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Abstract: We examined whether corporate charitable giving (CCG) in China benefits corporate
performance (CP) in terms of sales growth (SG), return on asset (ROA), return on equity (ROE),
and Tobin’s Q (TQ), and revealed several findings. First, testing shows variation in the impact of
CCG on CP. Whereas the ratio of corporate charitable giving (RCCG) to total sales revenue does
not significantly enhance SG, ROA, and ROE, it is positively related to TQ. Second, the positive
relationship between RCCG and TQ originates from non-state-owned firms (NSOFs) rather than
state-owned firms (SOFs). Third, Chinese firms may use CCG as traditional philanthropy to enhance
long-term performance instead of strategically using it to generate short-term performance. Lastly,
an inverted U-shaped relationship exists between RCCG and TQ, especially for NSOFs.

Keywords: Chinese listed firms; corporate charitable giving; corporate performance

1. Introduction

As corporate charitable giving (CCG) is considered an essential tactic in managing political
and business relationships, some studies have examined whether CCG can help improve corporate
performance (CP). Previous studies have been done on the relationship between CCG and CP,
indicating that CCG may be positively related to CP [1–4], negatively connected to CP [2,4,5], or may
have no influence on CP at all [6–8]. Gao et al. [9] and Lin et al. [10] used event studies to evaluate
the relationship between CCG and abnormal corporate returns in China and concluded that CCG
is positively related to abnormal corporate returns. Gao et al. [9] also found that, although CCG is
positively related to abnormal return within four days of an event, it is negatively related to return on
asset (ROA) during the event window. Wang and Qian [11] studied the relationship between CCG and
corporate performance in China from 2001 to 2006 and discovered a significantly positive relationship
between CCG and ROA but no link between CCG and market-to-book ratio.

The concept of CCG has infiltrated the media, academia, and business alike in China [10,12].
China, today, is the world’s largest transition economy [13] and corporate charitable giving achieved
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85.9 billion RMB (accounted for 70.7% of Chinese charitable donations) in 2015 [14], demonstrating
that corporate giving plays a crucial role in China’s philanthropic culture. Since 2003, the Chinese
government has required publicly listed companies to report on corporate social responsibility (CSR),
facilitating the collection of data and prompting researchers to start studying CCG. Researchers have
since suggested that Chinese firms that engage in CCG have different motivations for giving than those
in western economies [9,10]. Previous studies have pointed out that Chinese firms use CCG to create
or maintain political connections [11,15–18] and that managers may use this benefit [18,19]. Wang and
Qian [11] stated that, in China, CCG might help firms obtain social legitimacy and gain political access;
Gao et al. [20] reported firms in China experience notable uncertainty concerning government policies,
and CCG tends to cultivate good relationships with the government.

The demand for charitable giving is burgeoning in this fast-developing, emerging market as
consumers are becoming more conscious of their social commitments [21] and firms experience
the benefits through CCG [2,3,14]. Some studies have focused on the impact of CCG on CP in
China [9,10,22], but comparatively, little research has focused on the different effects of CCG on
CP between state-owned firms (SOFs) and non-state-owned firms (NSOFs). Considering SOFs are
prevalent in China [10,13] and, by nature, are connected to the government, the managers of those
firms do not have to worry about political access and government protection compared to those of
NSOFs [4,10]. NSOFs tend to engage in CCG to build and maintain political connections [13,17,19,23].
Ma and Parish [18] stated that owners of private firms (i.e., limited liability companies in which two
or more natural persons invest or that are controlled by a single natural person) were not allowed
to join the Communist Party before 2001, so they engaged in CCG in exchange for legal status and
political access. Lin et al. [17] found NSOFs that build political connections through CCG more
easily gain access to government subsidies, or that the government rewards those firms with future
subsidies, allowing them to outperform firms that did not create a connection with the government.
NSOFs donated more and earlier than SOFs [10,15].

The present study could serve as a quantitative measurement to determine how CCG potentially
influences the CP of SOFs and NSOFs in China. We looked at longitudinal data collected from Chinese
publicly listed firms between 2003 and 2016 to provide a comprehensive understanding of the effect
of CCG on long-term CP and its differentiation between SOFs and NSOFs in China. We found most
studies are event studies investigating the short-term financial impact, whereas longitudinal studies are
not limited in scope and were used to display results demonstrating the long-term effects of CCG on
financial performance through examining sales growth (SG), ROA, return on equity (ROE), and Tobin’s
Q (TQ). Empirical test results from this study should lead to a better understanding of the extent to
which CCG impacts on CP are different in China’s SOFs and NSOFs.

The purpose of this study was to explore CCG’s impact on Chinese firm CP through an analysis
of empirical data. Three major results were produced from the testing model. First, CCG can
improve firms’ long-term CP measures of TQ, but not short-term CP measures of SG, ROA, and
ROE. Second, the empirical results reveal that NSOFs initiate the impacts of CCG on CP, which means
CCG can significantly enhance the long-term CP of NSOFs, but it cannot enhance long-term CP of
SOFs. Finally, the results demonstrate that the positive impacts of CCG on long-term CP will be
negative once CCG reaches the optimal point. Third, we found that, compared to western countries,
the average portion of CCG to sales (RCCG) is low in China, which may be a possible reason that CCG
cannot increase short-term CP. The findings from this study not only shed light on the relationship
between CCG and long-term CP among the different ownership firms in China, outlining important
managerial implications, but also contribute to the finance research literature by extending Griffin
and Mahon’s model to understanding the link between corporate social performance and corporate
financial performance in China’s state ownership and corporate governance firms.

The remainder of this paper is divided into five main sections. Section 2 discusses the development
of hypotheses. Section 3 describes the data and defines the study variables. Section 4 presents a test
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model and reports empirical results. Section 5 discusses and provides implications from the results of
this study. Finally, Section 6 outlines some plans for future development.

