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Abstract
Purpose: The study examines the effects of family ownership on investment inefficiency, and influence of gender diverse board on this relationship in context of an emerging economy. 
Design/Methodology/Approach: Using sample of non-financial firms listed on Pakistan Stock Exchange, we employed 2954 firm-year observations over the period 2012-2021. We used ordinary least squares regression method to test the hypotheses and further employed system generalized method of moments and fixed effects analysis to check for the endogeneity issue.
Findings: Using the lens of social identity theory and agency theory, we found that investment inefficiency is lesser in family owned firms. Moreover, presence of female directors on boards further reduces the investment inefficiency in family firms. 
Originality: The study provides empirical evidence of family owners behavior on investment decisions in family-owned firms. Overall, our results extend empirical support to social identity theory and agency theory in an emerging market context.
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1.  	Introduction
Under the framework of agency theory, the information asymmetry between the shareholders and managers has profound influence over the various firm outcomes (Amin et al., 2022). The prior literature considers the influence of ownership structure on strategic behavior of the firm and its investment decisions (Purkayastha et al., 2019). In case of dispersion of ownership, the excessive free cash in the hands of managers may lead to overinvestment due to pursuance of career goals and their desire for short-term gains (Moin et al., 2020). On the other side, the excessive power in the hands of owners may lead to under investment, as the firm’s resources may be diverted for the fulfillment of personal agenda. The ownership structure of the firm such as family ownership, therefore, has a significant influence over the investment efficiency of the firm.

Among other ownership types, family ownership is considered a unique structure of ownership due to the involvement of family members in the ownership and operations of the business (Federo et al., 2020). Moreover, in such firms the businesses are considered as a legacy to be transferred to next generation and therefore firm’s reputation is considered a key determinant while undertaking investment decisions (Le Breton‐Miller and Miller, 2008). From corporate governance point of view, the presence of concentrated owners such as family owners poses governance challenges for such firms due to their intense involvement in management and access to inside information (Purkayastha et al., 2019). Further, in emerging markets, the dominance of family owners and business groups in presence of weak formal institutions provide incentives to concentrated owners to indulge in dubious related party transactions (Armitage et al., 2017). Thus, the owner’s resort to investment projects not aligned with the interest of minority shareholders. The influence of family owners on investment inefficiency in context of an emerging economy is therefore an important area of research that needs to be addressed.

In this context, prior literature examines the influence of family ownership on various firm outcomes, such as, among others firm performance (e.g., Amin et al., 2022), corporate social responsibility (e.g., Alsaadi, 2022), and dividend payout (e.g., Miller et al., 2022), and found mixed results. For instance, Ciftci et al. (2019) found positive influence of family owners on firm performance; however, Li and Ryan Jr (2022) concluded the opposite. Similarly, Benjamin et al. (2016) examined the effect of family ownership on dividend payout and found positive association between the two variables; however, Mulyani et al. (2016) concluded the opposite. The impact of family ownership on different firm outcomes in context of developed and emerging markets has also been investigated and produced contradictory results. For instance, Nguyen et al. (2015) reported higher corporate performance in family-owned firms in underdeveloped economy, Vietnam. On the opposite, the authors reported lower firm performance in case of Singaporean companies. Despite of the importance of firms’ investment decisions and their impact on shareholders’ wealth, and its influence on the overall wealth maximization, few studies (e.g., Shahzad et al., 2019) has examined the influence of family ownership on investment inefficiency. Further, the varying influence of family owners towards the strategic behavior of firms in different economies also calls for further research in this area. Pakistan is an emerging market which is mainly characterized by the presence of weak formal institutions and less stringent regulations. Moreover, the non-financial firms listed on Pakistan Stock Exchange are mainly (around 62%) family businesses that poses governance challenges for the minority shareholders in presence of large shareholders (Amin et al., 2022). While the economy of Pakistan is already facing dearth of foreign exchange and lack of foreign investment, the examination of family owners’ behavior towards the investment decisions of the firm is an important area of research that needs to be addressed.

Recently, Moin et al. (2020) examined the effect of investment inefficiency on dividend payout under various ownership structures. However, our study significantly differs from the authors for at least two reasons. First, the authors considered the excessive cash holding as a proxy for investment inefficiency. Undoubtedly, the cash holdings are considered an important factor in determining the efficient level of firm’s investment and has a profound influence on investment decisions of the firm, however, the empirical literature also consider firm’s optimal investments level as a function of positive or negative sales growth, which are indicative of the firm’s growth opportunities. In this context, we used model proposed by Chen et al. (2011) and Biddle et al. (2009) that estimates the expected investments as a function of growth. While the cash holding may be considered as an important factor that influence the investment strategies of the firm under the agency framework, nevertheless, our methodology shows the alignment of investment decision with the growth opportunities available to the firm. Second, while the authors use a data set for the period 1995-2014 for the examination of this nexus, our sample period is 2012-2021 which provides more recent evidence to the body of literature.

Moving ahead, the agency literature considers gender diversity an essential characteristic of an effective board that reduces the agency conflict due to tough and independent monitoring of management (Amin et al. 2022). As compared to men, women are considered more independent and diligent, and their presence is associated with lower agency conflicts. The economic benefits derived from the female has resulted in their mandatory placement on corporate boards in different countries (Terjesen et al. 2009). For example, in Norway and France, federal legislation requires all boards to have at least 40% female representation on company boards of publicly listed firms. The regulations recommend that female directors be fairly represented on corporate boards (Carter et al., 2003). Similarly, in line with the global efforts to strengthen the governance mechanism, the Code of Corporate Governance (CCG) 2017 introduced the mandatory appointment of a female director on the board of PSX listed firms (Mirza et al., 2012). While the positive effect of female director’s presence on various firm outcomes such as firm performance (e.g., Amin et al. 2022), dividend payout (e.g., Ain et al., 2021), and corporate social responsibility (e.g., Yarram and Adapa 2021) has been highlighted, their role on firm performance in presence of family ownership has also been empirically tested and provide mixed results. For instance, Ararat et al. (2015) reported positive influence of gender diversity in the family firms in case of Turkey. On the opposite, Mustafa et al. (2020) found negative influence of gender diverse board in family firms in Asian emerging economies. The impact of this mandatory placement of females on the firms' performance in presence of family owners is, therefore, an important area of research which this study attempts to explore. Overall, this study addresses two important research questions: first, does the presence of family owners in the PSX listed firms shows investment inefficiency? and second, does the presence of female directors on the board in family-owned firms moderate this relationship and influence investment decisions?

