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Purpose: Identification of family firms’ debt factors, considering the family's share in
ownership, management, and supervision, as well as control factors, including sectoral and
internal ones.

Design/methodology/approach: The analysis covered 163 family firms listed on the Warsaw
Stock Exchange. For these companies, a linear model of cross-sectional data from 2023 was
estimated using the quantile estimation method.

Findings: The relationship between the variables characterizing the family's share in
ownership, management and supervision and the structure of capital is both positive and
negative, which in both cases is in line with agency theory. The non-debt tax shield (NDTS)
exerted a positive, statistically significant impact on all quartiles of total debt and the second
and third quartiles of short-term debt. Moreover, the strength of this influence is the greatest
among all explanatory variables selected for analysis. The positive relationship between the
non-debt tax shield and the capital structure is consistent with the assumptions of agency theory.
The influence of family share factors in ownership, management, and supervision was
statistically significant for most variables for the first, second, and third quartile of total debt.
In the case of short- and long-term debt this impact was statistically significant mainly for the
first quartile of debt.

Research limitations/implications: In this study, we used only the listed family firms’ data so
we can interpret the results only for this kind of firms. We cannot generalize these results on
the non-public family firms and specially on SMEs. The research is a contribution to further
analyses which covers all types of family firms.

Practical implications: Knowing the characteristics describing the variables characterizing the
family's share in ownership, management and supervision, analysts can determine based on
estimated models what capital structure is typical for a given family firm.

Originality/value: This study, for the first time, provides comprehensive analyses of the capital
structure of public family companies from Poland using unique dataset which highlights the
relationship between financial decisions and corporate governance attributes such as family's

http://dx.doi.org/10.29119/1641-3466.2023.180.9 http://managementpapers.polsl.pl/



176 M. Gostkowska-Drzewicka, O. Martyniuk, E. Majerowska

share in ownership, management, and supervision. It also considers the impact of sectoral and
internal determinants on family firms’ capital structure.

Keywords: corporate governance, family firms, leverage, capital structure, agency theory.
Category of the paper: Research paper.

1. Introduction

Family firms play a key role in the global economy. These entities are the most common
business model in practice. Therefore, they are the driving force that stimulates development
processes in individual countries (Tran, Nguyen, 2023). The literature emphasizes that due to
the special form of ownership concentration (Wang, Shailer, 2017) and the so-called socio-
emotional wealth (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2007), family firms are significantly different from other
entities. Previous studies have proven that family firms are characterized by significant risk
aversion, strong control incentives and place a high value on their reputation and image,
important influences on decisions are not only economic goals but, uniquely, also non-
economic ones (Williams, 2018). These unique characteristics of family firms shape the
specifics of their activities in various areas (Albinzano et al., 2021). Thus, they influence the
financial decisions of these companies, and it can also be said for (Gallo et al., 2004) that these
entities follow a special logic of financing. Financial decisions of these entities have been
defined by many theories such as trade-off, pecking order and especially agency theory.
There are many empirical studies on family firms' capital structure in the literature, mostly from
America and Western Europe. This research is inconclusive in terms of the driving factors that
influence family firms' financial decisions and heterogeneous characteristics of family firms
across different regions and endogeneity issues (Hansen, Block, 2021). Increasingly,
the literature indicates that the reason for the different research results is the institutional setting
in which family firms operate (Lohwasser et al., 2022). Formal national institutions determine
the level of protection of property rights or minority stakeholders and, through this,
can influence decision-making on the manner of financing, especially of family businesses.
The purpose of the article is to identify the family firms’ debt factors, considering the family's
share in ownership, management, and supervision, as well as control factors, including sectoral
and internal factors in a post-transitional country. The study, for the first time, provides
comprehensive analyses of Polish listed family firms’ financial decisions using unique dataset
which exposes the relationship between capital structure and corporate governance.
The research considers the impact of the identified factors on total debt and in terms of long-
term and short-term debt. In the literature on Polish family firms, only a few studies on this
topic can be found, so this article also aims to fill the gap in this area. In addition, the use of
quantile estimation, which is new in this type of analysis, allowed us to identify the significance
of individual capital structure factors by their quantile distribution.
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The realization of the purpose of the article required the verification of two main research
hypotheses:

1. Asthe family's share in ownership increases, the level of total, long-term and short-term

debt changes significantly.

2. Family supervision of the company is the dominant factor in the level of total, long-term

and short-term debt.

3. The family firms debt level behaves in accordance with the agency theory.

The verification of the hypotheses required answering questions about the links between the
various capital structure factors and the amount of debt. Therefore, the influence of a set of
factors reflecting the level of control of the company by family members, the business sector,
and determinants of an internal nature on leverage was examined. So that it was possible to
determine whether these companies make financial decisions in accordance with the theory of
agency, pecking order or trade-off.

The above hypotheses were verified using appropriate statistical tests. The calculations were
carried out using the Gretl software. The analysis included 163 family firms listed on the
Warsaw Stock Exchange. For these companies, a linear model of cross-sectional data from 2023
was estimated using quantile estimation.

The article consists of an introduction, five parts, a conclusion, and description of future
research proposals and limitations. Part one presents views on the family firms’ capital structure
formation in the light of agency, trade-off and pecking order theories. The second part reviews
research on the family firms’ capital structure in Poland. Then the methodology, results of the
research and discussion are presented, and the conclusion summarizes the research.

2. Family firms’ capital structure in the light of agency, trade-off,
and pecking order theory

In the light of agency theory, capital structure is shaped under the influence of the so-called
agency conflict between company owners, managers, and creditors (Jensen, Meckling, 1976).
In other words, the level of leverage is a product of the interaction between these stakeholders.
Therefore, according to the agency theory, the level of debt of family firms can be both higher
and lower compared to other non-family firms (Hansen, Block, 2021). Jensen and Meckling
(1976) state that a firm's ownership structure influences its cash flow. It means that
an appropriate mix of debt and equity can reduce overall agency costs. Therefore, family firms
with concentrated ownership structures are less susceptible to agency problems than nonfamily
firms (Saidat et al., 2019). In family firms, agency costs tend to be lower than in non-family
firms, especially if family members hold management positions. Such a situation ensures
a congruence of interests between the management and the owners of the firm. Therefore,



