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Abstract This paper examines the effect of the family involvement in the performance of Greek 
listed companies, during the Greek financial crisis. The involvement of family in firm’s ownership, 
management and governance along with the firm’s age constitute the unified framework that 
describe the family influence on the enterprise. The main contribution of this paper is the inves-
tigation of a research period when Greece faced an unprecedented economic 9 year crisis that 
affected all sectors of the economy, with 72% of listed companies showing a decrease in revenue 
and the total capitalization of the Greek Stock Exchange shrinking by 70%. No previous study has 
incorporated performance data on listed companies during a corresponding financial crisis with 
large fluctuations in all performance indicators and a high volatility in the national economy. The 
sample of the research includes 80 family firms listed in the Greek Stock Exchange. The findings 
illustrate a better performance for family firms with lower family ownership and prove a stronger 
performance in younger family businesses. The results of the study do not confirm the positive 
involvement of family members, through management (CEO) and governance (BoD) positions in 
the family business performance.

El rendimiento de las empresas familiares durante los períodos de crisis: El caso de Grecia

Resumen Este trabajo examina el efecto de la implicación familiar en los resultados de las em-
presas griegas que cotizan en bolsa, durante la crisis financiera griega. La participación de la 
familia en la propiedad, la gestión y el gobierno de la empresa, junto con la edad de la misma, 
constituyen el marco unificado que describe la influencia de la familia en la empresa. La principal 
contribución de este trabajo es la investigación de un periodo de investigación en el que Grecia 
se enfrentó a una crisis económica sin precedentes de nueve años que afectó a todos los sectores 
de la economía. Durante este período de crisis disminuyeron un 72% los ingresos de las empresas 
griegas cotizadas y la capitalización total de la Bolsa griega se redujo en un 70%. Ningún estudio 
anterior ha incorporado datos sobre el rendimiento de las empresas que cotizan en bolsa durante 
una crisis financiera correspondiente con grandes fluctuaciones en todos los indicadores de rendi-
miento y una gran volatilidad en la economía nacional. La muestra de la investigación incluye 80 
empresas familiares que cotizan en la Bolsa griega. Los resultados ilustran un mejor rendimiento 
de las empresas familiares con menor propiedad familiar y demuestran un mayor rendimiento 
en las empresas familiares más jóvenes. Los resultados del estudio no confirman la implicación 
positiva de los miembros de la familia, a través de los puestos de dirección (CEO) y de gobierno 
(BoD) en el rendimiento de la empresa familiar. 
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1. Introduction	

Businesses can be divided into family and non-
family and there are many researches that con-
nect some of their results to whether the compa-
ny is family or not (Barbera & Moores, 2013; Chris-
man et al., 2008; Wiener-Fererhofer, 2017). Many 
researchers are guided by a prime question: “How 
does the family contribute to the business and its 
success?”. To answer this question, the concept of 
familiness (Habberson & Williams, 1999; Habber-
shon et al., 2003) has developed to describe the 
particular internal resources that affect the fam-
ily involvement in the enterprise. The concept of 
participation includes family involvement in own-
ership, management and governance (Chrisman et 
al., 2005). This is the basic prerequisite for a fam-
ily to exert influence on the family business and 
this approach is sufficient to qualify a business as 
a family business (Pearson et al., 2008). 
The impact of the ownership and management 
structure on the performance and development 
of the company is a subject to intense discussions 
(Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Barontini & Caprio, 2006; 
Sraer & Thesmar, 2007; Williams Jr, 2018; Williams 
Jr et al., 2019). Much of this discussion focused 
on studying the relationship between the family 
involvment in ownership, governance and manage-
ment and the business performance (Danes et al, 
2009; Sirmon & Hitt, 2003). These studies provide 
differentiated conclusions regarding the contribu-
tion of the family involvement in the business per-
formance (Eddleston et al., 2012).
This study examines factors related to family influ-
ence on the performance of the Greek listed fam-
ily firms. These include the dimensions of family 
ownership, family management and family govern-
ance, as well as the separate effect of business 
age. These factors constitute a unified framework 
of family influence on the company’s performance. 
The research collects data for a sample of 80 
listed family firms for the years 2005 – 2018, 
that covers two periods before and during the 
Greek financial crisis. This historically unique pe-
riod started in 2010 when Greece signed its first 
MoU with its creditors (EC, ECB, IMF), includes 
the critical year 2015 when the referendum was 
held which essentially judged the country’s pres-
ence in the Euro and closed in 2018 when Greece 
completed its obligations in the third and final 
MoU with its creditors. The study contains finan-
cial (ROA), ownership, governance (board of di-
rectors) and management (CEO) data in order to 
examine the impact of the family effect in the 
business performance, in the unexplored field of 
the Greek listed family firms. An important asset 
of our research is the data. To the best of our 
knowledge, the sample, on its current form, is 
unique, since we manually gathered the data and 

it is not available elsewhere (payware or free-
ware database). 
The main contribution of this research is the in-
vestigation of the business performance during 
a period when Greece faced an unprecedented 
economic 9 year crisis that affected all sectors 
of the economy, all forms of entrepreneurship 
and undoubtedly the life of the inhabitants as a 
whole. This econometric research included data 
for a period with large fluctuations in all per-
formance indicators and high volatility for the 
Greek economy, which makes it unique compared 
to all other studies that have dealt with the per-
formance of listed family businesses. No previous 
study has incorporated data on listed companies 
during a corresponding national financial crisis. 
The most important elements of the uniqueness 
of this crisis are two. First, the degree to which 
it affected companies, with 72% of listed com-
panies showing a decrease in revenue and the 
total capitalization of the Greek Stock Exchange 
shrinking by 70%. The second is the time for 
which the crisis affected the national economy 
and consequently the listed companies, which ap-
proached 10 years. This volatile environment has 
led to large deviations in business performance, 
overturning important findings from previous re-
searches on the impact of the family, particularly 
on family firm’s management and governance.
The paper is organized as follows. The next sec-
tion reviews theory and sets the research hypoth-
eses, while the third section presents the Greek 
context. The fourth section discuss our data from 
the Greek Stock Exchange and demonstrates the 
statistics and the fifth one discusses the findings. 
The sixth section presents implications, limita-
tions and future research challenges and the final 
section concludes the paper.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Setting

