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Abstract  

The inquiry of interactive relationship between Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and 

Corporate Financial Performance (CFP), which has long been controversial, could be 

traced back to 1970s. The paper used 422 firms that successively published Corporate 

Social Responsibility Report during 2012-2014 as sample to examine the influence of 

corporate financial performance on CSR disclosure. The empirical analysis has following 

results: 1) profitability has a significant positive impact on CSR disclosure. 2)The 

expectation of growth has a quadratic effect. As sales growth gradually increases to a 

certain value, the company’s willingness to invest in CSR also increases. After sales growth 

reaches this critical point, companies are more and more reluctant to fulfill CSR as growth 

continues to increase. 3) Profitability and growth of previous year have no influence on 

current year’s social performance disclosure. The findings echo the managerial 

opportunism hypothesis and available fund hypothesis Preston and O’Bannon (1997) 

proposed. We hope our discoveries could help stakeholders understand the motives and 

implications CSR investments. 
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Introduction 

Since 1980s, media, government and the public have been increasingly concerned of the 

environmental and social consequence of corporate operation activities. Ecological 

scandals, employee welfare exploration and negative social responsibility news release 

attract considerable publicity. Investors have easy access to detailed CSR ranking reports 

published by myriad organizations. As a result, CSR has evolved to appear on the evitable 

agenda for corporate governance (Porter and Kramer 2006).  

Corporates actively get involved in CSR activities for a variety of reasons, such as risk 

management consideration (Eisingerich and Ghardwaj 2011), brand differentiation 

enhancement (Fry et al. 1982; Griffin and Vivari 2009), “triple bottom line” achievement 

which refers to the balance of “people, planet and profit” (Elkington 1994), or expectation 

of reduced scrutiny. Despite the desire to earn a positive reputation, most firms invest in 

fragmented philanthropic activities instead of thinking of how CSR proposition could be 

integrated to their value chain. Some pioneering firms, like Nestle and Clarins, that closely 



tied a social issue to business have turned out to benefit society while reinforcing strategy 

(Porter and Kramer 2006).  

In China, CSR is a recent notion that draws considerable attention and swiftly goes popular 

over the decades. Fast economic growth, loose fiscal policy and more liberal market 

transformation catalyze crowd craze for commercial success. Absence of effective 

supervision, however, provides convenience for shady corporate activities. Poisonous baby 

milk, fake lamb product made from stray cats, industrial effluent secretly injected to 

underground water floor … all kinds of vicious incidents diminish trust from customers. 

To save reputation and differentiate from venal peers, companies get actively engaged in 

CSR initiatives. The global expansion of Chinese MNEs also facilitates Chinese firms to 

join the international trend of CSR investment (Msika et al. 2016).  

Although the public hold companies to account for social consequences of their activities, 

lots of firms are reluctant to fulfill social responsibility. Social responsibility is often 

viewed as “a cost, a constraint, or a charitable deed” for winners (Porter and Kramer 2006). 

Some researchers try to prove that good CSR strategy could yield better financial 

performance either from a theoretical perspective or in an empirical approach, but the 

conclusion frequently gets refuted in developing market. In this paper, we would like to 

investigate whether current financial performance influences current CSR fulfillment or 

the influence is deferred.  

Literature Review 



The inquiry of interactive relationship between CSR and CFP (corporate financial 

performance) could be traced back to 1970s. The majority of researchers find a significant 

positive relationship. Margolis and Walsh (2003) reviewed 109 papers since 1972 on this 

topic and found 54 positive, 28 insignificant and 7 negative results. 20 papers did not give 

explicit discoveries. For example, Waddock and Graves (1997) used the CSR scores ranked 

by KLD as measurement of CSR disclosure, ROA and return on sales as measurement of 

CFP. They find that firms with better financial performance in the current year are more 

likely to have better CSR disclosure next year. Since 2005, Chinese researchers also started 

to investigate in this problem. Shen(2005), Yang and Yin(2009), Tian(2009) and 

Zhang(2013) have reported positive relationship findings.  

Different voices come out as public interest in CSR increases. For example, Ingram and 

Frazier(1983) choose 79 American companies in chemicals and oil industry as empirical 

research sample, and find that CFP has a weak negative impact on CSR disclosure. 