Employing 2954 firm-year observations of non-financial listed firms on Pakistan Stock Exchange (PSX) for the period 2012-2021, we report that family ownership is associated with lower investment inefficiency, and presence of female directors on the board further reduces this inefficiency. Our study extends contribution to the extant literature in several ways. First, while the prior literature examine the influence of family ownership on different firm outcomes such as firm performance, corporate social responsibility and dividend payout, our study enrich the family business literature by examining the influence of family owners on investment inefficiency. Second, our study adds to the gender diversity literature by providing positive influence of female directors on investment outcomes in family-owned firms. As such, our study provides support to mandatory placement of female directors on boards and allocation of gender quota on boards. Finally, our study provides empirical support to agency theory and social identity theory in context of an emerging economy.

The remainder of the paper will proceed as follows. Section Two will provide the institutional background. Section three will present the literature review and hypotheses development. Section four will discuss the research methodology. Results will be presented and discussed in Section Five. Section six will offer the summary and conclusion. Finally, section seven will provide the study’s limitations and future research directions. 

2. 	Institutional background
Pakistan is an emerging market, and like other developing and emerging economies, most of the firms listed on PSX are family businesses. According to Armitage et al. (2017) the emerging economies are mainly characterized by the concentration of ownership and pyramidal ownership structure that leads to principal-principal conflict. In this context, the non-financial firms listed on Pakistan Stock Exchange mainly (around 62%) comprises of family businesses under the ownership of single individual or a single family. Accordingly, these family businesses are main contributor to the economic growth of country (Yousaf et al., 2019). For instance, the textile sector in Pakistan is mainly occupied by family firms that contribute up to 57% in overall exports of the country (Khan et al., 2020). However, Chang et al. (2021) noted that lack of succession planning and intra-family conflicts in family firms in Pakistan result in such firms struggling for their survival beyond three generations. Moreover, the organizational structure of these firms is also influenced by the marriages within the families and the religion and race of the controlling family (Khan and Tariq, 2022). The presence of controlling shareholders in such firms may serve as a solution to principal-agent conflict or may exacerbate the principal-principal conflict leading to exploitation of minority shareholders. Moreover, the institutional environment of Pakistan is mainly characterized as weak due to poor regulatory frameworks and weak formal institutions that may result in family owners extracting private benefits at the expense of minority shareholders. In this context, Hashmi et al. (2018) urged the policy makers to provide for the effective representation of minorities on the board through independent directors. Thus, the presence of dominant business groups and families have important implications for the investors in an emerging market, Pakistan.

In a similar vein, consistent with the global efforts for the implementation of effective corporate governance practices for the safeguard of shareholders wealth, in Pakistan, first code of corporate governance (CCG) was introduced in 2002 that encouraged the listed firms to ensure the effective representation of independent directors on board of listed firms and take necessary measures for the protection of investors. Later, CCG 2012 was made part of listing regulations of stock exchanges, and further, CCG 2017 was promulgated through the Listed Companies (Code of Corporate Regulations), 2017 that mainly laid down the criteria for the composition of board, responsibilities of the board and audit committees. From board gender diversity’s point of view, CCG 2017 mandated the listed firms to appoint at least one female director on the board of listed firms. Undoubtedly, the culture of Pakistan is male dominated and the females are mainly deprived of the opportunities to progress towards the leading executive position on the corporate boards (Amin et al., 2022). Under such circumstances, the mandatory appointment of female director on the board of listed firms provides an interesting research area for the researchers to examine the influence of female directors on investment decisions.

3.	Literature review and hypotheses development
3.1	Social identity theory
Social identity theory posits that people identify themselves with the social categories on the basis of various factors such as their working organization or social groups. This identification, later, shape their behavior and self-concept (Ashforth and Mael, 1989). In this context, firms are considered as a significant social group to which individuals identify themselves and belongs (Cannella et al., 2015). Foreman and Whetten (2002) mentioned that the strong identification leads to positive behavior and attitude of an individual towards the organization and increases his or her commitment towards the objectives of the enterprise. Relatedly, Gomez-Mejia et al. (2011) mentioned that the family identity and organizational identity urge the family owners to maintain control over the firm affairs and set the strategic objectives of the firm. In a similar vein, Le Breton‐Miller and Miller (2008) mentioned that the family owners in family firms strongly identify themselves with their family and due to their commitment and affiliation, significantly affect the objectives and performance of the firm. The strong identification and affiliation, therefore, urge the family owners to provide strategic directions, better governance and stringent management’s monitoring (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011). Overall, the social identity theory points to the economic benefits brought to the firm by family owners.

3.2	Agency theory
The agency theory posits that separation of ownership between shareholders and managers give rise to agency conflict (Jensen and Meckling, 1976). In this scenario, the higher information asymmetry and divergence of interest between both the parties results in managers pursuing their personal interests instead of maximization of shareholders wealth. For instance, the shareholders may be desirous of higher profits through more risky and long term projects, whereas, the managers may opt for more salaries and perks and resort to short-term profit making ventures (Amin et al., 2022). Thus, resulting in principal-agent conflict. The corporate governance literature, however, consider the concentrated ownership, such as family ownership, as a solution to this problem. The presence of controlling shareholders and their intense involvement in management restricts the opportunistic behavior of managers which mitigates the principal-agent conflict (Purkayastha et al., 2019). The presence of controlling shareholders, however, is associated with another kind of conflict; principal-principal conflict. In this scenario, the controlling shareholders such as family owners involve in dubious related party transactions and extract firm’s resources (tunneling) for the pursuance of family agenda (Solarino and Boyd, 2020). Thus, depriving minority shareholders of their slice of wealth. While the principal-agent conflict is more obvious in developed countries, the principal-principal conflict is more observable in emerging markets due to presence of weak governance rules and less protection for the minorities (Armitage et al., 2017). 

