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Abstract 
 
 
 

In 1919 Spain introduced the Sociedad de Responsabilidad Limitada (SRL), a new type of 

limited-liability enterprise form that combined elements of the partnership with features of the 

corporation. The SRL resembled Germany’s Gesellschaft mit beschränkter Haftung (1892) or Britain’s 

Private Limited Company (1907). At first the SRL did not reflect new legislation; rather, an unusual 

feature of the Spanish Commercial Code allowed the Justice Ministry to authorize the form by fiat. The 

SRL did not have a statutory basis until 1953. Thus the thousands of SRLs formed between 1919 and 

1953 had to rely on other sources for their rules. This paper studies the creation of actual SRLs: who used 

the new form, and how actors coped with the lack of a detailed legal framework. While similar in size to 

the ordinary partnership, the SRL from the start had distinctive ownership and capital-structure patterns. 

Entrepreneurs creating SRLs included contractual provisions that most often echo those of the partnership.  

As late as the 1930s many SRLs used contractual language to assert the basic characteristics of              

the form, implying concern over the lack of legislation defining the SRL. 
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Starting in 1919, Spain’s entrepreneurs could organize a firm with a new legal form of enterprise 

similar to the German Gesellschaft mit beschränkter Haftung (GmbH, enacted 1892) or British Private 

Limited Company (PLC, enacted in 1907). The GmbH and the PLC were two leading examples of a new 

type of company authorized in several countries in Europe, Latin America, and elsewhere in the last 

decades of the nineteenth century and the first few decades of the twentieth. These forms combined 

limited liability for all owners with other features of the corporation and the flexibility usually associated 

with partnerships. Guinnane et al (2007) refer to these forms collectively as “Private Limited-Liability 

Companies” (PLLC). The Spanish Sociedad de Responsabilidad Limitada (SRL), unlike its counterparts 

elsewhere, was at first not the product of a legislative act. Rather, the SRL’s creation reflected a feature of 

the 1885 Commercial Code as interpreted by the administrative entity that controlled the Spanish business 

registries. In 1919, the Dirección General del Registro y del Notariado (General Directorate of Register 

and Notaries, DGRN) ruled that the SRL was a distinct enterprise form and should be enrolled as such     

in local commercial registries.1 The DGRN made no attempt to define the SRL or to say how it differed 

from other forms such as the partnership or corporation.2 The failed effort to revise the Commercial    

Code in 1926 attempted such a definition, but only in 1953 did the Spanish parliament enact legislation 

spelling out the SRL’s characteristics. 

This history surprises both because of the SRL’s immediate popularity and the way the SRL was 

authorized. Prior to the SRL’s introduction, Spain’s menu of enterprise forms closely resembled that of 

France and other civil-law countries. Entrepreneurs creating a multi-owner firm could organize an 

ordinary partnership (Sociedad Colectiva), in which all owners have unlimited liability and all can 

participate in the firm’s management. The Sociedad Comanditaria (limited partnership) allows some 

 
 

 

1 The DGRN was a department of the Ministry of Justice, charged with overseeing the public notaries and 

the local commercial registries. 

2 “Reglamento del Registro Mercantil,” Gaceta de Madrid, 1919. 



4  

owners to limit liability to their investment, but in return these limited partners cannot participate in 

management. Partnerships of both types are contracts among specific people and lack separate legal 

personality. Both types of partnerships could have special “industrial partners.” These participants worked 

for the firm but did not provide any capital, and enjoyed limited liability for the firm’s obligations.3 The 

Spanish corporation (Sociedad Anonima) resembles corporations elsewhere. All owners have limited 

liability, the firm has a legal personality separate from its owners, and the corporation can, unlike 

partnerships, list its equity on public markets. Figure 1 shows that the new SRL quickly found its place 

among these other enterprise forms, reducing the numbers of new partnerships of both types considerably 

by the end of the 1920s. By 1954, forty percent of all new firms were SRLs, a figure that rises to ninety- 

five percent in 2012.4 

The SRL’s legal authorization reflected a process quite different from the statutory acts that 

created PLLCs in other countries. How could the DGRN in effect create a new enterprise form by 

bureaucratic fiat? The Commercial Code adopted in 1885 (§122) lacked the numerus clausus feature for 

enterprise form found in many civil-law codes. Spanish firms could organize using one of the enterprise 

forms enumerated in the Commercial Code, or create their own structure contractually, so long as the firm 

respected the code’s principles. Numerus apertus had such force that opponents of early SRL legislation 

objected that the SRL was already permitted by the code, thus no legislation was needed.5 

 
 

 

3 Both the 1829 (§316) and 1885 (§138) Commercial Codes do not allow industrial partners to represent the 

firm to others unless specifically authorized. Under the 1885 Code (§140), the industrial partner received as a default 

rule a share of profits equal to that of the investor with the smallest capital investment. 

4 Original data come from Anuarios de la Dirección General de los Registros y del Notariado published 

year by year for the DGRN. Guinnane and Martínez-Rodríguez (2016b) 

5 Numerus clausus is a general legal principle and can apply to other features of the law. -Merrill and Smith 

(2000) consider numerus clausus as it applies to common-law rules concerning property. They argue that 

standardization of property into a few types indeed limits freedom of contract, but in so doing reduces transactions 
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Prior to 1919 there had been considerable discussion of the SRL’s nature and how it would differ 

from the earlier forms. This discussion continued on a more concrete basis once the DGRN required their 

recognition. Thus while the SRL lacked a legislative template in the years 1919-1953, there had been 

considerable, if conflicting, discussion of what such an enterprise form would entail. Rather than ask what 

the SRL should be, we address a different question: what was the SRL in this period? We consider this 

question at two levels. First, how did entrepreneurs use the new form? Did they create firms that were 

near-clones of another form, simply to take advantage of one or more differences between that older form 

and the SRL? We find that the SRL appealed to a different set of investors who used this new form in 

ways not found for older forms. Second, how did SRLs cope with the fact that no law clearly spelled out 

their characteristics? The SRL’s articles of incorporation suggest three patterns. Most SRLs relied 

implicitly on the default rules for an ordinary partnership, thus appealing to well-understood commercial 

practice. Some SRLs adopted rules more common in corporations, appealing to different but still well- 

understood practice. A third and smaller group of SRLs took advantage of the lack of a detailed template 

to proceed in ways that were forbidden to other forms. 

