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Copreneurship and its Impact on Financial
Characteristics of Companies?®

Ond'ej MACHEK — Jii HNILICA*

Abstract

Family businesses are generally considered to ifferent from nonfamily
firms. Couple-run companies represent a subsedrofly business but are often
excluded from comparative analyses since theydaekof the basic attributes of
family businesses — the intention for successibe. goal of this study is to ex-
plore the financial differences between coprenddiims and other firms where
spousal relationships are not involved. We testeddifferences between couple-
run and non-couple-run companies using the matgied-investigation. The
sample was composed of 130 pairs of companies tlienperiod 2007 — 2012.
We used the Student’'s t-test to explore the difte® in profitability, labor
productivity, level of debt, liquidity, and asseamagement. While copreneurial
companies seemed to perform better in terms ofatiperefficiency (profit mar-
gin), they performed worse in terms of labor praduty and asset use efficiency
(asset turnover), carried less debt and were cotabbe with a lower liquidity.

Keywords: couple-run companies; copreneurship; financial perfance; fami-
ly business

JEL Classification: L26, M10

1. Introduction

As an emerging academic discipline, family bussnkeas been establishing
especially in two directions: defining what actyatbnstitutes a family business
and exploring performance differences between faanitd non-family businesses.
Despite the fact that there is no standardizedntiiefin of family business to
date, each definition usually includes three dirmms(Massis et al., 2012):
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« One or several families hold a significant parthef share capital.

- Family members retain significant control over tmmpany, which de-
pends on the distribution of capital and votinghtsggamong nonfamily share-
holders, with possible statutory or legal restoict.

« Family members hold top management positions.

While academic research recognizes the differefdamily businesses from
their non-family counterparts (Machek, Hnilica @bec, 2014; Wagner et al.,
2015) which seems to be valid in the Czech RepuaBlizell (Machek and Hnilica,
2015), little is known about the overall performaraf companies which are led
or owned by married couples (Rutherford, Muse asddd, 2006). Following
Ponthieu and Caudill (1993), we may define “copugstas married couples or
life partners who jointly own and operate businesganizations or who other-
wise share risk, ownership, responsibility, and aggment by working together
in any phase of a business venture. De Bruin (2@d&)tified the following
types of spousal entrepreneurial activities:

« the solo entrepreneur with a supporting spouse;

- dual entrepreneurs, each of them with an indepéndsriure;

« copreneurs where both spouses are involved.

Although De Bruin (2006) considers copreneursbipe an “important subset”
of the family firms literature and Dyer, Dyer andr@ner (2012) cite surveys indi-
cating that one third of family businesses inclageuses, copreneurial companies
are often excluded from the class of pure familgibesses since they lack (or
don't declare explicitly) one of the basic propestof family firms — the vision to
continue their business across multiple generationention for succession”).

The spousal relationships of a company’s manageosvners may have ben-
eficial as well as harmful consequences. The gbd#ilis paper is to explore the
financial differences between couple-run firms atiger firms. With respect to
this goal, we formulated the following researchsiioms:

 Are couple-run firms more profitable than othenmfa?

* Do couple-run firms carry less debt than other $iPm

* Do couple-run firms have a greater liquidity thahew firms?

2. Literature Review

In the past research on copreneurship, many thearand practical ques-
tions remain unresolved. The prior research focasesdocial and psychological
aspects of copreneurship, such as social suppspafses (Nelton, 1996), work
and family conflicts (Foley and Powell, 1997), onanunication between spouses
(Lundberg, 1994). Dahl, Praag and Thompson (2044id that copreneurship
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has productivity advantages relative to comparébies. However, only little re-
search has been devoted to examining the finadeahcteristics of copreneurial
firms. While the number of articles dealing withfpemance gaps between family
and non-family firms is abundant (see Wagner ¢Rall5), we have not found any
study which compared couple-run firms and non-aunh firms.

