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Abstract

This study integrates behavioral agency theory and resource dependence theory to systematically
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examine the impact of managerial myopia on corporate philanthropy and its governance bounda-
ries. Based on a large-sample empirical analysis of Chinese listed companies, we employ the Heck-
man two-stage model and propensity score matching to control for endogeneity bias. The findings
reveal that managers with short-term performance orientations significantly suppress corporate
philanthropic donations, and this negative effect is further amplified in contexts of high CEO turno-
ver frequency. However, boards of directors with diverse professional backgrounds effectively mit-
igate this erosion by restructuring cognitive reference points and supplementing heterogeneous
information, thereby correcting managers’ myopic decision-making tendencies. The study high-
lights the critical role of governance mechanisms in reconciling the conflict between “short-term
efficiency and long-term responsibility,” providing theoretical support and practical pathways for
constructing anti-myopia governance frameworks in corporations.
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1. 5]
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WUEH RN AN Z 2K 7], THEF DAl e BB ST G, M B s AT iR
BALAT: fe)m, M “Bhbl - 200K - 17087 L RAELE, KL Gt SRR ROV sl A L A, il
it R RCR 5 K SRR AR B g e

2. XEEA IR
2.1. fellhEE=E

AV ZEE B 5T P 48 INTE A LSS WL Im) kg — AR nEJE MR R AL . R AR SRR R A Sh L,
NA CP &Mk At S R IEE 5741 10], {H Porter 5 Kramer 8/ 14 Hb 2 H i i& 28358 i, 75 CP mli@
TR A1) SRIBUEAEME L3I R TINFEBIENE KA. AT, REFRFHIRH CP it
FEHAEAE ) AT - AR PO BEE PRI B R [11], i JEHRBE CP #2401 35
KFIZE, BONE IR RILHI CP [12]. T AR () Bk e 3t — D R 7 45 B 3 TR SR 0 B B4
—— WKL, FAEE EEAE AR IR S R il R A ERY TR AL 2 s AR AT BB R R ), BV R R
PEEAE CP SCH DLRFH ISR 1AM AT B 25 R A ik it o 7 S L BB AN, 58 550 CP LA “ 7l
B A 7 DAL 38 B 465 5 - IR EENLEI AT E H 2R et BHEE BN AT FH S 1) T 2%
fER PP AR R IR S T e, (E PR G — T BEFBORARER m) [ 131 >4 Wi BIF 70 i v 5 A T ) FEE 155 B R U3 38
(tn ESG M 5wl CP I SBSANE) B FE & JE B Ml 22 (i 2 B A4S % CP Bf2id), ik CP s 2 Hi
THEL 5 O BEATL R 2 1) B2 S s 1R SR 1 2

2.2. EIEEBEU

R ST 2 DU+ 4E A e, N — BB SRRy 2 AR B S BN R - T IRHESE. &
WIBEEEVERT SO T ACBEER 18, RIS 58 B8 (IS (R & 7152 Jensen A1 Meckling fi 5 B 9 it
eE RS 1) A I H RIS s Laverty B2 45 7% 37 B 0ah £ th (An B S2 SBO IRl e 4T 29 141,
A “FEBEALL o JEESAERAEIZALHETRB[15]. IARIEBE[16] 30K S mifE . 1700
A AT Wiseman Al Gomez-Mejia 3 14T AREIAE A, Ag B R HILBEAN 228 sl 70 #r, SRR
HE N TET LB T R4 KIS (N 2B 4R . T EF IR ZHESE . Gao Al Hafsi K ILHTAFE ¥ #
FEIEH B A AT UL WHEYE” B2 PGSR CSR $\; DesJardine A1 Bansal Jil id 44 52
Ao HreEAUE BE LA, IE R SIHEESRC. BT FBCRET IR E L mik—E
HLr s R AL AT PRAEAE (B FEACRHR Pl Rr 8584+ 1 [17] [18].

23. EEFERUSEIEE

B B R AN Al 25 FH I ) S R AT DO A BRI A IR AR . MATOVRE B RE, B
AL ) R B B AR AR L SV R L SR b, AR R - et i 3h A5 BN AT AL R BR [19]. X
FOREAAT 9 3 BUMA 12 5 AU L 7 BB BE MR A PR B o bl 263 4RI i A — > L A ¢
1, & EIRREAE R R R FFESRTE . Bk R UGE SR e, (HX Sl s AR AT 77 ZECE I 18] 4 g 3L
FLAE AR RS 55 Fabm ELE M B (201, fEIXPPIG DL, FEALME BLE RA 20K 2835 S Al “ WA I
MISA I H , 1 g% A KA OHE B g BB [21] Rl AL TR U S, XS HH B AT T H
RIS “HBRPE” ST, R R BEIRAC B B BE 08 N A LI T IV S5 R B, BN B B A R
o

EARE R AR, R EALAT 9 EIR AT REAE I N SO W 55 08, (E S R B0 AT RESS bty i
Z SO o ZE ARG 1D 2 H 58 Al AR A DCOMIR 8 AH OG5 P I 7 2 RISEM 7, AT BE T BURRAE IR
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BURSCRE« AR IX SRS 7 B 2 8 2 [ [22]. —Sei it sUE KB, FrERBl & B BN AR 21
RTANFIER23] ARRESE S BE 24 S5 BV SR AR b HHBL R, X SR 3R e A0 o SR AE Al ) K 5 4+ J 0
SRR SRRE ) b I, BRARAE BEE AL AT RO b 2 B, A OCE B T IRATE R A 2 T E
SEECHINAER AR, ot e A mE B fedb il K MR R R B HE R RS L. BT, AR
B B

R 1. B AN 2 B 1 2 b lk 2 4RI .

