on CSR performance in mandatory disclosure group. However, in voluntary disclosure
group, internal control quality plays a significant role in promoting the positive impact of managerial
shareholding on CSR performance.

5.2. Policy Implications

With the aim of promoting listed companies to actively improve their CSR performance, this
paper proposes the following policy recommendations:
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Firstly, we should strengthen the CSR awareness of listed companies. In terms of managers,
they should take social responsibility as their own duty, and integrate social responsibility into the
cultural construction of companies. In the social aspect, public opinion counts. Judging from the
irresponsible social behavior, the intervention of the media has amplified the economic consequences of
lacking in CSR, which gives warning to the companies. As for government supervision, it is necessary
to give an official guidelines of CSR performance to the involved companies, as well as establish a
reward and punishment system.

Secondly, we should improve the internal control quality of listed company. Listed company
should learn to balance the interests of all stakeholders. When evaluating the value of the company,
criteria should be expanded from economic profits to the value created for employees, customers,
governments, etc. For improving CSR performance, it would be a good choice for the companies to
implement long-term equity incentives. Companies should ensure that the internal controls related to
CSR performance can be operated effectively. In addition, companies should give full play to internal
control in promoting CSR performance.

In this paper, we focus on the managerial shareholding to draw conclusions about the drivers of
CSR performance. Our research could be further improved by providing more precise measurement
of the market value of managerial shareholding. In addition, we only study on whether the excess
managerial shareholding ratio and the excess market value of managerial shareholding have impacts
on CSR performance in voluntary disclosure group. In the future, we will study on the impacts of the
extent to which the managerial shareholding ratio and market value of managerial shareholding is
higher than industry level on CSR performance.
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Appendix A

Table A1. The structure of the sample companies by industry.

Industry Observation Proportion (%)

Mining 141 4.8
Communication and Cultural Industry 68 2.3
Utilities 155 5.3
Electronics 103 3.5
Real estate 197 6.7
Textiles & Apparel 83 2.8
Machinery 483 16.4
Construction 114 3.9
Transportation 163 5.5
Metals & Non-metals 270 9.2
Timber & Furnishings 2 0.1
Agriculture, forestry, livestock farming, fishery 39 1.3
Wholesale and retail trade 155 5.3
Other manufacturing 16 0.5
Social Services 69 2.3
Petrochemicals 224 7.6
Food & Beverage 150 5.1
IT 245 8.3
Pharmaceuticals 159 5.4
Paper & Printing 49 1.7
Comprehensive 54 1.8
Total 2937 100



Sustainability 2019, 11, 4206 16 of 21

Appendix B

The regression results of robust tests

Table A2. Robust test 1—Managerial shareholding and CSR.

Dependent Variable: CSR_mct

Mandatory CSR Disclosure Group Voluntary CSR Disclosure Group
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

MSR −0.021 5.005 *
(−0.004) (1.741)

MSV 0.004 0.361 *
(0.024) (1.835)

ex_MSR 0.763 2.870 ***
(0.598) (2.703)

ex_MSV 0.366 2.181 **
(0.267) (2.121)

Size 4.480 *** 4.479 *** 4.493 *** 4.475 *** 2.769 *** 2.580 *** 2.785 *** 2.655 ***
(10.879) (10.863) (10.937) (10.803) (5.711) (5.402) (5.872) (5.651)

ROE 1.017 1.007 0.872 0.910 4.784 3.843 4.757 4.158
(0.257) (0.251) (0.221) (0.229) (1.355) (1.089) (1.357) (1.176)

Lev −3.605 −3.606 −3.657 −3.618 −3.152 −3.016 −3.229 −3.228
(−1.169) (−1.169) (−1.186) (−1.173) (−1.299) (−1.238) (−1.336) (−1.330)

Age −0.043 −0.042 −0.033 −0.038 −0.023 −0.031 −0.008 −0.025
(−0.430) (−0.424) (−0.336) (−0.393) (−0.320) (−0.438) (−0.111) (−0.373)