The SRL’s popularity in the period 1919-1953 should puzzle. Ordinarily, entrepreneurs dislike 

legal uncertainty, and one would think the SRL prior to 1953 was uncertain. In a similar case uncertainty 

killed the effort to introduce a new enterprise form. In 1874, the U.S. state of Pennsylvania introduced a 

“partnership association” that gave limited liability to all owners without the rigid structure required of 

most U.S. corporations at that time. The Act generated few court cases, most concentrated in the handful 

of states that had passed similar laws between 1870 and 1880. Typically, judges held that these 

partnership associations were just partnerships, narrowly construing the company’s legal right to limited 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

cost both for those involved in property transactions and for third parties. Much of their argument would apply to 
 

numerus clausus for enterprise forms. 
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liability. These decisions reflected a reticence to accept something that was not common.6 Spanish judges, 

on the other hand, accepted the SRL. Firms acquired legal rights through inscription in the commercial 

registry, and the DGRN decided that the Commercial Code required inscription of SRLs, even though the 

Code does not include the SRL. A surprising number of SRLs asserted the basic characteristics of the 

enterprise form (most notably, limited liability) in their articles of association. As late as the 1930s, firms 

worried that the contrasts with the ordinary partnership would not be obvious to some. 

Our subject will remind some readers of a debate over the merits of civil-law systems. Since the 

contributions of La Porta et al (2008), economists have stressed the difference between civil-law and 

common-law systems. (Legal academics, on the other hand, find the distinction less useful.) La Porta et al 

view the civil law as rigid and inflexible because legal innovation requires a legislative act. By stressing 

judge-made law and the role of precedent, in contrast, the common law supposedly allows legal changes 

quickly to accommodate economic development. We do not claim to address the larger debate over legal 

families and economic development in this paper, but Spain’s experience with the SRL marks an 

important example of legal flexibility in a civil-law system. 7 

 
 
 
 
 

 

6 Pennsylvania Partnership Association Act of 1874 Nº 153. A second problem for the partnership 

association in the U.S. was federalism; a judge in one state might hold that the form was a partnership, while a judge 

in another state would treat it as a corporation. Guinnane et al (2007) argue that this federalism creates a second layer 

of resistance to innovation. 

7 La Porta et al (2008) summarizes the so-called “law and finance” literature. Scholars who stress the 

importance of legal families make two different but not contradictory claims. One follows an older literature that 

stresses the flexibility of judge-made law; see Priest (1977). The second claim views the civil law as arising in 

contexts that stressed the centralization of state power. Under the latter interpretation, the civil law is a proxy for 

specific attitudes toward economic regulation. Garoupa and Pargendler (2014) outline an updated view of the 

economist’s “law and finance” discussion. 
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The paper is part of a larger project on the development of enterprise law in the late nineteenth 

and early twentieth centuries. Lamoreaux and Rosenthal (2005) introduce some important concepts while 

Guinnane et al (2007) provide an overview of developments in France, Germany, the United Kingdom 

and the United States. That paper also describes the introduction of the PLLC in those                

countries. Guinnane and Rosenthal (2012) compare the use of the German and French variants on the 

PLLC. Related research focuses on the Spanish case. Guinnane and Martínez-Rodríguez (2014) provide an 

overview for Spain, focusing on the unusual flexibility of Spanish company law. Martínez-Rodríguez 

(2016) details the “pre-history” of the SRL and the DGRN’s regulation that effectively created the form in 

1919. Guinnane and Martínez-Rodríguez (2016) report econometric analysis of the determinants of 

enterprise-form choice in Spain in this period.8 

 
 

Debating the SRL 
 

The first act detailing the SRL dates to 1953, but several unsuccessful private and official efforts 

to enact legislation for the new form offer clues as to what the SRL’s advocates thought it should be. 

These efforts reflect a preoccupation with distinguishing the SRL from both the partnership forms on the 

one hand, and the corporation on the other. The SRL might be a particular type of partnership in which all 

owners had limited liability and could participate in management. Over time, Spanish authors came to 

view this idea as the “French version” of the PLLC. While this nomenclature is anachronistic prior to the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

8 The literature of the development of enterprise form started in the nineteenth century. More recent 

contributions include Musacchio and Gómez-Galvaraiato (2004), Lamoreaux and Rosenthal (2005), Guinnane et al 

(2007), Musacchio et al (2008), Hilt and O’Banion (2009), Abramitzky et al (2010), Artunç (2015), Nicholas 

(2015), Martínez-Rodríguez (2016), Lamoreaux (2016) and Gregg (2017a). 
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French SARL of 1926, it helps to define the templates Spanish authors had in mind.9 The SRL might 

alternatively be a special type of corporation suitable for smaller firms and for those that did not want to 

access the public capital markets. Spanish authors viewed this as the “German version” of the PLLC. The 

framing of these ideas reflects active interest at the time in the German GmbH and the British PLC both in 

countries that adopted a PLLC prior to World War I (such as the Austria) and in those that did not, 

including France. 

An influential association of Barcelona lawyers proposed an early version of a Spanish SRL in 
 

1914.10 This “German” proposal treated the SRL as a special type of corporation. The proposal failed to 

attract support from official circles and thus died without effect. The second proposal came from 

someone in authority, the Spanish the Minister of Justice, Roig (Roig i Vergada, 1923). This 1918 

proposal never reached the Parliament because the author soon lost his post in the political instability of 

the period.11 Roig’s version reflects influence from several sources. The proposal required that the stock 

capital be fully subscribed at the moment of constitution, as in partnerships. His draft prohibited SRLs in 

insurance, banking and other financial activities, and limited enterprises to between two and fifty owners. 

Both provisions reflect the English private limited company law of 1907. Other features drew on 

corporation law. Roig’s text required the SRL’s inscription in the business register and the publication of 

an abstract of the company articles of association in two local newspapers. Capital participations were 

not tradable at all during the first two years of the firm, and after that, they were alienable with the 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

9 Early proposals connected to the German GmbH also treated it as simply a different kind of partnership. 
 

In the end, the GmbH drew heavily on the enterprise form used for Germany mining companies (see Guinnane 

2016). 

10 Propuesta de Ley de Bases desde la Academia de Jurisprudencia y Legislación Catalana (1914). 
 

11 In the period 1914-1923, Spain had six general elections and seventeen prime ministers. 
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majority of the owners’ consent. The agreement had to be registered in a public deed.12 The manager 

would usually be an owner, but owners could designate someone from outside the enterprise, as in a 

corporation. Any investor could participate in the firm’s deliberations; each one would have a number of 

votes proportional to her capital shares, up to a maximum of ten. The death or bankruptcy of an owner did 

not force the firm to dissolve, a reflection of its legal personhood. Roig intended a form that would allow 

small and medium enterprises to enjoy the advantages of limited liability. In fact, it included a provision 

that enabled any partnership to be transformed into an SRL (§ 21). 