Relatedly, the principal-principal conflict may have profound implications over the investment decisions in family firms. The active involvement of family members in the management of the firm reduces the information asymmetry and the strategic objectives of firm will be aligned with the personal interest of family (Moin et al., 2018). The intense monitoring of family owners may restrict the opportunistic behavior of managers resulting in managers opting for better investment choices that increases firm value. However, on the contrary, in pursuance of family agenda, the family owners may exhibit risk averse attitude towards the risky investments that may result the firm leaving the better and profitable investment opportunities (Block, 2012). Moreover, the family owners may use the free cash flows for their own benefits resulting in lesser money available for investment. Thus, the minorities may suffer for the inefficient investment decisions. Overall, we consider agency theory as a basic framework to explain the family owner’s behavior towards the firms’ investment decisions. 

3.3	Family ownership and investment inefficiency
Family ownership differs from other types of ownership due to involvement of family in the management and control of the firm (Daspit et al., 2021). The empirical literature differentiates family firms from other types of ownerships for several reasons. First, the family firms held strong family identification with the business that shapes their behavior and organizational decisions (Le Breton‐Miller and Miller, 2008). Second, unlike other firms, the non-financial characteristics of family firms mainly affect the firm’s endowment. Third, the family owners have strong connections with their families and take the strategic decision from socio-emotional wealth’s perspective, derived from their identification and affiliation with the firm (Kabbach de Castro et al., 2017). Finally, the family owners consider their business as a legacy to be transferred to next generation. The distinct social values of the family owners, therefore, distinguish them from other owners in their strategic decisions and profit orientation. Thus, we may assume that concentration of ownership in the hands of family members may result in lower principal-principal conflict due to active involvement of family owners in the decision making and management’s monitoring. In addition, their concern for minorities and other stakeholders for the sake of firms’ reputation also leads to less agency conflicts. However, Bertrand et al. (2008) noted that presence of family owners may result in principal-principal conflict due to focus of family owners towards the fulfillment of family agenda. Moreover, La Porta et al. (2002) noted that family owners in family firms may get themselves involved in dubious related party transactions to tunnel the firm’s resources towards family wealth. Empirically, several studies examined the influence of family owners on firm outcomes and highlight mixed results. For example, Purkayastha et al. (2019) while examining the listed firms in India reported higher principal-principal conflict in family firms. On the contrary, Omran et al. (2008), reported positive behavior of family owners towards agency conflict and found that presence of block holders serves as an alternate mechanism of legal protection for investors. Similarly, Anderson and Reeb (2003) also highlighted that family ownership is beneficial for minority shareholders.

We shall argue that presence of family ownership is associated with less investment inefficiency for at least following reasons. First, in family-owned firms, the family owners are actively involved in the affairs of business, therefore, the information asymmetry problem is not existent in such firms. Thus, the problem of managerial opportunism does not arise in such firms and better investment decisions are expected. Second, according to Solarino and Boyd (2020), in emerging markets that are characterized by the lack of formal institutions, the family owners serve as alternate governance mechanism for the minorities for the sake of firm reputation. In this scenario, the interest of family owners aligns with the interest of minority shareholders and therefore investment decisions made result in increased shareholders wealth. Finally, the family owners consider the firm as a legacy to be transferred to next generation and therefore strive to leave the business in better shape for the siblings (Zellweger et al., 2013). The strong identification of family owners with their business compels them to undertake calculated decisions and profitable ventures. Overall, we hypothesize that:   

H1: Family ownership reduces the level of investment inefficiency in family firms.

3.4	Moderating role of gender diversity
The board of directors are considered an important tool of corporate governance mechanism (Li and Li, 2020). The main task of board of directors is to provide independent opinion and mitigate agency conflict arising due to principal-agent or principal-principal conflict (Fan et al., 2019). However, board is considered more effective if it is independent and provide impartial advice (Ain et al., 2021). The independent board can ensure transparency and face undue management pressure, as they are more cautious about their reputation and prestige (Nadeem, 2020). In a similar vein, gender diversity is considered as one of the important characteristics of an effective board. From the agency theory perspective, the female directors are considered tougher monitor of management’s action and their presence is associated with lesser agency conflicts (Amin et al., 2022). Moreover, as compared to male, they are more independent, diligent, and responsible (Li and Li, 2020) and their inclusion in the top management team reduces systematic biases and extend social networks (Bass, 2019). The effective monitoring of gender diverse board, therefore, mitigate agency conflict and increase shareholder’s confidence. 

From investment decisions point of view, Farooq et al. (2022) argued that due to more open discussion and exchange of ideas in the presence of female directors, the gender diverse board is associated with efficient investment decisions. In this scenario, we may assume lower investment inefficiency in presence of gender diverse board for at least following reasons. First, the female directors are considered as effective monitor of management, and their presence is associated with lower agency conflict (Ain et al., 2021). In this scenario, they may restrict divergent behavior of management and compel the managers to invest in viable and profitable ventures instead of their empire building. Second, the active involvement of female directors in the operations of the business reduces the information asymmetry and, therefore, their presence in the board leads to more transparent and fair view of financial information to the board members. Thus, board may take better decisions due to access to authentic information. Finally, Amin et al. (2022) argued that presence of female directors in the audit committees increases the performance of the committees and overall performance of the firm. Since, the committees are vested with the tasks to provide information to the board for strategic decision making, therefore, the dissemination of better information to the board by audit and other committees, represented by female directors, will result in better investment decisions. Thus, we hypothesize that: 

H2: The presence of female directors on boards strengthens the negative relationship between family ownership and investment inefficiency.