2.4. A EBEEEME

AP PR S B AR TN RIAE ALV SRE T — R 1, g R e AR N e R %) B IR B
PRSEZ . B H RO SRR SN, FEMSEAERMB CE S T “AAR” 2
H——WF RN, (EAEY R B T R 30% Mk, HH T EAE T BTN 2.7 4, i
M TATI PR 5.1 4 SXMT AN R 2 0SB 338 1 “TRNV AR AR RE ” , B3 AT R FH A i
(R 5 7] SREBS [25] 0 2R R DR L Rl A A AR 3~5 4F) AR ME LA SRR, B 2 b o 1
PRIRT R o BRI, MER T ER) 2 AL — A bR 18 AN H s e — I EH
I, SRR AT OV AR AT AT L I 263 G AE 2B, Een 20 F8 I T H ] 5 75 240 A R I
AR RAF[26].

RZE, BWE S ERM BN . 758 BEH - FIE AL = FErlb g, Hmor £
HAWh o5 e Rk 67%, I AT AR DL B AL 38% [27]. X RS BETH U RN A EE R E T b
P b ——AE R IR E VP TR IR S . U, ek 28 S A B A AR L S T T
Hee B8 1% 5808 3 AT 57 BRI TF 24 1) ROA £ 0.3 NE 2 s [6]. X R LE MV SR 1K 112 i In £
K, SEUFEHRE 7R, TEZUF N AT, 1wy 50 B 2 A\ Al 9 26 3 4R 0 10 P88 2 (G S B A e Ak i) 2.1 £ [28].
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R 2. A EE o BRI 1 B A Ak ZE AR I 1 S s, Rl B O A
FRIGIN, AT AT AN 2R 8 I 1 A7 I S0 5

25 EECLZRZHY

HHEXB N EMUIERR R 2 T —F MM RG” , GEA S8 2 AR A b 2635
AR R TR RER, BEFZRAINT 2 u B R AT el AFEMALE
B0 sUBUR T EIR L), ARATRE VAR T KRS R . i, BEREESEFRIEE
ARG A7 5 BARRN, T LA AT S A i AUk 2 6 ) o 5 DU B A A S AL e R R I s (. XA 2ot
WEIHESE A RO LS P RO S P8 —— 4 B SR AR 8 TR, A AR E R AR 2 )
AT DL S| SR 7T, 48 AR F 0 28 BN RE T RA ] il AR 0 (241, AT R 1248 B8 0F 2838 (B O IR
A T o

SRR BINLHIE T BRI B IR R SE BN T o 2 22 BE R 2 SEBUA R T Al ) “ AR B A%
7 [29], HpR BN 2 R AR S AR TS S . ORI, RPN SN — R, 4
MR EUH: 22 TUEAR AR BRI & 23% [30]. ARALAVE B DL T AT & S48 0T 3O th R4 4R
B, WA G RN E R IR SR 2008 (EERLEHUIR4ERE BN M L, fahlE =
FEIAR [P 3 B i AT ML ME o SXRh B T 22 6 ) SR S 1 2 38 PR AR B (L 3 U7 N, RS
RE ST AER AL, ZEE R L S Sl 1 RBUR T I 38% [31].
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JERRBERIRE, 2 U S R E AL B OB ] SopL A A B T s L 2 e NGO
SR R S, HOR A S F RN I I TRV R AR 2 A S LA [32] . I me L 2
HERH AR —— RN Z e REFTERKIEH “EENUR” , Bl HE AR BUR A [33]. R,
ZPFE EFESWEE LRI R SCGER AR RINE S Te R L S 7 B
dhe FET UL, ASSOHCH A R

R 3: HHESLIZAEIENIGS 1 BEF A AL ARG B o o, RS2t 2 B
T R KT 2 RN PR D [ S RS o

3. fiRFG=E
3.1. HEAXEEF

AHWFFHET 2008 44 2022 FErE A i ETA FIEARE, KIE CSMAR Vs 22 30 T $hAT B 4%
By NAFHE. EHRS DR A ZRBIRMN SR T E. Bl RAEVERE: & Rem ik aw G
AT ARES T 28), I EER 5 25 AL & e TSk ol HRHERR CEO ARHRAS S8 A
(WHERAARE 1 EEURI 4T3, MR B e st BB B EURFEAR, RAMEaE
4,452 FN ] 33,060 ANV - A LR () FE-F i T AR B P 4R . R [ i g B SRR B L
—, P ERR B AR R RO S SO T A TE BB L, T SCRE B SR AR SR B, AR RN A
At e o, RE A ZEEEE 5 A ST S AGE 70%, AU 2R N RN IR G B pL AR A
TMERREA, L=, R E AR AT AR A 5 1] (A T 30503 S 1 FE IR Sh (I BUR SR SR B0 K — T
W [34], RERHIEEE TS A RA B A EAUISE AL T AR 5.l R AR I, AT B R
Vi 7B AR, B AT AL S THE AT SR AR SR Y K

32. TEENEME

WAEFEZ A, AWTFLL 2008~2022 £F[F) ek ) ARG AT NN M nl, WIRIES 515 0L B AT
TR IR 77 5 (FRIE S AU/ AN T T AT B 34 X FHRE S 51600, R BN ERE R,
VAR — A RIS AT OO, AR RWE Y 1, RZ Ny 00 X R T7 UL 2 RIS AT Rk
SRR 5 TR 2 MR o TR g B S S 6 £l S BRI < AT B ARG MO i m IR AT, A B
XA AR TR A D e < B A PO A i 2 T R DA R S AR [ VA 25 R A T