2. Literature Review

Corporate charitable giving is a component of CSR defined as the donation of a portion of a
firm’s profits and/or resources to non-profit organizations in support of education, culture, healthcare,
or natural disaster relief [1,11,24]. Yu and Choi [25] pointed out that previous studies [26–29] on
the relationship between CSR and CP are inconclusive. Agle et al. [26] and Heinze et al. [27] both
determined the relationship between CSR and CP to be positive, whereas Margolis and Walsh [29]
noted a negative relationship, and Jin and Drozdenko [28] found no significant relationship between
CSR and CP at all.

Since CCG is considered a discretionary dimension of CSR [30], making sense of the relationship
between CCG and CP is challenging. Adopted by corporations as an aspect of CSR fulfillment, CCG
is a public, academic, and government consideration [1,3,22,31,32]. Friedman’s announcement that
“the social responsibility of business is to increase its profit” [31] (p. 122) prompted a fierce debate
about whether corporations should engage in philanthropic activity.

According to agency cost theory, CCG may distract managers’ attention from profit maximization
and exhaust corporate resources that should be dedicated to shareholders or other lucrative
investments, hence damaging a firm’s interests and shareholder value [2,3,24]. In other words, CCG is
an additional agency cost that managers use to achieve status, power, security, and prestige [2,33,34].
Conversely, Navarro [3] claimed that CCG should be treated as an ordinary business expense based on
profit maximization, and that firms can do well by doing good [35,36]. Based on value enhancement
theory, however, CCG can potentially enhance branding and public recognition, attract employees,
and grow consumer preference [1,3,4], and researchers argue that CCG may maximize the value of
a corporation.

Strategic philanthropy offers a compromise [37]. From the perspective of strategic management,
a company’s philanthropic strategy combines competitive maneuvering and business approaches that
please customers to compete, as well as to achieve organizational objectives [38]. Strategic philanthropy
is defined as corporate giving that benefits the community as well as the firm [32,39,40] by realizing
two goals—charity and profitability [8,32]. Sponsorship and cause-related promotion are naturally
connected to marketing [39], so they are perceived as strategic philanthropy. Since the returns of CCG
are difficult to measure [41,42], CCG may be a viable strategy for improving CP [1,32], or it may have
no impact.

Porter and Kramer [32] noted that since corporations are part of society, CCG may enhance the
corporate competitive context. CCG can integrate a corporation’s social financial goals as a means
to enhance long-term performance. Godfrey [1] assumed that CCG should be a rational decision in
which managers should engage, stating that CCG potentially enhances CP in two ways—by generating
moral reputation capital that improves stakeholder and community perception of the corporation,
thus adding strategic value to firm, and by furnishing insurance protection for firms in bad condition.

If CCG is used to acquire legitimacy or gain support from the government, it may not influence
sales, so it is difficult to determine whether CCG directly benefits a firm’s performance. Although
Seifert et al. [8] (Figure 1) noted that strategic philanthropy addresses both charity and profitability,
it is not definite whether CCG has true strategic value if it does not contribute to CP. They claimed that
using traditional philanthropy to donate to causes will affect a corporation’s long-term CP rather than
short-term CP, which is influenced by strategic philanthropy.
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(CP) [8].

Previous empirical studies offer mixed findings [3,4,6–8,24,36,43,44] about the relationship
between CCG and CP, especially when using ROA, ROE, and return on sales (ROS) as the means of
measurement. For example, Griffin and Mahon [7] found that CCG is not correlated with CP when
measured by ROE, ROS, or ROA. Consistent with this study, Berman et al. [6] determined there is no
significant relationship between CCG and CP when measured by ROA, and Seifert et al. [8] revealed
a negligible impact of CCG on corporate stock performance. These studies indicated that CCG does
not influence short-term CP. Lev et al. [36] argued that CCG from American companies enhances
consumers’ satisfaction and is positively related to sale growth, suggesting that CCG may increase
future revenue growth. Hategan and Curea-Pitorac [44] provided evidence that CCG positively relates
to ROE and TQ in Romania, and Liang and Renneboog [33] suggested that CCG positively influences
financial performance and corporate value with its global sampling of firms.

Different from the studies mentioned above, Wang et al. [4] found links between CCG and CP
measures of ROA and TQ are an inverse U-shape, indicating ROA and TQ improve as CCG increases
and then deteriorate after CCG exceeds its optimal level. Chen and Lin [24] evaluated the hospitality
industry in Taiwan and also found an inverted U relationship between CCG and CP measures of ROA,
ROE, and TQ. Considering ROA and ROE are indicators of a corporation’s current profitability, and TQ
predicts a corporation’s future growth, CCG may actually influence both short- and long-term CP.

3. Development of Hypotheses

Given that the impact that CCG has on CP is different according to geographic location [1,37],
Wang et al. [43] studied the link between CCG and CP in the Chinese hospitality industry and
found, for hotel firms, the relationship between CCG and SG, ROA, and ROE is an inverted U-shape.
Both Chen and Lin [24] and Wang et al. [43] studied the impact of CCG on the CP of the hospitality
industry, but the empirical results were inconsistent. With the majority of previous studies on CCG
being conducted by researchers from the United States (U.S.) (74%) and the United Kingdom (U.K.)
(13%) [45], Wang et al. [43] noted that there is limited research available to address the relationship
between CCG and CP in China.