178 M. Gostkowska-Drzewicka, O. Martyniuk, E. Majerowska

family firms with concentrated ownership structure are less susceptible to agency problems than
nonfamily firms (Saidat et al., 2019). In addition, owners have a strong incentive to monitor the
firm's activities due to the high value of their shares in the firm. This is also true in cases where
owners are not actively involved in the management of the firm. Lower agency costs lead to
a lower need for debt capital. Therefore, debt ratios are relatively lower in family firms than in
non-family firms (Grossman, Hart, 1980). The reasons for low leverage in family firms can also
be traced back to behavioural agency theory (Wiseman, Gomez-Mejia, 1998). The level of
diversification of the firm's ownership structure is assumed to be positively related to the firm's
investment risk (Lyandres et al., 2019). Family firms’ owners show low levels of
diversification. Moreover, they place a high value on so-called socioemotional wealth (SEW)
(Gomez-Mejia, 2007). Higher leverage leads to an increase in the risk of bankruptcy,
thus increasing the firm-specific risk. In this situation, the threat to the family's socioemotional
wealth increases. The fear of losing SEW discourages family firms’ owners from making risky
strategic decisions, which explains lower leverage ratios (Jara, Pinto-Gutiérrez, Nufiez, 2018).
In extreme cases, this leads to a complete abandonment of the use of debt and, therefore, zero
leverage (Strebulaev, Yang, 2013). In the context of concerns about the loss of SEW,
it is important to mention the high-risk aversion in family firms and the associated reluctance
to invest in the high-tech area, which translates into low R&D spending (Chrisman, Patel,
2012). This is tantamount to the fact that family firms prefer traditional activities. The above
arguments explain the negative impact of the family status of a company on its leverage level.

Financing patterns in family firms can also be shaped by agency conflict between majority
and minority shareholders. When a dominant shareholding is in the hands of a family and its
members occupy the positions of chief executive officers (CEQOs), there may be a preference
for private interests over those of minority shareholders (Shleifer, Vishny, 1997).
In an environment of such concentrated power, family members have the exclusive power to
determine the strategic direction of the company and are reluctant to relinquish control of the
company. In such a situation, taking on debt may be the preferred instrument for financing
investment because, unlike issuing new shares, it does not lead to capital dilution and thus
allows control of the firm to be maintained. Furthermore, a higher leverage ratio reduces the
risk of a hostile takeover (Stulz, 1988). In such a situation family firm status has a positive
effect on firms' capital structure.

Taking into account control of the firm, capital structure decisions in family firms can be
considered according to the pecking order theory (Myers, 1984; Myers, Majluf, 1984).
In this context, family firms, once retained earnings have been exhausted, will turn first to debt
and only then to issuing new shares to finance new investments.

In both the trade-off (Jensen, Meckling, 1976; Myers 1977; Haugen, Senbet, 1978) and the
pecking order theory, the level of debt is shaped by a range of factors, both internal and external.
In this study, profitability, asset structure, liquidity, growth opportunities, risk, depreciation
(non-interest tax shield) and company size were selected for empirical verification.
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These variables with theoretical predictions as to the direction of their impact on debt ratio, are
summarized in Table 1.

Table 1.
Explanatory variables predicted influence on debt ratio

Explanatory variable Expected influence -
Trade off-theory Pecking order theory

TANG (Asset tangibility) + -

LIQ (Financial liquidity) +

NDTS (Deprecation) -

ROA, ROE (Profitability) + -

GR (Firm growth) - +

RISK (Risk) - -

SIZE (Firm size) + +/-

Source: own study.

3. Empirical studies on the capital structure of family firms in Poland

Only a few studies on Polish family firms’ capital structure formation can be found in the
literature. Depending on the sample, these studies find contradictory conclusions regarding the
size of the debt of Polish family firms. Thus, Winnicka-Popczyk (2008), Stradomski (2010),
Kazmierska-Jozwiak and Marszatek (2012), and Martyniuk (2015) showed that the debt ratio
in family firms in Poland is significantly lower than in other entities. According to the authors,
reluctance to debt financing is due, firstly, to fear of reduced financial independence and loss
of control over the enterprise. Secondly, possible difficulties in repaying debts may lead to
a worsening of the family's situation. Pernsteiner and Wectawski (2016), on the other hand,
showed that family firms in Poland finance themselves with equity to a greater extent than non-
family firms, but the difference is not large. It is also worth noting that family firms generally
prefer to finance their operations and investments from retained earnings, only further opening
up to debt financing and, as a last resort, external capital (Kawko, 2019). This means that these
companies shape their capital structure according to the pecking order theory.

Hansen, Block (2021) conducted a meta-analysis on 869 effect sizes from 613 studies.
They found an overall slightly negative but significant relationship between family firm status
and leverage. Their results reveal a large amount of heterogeneity and considerable mean effect
size differences across the 48 countries included in the study. According to these authors, in
Poland, the family status of a firm has a statistically significant positive impact on the amount
of debt. Furthermore, in Poland, family firms have on average higher leverage ratios than
nonfamily firms. Similar conclusions were reached by Jewartowski and Katdonski (2012).
The authors proved that public family companies make strategic decisions on diversification of
activities in close connection with decisions on capital structure. The primary motive for
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decisions regarding both diversification of activities and capital structure is the desire to
maintain control over the company while ensuring that activities are financed at a level adequate
to the demand resulting from the company's development strategy. Diversification of activities
favors increasing the share of debt in the capital structure by increasing the company's debt
capacity. Moreover, among all diversified companies, family companies were more indebted
than non-family companies.

Socha (2017) analysed the capital structure factors of family firms based on a research
sample including Polish small and medium-sized family firms that provided data on ownership
structure and composition of management board between 2010 and 2013. The author indicates
that as family involvement in ownership increased, the degree debt in the capital structure
increased. Family firms with moderate levels of family involvement in management made less
use of debt. The same author (Socha, 2015) in an earlier study highlighted that family firms
finance investment activities using internal sources of capital and use debt to cover operating
expenses.

4. Methods and dataset

The exact definition of the notion of family firm is debatable and no single precise definition
has been developed to date. The research uses the definition recommended by the European
Commission (EC) (2009)!, based on which the definition of a family firm for the WIG Rodzinny
index was developed. In Poland listed companies meet the definition of the family firm if the
person who established or acquired the entity (share capital) or their families or descendants
possess 25% of the decision-making rights mandated by their share of wealth. According to
EC recommendations we add to our definition that at least one representative of the family or
relatives is formally involved in the management of the company.

The subjects of the analysis entailed family-owned companies listed in 2023 (as of June 10,
2023) on the main stock exchange market in Poland. The Warsaw Stock Exchange sample
encompassed 166 family firms (39,9% of all listed companies). Three entities were excluded
from the analysis. Two of them did not publish full financial statements during the period under
examination. One of the companies was a bank. Due to the different financial statements,
it was not possible to obtain data to verify capital structure internal determinants. Ultimately,
163 companies, i.e., 98% of the entities selected initially, were qualified for the study.