REREIEA, AT U B R AL A DN R SCAR A A ids, 1207 AR A B2 A0 5 R SR AT ) T
th BA REFRE . BARERIEIT : o, SV RS i IR HE 5 07 (MD&A) R 7>
VER SN SOA, BRI e rh S 14 BRE R A 22 B AR BL R I o R SR Al ARl SRR, BERS A 3L
FICEEE R T IR, SHBUAHIUS R AT 70 S, A R L i s Je
Weat” “FRFERNET LS RIS [ER 7 SEsR I R A s AR, Kz T AR A AR
BOCBERIBIN” CRTRRSER R RIS A R 7 AR AR AR E . R il R, 38 A Python 3T
AT M TR REA AL A E R A (1) MD&A SCASEAT B B (B AR L5 AR 1A I SR 5%), B JE et il
1) RN SO 3 AT A U (5 CARATT, R B FEALRLEE (Shortiny) E SN AL 7]
TSI AL T [ RN SR + Koz T RN SO I LR, 28U s, R B B 2 AL AT )
JUATE

TRZEE, AWTFCERIATIL P25 B A 9 T RAR B DL N AR IR, SO TAT AT
B A AT LA T AR AR BE, 8 PR R SR AR 3 AT M SRS, EAT T 2 7KCT B 52 Al 28
TR SRR, e SN TEEOR . BRI E . 14 P IR 2 A7 Ml 5 SRR T (CSRC) Rl 7347 Ml (G Bk < b
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), THEAATAL A T A b A PR AL FE (Shortiny) FAE BP9, AT MLV 148 P35 A AL (1A Shortiny)
= LA A i B HE AR D) AZAT WA RE b S8, Hrb Aol 2 T B A R A I R S
BT CEHBEWR ST SCRREB TS, AT A PEEEOR B AT W S SCHI g MR S B,
it N AEPESR B S HF

WHZEE. & TR A2 DL A A 5 S0 P A AR B S (R Bk LB S 8 iR 4
AL PLRAL A PR AR N ERE L . 1Z38 PR B RIE T CSMAR Hudls e b 56 1 15 % AT B 4k AE:
Mrics, I GETHREE N R BN B AU, S H IR A, R A AU LT R
(RS E PRI o

HRXANZHERINERE T ERSRANEIRZPIRE, S E 2 R REoRlTE . B
F > M CSMAR ¥l e gRIBGE S22 il 53 IO S8 B, s e AN FAT L 8RR il . JRE R
B BUREST IS ARIRZ G, IR 2 DR I Z AR T S AR AR AL, BB R WIS E 2l
HDNENIAS =3 e SFIVEREAI - Wi W: AU A LS S S ag R A SIE I EY SN is M R IR G

BHEE, AP RK I E TR VR (Size) AR B BT B AR B Al iR
(FirmAge) Ay 4R AR 2 24 ] SLAE G N 1 F0 L ARXT G 837 501 38 (Lev) AR R B A f5T Bk DLAE R S B8
7 Bl H R (Cashflow) N4 B E 307 AL BB i S AR LUR BT 35— RIBUR R EE 1 (Top 1)
B RBRFF R 5 BB LR 5577 AR (ROA) A 2~ 7 R 5 S BT I HAE s B K
Z(Growth) A(AEENIIN/ E—FEMIIN) — 15 55 H(Loss) A EM AR, MEFAE/NT 0 I
BT, SN0, %2 AH(Board) NS 2 NAUH H AR XTI L 3 3 LE ] (Indep) Jy A 7 3 55 A\ KBk
LA SN

Table 1. Variable definitions and measurements
F=1. TEENSNE

ZERAY BB ZENG ZENE
BERTE Al A A Donation_dum viEm =1, BN =0
MR Z =] Donation_In AV AR SR B SRR
TAZE ATV 8 B AR IAshortinv AT A TR AR 08 B R AP AME
R EHHFREAN shortinv TR )RV A AR 5 1 A
— B TR CTR Al AR A T T ) IR LA S AR 2
HESA 2N BED i H R A IRE
AR Size GRS T ISP R
ARV STy FirmAge LS — AT ROLER +1 K EART
B AR Lev SRR AR DU R B 57
WAL Cashflow BB I S IR A AR DS R
H— RIBARFF L Topl H— R AR R S A
BEHRE o o
O &S ROA YAIRE NGBS i
B KA Growth AAENHIN E—FEN — 1
BT Loss AR FRNENT 0 B 1, FIEL 0
HHASNE Board FHH NEUR E R
ST LA Indep ST E HRRIE A
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3.3. Wit

DR ARV 265 R M A 78 T AE B A IR Bl 22 7] @, ASHI 7832 ] Heckman $2 H PR BT B 7 ik 1E4T
ZERIE . M EEBIREAT N trd, DO SEFRIT IR G, ARG S804 2o 2], X PRt
ABIBTRE S, 5 ELHECRH OLS [R5 MBS 640, 4l vH45 5 2 3 1% - Heckman P BOE 1248 2 «
ZE—Fr BA A Probit AR TV & AR BOMESR ,  TH LK R # EE #R (Inverse Mills Ratio) PAZ! il FE A8 1%
FEVLH: 28 Bo IMR PR AR BN RIET R, T RO IEREAIE w22, 27 R AR
P RRALE S 2 . ARV ZEEAT A LU, Heckman T B AR O BSR4 I RE A B 326 436 1] it )
PrfE TR, 41 Wang Al Qian #RFTEUA KBS HEMEC R Du 70 M S8 B0 AL 2838 R ma L, 3532
AR TS  AHF 77 25 R 0K S8 S iR P SIAIE S8 %, £ Bh Heckman 7 [ B i25 20 25 45 184 1k 55 5 38 88 /K 7 I BR B R 2%,
PREEAZ O S HUAG T I Tem Y, DR T £ Mk 2835 FE 8 47 9 (1) PN 7632 5 25 5 J7 V5 R Al

