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Abstract

Do U.S. publicly-traded companies led by entrepreneurs perform better than non-entrepreneur-led
U.S. public companies? Our data suggests they do. We analyze monthly stock returns of U.S. publicly
traded companies over the time period 1998-2010 and find compelling evidence demonstrating that
irrespective of market capitalization and time period, companies led by U.S. entrepreneurs provide
better stock performance than several stock market indices primarily comprised of non-entrepreneur-
led U.S. companies.

Keywords: Entrepreneurial Companies (/search?q=Entrepreneurial+Companies); Publicly-
traded companies (/search?q=Publicly-traded+companies); High Portfolio Returns (/search?
q=High+Portfolio+Returns); Entrepreneurial Indices (/search?q=Entrepreneurial+Indices);
Risk-Adjusted Alpha (/search?q=Risk-Adjusted+Alpha); Family Ownership (/search?
q=Family+Ownership)

JEL CLASSIFICATION: G11

1. INTRODUCTION

Do U.S. publicly-traded companies led by entrepreneurs perform better than non-entrepreneur-
led U.S. public companies? Our data suggests they do. We analyze U.S. publicly traded companies
and find compelling evidence demonstrating that irrespective of market capitalization and time period,
companies led by U.S. entrepreneurs provide better stock performance than several stock market
indices comprised primarily of non-entrepreneur-led U.S. companies. These results are statistically
significant with vast differences between our two data sets.

2. LITERATURE SUPPORT FOR ENTREPRENEUR PERFORMANCE

A growing body of finance literature examines the performance of firms and the underlying equity
with respect to family ownership and management. Much of the support hinges on founder control
and ownership versus non-family and descendent control. Agency theory suggests that owner-
controlled companies outperform agent-operated corporations as the interests of management and
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shareholders are better aligned. On the other hand, Fama (1980), in his managerial labor market
hypothesis posits that good managerial talent can be hired away by other organizations. Value
accrues to shareholders only after netting out the pay premium afforded professional managers (e.g.
value to organization associated with work less total compensation for agents). Moreover, founders
and families may gain both perquisites and non-pecuniary rewards from ownership and control to the
detriment of stockholder returns.

This paper examines the equity return performance of publicly traded U.S. entrepreneurial
companies and compares against the return performance of a number of benchmark indices from
January 1998 through April 30, 2010 time period. This time frame encompasses both boom and
recession stages in the business cycle as well as bull and bear periods in the stock market. The U.S.
capital markets enjoyed a high growth phase prior to the turn of the millennium and subsequently
were severely impacted by a downturn in both the economy and capital markets in the most recent
October, 2007 through February, 2009 recession. Given the upturn in the capital markets in the latter
part of 2009, we find particular interest in the movements during both extremely weak and strong
markets.

2.1 Literature Review

A number of studies including Shulman and Cox (2010), Barontini and Caprio (2006), and
Villalonga and Amit (2005), support the notion that firm value is higher with a founder chief executive
officer (CEO) rather than under second generation CEOs. Alternatively, Livingston (2007),
McConaughy et al (1998), Fahhenbrach (2003), and Palia and Ravid (2002) find that firm value is
higher when run by a descendent rather than a founder. In many cases, studies indicate that
nepotism hurts performance, as discussed in Gonzalez (2006) and Smith and Amoako-Adu (1999).

Research shows that founder-CEO operated firms provide superior stock returns compared to
non-founder CEO firms, McVey and Drako (2005), Cox and Shulman (2008), Morck, Shleifer and
Vishny (1988) and Hermalin and Weisback (1980). This is in contrast to earlier research, Daily and
Dalton (1992), Willard (1992), Jayaraman, Khoranan and Weiling (2000), Himmelberg, Hubbard and
Palia (1999) and Demsetz and Villalonga (2001), providing conflicting evidence suggesting that there
are no differences in stock returns between the two sets.

There are two competing views on how concentrated family ownership might affect the efficiency
of a company: the entrenchment effect and alignment effect. The entrenchment effect address the
agency conflicts between managers and outside shareholders (Jensen and Meckling 1976) and
posits that concentrated ownership creates incentives for controlling shareholders to expropriate
wealth from other shareholders ((Fama and Jensen 1983) and (Shleifer and Vishny 1988)). The
alignment effect, Wang (2006), insinuates that focalized family ownership enables family members to
maintain a long-term presence in the entity and have the enticement to preserve the family name and
reputation to create lasting employee loyalty. Krug (2003) describes how executive departures disrupt
continuity, internal decision making, stakeholder relationships and strategic projects. Further, Cannella
and Hambrick (1993) and Krishnan et al (1997) chronicle how rates of top management departures
are associated with lower firm performance. Chen and Lee (2008) analyze the financial performance
of family-owned ventures and find that the return on assets is higher relative to non-family owned
firms. They also discovered that employee remuneration is negatively related to family ownership.
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Founder-controlled firms possess the original owner and manager of the organization. This
founder has been endowed with vision and managerial acumen in so far as they have raised the firm
from a startup, taken it public, listed the stock on an exchange, and grown it to be a large
capitalization, publicly traded corporation. Shulman (2009) builds upon the work of Livingston (2007),
Fahlenbrach (2009), Burkart, Panunzi and Shleifer (2003), Barontini and Caprio (2006) and Gonzalez
(2006) and provides evidence that there may be a number of other factors, besides founder control,
that distinguish entrepreneurial companies from non-entrepreneurial companies. In this paper,
Shulman (2009) cites 15 key attributes used to describe Entrepreneurial companies, which we
employ here:

1. Above average organic growth (versus growth through acquisition)
2. Above average ownership stake among key stakeholders
3. Low selling, general administrative expense (SG&A)
4. Above average return on invested capital
5. Sustainable growth
6. Manageable debt (relatively modest debt with capacity to repay debt and interest)
7. Active strategic alliances/partnerships/licensing
8. Aligned executive compensation packages
9. Low executive turnover
0. Transparent governance
1. Long duration of key managers
2. Low or no dividends
3. Family involvement
4. High earnings before interest, taxes depreciation and amortization (EBITDA) margin %
5. Other significant stakeholder relationships (such as key board members, etc.)

We employ the work of Shulman (2009) that goes beyond simple categorization of founder/non-
founder-controlled companies. Shulman creates a new proprietary classification of entrepreneur
which includes management and ownership criteria, and also incorporates a number of other
characteristics or traits that help define the true significance of an entrepreneurial company. In this
assessment the two opposing theories of management behavior; entrenchment or alignment, are
presumed to prevail in the operations of the company. This selection creates a portfolio of publicly-
traded companies that include the corporate traits correlated with entrepreneurial excellence in
achievement. The U.S. entrepreneurial companies are expected to outperform, in terms of stock
returns, a portfolio of benchmark indices (comprised primarily of non-entrepreneurial companies). The
financial characteristics to be satisfied in the entrepreneurial companies include: (1) low selling,
general and administrative expense, (2) high ownership stake of the top five stockholders, (3) high
return on invested capital, (4) high sustainable growth, (5) low financial leverage, (6) executive
compensation with stock option plans, (7) low executive turnover, and (8) low dividend payout ratio.

