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Who Pays for Corporate Philanthropy?

Resource Allocation in Taiwanese Corporate ESG Disclosure, and Implications for Nonprofit Partnership

Research Summary

Hsieh Jui-Yuan GH&EE)
Master's Program in Sustainability Leadership, National Central University
Advisor: Prof. Wei-Hsien Li

Abstract

This study examines how Taiwanese listed firms allocate resources for corporate philanthropy — financial
donations, employee volunteering, and organizational support — by coding 238 firm-year observations of disclosed
philanthropic activities from Taiwan 50 Index firms' ESG and sustainability reports (2020 - 2024), in place of the
conventional practice of measuring corporate philanthropy by a single aggregate donation total. This study also
directly tests a common concern: whether firms promoting employee volunteering are, in effect, shifting the cost of
philanthropy onto employees' volunteer time. Results show that financial contributions account for 61.0% of
disclosed social participation input, while employee volunteering and organizational support together account for the
remaining 39.0%. Once industry composition and firm size are held constant, the apparent substitution between
donation reliance and volunteer participation is no longer statistically significant, indicating that this pattern largely
reflects industry structure rather than deliberate firm-level substitution of volunteering for cash giving. This study
further finds, however, that firms commonly feature volunteer participation as a centerpiece of external
communication about their social engagement, while rarely disclosing whether the cost of these activities is actually
borne by the firm or by employees — leaving open whether employees' contributions receive commensurate
recognition. Firm size and external collaboration structure are also found to be significant factors shaping how firms
allocate philanthropic resources. These findings offer nonprofit organizations concrete, practical reference points for

understanding corporate philanthropic behavior and designing corporate partnership strategies.

Keywords: Corporate Philanthropy, Resource Allocation, Employee Volunteering, ESG Disclosure, Corporate —

Nonprofit Partnership

Public Release Note | Nature and Limitations of This Summary

This document is a research summary released prior to the formal publication of the underlying master's thesis, prepared for public release in
connection with the Chen Yung-Tai Foundation for Philanthropy — Legacy Grant for Research Impact (Bi7k 22\ (S sL{E=4%). It is not
the final, peer-reviewed version of the thesis. The complete methodology, classification criteria, and statistical analysis will be presented in
the formally published thesis, made available through Taiwan's National Central Library Electronic Theses and Dissertations System; please

refer to that formally released version for any future citation.

This study is exploratory in nature. The sample consists of large, listed constituent firms of the Taiwan 50 Index (238 firm-year
observations, 2020 - 2024); some industry subgroups include as few as 21 observations. All industry-level and resource-allocation
associations reported here are statistical correlations, not causal evidence. Because the sample is limited to large listed firms, findings should

not be generalized to small and medium-sized or unlisted enterprises.




I. Introduction
Existing research on corporate philanthropy has largely relied on aggregate donation totals as the primary —

and often sole — indicator of firms' social engagement. Yet corporate philanthropy is not limited to cash: employee
volunteering, a firm's own technical and distribution capabilities, and in-kind or facility support likewise constitute
part of corporate social participation, and are often closely tied to a firm's industry characteristics. Measuring
corporate philanthropy by donation totals alone risks understating the total resources firms actually contribute, and
cannot reveal how firms allocate resources between financial giving and non-financial contributions. While prior
literature has acknowledged the existence of non-cash contributions, few studies have examined them alongside
financial donations within the same analytical framework, and few have used activity-level data to directly test the

widely held concern that firms substitute employee volunteering for financial donations.

Building on this gap, this study sets three research objectives. First, by replacing a single aggregate donation
total with activity-level coding, this study documents concretely how firms allocate philanthropic resources across
financial donations, employee volunteering, and organizational support — directly answering the question of who
pays for corporate philanthropy. This 1s the study's primary contribution. Second, this study directly tests a widely
held concern: whether firms promoting employee volunteering are, in effect, substituting employees' volunteer time
and labor for costs that should otherwise be borne by corporate funds (i.e., whether firms are  “shifting cost onto
employees” ), and whether this pattern holds once industry composition and firm size are statistically controlled for.
Third, as a supplementary, exploratory extension, this study examines whether firms' tendency to conduct
philanthropy connected to their own core business capabilities 1s systematically associated with donation reliance
and external collaboration structure. Because the sample is drawn from a single institutional setting (Taiwan 50 Index
constituent firms) over a five-year period, the findings should be read as preliminary, exploratory observations rather
than generalizable causal conclusions; nonetheless, the results carry concrete practical reference value for nonprofit

organizations seeking to understand corporate philanthropic behavior and design partnership strategies.