4.	Research methodology
4.1	Sample selection
The data for the study was gathered from the annual reports of the firms available on website of Pakistan Stock Exchange and on the website of the respective firm. The sample was based on the non-financial listed firms over the period 2012-2021. We start our sample period from 2012, as the code of corporate governance 2012 set a minimum benchmark for listed firms in terms of governance standards and the code was made part of the listing regulations of the Stock Exchanges.  The last year up to which data was available was 2021, therefore, it was considered as a last year of sample selection. We excluded the financial firms from our sample because these firms operate under separate regulatory frameworks and have different financial characteristics. After exclusion of financial firms and firms with missing observations, our final sample comprises of unbalanced panel data with 2954 firm-year observations. The sample selection procedure is reported in table I.
{Insert table I around here}

4.2	Variable measurement
4.2.1	Investment inefficiency
In order to achieve higher growth, the firms must undertake the projects with positive net present values. The prior literature is of the view that investments undertaken by firms depends upon the growth opportunities available to the firm and investment inefficiency will occur if the firm make investment decisions that is not aligned to the growth opportunities (Hayashi, 1982; Yoshikawa, 1980). In this context, Chen et al. (2011) proposed a model “that predicts firms’ optimal investments in terms of their growth opportunities”. Any part of firm-level investments, higher or lower than the optimal investment is categorized as inefficient. Consistent with the literature, we follow Chen et al. (2011) to measure our dependent variable, investment inefficiency. Thus, our first proxy for the measurement of investment inefficiency was driven using the regression model depicted below. The model predicts the optimal investments on the basis of positive or negative sales growth, which are indicative of the firm’s growth opportunities:



(Equation 1)

Whereas, total investment is the sum of capital expenditure incurred on purchase of fixed assets and research and development expenditure minus sale of fixed assets scaled by lagged total assets for firm i in year t; sales growth is the yearly growth rate of sales; negative sales dummy is the dummy variable that represents ‘1’ if the sales growth rate is negative and ‘0’ otherwise;  is the interaction term; and ε is the error term.

Further, we assess the cross-sectional results across each year and industry obtained from the regression analysis. The residuals so obtained reflects the deviation of investment from the expected level. We further convert the negative residuals by multiplying with -1 to obtain the absolute values of estimates of investment inefficiency (IE1). Overall, a higher value of residual will represent higher inefficient investment.

Another model used in literature (e.g., Gomariz and Ballesta, 2014) for the measurement of investment inefficiency is the Biddle et al. (2009) model. To further strengthen our analysis, we developed another proxy for the investment inefficiency (IE2) using following equation:


(Equation 2)

The model estimates the expected investments as a function of growth. Again, variables measured for equation 2 and methodology used to obtain the absolute values of estimates was same as used for equation 1.

4.2.2	Family ownership
Regarding family ownership, according to Villalonga and Amit (2006), minimum ownership of 20% of equity capital is sufficient to consider the firm as family owned and controlled. However, following Purkayastha et al. (2019), we further strengthen the ownership criteria and considered the family owned firm as a firm where at least any two out of the following three conditions are met: “1) the family had a minimum stake of 20%; 2) at least one member of the family was on the board; 3) a member of the family was also the chairperson of the board”. Purposely, we created a dummy variable which represents ‘1’ if the firm is a family firm and ‘0’ otherwise. 

4.2.3	Gender diversity
The gender diversity literature (e.g., Amin et al., 2022), measured the gender diversity using proportion of female directors on board. Consistent with the literature, the study measured gender diversity by dividing number of female directors on the board by total number of directors on the board. 

4.2.4	Control variables
Finally, to control for the endogeneity, we further introduced governance and financial controls in our model. Following Nekhili et al. (2020), board size (BD_SIZE), board independence (BD_IND), CEO duality (CEO_DUAL), and audit committee independence (AUD_IND) were used to control for the board characteristics and five proxies: Return on assets (ROA), Sales (SALES), leverage (LEV), firm age (F_AGE) and firm size (F_SIZE) were used to control for the firm characteristics. Board size is assumed to be negatively associated with investment inefficiency because large group discussions lead to better ideas and better investment decisions (Haider and Fang, 2016); Board independence is likely to be negatively associated with investment inefficiency because presence of independent directors may reduce agency conflict and therefore increase investment efficiency: CEO duality may increase the investment inefficiency as the concentration of powers of both chairman and CEO in a same person may lead to unopposed investment decisions that may result in investment inefficiency (Zaid et al., 2020); and, finally, audit committee independence leads to better monitoring of managements’ actions and decrease the investment inefficiency (Amin et al., 2022). Regarding financial control variables, leverage is assumed to be negatively related with investment inefficiency as higher leverage may reduce firm profitability and leave less amount at the disposal of managers for irrational investment decisions (Berger and Di Patti, 2006); we expect negative relationship between firm size and investment inefficiency, as larger firms are capable of earning higher profits due to large assets; and finally, firm age and sales growth are also assumed to be negatively related to investment inefficiency as with the passage of time the firms are able to make better investment decisions out of their experiences.

Table II presents the nature, symbol and measurement of all the variables used in the study.

{Insert table II around here}

4.3	Econometric model
In order to test the hypotheses, the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression was run using following models:



											(Model 1)							




											(Model 2)	

Where investment inefficiency is our dependent variable measured using two proxies: INV_IE1 and INV_IE2;  is the intercept of the model; FAM_OWN is our independent variable; BD_GD is our moderator; BD_GD*FAM_OWN is the interaction term included to determine the moderation effects; control variables as listed in table II are included;  represents industry dummy;  represents year dummy; β1 – β14 represents regression coefficients of independent variable, interaction term, control variables, industry dummy and year dummy;  is the error term; and i represents firm at time t. 

5.	Results and discussion
5.1	Descriptive statistics
The descriptive statistics of all the variables are reported in table III. The table shows mean of our dependent variables INV_IE1 and INV_IE2 as 0.167 and 0.107, respectively. The magnitude of these figures are consistent with the prior studies. The mean of family ownership is 0.623 which shows that around 62.3% of our sample firms are family owned and controlled. This is consistent with Armitage et al. (2017) which mentioned that emerging markets are mainly characterized by the family businesses. BD_GD has a mean of 0.141 with a minimum of 0 and maximum of 0.38. The statistics shows that while some firms do not have a single female director on corporate boards, some have upto 38% of women directors on boards. Since our sample comprises of observations before the mandatory appointment of female director on the board, therefore, the absence of female directors in some cases is not surprising. Regarding control variables, mean of BD_SIZE is 8.010 or 8 members which is consistent with minimum board size of 7 as per regulatory framework. Mean of BD_IND is 29%; mean of CEO_DUAL is 0.137; mean of AUD_IND is 2.927 which reflects the presence of independent directors in the audit committee; mean of ROA is 6.553; mean of SALES is 21.740; mean of LEV is 21.71%; mean F_AGE is 26 years; and finally, mean of F_SIZE is 22.751.
{Insert table III around here}

5.2	Pearson correlation
Table IV depicts the Pearson correlation analysis and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) of all variables used in the study. In line with the hypothesis, we found statistically significant negative correlation between FAM_OWN and INV_IE1 (-0.214**), and INV_IE2 (-0.281**). Similarly, we found statistically significant negative correlation at 1% level of significance in case of BD_GD and INV_IE1 (-0.139**), and INV_IE2 (-0.131**). All other results were also in line with the literature, but not discussed for the sake of brevity. 

