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Abstract:  

 

Purpose: This article examines how corporate philanthropy affects stakeholder decision-

making and enhances business financial performance from the perspectives of institutional 

and strategic integration.   

Design/Methodology/Approach:   

Findings: The study verifies that corporate philanthropy and financial performance are 

positively correlated by looking at businesses that are listed on the London FTSE100. It also 

looks into the underlying mechanics of this interaction. First, the study shows that sales serve 

as a beneficial middleman, illustrating how philanthropy, when used as a strategic 

technique, may assist businesses in gaining the favour of current and future customers, 

lowering price elasticity, increasing sales, and eventually enhancing their financial success. 

Second, media attention serves as yet another middleman.   

Practical Implications: Since enterprises that practice charity are more likely to get public 

grants and subsidies, which improve their financial situation, public subsidies play a crucial 

intermediate function. These findings demonstrate the diverse ways in which generosity may 

improve financial success.  

Originality/Value: Philanthropy aids in a company's social recognition, which generates 

more favourable media coverage and boosts its financial success.   
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1. Introduction 

 

Does philanthropy enhance the financial success of individual businesses or does it 

enable most businesses to fulfil their social responsibility while increasing their 

profitability? A crucial component of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and a 

significant contributor to the business economy is philanthropy.  

 

The topic of whether businesses may use philanthropy to boost their financial 

performance and provide a win-win outcome for society and themselves is one that 

merits more investigation. This subject is particularly important in the talks on how 

RSE may be related to business success and societal benefit. 

 

2. Literature Review 

 

There has long been interest in both academics and business in the connection 

between company financial success and charity. The majority of research points to a 

favourable relationship between business financial success and charity (Benali and 

El Yaagoubi, 2017; Geitzholz, 2023).  

 

According to a strategic perspective, philanthropy helps businesses become more 

competitive, develop a positive brand image, draw in resources, and turn those 

resources into marketing capabilities (Waddock and Graves, 1997; Mohcine, 2022). 

This process helps businesses gain market share for their goods and services 

(Fombrun, 1996). 

 

Stakeholders, including governments, the public, and workers, frequently 

acknowledge corporate social responsibility initiatives, including philanthropy 

(Wang and Qian, 2011; Kao et al., 2018; Gnaoui and Aziz, 2024), from an 

institutional standpoint. Institutional pressures may be lessened, government 

assistance may grow (Du et al., 2015), public opinion may improve (Nakou, 2022), 

employee satisfaction may rise, and turnover rates may decrease (Ait Tayeb and Ait 

Mameur, 2023). 

 

Some researchers disagree with these benefits, though. For instance, research by 

Friedman (1970), Haley (1991), and Galaskiewicz (1997) has shown that charity 

may syphon off important resources, leaving less for corporate operations and 

shareholder value development.  

 

Some scholars have proposed that there exists a non-linear or even neutral 

correlation between financial performance and charity (Seifert et al., 2004; Wang et 

al., 2008).  

 

Therefore, more investigation is required to fully understand these mechanisms, 

particularly with Breton company samples listed on the London FTSE100. 
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3. Examining the Effect of Philanthropy on Financial Performance from a 

Strategic and Institutional Integration Angle 

 

This research looks at the connection between company financial success and charity 

from an institutional and strategic integration standpoint. It investigates the ways by 

which philanthropy affects business profitability, drawing on the theories of 

institutional theory and strategic philanthropy. 

 

According to Maymo et al. (2020), philanthropy may be viewed as a competitive 

tool from a strategic standpoint. It can enhance a company's reputation, lower 

transaction costs, and provide it a competitive edge in the market. From an 

institutional standpoint, philanthropy functions as a tool for compliance (Velásquez, 

2021; Zhang, 2013) or engagement (Amazoun, 2021) that brings businesses into line 

with institutional standards and increases support from stakeholders. 

 

As a result, the research puts forth the following theories: 

 

H1: Financial performance of corporations is favourably connected with 

philanthropy. 

H2: The association between corporate financial success and charity is positively 

mediated by sales revenue. 

H3: The association between corporate financial performance and generosity is 

positively mediated by media attention. 