Lin et al. [10] studied how the market reacted to 136 firms’ donation announcements after the
Wenchuan earthquake and found a significantly positive relationship between CCG and corporate
abnormal return that occurred for seven days. Gao et al. [9] did the same with an applied sample
of 221 firms and found that the positive relationship between CCG and abnormal return continued
for four days. Wang and Qian [11] further tested the relationship between CCG and CP measured
by ROA and market-to-book ratio and concluded CCG is positively related to ROA but showed no
significant connection between CCG and market-to-book ratio. Based on the premise that corporations
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may contribute CCG in an effort to intensify their firms’ brand and consumer recognition, and that
this will increase CP via sales growth [1,3,36,37,46], we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis Ia: CCG is positively related to short-term CP in China.

Hypothesis Ib: CCG is positively related to long-term CP in China.

Studies have pointed out that, in China, the government plays a crucial role in regulating and
sometimes micromanaging the economy [10,18–20,47]. Firms in China may build or maintain a
connection to the government through CCG, which results in the provision of more assistance from the
government than firms who do not engage in CCG [19,23]. Accordingly, previous studies have shown
that Chinese firms engage in charitable donations to build or maintain links with the government in
order to establish legitimacy or obtain government subsidiaries [15–17].

The risks and purpose of SOFs and NSOFs for engaging in CCG are different [48]. SOFs
are naturally connected to the government and have easier access to political and financial
support including business licenses, subsidiaries, loans from state-owned banks, and sales
channels [49,50]. So, the managers of those firms do not worry as much about political access and
government protection [4,11]. Compared to SOFs, NSOFs are more willing to donate and to donate
more [10,13,17,19,51]. Ma and Parish [18] claimed that, in the 1990s, NSOFs donated to government
welfare programs in exchange for political access and legitimacy. NSOFs in China are more likely to
donate in order to build or maintain political connections [17], making it easier for NSOFs to obtain
legitimacy and critical resources from the government [23,51] and loans from stated-owned banks [19].
Based on these findings, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis II: The positive impact of CCG on CP is more significant for NSOFs than for SOFs.

Godfrey [1] pointed out there is an optimal point at which CCG increases CP, and Wang et al. [4]
found a curvilinear relationship between CCG and CP. Specifically, both researchers noted that the
relationship between CCG and ROA, as well as between CCG and TQ, is an inverted U-shape, which
indicates an optimal level that, once surpassed, produces a decrease in ROA and TQ. Chen and Lin [24]
studied CCG’s effect on hospitality firm performance in Taiwan and found that CCG influences ROA,
ROE, and TQ in an inverted U-shape, suggesting that higher CCG leads to higher ROA, ROE, and
TQ. However, once CCG surpasses the optimal point, the effects of CCG on ROA, ROE, and TQ
become negative.

Wang et al. [43] tested the link between CCG and CP (measured by sale growth, ROA, ROE,
and TQ) in the Chinese hospitality industry; however, they did not find the same conclusion.
The Chinese study pointed to an inverted U-shape relationship between CCG and SG, ROA, and ROE
in the hotel industry, which suggests CCG can enhance ROA and ROE by increasing SG before CCG
reaches the optimal level. Once it surpasses the optimal level, SG, ROA, and ROE will decrease.
This study also revealed that CCG does not significantly affect hotel firms’ future growth as measured
by TQ.

Since CCG transfers wealth from firms to society [1] and is a kind of cost for firms [3], it is valuable
to investigate if an optimal point of the impact of CCG exists on short- and long-term CP in China.
Thus, based on Hypothesis I, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis III: There is an optimal point of the positive relationship between CCG and CP, and once CCG
exceeds the optimal point, the relationship reverses to produce a negative impact.

Given that Wang and Qian [11] tested the relation between CCG and CP in Chinese firms, it is
necessary to distinguish our study from theirs. First, they adopted ROA and market-to-book ratio
as CP measures, whereas this study applies SG, ROA, and ROE as measures of short-term CP, and
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TQ as a measure of long-term CP, in order to identify how CCG specifically influences CP. Second,
this study relies on longitudinal data from 2835 firms between 2003 and 2016 to test the effect CCG
on CP, whereas Wang and Qian [11] used a sample of 1453 firms from 2001 to 2006. During this
period, the sample of publicly listed firms nearly doubled, so the longitudinal data provide a more
comprehensive understanding of the effect of CCG on CP. Third, we tested the optimal level of CCG.
Whereas Wang and Qian’s [11] test showed a significant positive link between CCG and ROA, they did
not consider the optimal level of CCG. Considering that CCG is a rational arrangement of corporate
resources, it is necessary to determine the optimal point of CCG.

4. Data and Variables

The total value of CCG in China in 2003 was 3.33 billion RMB (Figure 2), and it reached 13.37 billion
RMB in 2016, which is an increase of almost 302%. Considering the ratio of CCG to sales (RCCG),
RCCG increased from 0.029% to 0.039% from 2004 to 2011, respectively, except in 2008 (0.09%) when
the Wenchuan, Sichuan earthquake struck, and in 2010 (0.054%) when the Yushu, Qinghai earthquake
hit. Since 2011, RCCG decreased each year, even when a 7.0 earthquake struck Yaan, Sichuan in 2013.
In 2016, RCCG was 0.029%, which is the same as in 2003. While the number of donations increased,
RCCG declined. This data prompted us to question why the proportion of CCG to sales is decreasing,
and how CCG influences firm performance in China. In order to answer these questions, it is necessary
to understand the relationship between CCG and CP.
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Figure 2. The total value of CCG and RCCG in China 2003–2016.

4.1. Data Collection

The sample for this study was composed of all listed firms on the Shenzhen and Shanghai Stock
Exchange between 2003 and 2016. The sample consisted of an unbalanced panel with 2835 firms,
excluding the finance industry as their accounting standards are different from other industries.
After removing abnormal data and unavailable data years, there were approximately 25,487 firm-year
observations that contained the independent variable CP measures of SG, ROA, ROE, and TQ,
and dependent variable CCG measures of corporate giving in cash/sale growth (RCCG).