One of the major drawbacks of copreneurship, witigh however also be
considered as one of the advantages, is the gmilleffect between work and
home life (Tompson and Tompson, 2000). In thisisectve will make a sum-
mary of existing research on positive and negadffects of spousal relationship
between a company’s owners or managers.

2.1. Positive Effects of Spousal Relationships

The positive effects of spousal relationships lzaeed on a supportive and
cooperative relationship of entrepreneurial coupldsy are often attributed to
the fact that transactions of economic resourctesdmmn spouses (not necessarily
money, but also time and effort) can contributéhi development of business.
One of the known positive effects is the reducdrdelinquency and modera-
tion of the effects of misbehavior (Wright, Culland Miller, 2001). Improved
communication (Cox, Moore and Van Auken, 1984) assilience of copreneurs
(Tompson and Tompson, 2000) may have positive ilnpaperformance, espe-
cially during periods of business stress (Lundb&8§4). Spousal relations are
also supposed to provide emotional support to iddal partners. Committed
spouses may work cooperatively toward common gehlsh can be associated
with a strong business performance (Van Auken aeddél, 2006). At the same
time, it is known that self-confidence and positaxpectations may also have
positive effects on a company (Luke$S and Zouhai,3pOMatser (2013) also
found that financial performance of small and medsized copreneurial ven-
tures was positively correlated to shared visiod gnality of relationship, and
concluded that spousal social capital also hasséiym impact on the financial
performance. Farrington et al. (2011) found a nundfeactors that affect the
financial performance of copreneurial firms, sushshared dreams or personal
needs alignment.

Moreover, we may suppose that certain positivefitsrof family control over
a company hold in the case of couple-run compasesell. While the separation
of ownership and control in nonfamily businessey tead to agency costs (which
are due to different goals of owners and hired mersd, this effect can be miti-
gated in the case of family as well as couple-usirtesses (Carney, 2005). Values
shared across family business stakeholders (sutiamagers, owners, employees,
suppliers) may generate synergistic effects (Hatbtwer and Williams, 1999).
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2.2. Negative Effects of Spousal Relationships

On the other hand, there are possible negatieetsfbf spousal relationships
which are based on conflicts and disagreementsdeetihe spouses. Such dis-
crepancies may deteriorate work performance ofviddals (Kaye, 1991;
Vinokur, Pierce and Buck, 1999). Galbraith (2008urfd that divorces have
a significant negative impact on short-term finahgberformance of family
businesses. Divorces are generally considered tcapable of “killing” a co-
preneurial venture. Higher risk of divorce may loe do various conflicts. These
may concern:

» Separation of work and family commitment (Gersitkale, 1997) and lack
of physical boundaries between work and family Wwhigay contribute to the
distress of a business (Kaye, 1991).

* Division of responsibility and decision making. Naaays, the husband
still tends to be the boss (see e.g. LukeS et2803) which may represent
a source of potential conflicts (Ponthieu and CBUEB93).

» A possible competition between spouses.

* Having no hiding place at home and no possibilfth&ing alone, too much
togetherness (Cox, Moore and Van Auken, 1984).

» Avelenda (1999) cites the opinion that spousalticrahips may pressure
employers to hire unqualified spouses.

» Lack of personal time, bringing home work-relatedigpems (we may cite
Wong and Kleiner, 1994 who quote that “work timeyniee spent solving per-
sonal problems with the spouses rather than wotking

3. Methodology

In order to analyze the financial characterist€€ouple-run firms we used
the matched-pair investigation method (see e.goukle et al., 2008; McCo-
naughy, Matthews and Fialko, 2001; or Menéndez-Beq2006). The method-
ology systematically compares couple-run and nampigerun companies which
have similar operating conditions, i.e. operatéhm same industry and have the
same size.