Our hypothesis is:
Ho: Entrepreneur-Controlled Firm’s Stock Returns Exceed Stock Market Benchmark

3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY
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We hypothesize that our publicly traded U.S. entrepreneur companies’ entrepreneurs generate
superior returns for investors, relative to our comparative benchmark indices, as well as risk-adjusted
portfolio returns metrics. As a basis of comparison, we select several popular indices to benchmark
our data including the Russell 2000, Russell 3000 and Standard and Poors’ (S&P) 500 indices. Both
Russell indices provide broad representation of the U.S. markets, with the Russell 2000 providing a
bias toward smaller market capitalizations compared to the Russell 3000 (the Russell 2000 includes
the 2000 smallest companies in the Russell 3000). We offer the Russell 3000 as a useful benchmark
for our middle capitalization entrepreneurs ($1 Billion-$5 Billion) and the Russell 2000 as a useful
benchmark for our small capitalization entrepreneurs ($250 Million- $1 Billion). We also include the
S&P 500 index, with its focus on the largest market capitalizations in the U.S. stock markets, as a
useful benchmark for our large capitalization entrepreneurs (Over $5 Billion). Finally, since we also
have non-U.S. exposure in our portfolios through American Depository Receipt (ADRs) companies,
we also include the MSCI World Index as an overall global benchmark. We test for statistical
significance in the next section and provide a number of illustrations and computations as support.
The tests that we provide are based on a hypothetical, equally balanced portfolio of all companies
holding the entrepreneurial characteristics across various industry sectors, market capitalizations, and
geographic regions.

3.1 Sources of Information

We gather our data from a variety of sources including: 1) Compustat for financial data; 2) Center
for Research in Security Prices (CRSP) for monthly stock price data; 3) Capital IQ for stock price data
unavailable on CRSP; 4) ExecuComp for management compensation data; 5) Securities and
Exchange Commission (SEC) monthly and quarterly corporate filings for ownership data, company
acquisitions, financial reports and other noteworthy disclosures; 6) Company reports and
management conference calls (accessed through archive records on Yahoo Finance); 7) S&P Net
Advantage for ancillary debt information; 8) Thompson One Financial for merger-acquisition deal
data; 9) Internet searches for miscellaneous company data.

Figure 1. Entrepreneur Company Filter

We begin our search process by gathering qualitative and quantitative data on our 15
entrepreneurial attributes from the data sources identified above. Our combined databases provide
information on over 33,000 global companies. We narrow our list of 33,000+ companies down to
9,000+ after removing those companies with incomplete financial statement, stock price or
informational disclosures. We then apply some of our 15 attribute criteria to arrive at approximately
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(1)

2,400+ companies deemed to be in our broad entrepreneur classification (shown in Figure 1). The
first run of broad entrepreneur attribute filters can be handled very quickly and efficiently through
quantitative screening. In particular, some (but not all) questions regarding team and especially
financial resources can be handled in this manner and we are able to further reduce our broad
entrepreneurs to a grouping of approximately 800+ publicly traded entrepreneurial companies. We
then refine our set of broad entrepreneurs based on a company-by-company categorical refinement,
since quick quantitative screens cannot determine many of the attributes identified above. For
example, organic growth characteristics, management relationships, stakeholder relationships,
research and development investments, ownership history, governance relationships, executive
compensation, and notes to the financial statements are all refinements reviewed on a company-by-
company basis. We further classify our entrepreneurs based on sector, size and geographical basis,
enabling detailed review and statistical benchmarking. Our final data set for this paper includes 288
U.S. entrepreneurial companies deemed entrepreneurs and represents each of the nine major S&P
500 industry groupings with the largest representation residing in the information technology sector.
Within this 288 grouping, we have 26 Large Cap U.S. entrepreneurs, 108 Mid Cap U.S.
entrepreneurs, and 180 Small Cap U.S. entrepreneurs. We exclude companies with market
capitalizations below $200 million due to the volatile nature of this group. These 3 entrepreneur
portfolios are prefaced with the name Shulman.

In entrepreneur-controlled firms, the alignment theory is believed to be governing the conduct of
the controlling entrepreneur (CEO) who has incentive to run a tight ship and cause the firm to excel.
Entrepreneur firms have a higher ownership stake of the top five stockholders compared to non-
entrepreneur or peer benchmark entities. Further, entrepreneur companies have a higher return on
invested capital (ROIC) compared to the average ROIC for the benchmark index companies.
Entrepreneur companies also have a sustainable growth rate (i.e. the retention rate multiplied by the
return on equity) better than that of the benchmark index sustainable growth rate. And, in our study,
entrepreneur companies have lower financial leverage, measured by the debt-to-assets ratio, than
that of the benchmark companies. All selected entrepreneur corporations have lower executive
turnover (i.e. Chairman of the Board (COB), CEO and Chief Financial Officer (CFO)) compared to the
average of the benchmark indices with the average duration of service of the top three executives
being longer than that of benchmark companies. Finally, the dividend payout ratio for entrepreneur
companies is less than the average index firm’s dividend payout ratio.

Annual stock returns are calculated for the U.S. entrepreneur portfolio on an equally weighted
average basis.

That is,

R  = P  + D  / P

where

R  is the annual return for stock i in time t
P  is the stock price at time t,
D  is the dividend paid during time t,

In addition, the average return,  , and the standard deviation, σ , for each portfolio is
calculated across the 15 year time period (t) such that

it t t t-1

it

t

t

pt p





(2) = ∑ R  / n   and    σ  = ∑ (R  - )  / (n-1)

where n is the number of stocks in the portfolio.

4. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

The graph in Figure 1 shows the Value Added Monthly Index (VAMI) for the U.S. entrepreneurs
and comparative index benchmarks. The VAMI shows the growth of a hypothetical $1000 investment
and is computed as:

Current VAMI = Previous VAMI x (1+ current rate of return)

As we see in Figure 2, over the entire time period of the study, all three of the entrepreneur index
benchmarks dominate the stock index benchmarks by a wide margin. During the 12 year 4 month
time period, the Small Cap entrepreneurs produce the strongest results, with an increase of 3000%
(bringing the $1000 starting VAMI level to approximately $30,000). Large-Cap entrepreneur portfolios
experienced an increase from $1000 to approximately $25,000 and Mid-Caps had an increase of
$1000 to approximately $19,000. By contrast, all of the key benchmarks including the Russell 3000,
Russell 2000, S&P 500 and MSCI World Index barely changed during the same time period. In fact,
the table shows the average annualized performance for our different groups and demonstrates that
the U.S. entrepreneurs clearly outperform the stock market benchmarks during all of the time periods
delineated (1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 10 year periods, as well as the 12 year 4 month period). For example, during
the most recent 10 year time horizon, U.S. Large Cap, Mid-Cap and Small Cap entrepreneurs provide
an average percentage annualized rate of return of 19.71, 21.43, 27.33, respectively. This compares
to the percentage benchmark performance of the MSCI World, Russell 2000, Russell 3000 and S&P
500 index of 0.89, 3.52, -1.25 and -2.00 respectively.