The corporate performance data of each year and the measurement of firm ownership were
collected from the China Stock Market and Accounting Research (CSMAR) database [52]. We collected
CCG in cash information from corporate annual reports through the China Information [53]—the
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official information-disclosure website for publicly listed firms appointed by the China Securities
Regulatory Commission.

4.2. Variables

Consistent with Brammer and Millington [54], Chen and Lin [24], and Lev et al. [36], we adopted
the ratio of corporate charitable giving (CCG) to sales revenue (SR) as the independent variable (RCCG):

RCCGt= CCGt/SRt×100%. (1)

We use sales growth rate (SG), ROA, ROE, and Tobin’s Q (TQ) to measure firm performance
(please note that we have examined the impact of RCCG on stock return, and test results showed
that RCCG has no significant effect on stock returns for SOFs and NSOFs). SG represents consumer
preference. ROA is a signal of asset use, and ROE is commonly used to measure profitability. TQ is a
measure of future growth opportunity.

SG is calculated as:
SGt= (SR t−SRt−1)/(SR t−1)× 100%. (2)

Two common profitability measures, ROA and ROE, are defined as:

ROAt= NIt/TAt (3)

ROEt= NIt/TEt (4)

where NI denotes net income, TA represents total assets, and TE is total equity. We follow Chen and
Lin [24] in using TQ to measure future growth opportunity:

TQt= MVt/RVt (5)

where MV is a firm’s market value, computed as the sum of the market value of common stock plus
the book value of preferred stock and debt, and RV is the replacement value of its assets, defined as the
book value of total assets [55]. A firm with a larger, long-term growth opportunity is expected have a
higher TQ. Note that only RCCG and SG are percentages; ROA, ROE, and TQ are not.

The first control variable is the company’s debt ratio (LEV) and is calculated as total debt divided
by total assets. The total debt and total assets are the values at the end of each year. A high LEV implies
the company has high principal and interest payments and lacks sufficient cash flow for meeting its
debt obligations. Thus, LEV is expected to be negatively related to a firm’s performance.

The second control variable is firm size (SIZE) and is derived from the natural logarithm of the
total assets. The variable SIZE is expected to have a positive effect on a firm’s performance because
larger firms would have greater market power and greater ability to adjust to economic and social
changes in order to perform well [47].

The third control variable is a dummy variable of state-ownership (SOP). Li et al. [16] claimed
that 60.43% of firms were controlled by the state in China, and that, compared to SOFs, NSOFs are
more likely to build political connections through CCG in order to gain resources controlled by the
government. For that reason, we used SOP as a dummy variable. The CSMAR database provides
corporate governance structure and assigns a value of 1 to a state-owned company that is ultimately
controlled by Chinese governments at all levels and a value of 0 to non-state-owned companies that
are controlled by a private entity or a family [10,16,22].

Table 1 summarizes the statistics of the study variables. The mean value of SOP was 0.4875,
meaning 48.75% of our sample firms were SOFs (1382 firms) compared to 60.43% in 2013 [16,22].
This shows that, following China’s joint-stock reform, the number of stated-owned firms decreased.
From 2003 to 2016, RCCG ranged from 0.00% to 0.98% with a mean of 0.03% and a standard deviation
of 0.08%, suggesting that Chinese listed companies spent 0.03% of their sales revenue on CCG. NSOFs
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had a higher value of RCCG than SOFs. The mean of RCCG for NSOFs (0.04%) was two times that of
SOFs (0.02%).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of study variables.

All listed
SOFs and NSOFs

N = 22,652
RCCG ROA ROE TQ SG SIZE LEV SOP

Minimum 0.00 −48.32 −167.11 0.01 −1.05 16.52 0.01 0
Maximum 0.98 4.84 37.14 91.58 461.03 28.51 96.96 1

Mean 0.03 0.03 0.03 2.16 0.50 21.71 0.54 0.4875
Std. Dev. 0.08 0.48 1.78 2.91 2.63 1.33 1.60 0.50

SOFs
N = 11,043 RCCG ROA ROE TQ SG SIZE LEV

Minimum 0.00 −6.78 −72.15 0.01 −1.05 16.76 0.01
Maximum 0.94 4.84 37.14 76.09 190.21 28.51 8.61

Mean 0.02 0.02 0.03 1.60 0.30 22.10 0.53
Std. Dev. 0.06 0.11 1.20 1.98 2.93 1.38 0.29

NSOFs
N = 11,609 RCCG ROA ROE TQ SG SIZE LEV

Minimum 0.00 −48.32 −167.11 0.06 −1.00 16.52 0.01
Maximum 0.98 2.64 26.06 91.58 461.03 27.45 96.96

Mean 0.04 0.02 0.02 2.74 0.63 21.46 0.48
Std. Dev. 0.10 0.52 2.26 3.46 10.55 1.10 1.35

Notes: N is the number of firm-year observations. Only RCCG and sales growth (SG) are percentages among
all variables.

As exhibited in Table 1, SOFs have the same mean values of ROA as NSOFs, though SOFs
have higher mean values of ROE, LEV, and firm size, and NSOFs have higher values of TQ and SG.
The statistics suggest, in general, that SOFs have a higher debt ratio and larger firm size, whereas
NSOFs perform better in sales growth and future growth.

5. Panel Regression Test and Empirical Results

5.1. RCCG Significantly Enhances Long-Term CP Rather than Short-Term CP

To test the effect of RCCG on short- and long-term CP, we applied panel regression based on
data from nearly 2835 Chinese companies that were publicly traded between 2003 to 2016. The panel
regression specified the time-varying relationship between RCCG and CP variables, provided control
for the heterogeneity of individual firms, and reduced the problems associated with multicollinearity
and estimation bias [56,57].