Another attempt to define the SRL before 1953 was part of the failed effort in 1926 to revise the 

Commercial Code. The economic growth of the 1920s, combined with modernization of sectors such as 

industry, led to calls for updated regulation of the corporation and a legislative basis for the SRL. The 

government proposed a new Commercial Code in 1926.13 By that year there were several models 

available for enterprise forms of this type, including the German GmbH and Britain’s PLC. The proposed 

reforms for company law enjoyed widespread support. The proposed new Code would have recognized 

five enterprise types: the general and limited partnership, the SRL, and the corporation, and a merchant’s 

cooperative. In addition, the proposal adopts numerus clausus: firms would have to select from that list 

alone. The corporate form would be restricted to large enterprises. The draft Code explicitly recognized 

the SRL, but did not provide extensive rules on its organization and operation. Goicoeachea, who drafted 

this part of the proposal, viewed the SRL as a sort of family corporation. His proposal would require the 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

12 In his writings, Roig noted two concerns that informed the design of the German GmbH. Neither 

appeared in the Spanish SRL proposal. He suggested that SRLs not be able to issue bonds, a provision explained as 

a defense of creditors’ rights. He also wanted to forbid the creation of tradeable shares representing equity 

participation, an effort apparently intended to tie owners to the firm as in the GmbH. 

13 “Proyecto del Código de Comercio” Gaceta de Madrid, nº 47, 1926. 
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SRL to have a minimum capital of 15,000 pesetas and a maximum of fifty owners.14 The SRL’s name had 

to include the family name of at least one owner (like a partnership) but could also include a trade name 

(like a corporation). Other features of this proposal pushed the SRL in the direction of the corporation: its 

manager would not have to be an owner; it could issue bearer shares, and it could have a board of 

directors. These ideas never attained legislative form because the entire project to revise the Commercial 

Code failed. 15 

 
 

SRLs in practice: size, ownerships, and capital structure 
 

These proposals all aimed to create a more or less detailed set of rules that would define the new 

SRL. In the event, the DGRN’s actions led to the registration of thousands of firms who had to draw their 

legal templates from elsewhere. We thus turn to the SRL as it actually developed. 

We constructed several databases by sampling from the articles of association for firms registered 

between 1920 and 1936.16  Each database encodes information for individual firms, but differs in detail 

and provenance. The database we call Firms Census comes from a published source that reported 

information on every firm created in 1925, 1926, or 1927. Unfortunately, the source did not report every 

variable we think important. A second source, Firms Sample, consists of two firms per year drawn at 

random for each of fifteen Spanish provinces for the years 1920-1936. The third database, SRL Census, 

 
 
 

 

14 Our data show that about three-quarters of actual SRLs in the 1920s had at least this much capital, and 

that none would have too many owners. See below. 

15 The French Sociéte à responsabilité Limitée (SARL) dates to 1925. French legal developments were 

usually influential in Spain, but here we have an exception. Goicoechea’s proposal for a Spanish SRL reflected his 

admiration of the French SARL. Critics saw his proposal as too closely modelled on the French form and as such 

incompatible with the rest of the proposed Spanish code (see Pérez Serrano (1927, p. 17)). 

16 Guinnane and Martínez-Rodríguez (2015) report data for a smaller sample drawn from the years 1885- 

1919. The Appendix describes all databases discussed in this paper. 
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includes every SRL formed in the provinces of Vizcaya and Madrid in the period 1920-1936. Because we 

constructed Firms Sample and SRL Census ourselves, we have available the contractual language in the 

agreement as well as detail on owners. Unfortunately, these databases are more limited in size than one 

might like, because for each observation in Firms Sample and the SRL Census requires reading and 

encoding an entire, handwritten contract. 

We chose the provinces of Vizcaya and Madrid for the SRL Census because these provinces 

included two of the key regions for economic modernization in this period. (The third industrialization 

enclave was Barcelona). Vizcaya, part of the Basque territory, industrialized in the late nineteenth century 

based on mining and metallurgy. The early twentieth century saw the development of the electro- technical 

sector, shipping activities and the paper industries (Valdaliso, 1993, 159). Madrid’s growth was slow 

compared with Vizcaya (or Barcelona). Throughout the nineteenth century Madrid remained a service 

center with local craft workers and an elite of large traders, bankers, finance companies, transportation  

and communications, the latter in Madrid because it was the capital city (Bahamonte, Otero,              

1989). Later Madrid developed strong “second industrial revolution” sectors such as chemistry, 

the electro-technical industry and automobiles (García-Delgado, 1999, 33).17 

 
We begin by considering the size of firms. Table 1 reports descriptive statistics for nominal 

capitalization by enterprise form for all three sources (Firms Census, Firm Sample after 1919, and the 

SRL Census). Natural logs compress large differences; the mean capitalization in levels in the Firms 

Census data, for example, is 132 thousand pesetas for SRLs and 107 thousand pesetas for ordinary 

partnerships. The SRLs we sample for the 15 provinces are slightly larger than those in the census for 

1925-1927, and the firms in the SRL sample are somewhat smaller. The distributions of capitalization for 

the four forms overlap considerately. Corporations, for example, are on average much larger than other 

firms, but there are corporations whose capitalization is more like the average for partnerships. On the 

basis of capitalization alone we would conclude that the SRL most nearly resembled an ordinary 

 
 

17 The data appendix reports details of the three databases. 
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partnership; the two size distributions overlap almost entirely. Nearly all SRLs were smaller than 

corporations. 

A different quantitative dimension, however, reveals important differences between the ordinary 

partnership and the SRL. Table 2 reports the number of owners and their family relationships. We coded 

the total number of owners and the relationships among the first three named owners for all firms. (This 

information is not available in Firms Census because the source did not report it.) The corporations´ 

“owners” corresponds to those who signed the original articles of incorporation and so does not 

necessarily constitute a complete picture of the actual owners of operating corporations. We do not have 

access to shareholder list for corporations in operation. The mean SRL and limited partnership have more 

owners than the mean ordinary partnership, but the medians are identical to those for the ordinary 

partnership. The relationships among owners are very different for SRLs, however: about one-third of 

ordinary partnerships have owners who are all related, a figure much higher than for other forms. On the 

other hand, the limited partnership and the SRL are more likely to combine some related and some 

unrelated owners.18 The large differences in this dimension between Madrid and Vizcaya, and between 

those two places and the rest of Spain, suggest local and perhaps sectoral differences in the preferences of 

family groups for the different forms.19 

 
 
 

 

18 Because of Spanish naming practices we can detect kinship ties even for married women. On Spanish 

firms with female partners Martínez-Rodríguez (2016b). 