II. Literature Review
Existing literature has long relied on donation amounts as the primary — and often sole — indicator for

measuring corporate philanthropy, rarely examining non-cash contributions, such as employee volunteering and in-
kind or technical support, alongside financial donations within the same analytical framework. Likewise, whether
corporate philanthropy exhibits a pattern of substituting employee time for financial donations has mostly been
asserted rather than tested: prior research offers little direct, activity-level empirical evidence on this question, and
few studies clearly distinguish industry-level structural differences from firm-level resource-allocation decisions.
This study addresses both gaps by building an activity-level coding framework and conducting empirical analysis on

that basis.



III. Methodology
This study draws on ESG and sustainability reports published by Taiwan 50 Index constituent firms from 2020

to 2024, reading and coding each disclosed philanthropic activity individually rather than treating a single aggregate
donation total as the unit of analysis. Over the five-year sample period, this study built a dataset of 238 firm-year
observations from nearly 5,900 activity-level observation records. Each activity is classified along two dimensions:
the type of resource contributed, and its thematic category. It should be noted that the sample firms are all large,
listed constituents of the Taiwan 50 Index; their resource scale and disclosure completeness likely exceed those of
small and medium-sized or unlisted firms. The findings are therefore best understood as a reference for large-firm
philanthropic patterns, and should be applied to smaller firms only with case-by-case verification rather than direct

extrapolation.

Resource type 1s classified into three categories: financial contributions (cash donations, sponsorships, or grants
made directly or through a corporate foundation); employee volunteering (employees' voluntary contribution of time
and labor); and organizational support (in-kind donations, technical assistance, facility use, or logistical support —
non-cash forms of resource input). The sample is further divided into four industry groups by primary business
activity: Technology Manufacturing and Semiconductors (TMS, N=104), Financial Services and Holding Firms
(FSHC, N=68), Consumer Goods, Telecommunications, Distribution, and Logistics (CTDL, N=45), and Basic
Industries and Traditional/Biotech Manufacturing (BTB, N=21). The complete classification criteria and activity-by-
activity coding logic constitute a core methodological tool the researcher plans to extend in future applications and

are not presented in full in this summary; analytical results are presented in full in the sections below.

This summary retains the term "social participation input,”" a disclosure label commonly used in Taiwanese
firms' own ESG and sustainability reports to denote the total value of that year's social-related contributions —
encompassing material and monetary donations, employee volunteer activities, and social welfare projects. Because
a substantial share of sampled firms' reports use this exact term as the line-item label for the disclosure category in
question, this study retains it rather than substituting a generic label such as "corporate philanthropy,” in order to
preserve a direct correspondence between the study's variables and firms' own disclosure items. "Donation reliance,"
referenced below, denotes the share of financial contributions within total social participation input: a higher ratio
indicates that a firm's philanthropic input relies more heavily on cash donations, with a correspondingly smaller

relative share of non-cash input (employee volunteering and organizational support).

IV. Empirical Results
By disclosed value, financial contributions account for 61.0% of total social participation input, while employee

volunteering and organizational support together account for the remaining 39.0%. It should be specifically noted
that this 39.0% combines employees' volunteer time with non-cash resources the firm itself provides (such as

technical expertise, facilities, or venues funded or arranged by the company); because the two are often intertwined



within a single activity rather than cleanly separable, this study uses the ratio of financial to non-financial input as a
directional proxy for resource source rather than a precise, activity-by-activity attribution, so the 39.0% figure should
not be read directly as  “employees bearing 40% of philanthropic cost” — it indicates only that a substantial share
of corporate social participation input takes a non-cash form. If nonprofit organizations evaluate potential corporate
partners using donation amounts alone, they would overlook roughly 39% of disclosed social participation input that
takes a non-cash form. Among firms disclosing volunteer activity, average annual volunteer hours reached 11,276.7,
indicating that employee time constitutes a substantial share of corporate social participation input — a resource

type nonprofit organizations should not overlook when designing partnership proposals.

Table 1 Composition of Corporate Social Participation Input

Resource Type Share of Social Participation Input

Financial Contributions 61.0%

Employee Volunteering & Organizational Support 39.0%

Regarding the distribution of activity themes, firms' philanthropic engagement is not spread evenly across
categories. Education and Talent Development is the most frequently disclosed category, followed by Social
Inclusion and Equity, then Community Wellbeing and Environmental Initiatives; Emergency Relief 1s disclosed least
often, reflecting its largely ad hoc, event-driven nature. This distribution shows that the composition of corporate
philanthropic activity varies with firms' own capabilities and preferences — a pattern nonprofit organizations can

reference when deciding which themes are more likely to resonate with corporate partners when designing proposals.