Μost of the research that sought to investigate the 
effect of family on family business performance 
was based on two basic theories. The first and 
most common theory, known as agency theory, ar-
gues that the distinction between ownership and 
management in a business can lead to conflicts 
between shareholders and managers (Block et al., 
2011; Dyer, 2006; Miller et al., 2007; Sciascia & 
Mazzola, 2008). Jensen and Meckling (1976) in-
troduced the agency theory to explain these con-
flicting goals between shareholders and managers. 
The agency relationship is a contract under which 
a person hires another person to perform certain 
duties or services on behalf of the former, partly 
transferring the decision-making power. When the 
information is incomplete, the shareholder does 
not know exactly the actions of the manager. The 
problems of representation can then take on two 
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dimensions: the bad choice, which refers to the 
missing skills and abilities of the manager, and the 
moral hazard, which refers to the manager’s lack 
of effort (Eisenhardt, 1989). Both dimensions cre-
ate costs that are called agency costs (Jensen & 
Meckling, 1976).
Τhe second theory, which is increasingly found in 
the literature, known as stewardship theory, ar-
gues that managers do not always seek to accom-
plish their own individual goals but rather act as 
stewards of the business (Davis et al., 1997; Miller 
& Le Breton-Miller, 2006; Uhlaner et al., 2007).
In terms of stewardship theory, researchers have 
argued that a good steward in a family business 
takes care of the assets of a family that wants to 
pass on a healthier and stronger business to future 
generations (Davis et al., 2010). This could easily 
be identified as a determinant of superior family 
business performance and as a source of competi-
tive advantage (Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007; 
Miller et al., 2008).
However, it is generally accepted that wealth 
creation is not necessarily the sole or even the 
primary goal of all family businesses (Davis & Ta-
giuri, 1989; Sharma et al., 1997; Tagiuri & Davis, 
1992). Miller and Le Breton-Miller (2006) describe 
that family owners and managers are often deeply 
concerned with ensuring business continuity or 
longevity and therefore invest in developing the 
business for the benefit of family members.
This ambition for longevity allows for the estab-
lishment of long-term relationships of trust with 
stakeholders (Tagiuri & Davis, 1996) and may aim 
to create a work environment with a strong belief 
in corporate culture that favors the emergence of 
talented groups of people.

2.1. Ownership and firm performance 
Some researchers are exploring the agency theory 
and concluding that family ownership can maxi-
mize agency problems and negatively affect the 
firm performance (Barclay & Holderness, 1989; 
Gómez-Mejía et al., 2001; Morck et al., 2005; 
Schulze et al., 2003). On the other hand, a num-
ber of agency theory-driven studies conclude that 
family ownership can minimize agency problems 
and thus enhance performance and build share-
holder value (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Maury, 
2006; San Martin-Reyna & Duran-Encalada, 2012). 
Other scholars prove that the strong involvement 
of family members in the ownership and manage-
ment of family businesses leads to an alignment 
of interests (Fama & Jensen, 1983) and undoubt-
edly a reduction in conflict (Becker, 1974; Daily & 
Dollinger, 1992; Eisenhardt, 1989). Therefore, the 
majority of studies exploring the influence of fam-
ily ownership on firm performance, according the 
agency theory, illustrates positive links between 
the two. 

Stewardship theory has not been widely used to 
study the business performance in listed firms (An-
dres, 2008). However, studies that have already 
been conducted highlight the special characteris-
tics of family businesses, such as the relationship 
of trust between family members and the strong 
commitment to its goals, which ultimately posi-
tively affect the business performance (Miller & Le 
Breton-Miller, 2006; Uhlaner et al., 2007).
Especially, regarding the relationship between the 
concentration of ownership and the performance 
in listed companies, some studies show a non-lin-
ear trend that varies depending on the percent-
age of ownership or voting rights held by the fam-
ily (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Sciascia & Mazzola, 
2008). Maury (2006) also shows that the relation-
ship is always positive, but it is extremely impor-
tant only in a percentage of ownership higher than 
30%.
On the other hand, the results for unlisted fam-
ily companies are rather varied. Regarding unlist-
ed companies, Sciascia and Mazzola (2008) argue 
that the relationship between family ownership 
concentration and profitability is positive but not 
significant. Similarly, in other studies, there does 
not appear to be a statistically significant correla-
tion between family ownership and performance 
(Chrisman et al., 2004; Schulze et al., 2001; Scias-
cia & Mazzola, 2008; Westhead & Howorth, 2006).
There are many studies show that family owner-
ship has a positive effect on the performance of 
a listed firm (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Chu, 2009; 
Hamelin, 2013; Kowalewski et al., 2010; Lisboa, 
2016; Maury, 2006; Pindado et al., 2008; San Mar-
tin-Reyna & Duran-Encalada, 2012; Schepers et 
al., 2014; Sciascia et al., 2012), while only few 
support the opposite conclusion (Filatotchev et 
al., 2005; McConaughy & Phillips, 1999; Miller et 
al., 2007). 
Based on the so far conducted researches it is in-
teresting to verify the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship be-
tween family ownership and firm performance, 
for the Greek listed companies during the re-
search period.

