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Abstract :  

Our study is designed to grasp the effect of family control on dividend policy of Moroccan 

listed firms by using longitudinal data spanning the period (2019-2023). Our results indicate 

and confirm the main hypothesis that family control has a negative significant impact on 

dividend payout in the Moroccan context. Regarding corporate governance variables, 

ownership concentration, board size, independence and CEO duality are determinants of 

dividend payout, while board gender diversity failed to record statistical significance. 

Additionally, the vast majority of control variables demonstrate significant impacts in the 

expected sign except for external audit quality and growth opportunities. For robustness checks, 

we use Feasible Generalized Least Squares (FGLS) estimator to deal with potential issues 

related to heteroscedasticity, moreover, we investigate the decision to pay dividends by using 

probit and logistic regression models. Regarding research limitations, we can state that our 

proxy of family control could be replaced by the percentage of ownership held by family 

members in order to stress the importance of addressing the non-linearity effect. Another 

limitation is related to the sample size; indeed, it is worth noting that the interpretation of our 

results should be done with caution. For research avenues, we suggest that future studies should 

consider the moderating effect of agency costs of free cash flow, growth opportunities, financial 

constraints, R&D investment expenditures and extend the sample by including other countries 

belonging to the MENA region in order to ensure the robustness of the empirical results.  

Keywords: Corporate governance, Family control, Board of directors, Dividend policy, 

Agency costs, Morocco. 
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1. Introduction: 

The research linking corporate governance to dividend payouts has garnered a flourishing 

interest by multiple scholars around the world (Abor & Fiador, 2013; Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 

2016; Farinha, 2003; Gugler & Yurtoglu, 2003; Jiraporn et al., 2011; Mitton, 2004; Sener & 

Akben Selcuk, 2019; Setia-Atmaja et al., 2009). Economics qualify dividend policy as a  

mystery and an unresolved empirical puzzle (Easterbrook, 1984). Drawing from different 

theoretical frameworks, dividend payments are perceived both as a signaling mechanism about 

the management’s expectations of future earnings, a device to alleviate or decrease agency costs 

by reducing free cash flow available for potential discretionary use and an effective instrument 

designed to align interests between outside and inside shareholder. In this wake, dividend 

payouts triggers and encourage the firm to interact with the market, in other words, the company 

must preserve, protect its reputation and ensure a good treatment of different shareholders in 

order to get access to the market for external funding opportunities (Aivazian et al., 2003; 

Faccio et al., 2001; Jensen, 1986; Jiraporn & Chintrakarn, 2009; La Porta et al., 2000; Setia‐

Atmaja, 2010; Truong & Heaney, 2007). The empirical evidence on divided policy strategies 

in family firms are mixed and still ambiguous across multiple markets (Setia-Atmaja et al., 

2009). Furthermore, the agency-driven inefficiencies and conflicts related to over investment 

or dividend polices are more relevant and common among family corporations and partnerships 

(Fama & Jensen, 1985). Therefore, our study aims to extend the debate and tackle the gap by 

exploring this research question in a specify emerging market, where high ownership 

concentration levels are predominant (Jabbouri & Naili, 2019; Lakssoumi & Moussa, 2022; 

Louziri & Oubal, 2025). The study is structured as follow: the first section provides a literature 

review to summarize empirical insights conducted in different contexts, the second section 

describes the data gathering process and the methodology adopted, the section 3 outlines the 

results’ analysis and discussion and lastly we will draw conclusions in order to assess the 

empirical study’s limitations and the suggested future research avenues.  

2. Literature review and hypotheses formulation: 

The debate regarding the link between corporate governance and dividend policy is considered 

as a mystery, this empirical issue remains unresolved and no consensus was found. Drawing 

from different theoretical frameworks, either agency theory or socio-emotional wealth (SEW) 

perspective, one hypothesis often raised is whether family control affects corporates’ dividend 

policy. A strand of literature argues that family ownership and control have a negative impact, 

while other scholars record positive effect, indeed, we will try to summaries theses opposing 
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and conflicting results by scrutinizing different empirical studies with various theoretical 

underpinnings. Focusing on a developed market where the investor protection is high and based 

on a balanced panel data of Australian firms covering six years, the results indicate that family 

control exhibits a significant positive impact on dividend payout, this shows clearly that 

families in the position of large shareholders act as stewards, can mitigate agency problems and 

lessen the risk of expropriating minority shareholders’ wealth (Setia-Atmaja et al., 2009; Setia‐

Atmaja, 2010). In a similar vein and based on an unbalanced panel data of Japanese publicly-

listed firms, the empirical results demonstrate robust negative significant impacts of family 

control on dividend payout, the findings can be attributed to the fact that family-controlled firms 

behave in the interest of minority shareholders, aim to protect the “family name” and foster the 

family reputation in order to attract potential investors and gain the market confidence in the 

case of a future need of external financing (Yoshikawa & Rasheed, 2010).  

