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Keywords: Examining the behavior of family-owned companies can provide
Behavioral valuable information to financial information users. Unfortunately, in
Modeling - Social Iran, there has not yet been a suitable index for identifying such
Modeling - F amz:ly— companies. A notable feature of this research is the provision of an
Owned Companies. index tailored to the conditions of the country's capital market by

utilizing past studies and expert opinions to identify and introduce
family-owned companies in the stock market. The significance of the
presence of family-owned companies is such that after conducted
studies, it was found that out of the companies listed on the stock
exchange in the year 1402 (2023), 38 companies, nearly 11%, were
family-owned. Descriptive statistical analysis of the research
indicates that the highest amount of discretionary accruals in the year
1402 occurred when the stock market experienced abnormal
fluctuations.

After reviewing the reports of the boards of directors to the General
Assemblies of all listed companies during this period, a total of 38
companies were selected in the initial sampling. Following further
investigation and due to insufficient disclosures and the lack of
necessary information regarding some companies, ultimately 31
companies were identified and selected as family-owned, with the
same number of non-family companies from the same industries
chosen for comparison. According to the results, conflicts negatively
impact the alignment of the company name and the individual
evaluation of family-owned companies.
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Introduction

One of the fundamental concerns for today's companies is achieving a comprehensive, reliable, and
flexible performance evaluation method. This allows them to obtain accurate and sufficient
information about their current standing and learn from past mistakes while looking ahead. Family-
owned companies are defined as those where management and control are carried out by a family
member (Khajavi et al., 2014). Due to their unique characteristics, family owners differ from other
ownership types in aspects such as a tendency to appoint family members to senior management
positions, a long-term investment perspective, and the potential impacts on profit management,
agency costs, and other factors (Hoshi et al., 2010).

The family ownership structure is a decision-making framework where profit-seeking and wealth
accumulation are not the primary focus. When family members serve on the board of directors,
company performance tends to improve compared to situations where non-family members hold
board positions, as family members often receive lower compensation, respond less to incentive
schemes, and are generally more focused on creating value for the company (Gomez, 2001).

Value in family-owned companies can arise from resource goals and governance structures, all of
which are typically influenced by the family (Nadim et al., 2015). This structure helps reduce
agency costs, as a focus on long-term survival, the reputation of the family business, and personal
relationships with creditors and other stakeholders may also decrease these costs. There are
characteristics of family-owned companies that reduce the likelihood of managerial misuse; if
oversight requires substantial knowledge of company activities, family members, as the most
knowledgeable stakeholders, have an advantage (Anderson & Reeb, 2003).

Furthermore, family-owned companies tend to maintain a concentrated ownership structure and are
likely to have a stronger motivation for direct oversight of management (Demsetz & Lehn, 1985).
"Parties amicably resolve all their disputes out of court and expect continuous business growth.
This does not mean that hostility has disappeared. Harsh words and tactics over the years are like
lasting wounds that take a long time to heal" (Grant, 2017).

Emotional social wealth is a type of non-financial tool that influences the desirable allocations in
the ownership of family-owned companies. Researchers utilize the family business environment to
examine emotional social wealth because non-financial aspects are prevalent in this context. Thus,
non-financial tools or emotional social wealth serve as a fundamental component for the overall
value holders, affecting ownership in family companies. However, recent findings indicate that
emotional social wealth impacts the evaluation of the company by its owners. We consider the
personal valuation of a family-owned company as the minimum acceptable price that the owner is
willing to pay.

Researchers show that the owners' desire to maintain and enhance emotional social wealth drives
family company behavior and decision-making. Nonetheless, the literature has not described how
owners manage negative experiences related to family businesses, which we will refer to as
emotional social costs. (Zellweger, Kellermanns, Chrisman, & Chua, 2012).

In this article, we explore how owners assess emotional social costs based on relational conflict and
personal company evaluation using a behavioral organizational model combined with emotional
social wealth and mixed opinions. We challenge the intuitive assumption that emotional social costs
lead to lower evaluations. Specifically, we propose a U-shaped relationship between relational
conflict in family firms. We hypothesize that the alignment of the family name influences the
interplay between relational conflict and company evaluation.