Consistent with Gujarati (2016), the multicollinearity is imminent if the correlation coefficient exceeds 0.8. As reported in table IV, none of the correlation coefficient between independent variables were above 0.8, hence, this problem does not exist in our sample. Additionally, in line with the Caramanis and Spathis (2006), the absence of multicollinearity was further confirmed, as the values of VIF (unreported) falls below the severity level of 5. 

{Insert table IV around here}

5.3	Sample selection bias 
In order to avoid sample selection bias, following Chizema et al. (2015), we created dummy variable which represents ‘1’ if the firm is family firm, and ‘0’ otherwise. Using logit model, we check the influence of the control variables on our independent variable, family ownership. The results obtained (unreported) show that the control variables are insignificant which confirms that the sample selection bias is not a problem in our study.
 
5.3	Ordinary least squares regression
In order to test our hypothesis H1, we run the regression analysis using model 1 and the results obtained are reported in table V. Under hypothesis H1, we hypothesized that family ownership is negatively associated with investment inefficiency. We argue that for the sake of firm’s reputation and consideration of firm as a legacy to be transferred to next generation, the family owners undertake better investment decisions that are aligned with the interests of minorities. Our results show support for our hypothesis as we found significant negative association between family ownership and both proxies of investment inefficiency (INV_IE1: -0.281***; INV_IE2: -0.269***). In both cases, our results were statistically significant at 1% level of significance. The results support our argument that family owners are associated with less investment inefficient decisions and are consistent with the findings of Nguyen et al. (2015) which mentioned better firm outcomes in presence of block holders.

Similarly, in order to check the moderation impact of gender diversity on this relationship, we run the regression analysis using model 2, and the results are depicted in table V. Under hypothesis H2, we hypothesized that presence of female directors on the board further strengthen the negative relationship between family ownership and investment inefficiency. We argued that due to better monitoring skills, the presence of gender diverse board increases the efficiency of investment decisions. Our results show support for our hypothesis as we found negative coefficient of the interaction term, significant at 1% level of significance in both cases (INV_IE1: -0.185***; INV_IE2: -0.159***). The results show support for our hypothesis and our argument and are consistent with the findings of Farooq et al. (2022) which reported negative influence of gender diverse board on investment inefficiency. 

The agency literature (e.g., Sarhan et al., 2019) mainly associate developed economies with the presence of principal-agent conflict due to dispersion of ownership. On the other hand, the emerging economies are linked to the principal-principal conflict due to presence of ownership concentration and presence of block holders. According to Armitage et al. (2017), the presence of block holders and dominant shareholders poses risks for shareholders, as the weak formal institutions provide incentives to the family owners to involve in dubious related party transactions and tunnel the firms’ resources to increase their family’ wealth. Our findings in this context show the absence of agency conflict in our sample firms.

From social identity theory’s point of view, the prior literature (e.g., Zellweger et al., 2013) is of the view that socio-emotional wealth considerations are apparent in family businesses. The family owners consider the business as a legacy to be transferred to the next generation and therefore undertake the investment decisions to enhance the family wealth (Purkayastha et al., 2019). Moreover, in economies with weak regulations, the family owners serve as alternate governance mechanism for the minority shareholders for the sake of firms’ reputation. Our results, in this context, provides for the absence of agency conflict in family firms and provide empirical support to social identity theory in emerging market context. Further, our findings indicate less investment inefficiencies in family firms which supports our notion that investment decisions in family firms are more growth oriented and efficient.

Relatedly, the gender diversity literature (e.g., Amin et al., 2022) is of the view that presence of female directors on the board is associated with positive firm outcomes due to effective monitoring. The higher skills and expertise of female directors restricts the divergence between the shareholders and managers, and reduce the managerial opportunism leading to better investment decisions. Our results in this context are consistent with the gender diversity literature and shows the positive behavior of female directors toward the investment decisions. Further, the beneficial effects of female directors urged the regulators worldwide to implement gender quota on the boards of listed firms. Our findings in this context, support the global efforts of regulators for the mandatory appointment of female directors on boards due to their positive outcomes on investment decisions.
{Insert table V around here}

5.4	Endogeneity tests
5.4.1	Generalized method of moment estimation
Although ordinary least squares regression results show support for our hypotheses, however, the results may be endogenous due to unobserved heterogeneity and simultaneity. According to Owusu-Gyapong (1986), ordinary least squares regression is unable to capture complex and dynamic relationship and unable to solve the problem of unobserved heterogeneity and simultaneity, which may lead to biased results. In this scenario, the Generalized method of moments model can control for the three major sources of endogeneity: unobserved heterogeneity; simultaneity; and dynamic endogeneity (Abad et al., 2017). Therefore, we used generalized method of moments estimation for the robustness check as it is commonly used for endogeneity problems.  

The generalized method of moments estimation of family ownership, gender diversity and investment inefficiency are shown in table VI. Consistent with Chizema et al. (2015) we use the lagged values of dependent variables as instrument for GMM estimations, as these are commonly used in endogeneity problem in GMM estimation. As expected, the signs of coefficients were in conformity with our earlier obtained results which shows the conformance of results obtained from ordinary least squares regression method. It is notable, that p-value of Hansen j test and Arellano bond (AR) 2 test are insignificant which shows the validity of our model. Hansen j test ensure the validity of instruments whereas the Arellano bond test indicate that model does not suffer from second order autocorrelation.

{Insert table VI around here}

5.4.2	Fixed effects analysis
Another method used in the literature (e.g., Huang et al., 2022) to deal with the problem of unobserved heterogeneity is the use of fixed effect analysis. This method addresses the problem of endogeneity through incorporation of firm and year fixed effects in the model to control for the time invariant characteristics of the firm. In order to confirm the robustness of our earlier results, it is necessary that the results obtained through fixed effects analysis must be similar to the previous results. The results obtained by using this approach are reported in table VII and are similar to our earlier results.