! Polish family firms researchers affiliated to the FABERNET scientific network recommend similar criteria for
family firms research.
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The proposed model takes the form:
17
)’i=ﬁo+2ﬁ1xﬁ+3i 1)
j=1

where:

y; is the explained variables, represented by the debt ratio in three forms: as a total debt ratio
(TDR), short-term debt ratio (SDR), and the long-term ratio (LDR),

x;j; is the set of explanatory variables, such as OWN, INDUSTRY, GR, SIZE, TANG, ROA,
ROE, LIQ, NDTS, RISK, FIO, CEO, MB, SB, CSB, FIM and FIS,

Bo, B1, -, P17 are the structural parameters,

g; is the error term.

In the first step, the model was estimated by the ordinary least squares estimation method
(OLS). Then quantile regression was in use quantile regression taking quantiles at 0.25; 0.5 and
0.75 with all variables and then with statistically significant variables, respectively.
This method makes it possible to refer to the values of the assumed quantiles of the modelled
variable. The main advantage of this approach over OLS is the resistance to the influence of
outliers, as well as the lack of the need for assumptions as to the shape of the dependent variable.
The application of quantile estimation to assess the impact of selected factors on the debt level
of family businesses is a relatively new approach to this issue. This is because this approach
will allow us to identify whether these factors change with a change in the modelled debt level
quantile.

5. Results

In this section, we will present the results of descriptive statistics characterizing the level of
debt (long- and short-term) among family firms in different quartiles and the impact of internal
factors on capital structure. Table 2 presents the average values, standard deviation, median,
first and third quartile and interquartile range of the indicators of total, short-term and long-
term debt, i.e. the endogenic variables and all explanatory variables in family companies listed
on the Warsaw Stock Exchange in 2023.
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Table 2.
Characteristics of the variables for family firms listed on WSE in 2023
stand. interq.

variable mean dev. median | Q1 Q3 range
TDR (Total debt ratio) 0,573 0,802 0,469 0,272 0,624 0,352
SDR (Short debt ratio) 0,439 0,799 0,307 0,163 0,436 0,273
LDR (Long term ratio) 0,140 0,129 0,108 0,045 0,190 0,145
GR (Firm growth) -0,034 0,968 0,139 -0,016 |0,243 0,259
SIZE (Firm size) 17,084 1,649 17,212 | 15,987 |18,031 |2,044
TANG (Asset tangibility) 0,196 0,199 0,113 0,032 0,328 0,296
ROA (Profitability) 0,063 0,931 0,047 0,010 0,094 0,084
ROE (Profitability) 0,474 3,916 0,095 0,016 0,197 0,182
LIQ (Financial liquidity) 3,332 7,361 1,629 1,057 2,740 1,683
NDTS (Deprecation) 0,045 0,083 0,030 0,011 0,051 0,040
RISK (Risk) 4378070 | 12847148 | 1363924 | 510995 |3138298 |2627302

FIO (Family Involvement in Ownership) 50,49% 20,14% 49,9% 32,07% | 64,65% |32,58%
FIM (Family Involvement in Management

Board) 40,69% [36,83%  [33,33% [0,00% |57,50% |57,50%
FIS (Family Involvement in Supervisory
Board) 16,59% 16,18% 16,66% [0,00% |25,00% |25,00%

CEO (Chief Executive Officer) - -
MB (Management Board Member) - -
SB (Supervisory Board Member) - -
CSB (Chairman in Supervisory Board) - -
OWN (Direct* or Indirect Ownership**) - -
INDUSTRY (Traditional or Innovative) - -
* Family members are the shareholders.

** The shares of the family firm are held by another entity, which in turn is owned by family members.
CEO, MB, SB, SCB are the dummy variables with 1 for family members, and 0 otherwise.

OWN direct 1, O otherwise.

INDUSTRY Traditional 1, 0 Innovative.

—|—|o|o|o|—
—|—|o|o|o|o
—[=]==]=]=
o|o|=|—|—|—

Source: own elaboration.

As can be seen in Table 2, the values of the total debt ratio calculated for family companies
listed on the WSE in 2023 were at varying levels. The median of this indicator was 0.469.
This means that the total debt of 50% of the family firms surveyed was at this level or lower.
In contrast, the remaining 50% of companies had a total debt ratio of 0.469 or more.
The high variability of the total debt ratio in family companies is also evidenced by its values
determined for the first and third quartiles, amounting to 0.272 and 0.624 respectively.
This is also confirmed by the high value of the interquartile range (0.352) of the total debt ratio
in relation to the interquartile range determined for the short- and especially long-term debt
ratios (0.273 and 0.145 respectively). It can therefore be concluded that family firms listed on
the WSE exhibit differing debt capital requirements. These differences relate to particular to
the size of total debt and short-term debt. On the other hand, the small value of the interquartile
range determined for the long-term debt ratio indicates similar values of this variable in all
entities.

Among the internal factors shaping the capital structure, the largest variation concerns
company size (SIZE). As can be seen in Table 2, the variation in the middle 50% of units after
discarding extreme values is as high as 2.044 for this variable. On the other hand, the smallest
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value of the interquartile range was recorded in the case of the investment tax shield (0.040),
which indicates similar values of this variable in all companies.

Of the variables reflecting family participation in ownership, management and supervision,
the highest variation in the middle 50% of units is found in the participation of family members
in the company's management board (57.5%). In contrast, after discarding extreme values,
the least differentiated variable is the share of family members on the supervisory board (25%).
Due to the dichotomous nature of the variables, the mean and standard deviation were not
calculated for the last six factors depicting the family nature of the company (Table 2).

In Tab. 3, 4 and 5 the proposed model for TDR, LDR and SDR was estimated first using
the OLS method with all proposed variables (column 1) and omitting statistically insignificant
variables (column 2). In the next step, quantile regression was used taking quantiles at 0.25; 0.5
and 0.75 with all variables and then with statistically significant variables, respectively.

The first quartile, i.e. the quantile of 0.25 of total debt (TDR), is significantly influenced by
all the variables considered. When analysing the influence of factors on the second quartile of
the TDR, i.e. the median, it is the variables in column 5 that have an influence, while for quartile

I11, i.e. the quartile of 0.75, it is the factors in column 7 (Tab. 3).