5 —BrBUEd Probit A5 G 28 ARIG RS R SE L], G Bk SR 28 e SV [ I R
R, ARG SR AT B S — AL, BAARBE W T

Donation _ dum, ,,

b, Hhpe B RoR ki £E o+ 1 FEME R ISEERE =1, S0 =0), ROTAZENT
A j E ¢ FEFER) CEO AMTAMERIME . #HIAL SRR E « 51, WOREIRN P& 68 A,
BRI R (WA 1), T Rml L BIR S 5 4 BRI FRI BE T i e . i
ZARAL T SAG H IR R B HE 26 (Inverse Mills Ratio) R 1Ry A4 i S04 A 56 B B[RV, A5 24053 B 4RI R ok
SR BN R R, Wl ORAZ O S BT o
55 W Bodad an R 2 R AR R B AN CEO SR A0 i lb 235 4RI 7K P (R 5 i S Had 5 A
Donation _1In,,,, = £, + fShortinv, + 8,CTR,, + 8,BED,, + 3, (Shortinvx CTR ). + 3 (Shortinvx BED)

it+1 i it

+B,IMR , + ,Controls,, + ¢,

Horp, SR AN i £F o+ 1 SFEE BRI EB(A AN L), PraMeea g Y. o2
EAEHEEEN, HABPUWEZ NG, RMIMBOETE N EE BN RIEIEM . AR R R
LA BB iR CEO WM (AL 4F), R CEO FRIRLLBICRLL: %), NEFELPRS
et E. ZHIARE, 2R B . AR A EEG 5 i B AL . ORI
EURAE VSR — B Bt O 2w L, T I RE A e i 225 5 ARG R, WIIESE Heckman £ IE )
WENE . I A AR A WSS ALAT . BAIBE SIS AL (PRI 1), FFAINAT L 4 i 1] 38 RN
AR ST AN T 0 57 J 1

4. SCIEER DR
4.1. RSt

BT 33,060 MMk - FEEEMIFEA, AHF SO AZ O R IHAT T AT I HER G 8 (48 R VE LR
2)o FEANVZEEARIE T, FEAH 76% VAT T 235451 (donation_dum ¥J{H = 0.760), FKIHZEEAT
e E Al B A R . SERRIR I S A ) B AR BB R 9.895, (HARMEZEIA 5.871 Hfw/MHAIN
N0, VLA R B G K A7 3 2 e —— R 4 12.22 im s FME, D otk 1 48 K5 5
TEIAE, BB KBS FEIE.

12U fif R 578 38 FE AL (Shortinx) FBE A 0.093, b2 0.078, KBV IA) L E M IH S R
B SRME. EAEENRE, 7P B S AL (TAShortinx) (IR SRR /N, W5 2 AT b2 T AR 4 AR )

=7, +7,IAShortinv , + y,Controls, + 1,

DOI: 10.12677/sd.2025.1512333 49 CIESES 93


https://doi.org/10.12677/sd.2025.1512333

EIEV, AL

HEAMMFEM. CEO BEEMRCTREMEN 8.7%, B AMEN 100%, 8 EE Al &4 § )24
3, EHESZZAMBED)IEN 0.300, BHLEISHRAME 0.500 =02 =, PRSI EF SR
HHERE AR U,

P ) A8 R o« AV (Size) X B 22.21, 54 A B BT WS AYRRE, AL 4E S (EimAgg)
BIME 2.867 (29 17 4F), FaifEZE 0370, REAFEARE S AFIREM B . W& Habnrh, 7= fifii g (Lev)yy
18 43.3%40 T & FR X ], {HEL 4 (Cashflow)¥I(EAN 5.0%H. 9.3% VAL T 5 HRE (Loss), B4k
A E K 7 A TRNAFE T, 85— KR F B (Top 1) IME 35.6% ENAIE AU Il 4., J0 37 3 = L 5] (Judge)
BIE 37.3% M AR S “AMET 1/37 BIRE 2R,

R 5 B oK R B EE R MR A A (I1E 0.411, FrifEZE 0.142), H B EFIFFRFMERHBEARLF
i 22 AT RS2 A 745 L, X B0UE T R A Heckman PR BB TS (1) 0 BE M o i A 3 4820 S ) W AP i Bl 45 38
ROA /t T-37.5%% 25.4%), HEGHEAREE (bt 2) 5 BC T — 25, 2 BA 0 I &3 2 SEUE A 2K .

Table 2. Descriptive statistics

2. kgt

Variable N Mean p50 SD Min Max
donation_In 33060 9.895 12.22 5.871 0 20.67
donation_dum 33060 0.760 1 0.427 0 1
IAShortinv 33060 0.0960 0.0950 0.0330 0 0.552
Shortinv 33060 0.0930 0.0770 0.0780 0 0.991
CTR 33060 0.0870 0.0740 0.0890 0 1
BED 33060 0.300 0.346 0.187 0 0.500
Size 33060 2221 22.02 1.302 19.41 26.43
FirmAge 33060 2.867 2.944 0.370 1.099 3.611
Lev 33060 0.433 0.428 0.204 0.0270 0.925
Cashflow 33060 0.0500 0.0490 0.0710 —0.224 0.283
Topl 33060 0.356 0.338 0.150 0.0810 0.758
ROA 33060 0.0460 0.0420 0.0620 -0.375 0.254
Growth 33060 0.171 0.112 0.392 —0.653 3.808
Loss 33060 0.0930 0 0.291 0 1
Board 33060 2.141 2.197 0.199 1.609 2.708
Indep 33060 0.373 0.333 0.0530 0.250 0.600
IMR 33060 0411 0.400 0.142 0.0490 1.336