In order to evaluate if RCCG can enhance CP, we calculated the following panel regression tests,
applying the short-term CP measures of SG, ROA, and ROE to test Hypothesis Ia, and using the
long-term CP measure of TQ to test Hypothesis Ib:

CPi,t = β01 + β11RCGGi,t + β21LEVi,t + β31SIZEi,t + β41SOPi,t + εi,t (6)

where CPi,t denotes i firm’s short-term performance measures of SG, ROA, and ROE in time t,
and long-term performance measure of TQ in time t. Note that when running all panel regression tests,
in addition to controlling the year effect, we used the F-test and the Hausman tests [58] to determine
whether pooled ordinary least square (OLS), fixed effects, or random effects would be the appropriate
estimation method [59].

Based on the F-test, the fixed effects model outperforms the pooled OLS when the null hypothesis
indicates that the pooled OLS model is more appropriate than the fixed effects model (F-statistic is
greater than F-test critical value). Accordingly, when the fixed effects method is more appropriate than
the pooled OLS method, we performed the Hausman test [58] to see if the fixed or random effects
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method should be used when performing panel regression test. The fixed effects model was selected if
the test statistic was significantly larger than the critical value, rejecting the null hypothesis that the
random effects model is more appropriate than the fixed effects model.

As shown in Table 2, the coefficients of RCCG and SG (Panel A), ROA (Panel B), and ROE (Panel
C) were not statistically significant at the 10% level, but the coefficient of RCCG on TQ (Panel D)
was statistically significant at the 10% level, and the explanatory power of RCCG on TQ was 12%
according to the adjusted R2. Test results failed to support Hypothesis Ia—that CCG can improve
short-term CP—but they do support Hypothesis Ib—that CCG can benefit long-term CP. According
to the panel regression results, our findings show partial differences from our expectation that LEV
should be negatively related to CP. The result shows LEV positively influenced SG at the 10% level,
but was negatively related to ROA and ROE at the 1% level, and was negatively related to TQ without
significance. SIZE was positively related to SG, ROA, and ROE at the 1% level but negatively related to
TQ at the 1% level, which differs partially from our assertion that firm size should be positively related
to CP. The relationships between SOP and SG, and SOP and TQ, were both significantly negative at
the 1% level, and the coefficient of SOP and ROA was negative but insignificant.

Table 2. Panel regression test results of RCCG on all listed state-owned firms’ (SOFs) and
non-state-owned firms’ (NSOFs) performance.

Panel A: SG
Coefficient t–statistic p–value Adjusted R2 Panel B: ROA

Coefficient t–statistic p–value Adjusted R2

(Pooled OLS) (Pooled OLS)

Constant –1.91 –1.82 0.07** 0.00 Constant –0.19 –3.68 0.00*** 0.16
RCCG –0.86 –1.14 0.26 RCCG 0.02 0.61 0.55
LEV 0.15 1.66 0.10* LEV –0.19 –67.66 0.00***

SIZE 0.12 2.56 0.01*** SIZE 0.01 6.03 0.00***

SOP –0.55 –4.29 0.00*** SG 0.00 1.42 0.15
SOP –0.01 –0.87 0.38

Panel C: ROE
Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel D: TQ

Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2
(Pooled OLS) (Fixed effects)

Constant –0.56 –2.75 0.01*** 0.00 Constant 44.73 68.52 0.00*** 0.12
RCCG 0.16 1.09 0.28 RCCG 0.57 2.54 0.01***

LEV –0.02 –2.07 0.04** LEV –0.02 –0.65 0.52
SIZE 0.03 2.91 0.00*** SIZE –1.94 –64.89 0.00***

SG 0.00 0.55 0.58 SG 0.00 2.25 0.02**

SOP 0.00 –0.15 0.88 SOP –0.44 –5.24 0.00***

Notes: * Significant at the 10% level. ** Significant at the 5% level. *** Significant at the 1% level.

5.2. Impact of CCG on Long-Term CP is Significant for NSOFs

Table 3 presents the estimation of Equation (6) for SOFs with the panel regressions showing that
the variable RCCG was not associated with short-term CP measures of SG (Panel A), ROA (Panel B),
or ROE (Panel C), and long-term CP measures the TQ (Panel D) for SOFs. Notably, we found that SIZE
was negatively related to SOFs’ TQ. Panel regression results show LEV was negatively related to ROA
and TQ at the 1% (0.5%) level, whereas SIZE was positively related to ROA and ROE at the 1% (5%)
level but negatively related to TQ at the 1% level. SG had no significant link with ROA, ROE, or TQ.

Table 4 presents the empirical results of NSOFs, and the panel regressions show that RCCG did
not significantly influence SG (Panel A) or short-term CP measures ROA (Panel B) and ROE (Panel
C). However, Panel D shows the coefficient of RCCG and TQ was significantly positive at the 10%
level, and the explanatory power of RCCG on TQ for NSOFs was 73% according to the adjusted R2.
Empirical test results show LEV was negatively related to ROA at the 1% level and was positively
related to TQ at the 1% level. The positive relationships between SIZE and SG and ROE are significant
at the 5% (1%) level, but SIZE was negatively related to TQ at the 1% level. SG had no significant
influence on ROA, ROE, or TQ. The results in Tables 3 and 4 support Hypothesis II—that the impact of
CCG on CP is different for SOFs and NSOFs.
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Table 3. Panel regression test results of RCCG on SOFs’ performance.

