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[bookmark: _Toc3155]1.Introduction 
Corporate or organizational governance and responsibility has close relationship. And whether organizations perform social responsibilities have impacts on the organizational performance, specially the family business, whose governance model is diversified. Groups established by Carnegie and Rockefeller are typical family business in 20th century. International aid organizations also undertake the social responsibility. However, scandal of Oxfam results in reputation crisis of these organizations. Taking family business and Oxfam as examples, this paper will address the issues of stakeholders, governance of family business, the role of Carnegie and Rockefeller and the reputation crisis of Oxfam. 

[bookmark: _Toc23]2.Stakeholders 
In terms of the relevant stakeholders, there are different classification. Not only shareholders, but also consumers, suppliers, employees, community and society, etc., all belong to the category of stakeholders. Stakeholders can be also divided into primary and secondary stakeholders according to which extent they are important to the enterprises (Chartered Management Institute, 2011). Shareholders in his group are the primary stakeholders, whose interests lie in the enterprise profit. Consumers are also the primary stakeholders, whose interests lie in fair products. Media and government are the secondary stakeholders, who plays the role of supervision. Enterprises are also responsible for the interest of the society, including the economic interest, environmental protection, public welfare, etc. 

[bookmark: _Toc11101]3.Governance Model of Family Business
Carnegie Steel and Rockefeller are typical family businesses. Family business is a kind of enterprise developed on the basis of family system. The control of family member on business is the most basic and nuclear characteristic of family business (Jin and Yu, 2002). According to Adams et al. (2009), 1/3 of the S/P 1500 in the United States belong to family-owned enterprises. Control right is the primary important element of family business. Many family enterprises have been dealing with the issue of control right from the foundation to the development and growth. Control is of great significance to the family. It also reflects whether the family holds the business decision-making power. Almost all the founders of family businesses have a strong desire to control their business. On the one hand, it is the direct expression of family reproduction, which is the result of the externalization of “nature” of family evolution. At that time, the family business generally formed a monopoly on the industry. After the 1920s, the enforcement of the Anti-trust Act in the United States became more and more intense, and the monopoly on family enterprises began to form constraints. With the entry into force of the U.S. Federal Glass-Stegaal Act, which aims to separate commercial banks from investment banks, many American family enterprises have carried out listed financing in succession, objectively weakening the concentration of equity in American family businesses, but still keeping the family members in the ownership of the shares in the control of the business. In the wake of the American economic crisis of 1969-1971, for example, the DuPont family resolved to disperse their risk and optimize their assets, and resolved to dissolve Kristiana Securities that had been in control of the company's main business. Although the DuPont family still controls about 35% of shares after its dissolution, it also marks transition from a family business to a modern, mass-owned business.

Continuing the above analysis of family business, modern family business has two main governance structures. One is that the descendants of the founders of the family take control. The patriarchal concept of the founder of the family business may be the dominant factor in this governance structure. First of all, when the founder’s patriarchal concept is strong, his trust in family members is much higher than his trust in outsiders. They tend to hire relatives rather than competent professional managers when they select key management posts. Second, the more family-minded founders want their companies to pass on from generation to generation and thus build family legends (Bertrand & Schoar, 2006). However, in the family business, the overinterference of the family members in the operation of the company and the “one share dominance” (Claessenset al., 2000; Bertrand et al., 2008) of the family controlling shareholders are widespread. A series of corporate governance problems, such as the separation of cash flow rights and control rights, will have a negative impact on corporate performance. For example, Miller et al. (2007) shows that the involvement of a founder's relatives in a company is detrimental to the company's market capitalization. In the long run, the interests of other minority shareholders of the company will be damaged. In family businesses, employee responsibilities are often undervalued, often with unfair pay systems (Chua et al., 2009), management trenches (Gomez- Mejia et al., 2001), nepotism (Burkart et al., etc.), 2003) and acts of subordination of non-family managers or employees (Gomez- Mejia et al., 2003). 

The second kind of governance structure is to carry out de-familiarization reform, hire the professional manager to act as the CEO. Because of the potential dangers of a dominant stake mentioned by Claessenset al. (2008), the standardization and “de-familiarization” of corporate governance reforms is necessary. At present, many family businesses are in the process of de-familiarization reform. This kind of governance model is obviously positive to the company's performance. To some extent, the transformation and upgrading of family enterprises is equivalent to “re-start-up”, and the experienced executives have deep knowledge in specific fields, which is helpful to enterprises in the complex information (Ardichvili et al., 2003). Senior executives’ previous work experience has a positive impact on identifying corporate innovation opportunities (Shane, 2000). High-growth companies with high growth prospects can also be conveyed by the addition of senior executives with rich working experience (Siegel et al., 1993). Similarly, research by Li and Zhang (2007) shows that executive function experience is critical to helping companies explore new market opportunities and promote business growth. Obviously, the research proves that the second kind of corporate governance structure is more effective to improve the corporate performance, so as to protect the interests of the shareholders of the company.

[bookmark: _Toc20678]4.Evaluation of John D Rockefeller and Andrew Carnegie
Personally, both Rockefeller and Carnegie are the Robber Barons, Captains of Industry or Philanthropist. At the initial stage of the group, they are the Robber Barons. Rockefeller is known as the most ruthless American as he bribed and threatened to open rail transportation, giving priority to railway transportation of his own oil (Frost, 2000). This defeated most of the competitors. Carnegie believes that competition determines that only a few people can become rich, and most people can only depend on the rich. In 1892, the steel workers in Pennsylvania, could not bear Carnegie’s squeeze. They launched a four-month strike. Carnegie instructed company managers to carry out an armed crackdown, killing 11 people and injuring 60 others (Steven, 2005). Although the two capitalists' tactics were poor, people have to admit that they were both industry leaders. Carnegie, known as the “Iron King”, became the largest steelmaker in the United States. Rockefeller is also known as the “King of Oil”.  

