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ABSTRACT Research on corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure recognizes the
importance of the government and examines how firms respond to government CSR
regulations. However, little attention is given to how government regulations affect firms’
disclosure strategy in multiple fields of GSR. Based on institutional theory, this study
proposes that mandatory GSR disclosure increases the legitimacy management cost for
firms, and thus firms disclose more CSR scope to gain legitimacy and less CSR emphasis to
reduce costs. Using data from Chinese A-share listed firms in 2008-2018, this study finds
that mandatory CSR disclosure is positively related to GSR scope but negatively related to
CSR emphasis. In addition, firm visibility strengthens the aforementioned positive and
negative relations, whereas market competition weakens the relation between mandatory
CSR disclosure and CSR emphasis. This study contributes to the literature on GSR
disclosure and studies on organizational responses to the government mandate.
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INTRODUCTION

With governments mandating firms to disclose GSR information, GSR disclosure
has become a common means for firms to pursue legitimacy in emerging economies.
A series of research indicates that legitimacy seeking has become the most likely
motivation for firms to disclose CSR information (Aragéon-Correa, Marcus, &
Hurtadotorres, 2016; Hooghiemstra, 2000; Woodward, Edwards, & Birkin, 1996).
Despite a consensus among practitioners and academics on the purpose of CSR dis-
closure to gain legitimacy, the strategies of firms to disclose CSR information to gain
legitimacy may vary. Specifically, GSR is a complex and multidimensional concept
that involves interactions with multiple stakeholder groups (Wang, Gibson, &
Zander, 2020; Zhang, Wang, & Zhou, 2020c), such as customers, employees, suppli-
ers, communities, and so on. The multidimensional nature of CSR enables firms to
purposetully select prioritized CSR portfolio from multiple CSR fields and gain
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legitimacy with an optimal CSR disclosure strategy. How do firms then decide the
optimal CSR disclosure strategy when faced with mandatory CSR disclosure? What
situational factors may affect firms’ disclosure strategies?

Although research on CSR disclosure examines organizations’ GSR disclos-
ure strategy in the face of government GSR regulations (Luo, Wang, & Zhang,
2017; Marquis & Qian, 2014), little is understood about how firms determine
the optimal CGSR disclosure portfolio from multiple CSR fields when faced with
mandatory CSR disclosure. For example, Marquis and Qian (2014) indicate
that firms with lower legitimacy are more likely to symbolically issue CSR
reports to obtain legitimacy when faced with government legitimacy signals and
firms subjected to stricter government monitoring are more likely to release sub-
stantive CGSR reports. Luo et al. (2017) find that in response to conflicting CSR
demands from central and provincial governments, firms adopt a disclosure strat-
egy of issuing CSR reports with rapid speed but poor quality. These studies point
out several disclosure strategies that firms adopt to gain legitimacy, but they assume
CSR as a holistic concept and focus on the overall CSR disclosure strategy, such as
the disclosure quality and speed. Given that CGSR is a multidimensional concept
that covers various stakeholder groups (Zhang et al., 2020c), the CSR disclosure
strategy must be examined from a microscopic perspective. However, to the best
of our knowledge, few studies focus on how firms identify the optimal disclosure
strategy from multiple CSR fields to gain legitimacy.

To answer the research questions and fill in the research gap mentioned
above, this study draws on the literature on the cost of legitimacy management
and examines how mandatory CSR disclosure affects the scope and emphasis of
CSR disclosure. Specifically, scope dimension refers to the number of different
CSR fields that a target firm has disclosed, whereas emphasis dimension refers
to how much effort the target firm pays to each CSR field to address stakeholder
concerns (Ding, Hu, Yang, & Zhou, 2021; Zhang et al., 2020c). Institutional theory
indicates that conforming to government regulations grants firm legitimacy and
failing to conform threatens firms’ legitimacy and may lead to penalties
(Greenwood, Raynard, Kodeih, Micelotta, & Lounsbury, 2011; Hannan, 2010;
Meyer & Rowan, 1977). The theory also points out that conforming to government
regulations incurs constraints and costs to firms (Luo & Wang, 2021; Meyer &
Rowan, 1977). That is, legitimacy comes at a cost (Jeong & Kim, 2019). Based
on the perspective of legitimacy management cost, we propose that when faced
with mandatory CSR disclosure, firms are likely to disclose more on CSR scope
and less on GSR emphasis to gain legitimacy at the lowest cost.

To explore when the relationship between mandatory CGSR disclosure and
CSR disclosure strategy may be strengthened or weakened, we introduce firm visi-
bility and market competition as two situational factors. When firms are mandated
to disclose CSR initiatives in multiple fields, they can make a portfolio of the scope
and emphasis dimensions of GSR to gain legitimacy at a minimal cost. Considering
that GSR is a multidimensional construct and that mandatory CSR disclosure
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requires firms to disclose their responsibilities to stakeholders, such as shareholders,
creditors, employees, customers, consumers, suppliers, and communities, how
firms decide the GSR disclosure strategy may depend on how they evaluate the
cost of gaining legitimacy from multiple stakeholder groups. On this basis, this
study considers firm visibility and market competition as situational factors that
may influence a firm’s evaluation of the cost of gaining legitimacy from multiple
stakeholders. Firm visibility increases public attention to CGSR activities and
hence represents legitimacy pressure from a majority of stakeholders. Market com-
petition increases the dependence of firms on a critical minority of stakeholders and
hence represents legitimacy pressure from a critical minority of stakeholders.

This study employs data on GSR disclosure of Chinese listed firms from 2008
to 2018. The Chinese context provides a suitable setting for investigating our the-
oretical framework of mandatory CGSR disclosure and firms’ CSR disclosure strat-
egy. Specifically, the Chinese government has issued CSR regulations and
guidelines and mandated certain listed firms to disclose GSR information since
2008. Although government guidelines signify appropriate CSR behavior by spe-
cifying multiple CSR fields to disclose, they do not require any changes in firms’
CSR behavior or mandate the standards for GSR disclosure (Chen, Hung, &
Wang, 2018; Luo et al., 2017). That is, when faced with mandatory CSR disclosure,
firms have considerable discretion to decide which CSR field and to what extent
they should disclose (Zhang et al., 2020c). Therefore, the Chinese CSR context
provides an appropriate opportunity to test our theoretical framework.

This study makes contributions to the literature on GSR disclosure and
studies on organization response to the government mandate. First, this study con-
tributes to research on CSR disclosure by shifting the research focus from a holistic
CSR perspective to a microscopic one. That is, we focus on specific areas of CSR
disclosure. Prior studies on CSR disclosure predominantly focus on the overall
CSR disclosure strategy. To the contrary, this study underscores the microscopic
perspective of CSR and examines the CSR disclosure strategy from the multi-
field of CSR. Second, this study contributes to the CSR disclosure literature by
uncovering the underlying mechanisms between mandatory GSR disclosure and
CSR disclosure strategy. By utilizing the legitimacy management cost as theoretical
perspective, our study contributes to a more nuanced understanding of how man-
datory CSR disclosure affects firms” CSR disclosure strategy. Moreover, prior
research proposes that the combination of scope and emphasis allows firms to
attain competitive advantage in the competitive market context (Zhang et al.,
2020c), but this study argues that the tradeoff between scope and emphasis
enables firms to gain legitimacy at minimal cost in the context of mandatory
CSR disclosure. Third, this study enriches literature on the variation in organiza-
tion response to government GSR mandate. Specifically, our identification of firm
visibility and market competition as situational factors contributes to understand-
ing how and when firms adjust disclosure strategies in response to mandatory CSR
disclosure.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Institutional Theory and Legitimacy Management Cost

Institution theory indicates that organizations that comply with institutionalized
rules can gain legitimacy, resources, and survival prospects (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). By contrast, organizations that fail to fulfill institu-
tionalized expectations are usually categorized as illegitimate and are subject to
market penalties as a result (Zuckerman, 1999). Meanwhile, institution theory
also indicates that conformity with institutionalized rules usually creates conflict
with the existing organizational structure and ultimately undermines the organiza-
tion economic efficiency (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). On this basis, Oliver (1991) inte-
grates the institutional perspective and resource dependence perspectives and
states that legitimacy and efficiency plays a critical role in determining the organi-
zations’ response to institutional pressures. Recently, Jeong and Kim (2019) dee-
pened the understanding of the institutional process by examining the costs of
gaining legitimacy for organizations.

Specifically, Jeong and Kim (2019) proposed that legitimacy comes at a cost
and that organizations can strategically manage such costs to balance tension
between legitimacy pressure and economic efficiency. Defined as how much an
organization spends to manage external legitimacy’ (Jeong & Kim, 2019: 1584),
legitimacy management cost provides an important theoretical perspective for
understanding the various responses of organizations to institutional pressures.
For example, Xiang, Jia, and Zhang (2021) determined that firms adopted a
modest imitation of peers’ social inputs to strategically minimize the costs of
gaining political legitimacy and efficiency concerns when they are faced with
firm-dependent government claims.