Table 3.
Estimates of the total debt ratio for family firms listed on WSE in 2023
Method OLS Quantile regression
Quantile 0.25 0.5 0.75
model 1) ) (©) (4) () (6) @)
const 3.133*** | 3.402*** | -0.730*** | -0.561** | 0.512*** -0.367 -0.174**
OWN 0.057 -0.069*** 0.014 0.044
INDUSTRY 0.359** 0.365** 0.046*** 0.023 0.109 0.155***
GR -0.118 0.057*** -0.006 -0.028 0.014**
SIZE -0.164*** | 0.176*** 0.061*** | 0.055*** | 0.052*** | 0.045** | 0.035***
TANG 0.342 -0.086*** -0.208* -0.131** -0.261* | -0.227***
ROA 0.104 -0.336*** -0.001 -0.152*** | -0.113***
ROE -0.001 0.017*** | 0.015*** | 0.015*** 0.012* 0.011***
LIQ -0.017* 0.021*** -0.008*** | -0.011*** | -0.011*** | -0.009** | -0.011***
NDTS 1.712 1.635** 1.087*** 2.393*** | 1.802*** | 2.921*** | 2.059***
RISK <0.001** | <0.001*** | -<0.001*** | <-0.001 <-0.001
FIO -0.001 -0.002*** -0.004 -0.004* -0.005 0.006***
CEO 0.045 0.061*** 0.025 0.032
MB 0.021 0.139*** 0.172*** | 0.101*** 0.130* 0.081***
SB -0.054 0.023*** -0.051 -0.069
CsB 0.054 0.013*** -0.035 -0.022
FIM -0.500 0.448*** | -0.083*** -0.120 -0.110
FIS -0.487 0.021*** 0.411 0.172** 0.466
R-squared 0.231 0.197
Log-likelihood -30.075 -47.739 -50.234 -99.798 -102.557
Sum sqg. res. 0.750 76.413 42.946 96.218 96.672 101.127 96.657
Akaike crit. 351.764 336.170 96.150 131.479 118.468 235.595 227.114

*) **) **x) statistically significant at the level of 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 respectively.

Source: own elaboration.
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As can be seen in Tab. 3, the level of total debt significantly depends on the form of
shareholding in the company considering indirect or direct ownership (OWN). This means that
in companies with direct family ownership, the level of the first quartile of debt is lower than
in other family firms. Another variable with a statistically significant impact on capital structure
is the sector of activity (INDUSTRY) taking into account either traditional or innovative
activities. This means that for traditional activities, the level of the first and third quartiles of
debt is higher than in companies with modern activities. In contrast, no such impact was
observed for the entities included in the median.

Growth opportunities (GR) had a statistically significant positive impact for the first and
third quartiles of total debt. The size of the company (SIZE) exerted a statistically significant
positive effect for all debt quartiles of the family firms studied. This means that the larger the
company, the higher its leverage level. Asset structure, on the other hand, had a negative effect
on the amount of total debt of the surveyed entities. This regularity was noted for all debt
quartiles. Interestingly, profitability, depending on the measure used, had an impact on total
debt in a different direction. Thus, for ROA, the impact was negatively statistically significant.
By contrast, for ROE, the opposite relationship was noted. However, for the first and third
quartiles of debt, the impact is stronger for ROA. Liquidity (L1Q) had a negative impact for all
quartiles of total debt. However, its strength was low. Also, in the case of risk (RISK),
there was a very weak, statistically significant negative impact for the first quartile of debt of
the surveyed family firms. In the case of the non-interest tax shield (NDTS), there was
a statistically significant positive effect of this variable on all quartiles of debt of the family
firms studied. It is noteworthy that the strength of this impact is the highest among all
explanatory variables selected for the analysis.

Positive effects of variables characterizing family participation in ownership, management
and supervision were observed for the percentage of family involvement in ownership (FIO)
for the third quartile of debt, the affiliation of the company's CEO to the family (CEO) for the
first quartile of debt, the presence of a family member on the management board (MB) for the
first, second and third quartiles of debt, the presence of a family member on the supervisory
board (SB) to the first quartile of debt, the supervisory board chairman's family affiliation
(CSB) to the first quartile of debt and the participation of family involvement in supervisory
board (FIS) to the third quartile of debt. However, given the strength of influence and the impact
of the variable on all debt quartiles, the most important factor of the above is the presence of
a family member on the management board (MB).

The first quartile (quantile of 0.25) of short-term debt of family firms is significantly
influenced by the factors in column (4). The median of short-term debt is influenced by the
variables in column (6). The third quartile, on the other hand, is influenced by the factors in
column (8), as shown in Tab. 4.
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Table 4.
Estimates of the short-term debt ratio for family firms listed on WSE in 2023
Method Quantile regression
Quantile OLS 0.25 0.5 0.75

model () (@) ®) (4) (©) (6) @) (8)
const 3.510%** | 3.793%** | -0.043 0.075*** | 0.161 0.277*** | 0.409 0.212%**
OWN 0.097 0.042* 0.049*** | 0.036 0.114** | 0.074%**
INDUSTRY | 0.356** 0.359%* 0.048** | 0.044*** | 0.038 0.164%** | 0.177%**
GR -0.107 0.048*** | 0.044*** | 0.026 -0.027 0.030%**
SIZE -0.195*** | -0.205*** | 0.009 0.012*** | 0.004 -0.012
TANG 0.339 0.103** | 0.105"** | 1 0.380%* | “0-392%*
ROA 0.086 -0.055*** | 0.054*** | -0.001 0.060% | “0-015"**
ROE -0.001 0.015*%** | 0.015*** | 0.016*** | 0.014*** | 0.012*** | 0.013***
LIQ -0.016 -0.020%% | -0.006%** | -0.006*** | 1o | o ogaxer | 0.00gerx | 0-009%**
NDTS 1.610* 1.574** -0.006 1.187*** | 1.615*** | 3.062*** | 3.166***
RISK <0.001*** | <0.001*** | <-0.001 <0.001*** | <-0.001 <-0.001 <-0.001***
FIO -0.001 -0.003** -0.003*** | -0.003 -0.004 -0.004***
CEO 0.046 0.015 0.026 0.074 0.081***
MB -0.021 0.071*** | 0.064*** | 0.126*** 0.123** | 0.094***
SB -0.058 -0.030 -0.025*** | 0.045 -0.111 -0.156***
CSB 0.045 -0.056* -0.053*** | 0.072 -0.083 0.081***
FIM -0.523 -0.493*** | -0.094** -0.075*** | -0.073 -0.223** | -0.177***
FIS -0.413 0.272** | 0.231*** | -0.091 0.871%** | 0.944***
R-squared 0.246 0.218
Log- -14.621 -14.865 -42.335 | -48.223 -99.572 | -99.739
likelihood
Sum sq. res. | 71.241 73.927 104.163 103.997 94.878 91.387 93.142 92.774
Akaike crit. | 347.796 331.275 65.242 61.215 120.670 | 104.447 | 235.144 | 233.479

*) **) ***) statistically significant at the level of 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 respectively.
Source: own elaboration.