Figure 2. U.S. Entrepreneurs Investment Fund Review

Table 1.

pt it p pt pt 2
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Table 2 breaks out the annualized performance for each group. Although the entrepreneurs
underperformed their benchmarks during the 2008 bear market, losing 40 to 45% compared to the 35
to 40% losses from the benchmarks, they more than made up for the small difference during the
strong stock market in 2009. During calendar year 2009, the peer benchmarks increased by 23 to
31% compared to the spectacular 80 to 89% increase among the entrepreneurs. In fact, 2008 was the
only year in the past decade that all of the entrepreneur portfolios underperformed their peer
benchmarks and 2007 was the only other year in which any of the entrepreneur groups
underperformed any index (Small Cap entrepreneurs provided 8.38% compared to 9.57% from MSCI
World Index). In all of the other years in the past decade all of the entrepreneur portfolios
outperformed all of their peer benchmarks, as well as for the overall period when the entrepreneur
portfolios’ ROR ranged from 26.63 to 31.83% compared to the 1.64 to 4.17% for the peer
benchmarks..

Table 2.  

Table 3 provides an overall review of the risk metrics for the time period. The entrepreneur
baskets have considerably higher standard deviation of returns compared to their underlying peer
benchmarks. For example, the entrepreneur baskets have annual standard deviation of returns of
roughly 25 to 31% whereas the peer benchmarks ranged from 16 to 22%. However, the Sharpe Ratio
provides a risk-adjusted performance measure, determined as:

S  = (  -R ) / σ

Table 3.  

where

S  is the Sharpe Ratio
 is the expected portfolio return

R  is the risk free rate
σ  is the portfolio standard deviation

In the case of the entrepreneurs, the Sharpe ratio (relative to the MSCI World Index) ranges from
an impressive 0.89 to 0.91. By contrast, the other benchmark indices (Russell 2000, Russell 3000

r p f p

r

p

f

p
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and S&P 500) have very low or negative Sharpe ratios ranging from 0.07 to -0.12. Another risk metric
shown in Table 3, the Sortino ratio, provides a measure of excess return relative to “bad” volatility.

The Sortino ratio is determined as:

S  = (  -R ) / σ

where

S  is the Sortino Ratio
 is the expected return

R  is risk free rate of return
σ  is standard deviation of negative asset returns

The Sortino ratio is similar to the Sharpe ratio, except the former differentiates the standard
deviation of returns when the investment falls. Investors prefer lower volatility on the downside and
prefer higher volatility when the investment rises. Consequently, the Sortino ratio is a useful statistic
that provides investors with information regarding the risk of negative results. The Sortino ratio for the
entrepreneur groups is very strong, ranging from 0.90 to 1.05. By contrast, the major indices have
negative Sortino ratios ranging from -0.33 to -0.59. The kurtosis measures the fourth moment around
the mean and represents the thickness of the tails in the distribution. A high kurtosis implies a fat-
tailed distribution, whereas a low kurtosis implies a thin tail with greater concentration of returns
surrounding the mean. The Small Cap entrepreneurs have the largest kurtosis (3.42) with a positive
skewness (0.69). This suggests that the Small Cap entrepreneurs have more positive outliers than
the other portfolios shown.

Table 4 illustrates the maximum drawdown percentages and lengths among the varying groups.
The drawdown period represents the losses associated with an investment in the fund of the
underlying category. The maximum drawdown percentages do not vary appreciably among the
different groups. Drawdown percentages range from -50.73 to -57.83 (US Mid Cap and Large Cap,
respectively) with the peer industry benchmarks falling in between at -52.56 to -54.08. The maximum
drawdown length for all of the groups is 16 months except for the Russell 2000 Index which is at 21
months. Most of the groups peaked at the end of October, 2007, just before the recession and hit a
valley at the end of February, 2009. Table 5 shows the percent profitable periods with all of the
groups ranging from 60 to 70% during the entire 12 year period. Figure 3 shows the distribution of
monthly returns over this same time period.

Figure 3.  
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Table 4.  

Table 5.  

Table 6 provides additional portfolio metrics among the varying groupings. The first column
shows the risk-adjusted alpha for the varying groups, based on a MSCI World Index as the
benchmark. Alpha, also known as Jensen’s alpha is computed as shown below:

αp =  – ( R  + β  ( – R ))

Table 6.  

where

α  is the alpha of the portfolio
 is the total portfolio return

R  is the risk free rate
β  is the beta of the portfolio

 is the expected market return

This statistic is, arguably, the most important statistic to investors as it represents the annualized
additional premium that investors receive, after adjusting the return for the beta risk in the portfolio. All
of the entrepreneur groupings (Large Cap, Mid Cap and Small Cap) provide extraordinary premia
ranging from an additional 21.95 to 27.86%, per year. By contrast, the other benchmarks (Russell
2000, Russell 3000 and S&P 500) each have much lower alpha’s ranging from 0.49 to -2.23%. The
beta’s for the entrepreneurs, as measured against the MSCI World Index, are higher than each of the
indices and vary from 1.25 to 1.41.

The correlations for the entrepreneurs provide some diversification benefit as the correlation
ranges from 0.75 (Small Cap) to 0.85 (Large Cap). The correlation between the MSCI World index
and the other indices are all close to 1.0 except for the Russell 2000 which has a correlation of 0.82.

p f p m f
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The active premium provides the excess return above the MSCI benchmark. The entrepreneur
groupings yield an active premium of 22.46 to 27.64%, per year. By contrast, the other benchmark
indices have a negative active premium of -0.13 to -2.53%.

The information ratio (IR) measures the portfolio manager’s ability to earn excess returns (active
premium) relative to a specified benchmark, with a view toward consistency favoring a high IR.

The Information Ratio is determined as:

I  = (R  – R ) / S

where,

I  is the Information Ratio
R  is the return of the portfolio
R  is the return of the index or benchmark
S  is the tracking error (standard deviation of the difference between returns of the portfolio and
the returns of the index)

The tracking error will be high (and positive) if the portfolio manager has a few very strong
months (relative to the index) and relatively low if the portfolio has consistently beaten the index in
many months. Consequently, a relatively large numerator (excess premium) and relatively low
denominator (low tracking error) will provide a relatively high information ratio.

The information ratios for the entrepreneurs range from a relatively strong 1.19 to 1.46 with
corresponding tracking errors ranging from 23.26 to 15.36%. By contrast, the information ratios for the
comparative indices range from -0.01 to -0.57 with tracking errors running from 12.58 to 4.46%.
Although the entrepreneurs have considerably higher tracking errors than the benchmarks, the
relatively high active premiums more than compensate for the higher volatility, thus yielding very large
information ratios.

Table 6 also provides data describing the Down Capture Ratio and the Up Capture Ratio. These
two columns correspond with the relative rise or fall the portfolios experience with comparative index
movements.