In the context of mandatory CSR disclosure, firms are inevitably faced with
the tradeoff between legitimacy pressure and economic efficiency. On the one
hand, when firms are mandated to disclose CGSR activities, they are subject to nor-
mative pressure from governments (Chen et al., 2018). Therefore, firms are likely
to increase their GSR investments and issue GSR reports to align with institutional
regulations and gain legitimacy. On the other hand, when firms are mandated to
disclose CSR activities, increased CSR investments may impose costs on firms.
Some research papers indicate that mandatory CSR disclosure negatively affects
corporate financial performance (Chen et al., 2018; Grewal, Riedl, & Serafeim,
2019; Ni & Zhang, 2019). This study attempts to use the legitimacy management
cost as theoretical perspective to explore how mandatory CSR disclosure may
affect the firm’s CSR disclosure strategy.

Mandatory CSR Disclosure and CSR Disclosure Strategy

Research on CSR disclosure reveals that mandatory GSR disclosure imposes costs
on firms and negatively affects their financial performance. For example, Chen
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et al. (2018) point out that the profitability of firms that are required to disclose
CSR information declines subsequent to the CSR mandate. Grewal et al. (2019)
also conclude that mandatory non-financial disclosure leads to costs on firms
with weak non-financial performance. Ren, Wei, Sun, Xu, Hu, and Chen
(2020) discovered that mandatory environmental information disclosure increases
the cost of environment management activities and thus negatively affects firms’
financial performance. Ni and Zhang (2019) found that mandatory GSR disclosure
significantly decreases the dividend payouts, and they conclude that mandatory
CSR  disclosure benefits stakeholders’ interests by exploiting the interests of
shareholders.

Although mandatory CSR disclosure imposes costs on firms, firms still have to
respond to this mandate to gain legitimacy from the government and public.
Defined as ‘a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity
are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of
norms, values, beliefs, and definitions’ (Suchman, 1995: 574), legitimacy is critical
to the survival and growth of firms. When firms are mandated to disclose CSR
information, being consistent with government CSR mandates is considered
appropriate, thus bringing legitimacy to firms. By contrast, violating government
regulations is considered illegitimate and leads to penalties.

Considering the legitimacy benefits and economic costs of mandatory CSR
disclosure, this study explores corporate disclosure strategy from the scope and
emphasis dimensions of CSR. These two dimensions describe CSR disclosure
from different aspects. First, from the perspective of definition, scope dimension
horizontally describes the number of CSR fields that target firm disclosures in mul-
tiple CSR fields, and it represents the source of the firm’s legitimacy (Ding et al.,
2021; Zhang et al., 2020c). By contrast, emphasis dimension vertically evaluates
the overall effort the target firm pays to each CSR field to address stakeholders’
concern and show goodwill to stakeholders (Ding et al., 2021; Zhang et al.,
2020c). Emphasis dimension also refers to the number of CSR projects that a
target firm has carried out in each CSR field, and it captures whether the firm
adopts a differentiated CSR strategy (Ding et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2020c).
Second, from the perspective of feature, scope dimension of CGSR represents a
prototype that enables stakeholders to easily recognize and evaluate the legitimacy
of the practice (Zhang et al., 2020c). Specifically, this dimension is consistent with
the CSR fields specified in government regulations, and thus stakeholders can
easily use GSR scope as a checklist to judge the legitimacy of corporate CSR dis-
closure. Although scope dimension can evaluate the legitimacy of CSR disclosure,
it cannot capture efforts made by the firms in each dimension of CSR. In compari-
son, emphasis dimension of CSR captures efforts that firms invest to each CSR
field to show goodwill toward multiple stakeholders (Zhang et al., 2020c).
Disclosing CGSR emphasis enables firms to distinguish themselves from peers and
gains competitive advantage in the competitive context (Zhang et al., 2020c). It
also means that firms have to put more effort and financial resources in CSR
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Table 1. The difference between CGSR scope and CSR emphasis

CSR scope CSR emphasis
Definition The number of CSR field that target firm  The effort that target firm has paid to
has disclosed in multiple GSR fields each CSR field — the number of CSR
(Zhang et al., 2020c). projects that target firm has carried out
in each CSR field (Ding et al., 2021;
Zhang et al., 2020c).
Feature Representing a checklist that enables sta-  Capturing firm’s efforts to show goodwill
keholders to evaluate the legitimacy of toward multiple stakeholders in CSR
CSR disclosure (Ding et al., 2021). disclosure (Ding et al., 2021).
Function Gaining legitimacy in the government Gaining competitive advantage in the
and stakeholders (Ding et al., 2021; competitive context (Zhang et al.,
Zhang et al., 2020c). 2020c).
Disclosure Incurring a relatively low cost to the Spending substantial financial resource
cost business operations. and incurring a relatively high cost to

the business operations (Ding et al.,

2021).

than their peers (Flammer, 2018). That is, disclosing CSR emphasis increases the
cost to firms from the viewpoint of efficiency because it implies investing substantial
financial resources to the CSR activities. To sum up, scope and emphasis dimen-
sions of CGSR disclosure enable us to understand how firms address the legitimacy
pressure and cost concerns when they are required to disclose CSR information.
Table | distinguishes the definitions and features of scope and emphasis dimen-

sions of CSR.

HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
Mandatory CSR Disclosure and CSR Disclosure Strategy

Mandatory GSR disclosure mainly imposes normative pressure to affect firms’ CSR
disclosure strategy rather than coercive pressure. Specifically, although mandatory
CSR disclosure requires subset listed firms to disclose CSR information, it does
not require any changes in firms’ GSR behavior (Chen et al., 2018). It is ideally feas-
ible for firms to report that no effort is made in certain GSR fields. Prior research
indicates that the main purpose of mandatory CSR disclosure is to reduce CSR
information asymmetry between firms and the government, and increased CSR
information transparency allows the government to effectively supervise firms’
CSR  practice (loannou & Serafeim, 2017; Jackson, Bartosch, Avetisyan,
Kinderman, & Knudsen, 2020; Liew & Schillebeeckx, 2020). We propose that man-
datory CSR disclosure will positively affect the scope dimension and negatively affect
the emphasis dimension of CSR disclosure. The reasons are as follows.

On the one hand, firms gain legitimacy from the government if the CSR
information disclosed is consistent with the specified CSR scope. Institution
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theory indicates that organizations comply with government regulations and
incorporate legitimated elements into their formal structure to maximize organiza-
tional legitimacy and increase the survival chance of organizations (Meyer &
Rowan, 1977; Oliver & Holzinger, 2008). By contrast, organizations that do not
comply with regulations lose legitimacy and may even face punishment
(Zuckerman, 1999). Specifically, mandatory CSR disclosure regulations specify
the CSR field that firms should disclose, which provide a checklist for the audience
to evaluate the legitimacy of firms’ CSR disclosure (Zhang et al.,, 2020c).
Therefore, firms are likely to conform to CGSR scope in the guidelines and disclose
CSR information in fields as many as possible to derive legitimacy when they are
faced with mandatory CSR disclosure.

On the other hand, disclosure of CSR emphasis means disclosing the
resources and efforts a firm has already invested in CSR activities, which can
be costly to the firm, provided that it may no longer bring any additional legit-
imacy. Institutional theory points out that conforming to government regulations
brings legitimacy for firms, but it also indicates that conforming to government
regulations incurs cost for firms (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Evidence shows that
mandatory CSR disclosure can impose costs on business operations (Chen
et al., 2018; Ren et al., 2020). That is, when firms are required to disclose infor-
mation, they are faced with the dilemma of how much resources to invest in
CSR to gain legitimacy without exerting excessive costs on the firm. Research
on institutional theory suggests that organizations strategically minimize the
cost of legitimacy when they are faced with conflicts between legitimacy pressure
and economic efficiency (Jeong & Kim, 2019; Xiang et al., 2021). Therefore,
firms are likely to adopt a disclosure strategy that can gain legitimacy at
minimal cost when they are faced with mandatory CSR disclosure.
Nonetheless, disclosing CSR emphasis means investing substantial efforts and
financial resources to CSR activities (Jeong & Kim, 2019; Zhang et al,
2020c), which can incur a high cost to business operations. Given that conform-
ing to CSR scope already gains legitimacy, firms are less likely to pay high costs
to invest in CSR activities and disclose CSR emphasis when they are faced with
mandatory CSR disclosure.

Based on these arguments, when firms are mandated to disclose CSR infor-
mation, they are likely to disclose more CSR scope and avoid disclosing CSR
emphasis to gain legitimacy at the minimal cost. We then propose the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a: Mandatory GSR disclosure is positively related to the CSR scope dimension.

Hypothesis 1b: Mandatory GSR  disclosure is negatively related to GSR emphasis
dimension
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Moderating Role of Situational Factors

When faced with mandatory CSR disclosure, firms disclose more CSR scope and
less CSR emphasis to minimize the cost of gaining legitimacy. This is the mechan-
ism of the main relationship in this study. Given that mandatory CSR disclosure
requires firms to disclose CSR initiatives that involves multiple stakeholders,
how firms decide the CSR disclosure strategy may be contingent on their evalu-
ation of the legitimacy management cost for multiple stakeholder groups. When
the legitimacy pressure comes from multiple stakeholders, firms are likely to pay
more attention to GSR scope dimension and less attention to emphasis dimension
to minimize the cost of legitimacy. When firms are facing legitimacy pressure from
stakeholders and survival threats from a critical minority of stakeholders, they are
likely to focus on the scope and emphasis dimension of CSR simultaneously. On
this basis, this study introduces firm visibility and market competition as two
boundary conditions.

