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The Property Right Characteristic Independent Director and Enterprise
Social Responsibility Information Disclosure

ZHANG Xiaoying  YANG Zhen
( School of Finance Jiangxi Normal University Nanchang Jiangxi 330022 China)

Abstract: The level of awareness of Chinese corporate social responsibility and relative information disclosure
are still in infancy the research conclusions of external pressure and internal dynamic which related to social re—
sponsibility information disclosure are inconsistent. Based on data from Chinese listed companies from 2008 to 2014
as a sample this paper researches the influencing factors about whether to disclose social responsibility information
as well as its quality. The research results show that the property right characteristic and independent directors can
influence the decision whether to disclose social responsibility information especially for heavy polluting enterpri—
ses. Moreover independent directors can influence the quality of corporate social responsibility information disclo—
sure but the impact on the heavy polluting enterprises is not obvious. The research results are helpful to clarify the
two influencing factors that whether to disclose social responsibility information and the quality of social responsibili—
ty information disclosure; and to form effective independent director market formation thinking.

Key words: social responsibility; property right characteristic; independent directors; information disclosure;

Corporate governance