A comparative study based on large industrial listed firms in the Chinese capital market assesses 

that stated-controlled firms have stable dividend payments in comparison to family controlled-

firms, the results are explained by the fact that families are either more flexible in taking 

dividend decisions or because the entrenchment effect is weak, moreover, the empirical insights 

lend credibility to the superior power of monitoring by family blockholders due to less 

separation of ownership and management (T. T. He et al., 2012). Using panel data and 

examining a sample of nine Eurozone countries, the results document a stable and higher 

dividend rates of family-controlled firms, this finding is consistent with the argument that 

family-controlled companies use dividends as a mechanism to alleviate agency costs, thereupon 

decreasing the risk of using excess cash for family owners’ personal interests (Pindado et al., 

2012). Based on 1499 firm-year observations in the Tokyo stock exchange, the results 

corroborate previous studies, indicating that family members act as stewards, can discipline 

managers and safeguard minority shareholders’ interests, in addition, more interesting results 

state that foreign ownership can moderate positively and strengthen the nexus between family 

control and dividend distributions (Sakawa & Watanabel, 2019). Along similar lines, empirical 

evidence from the Turkish context corroborate extant literature that family ownership affects 

positively the distribution of dividend, however, robustness results assess that family members’ 

excessive participation in the board has a negative effect on the level of dividend distribution, 

these results could be interpreted as a negative signal to investors and lead to an increase of 

agency costs (Khan et al., 2022). In the same line of reasoning, and based on a large panel data 

set of privately-held family firms in the Italian context, the authors employed a different proxy 
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for family ownership by using the  Herfindahl-Hirschman Index in order to capture the 

percentage of shares held by the largest seven family shareholders, building on this, the results 

report significant positive impact of family equity dispersion on the distribution of dividends, 

more strikingly, theses empirical findings vary depending on firm leadership, environment 

uncertainty and the generational stage of family firms (Miller et al., 2022). On the other hand, 

a substantial body of the literature argue that family control has a negative effect on dividend 

payout. Gugler (2003) has focused on a panel of Austrian listed firms covering the period of 

(1991-1999), the results demonstrate that family-controlled firms do not engage in dividend 

smoothing practices, opt for lower target payouts ratios and they are least disinclined to cut 

dividends, chiefly in the case where cuts can be warranted. In contrast, Chen et al. (2005) have 

found that family ownership at the 10% level is positively associated with dividend payouts, 

conversely this relationships appears to turn negative when family ownership concentration 

ranges between 10% and 35% thresholds, precisely for firms with small market capitalization, 

this result could be interpreted by the fact that outside investors seek to demand large amount 

of dividend in the case of companies with high potential risk of expropriation. In a similar spirit, 

the results reported by Benjamin et al. (2016) corroborate the argument that when family 

ownership concentration reaches a high level, the risk of expropriation tends to increase which 

gives rise to increase the principal-principal agency conflicts.  

By examining a specific context where family ownership concentration predominate the capital 

markets, and covering the period of (1996-2008), Huang et al. (2012) have reported that 

Taiwanese family-controlled firms adopt different dividend payout strategies depending on 

cash flow rights level, in other words, at low level, the results indicate that families tend to 

increase or claim more in dividends, while at a moderate or a high level of controlling families’ 

cash flow rights, the entrenchment effect intensifies and becomes the dominant explanatory 

argument. Along similar lines, the study of González et al. (2014) reveals that Colombian firms 

with family members involved in management do not impact dividend payouts, however, 

family involvement through ownership or pyramidal structures exhibit negative effect on 

dividend payout, in fact, these findings suggest that pyramidal structure can be harmful to 

minority shareholders’ interests thereby exacerbating agency costs. Similarly, empirical 

evidence from the Turkish context provide robust evidence that family governance and 

involvement are associated with low levels of dividend payouts (Kilincarslan, 2021; Sener & 

Akben Selcuk, 2019). By the same token, the Tunisian market provides strong evidence that 

family control has a significant negative impact on dividend payout, in addition, the results 
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remain robust under different tests and proxies of dividend, supporting the hypothesis that 

family-controlled firms suffer from lower principal-agent conflicts, moreover the study 

provides insights that Tunisian family-controlled firms tend to retain cash and pay less dividend 

in order to preserve SEW, insure long-term growth and safeguard the firm’s financial stability 

to future generations (Hammouda & Basly, 2020). Accordingly, studies conducted in the 

Indonesian, Chinese and Pakistani capital markets extend this issue and confirm that family-

controlled or managed firms maintain low dividend payouts and seem more interested in 

retaining cash rather than the argument of using dividend as mechanism to mitigate agency 

conflicts (Duygun et al., 2018; Herdhayinta et al., 2021; Mulyani et al., 2016; Setiawan et al., 

2016; Wei et al., 2011; Yousaf et al., 2019). In the same line of reasoning, a cross-country 

analysis covering nine East Asian capital markets corroborate previous arguments, furthermore, 

it yields more interesting results, suggesting that the expropriation risk by family firms increases 

during turbulent periods (Crises) (Attig et al., 2016). In addition, it is noteworthy to mention 

that extent empirical evidence from both developed and emerging markets reveals the existence 

of a monotonic (U-Shaped) relationship between family control and dividend policy, in other 

words, the dividend payout varies depending on family ownership levels and firm’s life cycle 

maturity (Gugler & Yurtoglu, 2003; Huang et al., 2012; Setia-Atmaja et al., 2009; Sikalidis et 

al., 2022). In contrast to previous studies, there are few empirical investigations who have failed 

to record significant impact of family ownership (Bataineh, 2021; Khan, 2021; Khan & Kent 

Baker, 2025), family involvement (Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 2016) and family governance 

(Herdhayinta et al., 2021) on dividend policy decisions. Following prior literature and based on 

the theoretical discussion above, we hypothesize that family control has a negative significant 

impact on dividend payout. 