The definition follows:

Up/Down Market Capture Ratio = (Manager’s Returns / Index Returns) x 100

An Up/Down Market Capture Ratio of 100 implies that the manager moves at the same rate as
the market index. For example, an Up Capture Ratio of 200 implies that the investment manager
outperforms the index by 100%, or double the index, during the up-market in the specified period.
Table 6 shows entrepreneur portfolios have Down Capture Ratios very close to 100% (ranging from
98.73 to 102.02%). The Up Capture Ratios however, are considerably higher than market indices.
During the 1998 to 2010 time period, entrepreneur portfolios earn 1,024 to 2,002% more than the
comparative MSCI World Index. That is entrepreneurs earn between 10 to20 times the returns earned
on comparative benchmark investments. While these data are consistent with the risk-adjusted
annualized alpha of 22 to 28%, the extraordinary performance is made clearer when one visualizes
the Up Capture Ratios.

Figure 4 provides a risk/return scatter plot of the various entrepreneur portfolios and index
benchmarks. Most of the index benchmarks are in the bottom left quadrant with the entrepreneur
portfolios in the upper-right box. Since the Y axis represents percentage compounded rate of return

r p i p-i
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p-i
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and the X axis represents standard deviation over a percentage, the lower left quadrant depicts a
lower, risk-return portfolio compared to the upper-right box of entrepreneurs. However, in order to
compare whether or not one portfolio provides the appropriate risk-adjusted return, compared with
another, a best-fit straight line or line of regression would be drawn with the index portfolio. In this
case, if a line were drawn through the index benchmarks, all of the Entrepreneur portfolios would lie
above the risk-adjusted line. Again this shows the superior risk-adjusted performance of the
entrepreneurs.

Figure 4.  

As Table 7 shows, the Small Cap entrepreneur group has the lowest overall correlation with other
portfolio offerings, ranging from 0.72 to 0.82, the lowest correlation being between the S&P 500
indexes representing large capitalization stocks. The correlation matrix demonstrates that investors
can gain not only additional return premium from the Small Cap entrepreneurs, but also some
diversification benefit as well.

Table 7.  

5. CONCLUSIONS

The equity performance of entrepreneurial publicly traded U.S. companies significantly
outperforms peer benchmarks during the 1998-2010 period of our study. The entrepreneurial
companies clearly dominate on all risk and return metrics, including annualized rate of return, Sharpe
ratio, Sortino ratio, alpha, active premium, information ratio and Up Capture ratio. In some cases the
differences between entrepreneurial companies and benchmarks are extraordinarily wide. Clearly, we
do not know if the results of our time period can be extrapolated to future time periods.
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Given the strong performance of the entrepreneurial portfolios we believe that investors would
likely benefit from monitoring the behavior of company executives consistent with the entrepreneur
approach. This includes compensation policies, R&D investments, and hiring/firing practices as well
as personal investment/ownership patterns among key managers at the firm. These results lend
support to the alignment hypothesis in conjunction with the agency theory. If the past portends the
future, investors could create a trading rule of simply buying (long) entrepreneur-controlled U.S.
company firms that also exhibit managerial performance characterized by the operating variable
described in the paper.

Possibilities for future research include the persistence of this phenomenon in the U.S. capital
market and perhaps the entrepreneurial anomaly in the other country markets as on industry effect.
Moreover, the set of operating factors may change over time and would need to be explored to retain
their relevancy.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The author would like to thank Babson’s Faculty Research Fund for generous support of this
research as well as Professor Raymond A. K. Cox and Professor Alan Wong Wing Keung for helpful
guidance with this paper.

REFERENCES

1 R. Anderson, and D.M. Reeb. “Founding Family Ownership and Firm Performance: Evidence
from the S&P 500.” Journal of Finance 68 (2003): 1301–1329. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Founding+Family+Ownership+and+Firm+Performance:+Evidence+from+the+S&P+
500&author=R.+Anderson&author=and+D.M.+Reeb&publication_year=2003&journal=Jo
urnal+of+Finance&volume=68&pages=1301%E2%80%931329)]

2 R. Barontini, and L. Caprio. “The Effect of Family Control on Firm Value and Performance:
Evidence from Continental Europe.” European Financial Management 12 (2006): 689–723.
[Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=The+Effect+of+Family+Control+on+Firm+Value+and+Performance:+Evidence+from
+Continental+Europe&author=R.+Barontini&author=and+L.+Caprio&publication_year=2
006&journal=European+Financial+Management&volume=12&pages=689%E2%80%9372
3)]

3 M. Burkart, F. Panunzi, and A. Shleifer. “Family Firms.” Journal of Finance 58 (2003): 2167–
2202. [Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Family+Firms&author=M.+Burkart&author=F.+Panunzi&author=and+A.+Shleifer&p
ublication_year=2003&journal=Journal+of+Finance&volume=58&pages=2167%E2%80%
932202)]



http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Founding+Family+Ownership+and+Firm+Performance:+Evidence+from+the+S&P+500&author=R.+Anderson&author=and+D.M.+Reeb&publication_year=2003&journal=Journal+of+Finance&volume=68&pages=1301%E2%80%931329
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=The+Effect+of+Family+Control+on+Firm+Value+and+Performance:+Evidence+from+Continental+Europe&author=R.+Barontini&author=and+L.+Caprio&publication_year=2006&journal=European+Financial+Management&volume=12&pages=689%E2%80%93723
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Family+Firms&author=M.+Burkart&author=F.+Panunzi&author=and+A.+Shleifer&publication_year=2003&journal=Journal+of+Finance&volume=58&pages=2167%E2%80%932202


4 M. Chen, and K. Lee. “Compensation, Corporate Governance and Owner Shareholding: Theory
and Evidence from Family Ownership.” International Research Journal of Finance and
Economics 22 (2008): 144–161. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Compensation,+Corporate+Governance+and+Owner+Shareholding:+Theory+and+
Evidence+from+Family+Ownership&author=M.+Chen&author=and+K.+Lee&publication_
year=2008&journal=International+Research+Journal+of+Finance+and+Economics&volu
me=22&pages=144%E2%80%93161)]

5 S. Claessens, S. Djankov, and L. Lang. “The Separation of Ownership and Control in East
Asian Corporations.” Journal of Financial Economics 58 (2000): 81–112. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=The+Separation+of+Ownership+and+Control+in+East+Asian+Corporations&author
=S.+Claessens&author=S.+Djankov&author=and+L.+Lang&publication_year=2000&jour
nal=Journal+of+Financial+Economics&volume=58&pages=81%E2%80%93112)]

6 R.A.K. Cox, and J.M. Shulman. “The Stock Performance of Founder-CEO Firms.” Indian
Journal of Economics and Business Special Issue. 7 (2008): 43–151. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=The+Stock+Performance+of+Founder-
CEO+Firms&author=R.A.K.+Cox&author=and+J.M.+Shulman&publication_year=2008&jo
urnal=Indian+Journal+of+Economics+and+Business&volume=7&pages=43%E2%80%93
151)]

7 R.A.K. Cox, and J.M. Shulman. “Founding Family Controlled Firms’ Equity Performance: The
Information Technology Industry 1994-2008.” International Journal of Business Research 10
(2010): 134–140. [Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Founding+Family+Controlled+Firms%E2%80%99+Equity+Performance:+The+Infor
mation+Technology+Industry+1994-
2008&author=R.A.K.+Cox&author=and+J.M.+Shulman&publication_year=2010&journal=I
nternational+Journal+of+Business+Research&volume=10&pages=134%E2%80%93140)]