Moderating Role of Firm Visibility

Firm visibility is defined as the media attention firms typically receive because of
their size, age, reputation, or other factors (Ahmadjian & Robinson, 2001).
Research indicates that firms’ visibility is generally associated with stakeholders’
expectations and legitimacy pressure (Goodstein, 1994; Kostova & Zaheer,
1999; Zhang, Xu, Chen, & Jing, 2020b). We argue that the relationship
between mandatory CGSR disclosure and CSR disclosure strategy will be strength-
ened when firms are visible. The reasons are as follows.

On the one hand, when firms are more visible to the public, they are subject
to greater legitimacy pressure from the government and stakeholders, and thus
they are likely to conform to more CSR scope to gain more legitimacy.
Stakeholders typically hold higher moral expectations for firms with high visibility
because stakeholders are more familiar with them (Kostova & Zaheer, 1999;
Marquis, Toffel, & Zhou, 2016). That is, firms with high visibility are faced with
higher legitimacy pressure from stakeholders. When these firms are required to dis-
close CSR information, they not only face the legitimacy pressure from the govern-
ment but also are subject to the legitimacy pressure from stakeholders. Given that
CSR scope is the basis for stakeholders to evaluate the legitimacy of firms” CSR
disclosure (Zhang et al., 2020c), firms with high visibility are likely to conform to
more GSR scope to gain more legitimacy than their low visible peers when
facing mandatory disclosure.

On the other hand, when firms are more visible to the external stakeholders,
disclosing CSR emphasis means investing more financial resources and thus incur-
ring a higher cost for firms. Specifically, corporate activities of firms with high
visible firms are usually noticed and monitored by a larger group of stakeholders
than those of low visible firms (Goodstein, 1994; Kostova & Zaheer, 1999;
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Zhang et al., 2020b). Similarly, GSR reports issued by firms with high visibility
attract the attention of a larger group of stakeholders compared with CSR
reports issued by firms with low visibility. In this vein, when firms with high visibil-
ity are required to disclose CSR information, they are inclined to consider the
demands of a larger group of stakeholders than firms with low visibility.
However, disclosing GSR emphasis to a large group of stakeholders means invest-
ing more financial resource and thus incurring a high cost to firms with high visi-
bility. As mentioned earlier, when firms are required to disclose CSR information,
they strategically minimize the cost of legitimacy. Given that conforming to CSR
scope gains legitimacy, firms with high visibility are less likely to spend more finan-
cial resources to disclose GSR emphasis when facing mandatory CSR disclosure.
Therefore, we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a: Firm visibility strengthens the positive relationship between mandatory GSR
disclosure and CSR scope dimension

Hypothesis 2b: Firm visibility strengthens the negative relationship between mandatory GSR
disclosure and CSR emphasis dvmension

Moderating Role of Market Competition

Market competition is the degree to which a company affects the survival of other
companies in the same industry (Barnett, 1997; Zhang, Ren, Chen, Li, & Yin,
2020a). Market competition increases market uncertainty and makes firms more
dependent on a critical minority of stakeholders for resources (Tang, Qian, Chen,
& Shen, 2015; Zhang et al., 2020a). In this vein, these critical stakeholders have
more power to influence corporate behavior when the market competition is
intense. We propose that market competition can strengthen the positive relationship
between mandatory CSR disclosure and GSR scope and weaken the relationship
between mandatory CSR disclosure and CGSR emphasis. The reasons are as follows.

On the one hand, market competition intensifies the legitimacy pressure for
firms. Therefore, firms are likely to disclose more CSR scope to gain legitimacy
when the market is more competitive. The competition literature suggests that
firms operating in homogeneous markets are more apt to face legitimacy chal-
lenges and experience decline in performance because of their nonconformity to
industry norms (Miller & Chen, 1995). That is, firms in highly competitive
markets are more sensitive to legitimacy challenges and thus are more willing to
conform to industry norms than firms in low competitive markets. As previously
mentioned, when firms are required to disclose GSR information, GSR scope
dimension provides the basis for stakeholders to evaluate the legitimacy of firm’s
CSR disclosure. By this logic, when facing mandatory CSR disclosure, firms in
a more competitive market are likely to disclose more CSR scope to gain legitimacy
than firms in a less competitive market.
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On the other hand, market competition increases firms’ dependence on a crit-
ical minority of stakeholders. Therefore, firms are likely to disclose more CSR
emphasis to show goodwill to these critical stakeholders when facing mandatory
CSR disclosure. Specifically, market competition increases market uncertainty
and exacerbates the scarcity of resources, making firms more dependent on specific
stakeholders for resources (Tang et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2020a). For example,
firms with customer loyalty can maintain their market share in a highly competitive
environment, but those without customer loyalty may lose their market share to
competitors (Tang et al., 2015). Previous research also suggests that competent,
skilled, and knowledgeable human resources represent a sustained competitive
advantage for firms operating in a competitive market (Lado & Wilson, 1994).
In addition, evidence from the automotive industry suggests that specialized sup-
plier networks present an important competitive advantage for firms in a competi-
tive market (Dyer, 1996). Given that GSR is essentially stakeholder-oriented
(Hambrick & Wowak, 2021), firms with mandatory GSR disclosure are likely to
show goodwill to critical stakeholders (e.g., such as customers, employees, and sup-
pliers) and win their support by disclosing more CSR emphasis when the market is
more competitive. Disclosing CSR emphasis may incur a cost to the firms, but it
also determines the survival of the firms in a highly competitive market. The ben-
efits of disclosing CSR emphasis (wining the competition) outweigh the costs of dis-
closing CGSR emphasis in a competitive market. By this logic, when they are
required to disclose CSR information, firms in a more competitive market are
likely to disclose more CSR emphasis than firms in a less competitive market.
We thus propose the hypotheses 3a and 3b. Figure 1 illustrates the theoretical
framework we propose.

Hypothesis 3a: Market competition strengthens the positive relationship between mandatory
CSR disclosure and CSR scope dimension

Hypothesis 3b: Market compelition weakens the negative relationship belween mandatory
CSR disclosure and CSR emphasis dimension

METHODS
Empirical Context

The Chinese government believes that the idea of GSR is consistent with the pol-
itical vision of constructing a harmonious society; thus, it has taken a series of GSR
initiatives (Chen et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2020c). Particularly, the Chinese gov-
ernment plays an important role in promoting the disclosure of CSR information
(Chen et al., 2018; Hung, Shi, & Wang, 2013). For example, on September 25,
2006, the Shenzhen Stock Exchange (SZSE) issued GSR guidelines for companies
listed on the SZSE. The guidelines encourage listed firms to actively undertake
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Figure 1. A theoretical framework of how and when mandatory CSR disclosure affects firms> CSR
disclosure strategy

social responsibility and voluntarily disclose GSR information from the following
aspects: shareholder and creditor protection, staff’ protection, supplier and cus-
tomer protection, environment protection and sustainable development, public
relations and social services, and CSR system construction.

To ensure the transparency of listed firms’ CGSR information, the Chinese
government further required that certain listed firms should compulsorily disclose
CSR information. Specifically, on December 30, 2008, the Shanghai Stock
Exchange (SSE) issued an announcement requiring three types of listed firms to
disclose CSR reports. That is, firms in the SSE Corporate Governance Sector,
firms that issued foreign shares, and firms in financial industries should issue
CSR reports. On December 31, 2008, the SZSE required that listed firms included
in the Shenzhen 100 Index should issue CSR reports in accordance with the CSR
guidelines for companies listed on the SZSE. Moreover, firms may face the risk of
delisting if they fail to provide their GSR report (Chen et al., 2018). Although the
government guidelines specify multiple CSR fields to disclose, they do not mandate
the standards for CSR disclosure (Luo et al., 2017). That is, a firm has considerable
discretion to determine whether or not to disclose its behavior in multiple CSR
fields. For example, among the firms that are mandated to disclose CSR, the
majority of these firms disclose employee protection, shareholder protection, envir-
onment protection, and public relation, while only a small percentage of them dis-
close their CSR system. Meanwhile, within the scope of CSR disclosure designated
by the government, the number of disclosures made by mandatory firms is higher
than that of non-mandatory firms in any GSR field, except in the area of CSR
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Figure 2. Number of CSR disclosures on specific CSR field by all disclosure firms and mandatory
disclosure firms

system. I'igure 2 illustrates the differences in corporate disclosure in multiple areas
of CSR.