H4: When it comes to the link between company financial success and generosity, 

government subsidies act as a beneficial mediator. 

 

Through an examination of these three factors competition, commitment, and 

obedience the research seeks to identify the mechanisms by which philanthropy 

influences the financial success of corporations. 

 

4. Research Methodology 

 

In order to conduct empirical testing, this study uses quantitative research 

methodologies, namely a regression model using STATA statistical software. In 

order to address possible endogenous issues like reverse causation, the research 

postpones the control and outcome variables by a single month. Additionally, by 

switching out the variables, it assesses how robust the regression findings are. 

 

4.1 Sample Characteristics and Data Collection 

 

The study's foundation is the whole list of businesses registered on the FTSE100 

action market, which was gathered through donations and financial data collection 

between 2015 and 2023. The sources of information include the WIND file, annual 

reports, and business websites. According to the research methods, financial 

companies, those classified as ST or ST*, and those with significant missing 



  Adel Necib    

 

103  

financial data were all excluded. The variables have been narrowed down from 1% 

to 99%. Following the screening, a total of 873 (9*97) échantillons from various 

businesses were collected. 

 

4.2 Measurements 

 

The study chooses its variable indicators based on previous research, adapting them 

as needed to fit the particular requirements of the investigation. 

 

1. Level of philanthropy (contribution): To account for the possible influence of 

scale, the measurement is made using the natural logarithm of (gift amount + 1). 

2. Return on assets (ROA) is a measure of business financial performance. 

3. Sales (growth): To evaluate the effect of charity on customer reaction, sales 

growth is calculated using the natural logarithm of sales revenue + 1. 

4. Public subsidies (grants): To prevent a potentially non-normal distribution, the 

amount of subsidies received by enterprises is measured using the natural logarithm 

of that amount. 

5. Media attention: calculated using the natural logarithm of the number of positive 

relationships found in online information media using data from the Chinese 

national research data service platform (CNRDS). 

 

Numerous organisational features, such as ownership concentration, free cash-flow, 

firm size, board size, percentage of independent directors, and the separation of the 

CEO and COB roles, are included as control variables because they may have an 

impact on financial performance (Ibrahim and Hamid, 2019; Pop et al., 2020). Using 

yearly and industry dummies, time and industry impacts are adjusted for Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Definition of control variables 
Variable Abbreviation Definition 

Age of the company Age Measurement of the difference between this year 

and the establishment time of the company. 

Ownership 

concentration 

TOP1 Shareholding ratio of the first shareholder. 

Companies' free 

cash-flow 

FCF Logarithm (Net cash-flow from operating 

activities +1) . 

Company level SIZE Logarithm of total assets. 

Board size Board Number of Board of Directors. 

Proportion of 

independent directors 

Indratio Measurement of number of independent 

directors/board of directors. 

Duality of COB and 

CEO 

Dual Whether the chairman and general 

manager are held by the same person is 1 or 0. 

Year - Year dummy variable data falls in that year, take 1 

or no, take 0. 

Industry -  

Source: Own study. 
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4.3 Analytical Method 

 

This study investigates the connection between business financial success and 

charity using a mediating effects approach. Applying a one-period lag to the 

explanatory variables in the regression analysis allows for the testing of causality by 

adhering to the cause-and-effect principle. This method lessens the possibility of 

endogeneity issues like reverse causality. To guarantee the robustness of the results, 

this strategy additionally lags the control and outcome variables by one period. 

 

5. Regression Model Construction 

 

The following regression models were created in order to examine the connection 

between philanthropy and businesses' financial performance as well as to confirm 

the mediating functions of sales, media coverage, and government subsidies: 

 

ROA = β + ϒllog (Donate+1) + ϒ2 Age + ϒзTOP1 + ϒ4 FCF +ϒ5Size + ϒ6Board + 

ϒ7Indratio + ϒ8Dual + Year Dummy + IndustryDummy + ε                                   (1)                                                                                                                  

 

Growth = β + ϒ1log (Donate +1) + ϒ2Age + ϒзTOP1 + ϒ4 FCF + ϒ5 Size + 

ϒ6Board + ϒ7Indratio  + ϒ8 Dual + YearDummy + IndustryDummy + ε                (2)                                                                                                   