3.1. Creation of Pairs

First, pairs of businesses which match in thedusiry and size are estab-
lished. Subsequently, a paired t-test is appliedraer to compare the differ-
ences in means of selected variables.
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To create the pairs, we assigned to every cowplezompany a set of com-
panies which operate in the same industry (claskiby the five digit code
NACE) which helped neutralize differences due tifedént industries. Subse-
guently, from the set of companies operating indhme industry, we selected
the company with the closest number of employeed,ifathere were multiple
companies with the same number of employees, veeteel the company with
the closest turnover. This way, the differences ugrm size have been miti-
gated. We suppose that other factors affectingsfimerformance and competi-
tiveness are due to external factors which arerhampmore and more complex
(see e.g. BalaZ and \&exk, 2002, or Sikula, 2006) but affect all compariethe
sample equally, and internal factors which can &rppossible differences be-
tween couple-run and non-couple-run firms.

3.2. Financial Indicators

After having created pairs of businesses, we agdfitudent’s t-tests to de-
termine the statistical significance of mean déferes (the null hypothesis is
that the average difference of means is zero)lett= indicators:

* Profitability: Return on assets (ROA), Return omigg(ROE), Return on
sales (ROS), Return on capital employed (ROCE)nikgs before interests and
taxes (EBIT), and Earnings after taxes (EAT). Wiiile above mentioned ratios
belong to the most widely used synthetic indicatdrperformance in compara-
tive analyses (Machek, Brabec and Hnilica, 201®irtuse should be accompa-
nied by an analysis of other groups of indicatdteymaierova and Neumaier,
2014).

 Labor productivity: Labor productivity, Value addethployee.

* Level of debt: Debt ratio (Debt/Assets), Interestarage ratio (EBIT/Interest
expenses).

* Liquidity: Current ratio (Current assets/Curremdbiiities), Quick ratio
(Current assets minus inventory/Current liabilje€ash ratio (Cash/Current
liabilities).

» Asset management: Asset turnover (Sales/Asset@ntiory Turnover (Sales/
Inventory).

4, Data

The collection of data is a challenging task sitiee is no official database
of Czech couple-run companies and economic subjeats no legal obligation
to disclose whether their husband of wife partitggain the business or not
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(Machek and Hnilica, 2013). Therefore, the size aauire of the general popu-
lation — all couple-run firms — is unknown.

In order to identify couple-run companies we usieel database Albertina
(maintained by the Bisnode company) which contéivencial data on all Czech
economic subjects with registered tax identificatmumber. The analysis was
focused in the period 2007 — 2012. It should beddhat we didn’t obtain the
sample using random sampling; instead, we perforemeah-probability conven-
ience sampling based on surname matching.

To identify the rough sample of couple-run comparn the Czech Republic,
we selected all Czech companies with more thamiflayees for which one of
the following conditions holds:

« There is one male and one female of the same serirathe management
board,;

« There is one male and one female of the same serirate supervisory
board;

« There is one male and one female of the same seraamng the owners.

The detection of spouses in the sample is simglifiecause of the fact that
family names of Czech females usually end in “dik& in other Slavic languages.
On the other hand, it should be noted that thisrélgn will not detect non-mar-
ried couples or spouses where the wife decidedep ker former family name.

Subsequently, we had to manually check all recanderder to eliminate
possible namesakes (especially in the case of éreqDzech names like Novak
or Svoboda) and we also removed pure family busaséwhere more than two
family members — especially heirs — participate@dwnership or management).
After another control for blank (non-disclosed)ued, the final sample con-
tained 130 couple-run firms.

There are only large and medium-sized firms insdi@ple (having more than
50 employees). The sample is thus similar to tmepsa of Menéndez-Requejo
(2006) who used multiple methods, including theahnead-pair investigation, to
find that family firms performed better in terms m@fturn on equity than non-
-family firms.