As can be seen from Tab. 4, the amount of short-term debt is significantly influenced by the
form of ownership in the company considering indirect or direct ownership (OWN). In entities
where the family had direct ownership in the case of the first as well as the third quartile of
short-term debt, its level is higher than in other family firms. The capital structure was
influenced in an identical way by the sector of activity (INDUSTRY). In the case of traditional
activities, the level of the first and third quartiles of short-term debt is higher than in those with
modern activities.

Growth opportunities (GR) had a significantly positive impact on the first and third quartile
of short-term debt of the family firms under study. In contrast, company size (SIZE) had
a statistically significant positive effect only on the first quartile of short-term debt of the
analysed entities. Asset structure (TANG) had a positive effect on the first quartile of short-
term debt of the entities under study and a negative effect on the third quartile. The same
patterns were noted for the impact of return on assets. On the other hand, in the case of
profitability expressed by ROE, the impact was positively statistically significant for all
quartiles of short-term debt of the family firms surveyed. Liquidity (L1Q) had a negative impact



186 M. Gostkowska-Drzewicka, O. Martyniuk, E. Majerowska

for all quartiles of short-term debt. Risk (RISK) had a very weak, statistically significant
negative effect for the first and third quartiles of short-term debt of the family firms surveyed.

The non-interest tax shield (NDTS) has a statistically significant positive effect on the
second and third quartiles of short-term debt of the family firms studied, and the strength of this
effect is the largest of all the explanatory variables selected for the analysis.

The impact of factors characterizing family participation in ownership, management, and
supervision on short-term debt in our group of entities shows both a positive and negative
direction. A negative effect of variables characterizing family participation in ownership,
management and supervision was recorded for the percentage of family involvement in
ownership (FIO) on the first and third quartiles of short-term debt, the presence of a family
member on the supervisory board (SB) on the first and third quartiles of short-term debt, the
supervisory board chairman's family affiliation (CSB) on the first quartile of short-term debt
and the participation of family involvement in management board (FIM) on the first and third
quartiles of short-term debt. In contrast, a positive effect of the variables characterizing family
participation in ownership, management and supervision was observed for the CEO's family
affiliation (CEO) on the third quartile of short-term debt, the presence of a family member on
the management board (MB) on the third quartile of short-term debt, the supervisory board
chairman's family affiliation (CSB) on the third quartile of short-term debt and the participation
of family involvement in supervisory board (FIS) on the first and third quartiles of short-term
debt.

In Tab. 5. in columns (4); (6) and (8) the factors significantly affecting the first, second and
third quartiles of long-term debt of the Polish public family firms, respectively.

Table 5.
Estimates of the long-term debt ratio for family firms listed on WSE in 2023
Method OLS Quantile regression
Quantile 0.25 0.5 0.75
model 1) 2 3) (4) ©) (6) (1) (8)
const -0.438%** | -0.457*** | -0.220%** | -0.198*** | -0.327** | -0.466*** | -0.288% | -0.534***
OWN -0.027 -0.020 -0.017*** | -0.020 -0.053*
INDUSTRY | 0.020 -0.021 -0.012*** | 0.026 0.060**
GR -0.007 0.003 -0.003 -0.011 -0.025%*
SIZE 0.033*** | 0.004*** | 0.017*** | 0.015%** | 0.024*** | 0.034*** | 0.026*** | 0.041***
TANG -0.034 0.076** | 0.083*** | 0.033 -0.075
ROA 0.017 0.010 0.010*** | 0.013 0.015
ROE <0.001 0.001 0.001*** | <0.001 -0.001
LIQ <0.0001 <0.001 <0.001*** | <0.001 -0.001
NDTS 0.093 -0.004 0.017 0.119
RISK <0.001 <0.001** | <0.001*** | <0.001 <0.001
FIO <0.001 0.001 0.001*** | 0.001 -0.001
CEO 0.034 -0.009 0.027 0.092%*
MB 0.074** | 0.068*** | -0.025 -0.023*** | 0.021 0.046%** | 0.137*** | 0.093***
SB 0.007 0.015 0.040 -0.033
CSB 0.011 -0.012 -0.015*** | 0.011 -0.010
FIM -0.035 0.038 0.020*** | -0.0003 -0.097
FIS -0.065 -0.027 -0.161 0.037
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Cont. table 5.

R-squared 0.262 0.228

Log- 144492 | 143.499 124279 | 119220 | 102.031 | 89.632
likelihood

Sum sq. res. | 1.832 1.916 3.260 3.290 2.014 1.990 2597 2552
Akaike crit. | -193.998 | -217.322 | -252.984 | -262.999 | -212.558 | -232.440 | -168.063 | -171.263

*) **) **x) statistically significant at the level of 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 respectively.
Source: own elaboration.

As can be seen in Tab. 5, the amount of long-term debt significantly depends on the form
of ownership in the company considering indirect or direct ownership (OWN). In entities that
were directly owned by the family, the level of the first quartile of long-term debt is lower than
in other family firms. Another variable affecting long-term debt is the sector of activity
(INDUSTRY). For the firms engaged in traditional activities, the level of the first quartile of
debt is lower than in those engaged in innovative activities.

Growth opportunities (GR) had a statistically significant negative effect only on the third
quartile of long-term debt. The size of the company (SIZE) proved to be an important variable
shaping long-term debt. This factor exerted a statistically significant positive effect for all
quartiles of long-term debt of the family firms surveyed, as it did for total debt. Asset structure
(TANG) interacted positively with the amount of total debt of the entities studied, but this
relationship was only recorded for the first quartile of long-term debt. The same patterns
occurred for profitability (ROA and ROE), liquidity (LIQ), and risk (RISK). However,
for the last variable, its impact, although statistically significant, was very weak.

Statistically significant positive effects of variables characterizing family participation in
ownership, management and supervision were observed for the percentage of family
involvement ownership in ownership (FIO) on the first quartile of long-term debt, the presence
of a family member on the management board (MB) the second and third quartiles of debt, and
the family involvement in management board (FIM) on the first quartile of debt.