19 A considerable literature in corporate finance and corporate governance focuses on the peculiarities of 

family enterprises. This literature nearly always focuses on firms much larger than the SRLs in our database, and 

deal with issues that we cannot address with our current data. One question turns on the separation of ownership and 

control in corporations that Berle and Means wrote about in 1932. Family enterprises more often have large 

individual blockholders and sometimes family members collectively own a controlling interest in a corporation, 

reducing the moral-hazard problems even if managers are not stakeholders (of course, Hilt (2008) among others has 

noted that at least in the nineteenth century, many corporations were so dominated by a few large shareholders that 
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Thus far it appears the SRL was most nearly a different kind of partnership, one more attractive to 

investors who did not share kinship ties. Two further quantitative dimensions expand on this point. All 

ordinary partners are allowed (by law) to participate in management, although some firms contractually 

limit a managerial role to specific persons. The limited partners in a limited partnership could not 

participate in governance; doing so risked their limited liability. Corporate investors voted for managers 

who might or might not be owners of that firm. Table 3 focuses on the managers named in the articles of 

association. This information is not available in Firms Census, and here we stress the Firms Sample 

database. About three-quarters of partnerships name all owners as managers (if there are only two owners, 

then “several” and “all” amount to the same thing, but there are only four firms affected). The limited 

partnership is most likely to have a single manager, a fact that partly reflects the legal constraint that only 

unlimited partners can run the firm. SRLs restrict management to a sub-set of owners more often than do 

ordinary partnerships but less so than the corporation. This difference may reflect the looser connection 

among owners documented in Table 2; it certainly suggests the SRL’s investors wanted a more hands-off 

relation to their firm. 

We now turn to the relative sizes of owner capital contributions. These contributions tell us 

something about the power of owners within the enterprise, and, to some degree, suggest whether this 

business is one activity in a larger portfolio of investments. One reason to buy corporate shares is to enjoy 

 
 
 

 

the firm had to enact rules to prevent these shareholders to utilize the firm for their private benefit). We know the 

owners (at foundation) of all partnerships and SRLs, but we do not know who own the corporation shares. A second 

question deals with the role of family members as managers or other employees of the firm. Family enterprises may 

have an incentive to keep less-than-competent family members employed by the firm. Our data only report which 

owners had a management role; the sources are silent on other employees. Finally, many firms become a “family” 

enterprise at the point their founder passes control to children or other heirs. As we discuss in the text, many of the 

foundations we observe reflect the reconstitution of the firm after an individual’s death or retirement. To say more 

about these succession issues would require sources that link individuals across firms. 



14  

a stream of income without too much monitoring: with limited liability, an investor’s downside risk is 

limited. Table 4 examines the relative contributions of capital for the firm’s owners. We employ an ad- hoc 

classification system intended to bring out the main patterns in our data. A firm has a “dictator” if one 

owner has more than fifty percent of the capital (in a two-person firm, there is no difference between 

having a dictator and having unequal capital contributions). The minority owners in such firms were not 

entirely voiceless; they insist on special clauses giving them veto rights for at least some decisions. We see 

no such clauses. The SRL appealed more than the ordinary partnership to investor groups who did not 

have equal capital contributions; two or three equal owners account for sixty percent of ordinary 

partnerships but only less than half of SRLs. Firms with dictators are much more common among SRLs 

than among ordinary partnerships. Minority owners in these SRLs were more like minority owners in 

corporations; for whatever reason, these investors wanted to participate in the firm even though they had 

little voice in its operations. With its limited liability the SRL offers a more attractive vehicle for 

investing in a firm but not playing a major role in it. 
 
 
 

A new kind of partnership 
 

The quantitative dimensions suggest that the SRLs most nearly resembled the older ordinary 

partnership form. But this quantitative information cannot tell us how SRLs structured themselves in the 

absence of written rules. The only way to know what SRLs actually did is to examine their articles of 

association. We explore the language in the articles for a random sub-sample of the Firms Sample 

database for the provinces of Madrid, Barcelona, Murcia, A Coruña, and Vizcaya between 1920 and 

1936. The geographical selection of the five provinces represents the diversity of the economic 

development in Spain at that time.20 In most cases, the articles of association suggest a modified form of 

partnership, and we start with those provisions. 

 
 

20 Murcia focused on agricultural exports and the mining sector. A Coruña was a peripheral province with 

subsistence agriculture and a major port. 
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Naming rules for partnerships and corporations told outside parties immediately something about 

an enterprise’s legal form. A partnership had to have one or more person’s names, while corporations 

were technically forbidden to use a personal name in the firm’s title. (The commercial registries had 

tolerated some use of family name for corporations (Benito, 1904 [1924], 470-471) (Gay de Montellá, 

1948 [1954], 282).) Our evidence supports Navarro’s observation (1942, 27) that entrepreneurs had 

complete freedom to choose the name of their SRLs.21 About sixty percent of firms in the SRL Census 

used a strictly family name, retaining the partnership practice. But about twelve percent use a name that 

combines a family name with a business line.22 Less frequently the SRLs adopted names typical of a 

corporation, a description of the firm’s activity.23 The family name approach is much more common for 

SRLs in Vizcaya than in Madrid. 

Investors could enjoy limited liability in a small enterprise, but only if they agreed to a passive 

role in a limited partnership, or if they undertook the greater formality required of the corporation. In an 

SRL, all owners could take part in the firm´s management, which raised issues more similar to 

governance in partnerships. Above we discussed general patterns pertaining to managers in SRLs and 

other enterprise forms. The articles show that most SRLs with a single manager drew that person from 

 
 
 

 

21 Regressions on firm size and year trends do not suggest a clear relationship with firm size in either 

province. 

22   For example ‘Rafael Mosquera y compañía’ (A Coruña, 1926, nº 772) which use ‘La Financiera 

coruñesa’ (The finantial institution form A Coruña); or ‘Rodríguez Sotorrio y compañía’ (Madrid, 1933, nº 6624), 

who adopt an English commercial/trade name for their radio sales business, and which the registrar fails to fully 

understand (‘Orbe-Radio-Receptor-Ansupply’). ‘Gómez Conchado y Martínez’ (A Coruña, 1934, nº 920) named 

their transport company “La Superiora” (The best), alluding to the quality of service. 