2.2. Firm age and firm performance 
Referring to the age of family businesses, Anderson 
and Reeb (2003) found that they were established 
on average 76 years ago. Miller et al. (2007), in 
their own study also find that 31% of family busi-
nesses are still in their first generation and 69% in 
their second generation. Sraer and Thesmar (2007) 
argue that family businesses are younger when run 
by their founders, while those with descendants or 
professional managers are clearly older.
Researchers suggests that the firm age can affect 
the firm performance. Some of them have come 
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to conclusion that the firm performance decreases 
as the business becomes older and when the own-
ership is transferred to the next generations (An-
derson & Reeb, 2003; Block et al., 2011; Herrera-
Madueño et al., 2011; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). 
They believe that the older family firm may not 
perform as well as their younger counterparts due 
to the loss of the long-term orientation or due 
to conflicts that may arise between members of 
the extended family. Other studies illustrates that 
younger family firms, are more likely to have a 
positive influence on firm performance compared 
to older firms (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Villalonga 
& Amit, 2006).
Many researchers identify the importance of the 
successful succession as the one that guaran-
tees the subsequent positive performance of the 
company, its sustainability, and the satisfaction 
of stakeholders with the process of succession 
(Le Breton‐Miller et al., 2004). The relationship 
between succession and performance in family 
businesses has also investigated in the literature 
(Cucculelli & Micucci, 2008). The results show that 
succession negatively affects performance, both in 
the case of a family member successor and a suc-
cessor unrelated to the family. Thus, the existence 
of succession costs is reflected in both cases. It 
is observed that the reduction in performance af-
ter the succession is greater for companies where 
their management is undertaken by one person 
within the family, in contrast to the succession 
with a non-family member. This is explained by 
the trend of external executives to reorganize the 
structure of the company.
Based on the so far conducted researches it is in-
teresting to verify the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2. The positive relationship between 
family ownership and performance is stronger in 
younger firms, for the Greek listed companies 
during the research period.

2.3. Family management and firm performance 
Family members often hold senior management 
positions in family firms. The degree of family in-
volvement in management, regardless of the roles 
that members play, varies according to studies 
between 33% (Maury, 2006) and 80% (Barontini & 
Caprio, 2006). 
Many studies have explored the role that family 
members can play as CEOs (Morck et al., 1988; 
Peng & Jiang, 2010; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). In 
companies controlled by the founders, the found-
er is the CEO in 50% of cases, one of his descend-
ants is in 11% of cases and the founder has a non-
executive role in 39% of cases. The presence of 
professional CEOs is more frequent in the Anglo-
Saxon countries, while in all countries it is found 
in later-than-first-generation family businesses.

A CEO with reference to the family has a greater 
commitment and a better knowledge of the firm 
because he has grown up close to its day-to-day 
operation (Bertrand & Schoar, 2006; Donnelley, 
1988). In addition, when businesses succeed, CEOs 
from the family are rewarded not only with cash 
benefits but also with personal satisfaction (Davis 
et al., 1997). 
Many empirical researches have been conducted 
concerning the influence of family management, 
through the CEO position, on firm performance, es-
pecially in large listed companies (Anderson & Reeb, 
2004; Daily et al., 1998; Poutziouris et al., 2015). 
Some of them highlights the positive effect in the 
performance of listed firm when the founder acts 
as CEO (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Block et al., 2011; 
McConaughy et al., 1998; Miller et al., 2007; Saito, 
2008; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). Many others believe 
that listed family companies outperform non-family 
companies when a family member is a CEO (An-
dres, 2008; Barontini & Caprio, 2006; Maury, 2006; 
Sraer & Thesmar, 2007). According to other studies 
a family CEO can bring along a better performance 
through best practices in terms of governance and 
management (Andres, 2008), long-term orientation 
(Eddleston et al., 2012) and cohesive organizational 
cultures and non-bureaucratic forms of organiza-
tion (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2009).
On the other hand, as suggested by Sciascia and 
Mazzola (2008), family involvement in manage-
ment has a negative quadratic relationship with 
performance (U-shaped). According this view, the 
performance decreases as family involvement in-
creases and that the decrease is more noticeable 
at higher levels of participation.
However, both positive and negative relationships 
are drawn regarding the relationship between the 
family involvement in management and the per-
formance of listed firms, the majority of the stud-
ies highlight the positive effect of this relationship 
(Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Andres, 2008; Block et 
al., 2011; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). 
Based on the so far conducted researches it is in-
teresting to verify the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3. There is a positive relationship be-
tween firm performance and family involvement 
in management for the Greek listed companies 
during the research period.

2.4. Family overnance and firm performance 
Many firms have been born as family firms and 
even today the same families continue to control 
their corporate governance. According to agency 
theory when ownership is concentrated in the 
hands of one or a few shareholders, who also take 
on management roles, more effective corporate 
governance processes can be created (Jensen & 
Meckling, 1976; Shleifer & Vishny, 1997).
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Therefore, their board of directors (BoD) are al-
most exclusively made up of family members. The 
European Country Analysis by Barontini and Caprio 
(2006) shows that family members are absent from 
the BoD in only 15% of family businesses and one 
of them is the CEO in 35% of cases. The members 
of the founding family participate in the BoD in 
55% of the cases and only in 18% of the cases the 
members of the founding family do not have ex-
ecutive roles. The presence of heirs on the board 
is still high, especially in non-executive roles, indi-
cating their willingness to retain a controlling role 
in professional CEOs.
The corporate structure of the BoD and its impact 
on firm performance is one of the most discussed 
issues in the literature (Anderson & Reeb, 2004; 
Huse, 2000; Zahra & Pearce, 1989). A number of 
studies conclude that family control of the board 
leads to improved performance of the firm due 
to the minimization of conflicts between family 
members and external non-executive directors 
(Andres, 2008; Chu, 2011; Giovannini, 2010). In 
addition, the influence of family members on the 
BoD as non-executive members seems to be signif-
icantly positive in performance according to some 
studies (Barontini & Caprio, 2006; Lee, 2006) and 
at the same time insignificant according to others 
(Maury, 2006).
On the other hand, some studies (Anderson & 
Reeb, 2004; McKnight & Mira, 2003; Weisbach, 
1988) found a positive and important relationship 
between the percentage of external directors and 
the value of the business. However, other stud-
ies (Agrawal & Knoeber, 1996; Baysinger & Butler, 
1985; Giovannini, 2010) found a negative relation-
ship between the percentage of external directors 
in the BoD and the performance of the firm, and 
some studies (Dalton et al., 1998; De Andres et 
al., 2005; Jackling & Johl, 2009) found no rela-
tionship between the two variables. 
However, both positive and negative relation-
ships are highlighted regarding the relationship 
between the family involvement in governance 
and the performance of listed firms, the majority 
of the studies highlight the positive effect of this 
relationship (Barontini & Caprio, 2006; Giovan-
nini, 2010). 
Based on the so far conducted researches it is in-
teresting to verify the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 4. There is a positive relationship be-
tween firm performance and family involvement 
in governance for the Greek listed companies dur-
ing the research period. 