6. Discussion

Relationship between family firm status and debt ratios is theoretically unclear. The overall
low total-debt ratio of family firms supports the view that family firms are risk averse.
On the other hand, control considerations also have a significant impact on debt ratios, as family
firms adjust their capital structure depending on the rights of shareholders and creditors in the
country. The values of the total debt ratio calculated for family firms listed on the WSE in 2023
varied significantly. This means that these entities have different approaches to financing
themselves with debt capital. However, it is worth noting that the values of the total debt ratio
even in the third quartile did not exceed the value of 0.67; i.e. the upper limit determining the
level of acceptable financial risk related to the necessity of repayment of liabilities with
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financial costs (Gabrusewicz, 2014). The relatively low level of the index is indicative of the
low indebtedness of the Polish public family firms and their significant financial independence,
as pointed out also by Pernsteiner and Wectawski (2016) in earlier studies for small and medium
sized family firms. What seems interesting, the level of total debt, short-term and long-term
debt significantly depends on the form of shareholding in the company considering indirect or
direct ownership of the family. It is worth noting that conservatism in terms of shaping the
financing structure leads to an increase in the resilience of these entities to threats arising, inter
alia, from changes in the economic situation (Majerowska, Gostkowska-Drzewicka, 2021).

In the case of family firms listed on the Warsaw Stock Exchange, positive relationships
between family shareholding in ownership, management and supervision and their total debt
prevail, mainly in terms of the presence of a family member on the management board (MB)
when the relationship is positive for all quartiles. This is consistent with agency theory and
supports hypothesis 3. Polish publicly listed family firms prioritize the interests of the family
over those of the other shareholders. This way they determine the strategic direction of the firm
and seek to retain control of it. In such a situation, debt is the preferred instrument for financing
investments. Higher debt ratios and an aversion to financing activities by issuing shares by
family firms in world studies are indicated by Keasey et al., (2015), Ellul (2009), Santor (2008),
among others. In turn, regarding Polish family firms, such a regularity was observed by Socha
(2017). But negative relationships were also observed for the percentage of family involvement
in ownership (FIO) and the family involvement in management board (FIM) for the first quartile
of total debt. Similar findings were obtained by Haider et. al (2021), who highlight that the
family firms are less leveraged when the owners are part of management, for example CEO or
Chairman. However, in this case, they are related to reducing the bankruptcy risk and the
associated fear regarding the loss of socioemotional wealth. This finding is consistent with the
studies of Moh'd et al., (1998) and Mulyania et al. (2016).

The variables characterizing FIO and MB turned out to be statistically significant for all
total debt quartiles. In contrast, the other factors were significant in all cases just for the first
quartile of this indicator, and the family involvement in supervisory board (FIS) was also
significant for its median. Thus, regardless of the direction of the influence of the variables
depicting the family's share of ownership, management, and supervision on the total
indebtedness of the Polish publicly listed family firms, our results provide a strong argument
supporting hypotheses 1 and 2.

The impact of factors characterizing family participation in ownership, management,
and supervision on short-term debt shows both a positive and negative direction. It should be
noted, however, that the negative relationship is more frequent than in the case of general
indebtedness. This means that the family firms are trying to reduce short-term debt. As in the
case of total debt, these actions are probably aimed at reducing the risk of bankruptcy and
protecting the socioemotional wealth held. The diagnosed relationships are in line with previous
research (Kawko, 2019). Due to the strength of its influence, family involvement in supervisory
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board (FIS) is the most important factor influencing short-term debt size formation decisions.
Therefore, in terms of short-term debt our results partially confirm our hypotheses.
This is because the relationships described turned out to be statistically significant only for the
first and third quartiles of short-term debt. However, they were not diagnosed for the median
of this indicator.

Our studies confirm that for long-term debt positive relationships between family
participation in ownership, management and supervision prevail. The presence of a family
member on the management board is the most important factor what confirms hypothesis 1
and 2. The impact of the other variables characterizing family participation in ownership,
management and supervision was only found to be significant for the first quartile of long-term
debt, which only partially supports hypothesis 2.

Considering the direction and strength of the internal factors influence on the different total
debt quartiles of family firms, it can be concluded that these entities, when shaping their capital
structure, make decisions in line with the assumptions of the pecking order theory.
This conclusion is in line with previous studies of capital structure factors of Polish family firms
(Martyniuk, 2015; Kawko, 2019). The positive relationship between the non-interest tax shield
and leverage is consistent with the assumptions of agency theory. Increasing depreciation leads
to an increase in the value of free cash at managers' disposal. The way to reduce their irrational
use by managers is to increase debt. Consequently, this leads to an increase in leverage.
Hypothesis 3 is therefore confirmed. A positive effect of the non-interest tax shield on the
capital structure of Polish companies, consistent with agency theory, was diagnosed by
Czerwonka and Jaworski (2019). However, the research of these authors concerned not only
family firms, but all companies listed on the Warsaw Stock Exchange. It might suggest that this
approach to financing is a result of the institutional environment in which public companies
operate in Poland, regardless of whether they are family-owned or not. Future comparative
studies may identify for which companies this relationship is stronger.

In view of the direction of the influence of the internal factors on the different quartiles of
short-term debt, it can be concluded that family firms shape the amount of short-term debt
according to the assumptions of the pecking order and trade-off theory. However, for the first
quartile of short-term debt, decisions to shape its size are more often made according to the
trade-off theory as evidenced by the direction of influence of variables such as asset structure,
profitability expressed by ROA and ROE. These conclusions are partly in line with previous
studies of capital structure factors of Polish family firms because, as already mentioned,
previous analyses show that these entities make financial decisions in accordance with the
pecking order theory (Martyniuk, 2015; Kawko, 2019). The positive relationship between the
non-interest tax shield and short-term debt is consistent with the assumptions of agency theory
and confirms, in part, hypothesis 3, as this regularity was not diagnosed for the first quartile of
short-term debt.
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Considering the direction and strength of the influence of the internal factors on the different
quartiles of long-term debt of family firms, it can be concluded that these family firms make
long-term debt decisions primarily in line with the assumptions of trade-off theory. However,
this conclusion applies to firms whose long-term debt size falls into the first quartile.

7. Conclusions

Our study focuses on the capital structure of Polish listed family businesses. Due to the
heterogeneous nature of family firms, we use the quantile estimation, which is new in this type
of analysis. The method allowed us to identify the significance of individual capital structure
factors by their quantile distribution.