Growth −0.062 −0.068 −0.134 −0.099 −1.205 −1.352 −1.290 −1.278
(−0.058) (−0.063) (−0.126) (−0.091) (−1.166) (−1.297) (−1.264) (−1.218)

Cashflow 0.048 0.048 0.049 0.048 −0.085 −0.086 −0.082 −0.085
(1.149) (1.149) (1.154) (1.149) (−1.206) (−1.235) (−1.181) (−1.225)

SOE 2.189 ** 2.196 ** 2.363 ** 2.272 ** 2.297 ** 2.194 ** 2.808 *** 2.299 **
(2.143) (2.215) (2.270) (2.204) (2.258) (2.291) (2.688) (2.367)

_cons −66.222 *** −66.218 *** −66.795 *** −66.214 *** −29.910 *** −25.241 ** −30.776 *** −27.057 ***
(−7.009) (−7.008) (−7.068) (−7.006) (−2.783) (−2.430) (−2.920) (−2.626)

Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1696 1696 1696 1696 1241 1241 1241 1241
R2 0.338 0.338 0.338 0.338 0.198 0.201 0.207 0.200
Adj.R2 0.325 0.325 0.326 0.325 0.177 0.180 0.186 0.179

Table A3. Robust test 1—The role of internal control quality.

Dependent Variable: CSR_mct

Mandatory CSR Disclosure Group Voluntary CSR Disclosure Group
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

IC 9.694 ** 9.081 ** 10.485 ** 9.805 ** 7.329 * 8.310 ** 6.816 * 7.758 *
(2.171) (2.009) (2.313) (2.162) (1.755) (2.063) (1.675) (1.907)

MSR 0.293 5.629 *
(0.061) (1.911)

MSR×IC 15.832 38.577 **
(0.435) (2.348)

MSV 0.019 0.385 **
(0.105) (1.996)

MSV×IC −0.197 3.039 ***
(−0.177) (3.004)

ex_MSR 0.882 3.097 ***
(0.704) (2.873)

ex_MSR×IC 11.285 20.153 ***
(0.939) (2.832)

ex_MSV 0.263 2.477 **
(0.199) (2.363)

ex_MSV×IC 13.931 21.275 ***
(1.319) (2.849)

Size 4.317 *** 4.308 *** 4.335 *** 4.321 *** 2.774 *** 2.588 *** 2.773 *** 2.634 ***
(10.594) (10.570) (10.665) (10.550) (5.720) (5.424) (5.880) (5.646)

ROE −2.552 −2.558 −2.620 −2.522 2.439 1.075 2.380 1.691
(−0.601) (−0.595) (−0.616) (−0.588) (0.666) (0.294) (0.656) (0.461)
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Table A3. Cont.

Dependent Variable: CSR_mct

Mandatory CSR Disclosure Group Voluntary CSR Disclosure Group
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Lev −3.505 −3.501 −3.538 −3.578 −3.135 −3.168 −3.184 −3.205
(−1.133) (−1.132) (−1.144) (−1.160) (−1.296) (−1.304) (−1.321) (−1.323)

Age −0.051 −0.052 −0.038 −0.044 −0.026 −0.035 −0.010 −0.026
(−0.514) (−0.518) (−0.400) (−0.453) (−0.351) (−0.496) (−0.148) (−0.380)

Growth −0.130 −0.119 −0.234 −0.162 −1.428 −1.601 −1.459 −1.481
(−0.122) (−0.111) (−0.218) (−0.151) (−1.388) (−1.548) (−1.440) (−1.413)

Cashflow 0.046 0.046 0.045 0.045 −0.088 −0.089 −0.083 −0.084
(1.072) (1.071) (1.061) (1.071) (−1.257) (−1.303) (−1.207) (−1.228)

SOE 2.100 ** 2.117 ** 2.269 ** 2.153 ** 2.231 ** 2.104 ** 2.716 *** 2.239 **
(2.048) (2.124) (2.172) (2.080) (2.190) (2.199) (2.601) (2.309)

_cons −68.576 *** −67.974 *** −69.863 *** −68.859 *** −34.966 *** −30.868 *** −35.156 *** −31.826 ***
(−7.146) (−7.093) (−7.278) (−7.200) (−3.187) (−2.906) (−3.299) (−3.042)

Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1696 1696 1696 1696 1241 1241 1241 1241
R2 0.341 0.341 0.342 0.342 0.205 0.210 0.216 0.209
Adj.R2 0.328 0.328 0.328 0.328 0.183 0.187 0.194 0.187

Table A4. Robust test 2–Managerial shareholding and CSR.