3. The Greek Context

The upward growth rates that began in Greece 
in 1993, ended in 2007-2008. Greece then had 

the second highest average GDP growth rate 
in the European Union after Ireland. With the 
international financial crisis of 2007-2009, the 
Greek adventure begun. In 2008 the crisis had 
not yet been fully realized in the country since 
the decline in economic activity was only - 
0.3%.
In 2009 the recession is growing in Greece, with 
exports collapsing and economic activity shrink-
ing - 4.3%. The sharp decline continued until the 
end of 2013, when the overall decline in economic 
activity exceeded 26% and unemployment jumped 
to 28%.
The Greek economy entered a marginal phase of 
growth at the end of 2014 but the political chang-
es in the country reversed again the data in 2015. 
The Greek crisis has two phases, with the first 
ending in 2013 and the second beginning in 2015.
On the Greek Stock Exchange, its capitalization 
shrank by 70% by 2016. Listed companies faced 
a huge loss of value in their corporate economy. 
More specifically, 72% of listed companies showed 
a decrease in revenue. On the first two years of 
the crisis (2008-2010) EBITDA showed a decrease 
of 29% and profit after tax by 200%, with total 
losses exceeding € 2.3 billion.
The crisis has created a “high cost of capital” en-
vironment. The decline in demand was large and 
quickly led companies to squeeze costs and reduce 
investment. Investment activity slowed signifi-
cantly. At the same time, access to bank financing 
became more difficult and, in many cases, compa-
nies violated the terms of their loans, which led 
them either to an increase in borrowing costs or 
to a precarious position regarding the possibility 
of continuing their activities, with a corresponding 
burden on banks.
The decline in profitability was also affected by 
the new taxes introduced during the years of cri-
sis. Thus, the lack of efficiency, combined with 
the financing problems by banks, led companies 
to looking for new credit mainly through their sup-
pliers. The working capital of the companies de-
creased, while one in three listed companies had 
negative working capital.
The collapse of the profitability of listed compa-
nies, led them to reduce the number of their em-
ployees and in addition to reduce the total cost of 
their wages, resulting in a decrease in the average 
size of companies.
Of the 209 companies that remained on the 
Greek stock market during the crisis, only 32 
companies showed systematic profits from 2008 
to 2016. The main ones were the companies of 
the Top 10 of the stock market. From 2008 to 
2018, only 2 of the 4 banks and 7 of the 10 non-
financial enterprises maintained their position in 
the Top 10 of the capitalization of the Greek 
Stock Exchange.6
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4. Methodology, Data and Statistics

This research investigates the listed firms in the 
Greek Stock Exchange (GSE) and more specifically 
includes 80 family-controlled firms. Our sample 
concerns the listed companies, excluding financial 
firms, that have had a continuous and uninter-
rupted presence in the GSE for the fourteen-year 
period from 2005 to 2018. The data excludes also 
companies that have gone bankrupt, are closed or 
inactive and those which are into liquidation. The 
data cover a five-year period prior to the financial 
crisis (2005-2009) and a nine-year period during 
the crisis (2010-2018). The data concerns business 
and financial variables of the listed firms. 
The first set of data refers to the family’s par-
ticipation in the ownership of the business. To be 
considered a firm as family business, at least 10% 
of its shareholding must be in the hands of a fam-
ily (Maury, 2006; Peng & Jiang, 2010; Pindado et 
al., 2008; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). According to 
other definitions this percentage could be either 
30% (Barnes & Hershon, 1976) or 50% (Donckels & 
Fröhlich, 1991). For this reason we define three 
different classes (10% < S1 < 30%, 30% < S2 < 50%, 
S3 > 50%) in order to categorize family businesses 
according to the degree of involvement of a fam-
ily in their shareholder composition. 
The second set of data refers to the family in-
volvement in the firm’s management through the 

presence of a family CEO, as well as in the firm’s 
governance through the family representation in 
the BoD (Anderson & Reeb, 2003). We conclude 
the participation of family members by the sur-
name of the shareholders, the CEO and the mem-
bers of the BoD, as in the previous studies of Vil-
lalonga and Amit (2006). Regarding the presence 
of family members in the BoD, we formed four 
groups BoD = 1, BoD = 2, BoD = 3 and BoD > 3 that 
describe the number of family members partici-
pating in the BoD of the family firm.
Additional variables that are analyzed were the 
size (Poutziouris et al., 2015) and the age (García-
Ramos & García-Olalla, 2011) of the company. Es-
pecially for the size we define four separate cat-
egories, according the number of employees, in 
order to classify the firms, one for smaller ones 
(S < 50), one for medium (50 < M < 250), one for 
large (250 < L1 < 1000), and one for extra large 
businesses (L2 > 1000). Regarding the age, we de-
fine three separate categories, according the age 
of the family firm, one for younger ones (A1 < 30 
years), one for medium aged (30 years < A2 < 70 
years), and one for older firms (A3 > 70 years).
Concenring the measurement of the firm perfor-
mance, our research includes data for the ROA 
index, in line with previous studies (Anderson & 
Reeb, 2003; Poutziouris et al., 2015). Table 1 of-
fers a description of the dependent and independ-
ent variables that our study employs. 