23 It happens in ‘Contrachapados de madera, SL’ (Madrid, 1933, nº 6712) (Laminated wood); or an 

acronym that combined the surnames of the owners, such as “Cambe, SL” (Madrid, 1936, nº 7314) for Campos and 

Bello; ‘Gesa SL’ referred to the name of one of the owners (Germán Sánchez). 
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among the owners. When there was a single managing owner, his power was often limited by requiring 

the approval of other owners for important decisions.24 There were also situations of dictator-owners (as 

documented above) with the majority of capital who alone spoke for the firm.25 

Partnership rules forbid any partner to engage in a business similar to that of the firm, in the 

absence of a specific agreement (Commercial Code §137). SRL articles usually assume that the default 

rules on this score are similar to those for partnerships: owners cannot engage in any activity related to the 

company’s purpose. One SRL composed of several companies in the forestry sector explicitly authorized 

its owners to involve themselves in any economic activity not linked to the firm´s purpose.26 An SRL that 

owned a hotel prohibited all owners from starting any other accommodation activity; it also obliged the 

industrial partner not to enter into any other business than the SRL.27 Another firm in the forestry sector 

banned any owner from buying wood in the town where the sawmill was located “without prior 

consultation.”28  This language restates the partnership rules. In other cases owners agreed that before 

starting any new business they would “offer it to the company.” This language goes beyond the 

Commercial Code’s rules, as it implies that owners cannot engage in any other business without first 

letting the other owners participate. In this case, an owner could only pursue the new activity if the SRL 

refused to get involved as a company.29 

 
 
 
 
 

 

24 “Casa Lasheras” (1930, Bilbao, nº 3946). Initially, all the owners of “Rafael Mosquera y Cía” (A Coruña, 

1926, nº 772) delegated in one member; later they withdrew him their confidence and management power would be 

for all the owners, and at least two of them had to sing the relevant documents. 

25 “Orbe, Daroles y Cía (Bilbao, 1928, nº3698). 
 

26 “Contrachapados de madera, SL” (Madrid, 1933, nº 6712). 
 

27 “Cambe, SL” (Madrid, 1936, nº7314). 
 

28 “Celaya, Alberdi y Compañía” (Bilbao, 1926, nº 3504). 
 

29 “Pérez Alejo y compañía, SL” (Madrid, 1928, 794). 
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Partnerships generally have shorter lives than other firms, in part because of rules that lead them 

to wind up business. Because partnerships are contracts among specific individuals rather than distinct 

legal persons, like a corporation, the death, bankruptcy or departure of any owner threatens to end the 

enterprise. This leads to what Guinnane et al (2007) call the problem of untimely dissolution: partnerships 

are imperfect vehicles for long-term, illiquid investments both because partners can die and because their 

effectively at-will character opens the door to hold-up by some owners. Following this partnership default 

rule would obviate one of the important benefits of organization as an SRL, the distinct legal personality 

that made the firm less subject to untimely dissolution. Most of our SRLs stipulated that the company 

continued even when an owner died, overriding the default rule for partnerships. An ownership stake in 

the firm passed to heirs, like any other property. The new owners (the heirs) could appoint a 

representative from among their number, if the deceased owner had not done so in his will. In the interests 

of simplicity, some enterprise gave preference to a specific son;30 to the owner’s widow31; and even to a 

wealthy inhabitant of the town.32 Other rules reflected the importance of certain individuals in the firm’s 

operations. Sometimes the surviving SRL owners had the right to decide that the replacement was not 

competent, and then liquidate the deceased’s shares.33 In the fewer firms where dissolution was proposed 

after an owner passed away, the applicable rules were contained in the articles of association. Here practice 

varied a great deal: sometimes the surviving owners blocked any active participation by the deceased’s 

heir in the liquidation process.34 There were also cases where the firm would wind up upon the 

 
 
 
 

 

30 “Aguada del Puerto” (A Coruña, 1935, nº 933). 
 

31 “Depósitos Generales de Carbones” (A Coruña, 1933, nº 908). 
 

32 “Rafael Mosquera y Compañía” (A Coruña, 1926, nº 772). 
 

33 “Celaya, Alberdi y Compañía” (Bilbao, 1926, nº3504); “Sucesores de Rivero y Luso” (Bilbao, 1934, nº 

4327); “Pérez Alejo y compañía” (A Coruña, 1928, nº 794). 

34   “Arias, Cobo y Compañía de Responsabilidad Limitada” (Madrid, 1922, nº 4584). 
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incapacitation or death of a particular owner, based on the specific attributes as industrial partner, 35 or 

based on a pragmatic fact that the deceased owners had provided all the capital.36 

The Commercial Code (§221.3) requires that a partnership wind up if any partner becomes 

bankrupt. (In limited partnership this rule only applies to the general partners.) Navarro (1942) suggested 

that SRLs followed this rule. Gay de Montellá, on the other hand, emphasized that SRL owners did not 

have the same personal connection to the enterprise as ordinary partners, so personal bankruptcy would 

not bring down the firm (Gay de Montella, 1948 [1954]). Surprisingly, many of the articles of association 

we examined did not mention bankruptcy or voluntary dissolution. This implies that the firms adhered to 

the Commercial Code´s provisions, that is, the default rules for partnerships. In the database some firms 

adopted the same criteria for dissolution as partnerships, detailed in §221 and §221, but added more 

specific conditions. In one firm, the death of any owner would lead to the dissolution of the firm if the 

majority of the surviving owners voted that way.37 Other firms would end if the owners agreed;38 if the 

firm lost at least forty percent of the capital; or when at least four of the six owners declared themselves 

bankrupt.39  Firms that adopted these partnership-like rules waved one feature of the SRL, which was its 

ability to survive the death or bankruptcy of its founders. 

Like partnerships, SRLs could have industrial partners. But because all owners had limited 

liability, the SRL broke with the idea that industrial partners were second-class owners: in the new 

enterprise form they participated in management and could even be managers themselves. We have 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

35 “Lejarra y Compañía” (Bilbao, 1934, nº 4283). 
 

36 “M. Martín Landrove y Compañía” (Bilbao, 1931, nº3994). 
 

37 “Fernández y Ereña” (Bilbao, 1933, 1169). 
 