In summary, the capital structure of family firms listed on the Warsaw Stock Exchange is
shaped by several factors, both of an internal, sectoral nature and determining the family's share
in the ownership, management, and supervision of the firm. However, these relationships show
varying strength and direction depending on the maturity of the debt and the quartile into which
the size of the indicator depicting the type of debt can be classified. Thus, firms with direct
family ownership had lower levels of total debt and long-term debt than the others. For short-
term debt, on the other hand, a relationship of the opposite direction was noted, also for the
third quartile of debt. In the case of traditional activities, the levels of the first and third quartiles
of total and short-term debt are higher than in companies with innovative activities. An inverse
relationship was diagnosed for the first quartile of long-term debt.

Considering the direction and strength of the influence of internal factors on the different
quartiles of total debt of family firms, it can be concluded that these entities shape their capital
structure in line with the assumptions of the pecking order theory. For the short- and long-term
debt of family firms, financing decisions are made according to the assumptions of both the
pecking order and trade-off theories. However, for the first quartile of both types of debt,
the trade-off theory mainly applies, as evidenced by the direction of influence of variables such
as asset structure, and profitability expressed by ROA and ROE. The most important internal
factors shaping the capital structure of Polish public family firms are size and non-interest tax
shield. The first of these factors (SIZE) had a statistically significant effect on all quartiles of
total and long-term debt and on the first quartile of short-term debt. The second variable
(NDTS) had a positive, statistically significant impact on all quartiles of total debt and the
second and third quartiles of short-term debt. Moreover, the strength of this impact is the largest
of all the explanatory variables selected for the analysis. This implies that the family firms
prevent the irrational use of free cash arising from increased depreciation by managers.
To do so, they increase debt.
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Factors determining family participation in ownership, management and supervision have
a significant impact on the capital structure in our study. Given the strength of influence and
the impact of the variable on all quartiles of total and long-term debt, the most important factor
of the above is the presence of a family member on the management board. In the area of short-
term debt, on the other hand, it is the share of family members on the supervisory board.
The relationships between the variables characterizing a firm's family status and capital
structure are both positive and negative, which in both cases can be justified on the grounds of
agency theory. Family firms look after the interests of the family first and foremost, rather than
those of the other shareholders. This means that family members determine the strategic
direction of the company and seek to retain control of the company. In such a situation,
debt is the preferred instrument for financing investments and the relationship between leverage
and factors determining the family status of the company is positive. Negative relationships can
be explained by concerns about the possible loss of socioemotional wealth. The influence of
factors characterizing family involvement in ownership, management, and supervision proved
statistically significant for most variables for the first, second and third quartiles of total debt.
In contrast, for short- and long-term debt, the hypotheses were confirmed partially, primarily
for the first quartile of both types of debt.

8. Future research proposals and limitations

Our research is not without limitations but that may offer opportunities for further research.
We used only the listed family firms’ data so we cannot generalize these results on the non-
public family firms, especially on SMEs. In addition, the study concerns only one year, a rather
specific one, especially from the point of view of the business risk caused by the war in Ukraine.
Hence, risk aversion on the part of family businesses as well as lenders could be higher than in
an average year. It would therefore be worthwhile to examine the impact of individual factors
over a longer period. A fruitful research direction could be also to extend the research scope to
the Central European countries. Similarities and differences between countries in the region
could be highlighted through international comparative research.



192 M. Gostkowska-Drzewicka, O. Martyniuk, E. Majerowska

References

1. Abinzano, 1., Corredor, P., Martinez, B. (2021). Does family ownership always reduce
default risk? Accounting and Finance, Vol. 61, Iss. 3, pp. 4025-4060.

2. Chrisman, J.J., Patel, P.C. (2012). Variations in R&D investments of family and nonfamily
firms: Behavioral agency and myopic loss aversion perspectives. Academy of Management
Journal, Vol. 55, Iss. 4, pp. 976-997, doi: 10.5465/am;.2011.0211.

3. Ellul, A. (2009). Control motivations and capital structure decision. Retrieved from: SSRN:
https://ssrn.com/abstract=1094997 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1094997.

4. European Commission (2009). Overview of Family Business Relevant Issues: Research,
Networks, Policy Measures and Existing Studies.

5. Fama, E.F., Jensen, M.C. (1983). Separation of ownership and control. The Journal of Law
and Economics, Vol. 26, Iss. 2, pp. 301-325, doi: 10.1086/467037.

6. Gabrusewicz, W. (2014). Analiza finansowa przedsiebiorstwa. Teoria i zastosowanie.
Warszawa: PWE.

7. Gallo, M.A., Tapies, J., Cappuyns, K. (2004). Comparison of Family and Nonfamily
Business: Financial Logic and Personal Preferences. Family Business Review, Vol. 17,
Iss. 4, pp. 303-318. doi: 10.1111/].1741-6248.2004.00020.x.

8. Gomez-Mejia, L.R., Haynes, K.T., Nunez-Nickel, M., Jacobson, K.J., Moyano-Fuentes, J.
(2007). Socioemotional wealth and business risks in family-controlled firms: Evidence from
Spanish olive oil mills. Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 52, Iss. 1, pp. 106-137. doi:
10.2189/asqu.52.1.106.

9. Grossman, S.J., Hart, O.D. (1980). Takeover bids, the free-rider problem, and the theory of
the corporation. The Bell Journal of Economics, Vol. 11, lIss. 1, pp. 42-64. doi:
10.2307/3003400.

10. Haider, J., Qayyum, A., Zainudin, Z. (2021), Are Family Firms More Levered? An Analysis
of Family and Non-Family Firms. SAGE Open, Vol. 11, Iss. 2, June. doi:
10.1177/215824402110223.

11. Hansen, C., Block, J. (2021). Public family firms and capital structure: A meta-analysis.
Corporate Governance-an International Review, Vol. 29, Iss. 3, pp. 297-319, doi:
10.1111/corg.12354.

12.Jara, M., Pinto-Gutiérrez, C., Nufiez, P. (2018). The effects of ownership structure and
intragroup loans on leverage: Evidence from family firms in Chile. Emerging Markets
Finance and Trade, Vol. 54, Iss. 11, pp. 26142629, doi:10.1080/1540496X.2017.1369401.

13. Jaworski, J., Czerwonka, L. (2019). Determinants of Enterprises' Capital Structure in
Poland: Evidence from Warsaw Stock Exchange. Eurasian Economic Perspectives, Vol. 10,
Iss. 2, pp. 249-262.