Panel A: SG
Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel B: ROA

Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2

(Pooled OLS) (Fixed Effects)

Constant –0.67 –0.73 0.46 0.00 Constant –1.02 –6.15 0.00*** 0.40
RCCG –0.32 –0.35 0.72 RCCG –0.08 –1.21 0.23
LEV 0.24 1.37 0.17 LEV –1.37 –79.19 0.00***

SIZE 0.04 0.98 0.33 SIZE 0.08 10.71 0.00***

SG 0.00 –0.29 0.77

Panel C: ROE
Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel D: TQ

Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2

(Pooled OLS) (Fixed Effects)

Constant –0.36 –1.68 0.09* 0.00 Constant 30.10 48.22 0.00*** 0.54
RCCG 0.12 0.56 0.57 RCCG 0.29 1.19 0.24
LEV –0.05 –1.21 0.23 LEV –0.17 –2.17 0.03**

SIZE 0.02 1.98 0.05** SIZE –1.29 –45.41 0.00***

SG 0.00 0.18 0.86 SG 0.00 0.87 0.38

Notes: * Significant at the 10% level. ** Significant at the 5% level. *** Significant at the 1% level.

Table 4. Panel regression test results of RCCG on NSOFs’ performance.

Panel A: SG
Coefficient t-Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel B: ROA

Coefficient t-Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2

(Pooled OLS) (Pooled OLS)

Constant −3.98 −1.88 0.06** 0.00 Constant 0.04 0.40 0.69 0.21
RCCG −1.20 −1.04 0.30 RCCG 0.03 0.55 0.58
LEV 0.00 0.21 0.83 LEV −0.17 −55.98 0.00***

SIZE 0.22 2.28 0.02** SIZE 0.00 0.84 0.40
SG 0.00 1.27 0.20

Panel C: ROE
Coefficient t-Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel D: TQ

Coefficient t-Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2

(Pooled OLS) (Fixed Effects)

Constant −0.99 −2.54 0.01*** 0.00 Constant 77.48 34.09 0.00*** 0.73
RCCG 0.18 0.86 0.39 RCCG 1.13 1.70 0.09*

LEV 0.00 0.88 0.38 LEV 2.36 364.31 0.00***

SIZE 0.05 2.59 0.01*** SIZE −3.53 −33.35 0.00***

SG 0.00 0.44 0.66 SG 0.00 0.81 0.42

Notes: * Significant at the 10% level. ** Significant at the 5% level. *** Significant at the 1% level.

5.3. Optimal Level of RCCG on CP

To test the optimal level of RCCG on sales (i.e., consumer preference) and CP (measured by SG,
ROA, ROE, and TQ), we included both the linear and quadratic terms for RCCG in the regression
equation and performed the following panel regression tests:

CPi,t = λ01 + λ11RCCGi,t + λ21RCCG2
i,t + λ31LEVi,t + λ41SIZEi,t + λ51SOPi,t + εi,t (7)

where CPi,t denotes i firm’s short-term performance in terms of SG, ROA, and ROE at time t,
and long-term performance in terms of TQ at time t.

According to the framework given in Equation (7), the optimal level of RCCG on CP exists if γ21
and λ21 are significantly different from zero. There is a U-shaped or an inverted U-shaped effect of
RCCG on firm performance if γ11, λ11, γ21, and λ21 are significantly different from zero. For example,
if γ11 = 0, λ11 = 0 and γ21 = 0 and γ21 = 0 are rejected, and γ11 < 0 (γ11 > 0), λ11 < 0 (λ11 > 0), and γ21 >
0 (γ21 < 0) and λ21 > 0 (λ21 < 0), there is a (an inverted) U-shaped relationship between RCCG and firm
performance. The relationship between RCCG and firm performance is linear instead of curvilinear if
γ11 = 0 and λ11 = 0 are rejected and γ21 = 0 and λ21 = 0 are not rejected.

We also used the F-test and the Hausman tests [58] to determine whether OLS, fixed effects,
or random effects would be appropriate estimation methods when performing panel regression
tests [60]. Panel regression test results of RCCG and RCCG2 on SG, short-term CP, and long-term CP
are summarized in Table 5 for all listed firms, Table 6 for SOFs, and Table 7 for NSOFs. As shown in
Tables 5–7, the effects of RCCG and RCCG2 on SG and short-term performance of ROA and ROE for all
listed firms are not statistically significant at the 10% level with low explanatory power (adjusted R2
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value). After all listed firms were divided into SOFs (Table 6) and NSOFs (Table 7), the results were
consistent with the results from all listed firms, indicating that RCCG and RCCG2 do not significantly
affect SG (Panel A) or short-term performance of ROA (Panel B) or ROE (Panel C).

Table 5. Panel regression test results of RCCG and RCCG2 on all listed SOFs and NSOFs’ performance.

Panel A: SG
Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel B: ROA

Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2

(Pooled OLS) (Pooled OLS)

Constant –1.67 –1.60 0.11 0.00 Constant –0.19 –3.68 0.00*** 0.16
RCCG –2.26 –1.41 0.16 RCCG 0.04 0.50 0.62
RCCG2 2.72 0.96 0.34 RCCG2 –0.03 –0.24 0.81

LEV 0.04 0.90 0.37 LEV –0.19 –67.63 0.00***

SIZE 0.12 2.41 0.02** SIZE 0.01 6.02 0.00***

SOP –0.55 –4.29 0.00*** SG 0.00 1.42 0.15
SOP –0.01 –0.85 0.39

Panel C: ROE
Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel D: TQ

Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2
(Pooled OLS) (Fixed effects)

Constant –0.56 –2.75 0.01*** 0.00 Constant 44.75 68.56 0.00*** 0.47
RCCG 0.29 0.94 0.35 RCCG 1.59 3.34 0.00 ***

RCCG2 –0.26 –0.48 0.63 RCCG2 –1.88 –2.43 0.02**

LEV –0.02 –2.06 0.04** LEV –0.02 –0.61 0.54
SIZE 0.03 2.89 0.00*** SIZE –1.95 –64.94 0.00***

SG 0.00 0.55 0.58 SG 0.00 2.22 0.03**

SOP 0.00 –0.11 0.91 SOP –0.44 –5.23 0.00***

Notes: * Significant at the 10% level. ** Significant at the 5% level. *** Significant at the 1% level.