Although CSR disclosure in emerging countries was mainly driven by govern-
ments in the early days, it has gradually become a mechanism for firms to manage
stakeholder perceptions, maintain stakeholder relationships, and manage the cor-
porate image (Wang, Tong, Takeuchi, & George, 2016). With the development of
digital communication and social media, firms are closer to stakeholders and it has
become easier for stakeholders to monitor and exert pressure on corporate behav-
ior (Luo, Zhang, & Marquis, 2016). On the one hand, stakeholder groups, which
are led by investors, can punish socially irresponsible behaviors by reducing or
selling their stock holdings. For example, on April 30, 2019, a Chinese
company, Kangmei Pharmaceutical, stated that the firm made errors in financial
data in its 2017 annual report. On that day, the firm’s share price fell to a
maximum daily drop of 10%. On May 29, 2019, Kangmei Pharmaceutical admit-
ted its false transaction records and financial misreporting. The stock value has
shrunk by more than 60% since the accounting irregularities were disclosed in
late April.'"! On the other hand, stakeholder groups, which are led by consumers,
can reward socially responsible behavior by increasing product purchases. For
example, on July 21, 2021, Chinese sportswear brand Erke donated 3 million
yuan in cash and 47 million yuan worth of materials to Henan Province to help
flood victims, making the little-known brand an overnight internet sensation.
The donation led to a 52-times increase in Erke’s total sales on July 23, compared
with the same period last year.”) Taken together, stakeholders in emerging
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economies, such as China, are gradually increasing their influence on CSR activ-
ities by rewarding socially responsible firms and punishing socially irresponsible
firms. By this trend, firms in emerging economies are bound to invest more
resources to GSR activities and pay more attention to CSR disclosure.

Data and Sample

This study covers Chinese A-share listed firms that issued GSR reports from 2008 to
2018. We start in 2008 because China began to enact mandatory CGSR disclosure in
this year. The CSR data come from the China Listed Firm Corporate Social
Responsibility Research Database in the CSMAR database. The CGSR database
describes GSR activities from 10 fields: shareholder protection, creditor protection,
staff’ protection, delivery protection, customer protection, environment protection,
public relations, CSR system construction, work safety, and deficiencies of the firm.
Following prior research, this study excludes the deficiencies of firms because this
field is not directly related to firms® GSR activities (Zhang et al., 2020c). We used
two tables from the CSR database to measure CSR scope and emphasis. The first
table contains information on whether a firm engages in the nine CSR fields men-
tioned above. The second table contains information on the resources and efforts
that firms devote to these nine CSR fields, including the names and values of these
fields. For example, China Eastern Airlines Co., Ltd. engaged in 10 staff protection
activities in 2014, including employee vocational training, healthcare, and welfare
promotion. China Shenhua Energy Co., Ltd. engaged in 20 environmental protec-
tion activities in 2013, mcluding water resources protection, development of low-
carbon energy, green mining, and construction of energy-saving and environmental
protection projects. Shanghai Fosun Pharmaceutical Co., Ltd. engaged in 25 work
safety activities in 2016, including safety training, fire prevention, employee
medical checkups, and improvement of occupational health facilities. A majority of
control variables also comes from the GCSMAR database. We manually collect firm
data for mandatory CSR disclosure from the official website of the SHSE (www.
sse.com.cn) and the SZSE Index Agency (www.cnindex.com.cn). Data on firm visibil-
ity are obtained from the Chinese Research Data Services platform (www.cnrds.com).
This database contains news on Chinese listed companies from over 600 major news-
paper outlets and several mainstream financial newspapers. Data on market compe-
tition are also obtained from the CSMAR database. The final sample contains 1,096
firms and 6,800 firm-year observations from 2008 to 2018.

Measures

Dependent variables. The dependent variables of this study are the scope and emphasis
dimensions of CSR. For the measurement of these two variables, we adopt the
approach of Zhang et al. (2020c). First, considering the variance in the importance

of each CSR field, we calculate the weights for each CSR field. (1) By creating a
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two-mode affiliation matrix for each year, we specify GSR field as the column and
sample firms as the rows of the matrix. (2) We convert the two-mode affiliation
matrix (firms and GSR fields) to one-mode concept networks (CSR field). (3) We
calculate the eigenvector centrality values of the conceptual network as the
weight of each CSR field.

Second, following Zhang et al. (2020c) and Fiss, Kennedy, and Davis (2012),
we measure the GSR scope dimension as the sum of the product of each CSR field
of the firm (dummy variable) and the weight of each field in the previous period.
The formula is as follows:

9
CSR Scope =y CSRyCENy 1) (1)
1

where CSR;, captures whether CSR field 7 is included in the firm’s CSR report at
time ¢, and CEN, is the eigenvector centrality values of CSR field ¢ at time ¢

Third, given that the theoretical argument of CSR emphasis in our study is
slightly different from that in Zhang et al. (2020c), we adjust the measurement
of CSR emphasis based on that of Zhang et al. (2020c). Specifically, our study
does not focus on the comparison of GSR emphasis between a specific firm and
its industry peers, so we remove the industry-adjusted section from the measure-
ment of GSR emphasis. Following Zhang et al. (2020c), we measure CSR
emphasis by quantifying the percentage of effort that firms allocate to each
CSR field. The adjusted measurement for CSR emphasis is as follows: (1)
Calculate the percentage of the firm’s CSR emphasis in each CSR field. (2)
Multiply the firm’s CSR emphasis in the first step by the weight in the previous
period. (3) Sum up the weighted differences for all CSR fields. The formula is as
follows:

9
CSR Emphasis = FE;CEN,_1 (2)
1

where FE; denotes the firm’s average emphasis of CSR field ¢ at time ¢, and it is
measured as the percentage of the firm’s efforts allocated to each CSR field.
CEN;, represents the eigenvector centrality values of CSR field 7 at time &
Both dependent variables are standardized in the subsequent analysis.

Independent variables. Following prior research, mandatory GSR disclosure is coded
as | if a firm should issue a GSR report, and O otherwise (Chen et al., 2018;
Marquis & Qian, 2014; Wang, Cao, & Ye, 2018). Firms that are mandated to
issue CGSR reports are those included in the Shenzhen 100 Index and the SSE
Corporate Governance Sector, those that issued foreign shares, and those in finan-
cial industries.
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Moderating variables

Firm wvisibility. Firm visibility is measured as the media attention received by the
firms (Chang, Milkman, Chugh, & Akinola, 2019; Chiu & Sharfman, 2011;
Kim & Davis, 2016). We select news reports from the CNRDS database that men-
tioned the sample firms and were published over the past 12 months in mainstream
publications, such as China Daily, 21st Century Business Herald, China Business News,
Economic Observer, Securities Tumes, and China Economic Weekly. Given that media
volume is highly skew for firms with good reputation, we then measure media
attention with the natural logarithm of the number of news articles (Kim &
Davis, 2016).

Market competition. Market competition is measured as the Herfindahl index
(Guo, Yu, & Gimeno, 2017; Li, Poppo, & Zhou, 2008). We calculate the
Herfindahl index by summing the square of the market shares for each firm in
an industry (Guo et al., 2017; Li et al., 2008). Market share refers to the proportion
of a firm’s sales revenue in the whole industry (Banbury & Mitchell, 1995). Fierce
market competition means a greater number of firms in the industry but smaller
market shares for each single firm. The more intense the market competition,
the smaller the value of the Herfindahl index. To make the results more intuitive,
we follow prior research by using a negative Herfindahl index in the analysis (Li
et al., 2008). A larger value of the negative Herfindahl index thus represents a
fiercer market competition.

Control variables. We control for a series of variables that may affect the scope dimen-
sion and emphasis dimension of CGSR. First, a set of firm-level variables has been
included based on previous research. Larger firms may face greater pressure to
conform in CSR; thus, we control for the size of the firm (Petrenko, Aime,
Ridge, & Hill, 2016). Firm size is measured as the natural log of total assets.
Aged firms may be more concerned about firm reputation and thus implement
more CSR activities (Zhang et al., 2020a). Firm age is measured as the years
since the firm is founded. Specifically, firms with better financial performance
tend to invest more resources in CSR emphasis (Tang et al., 2015). Thus, firms’
return on assets (ROA) and slack resources (the ratio of current assets to current
liabilities) are included in the control variable. Firm risk is measured by the ratio
of earnings before interest and taxes to earnings before taxes (T'ang, Mack, &
Chen, 2018). Firm ownership is measured as a dummy variable that is coded as
1 if the firm is state-owned, and O otherwise.

Second, based on previous research, we also control for the characteristics of
CEOs that may influence GSR implementation. To control for the effect of cor-
porate governance structure on GSR implementation, we include board independ-
ence and CEO duality (Petrenko et al, 2016; Tang et al., 2015). Board
independence 1s measured as the proportion of independent board directors to
all board directors. CEO duality equals 1 if a CEO serves as the chairman in
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the firm, and O otherwise. Previous research has indicated that GSR implementa-
tion may vary with age; thus, we control for CEO age (Petrenko et al., 2016). CEO
gender 1s coded as 1 if the CEO is male, and 0 if female.

Finally, following Li and Lu (2020), we control for the GDP per capita in a
province as firms in economically developed areas may invest more resources to
CSR. Previous research indicates that CSR practices of industry peers can also
influence the CSR implementation of firms (Cao, Liang, & Zhan, 2019), so we
also control for the industry peer effects in studying the scope and emphasis dimen-
sions of CSR. Moreover, we include the (two-digit) year and industry dummy
variables.