 

ROA = β + ϒ1 log(Donate+1) +  ϒGrowth + ϒ2Age + ϒ3TOP1 + ϒ4 FCF + ϒ5Size 

+ ϒ6Board + ϒ7Indratio + ϒ8Dual + Year Dummy + IndustryDummy + ε             (3)                                                                                                                                                                                                  

 

Media = β + ϒllog (Donate +1) + ϒ2Age+ ϒзTOP1 + ϒ4FCF +ϒ5Size +ϒ6Board 

+ϒ7Indratio + ϒ8Dual + YearDummy + IndustryDummy + ε                                 (4)                                                                                   

 

ROA = β + ϒllog(Donate+1) + ϒMedia + ϒ2Age + ϒ3TOP1+ ϒ4FCF + ϒ5Size  + 

ϒ6Board + ϒ7Indratio  + ϒ8Dual + Year Dummy + IndustryDummy + ε              (5)                                                                                                                                                                                               

 

Subsidy = β + ϒllog (Donate+1) + ϒ2Age + ϒ3TOP1 + ϒ4FCF + ϒ5Size + ϒ6Board 

+ ϒ7Indratio + ϒ8Dual + YearDummy + IndustryDummy + ε                               (6) 

                                                                                    

ROA = β + ϒllog (Donate +1) + Subsidy + ϒ2Age + ϒ3TOP1 + ϒ4FCF + ϒ5Size + 

ϒ6Board + ϒ7Indratio + ϒ8Dual + YearDummy + IndustryDummy + ε               (7)                                                                                   

 

6. Results 

 

6.1 Descriptive Statistics 

 

Table 2 displays the independent, dependent, and intermediate variables' mean, 

maximum, minimum, and standard deviation. The absolute donation level of firms 

has an average value of 12.78, a maximum value of 19.02, and a minimum value of 

0. This suggests that listed corporations' charitable contributions vary greatly from 

one another. The average return on assets (ROA) for the whole sample is 8.21, 
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ranging from a low of -13.34 to a maximum of 28.47. This indicates that there are 

substantial variations in the overall financial performance of listed firms. This wide 

range of values also subtly reveals significant variations in the firms' stages of 

growth. 

 

The sample businesses are growing at a pretty fast rate, as seen by the average sales 

revenue value of 26.36; nevertheless, the highest value of 27.43 and the minimum 

value of 21.07 reveal notable variations in these businesses' profitability. Enterprises 

get an average of 19.34 government subsidies, which pales in comparison to the 

magnitude of corporate donations.  

 

With maximum and minimum values of 21.52 and 14.43, respectively, this shows 

that government subsidies to businesses are much more than their donation levels. It 

also shows that there is a significant range between the various samples. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Mediation Variables 
Variable N Mean SD Min Max 

ROA 873 8.21 7.11 -13.34 28.47 

Donate 873 12.78 5.18 0 19.02 

Growth 873 26.36 1.47 21.07 27.43 

Subsidy 873 19.34 1.58 14.73 21.52 

Media 873 5.85 1.05 1.98 7.11 

Age 873 19.66 6.42 8 38 

TOP1 873 29.07 17.08 10 79.34 

FCF 873 22.04 1.79 17.19 24.62 

SIZE 873 25.84 1.64 21.18 27.24 

Board 873 9.11 1.71 6 18 

Indratio 873 0.46 0.06 0.37 0.64 

Dual 873 0.40 0.58 0 1 

Source: Own study. 

 

6.2 Correlation Analysis 

 

Philanthropy and company financial success have a considerable positive link, as 

seen by the positive correlation (P < 0.01). Furthermore, the majority of the 

regression equation's control variables show a strong correlation with corporate 

success, indicating that the chosen control variables are appropriate for examining 

how philanthropy affects corporate performance. 

 

However, a number of variables, including sample size, extreme values, and 

sampling mistakes, affect the correlation coefficients' magnitude and significance. 

As a result, causation or other functional links are not always shown by the 

correlation between two variables. It simply shows a preliminary link; to properly 
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comprehend the interaction of the variables, a more thorough study using systematic 

hypothesis testing is required. 