8 H. Demsetz, and B. Villalonga. “Ownership Structure and Corporate Performance.” Journal of
Corporate Finance 7 (2001): 209–233. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Ownership+Structure+and+Corporate+Performance&author=H.+Demsetz&author=a
nd+B.+Villalonga&publication_year=2001&journal=Journal+of+Corporate+Finance&volu
me=7&pages=209%E2%80%93233)]

9 E. Fama. “Agency Problems and the Theory of the Firm.” Journal of Political Economy 88
(1980): 288–307. [Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Agency+Problems+and+the+Theory+of+the+Firm&author=E.+Fama&publication_y
ear=1980&journal=Journal+of+Political+Economy&volume=88&pages=288%E2%80%933
07)]



http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Compensation,+Corporate+Governance+and+Owner+Shareholding:+Theory+and+Evidence+from+Family+Ownership&author=M.+Chen&author=and+K.+Lee&publication_year=2008&journal=International+Research+Journal+of+Finance+and+Economics&volume=22&pages=144%E2%80%93161
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=The+Separation+of+Ownership+and+Control+in+East+Asian+Corporations&author=S.+Claessens&author=S.+Djankov&author=and+L.+Lang&publication_year=2000&journal=Journal+of+Financial+Economics&volume=58&pages=81%E2%80%93112
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=The+Stock+Performance+of+Founder-CEO+Firms&author=R.A.K.+Cox&author=and+J.M.+Shulman&publication_year=2008&journal=Indian+Journal+of+Economics+and+Business&volume=7&pages=43%E2%80%93151
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Founding+Family+Controlled+Firms%E2%80%99+Equity+Performance:+The+Information+Technology+Industry+1994-2008&author=R.A.K.+Cox&author=and+J.M.+Shulman&publication_year=2010&journal=International+Journal+of+Business+Research&volume=10&pages=134%E2%80%93140
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Ownership+Structure+and+Corporate+Performance&author=H.+Demsetz&author=and+B.+Villalonga&publication_year=2001&journal=Journal+of+Corporate+Finance&volume=7&pages=209%E2%80%93233
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Agency+Problems+and+the+Theory+of+the+Firm&author=E.+Fama&publication_year=1980&journal=Journal+of+Political+Economy&volume=88&pages=288%E2%80%93307


10 R. Fahlenbrach. “Founder-CEOs, Investment Decisions, and Stock Market Performance.”
Journal of Financial & Quantitative Analysis 44 (2009): 439–466. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Founder-
CEOs,+Investment+Decisions,+and+Stock+Market+Performance&author=R.+Fahlenbrac
h&publication_year=2009&journal=Journal+of+Financial+&+Quantitative+Analysis&volu
me=44&pages=439%E2%80%93466)]

11 L. Gomez-Mejia, M. Larraza-Kintana, and M. Makri. “The Determinants of Executive
Compensation in Family-Controlled Public Corporations.” Academy of Management Journal 46
(2003): 226–237. [Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=The+Determinants+of+Executive+Compensation+in+Family-
Controlled+Public+Corporations&author=L.+Gomez-Mejia&author=M.+Larraza-
Kintana&author=and+M.+Makri&publication_year=2003&journal=Academy+of+Managem
ent+Journal&volume=46&pages=226%E2%80%93237)]

12 D.C. Hambrick, and A.A. Cannella Jr. “Relative standing: a framework for understanding
departures of acquired executives.” Academy of Management Journal 36 (1993): 733–762.
[Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Relative+standing:+a+framework+for+understanding+departures+of+acquired+exe
cutives&author=D.C.+Hambrick&author=and+A.A.+Cannella+Jr.&publication_year=1993
&journal=Academy+of+Management+Journal&volume=36&pages=733%E2%80%93762)]

13 P. Himmelberg, R.G. Hubbard, and D. Palia. “Understanding the Determinants of Managerial
Ownership and the Link between Ownership and Performance.” Journal of Financial
Economics 53 (1999): 353–384. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Understanding+the+Determinants+of+Managerial+Ownership+and+the+Link+betwe
en+Ownership+and+Performance&author=P.+Himmelberg&author=R.G.+Hubbard&auth
or=and+D.+Palia&publication_year=1999&journal=Journal+of+Financial+Economics&vo
lume=53&pages=353%E2%80%93384)]

14 N. Jayaraman, A. Khorana, and E. Nellin. “CEO Founder Status and Firm Financial
Performance.” Strategic Management Journal 21 (2000): 1215–1224. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=CEO+Founder+Status+and+Firm+Financial+Performance&author=N.+Jayaraman&a
uthor=A.+Khorana&author=and+E.+Nellin&publication_year=2000&journal=Strategic+M
anagement+Journal&volume=21&pages=1215%E2%80%931224)]



http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Founder-CEOs,+Investment+Decisions,+and+Stock+Market+Performance&author=R.+Fahlenbrach&publication_year=2009&journal=Journal+of+Financial+&+Quantitative+Analysis&volume=44&pages=439%E2%80%93466
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=The+Determinants+of+Executive+Compensation+in+Family-Controlled+Public+Corporations&author=L.+Gomez-Mejia&author=M.+Larraza-Kintana&author=and+M.+Makri&publication_year=2003&journal=Academy+of+Management+Journal&volume=46&pages=226%E2%80%93237
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Relative+standing:+a+framework+for+understanding+departures+of+acquired+executives&author=D.C.+Hambrick&author=and+A.A.+Cannella+Jr.&publication_year=1993&journal=Academy+of+Management+Journal&volume=36&pages=733%E2%80%93762
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Understanding+the+Determinants+of+Managerial+Ownership+and+the+Link+between+Ownership+and+Performance&author=P.+Himmelberg&author=R.G.+Hubbard&author=and+D.+Palia&publication_year=1999&journal=Journal+of+Financial+Economics&volume=53&pages=353%E2%80%93384
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=CEO+Founder+Status+and+Firm+Financial+Performance&author=N.+Jayaraman&author=A.+Khorana&author=and+E.+Nellin&publication_year=2000&journal=Strategic+Management+Journal&volume=21&pages=1215%E2%80%931224


15 H.A. Krishnan, A. Miller, and W.Q. Judge. “Diversification and Top Management Team
Complementarily: Is Performance Improved by Merging Similar or Dissimilar Teams? ”
Strategic Management Journal 18 (1997): 361–374. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Diversification+and+Top+Management+Team+Complementarily:+Is+Performance+I
mproved+by+Merging+Similar+or+Dissimilar+Teams?
&author=H.A.+Krishnan&author=A.+Miller&author=and+W.Q.+Judge&publication_year=
1997&journal=Strategic+Management+Journal&volume=18&pages=361%E2%80%93374)
]

16 R. La Porta, F. Lopez De Silanes, and A. Shleifer. “Corporate Ownerships around the World.”
Journal of Finance 54 (1999): 471–517. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Corporate+Ownerships+around+the+World&author=R.+La+Porta&author=F.+Lopez
+De+Silanes&author=and+A.+Shleifer&publication_year=1999&journal=Journal+of+Fina
nce&volume=54&pages=471%E2%80%93517)]