3. Data and methodology: 

3.1.  Sample selection: 

The sample consists of all Moroccan listed firms in the Casablanca stock exchange, spanning 

the period (2019-2023). We exclude firms belonging to the banking and insurance industries 

due to the accounting specifications and the differences in regulation. Firms with missing data, 

negative book value of equity, zero sales, or not being listed during the whole study period were 

also eliminated. Data on ownership and board of directors were manually extracted from annual 

reports while data on accounting and dividend payout were directly collected based on financial 

statements and overview sheets of listed companies published on the websites of the Moroccan 

Authority of Capital Markets (AMMC) and the Casablanca Stock Exchange (CSE).  
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3.2. Model specification 

To test our research hypotheses we follow the regression models [Pooled OLS for equation (1) 

and Probit/logit for equation (2)] as suggested by prior studies (Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 2016; 

Boumosleh & Cline, 2015; Duygun et al., 2018; Hammouda & Basly, 2020; Jiraporn & Lee, 

2018; Khan et al., 2022; Sener & Akben Selcuk, 2019; Wei et al., 2011). 

 𝐃𝐢𝐯𝐢𝐝𝐞𝐧𝐝 𝐩𝐚𝐲𝐨𝐮𝐭𝐢𝐭 =  𝛃𝟎 + 𝛃𝟏𝐅𝐚𝐦𝐢𝐥𝐲 𝐜𝐨𝐧𝐭𝐫𝐨𝐥𝐢𝐭 + ∑ 𝛃𝐣𝐢𝐭𝐂𝐨𝐧𝐭𝐫𝐨𝐥𝐣𝐢𝐭

𝟏𝟑

𝐣=𝟏

+  𝐘𝐄𝐀𝐑𝐭 + 𝛆𝐢𝐭 (1) 

  𝐃𝐈𝐕_𝐏𝐀𝐘𝐢𝐭  =  𝛃𝟎 + 𝛃𝟏𝐅𝐚𝐦𝐢𝐥𝐲 𝐜𝐨𝐧𝐭𝐫𝐨𝐥𝐢𝐭 + ∑ 𝛃𝐣𝐢𝐭𝐂𝐨𝐧𝐭𝐫𝐨𝐥𝐣𝐢𝐭

𝟏𝟑

𝐣=𝟏

+  𝐘𝐄𝐀𝐑𝐭 + 𝛆𝐢𝐭 (2) 

3.3. Variable measurements:  

Dependent variable: Dividend payout 

DIV/TA: is the ratio of total dividend to total assets (Duygun et al., 2018; Gonzalez et al., 2017; 

González et al., 2014; Herdhayinta et al., 2021; Jiraporn et al., 2011, 2016).  

DIV-YIELD: is the ratio of the dividend per share to the closing price share (Al-Najjar & 

Kilincarslan, 2016; Beladi et al., 2022; Z. Chen et al., 2005; Mehdi et al., 2017; Rashid, 2016). 

DIV/SALES: is the ratio of total dividend to total sales (J. He et al., 2020; Hwang et al., 2013; 

Jiraporn & Chintrakarn, 2009; Jiraporn & Lee, 2018; La Porta et al., 2000). 

DIV-PAY : is a dummy variable that takes the value of one if the firm decides de pay dividend 

in the year t and zero otherwise (Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 2016; Deslandes et al., 2016; Duygun 

et al., 2018; González et al., 2014; T. T. He et al., 2012; Khan et al., 2022; Mancinelli & Ozkan, 

2006; Mehdi et al., 2017; Michiels et al., 2015; Sener & Akben Selcuk, 2019). 

Independent variable: 

Family control: (FAM_CON) is a dummy variable that equals to one if the family has fractional 

equity ownership and at least one family member is on the board and zero otherwise. We adopt 

this measure to capture both the effect of family ownership and management (Anderson & 

Reeb, 2003, 2004; Miralles-Marcelo et al., 2014). 

Control variables :  

Based on extant literature, we outlined a set of control variables that have proven significant 

power of explaining the dividend policy in previous empirical studies. We include ownership 

concentration, board characteristics and firm level-determinants (Firm size, age, liquidity, 

financial performance, capital intensity, leverage, external audit quality and growth 

opportunities) that may influence corporates’ dividend decisions. With regard to corporate 
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governance mechanisms, Ownership concentration (TOP-1) is the percentage of shares held 

by the largest shareholder (Hwang et al., 2013; Iturriaga & Crisóstomo, 2010; Mancinelli & 

Ozkan, 2006; Tayachi et al., 2023), Board size (B-SIZE) is the number of directors on the 

board (Boumosleh & Cline, 2015; J. Chen et al., 2017; Z. Chen et al., 2005; Duygun et al., 