Table 2 Average Disclosed Activities by Category

Activity Category Avg. Activities / Year
Education and Talent Development 10.63 Ist
Social Inclusion and Equity 5.94 2nd
Community Wellbeing 4.13 3rd
Environmental Initiatives 3.44 4th
Emergency Relief 0.68 5th

This study directly tests the “cost-shifting” concern described above: a simple correlation shows that firms
with higher donation reliance report significantly fewer volunteers — a pattern that, at first glance, appears to support
the concern that firms substitute employee volunteering for financial donations. However, once the sample is
disaggregated by industry, this pattern largely reflects differences in industry structure rather than deliberate firm-

level substitution. Financial holding firms show significantly higher donation reliance than other industries, while



also reporting the highest volunteer hours among the four industry groups; consumer goods, telecommunications,
distribution, and logistics firms show significantly lower donation reliance, with volunteer hours in the middle range.
Donation reliance and volunteer intensity move together across industries, rather than trading off within the same

firm.

Table 3 Volunteer Input, Donation Reliance, and Business-Related Philanthropy by Industry

Avg. Annual Volunteer Donation Reliance (vs. Business-Related
Hours Baseline) Philanthropy
Financial Services & Holding D ) L )
Firms (FSHC) 15,140 Significantly higher No significant difference
Technology Manufacturing & . )
Semiconductors (TMS) 9,990 Baseline Baseline
Consumer Goods, Telecom, D D .
Distribution & Logistics (CTDL) 10,200 Significantly lower Significantly higher
Basic Industries &
Traditional/Biotech Manufacturing 4,496 No significant difference No significant difference
(BTB)

Once industry and firm size are statistically controlled for (using volunteer participation rate, adjusted for firm
size, in place of the raw volunteer headcount used in the simple correlation above, to allow for cross-firm comparison),
the substitution relationship between donation reliance and volunteer participation is no longer statistically significant.
This result should be interpreted carefully: it indicates that firms do not systematically or deliberately substitute
employee volunteering for financial donations as an individual strategy; differences in resource allocation instead
largely reflect the underlying resource conditions and capability structures of different industries — financial firms
have relatively larger capital and workforce scale, while consumer goods, distribution, and logistics firms hold a
relative advantage in distribution networks and workforce resources, with cash donations not their primary form of
contribution. This does not mean, however, that employees' time fails to constitute a real cost, nor does it mean the

“cost-shifting” concern has been ruled out — it only means the pattern should not be simplified into a calculation
made by any single firm; its cause lies more in industry structure itself. Whether employees' volunteer time is
accompanied by commensurate compensation or support as they bear costs that firms externally disclose as

“philanthropic input” remains a question independent of this statistical result, and one requiring continued

attention — discussed further in the next section.

In addition, firms with higher donation reliance also tend to disclose more philanthropic activity connected to
their own core business capabilities, a relationship particularly pronounced among consumer goods,
telecommunications, distribution, and logistics firms. “Business-related philanthropy” refers to firms deploying
their own products, technology, or distribution capabilities in philanthropic activity, rather than primarily through
cash donations — for example, a telecommunications firm providing a technology platform for schools or remote

communities, a food company donating its own products for disaster relief, or a financial firm delivering financial-



literacy education through its own staff. For nonprofit organizations, this type of collaboration may better integrate

a firm's core-business resources and capabilities, and better leverages firms' own resource advantages.

V. Discussion
Continuing the discussion above: the absence of statistical evidence that firms systematically substitute

volunteering for donations does not mean the “cost-shifting” concern has been resolved — rather, it shows that
the core 1ssue lies not in any individual firm's calculation, but in disclosure practice itself. This study finds that firms
commonly feature volunteer participation as a centerpiece of external communication in their ESG reports, used to
project a corporate social responsibility image, but rarely disclose alongside it whether the cost of these activities 1s
actually borne by corporate funds or by employees' time and labor. In other words, regardless of whether it substitutes
for donations, employees' time remains a real contribution that may not receive commensurate recognition; the
philanthropic image firms present externally may not fully reflect the actual structure of who bears this cost.
Compared with the question of whether firms deliberately substitute donations, whether firms' current disclosure
practices are sufficient to identify the cost attribution of employees' time is the core warning that deserves continued

attention from the nonprofit sector and policymakers.

More fundamentally, employee effort and firm-provided resources are often intertwined within the same
activity — employee volunteer time is frequently delivered using a venue, platform, or resources the firm itself
arranges or funds, making the two difficult to treat as fully separable inputs. This is an inherent limitation of the
present measurement design rather than a judgment about how completely firms disclose: the ratio of financial to
non-financial input serves only as a directional proxy for resource source and is not yet precise enough to answer,
activity by activity, whether a given contribution originates from the firm or from employees. Future research

employing finer-grained, activity-level tracking mechanisms would help address this limitation.