VE: FES AR R AR *. Rl BIRIRTE 10%. 5% 1%7KF iR 2,

4.2. EXRMDH

HIRANIRFEANVARTEAT g JAH D5 1 P 35 [A) () PR E DRI, AR 900 %5748 5 Jg A S MR 40 A (45 5 I
3). TEBURBEAR SRS, ke 7548ME (Donation dum)-5 51 £ (Donation_In) 2 B H &y 8 0 35 79 1R AH 56
KER, R REMKY, l— B E3REAT Ny, HABM AU 2 B & A S B R PEREAE, RIS
AT AR IS 20 B2 AE — e R R AEAE IR M BkE) .
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MIFRAZ B R, BHFH IS, SRAT WP 358 B R A0 DA Al = 1 e 2 5 A AL
5 AVARME A R AR R 2 B B MR R, X BRI e, S B AR AR AR, W]
RE2 R SFEZ R BB IR 70 FO U e G S i, X Aok AR SR I AT T A RN, (845 Aok AR JE AT 180 ST
e SN Y EROR /RS HIDESS 2 B

WTAZETTH, CEO HEHHR. HEHRAL LIS SRR MR 2D 2 2% 2 FEA0%T 5,
ANTE R T A R AR VAR R SR R b, S IR B kG B s T SR U7 IS R BR AR, TR
L A% 5 soma iz, 7870 AL FLAE AR I DR SR 2 b A P AL ) SR 2 1

AR, VRS RGBT R LR 2 ARG, RORE kB3 UREOR, A48 B 7 Y
PRUR BCE SR A R T R ARG B BRI A R, IR T A S A . A EDIRILAEA
R, SIRMEAR AL E AR KSR, M2 A28 2 2) 8 Al N SR R AT 2 i e
o T RAREAT LT3 B E FE AL B0 JR G AL B DA A lD AR AL A2 B R B L 2 25 A e, XN R A B
THAS AT RN A A PEAC B S5 04T, SR T S ORI At

LREKRE, FRBMNIMRIERGLTAT TG ZENE, A2 BRI EZACFEPE 1%, 5%
SR G ER I, e S B Is R R IR,  BRIETEYE AV ARIEAT N IS AL B
AR, 1RO T ILSERBIR RIS . SRS AU A S AR B L A RO T RN AR 56 S
2, AT AN R AR AR A VAR I PSR b R A I B AR 52 5 1% AL, DUSE St ) R A L 4RI 1T
VSlINE e PSS EAR

Table 3. Correlation analysis

=3 XS
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. donation_In 1
2. donation_dum 0.947*%* 1
3. TAShortinv —0.042%** —(0.045%** 1
4. Shortinv =~ —0.043%%* —(0.038%** (.378*** 1
5. CTR —0.059%** —0.068*** (0.074*** (0.070%** 1
6. BED —0.046%** —(0.058*** (.145%*%* (. 119%** (.122%** 1
7. Size 0.279%%%  0.166%** 0.164*** (0.132%** (. [38*** (.227*** 1
8. FirmAge  0.035%** 0.017*** —0.056*** 0.058*** 0.296*** 0.068*** (.189%** 1
9. Lev 0.043%#%  0.019%** (.233%*%* (. 184%** (.175%** 0.210%** 0.466*** (.114*** 1

10. Cashflow  0.111*** 0.071%** —0.037*** —0.026*** —0.042%** 0.035%** 0.055*** 0.00100 —0.167***
11. Topl —0.00400 —0.024*** (.123*** 0.027*** —0.00100 0.182%** (.188*** —(0.145%** (.035%**
12. ROA 0.153%%* 0.113%*%*% —(0.094%%* —(0.134%%* —(0.146%** —0.064*** —0.035%** —(0.125%** —0.406***
13.  Growth 0.055%**  0.042%** 0.019%** —0.046*** —0.00600 —0.018*** 0.045*** —0.068*** (.041%***
14. Loss —0.113*** —0.088*** (0.024*** 0.075%** 0.079*** 0.00500 —0.048*** 0.075*** (.187***
15. Board 0.051%%% 0.020%** 0.137%** 0.079%** 0.023*** (.200%** (.237*** —(0.039%** (.159%***
16. Indep 0.012%*  0.00400 —0.042%*** —0.013** 0 —0.122%** (.033*** (.025%** —0.014**
17. IMR —0.341%** —0.245%** (.184*** 0.066*** 0.297*** —(0.032%** —0.669*** —0.074*** —0.068***
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gk

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
10.  Cashflow 1
11. Topl 0.088%** 1
12. ROA 0.404%** 0,11 7%** 1
13.  Growth 0.041%%% 0.019%**  (.245%** 1
14. Loss —0.181*** —(0.095%** —0.611*** —(0.17]*** 1
15. Board 0.041***  0.014** —0.016*** —0.00700 —0.017*** 1
16. Indep —0.012** 0.048*** —0.00900 —0.00300 0.014%** —0.504%** 1
17. IMR —0.293*** (.115%*%* —0.500%** —0.185*** (0.389*** —0.116*** —0.00800 1

E: FESAIE R RAREIR; * R RIORTE 10% 5% 1%7KF L83,

43. EEEFUSEWEEHAE: —HEEFRE

MR AR B AR AR W A, A 70K Heckman PR BOBERREAT 1, 3¢ 4 )55 M55 — B Probit
FHEE R E R TEAEIT I FH4ME CEO TR TACES) REN T 1.820 % 1.944 HAE 1%L 5%/KF
BE, AR THREAZE FEHAT 10, WEMHKRESIMERHER, oM EREIEm Rt e
A, UESERL SR E ) B E R AL 2RI e AR E CEO BB MR S ERSA T 2 &
RN B, B VA BT E M T A R 23 IR R ARAT % 25 BN BB AR o Al
P4 B R R 77 %5 0 U SR IR 2R OR R S35 E RO Mo 1264 SR B8 I BE DR AR T B e Rtk RGUHER
R R A VR B B T 26 YR B AL