It should be noted that while the sample of couple companies remained
the same during the period 2007 — 2012, the casrelpg non-couple-run com-
panies were not necessarily the same, since thaiber of employees and turn-
over has been varying. In addition, the methodolvgyadopt requires relevant
and consistent data since the paired t-test is sengitive to extreme values. At
the same time, the differences in means shouldviothe normal distribution. It
means we had to eliminate obvious outliers. Thatly the number of compa-
nies has been variable in the respective years.
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In Table 1, we illustrate the classification oétkample into sectors of eco-
nomic activities according to CZ-NACE and companeith the Czech Republic
as a whole. Most of copreneurial firms operate anuafacturing (48.03%), fol-
lowed by “Wholesale and retail trade; repair of anotehicles and motorcycles”
(16.54%), construction (7.87%), and transporting storage (3.94%).

Table 1

Classification According to Institutional Sectors -CZ-NACE Classification (in %)
Institutional sector Couple-run firms Czech Republt (whole)
Manufacturing 48.03 43.03
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor velsicle 16.54 12.00
Construction 7.87 6.76
Transporting and storage 3.94 5.28
Administrative and support service activities 5.5 5.91
Other 18.11 27.02

Source Albertina database, own calculations.

We also illustrate the classification of firms aating to the number of em-
ployees and compare it with the Czech Republic abale (see Table 2). Most
companies have 50 — 99 employees. On the other, tendhare of largest com-

panies (over 500 employees) was lower in the chseuple-run firms.

Table 2

Classification According to Number of Employees (ir6)

Headcount Couple-run firms Czech Republic (whole)
50 -99 48.76 43.53
100 — 199 34.71 29.48
200 — 249 5.79 5.93
250 — 499 9.92 12.12
500 — 999 0.83 5.72

Source Albertina database, own calculations.

5. Results

In this section, we will compare couple-run compar{CRF) with non-couple-
-run firms (NCRF) from five perspectives: profithtyi labor productivity, level
of debt, liquidity, and asset management.

5.1. Profitability

The results are summarized in Table 3. The mearevaf return on assets
(ROA) of couple-run companies has been higher liryedrs and in 2007 and
2008, the differences have been statistically figant. The return on equity
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(ROE) of couple-run companies has been higherligears except 2009 while
being significant in 2008. Broadly speaking, thsutes indicate that couple-run
companies perform better from the point of viewsbhreholders. Perhaps the
most significant results can be observed in the chseturn of sales (profit mar-
gin). ROS of couple-run companies has been sigmifig higher in 2007, 2008
and 2009. However, in 2011, the difference was teg@not significant). These
results suggest that the profit margin of couple-campanies tends to be higher
compared to non-couple-run firms. Return on cagitaployed (ROCE) analysis
provides similar findings. The profitability of cple-run companies has been
higher in both 2007 and 2008 (significant in bo#aks), and all the other years
except 2012.

Table 3
Profitability
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Return on assets (ROA)
Mean CRF 12.58 10.92 7.03 7.22 6.38 6.23
Mean NCRF 9.30 6.83 6.24 6.37 6.26 6.07
Difference 3.27% 4.09%** 0.78 0.85 0.12 0.15
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Return on equity (ROE)
Mean CRF 19.58 17.23 9.81 11.2 9.70 10.2
Mean NCRF 15.60 10.35 10.1 10.7 9.38 6.8
Difference 3.98* 6.88** -0.25 0.55 0.32 43
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Return on sales (ROS)
Mean CRF 5.00 4.92 4.43 3.76 311 3.71
Mean NCRF 3.28 271 151 281 3.50 2.77
Difference 1.72%* 2.21%* 2.92** 0.94 -08 0.94
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Return on capital employed (ROQE
Mean CRF 22.00 19.67 11.7 12.3 11.1 10.9
Mean NCRF 16.30 12.95 11.6 114 10.0 111
Difference 5.70%** 6.72%* 0.09 0.90 1.09 -0.24
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Earnings before interests and taxes (EBIT) — millsi©ZK
Mean CRF 19.1 16.8 13.2 15.4 13.8 13.8
Mean NCRF 18.7 16.3 7.89 104 12.8 115
Difference 0.47 0.54 5.36* 4.98 0.98 3.
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Earnings after taxes (EAT) — millons CZK
Mean CRF 134 12.0 9.09 115 9.54 9.00
Mean NCRF 11.7 9.43 8.02 7.11 7.99 8.22
Difference 1.78 2.58 1.07 4.41 1.55 80.7
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115

Note CRF — couple-run firms; NCRF — non-couple-rums, *** — p < 0.01, * —-p< 0.1, * —p < 0.2.