Inconceivably, these most ruthless robbers turned out to be the greatest philanthropists to benefit later generations. Carnegie, the iron and steel king, was the founder of modern philanthropy. Starting with his first library in 1881, he donated $12 million to set up 2,509 libraries in the late 19th and early 20th centuries (The Conversation, 2017). Rockefeller is also a generous tycoon. Rockefeller founded the University of Chicago in 1890 and donated more than $80 million to the University of Chicago (Frost, 2000), making this small church school a world-class top university. 

[bookmark: _Toc31244]5.Philanthropic Activities and Organizational Performance
Non-market strategy is considered to be a strategy for enterprises to establish relationships with stakeholders (Tian et al., 2007). Effective non-market strategy plays an important role in enterprise performance and competitive advantage (McWilliams and Siegel, 2011). Corporate social responsibility is an important component of non-market strategies (Husted and Allen, 2010). Charitable donation is an important manifestation of corporate social responsibility (Carroll, 1979).

Maintaining an enterprise's good reputation is an important external dimension of social emotional wealth (Berrone et al., 2012, Vardaman and Gondo,2014). Unlike internal stakeholders, external stakeholders, namely customers, suppliers, governments and the general public, do not directly harm the control of the company. However, they may affect the reputation and image of companies (Berrone et al., 2013). For external stakeholders, firms are, to a certain extent, an extension of the family. Many businesses products are even named after family names (Bingham et al., 2011). Therefore, family businesses are more willing to enhance corporate image and enhance their external legitimacy by fulfilling public responsibilities (Cennamo et al., 2012). Philanthropic donations help to improve corporate reputation (Gardberg and Fombrun, 2006) and corporate image (Brammer and Millington, 2006), thus meeting the needs of family businesses to maintain family image and reputation.

In the literature on the impact of charitable donation on corporate performance, most studies have found that corporate donation has a positive impact on their financial performance (Patten, 2008; Wang and Qian, 2011). Through donations, companies build good links with stakeholders who respond to greater support for the business (Berman et al., 1999), thereby improving corporate performance. Specifically, the impact of charitable donations on corporate performance is reflected in the following aspects. First, philanthropic donations help businesses gain legitimacy. Wang and Qian (2011) argue that corporations can gain socio-political legitimacy and scarce political resources through donations. These resources play an important role in the survival and long-term development of enterprises (Hillman, 2005). Secondly, charity donation can improve employees' identity, and then improve their job satisfaction and performance. When employees perceive business goodwill, they tend to maintain a strong sense of identity with the business (Dutton et al., 1994), which helps to promote cooperation and intimacy. In addition, philanthropic donations help companies attract higher levels of staff (Greening and Turban, 2000). Finally, philanthropic donations help to improve the corporate image, thereby gaining support from customers, and thus extending to business behaviour (Adams and Hardwick, 1998). Dean (2003) suggests that giving can enhance customer trust in the business. Therefore, the enterprise will win more customer support.

[bookmark: _Toc17445]6.Scandal of Oxfam
Last year, Oxford Committee for Famine Relief (Oxfam) has been hit hard. The nearly 80-year-old NGO aims to alleviate poverty and other disasters around the world. However, seven employees of Oxfam, who visited Haiti for earthquake relief activities in 2010, using company money to summon prostitutes and have sex parties. Among them are prostitutes suspected to be underage (BBC, 2018). The Haitian scandal has thwarted Oxfam's long-standing positive image in the public eye. Oxfam admitted that their employees have sexual misconduct, but deny to conceal the truth. Oxfam sex scandal has exposed the regulatory ills of international aid groups. To preventing the similar scandal, there are two dimensions to address the problems: internal control and external supervision.

From the internal control, international aid organizations must tighten the ethical education and control of misbehavior. Fro example, Oxfam President Caroline Thompson said in a statement that relevant measures had been taken to strengthen the handling of allegations of sexual abuse. The programme includes improving employee scrutiny, setting up an external complaint hotline for whistle-blowers, and working with other charities to overcome “legal difficulties” that prevent them from making private confessions.

From the external supervision, government, social media and mass all belong to the secondary stakeholders of these organizations. They are responsible for the supervision. Government can establish a particular department to keep watch on the duties performance, cash flow, etc., of international aid organizations. Public and media should cooperate with each other to report the misbehavior once they find. 

[bookmark: _Toc7370]7.Conclusion
Stakeholders include shareholders, employees, customers, government, etc, which have different interests. In the era of Carnegie and Rockefeller, there are many family business which are under the control of family members. Currently, these family business still account part of the world business. Their choices of governance model determine how effective corporate performs. If the family business is highly family-controlled, this model will impair organizational performance, shareholders’ interests and employees. If the family business implement de-familiarization, the organizational performance and shareholders’ interests will be guaranteed because more professional CEO takes over the company. Personally, Rockefeller and Carnegie are the Robber Barons, Captains of Industry or Philanthropist because they play different role in different stage of the life circle of themselves and their group. Carrying out philanthropic activities is effective strategy to enhance the organizational performance and corporate image and family business are willing to adopt this strategy. Oxfam sex scandal has reminded the public of the ills of international aid organizations, which should tighten the supervision from internal control and external supervision.
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