 

Table 3. Correlation of mediation variables 

Model 
Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 

(1) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) 

 ROA ROA Crowth ROA ROA Media ROA ROA Subsidy ROA 

Donate 
0.0673 

(4.182) 

0.0673 

(4.182) 

0.0071 

(4.619) 

0.0534 

(3.802) 

0.0673 

(4.182) 

0.0057 

(2.671) 

0.0548 

(3.727) 

0.0673 

(4.182) 

0.0151 

(4.728) 

0.0599 

(3.920) 

Growth    
1.562 

(13.633) 
      

Media       
1.6923 
(24.511) 

   

Subsidy          
0.3924 

(5.628) 

Age 
-0.0319 

(-2.476) 

-0.0319 

(-2.476) 

0.004 

(2.492) 

-0.0291 

(-2.817) 

-0.319 

(-2.476) 

-0.0108 

(-6.089) 

-0.0137 

(-1.163) 

-0.0319 

(-2.476) 

0.0149 

(-4.1814) 

-0.0293 

(-2.317) 

TOP1 
0.0391 

(8.614) 

0.0391 

(8.614) 

0.0058 

(8.476) 

0.0414 

(7.522) 

0.0391 

(8.614) 

-0.001 

(-2.417) 

0.0485 

(9.4112) 

0.0391 

(8.614) 

-0.0014 

(-1.136) 

0.0457 

(8.633) 

FCF 
2.594 

(38.007) 

2.594 

(38.007) 

0.1371 

(19.532) 

2.434 

(37.438) 

2.594 

(38.007) 

0.0897 

(8.386) 

-2.3812 

(35.544) 

2.594 

(38.007) 

0.0337 

(2.126) 

2.6074 

(38.071) 

SIZE 
-2.227 
(-21.09) 

-2.227 
(-21.09) 

0.9114 
(107.543) 

-3.597 
(-21.741) 

-2.227 
(-21.09) 

0.3467 
(27.009) 

-2.7884 
(-26.550) 

-2.227 
(-21.09) 

0.8134 
(48.014) 

-2.497 
(21.071) 

Board 
-0.0862 

(-1.794) 

-0.0862 

(-2.047) 

0.0041 

(0.6543) 

-0.097 

(-2.014) 

-0.0862 

(-2.047) 

0.0209 

(2.2170) 

-0.1049 

(-2.3924) 

-0.0862 

(-2.047) 

0.0194 

(1.7002) 

-0.0984 

(-2.009) 

Indratio 
-2.870 

(-2.047) 

-2.870 

(-2.047) 

-0.4997 

(-3.2831) 

-2.155 

(-1.4671) 

-2.870 

(-2.047) 

1.0364 

(5.209) 

-4.5884 

(-3.3091) 

-2.870 

(-2.047) 

0.0829 

(0.2977) 

-2.8997 

(-2.031) 

Dual 
0.428 
(2.479) 

0.428 
(2.479) 

-0.0383 
(3.297) 

0.437 
(2.866) 

0.428 
(2.479) 

0.0804 
(3.607) 

0.2274 
(1.604) 

0.428 
(2.479) 

0.0894 
(3.178) 

0.3481 
(2.2067) 

_cons 
13.693 
(8.081) 

13.693 
(8.081) 

-0.7850 
(-5.218) 

14.711 
(7.982) 

13.693 
(8.081) 

-4.2017 
(-17.713) 

20.302 
(14.117) 

13.693 
(8.081) 

-2.121 
(-7.185) 

14.1318 
(7.6082) 

year Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes Yes  

Industry Yes Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  

N 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 

R2 0.362 0.362 0.878 0.397 0.362 0.471 0.411 0.362 0.490 0.207 

F 57.145 57.145 1002.591 59.822 57.145 144.092 65.808 57.145 191.771 53.483 

Source: Own study. 

 

6.3 Regression Results and Analysis 

 

Table 4 Model 1 makes it evident that charity has a 0.0673 impact on business 

financial success, which supports H1 and is substantial at the 1% level. 

 

We use the enterprise performance ROA as the dependent variable in order to test 

research hypothesis H2, and we first include independent and control factors. Based 

on the first step's test findings, we may proceed to the second phase of the 

intermediary program test.  