Models

We estimate our hypotheses using firm fixed-effect models to control for the unob-
served time-invariant differences across firms (Zhang et al., 2020c). To verify
whether the firm fixed-effect is appropriate, we conduct a Hausman test, and
the results indicate that the fixed effect is appropriate. In addition, we use the
Heckman two-stage model to eliminate the endogenous problems caused by selec-
tion bias. Details are in robust regression.

RESULTS

Table 2 displays the descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables included
in the dataset. From Table 2, the mean value of mandatory CSR disclosure is 0.59,
which indicates that 59% of the firms in the sample are required to issue CSR
information. The average age of the firms is 16.51 years, and 59% of firms are
state-owned.

Table 3 reports the regression results for GSR disclosure strategy. The
dependent variable in Models 1-5 is GSR scope dimension. Model 1 is the baseline
model, and it consists of only control variables. Model 2 introduces the independ-
ent variable to test the main effect. Models 3 and 4, respectively, include the inter-
action items. Model 5 specifies the full model. In Model 2, the coefficient estimate
of mandatory CSR disclosure is positive and statistically significant (8= 0.108, p <
0.05). Thus, Hypothesis 1a is supported. We test the moderating effects on CGSR
scope dimension in Models 3 and 4. All interaction terms in the models are
mean-centered to avoid potential multicollinearity concern (Tang et al., 2015).
Hypothesis 2a predicts that firm visibility strengthens the positive relationship
between mandatory GSR disclosure and CSR scope dimension. In Model 3, the
interaction between mandatory CSR disclosure and firm visibility is significantly
positive (8= 0.053, p < 0.05). Thus, Hypothesis 2a is supported. The moderating
effect of firm wvisibility on the relationship between mandatory CSR disclosure
and GSR scope dimension is illustrated in Figure 3. Hypothesis 3a proposes that
market competition strengthens the positive relationship between mandatory
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations analysis

Variables Mean  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1. Scope dimension 0 1 1.00

2. Emphasis dimension 0 1 0.13 1.00

3. Mandatory CSR disclosure  0.59 0.49 —0.08 0.10 1.00

4. Firm size 2325 1.77 —0.08 0.26 0.45 1.00

5. Firm age 16.51 5.73 —0.06 0.03 0.09 0.14 1.00

6. ROA 0.04 0.11 0.04 001 —0.01 0.09 —0.06 1.00

7. Flow ratio 208 295 0.02 —0.08 —0.12 —0.20 —0.10 0.08 1.00

8.  Firm risk 2.16 30.41 0.01 0.00 —=0.02 —0.00 —0.03 —0.02 —0.01 1.00

9. Firm ownership 059 049 —0.05 0.22 0.33 0.24 0.10 —0.06 —0.14 0.02 1.00

10. Board independence 0.37 0.06 0.00 -—0.01 0.02 0.06 —0.06 —0.02 —0.02 0.00 0.00 1.00

11. CEO duality 0.17 038 0.02 —0.09 —0.14 —0.13 —0.04 0.07 0.11 —0.01 —0.27 0.09 1.00

12. CEO age 50.52 6.32 0.02 0.14 0.08 0.22 0.18 —0.01 —0.02 —0.01 0.10 0.04 0.08 1.00

13. Male CEO 095 022 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.02 —0.04 —0.02 0.00 001 0.06 —0.02 0.00 0.07 1.00

14. GDP per capita 0.68 0.31 —0.10 0.07 0.06 0.23 0.17 —0.03 0.00 —0.02 0.00 0.08 0.07 0.21 0.02 1.00

15. Firm visibility 221 144 0.05 0.12 0.24 0.30 —0.09 0.06 —0.07 —0.02 0.07 0.09 —0.01 —-0.02 —0.01 —0.08 1.00

16. Market competition -0.21 0.19 0.02 0.05 —0.02 0.09 0.10 —0.03 0.00 0.01 —=0.01 —=0.01 0.03 0.07 0.02 0.14 —0.05 1.00

17. Peer effect of scope 0.79 0.11 0.12 0.04 —0.06 —0.11 —0.03 0.03 —0.01 0.01 —=0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01 —0.02 —0.05 0.08 0.40 1.00

18. Peer effect of emphasis 043 025 0.06 0.31 o0.11 0.25 0.02 0.02 —0.07 —0.01 0.21 —0.03 —0.11 0.15 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.17 0.23 1.00

Notes: The correlation coefficients marked in bold are significant at < 0.05.
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Table 3. Estimates from the fixed-effect regression of the CSR disclosure strategy

CSR scope dimension CSR emphasis dimension
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10
Firm size —0.000 —0.013 —0.008 —0.011 —0.006 —0.018 —0.008 —-0.012 —0.005 —0.009
(=0.00) (—0.43) (—0.27) (=0.37) (=0.19) (=0.75) (—0.33) (—0.49) (=0.21) (—0.37)
Firm age 0.004 0.010 0.008 0.010 0.008 0.057%** 0.052%#* 0.053%** 0.051%%* 0.053%*
(0.34) (0.83) (0.69) (0.83) (0.69) (5.89) 5.29) (5.42) (5.25) (5.38)
ROA 0.144* 0.137 0.143 0.137 0.143 0.256%** 0.261%** 0.257%%* 0.26 1##* 0.257%%*
(1.65) (1.57) (1.64) (1.56) (1.63) (3.49) (3.56) (3.50) (3.56) (3.50)
Flow ratio —0.000 —0.000 0.000 —0.000 —0.000 —0.001 —0.001 —0.002 —0.002 —0.002
(=0.07) (=0.07) (0.02) (=0.11) (=0.03) (=0.41) (=0.41) (=0.50) (=0.49) (=0.57)
Firm risk 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(1.47) (1.47) (1.38) (1.47) (1.37) (0.14) (0.15) (0.24) (0.14) (0.23)
Firm ownership 0.046 0.041 0.044 0.043 0.046 0.070 0.074 0.072 0.077 0.074
(0.56) (0.50) (0.54) (0.52) (0.56) (1.02) (1.08) (1.04) (1.11) (1.08)
Board independence 0.049 0.044 0.052 0.050 0.059 0.081 0.086 0.080 0.099 0.093
(0.19) (0.17) (0.20) (0.20) (0.23) (0.38) (0.40) (0.38) (0.46) (0.43)
CEO duality —-0.100*  —=0.102*  —-0.100* —0.101*  —0.098*  —0.044 —0.043 —0.044 —0.041 —0.042
(=2.52) (=2.57) (=2.51) (=2.53) (—2.47) (-1.32) (—1.28) (—1.34) (=1.22) (—1.28)
CEO age 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.45) (0.36) (0.36) (0.35) (0.34) (0.49) (0.57) (0.58) (0.55) (0.56)
Male CEO 0.018 0.016 0.015 0.018 0.016 0.011 0.012 0.013 0.014 0.015
(0.28) (0.26) (0.23) (0.28) (0.26) 0.21) (0.23) (0.25) (0.26) (0.28)
GDP per capita 0.307" 0.270" 0.253 0.274" 0.256 —0.029 0.001 0.016 0.008 0.022
(1.87) (1.65) (1.54) (1.67) (1.56) (=0.21) (0.01) (0.12) (0.06) (0.16)
Firm visibility 0.032%* 0.031%* 0.020* 0.030%* 0.020* 0.011 0.012 0.021* 0.012 0.021*
(3.15) (3.06) (1.87) (3.04) (1.82) (1.35) (1.45) (2.34) (1.45) (2.29)
(—1.29) (—1.32) (=1.26) (—1.37) (—1.32) (—1.84) (—1.78) (—1.82) (—1.75) (-1.79)
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Table 3. Continued
CSR scope dimension CSR emphasts dimension
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10
Peer effect 0.136 0.123 0.113 0.150 0.143 0.034 0.037 0.037 0.036 0.036
(1.06) (0.96) (0.88) (1.15) (1.10) (0.55) (0.59) (0.59) (0.59) (0.59) N
Mandatory disclosure 0.108* 0.097* 0.106* 0.094* —0.087* -0.077*% —0.090%* —0.080%* :
(2.57) (2.30) (2.52) (2.23) (—2.47) (—2.19) (—2.55) (—2.28) :Nr
Mandatory disclosure * Firm 0.053* 0.055%* —0.045%* —0.043* =
visibility (2.58) (2.64) (—2.63) (—2.49) U9
Mandatory disclosure * Market 0.191 0.214 0.315% 0.296* 2
competition (1.19) (1.33) (2.38) (2.24) =
Constant —0.382 —0.205 —-0.225 —0.269 —0.298 —0.503 —0.633 —0.607 —0.691 —0.662
(=0.52) (—0.28) (=0.30)  (—0.36) (—0.40) (—0.83) (—1.05) (—1.00) (—1.14) (—1.09)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R 0.030 0.031 0.033 0.032 0.033 0.042 0.043 0.044 0.044 0.045

Notes: Number of observations = 6,800; 7-statistics are reported in parentheses.
*p<0.10, ¥ < 0.05, ¥ < 0.01, ¥ < 0.001.
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Figure 3. The moderating effect of firm visibility in the relationship between mandatory CSR
disclosure and CSR scope dimension

CSR disclosure and CSR scope dimension. In Model 4, the interaction between
mandatory CSR disclosure and market competition is not significant, failing to
support Hypothesis 3a.