{Insert table VII around here}

5.4.3	Sensitivity analysis
In order to conduct sensitivity analysis of our results, we developed four measures of family ownership on the basis of conditions described for the fulfillment of family ownership criteria. First, where the family had a minimum stake of 20%; second, firms where at least one member of the family was on the board; third, where a member of the family was also the chairperson of the board; and fourth, aggregate of all the three criterias. The results reported in table VIII shows that significant negative results were obtained in all cases, however, the highest coefficient was obtained in case of model 4 which represent combination of all the three conditions. The results confirm our earlier findings and provide robustness of the family ownership measurement in this context.

{Insert table VIII around here}

5.5	Robustness tests
5.5.1	Alternate measure of family ownership
In order to check for the robustness of our results, we perform the regression analysis using alternate measure of family ownership. Consistent with Gaaya et al. (2017), we used family ownership percentage as an alternate measure of family ownership. We consider the share percentage held by shareholders belonging to the same family and equity held by founder. The results obtained are reported in table IX and are consistent with our earlier findings.

{Insert table IX around here}

5.5.2	Impact of COVID-19
In order to determine the role of family firms on investment decisions during the COVID-19 crisis, we split our sample between pre and post COVID-19 pandemic. COVID-19 pandemic engulfed the entire world in year 2020 and following the various economic and health measures initiated by the governments, the ill effects of the pandemic began to diminish after 2021. We consider both 2020 and 2021 as years of economic crisis for at least two reasons: first, the shocks of COVID-19 crisis were also observed in the first half of 2021; and second, the financial year of some firms close in June 2021, which means that financial performance of later part of 2020 was reflected in the financial statements for the year ended in June 2021, therefore, the consideration of 2021 as a year of crisis was important. We run the regression analysis using INV_IE1 as a dependent variable and the results obtained were reported in table X. The results show that the relationship between the family ownership and investment inefficiency remain same in both pre COVID and post COVID period which extends confirmation to our notion that family ownership is associated with lower investment inefficiency.

{Insert table X around here}

6.	Summary and conclusions
This study examines the impact of family ownership on investment inefficiency and moderating influence of gender diversity on this relationship. Our findings contribute to the extant literature in different ways. First, we add to the family business literature by providing the empirical evidence of influence of family owners on investment inefficiency in context of an emerging economy. As such, our results indicate absence of principal-principal conflict in our sample firms. Second, our study enriches the gender diversity literature by highlighting positive influence of female directors on investment decisions in family-owned firms. In this way, our results complement the efforts of regulators in respect of mandatory appointment of female director on boards of listed firms, and provide overall support to allocation of gender quota on boards. Finally, our results provide empirical support to social identity theory and agency theory in an emerging economy.

We use sample of 2954 firm year observation of non-financial firms listed on Pakistan Stock Exchange over the period 2012-2021. To test the hypotheses, we employed ordinary least squares regression analysis, and further applied generalized method of moments estimation and fixed effects analysis to check for the endogeneity. Under hypothesis H1, we hypothesized and argued that, since the family owners consider the firm as a legacy for their siblings, therefore, their presence reduces the investment inefficiency in the firm. Our hypothesis H1 and our argument was supported as we found significant negative association between both the variables. Similarly, under hypothesis H2, we hypothesized that presence of female directors on the board further reduces the investment inefficiency in family-owned firms. Our hypothesis H2 was also supported which confirmed our stance that presence of women directors further reduces the investment inefficiency due to better monitoring skills. Overall, our results were consistent with the prior studies and extend support to social identity theory and agency theory in context of an emerging economy. 

Our results have theoretical implications for the body of research. The family business literature (e.g., Le Breton‐Miller and Miller, 2008; Miller et al., 2022) highlights the strong identification of family owners with their firms. In the light of social identity theory, the family businesses are considered a social endowment for the family and therefore firm’s reputation is a main determinant in undertaking investment decisions. These businesses are not only source of income and security for the family members but also a family name recognition, respect, status, and goodwill in the community for families. Our results in this context confirm the positive effect of family owners towards the investment decisions.  

Our study also has practical implications for investors, regulators and practitioners. For investors our findings provide positive behavior of family owners toward the firm’s investment decisions. Since most of the firms listed on PSX are family owned, therefore, our results provide insight into the family firms behavior and their influence on firm outcomes. For regulators, our results provide positive influence of female directors on the investment decisions. These result urge the policy makers to focus more on the professional training of female work force.

7. 	Limitations and future research directions
Like other studies, our study suffers from some limitations that could serve as directions for future researchers. First, the study only examined the influence of one ownership type; family ownership on investment inefficiency. Since the corporate boards of listed firms also comprises of other ownership types such as institutional owners and state owners, therefore, the future studies could explore the influence of other ownership types on investment decisions. Second, we have only included listed family firms in our sample. Besides listed firms, small and medium sized businesses are also owned and operated by families. The examination of family owners behavior in such firms and their influence on firm outcomes could also provide interesting results. Finally, the examination of this nexus in other emerging markets may help the generalizability of the results of this study in context of emerging economies.
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Table I:	 Sample description
	Sample selection procedure
	 

	Initial observations of all listed firms for the period 2012 to 2021
	
	5692

	Less: Firm observations of financial firms
	
	1576

	Less: number of firm-year with missing observations
	
	1162

	Final sample
	 
	2954







Table II:  Variable measurement
	Nature
	Variable
	Symbol
	Measure

	Dependent variable
	Investment inefficiency
	INV_IE1
	Estimates obtained through equation 1

	
	
	INV_IE2
	Estimates obtained through equation 2

	Independent variable
	Family ownership
	FAM_OWN
	Dummy variable equal to one “if at least any two out of the following three conditions are met: 1) the family had a minimum stake of 20%; 2) at least one member of the family was on the board; 3) a member of the family was also the chairperson of the board, zero otherwise"

	Moderating variable
	Gender diversity
	BD_GD
	Number of female directors on the board divided by total number of directors on the board

	Control variables
	Board size
	BD_SIZE
	Total number of directors on the board

	
	Board independence
	BD_IND
	Number of independent directors on the board who does not have any relationship with the firm divided by total number of directors on the board

	
	CEO duality
	CEO_DUAL
	Dummy variable equals to ‘1’ if chairman also serves as CEO, ‘0’ otherwise.