17 L. Livingston. “Control Sales in Family Firms.” Family Business Review 20 (2007): 49–64.
[Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Control+Sales+in+Family+Firms&author=L.+Livingston&publication_year=2007&jo
urnal=Family+Business+Review&volume=20&pages=49%E2%80%9364)]

18 D.L. McConaughy, M.C. Walker, G. Henderson Jr., and C.S. Mishra. “Founding Family
Controlled Firms: Efficiency and Value.” Review of Financial Economics 7 (1998): 1–19.
[Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Founding+Family+Controlled+Firms:+Efficiency+and+Value&author=D.L.+McCona
ughy&author=M.C.+Walker&author=G.+Henderson+Jr.&author=and+C.S.+Mishra&public
ation_year=1998&journal=Review+of+Financial+Economics&volume=7&pages=1%E2%8
0%9319)]

19 J. McConnell, and H. Servaes. “Additional Evidence on Equity Ownership and Corporate
Value.” Journal of Financial Economics 27 (1990): 595–612. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Additional+Evidence+on+Equity+Ownership+and+Corporate+Value&author=J.+Mc
Connell&author=and+H.+Servaes&publication_year=1990&journal=Journal+of+Financial
+Economics&volume=27&pages=595%E2%80%93612)]

20 H. McVey, and J. Draho. “U.S. Family-Run Companies-They May Be Better Than You Think.”
Journal of Applied Corporate Finance 17 (2005): 134–143. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=U.S.+Family-Run+Companies-
They+May+Be+Better+Than+You+Think&author=H.+McVey&author=and+J.+Draho&publ
ication_year=2005&journal=Journal+of+Applied+Corporate+Finance&volume=17&pages
=134%E2%80%93143)]



http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Diversification+and+Top+Management+Team+Complementarily:+Is+Performance+Improved+by+Merging+Similar+or+Dissimilar+Teams?&author=H.A.+Krishnan&author=A.+Miller&author=and+W.Q.+Judge&publication_year=1997&journal=Strategic+Management+Journal&volume=18&pages=361%E2%80%93374
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Corporate+Ownerships+around+the+World&author=R.+La+Porta&author=F.+Lopez+De+Silanes&author=and+A.+Shleifer&publication_year=1999&journal=Journal+of+Finance&volume=54&pages=471%E2%80%93517
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Control+Sales+in+Family+Firms&author=L.+Livingston&publication_year=2007&journal=Family+Business+Review&volume=20&pages=49%E2%80%9364
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Founding+Family+Controlled+Firms:+Efficiency+and+Value&author=D.L.+McConaughy&author=M.C.+Walker&author=G.+Henderson+Jr.&author=and+C.S.+Mishra&publication_year=1998&journal=Review+of+Financial+Economics&volume=7&pages=1%E2%80%9319
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Additional+Evidence+on+Equity+Ownership+and+Corporate+Value&author=J.+McConnell&author=and+H.+Servaes&publication_year=1990&journal=Journal+of+Financial+Economics&volume=27&pages=595%E2%80%93612
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=U.S.+Family-Run+Companies-They+May+Be+Better+Than+You+Think&author=H.+McVey&author=and+J.+Draho&publication_year=2005&journal=Journal+of+Applied+Corporate+Finance&volume=17&pages=134%E2%80%93143


21 D. Miller, and I. Le Breton-Miller. “Family Governance and Firm Performance: Agency,
Stewardship, and Capabilities.” Family Business Review 19 (2006): 73–87. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Family+Governance+and+Firm+Performance:+Agency,+Stewardship,+and+Capabil
ities&author=D.+Miller&author=and+I.+Le+Breton-
Miller&publication_year=2006&journal=Family+Business+Review&volume=19&pages=7
3%E2%80%9387)]

22 R.K. Morck, A. Shleifer, and R. Vishny. “Management Ownership and Market Valuation: An
Empirical Analysis.” Journal of Financial Economics 20 (1988): 293–315. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Management+Ownership+and+Market+Valuation:+An+Empirical+Analysis&author=
R.K.+Morck&author=A.+Shleifer&author=and+R.+Vishny&publication_year=1988&journ
al=Journal+of+Financial+Economics&volume=20&pages=293%E2%80%93315)]

23 S. Oswald, L. Muse, and M. Rutherford. “The Influence of Large Stake Family Control on
Performance: Is it Agency or Entrenchment? ” Journal of Small Business Management 47
(2009): 116–135. [Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=The+Influence+of+Large+Stake+Family+Control+on+Performance:+Is+it+Agency+o
r+Entrenchment?
&author=S.+Oswald&author=L.+Muse&author=and+M.+Rutherford&publication_year=20
09&journal=Journal+of+Small+Business+Management&volume=47&pages=116%E2%80
%93135)]

24 F. Perez-Gonzalez. “Inherited Control and Firm Performance.” American Economic Review 96
(2006): 1559–1588. [Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Inherited+Control+and+Firm+Performance&author=F.+Perez-
Gonzalez&publication_year=2006&journal=American+Economic+Review&volume=96&p
ages=1559%E2%80%931588)]

25 A. Renee, A. Heitor, and F. Daniel. “Understanding the Relationship Between Founder-CEOs
and Firm performance.” Journal of Empirical Finance 16 (2009): 136–150. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Understanding+the+Relationship+Between+Founder-
CEOs+and+Firm+performance&author=A.+Renee&author=A.+Heitor&author=and+F.+Da
niel&publication_year=2009&journal=Journal+of+Empirical+Finance&volume=16&pages
=136%E2%80%93150)]



http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Family+Governance+and+Firm+Performance:+Agency,+Stewardship,+and+Capabilities&author=D.+Miller&author=and+I.+Le+Breton-Miller&publication_year=2006&journal=Family+Business+Review&volume=19&pages=73%E2%80%9387
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Management+Ownership+and+Market+Valuation:+An+Empirical+Analysis&author=R.K.+Morck&author=A.+Shleifer&author=and+R.+Vishny&publication_year=1988&journal=Journal+of+Financial+Economics&volume=20&pages=293%E2%80%93315
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=The+Influence+of+Large+Stake+Family+Control+on+Performance:+Is+it+Agency+or+Entrenchment?&author=S.+Oswald&author=L.+Muse&author=and+M.+Rutherford&publication_year=2009&journal=Journal+of+Small+Business+Management&volume=47&pages=116%E2%80%93135
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Inherited+Control+and+Firm+Performance&author=F.+Perez-Gonzalez&publication_year=2006&journal=American+Economic+Review&volume=96&pages=1559%E2%80%931588
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Understanding+the+Relationship+Between+Founder-CEOs+and+Firm+performance&author=A.+Renee&author=A.+Heitor&author=and+F.+Daniel&publication_year=2009&journal=Journal+of+Empirical+Finance&volume=16&pages=136%E2%80%93150


26 M. Rutherford, D. Karatko, and D. Holt. “Examining the Link Between Familiness and
Performance: Can the F-PEC Untangle the Family Business Theory Jungle? ”
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 32 (2008): 1089–1109. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Examining+the+Link+Between+Familiness+and+Performance:+Can+the+F-
PEC+Untangle+the+Family+Business+Theory+Jungle?
&author=M.+Rutherford&author=D.+Karatko&author=and+D.+Holt&publication_year=20
08&journal=Entrepreneurship+Theory+and+Practice&volume=32&pages=1089%E2%80
%931109)]