14. Jensen, M.C., Meckling, W.H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior agency
costs and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 3, Iss. 4, pp. 305-360.
doi: 10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X



Family control and capital structure... 193

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

Jewartowski, T., Katdonski, M. (2012). Struktura kapitatu 1 dywersyfikacja dziatalnosci
spotek rodzinnych notowanych na GPW. Prace Naukowe Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego we
Wroctawiu, Vol. 271, Iss. 1, pp. 265-278.

Kawko, M. (2019). Finansowanie i struktura kapitalowa przedsigbiorstw rodzinnych.
Kwartalnik Nauk o Przedsiebiorstwie, Vol.51, Iss. 2, pp. 91-102.

Kazmierska-Jozwiak, B., Marszatek, J. (2012). Charakterystyka strategii finansowania firm
rodzinnych na przyktadzie sektora ustug turystycznych, Annales UMCS. Sectio H, Vol. 46,
Iss. 1, pp. 199-208.

Keasey, K., Martinez, B., Pindado, J. (2015). Young family firms: Financing decisions and
the willingness to dilute control. Journal of Corporate Finance, Vol. 34, Iss. C, pp. 47-63.
doi: 10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2015.07.014.

Lohwasser, T.S., Hoch, F., Kellermanns, F.W. (2022). Strength in Stability: A Meta-
Analysis of Family Firm Performance Moderated by Institutional Stability and Regime
Type. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, Vol. 46, Iss. 1, 117-158.
doi:10.1177/10422587211026863

Lyandres, E., Marchica, M.T., Michaely, R., Mura, R. (2019). Owners' portfolio
diversification and firm investment. The Review of Financial Studies, Vol. 32, Iss. 12,
pp. 4855-4904. doi: 10.1093/rfs/hhz050.

Majerowska, E., Gostkowska-Drzewicka, M. (2021). Czynniki struktury kapitatu oraz
rentownos¢ spotek gieldowych. Ujecie teoretyczne i empiryczne. Gdansk: Wydawnictwo
Uniwersytetu Gdanskiego.

Martyniuk, O. (2015). Zastosowanie teorii struktury kapitatu w polskich
przedsigbiorstwach rodzinnych notowanych na rynku NewConnect. Przedsigbiorczos¢
i Zarzgdzanie, Vol. 16, Iss. 7, pp. 371-383.

Moh’d, M., Perry, L., Rimbey, J. (1998). The impact of ownership structure on corporate
debt policy: A time-series cross sectional analysis. Financial Review, Vol. 33, Iss. 3,
pp. 85-98.

Mulyania, E., Singh, H., Mishra, S. (2016). Dividends, leverage, and family ownership in
the emerging Indonesian market. Journal of International Financial Markets, Institutions
& Money, Vol. 43, pp. 16-29. doi: 10.1016/}.intfin.2016.03.004.

Myers, S.C. (1984). The capital structure puzzle. The Journal of Finance, Vol. 39, Iss. 3,
pp. 574-592. d0i:10.2307/2327916.

Myers, S.C., Majluf, N.S. (1984). Corporate financing and investment decisions when firms
have information that investors do not have. Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 13,
Iss. 2, pp. 187-221. doi:10. 1016/0304-405X(84)90023-0

Pernsteiner, H., Wectawski, J. (2016), Finansowanie i corporate governance
w przedsigbiorstwach rodzinnych, Warszawa: Wyd. C. H. Beck.

Saidat, Z., Silva, M. Seaman, C. (2019). The relationship between corporate governance
and financial performance: evidence from Jordanian family and nonfamily firms. Journal
of Family Business Management, Vol. 9, Iss. 1, pp. 54-78.



194 M. Gostkowska-Drzewicka, O. Martyniuk, E. Majerowska

29. Santos, M.S., Moreira, A.C., Vieira, E.S. (2014). Ownership concentration, contestability,
family firms, and capital structure. Journal of Management & Governance, Vol. 18, Iss. 4,
pp. 1063-1107. doi: 10.1007/s10997-013-9272-7.

30. Seaman, C., McQuaid, R., Pearson, M. (2014), Networks in family business: a multi-
rational approach, The International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, Vol. 10,
Iss. 3, pp. 523-537.

31. Shleifer, A., Vishny, R.W. (1997). A survey of corporate governance. The Journal of
Finance, Vol. 52, Iss. 2, pp. 737-783. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6261.1997.tb04820.x.

32. Socha, B. (2015). Struktura finansowania polskich firm rodzinnych w konteks$cie nadzoru
wlascicielskiego — raport z badan. Finanse, Rynki Finansowe, Ubezpieczenia, Vol. 73,
pp. 265-277.

33. Socha, B. (2017). Determinanty struktury finansowania przedsigbiorstw rodzinnych. Czy
rodzina ma znaczenie? Annales Universitatis Mariae Curie-Skfodowska, sectio H —
Oeconomia, Vol. 51, Iss. 6, pp. 390-397, doi: 10.17951/h.2017.51.6.389

34. Stradomski, M. (2010). Finansowanie obce firm rodzinnych na rynku niedoskonatym.
Warszawa: PWE.

35. Strebulaev, I.A., Yang, B. (2013). The mystery of zero-leverage firms. Journal of Financial
Economics, Vol. 109, Iss. 1, pp. 1-23. doi: 10.1016/j.jfineco.2013.02.001.

36. Stulz, R. (1988). Managerial control of voting rights: Financing policies and the market for
corporate control. Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 20, pp. 25-54. doi: 10.1016/0304-
405X(88)90039-6.

37. Tran, T.K., Nguyen, L.T.M. (2023). Family ownership and capital structure: evidence from
ASEAN countries. China Finance Review International, Vol. 13, Iss. 2, pp. 207-229. doi:
10.1108/CFRI-06-2022-0092.

38. Wang, K.T., Shailer, G. (2017), Family ownership and financial performance relations in
emerging markets. International Review of Economics and Finance, Vol. 51, pp. 82-98.
39. Williams, Jr, R.I. (2018). Measuring family business performance: research trends and
suggestions. Journal of Family Business Management, Vol. 8, Iss. 2, pp. 146-168. doi:

10.1108/JFBM-12-2017-0047

40. Winnicka-Popczyk, A. (2008). Specyficzne problemy zarzadzania finansami w przedsie-
biorstwach rodzinnych —wnioski ze studiow literaturowych oraz dotychczasowych badan.
Przeglgd Organizacji, Vol. 3, pp. 39-43.

41. Wiseman, R.M., Gomez-Mejia, L.R. (1998). A behavioral agency model of managerial risk
taking. Academy of Management Review, Vol. 23, Iss. 1, pp. 133-153. doi:
10.5465/amr.1998.192967.