Controlling corporate size and industry, Cowen et al.(1987) find that profitability has no 

significant influence on CSR disclosure. Researchers from China (Li 2006, Wen and Fang 

2008) also find a negative relationship between CSR and CFP. Rowley and Berman (2000) 

believe the underlying logic connecting CSR-FP varies with specific cases, and the inquiry 

of their correlation “provides only a small piece of descriptive puzzle”. van Beurden and 

Gossling (2008) use meta-analysis to review 34 typical papers since 1990 and find 23 

positive, 2 negative and 6 no correlation conclusions. 



Broad Question and Hypothesis  

The shareholder vs. stakeholder discussion, first proposed by Friedman (1978) and 

Freeman (1983) respectively, has long been a debatable one. traditional liberal economists 

believe the only shareholders of the company are important. CSR investment is 

miscellaneous, or even detrimental under this “profit maximization first” scheme. 

Stakeholder theory instead argues that there are many other parties involved in corporate 

operation and the success of a firm depends largely on its capacity to manage relationships 

with a variety of stakeholders. The stakeholder view of strategy integrates both a resource-

based view and a market-based view, and adds a socio-political level. CSR investment adds 

value to the enterprise because it helps companies create more harmonious relationship 

with employees, clients and governments. Researches and discussions on CSR increase 

over the years as stakeholder theory get well acknowledged by the public.  

In this paper, we investigate whether FP could influence CSR disclosure. The direction of 

this correlation remains discrepant. Below are three most prevailing hypotheses:  

1) Positive (or negative) synergies hypothesis. Social and financial performance are 

synergic, but we can't detect the lead-lag causality from available statistical data.  

2) Available funds hypothesis. Preston and O’Bannon (1997) point out that although firms 

may wish to fulfill CSR, their actual behavior depends on the resources available. Firms 

with better financial performance are more capable of funding discretionary projects, 

including CSR initiatives. To avoid from adverse selection, firms may actively disclose 



social performance and therefore distinguish themselves from less profitable 

companies that cannot afford CSR investment.  

3) Managerial opportunism hypothesis. Agency cost is a common issue. Managers may 

pursue their own interest to the detriment of shareholders and other stakeholders 

(Williamson 1985, Weidenbaum and Vogt 1987). When compensation scheme is 

closely linked to short-term financial performance, managers may reduce CSR 

investment even if financial performance is strong in order to seize more bonus from 

the good time. When financial performance is bad, however, managers may attempt to 

offset or justify the disappointing situation by investing in conspicuous CSR programs. 

 

In reality it usually takes time to see the substantial change in CSR fulfillment as a result 

of financial performance fluctuation. It takes time for the company to assimilate the 

information and relocate resources. Within the lag time there seems little variation in CSR 

performance. After lag period when the management decision is finally made, significant 

change in CSR fulfillment can be caught. Therefore, we have the following two hypotheses 

to test:  

H1: For Chinese A-listed firms, financial performance has a significant influence on CSR 

disclosure 

H2: Financial Performance has inter-temporal influence on CSR disclosure 

Data Source and Variables 



Sample selection 

We choose the dataset from Chinese A-listed companies non-financial service companies 

that incessantly provided CSR reports during 2012-2014. Removing ST* stocks and 

companies missing relevant financial information, we retain 422 observations for each of 

the three years. CSR is provided by RKS, and all other data are extracted from Wind.  

Variables 

1) CSR: To measure corporate social performance, we use CSR index reports provided by 

RKS. RKS is an authorized third-party CSR rating agency that focuses on Chinese 

public companies. RKS created the MCT system to rate public companies based on 

weighted score of Macrocosm (30%), Content (50%) and Technology (20%). Chinese 

researchers generally recognize the credibility of RKS reports and RKS rating index 

are widely used in this field (Zhu 2011, Zhou 2012).  