Likewise, Models 6-10 report the regression results of CSR emphasis dimen-
sion. The dependent variable is GSR emphasis dimension. Model 6 consists of only
control variables. Model 7 adds the independent variable. Models 8 and 9, respect-
ively, test the moderating effects of firm visibility and market competition. Model
10 contains all the variables. In Model 7, the coefficient estimate of mandatory
CSR  disclosure i1s significantly negative (8= —0.087, p<0.05), supporting
Hypothesis 1b. In Model 8, the interaction term between mandatory CSR disclos-
ure and firm visibility is significantly negative (8= —0.045, p <0.01). Therefore,
Hypothesis 2b that firm visibility strengthens the negative relationship between
mandatory CSR disclosure and CSR emphasis dimension is supported. The mod-
erating effect of firm visibility on the relationship between mandatory CSR disclos-
ure and CSR emphasis dimension is illustrated in Figure 4. Model 9 displays that
the interaction item between mandatory CSR disclosure and market competition is
significantly positive (8= 0.315, p < 0.05). Hence, Hypothesis 3b is supported. The
moderating effect of firm visibility on the relationship between mandatory GSR
disclosure and CSR emphasis dimension is illustrated in Figure 5.

Robustness Analysis

To test the robustness of the regression results, we perform a series of robustness
analyses. First, the sample of firms with mandatory CSR disclosure is not randomly
selected, and selection bias may exist for our independent variable. To alleviate the
potential concerns that our treatment sample is not a random choice, we use the
propensity score matching (PSM) to match the mandatory GSR disclosure firms
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Figure 4. The moderating effect of firm visibility in the relationship between mandatory CSR
disclosure and CSR emphasis dimension

to non-mandatory GSR disclosure firms (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983). In stage 1,
we estimate the probability of a firm being selected to disclosure CSR information
by employing a logit regression. Specifically, we use firm age, firm size, slack
resource, GEO duality, CEO age, male CEO, visibility, and market competition
to calculate a firm’s propensity score. In stage 2, we employ the one-to-four
nearest-neighbor matching with propensity scores within 0.01 and less to identify
the matching sample (Abadie, Drukker, Herr, & Imbens, 2004). We regress our
theoretical model based on the matched samples. Table 4 shows the regression
results. As shown in Table 4, the regression results after the PSM approach are
consistent with the results in Table 3.

Second, the sample of our study is firms that have issued CSR reports; thus,
there may exist sample selection bias for the dependent variable. We use the
Heckman two-stage approach to correct the endogenous problems caused by
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Figure 5. The moderating effect of market competition in the relationship between mandatory CSR
disclosure and CSR emphasis dimension
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Table 4. Results of PSM sample regression for the CSR disclosure strategy

CSR scope dimension CSR emphasis dimension
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10
Firm size 0.011 —0.003  —0.000 0.005 0.008 —0.015 —0.005 —0.007 —0.000 —0.002
(0.28) (=0.07)  (=0.00) (0.12) (0.20) (—0.50) (—0.17) (—0.24) (—0.00) (—0.08)
Firm age 0.024* 0.030* 0.030* 0.029* 0.029" 0.056%#* 0.051%** 0.051%#* 0.049%+* 0.050%#*
(1.65) (2.06) (2.03) (1.99) (1.96) (4.93) (4.40) (4.44) (4.30) (4.34)
ROA 0.239 0.226 0.240 0.250 0.266 0.390* 0.399* 0.388* 0.417* 0.406*
(1.04) (0.98) (1.04) (1.09) (1.16) (2.17) (2.22) (2.16) (2.32) (2.26)
Flow ratio —0.009 —-0.009  —0.009 —0.010 —0.009 —0.006 —0.006 —0.006 —0.006 —0.006
(—1.24) (-1.29) (-1.23) (—1.37) (—1.31) (—1.06) (—1.02) (—1.09) (—1.10) (—1.16)
Firm risk —0.005 —0.005  —0.004 —0.005 —0.005 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(—0.84) (=0.81)  (-0.80) (—0.87) (—0.85) 0.12) (0.10) (0.08) (0.05) (0.03)
Firm ownership 0.143 0.143 0.144 0.150 0.151 0.047 0.047 0.046 0.051 0.050
(1.37) (1.37) (1.38) (1.44) (1.45) (0.57) (0.57) (0.56) (0.63) (0.61)
Board independence —0.062 —0.081 -0.072 -0.077 —0.068 0.269 0.284 0.277 0.291 0.284
(=0.18) (=0.23)  (=0.21) (—0.22) (—0.20) (1.00) (1.06) (1.03) (1.08) (1.05)
CEO duality —0.059 —-0.062  —0.061 —0.057 —0.056 —0.020 —0.018 —0.019 —0.015 —0.016
(-1.19) (-1.26)  (—1.24) (—1.16) (—1.14) (—0.53) (—0.47) (—0.49) (—0.38) (—0.41)
CEO age —0.000 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001 —0.001
(=0.18) (=0.21)  (-=0.20) (—0.25) (—0.23) (—0.33) (—0.30) (—0.32) (—0.33) (—0.35)
Male CEO 0.017 0.016 0.016 0.027 0.027 0.023 0.024 0.024 0.031 0.030
(0.22) (0.20) (0.20) (0.35) (0.35) (0.39) (0.40) (0.40) (0.51) (0.51)
GDP per capita —0.015 —-0.046  —0.054 —0.044 —0.053 0.067 0.091 0.098 0.093 0.100
(=0.07) (=0.22)  (—0.26) (=0.21) (—0.26) (0.41) (0.56) (0.60) (0.57) (0.62)
Firm visibility —0.018 —-0.019  —0.019 —0.021 —0.021 0.013 0.014 0.013 0.012 0.012
(—0.99) (=1.05)  (-1.03) (-1.17) (—1.17) (0.92) (0.97) (0.96) (0.86) (0.85)
(=0.17) (=0.22)  (—0.24) (—0.07) (—0.08) (-1.31) (—1.21) (—1.20) (—0.87) (=0.87)
Peer effect 0.110 0.094 0.093 0.166 0.167 —0.013 —0.009 —0.008 —0.009 —0.008
(0.71) (0.60) (0.60) (1.05) (1.06) (=0.18) (=0.12) (=0.11) (=0.13) (=0.11)
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Table 4. Continued

CSR scope dimension CSR emphasis dimension
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10

Mandatory disclosure 0.111* 0.101%* 0.105* 0.095* —0.082* —0.075*% —0.085* —0.078*
(2.31) (2.11) (2.20) (1.99) (=2.21) (=1.99) (—2.29) (—2.08)

Mandatory disclosure * Firm visibility 0.053" 0.056%* —0.045*% —0.043*
(1.95) (2.07) (—2.13) (—2.03)

Mandatory disclosure * Market 0.529%* 0.547** 0.374%* 0.361*
competition (2.75) (2.84) (2.52) (2.43)
Constant —-0.531 -0.364  —0.393 —0.540 -0.577 —0.703 —0.815 —-0.789 —0.881 —0.854
(-0.59)  (-0.40) (-0.43) (=0.59) (—0.63) (=1.01) (-1.17) (-1.13) (—1.26) (=1.22)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R? 0.030 0.032 0.033 0.034 0.035 0.043 0.044 0.045 0.046 0.047

Notes: Number of observations = 4,740; 7T-statistics are reported in parentheses.

Tp<0.10, ¥p < 0.05, #4p < 0.01, *%5 < 0.001.
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sample selection bias (Heckman, 1979). In stage 1, the dependent variable is a
dummy variable of whether the firm issues CSR reports. We use the probit regres-
sion and then obtain an inverse Mills ratio (Katmon & Al Farooque, 2017). We also
use the stock exchange where firms are listed as an exclusionary restriction.
Previous studies have indicated that the stock exchange is a suitable instrumental
variable because it has not specified requirements for the quality of CSR reports
(Marquis & Qian, 2014). In stage 2, we put the inverse Mills ratio into all the
regression models (Zhang et al., 2020a). Table 5 shows the regression results.
From the table, the coefficients of the inverse Mills ratio are insignificant in
Models 1-5 and significant in Models 6-10. The coefficients of the regression
results indicate that our theoretical model still holds after correcting for the
sample selection bias.

Third, to show the robustness of our main results, we also present the regres-
sion results using the same measure of GSR emphasis as Zhang et al. (2020c).
Table 6 shows the regression results. The regression results of using the same

measure of CSR emphasis as Zhang et al. (2020c) are consistent with the results
in Table 3.