2018; González et al., 2014; Mehdi et al., 2017; Sener & Akben Selcuk, 2019), CEO duality 

(DUAL) is a dummy variable that equals one if both seats are held by the same person (Abor & 

Fiador, 2013; Hampl & Vágnerová Linnertová, 2025; Sener & Akben Selcuk, 2019; Sharma, 

2011; Tahir et al., 2020), Board independence (IND) is the proportion of independent directors 

on the board (Benjamin et al., 2016; J. Chen et al., 2017; Z. Chen et al., 2005; Gyapong et al., 

2021; Hampl & Vágnerová Linnertová, 2025; Herdhayinta et al., 2021; Sener & Akben Selcuk, 

2019), Board gender diversity (BGD) is the proportion of female directors on the board (J. 

Chen et al., 2017; García-Meca et al., 2022; Herdhayinta et al., 2021; Khan et al., 2022; Nadia 

& Hanafi, 2022; Tahir et al., 2020), for corporate characteristics, we include Firm size (FSIZE) 

as the natural logarithm of firm’s total assets (Adjaoud & Ben‐Amar, 2010; Boumosleh & Cline, 

2015; Gyapong et al., 2021; Hasan & Uddin, 2022; Houqe et al., 2023; Hwang et al., 2013; 

Jabbouri, 2016; Jiraporn et al., 2011), Firm age (AGE) is the number of years since firm’s 

initial public offering (AlGhazali et al., 2024; Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 2016, 2017; Boumosleh 

& Cline, 2015; Dewasiri et al., 2019; González et al., 2014; Hasan & Uddin, 2022), Liquidity 

(LIQ) is the ratio of current assets to current liabilities (Boumlik et al., 2023; Dewasiri et al., 

2019; Houqe et al., 2023; Jabbouri, 2016; Singh et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2020), Capital intensity 

(GPPE) is the ratio of gross property, plant and equipment  to total assets (J. Chen et al., 2017; 

Hasan & Uddin, 2022; Houqe et al., 2023; Setia‐Atmaja, 2010), Firm performance (ROA) is 

the ratio of operating income to total assets (AlGhazali et al., 2024; Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 

2016; Bae et al., 2021; Beladi et al., 2022; Buertey et al., 2024; J. Chen et al., 2017; Hasan & 

Uddin, 2022), Market -to-book ratio (MTB)  is defined as the ratio of market value of equity 

to the book value of equity (Abor & Fiador, 2013; Adjaoud & Ben‐Amar, 2010; Deslandes et 

al., 2015; Dewasiri et al., 2019; Gaga et al., 2025; Houqe et al., 2023), Audit firm size (BIG-

4) is a dummy variable that equals one if the firm is audited by one of the BIG-4 auditing firms 

and zero otherwise (DeAngelo, 1981; Fathelkhir et al., 2024; Mitton, 2004; Zahid et al., 2023) 

and Leverage (LEV) is the ratio of long-term debt to total assets (Benjamin et al., 2016; 

Boumosleh & Cline, 2015; Buertey et al., 2024; Houqe et al., 2023; Jensen & Meckling, 1976; 

Jiraporn et al., 2011; Setia‐Atmaja, 2010; Sharma, 2011). Finaly, we include year dummy 

variables to control for unobserved time-varying effects (Kilincarslan, 2021). 
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Table I: Descriptive statistics 

Source: Authors 

The table I presents summary statistics of all variables used in the study. Regarding the dividend 

payout, the dividend/total assets and the dividend yield ratios denote a mean value of 4,24% 

and (2,52%) respectively. The mean (median) value of dividend to sales ratio is 2,52% (2,3%). 

64 per cent of firms pay dividends. The mean value of shares held by the largest shareholder is 

51,60%, a 25th and 90th percentiles values of 37% and 81,4% respectively, supporting the 

hypothesis of high level of ownership concentration in emerging markets (Jabbouri & Naili, 

2019). Regarding board characteristics, the mean value of board size is 8,86, the mean values 

in percentage of board independence and board gender diversity are 20,13% (17,82%) 

respectively. The median value of firms’ size in natural logarithm is 21,06 with an average age 

of 24,17 years. Collateral assets (GPPE) have a mean value of 0,54 with a standard deviation 

of 0.52 and a median value of 1,96 for the liquidity measure. On average, our sample firms 

report a Return on Assets (ROA) ratio of 6,99%, a debt ratio of 10,31% and a MTB ratio of 

2,66%. Almost half of our sample, (47,2%) are auditing by one of the BIG-4 auditing firms. 

The table II displays the correlation matrix in order to give us a primary view on the expected 

effects of independent variables on dividend payout. The analysis suggests that board size has 

a significant positive impact on dividend payout while CEO duality and board independence 

appeared to be negatively correlated with dividend payout. All the firm-level determinants 

record significant expected impacts, except liquidity. After analyzing our correlation matrix, 

we can confirm that multicollinearity is not an issue since all coefficients are below the 

threshold of 10 (Gujarati & Porter, 2009; Sener & Akben Selcuk, 2019).  

