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Product Market Competition, Competitive Position, and
Intellectual Capital Information Disclosure. A Large
Sample Study Based on Intellectual Capital Disclosure

Index (ICDD) of China’ s Listed Companies
Fu Chuanrui  Yang Wenhui

Abstract: Based on several theories such as proprietary cost theory, legitimacy theory,
signaling theory and agency theory, this paper firstly theoretically explores the influence of
product market competition and competitive position of companies on their intellectual
capital disclosure. Based on this, the paper measures the disclosure level of intellectual
capital information by large sample data based on ICDI and empirically investigates the
relationship among product market competition, competitive position and intellectual capital
disclosure of China’ s A-share high-tech listed companies. The results show: (a)
Intellectual capital disclosure is negatively correlated with product market competition and
positively associated with corporate competitive position. (b) Product market competition
has a stronger negative influence on the intellectual capital disclosure of companies with
higher competitive positions. (c¢) Intellectual capital disclosure goes against the
enhancement of corporate competitive position. These empirical conclusions can provide
important implications for regulators, listed companies and investors.
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