DISCUSSION

This study attempts to understand how mandatory CSR disclosure influences
firms” GSR disclosure strategy. First, using the GSR disclosure of Chinese listed
firms as the empirical context, we find that mandatory CSR disclosure is positively
associated with firms’ CGSR scope dimension and negatively associated with firms’
CSR emphasis dimension. This finding is consistent with our hypothesis that when
firms are faced with mandatory CSR disclosure, they choose a disclosure strategy
that can gain legitimacy at minimal cost. Given that conforming to CSR scope can
gain legitimacy from government at a lower cost, firms are less likely to pay add-
itional effort to disclose CSR emphasis. When facing mandatory CSR disclosure,
firms are likely to disclose more CSR scope and less CSR emphasis to gain legit-
imacy at minimal cost. Second, firm visibility strengthens the positive relationship
between mandatory GSR disclosure and CGSR scope dimension and the negative
relationship between mandatory CSR disclosure and CSR emphasis dimension.
The moderating effect supports our argument that firm visibility increases the legit-
imacy pressure from stakeholders and the cost of CSR disclosure. Third, we find
that the negative relationship between mandatory CSR disclosure and CSR
emphasis dimension is weakened when firms face fierce market competition.
This finding supports our hypothesis. When firms with mandatory CGSR disclosure
face fierce market competition, they become more dependent on specific stake-
holders and thus they are likely to disclose more CSR emphasis to show goodwill
to stakeholders and win their support. However, the positive relationship between
mandatory GSR disclosure and CSR scope dimension is not influenced by market
competition. A possible reason is that firms with mandatory CSR disclosure

© The Author(s), 2023. Published by Cambridge University Press on behalf of The International Association for
Chinese Management Research
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Table 5. Results of Heckman two-step regression for the CSR disclosure strategy

CSR scope dimension CSR emphasis dimension
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10
Firm size 0.009 —-0.004 0.001 —0.001 0.004 —0.007 0.003 —0.002 0.007 0.003
0.29)  (=0.14) 0.03)  (—0.03) (0.15)  (—0.30) 0.11) (—0.06) (0.27) (0.10)
Firm age 0.001 0.007 0.005 0.007 0.005 0.053*#* 0.048*#* 0.049%** 0.047%*% 0.049%**
(0.10) (0.59) (0.45) (0.57) (0.42) (5.43) (4.85) (4.99) (4.78) (4.91)
ROA 0.148" 0.141 0.147F 0.141 0.147° 0.261%*+* 0.266%*** 0.261%**%* 0.266%** 0.262%**
(1.69) (1.61) (1.68) (1.61) (1.68) (3.56) (3.63) (3.56) (3.63) (3.57)
Flow ratio 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 —-0.001 —-0.001 -0.001 —-0.001 -0.001
(0.07) (0.07) (0.16) (0.03) 0.13)  (=0.20) (=0.19) (=0.29) (=0.27) (=0.35)
Firm risk 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(1.47) (1.47) (1.38) (1.47) (1.38) (0.15) (0.15) (0.24) (0.15) (0.24)
Firm ownership 0.049 0.044 0.047 0.046 0.050 0.074 0.078 0.076 0.081 0.078
(0.60) (0.54) (0.57) (0.56) (0.60) (1.08) (1.14) (1.10) (1.18) (1.14)
Board independence 0.058 0.053 0.060 0.061 0.069 0.097 0.101 0.095 0.116 0.110
(0.23) (0.21) (0.24) (0.24) (0.27) (0.45) (0.47) (0.45) (0.54) (0.52)
CEO duality —0.100* —0.102%* —0.100%* —0.100%* —0.098* —0.044 —-0.043 —0.044 —-0.040 —0.042
(=2.52)  (=2.57)  (=251)  (=253)  (=2.47)  (=1.32) (=1.28) (=1.34) (=1.22) (-1.27)
CEO age 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.58) (0.49) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.64) (0.73) (0.73) 0.71) (0.72)
Male CEO 0.021 0.020 0.019 0.022 0.021 0.015 0.016 0.017 0.019 0.019
(0.34) (0.32) (0.30) (0.35) (0.33) (0.29) (0.31) (0.33) (0.35) (0.37)
GDP per capita 0.325% 0.289* 0.272* 0.295% 0.278%  —0.004 0.026 0.040 0.035 0.049
(1.98) (1.76) (1.65) (1.79) (1.69)  (—0.03) (0.19) (0.29) (0.26) (0.35)
Firm visibility 0.030%** 0.030**  —0.003 0.029*%*  —0.004 0.010 0.011 0.038%** 0.011 0.037%**
(3.04) (2.95)  (=0.19) (2.92)  (=0.28) (1.24) (1.34) (2.86) (1.33) 2.74)
(-=1.79)  (=1.82)  (=L77)  (=227)  (=2.31)  (=2.55) (—2.49) (=2.52) (=3.47) (~3.42)
Peer effect 0.172 0.159 0.150 0.194 0.188 0.037 0.040 0.040 0.040 0.040
(1.32) (1.22) (1.15) (1.46) (1.42) (0.60) (0.64) (0.64) (0.64) (0.64)
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Table 5. Continued

CSR scope dimension CSR emphasis dimension
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10
Inverse mills ratio 0.080" 0.080" 0.081" 0.087" 0.090" 0.102% 0.101%* 0.099* 0.109%* 0.107%*
(1.67) (1.67) (1.70) (1.81) (1.86) (2.57) (2.56) (2.52) (2.75) (2.70)
Mandatory disclosure 0.108* 0.073% 0.139%* 0.106* —0.086* —0.057 —-0.038 —-0.014
(2.57) (1.66) (2.91) (2.16) (—2.46) (—1.56) (—0.96) (—0.33)
Mandatory disclosure * 0.054** 0.055%* —0.045%* —0.042*
Firm visibility (2.60) (2.68) (—2.59) (—2.44)
Mandatory disclosure * 0.223 0.247 0.343%* 0.324*
Market competition (1.38) (1.53) (2.59) (2.44)
Constant —0.648 —-0.471 —0.443 —0.596 —-0.581 —0.789 —-0.918 —0.931 —1.042" —1.048"
(—0.86) (—0.62) (—0.59) (=0.78) (—0.76) (—1.29) (—1.49) (—1.51) (—1.69) (=1.70)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R? 0.031 0.032 0.033 0.032 0.033 0.043 0.044 0.045 0.045 0.046

Notes: Number of observations = 6,800; 7-statistics are reported in parentheses.
Tp<0.10, ¥ < 0.05, ¥ < 0.01, ¥+ < 0.001.
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Table 6. Results of using the measurement of CSR emphasis differentiation

CSR emphasts dfferentiation

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Firm size -0.014 —0.003 —-0.007 0.001 —0.003
(—=0.54) (—=0.11) (—0.25) (0.02) (—=0.12)

Firm age 0.067% 0.062% 0.063%** 0.06 1% 0.062%#

(6.64) (6.02) (6.13) (5.99) (6.10)
ROA —0.031 —0.025 —-0.029 —0.024 —-0.029
(—0.40) (—0.33) (—0.38) (—=0.32) (—=0.37)
Flow ratio 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.18) (0.19) (0.11) (0.11) (0.04)
Firm risk —0.000 —0.000 —0.000 —0.000 —0.000
(—=0.59) (—=0.59) (—=0.51) (—=0.59) (—=0.51)
Firm ownership —-0.069 —0.065 —-0.067 —0.062 —0.065
(—=0.96) (—=0.90) (—=0.93) (—=0.87) (=0.90)
Board independence —0.144 —0.138 —0.143 —0.125 —0.130
(—=0.65) (—=0.62) (—0.64) (—=0.56) (—=0.59)

CEO duality —-0.070%* —0.069* —-0.070%* -0.067" —0.069*
(—2.03) (—1.99) (—2.04) (—1.95) (—1.99)
CEO age 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.49) (0.58) (0.58) (0.56) (0.56)
Male CEO —-0.003 —0.002 —0.001 —0.001 0.000
(—=0.06) (—=0.04) (—=0.03) (=0.01) (0.00)
GDP per capita —-0.067 —-0.037 —-0.024 —0.031 -0.019
(—0.47) (—0.26) (—=0.17) (—=0.22) (—=0.13)
Firm visibility 0.007 0.007 0.015 0.007 0.015
0.77) (0.86) (1.63) (0.85) (1.58)
Market competition 0.045 0.050 0.047 0.049 0.047
(0.49) (0.54) (0.52) (0.54) (0.51)

Peer effect 0.651%** 0.654%** 0.654%** 0.654%%* 0.654%**

(10.20) (10.25) (10.25) (10.25) (10.25)

Mandatory disclosure —0.088* —0.079* —0.090%* —-0.082*
(—2.40) (—2.16) (—2.46) (—2.22)

Mandatory disclosure * Firm —0.039* —-0.037*
visibility (—2.18) (—2.06)

Mandatory disclosure * Market 0.312% 0.297*
competition (2.31) (2.20)
Constant —-0.610 -0.753 —-0.728 —-0.823 —-0.797
(=0.97) (-1.19) (—=1.15) (—1.30) (—1.26)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R 0.093 0.094 0.094 0.094 0.095

Notes: Number of observations = 6,800; 7-statistics are reported in parentheses.

5 <0.10, %< 0.05, *<0.01, **¥ < 0.001.

already disclose full CSR scope to gain legitimacy when the market competition is
not fierce. Therefore, when market competition is fierce, firms can no longer exert
more efforts in the GSR scope.