 

The regression results of model 2(1) in Table 4 show that the overall impact of 

philanthropy on enterprise performance is 0.0673, and it is significant at the 0.01 
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level. The third phase of the intermediary program test is then conducted. Table 4 

Model 2(2) shows that the regression coefficient of philanthropy on sales revenue is 

0.005, and it is significant at the 0.01 level.  

 

The regression coefficient of philanthropy on corporate performance is 0.0534, 

which is significant at the 0.01 level and supports H2, and the regression coefficient 

of the intermediary variable sales revenues on corporate performance is 1.667, which 

is found in Table 4 Model 2(3). 

 

Assuming that the ROA of enterprise performance is the dependent variable, we first 

add control and independent variables to evaluate the research hypothesis H3. Based 

on the first step's test findings, we may proceed to the second phase of the 

intermediary program.  

 

The regression results of Model 3(1) in Table 4 show that the overall impact of 

philanthropy on enterprise performance is 0.061 and significant at the 0.01 level. 

The third phase of the intermediary program test is then conducted. Table 4, Model 

3(2), shows that the regression coefficient of charity to media attention is 0.005 and 

significant at the 0.01 level. H3 is significantly supported by model 3(3) of Table 4, 

which shows that the regression coefficients of media attention to enterprise 

performance (1.667) and philanthropy amount to enterprise performance (0.0534) 

are both significant at the 0.01 level. 

 

 

Assuming that the ROA is the dependent variable, we first add control and 

independent variables to test the research hypothesis H4. Based on the findings of 

the first phase, we may proceed to the second step of the intermediate method. The 

regression results of Model 4(1) in Table 4 shows that the overall effect of 

philanthropy on firm success is 0.063 and significant at the 0.01 level.  

 

From Table 4, Model 4(3), we can observe that the regression coefficient of 

government subsidy to company performance is 0.394 and significant at the 0.05 

level, and the regression coefficient of philanthropy amount to enterprise 

performance is 0.0599 and significant at the 0.01 level. These findings significantly 

support H4. From Table 4, Model 4(2), we can observe that the regression 

coefficient of philanthropy to government subsidy is 0.015 and significant at the 

0.01 level. 

 

Table 4. Analysis of regression results 

Variable 
Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 

(1) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) 

 ROA ROA Growth ROA ROA Media ROA ROA Subsidy ROA 

Donate 
0.0673 
(4.182) 

0.0673 
(4.182) 

0.0071 
(4.619) 

0.0534 
(3.802) 

0.0673 
(4.182) 

0.0057 
(2.671) 

0.0548 
(3.727) 

0.0673 
(4.182) 

0.0151 
(4.728) 

0.0599 
(3.920) 

Growth    1.562       
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(13.633) 

Media       
1.6923 

(24.511) 
   

Subsidy          
0.3924 

(5.628) 

Age 
-0.0319 

(-2.476) 

-0.0319 

(-2.476) 

0.004 

(2.492) 

-0.0291 

(-2.817) 

-0.0319 

(-2.476) 

-0.0108 

(-6.089) 

-0.0137 

(-1.163) 

-0.0319 

(-2.476) 

0.0149 
(-

4.1814) 

-0.0293 

(-2.317) 

TOP1 
0.0391 

(8.614) 

0.0391 

(8.614) 

0.0058 

(8.476) 

0.0414 

(7.522) 

0.0391 

(8.614) 

-0.001 

(-2.417) 

0.0485 

(9.4112) 

0.0391 

(8.614) 

-0.0014 

(-1.136) 

0.0457 

(8.633) 

FCF 
2.594 

(38.007) 

2.594 

(38.007) 

0.1371 

(19.532) 

2.434 

(37.438) 

2.594 

(38.007) 

0.0897 

(8.386) 

2.3812 

(35.544) 

2.594 

(38.007) 

0.0337 

(2.126) 

2.6074 

(38.071) 

SIZE 
-2.227 
(-21.09) 

-2.227 
(-21.09) 

0.9114 
(107.543) 

-3.597 
(-21.741) 

-2.227 
(-21.09) 