	
	Audit committee independence
	AUD_IND
	Number of independent directors in the audit committee

	
	Return on assets
	ROA
	Net income divided by total assets

	
	Sales
	SALES
	Log of annual sales

	
	Leverage
	LEV
	Total debt divided by total assets

	
	Firm age
	F_AGE
	Number of years since the firm is listed on stock exchange

	
	Firm size
	F_SIZE
	Log of total assets


Note: The table depicts nature, symbol and measurement of all the variables used in the study.



Table III:  Descriptive statistics
	Variable          
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	IINV_IE1
	2954
	0.167
	0.054
	0.001
	1.387

	INV_IE2
	2954
	0.107
	0.181
	0.001
	1.401

	FAM_OWN
	2954
	0.623
	0.096
	0.000
	1.000

	BD_GD
	2954
	0.141
	0.097
	0.000
	0.380

	BD_SIZE
	2954
	8.010
	0.052
	7.000
	13.000

	BD_IND
	2954
	0.291
	0.047
	0.014
	0.560

	CEO_DUAL
	2954
	0.137
	0.043
	0.000
	1.000

	AUD_IND
	2954
	2.927
	0.023
	1.000
	4.000

	ROA
	2954
	6.553
	0.037
	-18.510
	26.140

	SALES
	2954
	21.740
	2.750
	0.011
	27.801

	LEV
	2954
	0.217
	0.021
	0.010
	0.510

	F_AGE
	2954
	26.438
	0.077
	1.000
	70.000

	F_SIZE
	2954
	22.751
	0.047
	19.032
	26.556


Note: The table shows the number of observations (N), means (Means), standard deviations (SD), minimum (Min) and maximum (Max) of all the variables used in the study.

















Table IV:  Pearson correlation
	Variables
	INV_IE1
	INV_IE2
	FAM_OWN
	BD_GD
	BD_SIZE
	BD_IND
	CEO_DUAL
	AUD_IND
	ROA
	SALES
	LEV
	F_AGE
	F_SIZE

	INV_IE1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INV_IE2
	0.324**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FAM_OWN
	-0.214**
	-0.281**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BD_GD
	-0.139**
	-0.131**
	-0.021**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BD_SIZE
	0.118
	0.114
	0.126*
	0.0114*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BD_IND
	0.108
	0.113*
	0.113**
	0.049*
	0.016
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CEO_DUAL
	0.019
	0.051**
	0.021
	0.010
	-0.039*
	0.097***
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AUD_COMM
	0.121*
	0.013
	0.104*
	0.027
	0.181
	0.186*
	0.011
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	ROA
	0.128
	0.011
	0.104
	0.016
	0.018
	0.064
	0.008
	0.017
	1
	
	
	
	

	SALES
	0.137
	0.028*
	0.121
	0.034
	-0.029
	0.017
	0.032
	0.013*
	0.011
	1
	
	
	

	LEV
	-0.016
	0.013
	-0.026
	0.013
	0.005
	0.059**
	-0.061**
	-0.019
	-0.012
	0.002
	1
	
	

	F_AGE
	0.041*
	0.066***
	0.051**
	0.015
	-0.006
	-0.006
	0.007
	-0.037
	-0.053**
	0.013**
	-0.025
	1
	

	F_SIZE
	0.029
	0.031
	0.011*
	0.005
	0.057**
	0.032
	0.002
	0.023
	0.001
	0.021
	-0.022
	0.120***
	1


Note: The table reports Pearson correlation and variance inflation factor (VIF) of all the variables used in the study. *,**,*** indicates significance at 10%, 5% and 1% level of significance.
Table V: Ordinary least squares regression- Family ownership, gender diversity, and investment inefficiency
	Variables
	INV_IE1
	
	INV_IE2

	FAM_OWN
	-0.281***
	-0.237***
	
	-0.269***
	-0.231***

	
	(0.011)
	(0.021)
	
	(0.015)
	(0.005)

	BD_GD
	
	-0.119***
	
	
	-0.115***

	
	
	(0.015)
	
	
	(0.001)

	FAM_OWN*BD_GD
	
	-0.185***
	
	
	-0.159***

	
	
	(0.001)
	
	
	(0.001)

	BD_SIZE
	0.131
	0.032
	
	0.113
	0.119

	
	(0.011)
	(0.040)
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	BD_IND
	-0.123**
	-0.132**
	
	-0.141**
	-0.146**

	
	(0.016)
	(0.017)
	
	(0.012)
	(0.011)

	CEO_DUAL
	0.124*
	0.106*
	
	0.011**
	0.012**

	
	(0.017)
	(0.026)
	
	(0.001) 
	(0.001) 

	AUD_IND
	-0.135**
	-0.170**
	
	-0.133*
	-0.131*

	
	(0.013)
	(0.054)
	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)

	ROA
	-0.118
	-0.125
	
	-0.109
	-0.117

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	SALES
	0.031**
	0.011**
	
	0.032**
	0.034**

	
	(0.013)
	(0.005)
	
	(0.001) 
	(0.001) 

	LEV
	-0.032
	0.027
	
	-0.041
	-0.047

	
	(0.013) 
	(0.014)
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	F_AGE
	0.064
	0.016
	
	0.061*
	0.059*

	
	(0.011)
	(0.054)
	
	(0.011)
	(0.011)

	F_SIZE
	0.015
	0.016
	
	0.013
	0.011

	
	(0.001) 
	(0.032)
	
	(0.001) 
	(0.001) 

	Constant
	0.411***
	0.362***
	
	0.308***
	0.313***

	
	(0.019)
	(0.011)
	
	(0.017)
	(0.016)

	Observations
	2954
	2954
	
	2954
	2954

	Industry dummy
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Year dummy
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	R-square
	0.33
	0.34
	
	0.33
	0.33


Note: The table reports ordinary least squares regression results of Family ownership, gender diversity, and investment inefficiency. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *,**,*** indicates significance at 10%,5% and 1% level of significance, respectively.
Table VI: Generalized method of moments estimation- Family ownership, gender diversity, and investment inefficiency
	
	INV_IE1
	
	INV_IE2

	INV_IE1 t-1
	0.501***
	0.535***
	
	
	

	
	(0.034)
	(0.028)
	