Variables Mean SD Q25 Median Q75 Q90 

DIV/TA 0,0424 0,0507 0,0000 0,0269 0,0661 0,1085 

DIV-YIELD 0,0252 0,0246 0,0000 0,0230 0,0420 0,0592 

DIV/SALES 0,1552 0,3987 0,0000 0,0357 0,0999 0,2684 

DIV-PAY 0,6400 0,4810 0,0000 1,0000 1,0000 1,0000 

FAM-CON 0,5160 0,5007 0,0000 1,0000 1,0000 1,0000 

TOP-1 0,5067 0,2132 0,3700 0,5145 0,6486 0,8140 

B-SIZE 8,8680 2,5903 7,0000 9,0000 10,0000 13,0000 

DUAL 0,4760 0,5004 0,0000 0,0000 1,0000 1,0000 

IND 0,2013 0,1426 0,1250 0,2000 0,2857 0,3750 

BGD 0,1782 0,1242 0,1000 0,1667 0,2727 0,3333 

FSIZE 21,0697 1,5623 20,0017 21,1669 22,2265 22,9778 

AGE 24,1750 20,9254 12,5836 16,0164 24,5534 67,0671 

LIQ 3,0140 3,7350 1,3770 1,9621 3,3989 5,6870 

ROA 0,0699 0,0902 0,0116 0,0581 0,1286 0,1880 

GPPE 0,5436 0,5205 0,0588 0,4409 0,7524 1,4627 

MTB 2,6647 3,1397 0,9579 1,9783 4,3137 5,6424 

BIG-4 0,4720 0,5002 0,0000 0,0000 1,0000 1,0000 

LEV 0,1031 0,1160 0,0000 0,0642 0,1579 0,2936 
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Variables DIV/TA FAM-CON TOP-1 B-SIZE DUAL B-IND BGD F-SIZE AGE LIQ ROA GPPE MTB BIG-4 LEV 

DIV/TA 1                             

FAM-CON -0.197*** 1                           

TOP-1 0.001 0.025 1                         

B-SIZE 0.154** -0.059 -0.084 1                       

DUAL -0.236*** 0.266*** 0.205*** -0.277*** 1                     

B-IND -0.250*** 0.107* 0.003 -0.167*** 0.264*** 1                   

BGD 0.043 -0.013 -0.040 0.060 0.022 0.034 1                 

F-SIZE 0.221*** -0.103 0.027 0.454*** -0.217*** -0.059 -0.095 1               

AGE 0.127** -0.044 0.097 0.182*** 0.178*** 0.027 0.040 -0.127** 1             

LIQ -0.089 -0.015 0.153** -0.209*** 0.205*** 0.235*** -0.128** -0.286*** 0.130** 1           

ROA 0.674*** -0.126** 0.089 0.040 -0.130** -0.302*** 0.119* 0.182*** 0.025 -0.151** 1         

GPPE 0.267*** -0.093 0.104 0.301*** -0.017 -0.226*** -0.080 0.210*** 0.188*** -0.266*** 0.274*** 1       

MTB 0.468*** -0.224*** 0.031 0.215*** -0.097 -0.230*** 0.088 0.354*** 0.037 -0.133** 0.671*** 0.245*** 1     

BIG-4 0.053 -0.255*** 0.176*** 0.209*** -0.019 -0.076 -0.079 0.426*** 0.089 -0.212*** 0.200*** 0.312*** 0.214*** 1   

LEV -0.256*** 0.148** -0.017 0.100 0.065 0.224*** -0.171*** 0.282*** -0.160** -0.129** -0.249*** 0.054 -0.003 0.098 1 

* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1% 

Source: Authors 
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Table II: Correlation matrix 

This table presents the correlation matrix for the dependent, independent and control variables over the 

period (2019-2023) Note: DIV/TA :  Total dividend/Total assets, FAM-CON: A dummy variable that 

equals to one if the family has fractional equity ownership  and at least one family member is on the 

board and zero otherwise, TOP-1: Percentage of shares held by the largest shareholder, B-SIZE: 

Number of directors on the board, DUAL: A dummy variable that equals to 1 if both seats are held by 

the same person, IND: Proportion of independent directors on the board, BGD: Proportion of female 

directors on the board, F-SIZE stands for natural logarithm of total assets, AGE: Number of years since 

firm’s initial public offering (IPO),  LIQ: Current assets/Current liabilities, ROA: Return on assets 

(Operating income scaled by total assets), GPPE: Gross property, plant and equipment/Total assets 

MTB: Market-to-book ratio, BIG-4 is a dummy variable that equals one if the firm is audited by one of 

the BIG-4 auditing firms and zero otherwise, LEV: Long term debt/Total assets. 