This study further finds a systematic relationship between firm size and resource allocation: the larger the firm,
the lower its donation share of social participation input, and the greater its relative reliance on employee and
organizational resources — indicating that larger firms' philanthropic input relies more on employee participation
and organizational capacity than on funding alone. In addition, having recorded how each philanthropic activity is
delivered, this study finds that firms collaborating with a smaller number of external foundations report significantly
more business-related philanthropic activity; but as the number of partner organizations increases, business-related
activity counts decrease — indicating that external collaboration is not simply a matter of “the more partners, the
better.” Deep collaboration with a small number of partners appears to make it easier for firms to integrate their

own resources and capabilities into philanthropic activity.

In addition, once industry composition 1s accounted for, firms with higher donation reliance also tend to report

more business-related philanthropic activity, a pattern consistent with the logic of comparative advantage: firms tend



to deploy whichever resource — cash or core-business capability — they are best positioned to mobilize. This
association should not be read as evidence that business-related philanthropy is more socially valuable than donation-
based giving; rather, it reflects a difference in the organizational form through which firms mobilize resources, not

a difference in social effectiveness.

Based on the findings above, this study offers the following recommendations for nonprofit organizations
designing corporate partnership strategies. When evaluating potential corporate partners, organizations should
consider not only donation amounts but also the resource conditions typical of the firm's industry: this study's data
show that financial firms' philanthropic input skews toward cash donations, while consumer goods, distribution, and
logistics firms more often participate through volunteering or in-kind collaboration; this tendency may serve as a
preliminary reference for adjusting fundraising appeals and proposal design — however, given uneven sample
sizes across industries (Basic Industries and Traditional/Biotech Manufacturing has only 21 observations), this
comparison should still be verified case by case rather than applied as a fixed classification formula. For larger
firms, organizations may consider employee volunteer mobilization or organizational resource collaboration
alongside — not only — funding requests. If the goal is to draw on a firm's core business capabilities and
resources, deep, sustained collaboration with a small number of partners may be more effective than
pursuing many shallow partnerships at once; however, this observation currently reflects only a preliminary,
correlational finding that still requires further samples and research to confirm, and should not be treated as
an established causal rule. When assessing the sincerity of a firm's philanthropic commitment, organizations
should be attentive to potential gaps between a firm's external communication and its actual resource
allocation — particularly whether employee volunteer participation is accompanied by reasonable
compensation and support mechanisms, which may warrant further verification of the firm's actual resource
contributions. In addition, when developing or advocating for disclosure policy or evaluation standards,
nonprofit organizations should consider incorporating the composition of resource types — not donation
totals alone — into their evaluation frameworks, and treat industry as a necessary control factor for
interpreting differences in corporate behavior, rather than a variable for direct cross-firm ranking. All of the
above observations are drawn from a sample of large, listed Taiwan 50 Index constituent firms; whether they

apply to small and medium-sized or unlisted firms remains to be verified by future research.

VI. Conclusion
Using activity-level coding in place of the traditional practice of measuring corporate philanthropy by a

single aggregate donation total, this study provides a concrete answer to who actually pays for corporate
philanthropy, and tests the concern of whether firms are, in effect, shifting cost onto employees through
volunteering. Results show that financial contributions form the primary component of corporate social
participation input, but employee time and firms' own capabilities still constitute a substantial and
meaningful share of that input; the apparent substitution between donations and volunteering largely

reflects industry structural differences rather than firm-level resource trade-offs. This does not mean,



however, that the real cost of employees' contributions can be ignored — firms commonly feature volunteer
participation as a centerpiece of external communication while rarely disclosing who actually bears the cost,
and this gap is the issue that truly warrants continued attention. Firm size and external collaboration
structure are also important factors shaping the pattern of corporate philanthropic resource allocation.
These findings offer direct, practical reference value for nonprofit organizations seeking to understand
corporate philanthropic behavior, design partnership strategies, and craft proposals better suited to firms'

actual capabilities.

Theoretically, these findings echo recent literature suggesting that the motives underlying corporate
philanthropy are more closely tied to how resources are distributed across causes and forms than to the overall level
of giving alone; this study extends that view with activity-level evidence from large, listed Taiwanese firms. Looking
ahead, extending this work through cross-country comparison, examining the relationship between employee
volunteering and workplace wellbeing, or incorporating observational data on the actual social impact of
philanthropic activities would help answer the question of who pays for corporate philanthropy with even greater

precision.



