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An empirical analysis of the effect of corporation value
on corporation society responsibility in China

CHEN Xu-jiang
(School of Accounting, Chongqing Technology and Business University, Chongqing 400067 ,China)

Abstract: This paper selected the parallel data of the sample including A—share corporations during 2003-2006 from the stock mar-
ket in Shanghai and Shenzhen, then drew several conclusions after using the cross—section weights and principal component analyses:
there is a positive or negative connection between the idiographic effect factors of corporation society responsibility and current corpo-
ration value, there is a negative or absence connection between the principal dimensionalities of corporation society responsibility and
current corporation value, and there is a negative connection between the integration or the first rank lag integration of corporation so-
ciety responsibility and current corporation value, and it is a “U”shape long—term connection between the integration of corporation
society responsibility and corporation value.
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2 Pearson  Spearman

SWPR TAXR PAGE RAGE PENR DONR ENVR EMR
SWPR 1.000 -0.028 -0.024 0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.008 -0.011
TAXR 0.049 1.000 -0.007 -0.073" -0.021 -0.020 0.061" 0.006
PAGE 0.025 —-0.004 1.000 0.240" -0.025 -0.026 0.001 -0.016
RAGE 0.037 -0.145™ 0.271" 1.000 —-0.001 -0.009 —-0.005 -0.025
PENR 0.040 -0.112% 0.014 0.071™ 1.000 0.997* -0.006 —-0.001
DONR -0.012 0.024 -0.063" -0.014 0.353" 1.000 -0.006 -0.001
ENVR -0.054 0.095™ 0.029 -0.049 0.120™ 0.086™ 1.000 -0.001
EMR 0.018 0.142™ -0.024 -0.044 -0.063" 0.038 0.046 1.000
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1 2 1 2
TOB LNTOB TOB LNTOB
2.541 350™ 0.174 220™ EMR 0.001 732" 0.000 307
(0.000 000) (0.000 000) (0.072 300) (0.208 400)
-0.553 198" -0.058 389 -0.128 282™ -0.008 101™
TAXR (0.000 000) (0.100 200) INTA (0.000 000) (0.016 900)
-127.805 6007 -31.684 840™ -0.029 205™ -0.002 007
ENVR (0.000 000) (0.000 000) ALR (0.001 500) (0.208 400)
—-0.020 990" 0.003 594 -0.051 678 -0.024 071
PAGE (0.000 000) (0.024 500) BETA (0.011 000) (0.000 000)
-0.005 838™ -0.001 169 -0.007 125 0.009 466™
AGE FMB
RAG (0.041 800) (0.193 800) (0.582 400) (0.028 200)
4.905 023™ 0.570 529 0.111 611™ 0.000 945
PENR (0.026 600) (0.300 500) ocp (0.000 000) (0.820 300)
-3.847 493™ —-0.446 153 )
DONR (0.026 500) (0.301 700) R 0.239 281 0.097 940
SWPR -0.001 108 -0.000 009 F 26.421 860 9.120 149
(0.000 700) (0.317 600) (0.000 000) (0.000 000)
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TOB LNTOB TOB LNTOB
2.529 144™ 0.164 027 ALR -0.026 370™ -0.001 840
(0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.003 8) (0.260 6)
F 0.002 233 0.001 136 BETA -0.057 441™ -0.026 169
! (0.875 3) (0.689 4) (0.003 7) (0.000 0)
P -0.017 822 0.001 590 FMB -0.003 715 0.097 409
2 (0.000 4) (0.3158) (0.774 8) (0.014 5)
F -0.033 944 -0.005 770" 0CP 0.110 123" 0.000 639
3 (0.000 0) (0.000 1) (0.000 0) (0.893 8)
-0.035 023 -0.008 172" 5
F, (0.000 0) (0.000 0) R 0.241 332 0.075 831
LNTA -0.132 889™ -0.007 159~ F 38.737 56 9.992 276
(0.000 0) (0.034 4) (0.000 0) (0.000 0)
SRk Gkk ok 1% 5%  10% ); P
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TOB LNTOB TOB LNTOB TOB LNTOB
2.484 250™ 0.185 606™ 3.710 675™ 0.287 665™ 2.664 393™ 0.203 504™
(0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0)
FT -0.140 455™ -0.011 7207 -0.089 596™ —0.000 842 -0.245 771™ -0.035 416™
(0.000 0) (0.059 8) (0.000 0) (0.909 3) (0.000 0) (0.000 0)
-0.443 695™ -0.057 090™
FTH
(0.000 0) (0.000 0)
FIS 0.028 468™ 0.004 572
(0.000 0) (0.002 9)
LNTA -0.127 199" -0.009 447 -0.243 490™ -0.017 803" -0.147 649 -0.011 359™
(0.000 0) (0.003 5) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 4)
ALR -0.018 704™ -0.001 711 -0.077 784™ —0.001 366 -0.032 643™ —-0.001 396
(0.017 9) (0.2337) (0.000 0) (0.4309) (0.000 3) (0.369 7)
-0.074 267 -0.026 610™ -0.090 043™ -0.041 799™ 0.049 002"
BETA (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.011 1) ~0.002 313
(0.162 1)
FMB 0.423 179 0.008 899" -0.099 317 0.001 609 —-0.008 511 0.010 688"
(0.723 5) (0.034 2) (0.000 0) (0.742 4) (0.509 1) (0.0117)
OCP 0.109 322" 0.000 817 0.043 928 0.001 803 0.112 720™ 0.001 515
(0.000 0) (0.871 5) (0.253 6) (0.756 3) (0.000 0) (0.763 3)
R2 0.167 514 0.028 593 0.710 142 0.211 226 0.246 698 0.049 492
F 36.857 13 5.391 406 254.795 9 27.850 22 51.368 99 8.167 421
(0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0) (0.000 0)
A ke 1%.5%.10% ( ); P
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