Table 1. Research variables

Variable Description
Dependent
ROA (%) Firm’s performance measure
Independent

Family ownership (%) 

Family ownership is classified into three subcategories:
Family Shareholding 
10% < S1 < 30%
30% < S2 < 50%
S3 > 50%

Family board representation (BoD)

Four subcategories for the number of family members 
participating in the BoD.
BoD = 1
BoD = 2
BoD = 3
BoD > 3 

Family Executive (CEO) The presence of a family member in the CEO position. 

Size (Number of Employees)

Family firm size is classified into four subcategories:
Small firms                S < 50 
Medium firms            50 < M < 250
Large firms                 250 < L1 < 1000
Extra large firms         L2 > 1000

Age
Family firm age is classified into three subcategories:
                     A1 < 30 years
   30 years < A2 < 70 years
                     A3 > 70 years
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The data collected and on which the results of 
the research are based concerns all family-owned 
companies listed on the GSE and includes the de-
gree of the family ownership, the number of the 
family members in the BoD, the presence of a 
family member in the position of CEO, the age 
of the enterprises and the number of their em-
ployees.1

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for these 
family firms concerning the above mentioned 
variables. Concerning the ownership rate of the 
family and the average number of employees, 
we see that as the family ownership increases, 
the number of employees decreases. This leads 
us to the conclusion that, in the larger compa-
nies, the families give up their business shares 
while, on the contrary, the smaller family-owned 
enterprises, maintain a greater degree of family 
character. Regarding the average number of fam-
ily members in the BoD in family businesses, we 
see that as the ownership rate of the family in-
creases, more family members participate in the 
BoD. As for the family or non-family status of the 
company’s CEO, it becomes clear that the major-
ity of family firms maintains a family member as 
chief executive officer. 

have very different means. The different data-
sets correspond to the independent variable and 
the observations correspond to the dependent 
variable. A statistically significant ANOVA analysis 
proves that the independent variable affects the 
dependent. In this research, the dependent vari-
able according to Table 2 is the Financial Perfor-
mance (ROA) and independent variables that will 
be tested by the ANOVA method are the Family 
Ownership (Si), the Firm Age (Ai) and the number 
of family members participating in the BoD of the 
company (BoDi). The datasets created are inde-
pendent since the companies belong to only one 
i group at a time.
The second method is the t-test for independ-
ent samples used to estimate the statistical sig-
nificance of the difference between the means of 
two sets of observations. This test is performed 
when the two sets of observations come from 
two different samples. Statistical significance is 
calculated using the variability of available data 
to estimate possible differences in the means of 
the two samples. According to null hypothesis 
there is no significant difference. In this study, 
the dependent variable again according to Table 
2 is the Financial Performance ROA and an inde-

1 All these data are available upon request to the author.

Table 2. Family business descriptive statistics

Ownership
(Share of capital - Si%)

Family Business 
Population

Size
(Mean of number of 

employees)

Governance
(Mean of family 

members in the BoD)
S3 > 50% 52 (65%) 404 2.58

30% < S2 < 50% 21 (26.65%) 1091 2.57
10% < S1 < 30% 7 (8.75%) 2850 2.14

Age
(Categories of firm’s age - Ai)

Size
(Categories of number of employees)

A1 < 30 years 10 (12.5%) L1 > 1000 19 (23.75%)
30 years < A2 < 70 years 54 (67.5%) 250 < L2 < 1000 19 (23.75%)

A3 > 70 years 16 (20%) 50 < M < 250 37 (46.25%)
S < 50 5 (6.25%)

Management 
(CEO)

Family member 47 (58.75%) Non family member 33 (41.25%)

Regarding the methodology, two statistical meth-
ods are used to evaluate the research data and 
to draw robust and safe conclusions to check the 
degree of influence of the independent research 
variables on the dependent.
The first method is the one-factor ANOVA variance 
analysis with independent samples which check 
whether two or more groups of observations 

pendent variable that will be tested by the t-test 
method is the presence of a family member in 
the position of CEO.
Prerequisite for the use of both ANOVA analysis 
and t-test is the normality test of the data. With 
this test we check whether our data follows a 
normal distribution to proceed to the next meth-
odologies. In this research the normality test was 
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performed and proved the normal distribution of 
the data with similar results for the Mean, Me-
dian, Kurtosis and Skewness.
An additional condition for the application of the 
t-test is the control for the differentiation of the 
data variances. The F-test for the equality of two 
variances was applied in order to decide whether 
the variances of the data sets in each case are 
equal or not.

5. Findings

This paragraph presents the results of the analy-
sis carried out on the financial performance data, 
correlated with the variables of ownership (Si), 
age (Ai), family members in BoD (BoDi) and fam-
ily members in CEO position, for the above men-
tioned family firms. 
Table 3 shows the means of the economic indica-
tors (ROA) correlated with the degree of the fam-
ily participation in the shareholder composition 
of the company, as defined in the variable Si (S1, 
S2, S3) of Table 2. We check whether the groups 
of observations have very different means, by ap-
plying an one-factor ANOVA variance analysis with 
independent samples. A statistically significant 
ANOVA analysis proves that the independent vari-
able affects the dependent variable. According 
to the results, the average ROA values for family 