2) ROA: return on total assets. One of the most used measurement of financial 

performance is Tobin’s Q. We don’t use it here because Chinese stock market is 

immature and too volatile. The accounting-based ROA is a better measurement here 

compared to Tobin’s Q (Yin et al. 2014) 

3) unEBIT: EBIT margin with earning management effect removed. Considering that 

earning management skills are widely used in financial reporting, ROA may not be a 

good proxy of financial performance. We follow basic Jones model to eliminate the 

influence of earning management and use unEBIT as another measurement of financial 



performance in contrast of ROA. unEBIT is calculated as follows:  
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TA = Net profit – Net cash flow from operating  

△Sales = Current sales – Sales of previous year 

PPE: property, plant & equipment  

4) Salesgrow: sales growth rate, as proxy of growth. @ABCDE
ABCDEFGH

 

5) Control variables are selected with unidirectional backwards method. We choose the 

optimal subset of independent variables that derive largest p and smallest t values. Set 

significant level to be 0.1. Delete independent variables from OLS if its p value is larger 

than 0.1. the remaining independent variables, namely our control variables, are: nature, 

size, lev, vol, sensitivity, year. 

Nature = 1 if government has control over 20% of the total shares; otherwise nature=0 

Size = natural logarithm of Asset  

Lev = Debt/Asset  

Vol = 1 if the company voluntarily published CSR report for the year; otherwise vol =0. 

Sensitivity = 1 if the company belongs to social performance sensitive industry, i.e. 

mining, food & beverage, metallurgy, chemicals, petro, coal, electricity, construction 



materials, pharmacy, textile, tannery (Zhang 2012); otherwise sensitivity = 1 

Year is a set of dummy variables. Y2014 = 1 if the observation is in year 2014, Y2013 

if the observation is in year 2013, and Y2014 = Y2013 = Y2012 if the observation is in 

year 2012.  

 

Table 1 Variables Overview 

VARIABLES  NAME  EXPLANATION 

EXPLAINED CSR CSR rating from RKS report  

EXPLANATORY 

ROA  Return on assets  

unEBIT Calculated using Jone’s Model, Regression on three years’ 

panel data  

Salesgrow Sales growth rate 

CONTROL 

nature 1: government has control over 20% of shares 0: else 

size Ln(asset) 

lev Debt/Asset 

vol 1: the firm voluntarily published CSR report for the year 

0:else 

sensitivity 1: the firm is in CSR sensitive industry 0: else 

year Y2014=1: year 2014 Y2013=1: year 2013 else: year 2012 

 

Descriptive Statistics  

Table 2.  Descriptive Statistics of Variables 

 



Table 3.  Pearson Correlation Matrix of Key Variables  

 

The mean of CSR is 40.66, indicating room for improvement. According to Table 2, there 

are some outliers in the distribution of ROA, unEBIT, salesgrow and leverage, so we 

replace the largest 1% and smallest 1% values.  

Table 3 displays correlation coefficients of major variable. CSR is positively correlated 

with EBIT margin on 0.05 significant level (double) and ROA on 0.01 significant level 

(double). CSR is also significantly correlated with size, leverage, government control, 

whether the company voluntary reported social performance, industry sensitivity and year 

dummy. There is no perfect multicollinearity in key variables.  

Methodology 

Firstly, assuming homoscedasticity, we use OLS with year dummies to examine whether 

corporate financial performance influences social performance because we are interested 

in the sign of coefficients associated with Vol, leverage, size, sensitivity and nature. Then 

we adopt fixed effect transformation to do the robustness test.  

1) Do following OLS regressions to examine how financial performance influence CSR 



disclosure 

CSR = 	𝛽- + 𝛽*𝑅𝑂𝐴 + 𝛽5𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽Q𝑙𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽S𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 + 𝛽U𝑣𝑜𝑙 + 𝛽W𝑠𝑒𝑛 + 𝛽X𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 

𝜀 (1) 

CSR = 	𝛽- + 𝛽*𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇 + 𝛽5𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽Q𝑙𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽S𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 + 𝛽U𝑣𝑜𝑙 + 𝛽W𝑠𝑒𝑛 +

𝛽X𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀   (2) 

CSR = 	𝛽- + 𝛽*𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤 + 𝛽5𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽Q𝑙𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽S𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 + 𝛽U𝑣𝑜𝑙 + 𝛽W𝑠𝑒𝑛 +

𝛽X𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀  (3) 

 