27 J.M. Shulman. “Investing in Troubled Times: Entrepreneurs are Your Safest Bet.” The
Investment Professional 2 (2009): 68–77. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Investing+in+Troubled+Times:+Entrepreneurs+are+Your+Safest+Bet&author=J.M.+
Shulman&publication_year=2009&journal=The+Investment+Professional&volume=2&pa
ges=68%E2%80%9377)]

28 B.F. Smith, and B. Amoako-Adu. “Management Succession and Financial Performance of
Family Controlled Firms.” Journal of Corporate Finance 5 (1999): 341–368. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Management+Succession+and+Financial+Performance+of+Family+Controlled+Fir
ms&author=B.F.+Smith&author=and+B.+Amoako-
Adu&publication_year=1999&journal=Journal+of+Corporate+Finance&volume=5&pages
=341%E2%80%93368)]

29 B. Villalonga, and R. Amit. “How Do Family Ownership, Control and Management Affect Firm
Value? ” Journal of Financial Economics 80 (2005): 385–417. [Google Scholar
(http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=How+Do+Family+Ownership,+Control+and+Management+Affect+Firm+Value?
&author=B.+Villalonga&author=and+R.+Amit&publication_year=2005&journal=Journal+
of+Financial+Economics&volume=80&pages=385%E2%80%93417)]

30 D. Wang. “Founding Family Ownership and Earnings Quality.” Journal of Accounting Research
44 (2006): 619–656. [Google Scholar (http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?
title=Founding+Family+Ownership+and+Earnings+Quality&author=D.+Wang&publicatio
n_year=2006&journal=Journal+of+Accounting+Research&volume=44&pages=619%E2%
80%93656)]

© 2010 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license ( http://creati
vecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/ (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/)).

Share and Cite

 (mailto:?&subject=From%20MDPI%3A%20%22Are%20Entrepreneur-
Led%20Companies%20Better%3F%20Evidence%20from%20Publicly%20Traded%20U.S.%20C



http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Examining+the+Link+Between+Familiness+and+Performance:+Can+the+F-PEC+Untangle+the+Family+Business+Theory+Jungle?&author=M.+Rutherford&author=D.+Karatko&author=and+D.+Holt&publication_year=2008&journal=Entrepreneurship+Theory+and+Practice&volume=32&pages=1089%E2%80%931109
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Investing+in+Troubled+Times:+Entrepreneurs+are+Your+Safest+Bet&author=J.M.+Shulman&publication_year=2009&journal=The+Investment+Professional&volume=2&pages=68%E2%80%9377
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Management+Succession+and+Financial+Performance+of+Family+Controlled+Firms&author=B.F.+Smith&author=and+B.+Amoako-Adu&publication_year=1999&journal=Journal+of+Corporate+Finance&volume=5&pages=341%E2%80%93368
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=How+Do+Family+Ownership,+Control+and+Management+Affect+Firm+Value?&author=B.+Villalonga&author=and+R.+Amit&publication_year=2005&journal=Journal+of+Financial+Economics&volume=80&pages=385%E2%80%93417
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Founding+Family+Ownership+and+Earnings+Quality&author=D.+Wang&publication_year=2006&journal=Journal+of+Accounting+Research&volume=44&pages=619%E2%80%93656
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
mailto:?&subject=From%20MDPI%3A%20%22Are%20Entrepreneur-Led%20Companies%20Better%3F%20Evidence%20from%20Publicly%20Traded%20U.S.%20Companies%3A%201998-2010%22&body=https://www.mdpi.com/56742%3A%0A%0AAre%20Entrepreneur-Led%20Companies%20Better%3F%20Evidence%20from%20Publicly%20Traded%20U.S.%20Companies%3A%201998-2010%0A%0AAbstract%3A%20Do%20U.S.%20publicly-traded%20companies%20led%20by%20entrepreneurs%20perform%20better%20than%20nonentrepreneur-led%20U.S.%20public%20companies%3F%20Our%20data%20suggests%20they%20do.%20We%20analyze%20monthly%20stock%20returns%20of%20U.S.%20publicly%20traded%20companies%20over%20the%20time%20period%201998-2010%20and%20find%20compelling%20evidence%20demonstrating%20that%20irrespective%20of%20market%20capitalization%20and%20time%20period%2C%20companies%20led%20by%20U.S.%20entrepreneurs%20provide%20better%20stock%20performance%20than%20several%20stock%20market%20indices%20primarily%20comprised%20of%20non-entrepreneur-led%20U.S.%20companies.


ompanies%3A%201998-
2010"&body=https://www.mdpi.com/56742%3A%0A%0AAre%20Entrepreneur-
Led%20Companies%20Better%3F%20Evidence%20from%20Publicly%20Traded%20U.S.%20C
ompanies%3A%201998-2010%0A%0AAbstract%3A%20Do%20U.S.%20publicly-
traded%20companies%20led%20by%20entrepreneurs%20perform%20better%20than%20none
ntrepreneur-
led%20U.S.%20public%20companies%3F%20Our%20data%20suggests%20they%20do.%20We
%20analyze%20monthly%20stock%20returns%20of%20U.S.%20publicly%20traded%20compa
nies%20over%20the%20time%20period%201998-
2010%20and%20find%20compelling%20evidence%20demonstrating%20that%20irrespective%
20of%20market%20capitalization%20and%20time%20period%2C%20companies%20led%20by
%20U.S.%20entrepreneurs%20provide%20better%20stock%20performance%20than%20severa
l%20stock%20market%20indices%20primarily%20comprised%20of%20non-entrepreneur-

led%20U.S.%20companies.)   (https://x.com/intent/tweet?text=Are+Entrepreneur-
Led+Companies+Better%3F+Evidence+from+Publicly+Traded+U.S.+Companies%3A+1998-
2010&hashtags=mdpijrfm&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.mdpi.com%2F56742&via=JRFM_MDPI)

 ( http://www.linkedin.com/shareArticle?
mini=true&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.mdpi.com%2F56742&title=Are%20Entrepreneur-
Led%20Companies%20Better%3F%20Evidence%20from%20Publicly%20Traded%20U.S.%20C
ompanies%3A%201998-
2010%26source%3Dhttps%3A%2F%2Fwww.mdpi.com%26summary%3DDo%20U.S.%20publicl
y-
traded%20companies%20led%20by%20entrepreneurs%20perform%20better%20than%20none
ntrepreneur-
led%20U.S.%20public%20companies%3F%20Our%20data%20suggests%20they%20do.%20We
%20analyze%20monthly%20stock%20returns%20of%20U.S.%20publicly%20traded%20compa

nies%20over%20the%20time%20period%201998-2010%20and%20%5B...%5D)  
(http://www.facebook.com/sharer.php?u=https://www.mdpi.com/56742)   
(http://www.reddit.com/submit?url=https://www.mdpi.com/56742)  
(http://www.mendeley.com/import/?url=https://www.mdpi.com/56742)

MDPI and ACS Style
Shulman, J.M. Are Entrepreneur-Led Companies Better? Evidence from Publicly Traded U.S.
Companies: 1998-2010. J. Risk Financial Manag. 2010, 3, 118-138.
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm3010118