38 “Pedro Santos y Cía” (Coruña, 1926, 761). 
 

39 “A Retama y Compañía” (Madrid, 1923, nº 4888). 
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examples where the industrial partner was in charge of technical management.40 Industrial partners could 

also change their status to capital owner (as in a partnership), either by renouncing their allocation of 

profits until they had paid in a part of the capital, or by directly purchasing their share.41 We have one 

SRL that owns a hotel, and its industrial partner was the manager and enjoyed the benefit of living for 

free in the hotel.42 

 
 

A new type of corporation 
 

The articles of association discussed thus far, which comprise the majority of all articles we 

examined, imply that SRLs generally viewed themselves as a special partnership form. We cannot reject, 

on the basis of our evidence, the idea that SRLs thought others would view them as a partnership form. 

There are other SRLs, however (and we stress the numbers of such firms in our sample are small) that 

adopted provisions more typical of corporations. In most cases these enterprises seem to be smaller firms 

that hope to grow, and they created a more corporation-like structure to deal with issues that might not 

arise in their initial years. 

Governance provisions offer one clear dimension where some SRLs acted more like corporations. 
 

Partnerships nearly always had four or fewer owners, and thus little need for formal meetings. 

Corporations, on the other hand, have compulsory meetings of shareholders, and many Spanish 

corporations created managerial committees to run the enterprise. One SRL, with four owners and a view 

to future expansion, detailed in its articles of association that the company will be governed by a 

 
 

 

40 “Durium” (Madrid, 1934, nº 6811) In ‘Sociedad de Suministros Standart’ ” (Murcia, 1936, nº 1183) the 

industrial partners received a larger percentage of the profits than the capital owners. In ‘Lejarra y Compañía’ 

(Bilbao, 1934, nº 4283), 2% of the profits would be used every year to create the capital contribution of the 

industrial partner until it reached 30%, as opposed to the 35% of the other two (capital) owners. 

41 “Sociedad de Suministros Standart” (Murcia, 1936, nº 1183). 
 

42 “Cambe, SL” (Madrid, 1936, 7614). 
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management committee “comprising no less than three and no more than five members.” The committee 

membership would be elected (and those elected could decline that honor).43 In another example, the SRL 

appointed a permanent manager, but also creates the position of co-manager to be occupied by the other 

owners in the rotation.44 Navarro pointed out that all SRLs had a de facto shareholders’ meeting, even if it 

was only rudimentary (Navarro, 1942, 41). One of the SRLs stated in its articles of association that “The 

owners form the supreme body of the firm and will make the decisions during shareholders’ meetings” (§ 

9), even when the number of owners was only three. This language echoes the governance principles in 

Spanish corporation law.45 But this firm stipulated voting rules more typical of partnerships than 

corporations; a proposal carried if it had support from the majority of owners, not the majority of the 

capital. Another SRL was more extreme, because the firm had only two owners. One owned a majority 

of the capital and served as manager with extensive power. Nevertheless, the company still had a board, 

which held at least one meeting every five months to discuss the approval of the inventory and annual 

balance sheet (§15).46 

No law said whether SRLs had to (or were forbidden to) structure their capital into shares (which 

was true of PLLCs in Britain, France, and Germany). A very few SRL articles structure the capital to 

resemble that of a corporation instead of a partnership. Two were business dedicated to the buying and 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

43 “Depósitos Flotantes de Carbones de La Coruña” (A Coruña, 1930, nº 809):  “El referido comité 

directivo ejercerá la suprema dirección y administración de la sociedad, con facultades amplias y sin limitación 

alguna para acordar y resolver cuanto sea conveniente a la gestión de los negocios sociales incluso la aprobación 

de balance y cuentas”. 

44 “Contrachapados de madera” (Madrid, 1933, nº 6712). 
 

45 “Gesa SL” (Madrid, 1936, nº 7208). 
 

46 “Olegario Campos y Compañía” (A Coruña, 1927, nº 786). 
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selling of minerals; they had larger than average capital for an SRL, but only three and two owners.47 A 

majority vote made the decisions in the shareholding meeting, but these firms adopted voting rules more 

typical of corporations than of other SRLs. Each owner’s votes reflected the number of shares he held. In 

this case, the only difference between the SRL and the corporation was the lack of the obligation to make 

the results public. 

When the capital was divided into shares, the SRL could adopt a practice often found in 

corporations: owners could pay in only part of the face value of their shares. The firm could also refrain 

from issuing all the capital authorized in its articles of association. In one firm, the capital was divided 

into 300 shares (of 1000 pesetas each), but the four owners only held 210 shares. The articles allowed the 

firm to issue the additional ninety shares when the owners thought the time opportune.48 While common in 

corporations, the practice was controversial for SRLs. Several legal recommendations indicated that in an 

SRL the capital had to be paid in at the time of its constitution,49 a rule Solá viewed as essential (Solá, 

1951, 97). Gay de Montellá argued that the capital was being provided as a guarantee (Gay de Montellá 

1948 [1954], 278-279), and thus should be capital that is present and effective. For some jurists this 

criterion was too strict. Taulet and Navarro openly disagreed with these recommendations of the Supreme 

Court and DGRN (Taulet, 1947, 18) (Navarro, 1942). Navarro reasoned that the Business Registry 

allowed an SRL to be registered with only part of the capital paid in (Navarro, 1942, 31-32). The technical 

explanation was because the Commercial Code’s definition of ‘business company’ did not specify 

whether the capital had to be paid in before the firm could operate. (§116). According to Navarro, the 

Ministerial Justice Order (20.5.1941) required business registrars to provide a detailed list of the paid- 

 
 

 

47 “J. Wild y company” (Bilbao, 1928, nº 3698) ‘had 250,000 pesetas divided into 500 shares. “Depósitos 

flotantes de carbones de La Coruña” (A Coruña, 1930, nº 809) had 300 shares, each worth 1000 pesetas. 

48 “Depósitos Flotantes de Carbones de A Coruña” (A Coruña, 1930, nº 809). 
 

49 Both the Supreme Court (24.2.1929) and the DGRN ruled this way. The Commercial Code draft (1926) 

took a similar position. 
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up capital of corporations, and also the SRL’s unpaid capital. A Fiscal Order (28.2.1947) referring to 

corporations “and other companies with limited liability” stated that neither corporations nor SRLs 

needed to have all their capital paid in at the start. The continuing disagreement about the legality of this 

capital structure may account for its rarity in our data. 