This article has several implications for the literature and existing writings. First, we expand the
literature on emotional social wealth by examining the socio-economic costs associated with
negative functions, including relational conflict. According to our hypotheses, we demonstrate that
owners consider emotional social costs in a non-intuitive and non-linear manner when evaluating
their company. These findings provide insights into how researchers view owners’ reactions to a

broader range of socio-economic costs .
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Second, this paper enhances our understanding of personal evaluations of family-owned companies.
Third, our article contributes to attitude theory perspectives by demonstrating how the impact of
emotional allocations relates to relational conflict and family name alignment. Thus, our findings
have implications for managing family businesses and the transfer of private family business
ownership. Finally, we expand the literature on relational conflicts, adding complexities of family
business conflicts that have not been previously addressed in the discourse on the heterogeneity of

family firms.

Emotional Social Wealth and the Evaluation of Family-Owned Companies

Emotional social wealth is the "non-financial aspect of a company that addresses the influential
needs of the family," which is also known as impactful altruism or emotional social contributions.
Emotional social wealth helps explain how family-owned businesses pursue non-financial goals and
behaviors. The personal valuation of the company by its owners holds particular significance in the
context of the family business. Evaluations of family-owned companies are often personal and
complex, typically involving probabilities and often leaning toward social desirability issues. In
such situations, cognitive processes of the involved individuals come into play, affecting
evaluations (e.g., Carmon & Ariely, 2000; Zellweger, Kellermanns, Chrisman, et al., 2012).

To understand how emotional social wealth functions as a reference point for influencing personal
assessments of ownership in family businesses, biases in the decision-making process are
introduced. First, we provide a baseline prediction for normal conditions through attitude theory.
The impact of altruism pertains to the difference in the price at which an individual is willing to buy
and sell an asset. Attitude theory also indicates the owners’ inclination toward previous
investments. Consequently, decision-makers, by attributing value to past investments of time,
money, and influence, show limited willingness to divest their assets. Additionally, owners consider
these costs as part of the asset's value (e.g., Berrone, Cruz, Gdmez-Mejia, & Larraza Kintana, 2010;
Chrisman & Patel, 2012; Gomez-Mejia, Patel, & Zellweger, 2018; Zellweger, Kellermanns,
Chrisman, et al., 2012).

Previous research has shown that this issue concerning assets, particularly emotional social
contributions, is relevant to family business ownership. Therefore, according to prospect theory, we
expect owners to consider non-financial components when determining an acceptable selling price
for family-owned companies. Moreover, prospect theory indicates that individual values associated
with non-financial components of company valuation are likely to have a positive correlation with
emotional social wealth. Thus, we apply prospect theory in this broader context, recognizing that it

cannot fully explain owners’ attitudes toward negative impacts on personal evaluations.

For example, we know that certain aspects of family business ownership, such as relational conflict,
have negative impacts. However, we do not know whether owners consider the negative influence
of emotional social wealth valuation in their assessment of the company. Additionally, we are
unsure if the owners' reference point for personal valuation still includes non-financial components
in the context of negative impact. To explore these complexities, we extend our theoretical
framework beyond prospect theory and utilize a mixed-logical and BAEM approach (e.g., Gémez-
Mejia et al., 2014).

BAEM in the family business literature is based on the impact of altruism emphasized in prospect
theory. BAEM serves as a major reference point for owners in decision-making. Previous research
indicates that the motivation to maintain emotional social wealth influences the decisions of family
businesses. The implementation of BAEM assumes an implicit interplay between emotional social
wealth and financial wealth. The literature expands BAEM to introduce mixed betting in theorizing,
considering the potential outcomes of wins and losses within the decision-making framework. In
fact, Broome emphasizes that there are limited decisions that involve opportunities for only loss or
only gain. These theoretical discussions can explain the complex behavior of family businesses
(Carmon & Ariely, 2000; DeSteno, Petty, Wegener, & Rucker, 2000; Lerner, Small, &
Loewenstein, 2004; Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003).
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For instance, while previous literature has shown that avoiding the loss of emotional social wealth
leads to a lack of investment in research and development, we can understand gains due to changes
in reference points in light of the aforementioned theoretical perspectives. Recent research by
Cutler et al. highlights the dynamic nature of family business owners' reference points, which leads
to changes in the assessment of emotional social wealth. As the interplay between financial wealth
and emotional social wealth is not direct and varies among family businesses, these interrelations
have implications for company valuation, and the level of relational conflict is a significant variable
that influences individual valuations. Moreover, the alignment of the family company's name alters
how owners assess the company and the impact of relational conflict on overall evaluations. Below,
we will discuss these relationships in detail.

