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Business Owners” Social Status Economic
Achievement and Corporate Philanthropy

Gao Yonggiang" He Xiaobin® and Li Lulu"

(‘a: Huazhong University of Science and Technology; b: Renmin University of China)

Abstract: Drawing on a nation-wide sample of private enterprises in China we study the effects of business owners” social
status and economic achievements on their firms” likelihood and level of philanthropy. We find in addition to the significant
impact of business owners” economic achievements on firm philanthropy firms whose owners have political titles ( deputy of
People’s Congress or People’s Political Consultative Committee) or act as members of local industrial organizations ( industry
associations or National Industry and Commercial Association) are more likely to donate and donate more to charities.
However there is no significant difference in terms of firm donation likelihood and amount between business owners who are
members of parties ( Communist Party or other democratic parties) and those who are not. These findings suggest that
perspectives of social expectation or role playing of business owners can be used to explain the variances of corporate
philanthropy.
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