Dependent Variable: CSR

Mandatory CSR Disclosure Group Voluntary CSR Disclosure Group
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

MSR 0.124 5.610 *
(0.024) (1.845)

MSV 0.015 0.434 **
(0.077) (2.170)

ex_MSR 0.806 3.189 ***
(0.592) (2.804)

ex_MSV 0.268 2.393 **
(0.182) (2.192)

Size 4.889 *** 4.886 *** 4.898 *** 4.884 *** 2.972 *** 2.765 *** 2.988 *** 2.854 ***
(10.264) (10.253) (10.297) (10.189) (5.670) (5.342) (5.825) (5.577)

ROE 1.744 1.719 1.606 1.673 4.602 3.395 4.573 3.947
(0.401) (0.390) (0.370) (0.382) (1.206) (0.884) (1.209) (1.031)

Lev −4.535 −4.533 −4.578 −4.539 −2.996 −2.795 −3.076 −3.076
(−1.341) (−1.342) (−1.354) (−1.343) (−1.138) (−1.056) (−1.177) (−1.170)

Age −0.011 −0.009 −0.001 −0.008 −0.032 −0.039 −0.015 −0.035
(−0.102) (−0.088) (−0.009) (−0.078) (−0.400) (−0.510) (−0.198) (−0.473)

Growth 0.198 0.182 0.125 0.175 −1.428 −1.638 −1.523 −1.501
(0.170) (0.156) (0.107) (0.149) (−1.294) (−1.473) (−1.402) (−1.340)

Cashflow 0.065 0.065 0.065 0.065 −0.088 −0.089 −0.084 −0.088
(1.349) (1.350) (1.357) (1.351) (−1.158) (−1.190) (−1.130) (−1.179)

SOE 2.175 * 2.190 ** 2.339 ** 2.224 ** 1.957 * 1.851 * 2.502 ** 1.943 *
(1.947) (2.012) (2.051) (1.977) (1.724) (1.737) (2.173) (1.802)

Boardsize 0.421 * 0.422 * 0.429 * 0.422 * 0.328 0.297 0.332 0.306
(1.711) (1.711) (1.740) (1.717) (1.258) (1.150) (1.283) (1.185)

Indep −0.236 −0.206 −0.032 −0.164 2.695 1.659 3.253 2.993
(−0.032) (−0.028) (−0.004) (−0.023) (0.318) (0.198) (0.383) (0.354)

Dual −0.251 −0.259 −0.316 −0.278 −1.943 ** −2.120 ** −2.037 ** −2.035 **
(−0.248) (−0.253) (−0.315) (−0.274) (−2.204) (−2.417) (−2.353) (−2.333)

Insti −18.992 ** −18.941 ** −18.669 ** −18.868 ** 5.270 5.985 5.330 4.982
(−2.559) (−2.567) (−2.529) (−2.556) (0.695) (0.791) (0.704) (0.659)

_cons −77.094 *** −77.071 *** −77.723 *** −77.085 *** −36.822 *** −31.074 *** −37.969 *** −33.726 ***
(−7.193) (−7.193) (−7.237) (−7.196) (−3.147) (−2.749) (−3.318) (−2.996)

Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1696 1696 1696 1696 1241 1241 1241 1241
0.357 0.357 0.357 0.357 0.213 0.216 0.222 0.215
0.343 0.343 0.343 0.343 0.189 0.193 0.198 0.191
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Table A5. Robust test 2–The role of internal control quality.