Table 4. Heckman’s one-stage choice model
%= 4. Heckman —fr L FEIREY

@ @) 3)
VARIABLES donation_dum donation_dum donation_dum
—2.7753%** —2.5844*** —2.2919%**
IAShortinv
(—11.1825) (—10.3936) (—9.1538)
—1.1834%*** —1.1007***
CTR
(—13.3181) (—12.3866)
—0.6717%**
BED
(—15.3073)
Controls YES YES YES
—3.4106%** —3.6096%*** —3.8605%**
Constant
(—16.9052) (—17.7856) (—18.9049)
Observations 33,060 33,060 33,060
Log-likelihood —17440.57 —17353.78 -17237.72
Chi-Square 0.043 0.048 0.054

E: TS NIERAREIR; * oI RIORTE 10% 5% 1%7KF LR,
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44. EEFRNEEWEEIEE: —HEREREE

FERN. Heckman P BRRIELE G 5)HfIIE 3 40 ML(Shortin) Xif i Ml 26 38 68 I KUAS A7 5 2 35 10
HZNL . A1) Shortinv REN—1.3125, KB HNL ST ) B 5 BRI KT KL 13.1%. 4iED
SINRNEEG, ERN RN BN: BAQ)H /I N-0.1794 (AEE), MG RS
—3.1513 0 X Bl B 3 SR R B 2 VR BB B I T —— 4 CEO B & AR (CTR)/T AR, WHIA
FEMRN TSR, MLEFSLTIZFEEBED) NG, AL GG N S M ok . %45 RS0k
AT ARE B OIS FEFERINE SR 71 T 2 R G 280G “ TR s AS 7, BEE
P43 e 5 e P MR A ZE 2R A SR 2 TR

CEO BEHEA I FHEMA . CEO T F A (CTR) W3 MUK MLAT N 1 7 T 5200 o A7 (2)Fl(4) rh A8 B
Tl Shortinv_ CTR FR%(5r51°8—11.8313 F1-13.0608, FKH] CTR FHHETF 1 FAL, A6 HE IS (17400 k] 55k i 448
58 11.8~13.1 fif o X — LR AL I BV A JESCTE B AR A o AR 5 3 3005 B U A 4 0 24T kP 3
EHH 53%, BOGHUR LG PR, 2536808 N = AN O 1 B R 4 B AR ——EIIRE K (3~5 4F).
MORAMERAL . RIRF MR, TIREREE TR AW EHSWE MR TIE 42%, HEHEE
BB H R 285 U T RN SR T . X B R N - BN RBEE R, RA S B
SRR .

HHELLZ G EFIER W T EH . EE %) 2 1% BED) RILH B R F M WEe 7). 2 H I
Shortinv. BED 7EMERI(3)FI(4)F B A IE, EWRE BED ST 1 S v] 4 5545 400 #1241 5.5~5.9 1%
PRUR MR 10 ] R = AL AR, A IREFIHARR MR G 10%, B RE A2
KIANME IR FRAIC 23%: B RJZT, #5508 Sl R 2 SHERIR IR IEY & 37%: A=,
%2 TG H# AL R 10) AL 251 1 70 R ISR I 1R 2R 02> 52% . EFHE R M2 BED RUAE:
MIURER E N, R AT B B AT GE A AR GRS, (L3 Tk 5 T S B P DA 2 i B Dy S
X RIEIFIRT RN E RSN P S A,

Table 5. Heckman two-phase result model
%% 5. Heckman — Py R 45 RiEHY

@ 2 3 O]
VARIABLES donation_In donation_In donation_In donation_In
—1.3125%%* —0.1794 —3.1513%%* —2.0505%**
Shortinv
(—3.0581) (—0.2969) (—3.9387) (—2.3038)
—1.8349 -2.1016* —1.8337 —2.1011%*
IMR
(-1.6073) (-1.7110) (—1.6080) (-1.7126)
—11.8313%* —13.0608***
Shortinv. CTR
(-2.3670) (—2.6287)
2.2889 2.4076
CTR
(1.2900) (1.3563)
5.4864%** 5.9305%**
Shortinv. BED
(2.6214) (2.8425)
—0.7432%* —0.7873**
BED
(—2.1462) (—2.2760)
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R
Controls YES YES YES YES
—21.6147*** —20.9625%** —21.4731%** —20.8056***
Constant
(—5.8353) (—5.4561) (—5.7956) (—5.4144)
Observations 33,060 33,060 33,060 33,060
R-squared 0.098 0.098 0.098 0.099

E: TS WIE R RAREIR; = = Fl e 5RIRRTE 10%. 5%A1 1%KF L&,

4.5. IREMKRI

(1) B Rl eE

AT TR FH B 0 A R A B P 7 VA B 510 AR R R (32 6) . TEEERI E 1, 5 FE J A (Shortinv) %
28355 400 B (donation In) 47 [ 250N 5 B SR 2 o D HES IR RS T (R P AE TR, FRAN TR R T 5 1 4
Fr: B3R 35 E N (donation_In_revenue) FILiE % 7 (donation_In_asset)idE 4T FL A5 55 - UGS 4
SE IR, Shortinv 78 UK HL IR dh ZH09-0.0003, 763K 77 LB ALt 4—0.0001, SH{RFSHHEE .
XU SR A B AN IR A X FE AT, B B R AR FE G (AR N SR . R ) S MR AR — 2D S
SEVA R LI AL ) BT FEAE 2 £(—0.0004 5 0.0007), 7454 ARG Lu A7) N A 2 IR 28 5 12 4
1M R {H RS 1) 0.098 [ 2 0.030~0.034, SWLGIOW JZ [HIFE IS L5 (1) & B BNRFAIE o #2118 Ak &R )
Fase RO T AR T EEME . =R N BN B s R, BE T DL SUE J 0 Al 2R )
I RN B A T VR R AR