Relational Conflict and the Evaluation of Family Businesses

Relational conflict is defined as "awareness of interpersonal incompatibility that includes influential
components such as emotional tension and confrontation." Amazon (1996) discusses the
inseparability of conflict and its negative impact, using the term "influential conflict." Prem and
Pruys adopt the label "emotional social conflict" to describe negative conflict. Relational conflict is
characterized by disagreements, disputes, political maneuvering, competition, hostility, and
aggression, accompanied by negative emotions such as anger, frustration, hatred, hostility, and
resentment. According to Dutch, relational conflicts diminish or inhibit goodwill, mutual
understanding, the completion of organizational activities, and performance. Jen (1995) also
indicates that relational conflict leads to reduced satisfaction and a lack of attention to other group
members. So far, there is no evidence showing positive impacts of relational conflict on
performance or satisfaction (e.g., Chua, Chrisman, Steier, & Rau, 2012; Stanley, Kellermanns, &
Zellweger, 2017; Westhead & Howorth, 2007).

Relational conflict is common in family businesses and has adverse consequences. The nature of
conflict in family businesses is complex and distinct due to the relationship between the family
system and the company. For example, the incompetence of a family member, entitlement, and
opportunism can undermine emotional social wealth and lead to relational conflict. Additionally,
relational conflict may be exacerbated in family businesses due to conflicts among family members
in the workplace, as this environment is an extension of the family. These entrenched conflicts are
difficult to resolve because families are social groups with lasting memories. Relational conflict
results in emotional social costs, creating a sense of distrust and incompatibility among family
members. Below, we examine the relationship between relational conflict and the personal
evaluation of the company owner (Kotlar et al., 2018; Zellweger, Eddleston, & Kellermanns, 2010).
When there is no relational conflict, meaning relationships are harmonious, a positive impact,
increased commitment to the company, and an increase in emotional social wealth can be expected.
Given the positive family relationships within the company, we expect owners to frame their
personal evaluations based on the desire to preserve emotional social wealth (Gémez-Mejia, Cruz,
Berrone, & De Castro, 2011).

If relationships among family members deteriorate, mutual understanding and goodwill diminish,
leading to feelings of disappointment, resignation, and distress. Keltner, Elsworth, and Edwards
argue that distress and disappointment result in lower evaluations of the company. Lerner and
colleagues suggest that distress stemming from strained relationships decreases the selling price,
and owners seek opportunities for withdrawal. This issue also aligns with Cutler and colleagues'
perspective on dynamic reference points, which indicates that owners are inclined to recognize
losses in valuation. Therefore, at moderate levels of relational conflict, we expect owners to achieve
lower personal evaluations (Eddleston & Kidwell, 2012; Kidwell, Kellermanns, & Eddleston,
2012).

At higher levels of relational conflict, stress, jealousy, anger, and hatred emerge. When the negative
impact is severe, it overwhelms rational thinking and imposes emotional social costs on the owner.
This situation has several implications for company evaluation. Angry individuals make poor
judgments, lose self-control, and fall into unwarranted biases. Consequently, a form of irrational
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behavior arises in the evaluation of the company (Gémez-Mejia et al., 2018; Kotlar et al., 2018).
Instead of withdrawing, they seek to compensate for the emotional pain resulting from conflicts,

thereby imposing a type of emotional social cost.