Dependent Variable: CSR

Mandatory CSR Disclosure Group Voluntary CSR Disclosure Group
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

IC 10.661 ** 10.029 ** 11.473 ** 10.756 ** 6.985 8.100 * 6.487 7.540 *
(2.254) (2.104) (2.381) (2.244) (1.520) (1.830) (1.449) (1.685)

MSR 0.404 6.318 **
(0.079) (2.032)

MSR×IC 16.316 44.049 **
(0.418) (2.519)

MSV 0.030 0.458 **
(0.149) (2.340)

MSV×IC −0.236 3.349 ***
(−0.197) (3.043)

ex_MSR 0.914 3.444 ***
(0.685) (2.988)

ex_MSR×IC 11.799 22.186 ***
(0.900) (2.847)

ex_MSV 0.135 2.716 **
(0.095) (2.443)

ex_MSV×IC 14.686 23.256 ***
(1.265) (2.873)

Size 4.709 *** 4.698 *** 4.724 *** 4.716 *** 2.980 *** 2.776 *** 2.978 *** 2.837 ***
(10.009) (9.991) (10.055) (9.966) (5.688) (5.371) (5.828) (5.570)

ROE −2.195 −2.217 −2.245 −2.104 2.301 0.631 2.219 1.533
(−0.474) (−0.474) (−0.484) (−0.449) (0.578) (0.157) (0.564) (0.384)

Lev −4.435 −4.428 −4.458 −4.500 −2.990 −2.979 −3.032 −3.060
(−1.309) (−1.308) (−1.317) (−1.331) (−1.139) (−1.127) (−1.162) (−1.164)

Age −0.020 −0.019 −0.007 −0.014 −0.034 −0.043 −0.018 −0.036
(−0.182) (−0.178) (−0.068) (−0.135) (−0.437) (−0.573) (−0.244) (−0.486)

Growth 0.124 0.127 0.017 0.108 −1.673 −1.903 * −1.720 −1.722
(0.107) (0.109) (0.015) (0.093) (−1.522) (−1.721) (−1.593) (−1.536)

Cashflow 0.062 0.062 0.062 0.062 −0.091 −0.092 −0.085 −0.087
(1.268) (1.267) (1.261) (1.270) (−1.204) (−1.251) (−1.152) (−1.178)

SOE 2.087 * 2.113 * 2.247 ** 2.102 * 1.918 * 1.787 * 2.450 ** 1.924 *
(1.864) (1.938) (1.968) (1.866) (1.690) (1.680) (2.134) (1.791)

Boardsize 0.425 * 0.427 * 0.432 * 0.421 * 0.324 0.295 0.316 0.284
(1.723) (1.726) (1.750) (1.711) (1.248) (1.150) (1.228) (1.113)

Indep −0.312 −0.250 −0.125 −0.147 3.310 1.903 4.091 3.707
(−0.043) (−0.035) (−0.017) (−0.020) (0.393) (0.228) (0.482) (0.441)

Dual −0.137 −0.136 −0.186 −0.171 −1.904 ** −2.034 ** −2.009 ** −1.990 **
(−0.137) (−0.135) (−0.188) (−0.171) (−2.189) (−2.350) (−2.366) (−2.330)

Insti −19.303 ** −19.247 *** −18.974 ** −19.185 *** 5.463 6.240 6.021 5.019
(−2.586) (−2.591) (−2.559) (−2.591) (0.720) (0.827) (0.796) (0.666)

_cons −79.693 *** −79.060 *** −81.061 *** −80.000 *** −41.971 *** −36.711 *** −42.423 *** −38.598 ***
(−7.332) (−7.286) (−7.437) (−7.388) (−3.506) (−3.174) (−3.657) (−3.374)

Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 1696 1696 1696 1696 1241 1241 1241 1241
0.360 0.360 0.360 0.360 0.219 0.225 0.230 0.223
0.345 0.345 0.346 0.346 0.195 0.200 0.206 0.198
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