Despite these significant relationships identified in our study, it is noteworthy
that effect size of our model is quite small (Cohen, 1988). This is understandable
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because the vast majority of variances in the CSR disclosure strategy are due to dif-
ferent institutional pressures (Luo et al., 2017; Marquis & Qian, 2014; Sun, Wang,
Wang, & Yin, 2015), stakeholder influence (Thijssens, Bollen, & Hassink, 2015),
social performance feedback (Wang, Jia, Xiang, & Lan, 2021), and managerial pre-
ferences (Ma, Zhang, Zhong, & Zhou, 2020), whereas our study examines only one
observable institutional pressure. Hence, the effect size of mandatory CGSR regulation
on the CSR disclosure strategy may be limited. Although our data do not allow for
nuanced observations of how firms actually make GSR disclosure decisions, these
findings nevertheless help us understand how firms react when faced with mandatory
CSR disclosure. Given that the focus of this study is on the CSR disclosure strategy in
the context of mandatory GSR disclosure, the model can be regarded as meaningful.

Theoretical Contribution

This study contributes to the literature on CSR disclosure and studies on organiza-
tional responses to the government mandate. First, we contribute to the GSR dis-
closure literature by exploring CSR disclosure strategy from a microscopic
perspective. Prior research investigates CSR disclosure strategy from a holistic per-
spective (Luo et al., 2017; Marquis & Qian, 2014). However, little research pays
attention to the microscopic perspective of CSR and how firms determine the
optimal disclosure strategy among multiple fields of GSR when disclosing CSR.
We fill this gap by exploring how mandatory CSR disclosure affects firms> CSR
disclosure choices among multiple CSR fields. By describing multiple GSR fields
from the scope and emphasis dimensions, our study broadens the limited under-
standing of the microscopic perspective of CSR. In doing so, we also answer the
call for going beyond studying CSR based on the assumption of a unified stake-
holder group (Wang et al., 2020).

Second, we contribute to the GSR disclosure literature by elaborating the
mechanism by which mandatory CGSR disclosure affects CSR disclosure strategy.
Previous studies on CSR disclosure predominantly agree that issuing CSR
reports can help firms gain legitimacy from the government when facing manda-
tory CSR disclosure (Crane & Glozer, 2016). This study adds that mandatory CGSR
disclosure also imposes costs on firms. Drawing on the literature on legitimacy
management cost, our research uncovers a corporate response to mandatory
CSR disclosure. That is, firms with mandatory CSR disclosure disclose more
CSR scope and less CSR emphasis to obtain legitimacy at the minimal cost. In
doing so, we also extend the CSR disclosure literature in that a firm’s GSR disclos-
ure strategy is somewhat contingent on the specific context in which it operates.
Specifically, although prior research finds that firms simultaneously engage in
the scope and emphasis dimensions of CSR to attain competitive advantage in
the competitive market context (Zhang et al., 2020c), this study finds that firms
make a tradeoff between the two dimensions to gain legitimacy at the minimal
cost in the context of mandatory CSR disclosure.
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Third, this study enriches the literature on the variation in organization
response to the government mandate by identifying firm visibility and market com-
petition as situational factors that affect firms> CSR disclosure strategy. Prior
studies argue that variation in organizational responses to government mandates
depends on firm characteristics (Westphal & Zajac, 2001) and government-firm
relationship (Marquis & Qian, 2014). This study emphasizes that the size of the
corporate stakeholders’ groups also influences the variation in organization
response to the government mandate. By introducing firm visibility and market
competition as situational factors, this study adds to previous studies that a majority
of stakeholders and a critical minority of stakeholders have a differentiated influ-
ence on the organization’s response to government mandates on CSR.

Practical Implications

In addition to theoretical contributions, this study also offers implications for pol-
icymakers and corporate executives. First, although government CSR mandates in
emerging economies have promoted the breadth of CSR participation, the depth
of GSR participation in emerging economies still has a long way to go. Our find-
ings indicate that while mandatory GSR disclosure promotes the scope dimension
of CSR disclosure, it underperforms in promoting the emphasis dimension of CSR
disclosure. The main reason for this phenomenon is that the economic costs of in-
depth participation of GSR outweigh the legitimacy benefit that firms may gain.
To address this issue, we propose one possible solution. Specifically, the govern-
ment can implement financial subsidies or tax breaks and other incentives to
reduce the cost of corporate in-depth participation in CSR in the early stages.
When firms are able to profit from in-depth CGSR, the government can gradually
withdraw policy support. A typical example is the development of China’s envir-
onmental protection industry. In the early stage, the development of environmen-
tal protection industry mainly relies on the state’s investment in environmental
protection. In 1999, for example, the Chinese government invested 82.32 billion
yuan in environmental protection, as much as 1% of the GDP."! In recent
years, as the operating revenue of the environmental protection industry has
been increasing, the state has been gradually reducing its investment in environ-
mental protection. In 2019, for example, when the revenue of the environmental
protection industry reached 1,780 billion yuan, the Chinese government invested
55.68 billion yuan in environmental protection.!"!

Second, it is appropriate for corporate executives to use CSR disclosure pro-
actively as a platform to fulfill the government’s requirements, manage stakeholder
perceptions, and maintain stakeholder relationship. Our results show that disclos-
ing CSR emphasis in specific GSR fields may help firms win the support of a crit-
ical minority of stakeholders. As digital communications and social media boom in
emerging economies, stakeholders are able to exert instant, direct, and powerful
pressure on corporate behavior. Specifically, online technology makes it possible

© The Author(s), 2023. Published by Cambridge University Press on behalf of The International Association for
Chinese Management Research

https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2022.43 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2022.43

Mandatory GSR Disclosure Affects Firms’ CSR Disclosure Strategy 93

for a large group of dispersed stakeholders to focus on an event, make their voice
heard, and force a corporate response. As the example mentioned in the empirical
context section, the large sales generated by Erke’s contribution to the floods in
August 2021 confirm that dispersed stakeholders can exert influence on firms
through online technology. Under this trend, corporate executives might as well
proactively use GSR disclosure as a weapon to maintain the stakeholders’ relation-
ship and win market competition, rather than passively responding to it.

Limitations and Future Research Directions

This study suffers from limitations that can become avenues for future research.
First, the empirical setting of our study may make our findings somewhat
limited in understanding the effects of mandatory CSR disclosure in other coun-
tries. For one thing, given that mandatory CSR disclosure relies mainly on the
coercive power of the government, our findings are unlikely to be suitable for coun-
tries that use market mechanisms to regulate CSR, rather than the government
forces. Second, although some developing countries and emerging economies
have adopted mandatory CSR disclosure, such as India, Indonesia, and so on,
the content of mandatory regulations in different countries are somewhat hetero-
geneous because of the various indigenous conditions (Aragon-Correa, Marcus, &
Vogel, 2020). Thus, researchers should be cautious to extend our findings to help
explain mandatory CSR disclosure in other countries. Meanwhile, with some
countries beginning to adopt mandatory CSR disclosure, future studies may
focus on the various effects of mandatory GSR disclosure among countries by
means of a comparative study.

Second, although the empirical results support that market competition
weakens the negative relationship between mandatory CSR disclosure and CSR
emphasis dimension, we are unable to identify which GSR field firms may empha-
size in a competitive market. Specifically, our measurement of CSR emphasis
dimension is a relatively comprehensive indicator rather than a specific indicator
of each CSR field. Thus, we cannot identify which stakeholder groups, such as cus-
tomer, communities, or others, drive the emphasis of CSR in a highly competitive
market. We hope future research can find more specific CSR data to further refine
our findings.

Third, although our study examines the effect of mandatory CSR disclosure
on CSR disclosure strategy, the effect size of the overall model is relatively small.
There is still much unexplained variance regarding CSR disclosure strategy. This
highlights the notion that corporate disclosure strategy in multiple CSR fields is not
only influenced by mandatory disclosure requirements but also by other factors
that have not yet been identified. Given that CSR disclosure strategy is an import-
ant tool enabling firms to gain legitimacy, future research should examine the
impact of other factors, such as corporate ownership, executive preferences, and
peer pressure, among others, on CGSR disclosure strategy.
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CONCLUSION

By examining how mandatory CSR disclosure influences firms’ CSR disclosure
strategy, we find that firms that are required to disclose CGSR information disclose
CSR scope to gain legitimacy from the government and disclose less CSR emphasis
to lower the economic cost. Moreover, firm visibility exposes firms to a wide range
of stakeholder groups, thus increasing the legitimacy pressure and the economic
cost of CSR disclosure for firms. Therefore, when firms are visible to the stake-
holders, they disclose more of the CSR scope and less of the CSR emphasis. By
contrast, market competition increases the power of a critical minority of stake-
holders over the firms and drives firms to pay extra attention to the interests to
the critical minority of stakeholders. Thus, firms with mandatory CSR disclosure
are likely to disclose more GSR emphasis to show goodwill to a critical minority
of stakeholders when faced with fierce market competition.
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[1] The case is available at https://www.ft.com/content/89ca8824-81e2-11e9-9935-ad75bb96¢849

[2] The case is available at https://news.cgtn.com/news/2021-08-03/What-can-Chinese-brands-
learn-from-Hongxing-Erke-s-flood-aid-efforts-12qUgIHm6Uo/index.html

[3] The data is available at http://www.stats.gov.cn/ztjc/ ztfx/jwxlfxbg/200205/t20020530_35926.
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[4] The data is available at https://www.mee.gov.cn/ywgz/kjycw/tzyjszd/hbey/202011/P020201
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