AMA Style 
Shulman JM. Are Entrepreneur-Led Companies Better? Evidence from Publicly Traded U.S.
Companies: 1998-2010. Journal of Risk and Financial Management. 2010; 3(1):118-138.
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm3010118

Chicago/Turabian Style 



mailto:?&subject=From%20MDPI%3A%20%22Are%20Entrepreneur-Led%20Companies%20Better%3F%20Evidence%20from%20Publicly%20Traded%20U.S.%20Companies%3A%201998-2010%22&body=https://www.mdpi.com/56742%3A%0A%0AAre%20Entrepreneur-Led%20Companies%20Better%3F%20Evidence%20from%20Publicly%20Traded%20U.S.%20Companies%3A%201998-2010%0A%0AAbstract%3A%20Do%20U.S.%20publicly-traded%20companies%20led%20by%20entrepreneurs%20perform%20better%20than%20nonentrepreneur-led%20U.S.%20public%20companies%3F%20Our%20data%20suggests%20they%20do.%20We%20analyze%20monthly%20stock%20returns%20of%20U.S.%20publicly%20traded%20companies%20over%20the%20time%20period%201998-2010%20and%20find%20compelling%20evidence%20demonstrating%20that%20irrespective%20of%20market%20capitalization%20and%20time%20period%2C%20companies%20led%20by%20U.S.%20entrepreneurs%20provide%20better%20stock%20performance%20than%20several%20stock%20market%20indices%20primarily%20comprised%20of%20non-entrepreneur-led%20U.S.%20companies.
https://x.com/intent/tweet?text=Are+Entrepreneur-Led+Companies+Better%3F+Evidence+from+Publicly+Traded+U.S.+Companies%3A+1998-2010&hashtags=mdpijrfm&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.mdpi.com%2F56742&via=JRFM_MDPI
http://www.linkedin.com/shareArticle?mini=true&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.mdpi.com%2F56742&title=Are%20Entrepreneur-Led%20Companies%20Better%3F%20Evidence%20from%20Publicly%20Traded%20U.S.%20Companies%3A%201998-2010%26source%3Dhttps%3A%2F%2Fwww.mdpi.com%26summary%3DDo%20U.S.%20publicly-traded%20companies%20led%20by%20entrepreneurs%20perform%20better%20than%20nonentrepreneur-led%20U.S.%20public%20companies%3F%20Our%20data%20suggests%20they%20do.%20We%20analyze%20monthly%20stock%20returns%20of%20U.S.%20publicly%20traded%20companies%20over%20the%20time%20period%201998-2010%20and%20%5B...%5D
http://www.facebook.com/sharer.php?u=https://www.mdpi.com/56742
javascript:void(0);
http://www.reddit.com/submit?url=https://www.mdpi.com/56742
http://www.mendeley.com/import/?url=https://www.mdpi.com/56742


J. Risk Financial Manag. (/journal/jrfm), EISSN 1911-8074, Published by MDPI

RSS (/rss/journal/jrfm)  Content Alert (/journal/jrfm/toc-alert)

Crossref

2

Google
Scholar

2010&volume=3

Citations

Article Access Statistics

For more information on the journal statistics, click here (/journal/jrfm/stats).

Shulman, Joel M. 2010. "Are Entrepreneur-Led Companies Better? Evidence from Publicly Traded
U.S. Companies: 1998-2010" Journal of Risk and Financial Management 3, no. 1: 118-138.
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm3010118

APA Style 
Shulman, J. M. (2010). Are Entrepreneur-Led Companies Better? Evidence from Publicly Traded U.S.
Companies: 1998-2010. Journal of Risk and Financial Management, 3(1), 118-138.
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm3010118

Article Metrics

 

Article access statistics

Article Views

14. Jan
24. Jan

3. Feb
13. Feb

23. Feb
5. Mar

15. Mar
25. Mar

4. Apr

0k

2k

4k

6k

8k

Multiple requests from the same IP address are counted as one view.e

r

 



https://www.mdpi.com/journal/jrfm
https://www.mdpi.com/rss/journal/jrfm
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/jrfm/toc-alert
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?title=Are+Entrepreneur-Led+Companies+Better%3F+Evidence+from+Publicly+Traded+U.S.+Companies%3A+1998-2010&volume=3&doi=10.3390%2Fjrfm3010118&journal=Journal+of+Risk+and+Financial+Management&publication_year=2010&author=Joel+M.+Shulman
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/jrfm/stats


Further Information

Article Processing Charges (/apc)

Pay an Invoice (/about/payment)

Open Access Policy (/openaccess)

Contact MDPI (/about/contact)

Jobs at MDPI (https://careers.mdpi.com)

Guidelines

For Authors (/authors)

For Reviewers (/reviewers)

For Editors (/editors)

For Librarians (/librarians)

For Publishers (/publishing_services)

For Societies (/societies)

For Conference Organizers (/conference_organizers)

MDPI Initiatives

Sciforum (https://sciforum.net)

MDPI Books (https://www.mdpi.com/books)

Preprints.org (https://www.preprints.org)

Scilit (https://www.scilit.com)

SciProfiles (https://sciprofiles.com?
utm_source=mpdi.com&utm_medium=bottom_menu&utm_campaign=initiative)

Encyclopedia (https://encyclopedia.pub)

JAMS (https://jams.pub)

Proceedings Series (/about/proceedings)

Follow MDPI

LinkedIn (https://www.linkedin.com/company/mdpi)

Facebook (https://www.facebook.com/MDPIOpenAccessPublishing)

X (https://x.com/MDPIOpenAccess)

Subscribe to receive issue release
notifications and newsletters from
MDPI journals



https://www.mdpi.com/apc
https://www.mdpi.com/about/payment
https://www.mdpi.com/openaccess
https://www.mdpi.com/about/contact
https://careers.mdpi.com/
https://www.mdpi.com/authors
https://www.mdpi.com/reviewers
https://www.mdpi.com/editors
https://www.mdpi.com/librarians
https://www.mdpi.com/publishing_services
https://www.mdpi.com/societies
https://www.mdpi.com/conference_organizers
https://sciforum.net/
https://www.mdpi.com/books
https://www.preprints.org/
https://www.scilit.com/
https://sciprofiles.com/?utm_source=mpdi.com&utm_medium=bottom_menu&utm_campaign=initiative
https://encyclopedia.pub/
https://jams.pub/
https://www.mdpi.com/about/proceedings
https://www.linkedin.com/company/mdpi
https://www.facebook.com/MDPIOpenAccessPublishing
https://x.com/MDPIOpenAccess


Enter your email address...

© 1996-2026 MDPI (Basel, Switzerland) unless otherwise stated

Disclaimer  Terms and Conditions (/about/terms-and-conditions)
Privacy Policy (/about/privacy)  Accessibility (/accessibility)

Accounting and Auditing
Acoustics
Acta Microbiologica Hellenica
Actuators
Adh i

Subscribe



https://www.mdpi.com/about/terms-and-conditions
https://www.mdpi.com/about/privacy
https://www.mdpi.com/accessibility