Table 6. Replacement of the explained variable

6. BRWMBRLE

) 2 (&)
VARIABLES donation_In donation_In_revenue donation_In_asset
—1.3125%** —0.0003** —0.0001**
Shortinv
(—3.0581) (—2.0013) (—2.3122)
Controls YES YES YES
—21.6147%** —0.0004 0.0007
Constant
(—5.8353) (-0.3871) (1.5100)
Observations 33,060 33,060 33,060
R-squared 0.098 0.030 0.034

E: FESNIERAREIR; * oFIE 3 RIORTE 10% 5% 1%7KF L83,

(2) WU VLA

NG RAEA B 1L HE B AR R, ASHIT TG0 R 517045 20 DL FC V2 (PSM) HEAT R i %
K. BT 2R HT TR AT IS IR[34], RATEEANV R, AVFERe . W SATAT. I AR
ST AR R, DAL AR IS R T S AT M A B O AR R ALK Y (Treat = 1 FoRidRIG AL, 8
RERZVCRCVE R S S e IR A . 1207 R L R B, Al S8 OE N 0.06, IFHEAN 0.01 F-REHE LR f7
VLHCHEE . 21 IEARMAL, 2 33,060 D RLMME DI ILHAL 33,040 DFEA, RILECAEANL A 0.06%.,
TR RREAR SR (AT SRR 03X — B0 TE R A% Gt PSML 1) B AL AR R R, 38 3 A7 b A b 4 5K v
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FHCIBEAT A IR 22 57, i R R SR HE T 25 5 Ty iR 2t

VEC 0 & K R G IRAE R (2 T(A)), ARWFFCTH 1 PSM B R0 FR 7418 RS % . 7EVCAD
AT, ACERZH (P B Aol 5 06 B EH ARV 45 5 90 BB AE B A7 AR 38 25 5 A R 8 ALk S 2 R (Size =
22.59) W F KT XA (21.82), PRt il 2215 61.8%; H I 551g FE IR &Lt B 2 BE AR (ROA fhi % 29.5%, Cash-
flow W ZE 21.8%). XLLZEFEE T “HRFA M 4RE 7 Mk RN MRS, Bra B s rbriE
b i 22 25 B 28 2% LA (T Size 22 /5% 1.6%, ROA FEZE 1.7%), iz B EEZE 82.8%~98.6%. t fdh
(1 55 35 AR A TR B R ) —— DU A A8 s 4 0 22 5% p {E 38/ T 0.001, VURC /5 4x#BFH 4 0.1 LA (0 Lev
(15 p fE AN 0.000 5035 25 0.894) . XFHGLIF PR PERISEIL, e M 558 BEFEFR(ROA . Cashflow)ffi 22 Hil ik
i 94%, UEBAAVCICA Rz 1AL [ A RE T

BT AR AR I [B1VA 45 (2 7(B) A I AR I, S48 s Bl 5 10 DR SR Lo o 5 3 S A P 4
FIRSAEDCIE J5 3 — 20 B BB FE R R 1 —1.3125 SRALZE—1.3967. 1% 3 B % 0 1m] VA AT REARG At 46 40
AT NARIFENTZ) 6.4%. VATTALHIRIFE R IR ZHFIE: CEO SE B AR M9 1 H R EUN-13.0608 15 2
~13.3915, EBHIABEA AR 8 PR AL R OR 58 BE HARA 2.5%: T F2 & 1 2 FEE I IEThRE R KR
FEE (S T AR S 5.9305 vs 5.8532), FH BRI 5535 47 [l s mm gk — D AIE S “ YR EAR IR 7 MAAE——B ik
19 FHL 45 g B AT RE A A T R, (X A B P P M i R R L AT B8 T vk — Bk . AR ORI R B
TRAFAY, . DUECREAS B B A —21.6147 [£ZE—26.0936, 75 AL PR 25 %G HE 104 26 F 472 1) 5% 1 e A1 A
X R I 5 S ST W 5 1)

SEAVLRCA I SE R, ARG =WUONESER: 5, AT A E B o HARE, ARk
T AERIY X SRR AT N AE N AN R, ORI ARG B K, RULEC S A R AME
W0 25 REAE S 22 Ik 94% LA F, TEBAZ VAT “ARFAMNIERESON 7 s RLRe: HE, ULRLRE BN
VAT R AR B, AR Gt BV AT R 2R G PR AR A R R A ) B TR F CP 38Rl 6.4%~9.7%) I if
I 10 R 98 (B G 13.2%) 0 3R 26 BB IE 8 L 5 ook Al 2 38 (1 DR R PR ), SR R
TEFRAFRE M RITBORAE A TE S35 M B 22 o AR SR MF 90 IR DT VG RO A AR v 2 8 1D 5 U % 1, 3k
BEFR 1] X 380 AWM BOR 2% 2 AR 7