Additionally, we adopted the concept of dynamic reference points and examined its effect on
relational conflict. Here, owners pay little attention to emotional social wealth and prioritize
financial wealth. When the measure of profit exceeds the measure of loss, decision-makers’
inclination to avoid losses diminishes, leading them to focus on increasing profits. This shift in
reference toward financial gain results in higher personal valuations, as owners emphasize financial
wealth as a primary means of compensating for the value of the company while also incorporating
the costs associated with emotional social wealth. Therefore, the combination of a focus on
financial wealth and the inclination toward price and emotional social costs leads to higher
evaluations. We propose a U-shaped relationship where individual evaluations are higher when
relational conflict is either high or low, and individual valuations are lower when relational conflict
is moderate (cf. Chua, Chrisman, & De Massis, 2015; Martin & Gomez-Mejia, 2016; Miller &
Breton-Miller, 2014; Schulze & Kellermanns, 2015).

Hypothesis 1: There is a non-linear relationship between relational conflict and the individual
evaluations of owners of family businesses. Specifically, lower and higher levels of relational
conflict correspond to higher individual valuations of the company, while moderate levels
correspond to lower individual evaluations.

Alignment of the Company and Family Name and Valuation in Family Businesses

Organizational identity examines the fundamental and enduring characteristics of an organization.
According to researchers, family businesses exhibit a higher degree of overlap between family
identity and company identity. This shared identity varies depending on the type of company and
indicates that there is not always a strong relationship between the family and the company in terms

of identity that can be solely attributed to ownership.

Some families seek alignment between family identity and company identity, using symbolism,
instilling family values in the business, and defining major roles, for instance. The visibility of the
family name as part of the company name is one potential way to enhance the connection between
family identity and company identity (e.g., Gomez-Mejia et al., 2014; Martin, Gomez-Mejia, &
Wiseman, 2013).

The family name is perhaps the most primary, distinctive, and visible characteristic of the family.
Therefore, when the family name is used as the company name, the bond between family identity
and company identity is strengthened. Thus, the alignment of the family name with the company is
not only a visible indicator of identity congruence, but it also relates to behavioral consequences for
family businesses aimed at enhancing emotional social wealth. Researchers have shown that the
alignment of the company and family names significantly pertains to the importance of emotional
social wealth for the owners of family businesses. Although the owners' emphasis on enhancing
emotional social wealth creates an interplay between emotional and financial wealth, evidence
suggests that there is a positive relationship between the owners' personal assessments of
performance. These positive effects of emotional social wealth lead to goodwill and the reputation
of the company, thereby enhancing the owners' personal evaluations of the company (Martin &
Gomez-Mejia, 2016).

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between the alignment of the family name and the
company name and the personal evaluation of owners of family businesses.

The Interplay of Name Alignment with Relational Conflict on Individual Evaluation

In our view, name alignment interacts with relational conflict to influence individual evaluations of
family-owned companies. At lower levels of conflict, name alignment has a limited impact, and the
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family can benefit from emotional social wealth. Name alignment affects the U-shaped relationship
in complex scenarios at moderate to high levels of relational conflict. It enhances awareness of
family members’ efforts in creating emotional social wealth and the company’s identity. Owners
need to be aware of the negative consequences of relational conflict and its impact on emotional

social wealth .

Yang and Mascholder argue that a broader range of emotions and their expression is acceptable
when there is reciprocal interaction since members are more familiar with the signals used to
express feelings. Not only does the family provide a framework for reciprocal communication, but
alignment of the company name with the family enhances this connection. Name alignment
strengthens the relationship between the company and the family, reducing the negative impact of

relational conflict on individual evaluations of the family business .

According to conditional logic, name alignment should lead to the vulnerability of family members
(Zellweger et al., 2016). Family members exhibit negative behaviors at higher levels of relational
conflict. The alignment of the family name and the company name blurs the boundaries between
the family, the company, and the owners, with relational conflict negatively affecting outcomes and
damaging the reputation of both the family and the company. If this relational conflict increases, it
has a negative impact on the owners' relationships with other internal and external stakeholders. For
example, owners lose their credibility and social standing within and outside the family if the

causes of family conflicts are recognized .