 

Table III: Regression of dividend payout on family control and control variables 

    OLS  

    (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Expected Sign DIV/TA DIV-YIELD DIV/SALES 

          

FAM_CON +/- -0.0105** -0.0035 -0.1953*** 

  (0.0049) (0.0032) (0.0584) 

TOP-1 + -0.0134 -0.0269*** -0.4437*** 

  (0.0093) (0.0073) (0.1426) 

B-SIZE + 0.0005 0.0002 0.0066 

  (0.0011) (0.0007) (0.0081) 

DUAL - -0.0071 -0.0014 0.0699 

  (0.0045) (0.0035) (0.0469) 

IND  + 0.0027 -0.0202* -0.3179* 

  (0.0252) (0.0121) (0.1626) 

BGD + -0.0130 0.0192 0.2987 

  (0.0188) (0.0125) (0.2056) 

FSIZE + 0.0055*** 0.0026** 0.0495*** 

  (0.0019) (0.0012) (0.0168) 

AGE ? 0.0003*** 0.0001* -0.0026*** 

  (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0009) 

LIQ + 0.0012** 0.0005 0.0499*** 

  (0.0006) (0.0003) (0.0169) 

ROA + 0.4068*** 0.1876*** -0.0293 

  (0.0556) (0.0254) (0.2601) 

MTB +/- 0.0029** -0.0028*** 0.0002 

  (0.0012) (0.0007) (0.0102) 

GPPE + 0.0061 -0.0003 -0.0190 

  (0.0051) (0.0027) (0.0353) 

BIG-4 +/- -0.0221*** -0.0078** -0.1397*** 

  (0.0052) (0.0035) (0.0414) 

LEV - -0.0393* -0.0067 -0.0320 
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  (0.0218) (0.0125) (0.2298) 

Constant  -0.1067*** -0.0280 -0.7110** 

  (0.0381) (0.0237) (0.3215) 

Observations  243 243 240 

R-squared  0.6445 0.3565 0.2727 

Adjusted R-squared  0.6159 0.3048 0.2134 

Mean VIF  1.5990 1.5990 1.5783 

F-stat  17.7849*** 10.0129*** 2.7641*** 

Years FE   Yes Yes Yes 

Robust standard errors in parentheses    
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: Authors    
Table IV: Results of panel regressions using Feasible Generalized Least Square (FGLS) 

    FGLS 

    (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Expected Sign DIV/TA DIV-YIELD DIV/SALES 

          

FAM_CON +/- -0.0107*** -0.0040* -0.0617*** 

  (0.0027) (0.0023) (0.0217) 

TOP-1 + -0.0183*** -0.0276*** -0.0385 

  (0.0066) (0.0047) (0.0505) 

B-SIZE + -0.0003 0.0001 0.0012 

  (0.0006) (0.0005) (0.0034) 

DUAL - -0.0021 -0.0009 -0.0139 

  (0.0027) (0.0023) (0.0203) 

IND  + 0.0041 -0.0228*** -0.0122 

  (0.0102) (0.0080) (0.0841) 

BGD + 0.0071 0.0088 0.0088 

  (0.0106) (0.0081) (0.0698) 

FSIZE + 0.0064*** 0.0023*** 0.0199** 

  (0.0011) (0.0008) (0.0078) 

AGE ? 0.0004*** 0.0001** 0.0001 

  (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.0004) 

LIQ + 0.0008* 0.0001 0.0167** 

  (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0072) 

ROA + 0.4017*** 0.2110*** 0.4770*** 

  (0.0265) (0.0168) (0.1322) 

MTB +/- 0.0025*** -0.0028*** 0.0001 

  (0.0008) (0.0005) (0.0049) 

GPPE + 0.0013 -0.0030 0.0022 

  (0.0027) (0.0018) (0.0166) 

BIG-4 +/- -0.0166*** -0.0106*** -0.0638*** 

  (0.0029) (0.0021) (0.0210) 

LEV - -0.0373*** 0.0047 0.0481 
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  (0.0128) (0.0090) (0.0608) 

Constant  -0.1187*** -0.0137 -0.3737** 

  (0.0218) (0.0170) (0.1544) 

     
Observations  243 243 240 

Number of TKR  49 49 49 

Chi2  899.1778*** 399.0507*** 140.5799*** 

Years FE   Yes Yes Yes 

FGLS Standard errors in parentheses    
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: Authors    
 

Table V: Results of probit and logit models estimates 

    Probit Logit 

    (1) (1) 

VARIABLES Expected Sign DIV-PAY DIV-PAY 

        

FAM_CON +/- -0.0411 -0.1143 

  (0.2594) (0.5401) 

TOP-1 + -1.6332*** -3.1382*** 

  (0.5482) (1.0825) 

B-SIZE + 0.1107* 0.1759* 

  (0.0590) (0.1068) 

DUAL - 0.4872* 0.8778* 

  (0.2681) (0.4849) 

IND  + -3.1848** -5.7413** 

  (1.2489) (2.8843) 

BGD + -0.7936 -1.4306 

  (1.0257) (1.8925) 

FSIZE + 0.4870*** 0.8553*** 

  (0.1263) (0.2350) 

AGE ? 0.0045 0.0078 

  (0.0061) (0.0124) 

LIQ + 0.0271 0.0507 

  (0.0365) (0.0664) 

ROA + 13.6096*** 25.6177*** 

  (3.1527) (7.2265) 

MTB +/- 0.2558*** 0.4352*** 

  (0.0903) (0.1687) 

GPPE + 0.5546** 1.0013** 

  (0.2679) (0.5049) 

BIG-4 +/- -1.2203*** -2.0627*** 

  (0.2932) (0.5590) 