Table 7. Propensity score matching results

7. HEEs LSRR

RA: PEHEARANILAL R

Mean % reduct t-test
VARIABLE Unmatched Matched Treated Control Ybias |bias| t p>Itl
S U 22.59 21.82 61.80 56.18 0.000
ize
M 22.59 22.57 1.600 97.40 1.380 0.167
) U 2.881 2.853 7.600 6.870 0.000
FirmAge
M 2.881 2.876 1.300 82.80 1.180 0.237
U 0.443 0.422 10.50 9.540 0.000
Lev
M 0.443 0.444 —0.100 98.60 —0.130 0.894
U 0.0579 0.043 21.80 19.85 0.000
Cashflow
M 0.0579 0.058 0.300 98.50 0.290 0.772
U 0.0553 0.037 29.50 26.85 0.000
ROA
M 0.0552 0.054 1.700 94.30 1.620 0.105
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R
18] 0.191 0.151 10.20 9.250 0.000
Growth
M 0.191 0.192 —-0.300 97.10 -0.260 0.796
L U 0.0607 0.127 —22.80 -20.74 0.000
0SS
M 0.0607 0.063 —0.700 97.10 —0.720 0.474
U 2.152 2.130 11.50 10.41 0.000
Board
M 2.152 2.154 —-0.500 95.30 —0.480 0.630
U 0.373 0.373 1.700 1.580 0.115
Indep
M 0.373 0.374 —-0.600 66.70 -0.510 0.607
K B: {55 ILEiLE R
(1 (2) (3) 4)
VARIABLES donation_In donation_In donation_In donation_In
—1.3967%%* —0.2490 —3.2044%*** —2.0943%%*
Shortinv
(-3.2662) (-0.4117) (—4.0106) (-2.3530)
—12.1550%*%* —13.3915%**
Shortinv_ CTR
(—2.4154) (—2.6764)
1.3120 1.4321
CTR
(0.7908) (0.8627)
5.3924%*%* 5.8532% %%
Shortinv. BED
(2.5722) (2.8005)
—0.7434%* —0.7879%**
BED
(—2.1429) (—2.2731)
Controls YES YES YES YES
—26.0936%** —26.0864*** —25.9520%** —25.9298%**
Constant
(—10.2296) (—10.2326) (—10.1729) (—-10.1714)
Observations 33,040 33,040 33,040 33,040
R-squared 0.098 0.098 0.098 0.098
e HES NIRERRFRHER; = = Fle 3 JIRINTE 10% 5% 1%/KF F 83,
5. &g

AT FEIRFUE B R AL T SOR Al 28 S54RI P S S AE LR, 2 T [ BT 2 =] SRR
BRI B R T SO AV B AT A S SRR B BEAG . R RS T MR PR, DR O RV A
SSARPR FUBEIPOL AR, 200 2R “ AT HI A" TR SR 0t R Gk IS e 4R 2 (1R
B 1 RIE) e X — R EMIEAT A BRI U IR 5 5 2% mlBZ O, B3R T 24T - AR R
FEAR AL 2 TUE U AR R I

REERR, EEE MR 2 A TR BB R W — I, CEO HEE AR “Inidds”
(R 2 WAE), ST ZAR SR E AL A 2 2R SR O, SBE RS ER . A
GUCILWR, & EFREAE BEIR G5 S Sy i, TR« SE BN - JE AU - 288 2407 RSB EEIA,
Rl it B4 Ui, EHSL N SAERAE “ 7 DB 3 $0il), Ha&ARE M4, BUF.
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AT AR Z T PNL I RS, ARSI 5 AN TENEE R ST =E AL, BRI R
I EAARA TR, HISSREAL T XA RN . FEe, EFRRA DR PR BN, FREN R
AW, HGEPEAAT IR E I AR, ® R B A it R RS b BT A

BT L B =I5 RN RE S AT R RO FOL T, MRS R PR R R AT
SEAF AN R YRS, R FR A ML AL 2 A (B4 s — R AU PE RS 1T B BIS 5 R IK g e i,
P 0T ZE - VR BRI ST B HESE, R CEO S B il il O A QTR TR R RN . HF2
P2 REVEIE LA i 5 15 S IR BESN T2 HON ) A FEIZ 88, D9 B 2838 DS B OO L B TR 5 R A B
SR I IRAUE A =R Heckman PR BOSR . AR B dfe, 1) #5270 UL O 55 P ZE MR AL BETT 05, 4
U B LS Al 238 PR SC R AR ML, $RTH 4518 T FEE

6. ERIREARKRRE

AR 7R 18 B AR Al 2538 i HL S a B SRR, (BOMAE R H—,
ol =i, R Heckman #78Y | 07115 70 VL RO S 7 VESR AR A AENE  (HAE BE% JE AL BLAMR4R4E CEO
ARERAS &, A DA SE A S AR (i 4 A B A5 R %M, N 14 B AR ST (i B2 A S XU D) ) 22 575
H=, whyefssi b, P EmARREARREIL T E AL, (B AR R 2 S 5 ia ) AT e
AT AL, HRE S E A AL 5 B S AL R 780 A, S5 E AR I =,
PUEIHZHEAEER AN, BIESCHEE L2 2 HEEN A I RE, (EXHHGE AR Z ROWMERE, 2ol ftE
FHPM ST RE ] T HF LB EE . S PIRN EEF R E

ARRAEFURT NPT TSR 5, IR R SRR T, S S FIRSCARD . R iR
ok 2 eI AR, 5% ESG B s (U R ALE B SRR IO RE R 2 =, PR R AT WK
AN, X RS Y 5 S N BB, R TR AT X R SR M LA VR AT RORE R s =, IRRBUTH
ARIGEIRAER AR, BAEARBIROCRE . XERBESSEHOR I I 2 IS 3 50 W A B A
Fis 0, JTRES ST WETE, 2 < — B RN, B AT SCHEARE O AT AR
IBZESE, AR EE RS OB S R ST HEZE

SE
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