0.3467 
(27.009) 

-2.7884 
(-26.550) 

-2.227 
(-21.09) 

0.8134 
(48.014) 

-2.497 
(21.071) 

Board 
-0.0862 
(-1.794) 

-0.0862 
(-1.794) 

0.0041 
(0.6543) 

-0.097 
(-2.014) 

-0.0862 
(-1.794) 

0.0209 
(2.2170) 

-0.1049 
(-2.3924) 

-0.0862 
(-1.794) 

0.0194 
(1.7002) 

-0.0984 
(-2.009) 

Indratio 
-2.870 

(-2.047) 

-2.870 

(-2.047) 

-0.4997 

(-3.2831) 

-2.155 

(-1.4671) 

-2.870 

(-2.047) 

1.0364 

(5.209) 

-4.5884 

(-3.3091) 

-2.870 

(-2.047) 

0.0829 

(0.2977) 

-2.8997 

(-2.031) 

Dual 
0.428 

(2.479) 

0.428 

(2.479) 

-0.0383 

(3.297) 

0.437 

(2.866) 

0.428 

(2.479) 

0.0804 

(3.607) 

0.2274 

(1.604) 

0.428 

(2.479) 

0.0894 

(3.178) 

0.3481 

(2.2067) 

_cons 
13.693 

(8.081) 

13.693 

(8.081) 

-0.7850 

(-5.218) 

14.711 

(7.982) 

13.693 

(8.081) 

-4.2017 

(-17.713) 

20.302 

(14.117) 

13.693 

(8.081) 

-2.121 

(-7.185) 

14.1318 

(7.6082) 

Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

N 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 

R2 0.362 0.362 0.878 0.397 0.362 0.471 0.411 0.362 0.490 0.207 

F 57.145 57.145 1002.591 59.822 57.154 144.092 65.808 57.145 191.771 53.483 

Source: Own study. 

 

6.4 Robustness Test 

 

This research employs related variables delayed by one period and variable 

replacement to examine the robustness of the data samples. The original variable 

measure index is replaced with ROE in order to reduce endogenous issues brought 

on by reverse causality bias. This causes the financial performance of the businesses 

to be delayed by one period and regressed, repeating the testing procedure described 

above. The findings of Table 5's models 5 through 8 demonstrate that, upon 

replacement, the lag term of the explained variables' regression coefficients are 

consistently and significantly positive. The robustness and dependability of the 

baseline regression results are evident. 

 

Table 5. Robustness test 

Variable 
Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

(1) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) 

 ROE ROE Growth ROE ROE Media ROE ROE Subsidy ROE 

Donate 
0.0725 
(2.635) 

0.0725 
(2.635) 

0.007 
(4.718) 

0.0624 
(2.233) 

0.0725 
(2.635) 

0.0057 
(2.671) 

0.0584 
(3.627) 

0.0725 
(2.635) 

0.0151 
(4.728) 

0.0612 
(2.847) 

Growth    
1.537 

(14.745) 
      

Media       
2.1176 

(21.419) 
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Subsidy          
0.6009 

(05972) 

Age 
-0.044 
(-2.119) 

-0.044 
(-2.119) 

0.004 
(2.492) 

-0.0334 
(-2.526) 

-0.044 
(-2.119) 

-0.0108 
(-6.089) 

-0.0125 
(-0.787) 

-0.044 
(-2.119) 

0.0149 
(-4.181) 

-0.0345 
(-1.994) 

TOP1 
0.0637 
(8.533) 

0.0637 
(8.533) 

0.0058 
(8.476) 

0.0748 
(7.914) 

0.0637 
(8.533) 

-0.001 
(-2.417) 

0.0780 
(9.132) 

0.0637 
(8.533) 

-0.0014 
(-1.136) 

0.0215 
(7.641) 

FCF 
2.485 

(41.112) 

2.485 

(41.112) 

0.1371 

(19.532) 

2.9245 

(29.114) 

2.485 

(41.112) 

0.0897 

(8.386) 

2.0054 

(27.635) 

2.485 

(41.112) 

0.0337 

(2.126) 

4.5022 

(45.154) 

SIZE 
-2.227 

(-21.09) 