Table 6. Panel regression test results of RCCG and RCCG2 on all listed SOFs’ performance.

Panel A: SG
Coefficient t-Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel B: ROA

Coefficient t-Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2

(Pooled OLS) (Fixed effects)

Constant −0.65 −0.71 0.48 0.00 Constant −1.02 −6.15 0.00*** 0.40
RCCG −1.55 −0.85 0.40 RCCG −0.19 −1.44 0.15
RCCG2 2.79 0.78 0.44 RCCG2 0.23 0.96 0.34

LEV 0.24 1.36 0.18 LEV −1.37 −79.19 0.00***

SIZE 0.04 0.98 0.33 SIZE 0.08 10.72 0.00***

SG 0.00 0.15 0.88

Panel C: ROE
Coefficient t-Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel D: TQ

Coefficient t-Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2
(Pooled OLS) (Fixed effects)

Constant −0.36 −1.69 0.09* 0.00 Constant 30.11 48.23 0.00*** 0.54
RCCG 0.18 0.42 0.67 RCCG 0.89 1.87 0.06*

RCCG2 −0.14 −0.16 0.87 RCCG2 −1.26 −1.47 0.14
LEV −0.05 −1.21 0.23 LEV −0.16 −2.14 0.03**

SIZE 0.02 1.98 0.05** SIZE −1.29 −45.43 0.00***

SG 0.00 0.18 0.86 SG 0.00 0.88 0.38

Notes: * Significant at the 10% level. ** Significant at the 5% level. *** Significant at the 1% level.

Table 7. Panel regression test results of RCCG and RCCG2 on all listed NSOFs’ performance

Panel A: SG
Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel B: ROA

Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2

(Pooled OLS) (Pooled OLS)

Constant –4.05 –1.91 0.06* 0.00 Constant 0.04 0.41 0.68 0.21
RCCG –3.03 –1.20 0.23 RCCG 0.04 0.34 0.73
RCCG2 3.46 0.81 0.42 RCCG2 –0.02 –0.11 0.92

LEV 0.00 0.21 0.84 LEV –0.17 –55.96 0.00***

SIZE 0.23 2.33 0.02** SIZE 0.00 0.83 0.41
SG 0.00 1.27 0.20

Panel C: ROE
Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2 Panel D: TQ

Coefficient t–Statistic Prob. Adjusted R2
(Pooled OLS) (Fixed effects)

Constant –0.98 –2.52 0.01*** 0.00 Constant 77.54 34.12 0.00*** 0.73
RCCG 0.35 0.76 0.45 RCCG 3.33 2.23 0.03**

RCCG2 –0.32 –0.41 0.68 RCCG2 –3.82 –1.65 0.10*

LEV 0.00 0.89 0.38 LEV 2.36 364.34 0.00***

SIZE 0.05 2.56 0.01*** SIZE –3.54 –33.39 0.00***

SG 0.00 0.45 0.66 SG 0.00 0.77 0.44

Notes: * Significant at the 10% level. ** Significant at the 5% level. *** Significant at the 1% level.
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The findings of panel D presented in Tables 5 and 7 partly support Hypothesis III that there
is an optimal level of effect of RCCG on long-term CP measured by TQ. To be more specific,
the corresponding coefficients of RCCG and RCCG2 on long-term performance measures of TQ for
all listed firms were 1.59 and –1.88, which are statistically significant at the 1% (5%) level with an
explanatory power of 47% according to the adjusted R2 (Panel D in Table 5). Table 5 also provides
evidence that LEV was negatively associated with the CP measures of ROA, ROE, and TQ. Additionally,
SIZE was positively related to the CP measures of ROA and ROE, but negatively related to CP measures
of TQ. SOP was negatively related to SG and TQ but had no significant influence on ROA and ROE.

Panel D of Table 7 demonstrates that the corresponding coefficients of RCCG and RCCG2 on
long-term performance measures of TQ for NSOFs were 3.33 and –3.82, respectively, which were
statistically significant at the 5% (1%) level with the adjusted R2 of 0.73. Table 7 shows that LEV was
negatively related to ROA and ROE, but was positively associated with TQ. The relationships between
SIZE and SG and ROE were significantly positive, but the relationship between SIZE and TQ was
significantly negative.

For the SOFs, Table 6 shows that neither RCCG nor RCCG2 had a significant influence on TQ.
RCCG had no impact on CP, regardless of being short-term or long-term. These finding partly support
hypothesis II that the effect of CCG on CP is different between SOFs and NSOFs. The results of panel
regression presented in Table 6 shows LEV negatively influenced the ROA and TQ of SOFs, and SIZE
positively affected ROA and ROE, while being negatively related to TQ.

In order to find the optimal point of RCCG to maximize the TQ value, the optimal point of
RCCG on TQ for all listed firms, Equation (8), or just NSOFs, Equation (9), can be calculated using the
following estimations:

TQ = 44.75 + 1.59RCCG − 1.88RCCG2−0.02LEV − 1.95SIZE + 0.00SG − 0.44SOP (8)

and
TQ = 77.54 + 3.33RCCG − 3.82RCCG2 + 2.36LEV − 3.54SIZE + 0.00SG. (9)

To compute the corresponding optimal RCCG level maximizing TQ for all listed firms (6) and
NSOFs (7), the study takes the derivative of equations (8) and (9) with respect to RCCG and the
equations then become:

0 = 1.59 − 2 × 1.88 × RCCG (10)

and
0 = 3.33 − 2 × 3.82 × RCCG. (11)