businesses with lower family shareholding in the 
ownership of business S1 (5.148) is higher than 
those for businesses with higher family ownership 
S2 (2.289) and S3 (2.456). In addition, evaluat-
ing the p-value which is 0.046 (p < 0.05) results 
in a statistically significant difference between 
the three groups. Therefore, the conclusion that 
the family firms with lower family ownership (S1) 
have better financial performance than the firms 
in the groups with higher family ownership (S2 
and S3) can be supported. Another result is the 
non-linear trend of the performance that varies 
depending on the percentage of ownership held 
by the family, that confirms the conclusion of 
previous studies (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Scias-
cia & Mazzola, 2008). 
The Figure 1 also confirms the outcome of the 
statistical analysis. The group S1 with the low-
est family ownership performs better compared 
with the other two group of companies S2 and 
S3, for the whole research period (2005-2018). 
Therefore, these findings do not support the hy-
pothesized positive relationship between family 
ownership and firm performance of the hypoth-
esis 1. These findings verify prior researches 
(Filatotchev et al., 2005; McConaughy & Phillips, 
1999; Miller et al., 2007) that concluded better 
performance for family firms with lower family 
ownership.

Table 3. Financial performance (ROA) - Family ownership (Si)

Anova: Single factor

Summary

Groups Count Sum Average Variance
10% < S1 < 30% 14 72.08 5.148571 14.03249

30% < S2 < 50% 14 32.05 2.289286 16.99828

S3 > 50% 14 34.39 2.456429 3.904055

ANOVA

Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Between groups 72.10506 2 36.05253 3.095982 0.046502 3.238096

Within groups 454.1528 39 11.64494

Total 526.2578 41        

Notes: Df = Degrees of freedom; F = F ratio = MS between groups/MS within groups; MS = Mean square; SS = Sum of squares
P-value is the probability of observing a result (F critical) as big as the one which is obtained in the experiment (F0), assuming 
the null hypothesis is true.
F crit = F critical is the value of the F-statistic at the threshold probability α of mistakenly rejecting a true null hypothesis.
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Figure 1. Financial performance (ROA) - Family ownership (Si)

The age of the family firm is the next variable 
that was investigated on its effect on the busi-
ness performance. Table 2, presents the three dis-
tinct categories (Α1 < 30 years, 30 years < Α2 < 70 
years, Α3 > 70 years) created regarding the age of 
the family businesses included in the survey. We 
applied one-factor ANOVA variance analysis with 
independent samples checking whether that the 
independent variable Ai affects the dependent 
variable ROA.
According to the results of Table 4, the mean 

ROA values for younger family businesses A1 
(4.36) is higher than those for older enterprises 
A2 (2.77) and A3 (1.13). In addition, evaluating 
the p-value which is 0.047 (p < 0.05) results in 
a statistically significant difference between the 
three groups. Therefore, the conclusion that 
the younger companies of group A1, with age 
lower than 30 years, have better financial per-
formance than the respective companies of the 
groups A2 and A3 with age bigger than 30 or 70 
years can be supported. 

Table 4. Financial performance (ROA) - Firm age (Ai)

Anova: Single factor

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

A1 < 30 14 61.07 4.362143 22.21259
30 < A2 < 70 14 38.75 2.767857 4.32848

A3 > 70 14 15.79 1.127857 9.284541

ANOVA
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F crit

Between groups 73.2291 2 36.61455 3.066065 0.047981 3.238096
Within groups 465.7329 39 11.94187

Total 538.962 41        

Notes: Df = Degrees of freedom; F = F ratio = MS between groups/MS within groups; MS = Mean square; SS = Sum 
of squares. 
P-value is the probability of observing a result (F critical) as big as the one which is obtained in the experiment 
(F0), assuming the null hypothesis is true. 
F crit = F critical is the value of the F-statistic at the threshold probability α of mistakenly rejecting a true null 
hypothesis.
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The Figure 2 confirms the results of the statis-
tical analysis. The group A1 with the younger 
family firms performs better compared with the 
other two group of companies A2 and A3, almost 
the whole research period (2005-2018). These 
firms show better behavior and resilience com-
pared to the other two categories.We can only 
detect some fluctuations in crucial moments for 
the economy of the country. Therefore, these 
findings can support the hypothesized positive 
relationship between the family company’s age 
and the firm performance of the Hypothesis 2. 
These outcomes support the conclusion of other 
studies that family firms’ performance is posi-
tively associated when the business is still in the 
first generation (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Cuc-
culelli & Micucci, 2008; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). 

Figure 2. Financial performance (ROA) - Firm age (Ai)

The variable controlled by the Hypothesis 3 is the 
presence of a family member in the CEO role. Ta-
ble 5 presents the means of financial ratio ROA for 
the listed family businesses, with the CEO either 
coming from or not coming from the family. We 
apply a T-test to investigate the statistical signifi-
cance between the data of the two groups. Before 
that, we perform a two-sample F-test to know if 
the two groups have equal variance before per-
forming the T-test. The analysis proves a p-value 
< 0.05 in the F-test and therefore we proceed to 
perform the T-test assuming that the two popula-
tions have unequal variances. 
According to the results of Table 5, the mean ROA 
values ​​for family CEO (2.85) is higher than the cor-
responding one for non family CEO (2.164). Nev-
ertheless, evaluating the value of the p-value for 
two tail test, which is 0.533 (p > 0.05), results in 
a non-statistically significant difference between 
the two groups. Therefore, the hypothesis that 
companies with a family member in the position 
of CEO have better performance than the corre-

sponding companies with a non-family member in 
the position of CEO can not be supported.
The study of the Figure 3 confirms this outcome. 
There is not a clear behavior of the family per-
formance correlated with the family character of 
the CEO. In the period before 2009 business with 
non family CEO performs better and the results 
are the opposites after 2009. This view for this 
second period which is the period of financial 
crisis could be in line with previous studies that 
stress the positive links between founder involve-
ment and profitability (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; 
Block et al., 2011; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). 
However, any such conclusion can not be sup-
ported from the statistical analysis. 
Therefore, the positive relationship between firm 
performance and family involvement in manage-