Capital divided into shares open the door to transfer or sell those shares.50 Here we encounter a 

decision faced by many firms. If they allow shares to be freely transferrable, founders could end up being 

minority owners whose interests are abused by a new set of owners. On the other hand, limiting the 

transferability of shares made them a less attractive investment. Some SRLs allowed owners to sell capital 

participation to third parties without restrictions: "all owners may sell their respective shares to other 

owners or third persons via a public instrument.”51Another’s articles allowed owners to sell their shares 

to anyone outside the firm, as long as the sale did not negatively affect business, and once the other 

owners had six months to exercise a pre-emptive right to purchase the shares.52  One common practice 

limited third-party participation in the capital, either by forbidding the possibility outright,53 or by 

requiring that other owners have the right of first purchase. Another practice made share transfers 

conditional on the vote of a shareholder’s meeting.54 

 
 

50 ‘J. Wild y company” (Bilbao, 1928, nº 3698) followed corporation practice, and the shares were totally 

transferrable, with their transfer being recorded in a specific book. In Art. 7, ‘Depósitos flotantes de carbones de La 

Coruña’ (A Coruña, 1930, nº 809) stated that “The shares (…) shall be transferable by all valid means permitted by 

Law”, but it then introduced a series of obstacles to ensure that persons outside the company could not obtain these 

shares. 

51 “Rubiras & Houtet” (Barcelona, 1935, nº 18982). 
 

52 “Sociedad de Suministros Standart” (Murcia, 1936, nº 1183). 
 

53 “Agrupación de Defensa de carboneros al por menor” (Bilbao, 1936, nº 4521); “Mergelina Valle y 

Compañía” (Madrid, 1922, 4662); “Pena y Babío” (A Coruña, 1932, 897). 

54 “A. Retama y Cía” (Madrid, 1923, nº 4888). The same terms applied for ‘Durium, sociedad española de 

responsabilidad limitada’ (Madrid, 1934, nº 6811). 
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The SRL could mimic the corporation in several ways, but always had one feature corporations 

might envy: an SRL did not have to publicize its results. The Commercial Code (§153) obliged 

corporations to publish their balance sheets in the Gaceta de Madrid on a monthly basis. The law did not 

oblige SRLs to publish anything other than their registration details. The idea of making the entity more 

transparent appeared in the draft of the Commercial Code (1926), but the 1953 Act did not take up this 

idea (Martínez-Rodríguez, 2016c). Our SRL articles are silent on the issue, and we take that to mean that 

none intended to publicize their results outside the firm. 

 
 

Residual legal uncertainty 
 

One striking feature of the SRL articles of association concerns their efforts to assert core features 

of the form. This language has no counterpart for other forms, because those forms enjoyed rules spelled 

out in the commercial code or in case law. Some SRLs took the trouble to declare themselves 

“partnerships with specific characteristics.”55 Still others called themselves a “business organization of a 

particular nature.”56 Presumably, this language is an effort to appeal to a set of rules found in the 

Commercial Code; the company “shall be governed by the provisions of the Commercial Code established 

for partnerships as long as they do not contradict the rules contained in these articles of association.”      

57 

This language extends even to the issue of liability, which is especially surprising given that the 

legal form’s title proclaims its limited liability status. Many SRL articles of association contain language 

to the effect that "The capital (...) is the limit of the liability incurred by the owners for all purposes 

 
 

 

55 “Pérez y Babío” (A Coruña, 1932, nº 897): “sociedad mercantil de carácter colectivo con responsabilidad 

limitada”. 

56 “Fernández y Ereña” (Bilbao, 1933, nº 4220). 
 

57 “Mendilbezna, Portillo y Uribe” (Bilbao, 1930, nº 3900). “J. Wild y Compañía, S.L.” (Bilbao, 1925, nº 

3440) adhere to the rules for partnerships in situations of dissolution and termination. 
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derived from the deed described hereinafter” and then note that the SRL was based on the Commercial 

Code’s §117 and §122, as well as §108 of the Business Register Regulations (September 20, 1919). The 

practice is not shocking in 1920, but we observe this caution as late as 1936, 17 years after the DGRN 

regulation and after Spain saw the creation of thousands of SRLs.58 This type of language appears more 

often in Vizcaya’s SRLs than in those formed in Madrid; eighty-four percent of the former province’s 

firms state that the enterprise has limited liability, compared to sixty-three percent of those in the national 

capital. Simple regressions (not reported) suggest that in Madrid, larger firms were more likely to assert 

their limited liability, and that this language became somewhat more common over time. There are no such 

size or time effects for Vizcaya. The inclusion of such language may reflect local notarial habits (and 

probably some boilerplate language for articles of association), but its retention for so long, and its growth 

in Madrid, indicates a concern to broadcast the SRL’s legal foundations.59 The intended audience might 

be creditors or other business actors who were less familiar with the new legal form of enterprise. 
 
 
 

Conclusions 
 

The SRL’s introduction in 1919 marked the only significant change in Spanish company law 

between the 1885 Commercial Code and two statutes enacted at the outset of Spain’s twentieth-century 

economic boom, the law on corporations (1951) and the law for the SRL (1953). The 1885 Commercial 

Code was adopted in a period of innovation in company law throughout Europe. The following decades 

saw the introduction of the German GmbH, the British PLC, and many imitators. Martínez-Rodríguez 

(2016c) documents multiple attempts to create an explicit SRL form in the first third of the twentieth 

 
 

 

58 “Cruz y Baraizar” (Bilbao, 1932, nº4128). The same occurs with “Sucesores de Rivero y Luso” (Bilbao, 

1929, nº3813) and “Uribe y Barrandiarán” (Bilbao, 1936, nº 4478). 

59 As with partnerships, the industrial partner was immune to losses, as his liability in terms of capital was 

nil. Some SRL articles of association also state this immunity explicitly, even though it is part of the commercial 

code. 
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century, the last of which formed part of the debate over revision of the entire Commercial Code in 1926. 

Legal stasis in Spain did not reflect lack of interest in innovation; rather, the instability of Spanish 

governments in the first decades of the twentieth century frustrated attempts to carry out complex 

reforms. Franco’s regime brought stability but initially took a dim view of corporations and had little 

desire to improve their functioning. 

Germany’s defeat in 1945 forced the Franco regime to accommodate itself to voices favoring 

alignment with Europe. The corporation law of 1951 reflects this balancing act. The preamble defends the 

fundamental principles of Francoism, at the same time respecting the existing framework of the 

Commercial Code and its liberal orientation. The 1951 law tried to limit the corporation to the largest 

firms by adding regulations on accounting and publicity that would be unattractive to smaller enterprises. 