LEV - -1.1854 -1.7198 
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  (1.2671) (2.4216) 

Constant  -11.6313*** -20.3211*** 

  (2.4885) (4.6374) 

    
Observations  243 243 

Pseudo R-squared  0.4780 0.4818 

Chi2  70.0449*** 52.4681*** 

Years FE   Yes Yes 

Robust standard errors in parentheses  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1   

Source: Authors 

 

4. Results and discussion: 

The adjusted R-Squared of the pooled OLS models are 61,59%, 30,48% and 21,34% 

respectively. The adjusted R-Squared suggest that 61,59% of the overall variation in dividend 

payout are explained by the independent and control variables used in our study. In light of the 

pooled OLS estimated models reported in Table III, the multivariate regression results indicate 

that family control has a significant negative impact on two proxies of dividend payout ratios 

(DIV/TA and DIV/SALES) at the 5% and the 1% levels respectively. Although the effect is 

negative, it lacks statistical significance when using the dividend yield as a proxy. The empirical 

results are aligned with the findings of extant literature and gives partial support for the agency 

theory predictions (Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 2016; Attig et al., 2016; Benjamin et al., 2016; Z. 

Chen et al., 2005; Duygun et al., 2018; González et al., 2014; Gugler, 2003; Hammouda & 

Basly, 2020; Huang et al., 2012; Kilincarslan, 2021; Mulyani et al., 2016; Sener & Akben 

Selcuk, 2019; Setiawan et al., 2016; Wei et al., 2011; Wu et al., 2020; Yousaf et al., 2019).  

To deal with heteroscedasticity concerns and ensure the robustness of our results , we employed 

(FGLS) estimator (Sakawa & Watanabel, 2019; Yoshikawa & Rasheed, 2010) and we can 

confirm that our results are robust and significant at the 1% level for two different proxies of 

dividend payouts [Column (1) and Colum (3)] of Table IV and at the 10% threshold for the 

dividend yield. The negative relationship between family control and dividend payout could be 

explained by several reasons, first of all, agency costs and information asymmetries are 

considered to be quasi-absent in family controlled  firms due to less separation of management 

and ownership, “the residual claimants bearing (nearly) all of the costs and receiving (nearly) 

all of the benefits of their actions,”, which gives rise to a better and efficient monitoring, this 

argument justifies that dividend seems to be less valuable  when family holds the position of a 

largest shareholder, thereby providing support for the alignment effect (González et al., 2014; 
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Gugler, 2003; T. T. He et al., 2012; Sikalidis et al., 2022), in a parallel manner, managers of 

family firms are presumed to be focusing on investing in projects that ensure firm value 

maximization rather than wasting retained cash in non-profitable projects (Pindado et al., 2012; 

Wu et al., 2020). In the same line of reasoning and from a SEW perspective, family shareholders 

have incentives to avoid any negative issues that could harm the “family name” and reputation 

(Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011), furthermore, Deslandes et al. (2016) and Hammouda & Basly 

(2020) claim that family-controlled firms’ desire to hold liquidity is motivated by their ability 

to guarantee future financing needs, in plain terms, the aim of the controlling family is to ensure 

the firm’s long-term growth and longevity by considering the firm as a legacy and a heritage 

that should be transmitted to future generations while maintaining control (Deslandes et al., 

2016; Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011). On the other hand, the negative impact of family control on 

dividend payouts is interpreted in previous studies by the potential risk of extracting benefits 

from minority shareholders by large family owners, which leads to intensify the principal-

principal conflicts (type II Agency costs), leading to the risk of the entrenchment effect by using 

retained cash for private benefits (Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 2016; Attig et al., 2016; Duygun 

et al., 2018; Sener & Akben Selcuk, 2019; Wei et al., 2011; Yoshikawa & Rasheed, 2010). 

Given the nature of our dependent variable (DIV-PAY), probit and logistic regression models 

were performed in order to assess the effect of family control on the propensity of paying 

dividends. The logit and probit estimates highlight that family control is associated negatively 

to the propensity of paying dividends,  however, it does not reach statistical  significance (Table 

V, [column (1) and Column (2)], thus we fail to support out hypothesis, similar results were 

found in the study of Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan (2016). It warrants consideration that without 

having sufficient data and deep empirical investigations of agency costs (Type II), our 

results are still limited and could mislead the reality about large family shareholders, therefore 

fail to corroborate or lend credibility to the arguments of entrenchment or expropriation 

hypotheses implying that low dividend payouts could be interpreted as an increase of moral 

hazard between controlling and minority shareholders (Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 2016; Setia-

Atmaja et al., 2009). Regarding control variables, ownership concentration appears to be 

negatively related to dividend payout, which is consistent with previous studies (Gonzalez et 

al., 2017; Gyapong et al., 2021; Kilincarslan, 2021; Mancinelli & Ozkan, 2006; Mehdi et al., 

2017; Tayachi et al., 2023). For board of directors’ characteristics, board size has a slight 

significant impact on the propensity of paying dividends and join the findings of a recent study 

conducted in the Moroccan context by  Louziri & Oubal (2025). In contrast, independent 
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directors on the board are negatively related to dividend payouts, a surprising and striking result, 

that deviates from previous empirical outcomes (J. Chen et al., 2017; Gyapong et al., 2021; 