Source Authors, own calculations.
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We also compared the absolute values of earngaysings before interests
and taxes (EBIT) and earnings after taxes (EATp @halysis reveals that the
couple-run companies’ mean earnings are highetligears under considera-
tion. However, these differences were not stagifificsignificant (except of
EBIT in 2009). The findings partly support the idbat couple-run companies
are more profitable than non-couple-run firms. Heere most observations are
not statistically significant at the desired level.

5.2. Labor Productivity

The authors also tested differences in labor prtidty measured in two
ways: as the ratio of sales over the number of eyagls, and as the ratio of val-
ue added over the number of employees. The reatdtslisplayed in Table 4.
Labor productivity of couple-run firms has been émin all observations (statis-
tically significant in the first three years). Thesults suggest that spousal rela-
tionships among managers may deteriorate the yalofitthe firm to generate
sales with a given level of headcount.

Table 4
Labor Productivity
| 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Sales / Employees
Mean CRF 204.57 199.12 183.45 177.46 177.7% 180.12
Mean NCRF 231.25 260.52 238.11 183.96 194.61 199.49
Difference —26.68* —61.40** —54.66* —6.50 -16.85| -19.38
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Value added / Employees

Mean CRF 43.63 39.99 39.79 41.71 4245  40.59
Mean NCRF 46.65 46.13 40.09 39.53 4548 40.94
Difference -3.03 —6.14*4 -0.30 2.18 048. -0.35
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115

Note CRF — couple-run firms; NCRF — non-couple-rumf; *** — p < 0.01, ** —-p< 0.1, *—p < 0.2.

Source Authors, own calculations.
5.3. Level of Debt

It is generally considered that family businessses debt to a lower extent
than nonfamily firms (see e.g. Mishra and McCongudi®999, or Allouche et al.,
2008). One of the possible reasons is the poggibiiat family businesses are
more risk-averse than nonfamily firms, since tisk 0f losing control over the
company motivates to a lower use of debt.

The findings on couple-run companies provide simiesults (see Table 5).
The debt ratio (debt over assets) of couple-rurinegses has been lower in all
observations. The observations have been staligtigignificant in both 2007



161

and 2009. Thus, couple-run firms appear less degpgnoh lenders than non-
-couple-run firms. The interest coverage ratio egpes the ability to meet inter-
est expenses; in the case of couple-run firms rétie was lower than the one of
non-couple-run firms except 2007. However, the plag®ns haven't been signif-
icant in any year which makes it impossible to deswy conclusion therefrom.

Table 5
Level of Debt
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Debt ratio (%)
Mean CRF 57.04 53.52 51.98 50.37 49.02 48.04
Mean NCRF 61.58 56.47 57.91 53.29 51.71 49.64
Difference —4.54%* —2.95 —5.94%* —2.92 —2.69 -1.60
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Interest coverage

Mean CRF 20.44 16.67 26.79 11.43 21.38 16.36
Mean NCRF 18.90 18.14 28.60 13.40 23.64 26.27
Difference 1.55 -1.47 -1.81 -1.97 -2.25 -9.90
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115

Note CRF — couple-run firms; NCRF — non-couple-rumf; *** — p < 0.01, ** -p< 0.1, *—p < 0.2.
Source Authors, own calculations.