The most unpopular feature of the original proposal required a corporation to have at least five million 

pesetas in capital, a provision dropped under pressure from many quarters. That pressure reflected the 

large number of small corporations the operating in Spain, and was the main reason for the 1953 Act’s 

vision of the SRL as a sub-type of corporation suitable for smaller firms. The 1953 Act shifted the SRL 

more in the direction of a “German” PLLC, and doubtless brought more clarity and certainty to the many 

thousands of SRLs formed in the years after. But Spain’s entrepreneurs had pioneered the legal form 

decades earlier. 
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Data Appendix. 
 

Spain offers unusually rich sources for our subject. This appendix provides detail on the three 

data sets employed in the paper. Starting in 1886, Spain maintained an exhaustive register of the 

companies inscribed in each province’s commercial register. The three sources reflect the information 

firms provided to the commercial registry at formation, and thus share the same strengths and weaknesses. 

Attributes such as capital stock or the number of owners could and probably did, in some cases,       

change over the firm’s life. The number and characteristics of owners for corporations is less precise   

than for partnerships. Partnerships rarely changed hands, while the individuals we consider a 

corporation’s “owners” are those who signed the articles of association. As the firm sold more shares, 

there were doubtless other owners, and some of the original signatories might have sold their shares and 

left the firm. In addition, our sources do not report a firm’s subsequent performance or even longevity. 

(The articles of association can state an expected duration, but as a legal matter this was a maximum.) 

Some firms probably failed fairly soon after their registration. The law required that changes in the 

articles of association also be registered, along with the firm’s merger, transformation, or dissolution. But 

the law imposed no real penalty for failure to register the end of a firm’s operations, so if owners had no 

incentive to report, that fact could go un-reported. The “demise” part of the commercial registry likely 

suffers from severe sample-selection bias. 

The Firms Census data is based on a source that unfortunately was only published for three years. 
 

Starting in 1927, the Special Statistics Section of the General Directorate of Commerce, Industry and 

Services published La Asociación Mercantil en España, a nominative list of all the companies registered 

by the Commercial Register. Apparently, this publication was to be maintained indefinitely, but it only 

appeared for the years 1926, 1927, and 1928. The publication contains three types of information 

regarding commercial companies that (1) registered (2) dissolved and (3) modified. We focus on initial 

registration for the reasons discussed above. 
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We collected the Firms Sample data ourselves. Spain has forty-nine peninsular provinces in our 

period, and for fifteen of them we selected two firms for each year in the period 1919-1936. Given the 

archive’s organization, a true randomization strategy was not possible; instead, we sampled the first firm 

to appear in the records for February and the first firm for July. Our fifteen provinces include the major 

commercial and industrial centers. 

SRL sample are all the articles of association of the provinces of Madrid and Vizcaya for the 

period 1920-1936. The sampled records for each firm are identical to those in Firms Sample. 
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Table 1. Size of Firms (Capitalization) 
 

  Medians Quartiles  
Firm Firm SRL Lower Upper 

 Form  census  sample  sample  Quartile  Quartile 

 

Partnership 10.33 10.26  9.21 11.51 

Limited Partnership 10.99 11.18  10.13 12.21 

Corporation 12.59 12.51  11.51 13.81 

SRL 10.77 10.81 10.49 9.9 11.74 

 
  Number of Firms 3142 500 1540  

 
Sources: Firm census, Firm sample and SRL sample. 

Notes: All figures are in natural logs. 



 

 
 
 
 

Table 2. Number of owners (n-owners) and their relationship 
 

Median n-owners Percent: all owners related Percent: some owners related 
 
 
Form 

 
Firms 

sample 

 
SRL 

sample 

 
Firms 

sample 

 
SRL sample: 

Madrid 

SRL 
sample: 
Vizcaya 

 
Firms 

sample 

SRL 
sample: 
Madrid 

SRL 
sample: 
Vizcaya 

Partnership 2  32.57   10.28   
Limited partnership 3  12.9   29.03   
Corporation 4  13.07   32.02   
SRL 3 3 9.93 6.77 10.64 25.53 13.62 11.91 
Number of firms 500 1540       

 
Sources: Firm sample and SRL sample 



 

Table 3. Managers 
 
 

Panel A: All firms 
 

  Number of managers named  
 

 
  

One 
partner  

Several 
partners  

All 
partners  

 
Other  

 
N-firms  

Partnership 12.07 10.34 76.44 1.15 174 
Limited partnership 48.39 48.39 3.23 0 31 
Corporation 32.87 23.08 2.8 41.26 143 
SRL 24.9 17.9 44.03 13.17 138 

  All firms  24.9  17.9  44.03  13.17  486  
 

Panel B: 2-owners firm & equal capital 
 

  1-manager or other Both managers  

Capital One Several All 

 

   shares  N-firms  partner  partners  partners  Other 
 Partnership 71 100 8.45 0 88.73 2.82 
 Limited partnership 11.11 9 100 0 0 0 
 Corporation 38.89 18 50 0 0 50 
 SRL 60.34 58 8.57 5.71 85.71 0 
 All firms 61.62 185 11.5 1.77 82.3 4.42 

 
Source: Firm sample 

 
Note: figures are row percentages except for N-Firms (number of firms) 



 

 

Table 4: Ownership structure of firms 
 

Enterprise form and sample 
 

    Firms sample   SRL census  
SC SCO  SA SRL All firms 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figures are column percentages, eg, 45.71 percent of SCs in the Firms Sample have two equal owners. 

For definitions see text. 

Two equal owners 45.71 4.35 4.23 29.06 24.88 35.12 
Two unequal owners 11.43 17.39 7.04 11.11 10.19 13.68 

Three equal owners 15 8.7 2.11 18.8 11.37 13.52 
Three unequal owners 3.57 8.7 7.04 10.26 6.87 7.2 
Three owners with dictator 2.14 26.09 16.2 5.98 9.24 4.0 

Four or more equal owners 2.86 8.7 1.41 4.27 3.08 5.6 
Four unequal 1.43 0 7.04 4.27 4.03 6.24 
Four owners with dictator 1.43 0 7.04 3.42 3.79 1.52 

More than four owners 16.43 21.74 45.77 12.82 25.59 13.04 

Other 0 4.35 2.11 0 0.95 0.08 

 
Number of firms 

 
140 

 
23 

 
142 

 
117 

 
422 

 
1250 
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