Setia-Atmaja et al., 2009; Sharma, 2011), our findings challenge the monitoring hypothesis of 

board independence. CEO duality and board gender diversity were insignificant in our study, 

therefore the hypotheses are rejected. Concerning firm attributes, unsurprisingly, larger and 

more profitable firms prove higher capacity of claiming more dividends, these results are in 

accordance with empirical findings conducted in different contexts (Abor & Fiador, 2013; 

AlGhazali et al., 2024; Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 2016; Bae et al., 2021; Buertey et al., 2024; 

Hammouda & Basly, 2020; Hampl & Vágnerová Linnertová, 2025). As expected, firm age, 

liquidity and capital intensity are associated with dividend intensity levels and the propensity 

of paying dividends, the results are consistent with numerous studies (Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 

2016; Ananzeh et al., 2025; Boumosleh & Cline, 2015; Hasan & Uddin, 2022; Jabbouri, 2016; 

Mehdi et al., 2017; Singh et al., 2023). Furthermore, the regression results indicated that firms 

with high growth opportunities are positively associated with dividend payouts, a result that 

contradicts previous empirical works (Ananzeh et al., 2025; Hasan & Uddin, 2022; Rozeff, 

1982; Sharma, 2011) but in accordance with a strand of literature (Abor & Fiador, 2013; 

Boumlik et al., 2023; Duygun et al., 2018; Jiraporn & Lee, 2018; Le et al., 2026; Louziri & 

Oubal, 2025; Pindado et al., 2012). The leverage variable behaves as expected and provide 

partial support for our hypothesis (Beladi et al., 2022; Jabbouri, 2016; Jensen, 1986). 

5. Conclusion: 

Our study is based on balanced panel data covering a five-year period, the empirical insights 

reveal that family-controlled firms employ low levels of dividend payouts, in particular, our 

findings are in accordance with previous literature, supporting the hypothesis that family-

controlled firms face lower levels of type I agency costs, which lends support to a more 

conservative dividend policy. Nevertheless, our study suffers from various limitations, first of 

all, the sample size is small, thus the external validity of our results is limited and the 

interpretation should be done in a cautious way. Secondly, we suggest to use other proxies of 

family control based on the percentage of shares held by family members in order to test the 

potential non-linear (U-shaped) effect (Benjamin et al., 2016; Z. Chen et al., 2005; González et 

al., 2014; Huang et al., 2012; Sener & Akben Selcuk, 2019; Setia-Atmaja et al., 2009; Setiawan 

et al., 2016; Sikalidis et al., 2022). Furthermore, future studies might consider the use of other 

proxies of dividend policy (i.e, dividend payout stability, changes or dividend smoothing) (Attig 

et al., 2016; Gugler, 2003; T. T. He et al., 2012; Pindado et al., 2012), moreover, an analysis of 
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pre and post-crisis also could be investigated  in order to demystify family-controlled  firms’ 

behavior in the wake of crises (Mehdi et al., 2017; Sikalidis et al., 2022). To account for 

potential endogeneity issues, we recommend upcoming research the application of two-stages 

least-squares estimation technique (2SLS) (González et al., 2014; Herdhayinta et al., 2021; Wu 

et al., 2020), simultaneous equation system (3SLS) (Mulyani et al., 2016; Setia-Atmaja et al., 

2009) or dynamic panel data using GMM (Mehdi et al., 2017; Pindado et al., 2012; Setiawan 

et al., 2016; Yousaf et al., 2019). With respect to corporate governance variables, further 

investigations should consider the inclusion of institutional, bank, state or foreign ownership 

(Acero Fraile & Alcalde Fradejas, 2014; Al-Najjar & Kilincarslan, 2016; Duygun et al., 2018; 

Gugler, 2003; Gugler & Yurtoglu, 2003; T. T. He et al., 2012; Hwang et al., 2013; Sakawa & 

Watanabel, 2019; Setiawan et al., 2016; Short et al., 2002; Yoshikawa & Rasheed, 2010). 

Complementarily, our empirical insights give partial explanation of the nexus between family 

control and dividend policy, indeed, further empirical work could reinforce our results by 

exploring the expropriation or entrenchment hypothesis related to Type II agency costs, in 

particular, shedding the light on the moderating effect of free cash flow (Adjaoud & Ben‐Amar, 

2010; Attig et al., 2016; Jensen, 1986; Le et al., 2026), growth opportunities (Benjamin et al., 

2016; Kilincarslan, 2021; Sener & Akben Selcuk, 2019; Sikalidis et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2020; 

Yoshikawa & Rasheed, 2010), financial constraints and R&D expenditures (Gugler, 2003; 

Gugler & Yurtoglu, 2003). Lastly, we suggest the extension of the sample by including other 

country belonging to the MENA region in order to foster the empirical results’ robustness. Our 

empirical results contribute to the debate by enhancing understanding of agency problems 

within family-controlled firm, furthermore, our findings shed light on the role of corporate 

governance mechanisms in shaping dividend policy decisions in the Moroccan context and also 

offer valuable insights for investors and regulators. 
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