5.4. Liquidity

The results are displayed in Table 6. Obvioudig, liquidity of couple-run
companies tends to be lower which means coprernendsto keep less current
assets (or cash and cash equivalents) thus redfilcangial costs but increasing
the financial risk.

Table 6
Liquidity
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Current ratio
Mean CRF 1.65 1.86 1.82 1.92 1.95 2.05
Mean NCRF 1.65 211 1.83 2.13 2.19 2.46
Difference 0.00 -0.25 -0.01 -0.21 -0.25* -0.41%
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Quick ratio
Mean CRF 1.19 1.23 1.26 1.33 1.35 1.40
Mean NCRF 1.14 1.48 1.33 1.42 1.55 1.69
Difference 0.05 -0.25 -0.07 -0.09 -0.21* —0.29%*
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Cash ratio
Mean CRF 0.34 0.37 0.34 0.49 0.43 0.43
Mean NCRF 0.37 0.52 0.37 0.44 0.59 0.57
Difference -0.03 -0.14* —0.03** 0.05 -0.16* -0*14
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115

Note CRF — couple-run firms; NCRF — non-couple-rumf; *** — p < 0.01, ** -p< 0.1, *—p < 0.2.
Source Authors, own calculations.
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However, companies with strong cash flow may odgesafely with lower
liquidity ratios. At the same time, shareholdersafned couples) may prefer
lower liquidity so that more of the firm’s assete aorking to grow the business.

5.5. Asset Management

In terms of asset management, we analyzed twosradisset turnover (sales
over total assets) and inventory turnover (sales owentory). Capital-intensive
companies will typically have lower asset turnoketios than companies using
fewer assets. However, such differences have bé@emated by creating pairs
of firms operating in the same industries. In &dservations, the mean values of
turnover have been lower in the case of couplefirors. However, the observa-
tions have been only (little) significant in 200%e results suggest that the abil-
ity to generate cash (asset use efficiency) wigfivan level of assets of couple-
run firms is lower, though the statistical sigrégfice of the findings is debatable,
so it's impossible to draw general conclusions alaggset management.

Table 7
Asset Management
| 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Asset turnover
Mean CRF 1.55 1.44 1.29 1.36 1.33 1.24
Mean NCRF 1.64 1.44 1.40 1.40 1.36 1.33
Difference -0.09 0.00 -0.11* —0.04 -0.03 -0.09
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115
Inventory turnover

Mean CRF 34.86 21.55 19.07 32.45 28.63 21.75
Mean NCRF 36.82 28.45 31.39 37.69 25.18 25.18
Difference -1.96 —6.90 —12.32* —5.24 3.45 -3.43
Sample (N) 130 111 128 115 115 115

Note CRF — couple-run firms; NCRF — non-couple-rumfi; *** — p< 0.01, * -p<0.1, *-p<0.2.
Source Authors, own calculations.

6. Discussion

Couple-run firms seem to be more profitable acogrdo most observations.
Almost all related financial profitability ratiose greater in the case of couple-
-run companies. This can be justified by severaboes. One of them are the
possible synergistic effects generated by valueseshbetween spouses, espe-
cially trust, team work, shared vision, and impmwemmunication. Among
other possible benefits, we can mention the elittonaof agency costs (Hab-
bershon and Williams, 1999) and costs due to enggldiieft and misbehavior
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(Cox, Moore and Van Auken, 1984) since the goalspmfiuses are commonly
shared. The above-mentioned factors, along withmgmoved control, can con-
tribute to a business stability and reduction aftspwhich may ultimately result
in improved profitability. However, this does naaessarily mean that couple-
-run firms are more efficient than non-couple-rirms.

Traditionally, profitability (more accurately, teh on equity) is broken down
into three parts: profit margin, asset turnover &ndncial leverage. Since the
asset management ratios as well as debt ratios seém lower in the case of
couple-run firms, the only term which could explaitigher profitability is the
profit margin (ROS) which is also a measure of apieg efficiency. Also, if we
accept the idea that couple-run firms keep a loaveount of short-term assets
thus adopting a more profitable but risky finangabkition, this might represent
another reasons for a greater profitability, alenth a possible better operating
costs management. However, the financial risk iscaptured in the analyzed
financial indicators.