When there is no expectation of potential improvement in family relationships and with
stakeholders, we observe a detrimental impact on emotional social wealth and financial
performance, which in turn lowers the overall valuation of the company (Zellweger & Dehlen,
2012).

Hypothesis 3: Relational conflict and alignment of the company name have an interplay with the
individual evaluations of owners regarding family-owned firms. Specifically, in the presence of
name alignment, we expect to see an inverse U-shaped relationship between relational conflict and

individual company evaluations.

Rezaei and Shiri (2015) examined the impact of family ownership structure and transactions with
related parties on the quality of company earnings. Their research results indicated that trading
goods with related parties had a positive effect on the relationship between high levels of family
ownership and earnings quality, while trading goods with related parties had a negative effect on

the relationship between low levels of family ownership and earnings quality.

Hoshi and Alikhani (2015) investigated the relationship between family ownership and non-family
ownership on the performance of companies listed on the stock exchange. The results showed a
negative relationship between family ownership and company performance, while a positive

relationship was found between non-family ownership and company performance.

Rezaei and Amini (2014) analyzed the comparison between family and non-family companies
concerning operational risk and their impact on the performance of companies listed on the Tehran
Stock Exchange. Their findings indicated that family firms do not outperform non-family firms;
however, operational risk and performance in family firms are stronger for the market-to-book
value and equity ratios, as well as sales growth compared to non-family firms. Additionally, the
relationship between employment level and performance for return on assets, asset returns, and

sales growth in family firms is stronger than in non-family firms.
Namazi and Mohammadi (2010) examined the quality of earnings and returns in family and non-
family firms listed on the Tehran Stock Exchange. Their sample included 39 family firms and 76

non-family firms. The results showed that there was no significant difference between earnings
quality based on the ratio of operating cash flow to net income, as well as the ratio of the standard
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deviation of operating income to the standard deviation of operating cash flow in family and non-
family firms.

Namazi and Kermani (2008) studied the effect of ownership on the performance of companies
listed on the Tehran Stock Exchange and found a significant negative relationship between
institutional ownership and performance. They also observed a significant relationship between
private ownership and performance, but the nature of this relationship could not be determined.

Research Methodology

The statistical population includes all companies listed on the Tehran Stock Exchange between the
years 1395 and 1402 (2016-2023). The sample consists of companies listed on the Tehran Stock
Exchange that must meet the following criteria: first, their fiscal year must end at the end of Esfand
(the last month of the Iranian calendar); second, their financial information must be available from
the beginning of the fiscal year 1395 to the end of the fiscal year 1402 (for a total of 8 years); and
third, the sample members must not be investment companies.

To select the statistical sample, we matched all listed companies against the criteria established for
family firms. After selecting these companies, they were grouped accordingly. Subsequently, we
categorized these companies by industry, and for each industry, other companies were selected

using simple random sampling and placed in a non-family group .

After reviewing the board of directors’ reports to the general assemblies of all listed companies
during this time period, a total of 38 companies were initially selected. Following further
examination, due to insufficient disclosure and lack of necessary information for some companies,
31 companies were ultimately identified and selected as family-owned, with an equal number of
non-family companies from the same industries also selected for analysis.

Control Variables
In line with previous studies on this topic, we focus on two types of variables: financial and non-

financial.

Financial Control Variables: We utilized performance data and total assets, individual
assessments of growth, performance sustainability, risk, and financial benefits. The data on current
performance and total assets were obtained from archives. This database contains information on
the industrial and financial sectors of private companies. We also calculated the cash flow of the
companies; although we could not objectively assess cash flow for all companies, we tested it for
31 companies. The correlation between objective and personal cash flow values was high,

indicating the quality and reliability of the measurements.

Since the company’s past performance influences evaluations of its value, we asked respondents if
their company’s performance had been worse, the same, or better than their competitors over the
past 8 years. We inquired about seven aspects related to sales growth, market share growth, asset
profitability, capital growth, profitability growth, total asset profitability, and profit margin.
Performance indicators were measured on a seven-point Likert scale.