	
	

	INV_IE2 t-1
	
	
	
	0.514***
	0.559***

	
	
	
	
	(0.034)
	(0.032)

	FAM_OWN
	-0.182***
	-0.163***
	
	-0.229***
	-0.191***

	
	(0.011)
	(0.012)
	
	(0.011)
	(0.013)

	BD_GD
	
	-0.117***
	
	
	-0.134***

	
	
	(0.019)
	
	
	(0.011)

	FAM_OWN * BD_GD
	
	-0.108***
	
	
	-0.117***

	
	
	(0.011)
	
	
	(0.011)

	BD_SIZE
	0.127
	0.114
	
	0.119
	0.137

	
	(0.010)
	(0.011)
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	BD_IND
	-0.107**
	-0.119**
	
	-0.148**
	-0.151**

	
	(0.015)
	(0.011)
	
	(0.010)
	(0.010)

	CEO_DUAL
	0.113*
	0.127*
	
	0.008**
	0.011**

	
	(0.011)
	(0.016)
	
	(0.001) 
	(0.001) 

	AUD_IND
	-0.103**
	-0.151**
	
	-0.143*
	-0.146*

	
	(0.033)
	(0.023)
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	ROA
	-0.129
	-0.131
	
	-0.117
	-0.128

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	SALES
	0.054**
	0.047**
	
	0.039**
	0.036**

	
	(0.013)
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001) 
	(0.001) 

	LEV
	-0.041
	0.033
	
	-0.055
	-0.051

	
	(0.011) 
	(0.014)
	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	F_AGE
	0.051
	0.019
	
	0.069*
	0.063*

	
	(0.011)
	(0.001)
	
	(0.011)
	(0.011)

	F_SIZE
	0.015
	0.018
	
	0.011
	0.008

	
	(0.001) 
	(0.032)
	
	(0.001) 
	(0.001) 

	Constant
	0.315***
	0.281***
	
	0.328***
	0.311***

	
	(0.018)
	(0.011)
	
	(0.017)
	(0.021)

	Observations
	2640
	2640
	
	2640
	2640

	Controls
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Industry dummy
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Year dummy
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Instruments
	49
	49
	
	49
	49

	Hansen j-test (p-value)
	0.437
	0.361
	
	0.367
	0.381

	AR 1 (p-value)
	0.001
	0.002
	
	0.003
	0.001

	AR 2 (p-value)
	0.207
	0217
	
	0.277
	0.211


Note: The table reports generalized method of moments estimation results of Family ownership, gender diversity, and investment inefficiency. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *,**,*** indicates significance at 10%, 5% and 1% level of significance, respectively.


Table VII. Fixed effects analysis- Family ownership, gender diversity, and investment inefficiency
	Variables 
	INV_IE1
	
	INV_IE2

	FAM_OWN
	-0.161***
	
	
	-0.157***
	

	
	(0.086)
	
	
	(0.031)
	

	BD_GD
	
	-0.144***
	
	
	-0.129***

	
	
	(0.060)
	
	
	(0.055)

	FAM_OWN*BD_GD
	
	-0.117***
	
	
	-0.122***

	
	
	(0.001)
	
	
	(0.001)

	Constant
	19.011***
	19.033***
	
	12.108***
	13.018***

	
	(0.321)
	(0.258)
	
	(0.188)
	(0.141)

	Observations
	2954
	2954
	
	2954
	2954

	Controls 
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Firm fixed effects
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Year dummy
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes


Note: The table shows the fixed effects analysis of Family ownership, gender diversity, and investment inefficiency. *,**,*** represents significance at 10%, 5% and 1% level of significance. Standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 



Table VIII. Sensitivity analysis-family ownership and investment inefficiency
	Variables
	INV_IE1

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	FAM_OWN
	-0.161***
	-0.113**
	-0.177**
	-0.189***

	
	(0.022)
	(0.017)
	(0.019)
	(0.020)

	Constant
	11.015***
	16.011***
	16.227***
	17.119***

	
	(0.131)
	(0.159)
	(0.121)
	(0.117)

	Observations
	2954
	2954
	2954
	2954

	Controls 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year dummy
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	R-square
	0.21
	0.22
	0.21
	0.21


Note: The table shows the sensitivity analysis using four models of family ownership and investment inefficiency using alternate measures of family ownership. *,**,*** represents significance at 10%, 5% and 1% level of significance. Standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 




Table IX. OLS regression analysis- alternate measure of family ownership 
	Variables 
	INV_IE1
	
	INV_IE2

	FAM_OWN
	-0.177***
	
	
	-0.181***
	

	
	(0.031)
	
	
	(0.020)
	

	BD_GD
	
	-0.151***
	
	
	-0.133***

	
	
	(0.027)
	
	
	(0.021)

	FAM_OWN*BD_GD
	
	-0.114***
	
	
	-0.104***

	
	
	(0.001)
	
	
	(0.001)

	Constant
	19.017***
	19.024***
	
	19.118***
	18.010***

	
	(0.521)
	(0.250)
	
	(0.187)
	(0.147)

	Observations
	2954
	2954
	
	2954
	2954

	Controls 
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Year dummy
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	R-square
	0.29
	0.28
	
	0.28
	0.28


Note: The table shows regression analysis of family ownership, gender diversity, and investment inefficiency using alternate measure of family ownership. *,**,*** represents significance at 10%, 5% and 1% level of significance. Standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 




Table X. Pre and post COVID-19 analysis-family ownership and investment inefficiency
	Variables
	INV_IE1
	INV_IE2

	
	Pre-COVID
	Post-COVID
	Pre-COVID
	Post-COVID

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	FAM_OWN
	-0.122***
	-0.105**
	-0.161**
	-0.149***

	
	(0.019)
	(0.011)
	(0.011)
	(0.019)

	Constant
	13.011***
	14.022***
	15.121***
	18.122***

	
	(0.122)
	(0.149)
	(0.116)
	(0.110)

	Observations
	2954
	2954
	2954
	2954

	Controls 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year dummy
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	R-square
	0.21
	0.25
	0.21
	0.22


Note: The table shows the sensitivity analysis by splitting the sample between pre and post COVID. *,**,*** represents significance at 10%, 5% and 1% level of significance. Standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 