Copreneurial companies seem to use less debt ttiean non-couple-run
counterparts. However, it is not clear what exadtliiyes the capital structure
decisions of couple-run firms. One of the possilglasons is the risk-aversion
due to the fact that a possible loss of the coopkr a company, together with
an interest to care about the reputation of tha,fimay lead to a lower use of
debt. Of course, there are other factors than jaoohtrol which affect capital
structure as well. Among the most important onesshould mention firm size
and industry (which was however mitigated by theaamed-pair approach used
in this study), firm age (older firms tend to usererdebt than younger firms)
and structure of assets.

The lower liquidity of couple-run firms could alé@ explained by a greater
risk-aversion of copreneurs. Broadly speaking,itiqy ratios are a measure of
financial policy of firms; a greater liquidity inchtes a more conservative, yet less
profitable position; lower levels of liquidity inclte a more risky but more profit-
able financial policy. The risk-aversion of coupler firms is reflected in a more
conservative financial policy which is accompan®demploying more short-
-term financial resources (cash) to cover shortitebligations, or by employing
less short-term liabilities and more long-term deberything else being equal.

It is also noteworthy that the methodological aeh used in this research
has several weaknesses. The definition of couplezaimpanies we used in this
article helped us identify some of the large andlioma-sized couple-run com-
panies in the Czech Republic, but surely not althafm, since not all female
spouses decide to change their name after marr@agtere may be couples
which are not married at all. Such companies cabedatiscovered using surname
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matching approach. Second, we analyzed only fi@hrtifferences within the
class of large and medium-sized companies. Howewest copreneurial firms
are small businesses whose importance in termmpfoyment, innovation and
economic significance is crucial (Dasan, 2013).tltag not least, the paired
t-test is very sensitive to extreme values.

Conclusion

While most existing studies found performance ghptveen family and
non-family firms, little is known about the differees between couple-run and
non-couple-run firms. In this article, we tested fmancial differences between
copreneurial companies and non-couple-run firm® fHsults are consistent with
prior findings on differences between family andh+fiamily firms; in other words,
copreneurship is a subset of family firms and exhgimilar characteristics.

The results suggest that couple-run companiesnare profitable than non-
-copreneurial companies. While copreneurial comgmsieemed to perform bet-
ter in operating efficiency (profit margin), thegrformed worse in terms of labor
productivity and asset use efficiency (asset tuenoCopreneurial firms also car-
ried less debt thus being less dependent on letttinsnon-couple-run firms, and
were comfortable with lower liquidity levels. Howezy not all observations have
been statistically significant, so the null hypatbe (stating that the average differ-
ence between means is zero) could have been cejadiein a few observations.

It should also be noted that we did not deal it performance of individual
copreneurial firms. An individual firm’'s performamevill also depend on the qual-
ity and nature of spousal relationship. It is cléwat in the absence of the main
factors positively affecting profitability — namedguality, independence, trust and
confidence (Ponthieu and Caudill, 1993) — the parémce is likely to deteriorate.

The authors emphasize that the sample was nanebtasing random sam-
pling, but based on match between surnames of paophanagement and su-
pervisory board or ownership, which means thatréselts can't be generalized
to the whole population. However, the analysis sstgthere may exist particu-
larities of couple-run firms.

The article also suggests that further analysisaganted. A larger sample
incorporating small businesses could provide mosgght into the financial dif-
ferences. Also, several questions emerge fromattiisle. What are the reasons
behind the above-mentioned findings? And what heecharacteristics of cou-
ple-run firms in terms ownership structures, gogege and management prac-
tices, financing, diversification, and internatibpation? There are further ques-
tions worthy of investigation which will be the dations of the future research.
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