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Conclusions 

 To compare family firms with widely held firms, the criteria used was the 

voting rights controlled by a family.  Two values were set, following the practice in 

previous literature, 10% and 20%.  Under the 10% cut-off rule, in 2007, 561 firms 

out a sample of 653 qualified as being a family firm.  426 firms out of 653 

qualified using the 20% cut-off rule.  The percentage of family firms in the sample 

is slightly greater than in the study by Yeh et al. (2003), this is probably due to the 

exclusion of state owned enterprises in this paper.   

 Between 1997 and 2007, the Berle and Means model of the firm has become 

more prevalent as the percentage of widely held firms has increased.  But family 

firm’s assets weighted control has remained statistically unchanged.  It was also 

found that individual firm present over the entire period 1997 to 2007 have been 

moving towards the widely held model.  But this could be because the same critical 

level of control (10% or 20%) was used over the entire time period, whereas as 

companies grow, it has been shown that the critical level of control required to 

effectively control a company decreases.  We can therefore surmise that even if the 

trend towards widely held ownership continues, family firms will continue playing a 

very important role in the Taiwanese market.  

 Family firms have been found to be significantly different in 2007 from their 
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widely held counterparts in important ways.  Using the 10% cut-off, family firms 

are on average smaller (fewer assets, equity, market cap, employees); they are 

generally older and perform better as measured by return on equity.  Using the 20% 

cut-off, family firms are still on average smaller (less equity, market cap, sales, and 

employees), experienced less sales growth, were older and were less likely to have a 

chairman who was also CEO. 

 To determine if family ownership was simply a proxy for some other variable 

like age or size, a multivariate regression was performed.  The regression 

controlled for firm assets, how old the firm was, the debt to asset ratio, and dummy 

variables were used for important investment in China (more than 5% of assets) and 

for a Chairman who is also CEO.  The return on equity of family firm (10% cut-off) 

was still greater than widely held firms after controlling for these variables.  Only 

the asset and debt/asset controls were significant.  The China investment control 

was not correlated to ROE.   

Dummy variables were used for groups of different control levels.  This 

regression did not show the evidence of a curvilinear, entrenchment – alignment – 

entrenchment, family effect.  The groups with different levels of family control 

were all statistically the same.  A multivariate regression with the same control 

variables was also performed on other performance measures, namely ROA, market 
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to book and dividend yield.  Only dividend yield was significantly better for family 

firms.   

A panel time series for the period 1997 to 2007 was performed and showed that 

the better ROE for family firms in 2007 could not be explained as a temporal effect 

for this period, the ROE did not reverse over this period.  The regression controlled 

for both total assets and debt/assets.  The regression also revealed a significantly 

better return on asset for family firms during this period under both the 10% and 

20% cut-off rule. 

An interesting avenue for future research would be to divide the family firms in 

subcategories depending on the CEO, i.e.: Founder, heir or professional CEO.  This 

could be coupled with a study on the differences in employment practices between 

family and widely held firms.  