2) Test if quadratic relationship exists  

CSR = 𝛽- + 𝛽*𝑅𝑂𝐴 + 𝛽5𝑅𝑂𝐴5 + 𝛽Q𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽S𝑙𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽U𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 + 𝛽W𝑣𝑜𝑙 + 𝛽X𝑠𝑒𝑛 +

𝛽]	𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀 (4) 

CSR = 𝛽- + 𝛽*𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇 + 𝛽5𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇5 + 𝛽Q𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽S𝑙𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽U𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 + 𝛽W𝑣𝑜𝑙 +

𝛽X𝑠𝑒𝑛 + 𝛽]	𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀 (5) 

CSR = 𝛽- + 𝛽*𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡ℎ + 𝛽5𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡ℎ5 + 𝛽Q𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽S𝑙𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽U𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 +

𝛽W𝑣𝑜𝑙 + 𝛽X𝑠𝑒𝑛 + 𝛽]	𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀 (6)  

 

3) To eliminate the impact of endogeneity & test if current year’s financial performance 

influences next year’s CSR disclosure, test inter-temporal effects with one-year lag.  

CSR = 	𝑔- + 𝑔*𝑅𝑂𝐴%)* + 𝑔5𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝑔Q𝑙𝑒𝑣 + 𝑔S𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 + 𝑔U𝑣𝑜𝑙 + 𝑔W𝑠𝑒𝑛 +

𝑔X𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀 (7) 



CSR = 	𝑔- + 𝑔*𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇%)* + 𝑔5𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝑔Q𝑙𝑒𝑣 + 𝑔S𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 + 𝑔U𝑣𝑜𝑙 + 𝑔W𝑠𝑒𝑛 +

𝑔X𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀 (8) 

CSR = 	𝑔- + 𝑔*𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤%)* + 𝑔5𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝑔Q𝑙𝑒𝑣 + 𝑔S𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 + 𝑔U𝑣𝑜𝑙 + 𝑔W𝑠𝑒𝑛 +

𝑔X𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀 (9) 

CSR = ℎ- + ℎ*𝑅𝑂𝐴%)* + ℎ5𝑅𝑂𝐴%)*5 + ℎQ𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + ℎS𝑙𝑒𝑣 + ℎU𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 + ℎW𝑣𝑜𝑙 +

ℎX𝑠𝑒𝑛 + 𝑔]𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀 (10) 

CSR = ℎ- + ℎ*𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇%)* + ℎ5𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇%)*5 + ℎQ𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + ℎS𝑙𝑒𝑣 + ℎU𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 +

ℎW𝑣𝑜𝑙 + ℎX𝑠𝑒𝑛 + 𝑔]𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀 (11) 

CSR = ℎ- + ℎ*𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤%)* + ℎ5𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤%)*5 + ℎQ𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + ℎS𝑙𝑒𝑣 + ℎU𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒 +

ℎW𝑣𝑜𝑙 + ℎX𝑠𝑒𝑛 + 𝑔]𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 + 𝜀 (12) 

 

4) Considering individual heterogeneity in our panel data, adopt FE transformation to do 

a robustness test.  

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑅𝑂𝐴#,% + 𝛾5𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾Q𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾S𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% (13) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇#,% + 𝛾5𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾Q𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾S𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% (14) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤#,% + 𝛾5𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾Q𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾S𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% (15) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑅𝑂𝐴5#,% + 𝛾5𝑅𝑂𝐴#,% + 𝛾Q𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾S𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾U𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% (16) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇5#,% + 𝛾5𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇#,% + 𝛾Q𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾S𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾U𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% (17) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤5
#,% + 𝛾5𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤#,% + 𝛾Q𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾S𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾U𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% 

(18) 



𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑅𝑂𝐴#,%)* + 𝛾5𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾Q𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾S𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% (19) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇#,%)* + 𝛾5𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾Q𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾S𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% (20) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤#,%)* + 𝛾5𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾Q𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾S𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% (21) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑅𝑂𝐴5#,%)* + 𝛾5𝑅𝑂𝐴#,%)* + 𝛾Q𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾S𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾U𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% (22) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇5#,%)* + 𝛾5𝑢𝑛𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇#,%)* + 𝛾Q𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾S𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾U𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% + 𝑢#,% 

(23) 

𝐶𝑆𝑅#,% = 𝛾*𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤5
#,%)* + 𝛾5𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤#,%)* + 𝛾Q𝑠𝚤𝑧𝑒#,% + 𝛾S𝑙𝑒𝑣#,% + 𝛾U𝑣𝑜𝑙#,% +

𝑢#,% (24) 

* 𝑦#,%	𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑠	 𝑦#,% − 𝑦#  

 

Empirical Result 

1) Empirical results for equation (1) ~ (3) are shown in App. 1-3 in appendix. 