-2.227 

(-21.09) 

0.9114 

(107.54) 

-2.6674 

(-25.257) 

-2.227 

(-21.09) 

0.3467 

(27.009) 

-2.015 

(-18.442) 

-2.227 

(-21.09) 

0.8134 

(48.014) 

-2.385 

(15.270) 

Board 
-0.0862 

(-1.794) 

-0.0862 

(-1.794) 

0.0041 

(0.6543) 

-0.115 

(-1.865) 

-0.0862 

(-1.794) 

0.0209 

(2.2170) 

-0.158 

(-1.745) 

-0.0862 

(-1.794) 

0.0194 

(1.7002) 

0.1005 

(-1.928) 

Indratio 
-3.974 
(-2.014) 

-3.974 
(-2.014) 

-0.4997 
(-3.2831) 

-2.825 
(-1.7635) 

-3.974 
(-2.014) 

1.0364 
(5.209) 

-7.458 
(-2.558) 

-3.974 
(-2.014) 

0.0829 
(0.2977) 

-1.9954 
(-2.928) 

Dual 
0.2241 
(6.075) 

0.2241 
(6.075) 

-0.0383 
(3.297) 

0.789 
(3.345) 

0.2241 
(6.075) 

0.0804 
(3.607) 

0.5657 
(2.425) 

0.2241 
(6.075) 

0.0894 
(3.178) 

0.6592 
(2.7147) 

_cons 
-1.5894 

(-0.6421) 

-1.5894 

(-0.6421 

-0.7850 

(-5.218) 

0.8456 

0.3982 

-1.5894 

(-0.6421 

-4.2017 

(-17.713) 

11.552 

(4.853) 

-1.5894 

(-0.6421 

-2.121 

(-7.185) 

12.4875 

7.547 

Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Industry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

N 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 873 

R2 0.274 0.274 0.878 0.314 0.274 0.471 0.317 0.274 0.490 0.195 

F 36.274 36.274 1002.591 40.338 36.274 144.092 65.808 36.274 191.771 34.228 

Source: Own study. 

 

7. Conclusion 

 

This research builds a model to examine the disclosure data of firms listed on the 

London FTSE100 based on the theoretical analysis, and it concludes that corporate 

financial performance is positively impacted by philanthropy.  

 

This study expands on the previous research by doing a more thorough analysis of 

the conduction mechanism linking business financial success and generosity. Public 

grants play a positive intermediary role between philanthropy and corporate 

financial performance. Lastly, turnover plays a positive intermediary role between 

philanthropy and corporate financial performance. These findings are consistent with 

the study's findings in the first three areas. 

 

8. Discussion 

 

The primary findings of this study demonstrate that corporations can, in fact, 

increase their own profitability through philanthropy and offer additional empirical 

support for the hypothesis that philanthropy improves corporate financial 

performance. The study was conducted using a sample of UK FTSE100 listed 

companies.  

 

Furthermore, this study constructs a conduction mechanism with sales revenue, 

media attention, and government grants as intermediaries from the three dimensions 

of competition, commitment, and obedience, and verifies the relevant findings with 
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actual data, in contrast to most previous studies that were based on a single 

perspective.  

 

Additionally, this study further explores the internal relationship between 

philanthropy and corporate financial performance from the perspective of strategic 

and institutional integration. First, by using philanthropy as a strategic tool, a 

corporation may improve its financial performance by winning over current and 

future customers, lowering the price elasticity of demand, and encouraging sales 

growth.  

 

Second, philanthropy will help businesses become more well-known in the 

community and generate more favourable press coverage, both of which will boost 

the business's bottom line. Thirdly, charity helps businesses get greater public 

subsidies and government attention, which boosts their performance financially. 

 

9. Suggestions 

 

Generally speaking, philanthropy helps businesses achieve better financial results, 

whether it is through a market investment or an endeavour to establish legitimacy. 

Companies should design philanthropic plans that are appropriate for the many 

stages of growth, the nature of property rights, and the market environments in 

which they operate.  

 

They should also include philanthropy into their own development strategies. By 

doing this, they will meet their social obligations, boost corporate growth, and 

become more profitable. 
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