ment, through the CEO position that described 
in the Hypothesis 3, can not be confirmed by the 
research outcomes.
The next research variable refers to the number 
of family members participating in the BoD of 
the family firm. For the needs of this analysis we 
formed four groups of companies (BoD1, BoD2, 
BoD3 and BoD > 3) regarding the number of fam-
ily members participating in the BoD of the firm, 
as described in Table 2. Table 6 presents the 
mean of the financial indicators ROA for these 
four categories. 
We applied one-factor ANOVA variance analysis 
with independent samples checking whether that 
the independent variable BoDi affects the depend-
ent variable ROA. The results of Table 6 show the 
average ROA values for family businesses with 
BoD1 (3.22), BoD2 (1.89), BoD3 (3.44), BoD > 3 
(1.64). Evaluating the p-value which is 0.176 (p 
> 0.05) results in a non-statistically significant 
difference between the four groups. Therefore, 
the conclusion that family businesses with bigger 
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T-Test: Two-sample assuming unequal variances

  Non family CEO Family CEO

Mean 2.164285714 2.850714286

Variance 12.72247253 3.693314835

Observations 14 14

Hypothesized mean difference 0

df 20

t Stat -0.633911325

P (T < = t) one-tail 0.266661199

t Critical one-tail 1.724718243

P (T < = t) two-tail 0.533322398

t Critical two-tail 2.085963447  

Notes: Df = Degrees of freedom; F = F ratio = MS between groups/MS within groups
P-value is the probability of observing a result (F critical) as big as the one which is obtained in the experiment (F0), assuming the 
null hypothesis is true.
F crit = F critical is the value of the F-statistic at the threshold probability α of mistakenly rejecting a true null hypothesis.
t – value = measures the size of the difference relative to the variation in the sample data.

Figure 3. Financial performance (ROA) - Family CEO

Table 5. Financial performance (ROA) - Family CEO

F-Test two-sample for variances

  Non family CEO Family CEO

Mean 2.164285714 2.850714286

Variance 12.72247253 3.693314835

Observations 14 14

df 13 13

F 3.444730031

P (F < = f) one-tail 0.016822054

F Critical one-tail 2.576927084  
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participation of family members in their boards 
of directors (BoD3, BoD > 3) can perform better 
than those with lower presence of family mem-
bers (BoD1, BoD2) cannot be supported.
The findings cannot confirm a significant corre-
lation between the family participation in the 
BoD and the firm performance ROA. The Figure 
4 confirms this confused picture regarding the 
financial performance of the four categories. 
Therefore, it is not possible to connect the par-
ticipation of family members in the BoD with the 
more efficient governance of the company and 
consequently its better financial outcomes. So, it 
cannot be substantiated the positive relationship 
between firm performance and family involve-
ment through the presence of family members in 
the BoD, that is described in Hypothesis 4. 

Table 6. Financial performance (ROA) - Family members in BoD (BoDi)
Anova: Single factor

SUMMARY
Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Family members in BoD = 1 14 45.14 3.224286 8.846457
Family members in BoD = 2 14 26.51 1.893571 8.077517
Family members in BoD = 3 14 48.17 3.440714 7.307438
Family members in BoD > 3 14 23.04 1.645714 3.043873

ANOVA
Source of variation SS df MS F P-value F crit

Between groups 34.95324 3 11.65108 1.708665 0.176614 2.7826
Within groups 354.5787 52 6.818821

Total 389.5319 55        
Notes: Df = Degrees of freedom; F = F ratio = MS between groups/MS within groups; MS = Mean square; SS = Sum of squares
P-value is the probability of observing a result (F critical) as big as the one which is obtained in the experiment (F0), assuming the 
null hypothesis is true.
F crit = F critical is the value of the F-statistic at the threshold probability α of mistakenly rejecting a true null hypothesis.

Figure 4. Financial performance (ROA) - Family members in BoD (BoDi). F.M.: Family members

6. Policy Implications, Limitations, and 
Future Research

The research investigated the impact of family 
involvement on the firm’s performance during 
unique times for the Greek society and econ-
omy. Τhe 14 year research period includes the 
economic crisis in Greece and some important 
facts as the referendum for the country’s pres-
ence in Euro as well as the banks’ capital con-
trols. 
The crisis created conditions of uncertainty af-
fecting the performance of all the listed firms. 
Τhe fluctuation of business performance grew 
as political and economic conditions constantly 
changed. The contribution of the study is the 
highlighting of crisis conditions that can overturn 
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a normality environment and therefore normal 
business behaviors.
The research proves that the companies with the 
lowest family ownership performs better com-
pared with others with bigger involvement of the 
family in the sharehold of the enterprise. The 
positive relationship between family ownership 
and firm performance is not verified by the re-
search. In addition, the better performance of 
the younger family businesses compared to all 
the others is also confirmed. Both these results 
reinforce the conclusions of previous studies (An-
derson & Reeb, 2003; Barontini & Caprio, 2006; 
Filatotchev et al., 2005; McConaughy & Phillips, 
1999; Miller et al., 2007; Poutziouris et al., 2015; 
Sraer & Thesmar, 2007; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). 
Regarding the degree of family involvement in 
the firm’s management (CEO position) and its ef-
fect on firm’s performance, the findings cannot 
verify the conclusion of similar studies (Anderson 
& Reeb, 2003; Laffranchini & Braun, 2014; Miller 
et al., 2007; Poutziouris et al., 2015; Salerno, 
2019; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). As for the family 
participation in the governance and its effect on 
the firm’s performance, the results show a con-
fusing picture and there is no clear trend to con-
firm the findings of previous research. Therefore, 
we cannot prove that the involvement of more 
family members other than the founder in the 
BoD can improve the performance of the firm. 
The volatile environment with the large fluctua-
tion in the performance index, during the crisis 
period, affected the findings providing an alter-
native perspective on the usual results concern-
ing the relationship between family involvement 
and performance, that investigated in Hypoth-
eses 3 and 4. 
The research is not free from limitations. A first 
limitation concerns the sample of the business. 
The sample included only companies that had 
a continuous and uninterrupted presence in the 
stock exchange market during the research pe-
riod. These companies were the ones that sur-
vived the conditions of the unprecedented crisis, 
and the sample is missing those companies that 
suspended their participation in the stock market 
for any reason. Another one was the absence of 
all the enterprises of the financial system (banks) 
and insurance companies that were individually 
affected by this crisis. In a similar study for an-
other type of crisis, such as the pandemic crisis 
of Covid, these enterprises could be considered.
A next issue regards what we define as family in-
volvement in the business. In the present study 
we defined the concept of involvement through 
participation in the ownership, management and 
governance of the organization. This definition 
can be extended to other concepts by expanding 
the aspect of family power and influence. Also, 