6. Discussion and Implications

6.1. Discussion

Current studies about CCG in China generally focus on the motivation for CCG [11,16,17],
though a few studies have attempted to evaluate whether CCG may influence CP in China [10,22,34].
This study provides a comprehensive understanding of the relationship between CCG and CP in China.
Before the panel regression, we found that Chinese firms donate too little. The average RCCG was
0.03%, with RCCG for NSOFs (0.04%), being two times that of RCCG for SOFs (0.02%). In comparison,
British firms donated around 0.2% of their pre-tax profits in the 1980s [61] and American firms donated
around 1.3% of their pre-tax profits in 1999 [37]. Compared to corporate donation in those countries,
Chinese firms donated less than 0.1% annually between 2003 and 2016, even in years when natural
disasters struck (Figure 2). Perhaps, if a clear incentive for CCG is established by showing that it can
influence a corporation’s CP, then Chinese business will be more likely to donate. The empirical testing
conducted in this study reveals several results that enrich the existing literature about the relationship
between CCG and CP.
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First, CCG in China does not enhance firms’ short-term CP measures of SG, ROA, and ROE,
which may be one reason why a portion of CCG is declining in China which differs from Wang
and Qian’s [10] conclusion that CCG can increase the customer satisfaction, thus benefiting ROA.
Considering Wang and Qian [11] used data from publicly listed firms between 2001 to 2006, just
two years before and after the Chinese government started requiring publicly listed firms to report
their CSR in 2003, they may have underestimated the influence of policy in affecting CCG on ROA.
In comparison, we adopted longitudinal data from 2003 to 2016, which offer more complete information
about the relationship between CCG and CP. Brammer and Millington [54] pointed out that CCG
may enhance CP by improving a firm’s reputation and demonstrated that reputation is accumulated
through stakeholder judgment, and Godfrey [1] noted that CCG may nurture worker morale which
enhances work efficiency and, in turn, improves CP, which benefits CP in the long-term. With this in
mind, CCG in China may be more of a reputation generator or efficiency accelerator rather than a form
of strategic advertising.

Second, the test results provide evidence that the impact of CCG on CP is different between SOFs
and NSOFs, which we expected. In other words, CCG can significantly enhance a corporation’s future
growth, which is measured by TQ, for NSOFs, though the opposite is true for SOFs. RCCG does not
appear to influence TQ for SOFs, though it produces some improvement in TQ for NSOFs. This means
that charitable giving can benefit the long-term CP of NSOFs but does not seem to impact SOFs. Su and
He [23] established that NSOFs in China experience more difficulties during operation and that those
firms must engage in CCG in order to protect property rights and preserve political connections that
generate good performance. Gao et al. [20] claimed that CCG in China may decrease environmental
uncertainty. Our study provides empirical evidence to support that CCG is a traditional philanthropy
approach that helps NSOFs benefit in the long-term rather than strategic philanthropy that enhances
CP in the short-term.

Third, there is an optimal point for the positive effect of CCG on long-term CP. The inverted
U-shaped relationship between RCCG and TQ means that TQ only continues to grow with RCCG
until it surpasses the optimal point. Then, RCCG is negatively related to TQ. By separating all listed
firms into SOFs and NSOFs, our findings suggest that the relationship between RCCG and TQ for
NSOFs is an inverted U-shaped with an explanation power as high as 73%, but there is no significant
relationship between RCCG and TQ for SOFs.

According to Equation (6), for all Chinese listed firms, the optimal point at which RCCG maximizes
TQ is 0.423%. Figure 3 shows the inverted U-shaped relationship between RCCG and TQ. Likewise,
Equation (7) shows that the optimal point at which RCCG maximizes TQ for NSOFs is 0.437% (Figure 4).

6.2. Policy Implications

Considering the optimal point of RCCG that maximizes TQ is about 14 times higher (0.423 divided
by 0.03) than the sample mean of RCCG (0.03%) for all Chinese firms from 2003 to 2016, and the point
of RCCG that maximizes TQ for NSOFs is about 11 times (0.437 divided by 0.04), these conclusions can
provide meaningful policy implications.

First, firms may donate more to increase public preference. Compared to donations by American
and British firms, Chinese firms donate much less, at just 0.03% of the sales (0.04% for NSOFs, and 0.02%
for SOFs). Since the future growth measures of TQ continue to grow before RCCG for all listed firms
(NSOFs) reaches 0.423% (0.437), firms in China may want to consider donating more in order to
maximize the positive influence of CCG.

Second, because they have access to more resources than NSOFs, SOFs should donate more to
support the good of society. Although our empirical results show that CCG does not enhance CP for
SOFs, the static table shows that donations by SOFs are half that of NSOFs on average. Given SOFs
have natural political connections [49], SOFs are in a position to benefit the community more rather
than just building or maintaining political connections.
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Third, corporate managers in China would do well to assess the value of CCG in the long-term
rather than in just the short-term. Carroll [30] stated that strategic philanthropy should fit the firm’s
mission, goals, and objectives, and Godfrey [1] pointed out that CCG is a transfer of wealth. So,
managers should be prepared to show how CCG can help their bottom line; otherwise, CCG may be
seen as an action that managers use solely to benefit their own interests [2,60,62].
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7. Limitations and Future Study Considerations

The main limitations of this study are as follows. First, we were limited by the data and only
tested the relationship between the CCG and CP of publicly listed firms in China. Considering the
micro-operation environments of publicly listed firms and non-listed firms are different, meaningful
future studies should focus on how CCG influences non-listed firm performance. Second, this study
shows that CCG may influence long-term performance, but does not identify how CCG benefits
long-term performance. Given that long-term performance may be enhanced through higher work
efficiency, good firm image, and easier access to resources and/or support, studies will need to stay
current by focusing on political motivations for participating in CCG as well as how CCG influences
firm image and work efficiency in China.
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