To control for personal benefits, we used the real monetary value as a prerequisite for the CEO's
organization. Since this amount had a normal distribution, we transformed it using a natural
algorithm. Due to difficulties in directly measuring risk, we used three categories: long-term
orientation, industry, and company size. Risk decreases with company size, and value and risk are
variable depending on the industry. Risk depends on the level of investment in long-term projects
by family-owned companies. We assessed the long-term orientation of the companies on a seven-

point Likert scale through three items.

Non-Financial Control Variables
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Emotional attachment and personal valuation of the company may increase with the duration of
ownership. Therefore, we controlled for ownership duration using the company's age, as all
sampled companies have been under family ownership since their inception. We also controlled for
the ownership share of family members, as higher ownership levels indicate greater control,
authority, and dependence on the company. Research shows that ownership impacts asset valuation
regardless of family relationships. Additionally, we controlled for the number of family members
employed in the company. As this number increases, the opportunities for family values and their
realization within the company also grow. Owners may have long-term relationships with the
company, so we also controlled for the length of the CEO's tenure. The literature on dependence
indicates how emotional attachment to an asset is formed. Thus, we measured positive feelings
related to managing the company on a six-item scale.

Findings

Tests of Unidirectionality

We relied on a primary informing approach according to previous family business literature. We
believe focusing on the CEO and family business owner is desirable for our purposes because: 1)
the CEO is the most qualified person to determine acceptable selling prices, 2) this question
pertains to them, and 3) they have a larger ownership share. To validate multi-item constructs, we
collected data from family members. We then assessed the internal validity of the multi-item
structures. All validity scores were at an acceptable level. Seventy-five percent of family members
reported having proposed acceptable selling prices, with an overall fit of 82.1%. We compared the
late respondents to the non-respondents. However, analysis of variance did not reveal any
significant statistical differences. We also conducted an analysis of variance comparing respondents
who answered all questions, and no significant differences were observed. Although some control
variables were based on objective data, we wanted to ensure that the constructs were not
unidirectional. Thus, we performed a single factor test, as proposed by Podsakoff and Organ. In our
sample, 10 factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1 were extracted, explaining 71.7% of the
variance. The first factor accounted for 16.2% of the variance. In the second phase, we compared
the measurement model with the factor model. According to the model fit results, the comparative

fit index 1'(276) = 2482.9, was 0.246, which was significantly worse than the confirmatory factor
2 2 o > . C . . .

x(261) = 573.8. CF1 = .893. analysis model. Therefore, unidirectionality does not seem to

be an issue.

Table 1: Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Individual Valuation of Company Sale Outside the
Family.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Total Assets 0.171 0.181 0.181 0.194
Past Performance 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Size 0.430 0.407 0.406 0.388
Production 0.167 0.141 0.143 0.134
Services 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000
Long-Term 0.520 0.581 0.581 0.668
Orientation

Private 0411 0.446 0.446 0.501
Advantages

Company Age 0.151 0.201 0.202 0.215
Individual 0.051 0.049 0.050 0.070
Ownership Share

Number of Family 0.006 0.007 0.007 0.006
Employees

CEO Background -0.005 -0.004 -0.004 -0.003
Positive Emotions 0.132 0.101 0.102 0.127
Relational Conflict 0.001 0.002 .002 0.001
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Name Alignment 0.584 0.593 0.590 0.604
Name Alignment 0.014 0.00 0.018
in Relational
Conflict Change
in R?

Statistics and 15.683 18.101 18.701 21.208
Change in f

In models 1 to 4, the natural logarithm of the acceptable selling price for a sale to a non-family
member was the dependent variable. Model 1 includes control variables. The independent variable
was relational conflict, with the interaction component added in model 2 and name alignment
included in model 3. In model 4, the interaction effects were introduced. The variance inflation
factor for the variables did not exceed 2.4. An alpha of 0.05 produced a total of 22 predictors and a
moderate effect size at a power level of 0.75. We found statistical support for our hypotheses.
According to model 1, individual valuations were mainly related to financial control variables: total
assets, past performance, production, services, overall orientation, size, company tenure, the
number of family employees, and had a positive relationship with individual valuations. The

adjusted R?is 0.584 .