the number of family members participating in 
the company’s BoD does not give a clear result for 
the percentage of family members in relation to 
non-family members and the power relationship 
that the family holds in the firm’s governance. 
There is also no data on who owns the remain-
ing share capital of the companies and whether 
they are small shareholders or other powerful 
organizations. Family business researchers have 
focused primarily on the relationship between 
owners and managers and secondarily between 
majority and minority shareholders (Chrisman et 
al., 2005).
Finally, another limitation concerns the choice 
of the country and the specific circumstances. 
Greece faced an economic crisis at the same 
time as other European countries such as Portu-
gal and Ireland faced similar crises and turned to 
the same international organizations for support. 
Nevertheless, the elements of each economy are 
unique, as were the political decisions and so-
lutions given for each case. The unique data of 
the environment therefore affected the listed 
companies of each country in a different way. 
Comparing and contrasting results may therefore 
not be so easy. To address this difficulty, not only 
economic but also non-economic variables could 
be used to measure performance so that the re-
sults are more easily comparable with those of 
other countries.
For the future research, family involvement is a 
dimension that could be studied with additional 
variables. The roles of family members in the 
organization, the generation of the family that 
dominates the business, the influence of the 
founder and the number of successors participat-
ing in the new era can give a more complete pic-
ture of the relationships and the overall family’s 
influence.
Another dimension that could be further analyzed 
in terms of the financial performance of the or-
ganization is its internal processes. Operational 
framework, regulations, management profession-
alism, human resource composition and organiza-
tional culture are some variables that can affect 
performance and it is important that they can be 
measured.
The way we determine performance can also be 
crucial. Performance can not only be financial 
but can be determined in terms of added value 
created by the organization. Therefore, the ad-
dition of non-economic variables that will evalu-
ate the efficiency and performance of the family 
business will be able to give even more reliable 
conclusions.
An important parameter for further research is 
also the type of companies and their specific 
characteristics. Differences according to the sec-
toral environment of the company or its multi-7
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national activity could give additional interesting 
conclusions. 
Finally, the type of crisis and its specific charac-
teristics could also be a point of differentiation 
for future research. The Covid pandemic for ex-
ample is shaping a new global crisis in which it 
would be useful to study the differentiation of 
the performance of listed family businesses and 
compare the results with those of other coun-
tries.
All these suggestions can potentially contribute 
to a more dynamic understanding of the influ-
ence that the family has on the performance of 
the firm.

7. Conclusion

This research examined the impact of family in-
volvement on the Greek listed family firm’s per-
formance, during a 14 years period. Τhe research 
period covers five years before the onset of the 
economic crisis in Greece and its 9 years dura-
tion. 
Our study contributes to the literature by provid-
ing data that help to assess the influence of the 
family on the performance of listed family busi-
nesses in a period of unprecedented economic 
crisis of the national economy. The correlation of 
family influence in ownership, management, and 
governance with the performance of a business 
has been studied in the past with both positive 
and negative sign.
What is unique about the survey is that it includes 
data from listed companies at a time when over-
all performance has plummeted, their financial 
results have collapsed, and their internal proce-
dures have been redefined.
The results do not confirm the fact that the fi-
nancial performance of listed firms is positively 
affected by the participation of the founding 
family in their shareholder structure. These find-
ings verify prior researches that present the neg-
ative links between family ownership and listed 
firm performance (Filatotchev et al., 2005; Mc-
Conaughy & Phillips, 1999; Miller et al., 2007). 
Performance is proving stronger in younger fam-
ily businesses. These results are consistent with 
previous research (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Bar-
ontini & Caprio, 2006; Miller et al., 2007; Sraer & 
Thesmar, 2007; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). Indeed, 
newer family businesses are characterized by a 
business dynamic or a different entrepreneurial 
orientation that can justify better performance. 
At the next level the research investigated the 
involvement of family members in the manage-
ment (CEO) and governance (BoD) of the family 
business and their effect on the performance of 
the organization. The results of the study con-
trast with similar studies in the literature and 

cannot confirm the findings of the previous re-
searches regarding the positive influence of fam-
ily members (through a family member CEO, 
representation on the board with its members) 
on the performance of the company (Anderson 
& Reeb, 2003; Cucculelli & Micucci, 2008; McCo-
naughy et al., 1998; Miller et al., 2007; Villalonga 
& Amit, 2006). 
While other studies suggest that family influence 
leads to higher returns, our findings cannot sta-
tistically confirm this result. A key element of 
the research is the large fluctuation in the per-
formance indices during the crisis period. These 
fluctuations, because of the general volatility of 
the economic environment, form large standard 
deviations of the variables. This condition makes 
it difficult to statistically confirm the research 
hypothesis. 
These findings are particularly important as they 
provide an alternative perspective on the usual 
results and demonstrate that a single state con-
dition can reverse the decades-long relationship 
between family involvement and performance.
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