There is no significant correlation between CSR and ROA, but on 0.1 significance level 

(double), CSR disclosure is positive correlated with EBIT margin. Since unEBIT serves 

as the proxy of profitability with earning management effect removed, we can say that 

current profitability has a positive influence on CSR disclosure. Social performance 

and current sales growth are not significantly correlated.  

2) Empirical results for equation (4) ~ (6) are shown in App. 4-6 in appendix. 

Adding the quadratic terms does not change the conclusions we draw for profitability. 

Neither ROA square nor ROA is significantly correlated with CSR. unEBIT is 



positively correlated with CSR on 0.05 significance level, but unEBIT square is not 

significant. The expectation of growth, however, show a quadratic effect. CSR is 

negatively correlated with sales growth square and positively correlated with sales 

growth. Critical value is around 26.90%. Namely, when current sales growth is below 

26.90%, companies are more likely to fulfill social responsibility if sales growth 

increases. When current sales growth is above 26.90%, companies are less likely to 

fulfill CSR if sales continues growing.  

3) Empirical results for equation (7) ~ (12) are shown in App. 7-12 in appendix. With one- 

year lag, we lose one third of observations, and therefore one-year dummy variable can 

be removed. For ROA, unEBIT and sales growth, no significant correlation exists 

between them and CSR. But the quadratic terms are negatively correlated with CSR on 

0.1 significant level.  

4) Empirical results for equation (13) ~ (24) are shown in App. 13-24 in appendix. 

For current FE regressions, i.e. equation (13) ~ (18), the conclusions we draw in step 

1) still hold except for equation (6). That CSR is significantly correlated with the 

quadratic term of sales growth no longer holds if we assume individual 

heteroscedasticity.  

Equation (19) ~ (24) serve as robust test for inter-temporal effect. Inter-temporal effect 

doesn't exist under individual heteroscedasticity assumption as none of the explanatory 

variables is significant. Combining with the empirical result we get in step 3), we can 



infer that the the seemingly significant quadratic terms are more of a coincidence. 

Profitability and growth of previous year have no influence on current year’s social 

performance disclosure.  

 

Conclusion 

1) Profitability has a significant positive impact on CSR. Highly profitable firms usually 

have better social performance. Available fund hypothesis is verified here.  

2)The expectation of growth has a quadratic effect. As sales growth gradually increases to 

a certain value (around 26.90% in our sample dataset) , the company’s willingness to invest 

in CSR also increases. After sales growth reaches this critical point, companies are more 

and more reluctant to fulfill CSR as growth continues to increase. Before the critical point, 

available funds hypothesis dominates. Firms actively engage in social performance to 

distinguish themselves from other slow-growth firms and to reduce information-

asymmetry. After the critical point, managerial opportunism hypothesis dominates. 

Managers take advantage of the strong performance to increase their own benefits and 

reduce CSR expenditure.     

3) Profitability and growth of previous year have no influence on current year’s social 

performance disclosure. 
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Appendix  

App. 1 Regression Result of equation (1)  

 

App 2. Regression Result of equation (2) 

 

 



App 3. Regression Result of equation (3) 

 

 

App 4. Regression Result of equation (4) 

 
 



App 5. Regression Result of equation (5) 

 

 

App 6. Regression Result of equation (6) 

 



App 7. Regression Result of equation (7) 

 

 

App 8. Regression Result of equation (8) 

 

 



App 9. Regression Result of equation (9) 

 
 

App 10. Regression Result of equation (10) 

 

 

 



App 11. Regression Result of equation (11) 
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App 13. Regression Result of equation (13) 
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App 21. Regression Result of equation (21) 
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