To test Hypothesis 1, we added relational conflict and the square of relational conflict to our model.
Model 2 introduces more variance and supports the hypothesized U-shaped relationship between
relational conflict and individual company valuation in the context of sales to non-family members.
In model 3, we added name alignment, but did not find statistical significance, indicating that
Hypothesis 2 was not supported. In model 4, we included the interaction effects between name
alignment and the linear and square terms of relational conflict. In model 3, the linear and square

terms were identified with negative signs. The adjusted R? for model 4 reached 0.604 .
To facilitate the interpretation of findings, we illustrated the relationships in Figure 1 with Cohen,
Cohen, West, and Aiken. This figure represents name alignment and the inverted U-shaped

relationship between relational conflict and acceptable selling price, with both curves intersecting at
the balanced level of relational conflict. Additionally, it should be noted that both curves shorten on

the right side.

Reliability Tests
To ensure that the results were not artifactual to the model specifications or endogenous, we
conducted various reliability tests. First, we ran the regression model using individual cash flow

instead of objective performance. We also substituted family ownership for individual ownership.

Figure 1: Relational Conflict, Name Alignment, and Individual Company Valuation.
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We examined potential endogeneity using an instrumental variable approach. Although it is
possible that individual evaluation could lead to low relational conflict, the excluded variable
(including pressure on a family member lacking competence in a responsible position) might
influence the personal value of the company and relational conflict. We employed two instrumental
variables associated with relational conflict but not with individual evaluation. We used Stata 11.0,
alongside Evondag and Ivorig, to compute regression with least squares and two-stage regression,
and also conducted the Wu-Hausman and Durbin-Wu-Hausman tests. All test results indicated that

endogeneity was not a specific issue.

Discussion and Conclusion

We examined the impact of relational conflict and the alignment of the company and family name
on the monetary value of family owners and their companies. According to the results, relational
conflict has a negative effect on the alignment of names and the personal evaluation of family
businesses. Specifically, we used the U-shaped relationship between relational conflict and personal
evaluation to support Hypothesis 1. The findings indicate that the alignment of the name did not
have a direct impact on acceptable selling prices; thus, Hypothesis 2 was not confirmed. The impact
of name alignment is not only prominent in interaction with other variables but is also taken for

granted by some individuals .

According to Hypothesis 3, the reciprocal effect between name alignment and relational conflict
was confirmed (see Figure 1). In cases of misalignment of the family name, relational conflict and
personal evaluation of the company were expressed in a U-shaped manner. However, when name
alignment is present, evaluations improve. The findings suggest that awareness of the relationship
between the family and the company leads to an increased assessment of the company. As
relational conflict intensifies, owners recognize the potential negative impacts on the company's
reputation and future value. When this occurs, both financial and emotional social wealth are at
risk. These findings provide insights into how researchers view the reactions of company owners to
a broader range of socio-economic costs .

First, our paper contributes to the literature on social economic wealth by incorporating betting
theory, BAEM, and prospect theory. Second, this paper enhances understanding of the personal
evaluation of family-owned companies. Our research expands the literature by demonstrating that
family business owners value non-financial aspects, showing that alignment of the family name and
company has an indirect effect on the pricing of emotional social benefits, utilizing the findings of

Moun. Our paper emphasizes the positive characteristics of assets .
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Third, we expand the literature on relational conflict by introducing a new set of outcome variables:
personal evaluation of ownership, or family business. According to our findings, relational conflict
affects family-owned companies. Name alignment has a direct relationship with the individual’s
vulnerability in betting situations and plays a vital role in relationships. Our research contributes to
the perspectives of attitude theory, demonstrating the relationship between altruism and relational
conflict and the alignment of the family name. Thus, our findings have implications for managing
family businesses and the transfer of private family business ownership. Finally, we expand the
literature on relational conflicts, adding complexities of family business conflicts that have not been

previously addressed in discussions about the heterogeneity of family firms.
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