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RESUMEN:

La empresa familiar es un campo de estudio relativamente nuevo, en el que se estan dando aun los primeros
pasos. Diversos autores (Chrisman, et al., 2005) sostienen que se precisa desarrollar una “Teoria de la Empresa
Familiar” que permita explicar las caracteristicas que hacen que la empresa familiar sea “tinica” y, por tanto,
distinta de otro tipo de empresas. Dicha Teoria deberia comenzar por proporcionar una definicion de lo que
constituye una empresa familiar, puesto que definir el objeto de estudio en cualquier campo es un requisito
fundamental para su avance. Sin embargo, hasta la fecha no existe una definicién generalmente aceptada de
empresa familiar, lo que probablemente se deba a la complejidad de cada uno de los dos subsistemas que
coexisten en la misma: la empresa y la familia. Por tanto, en este trabajo realizamos una revision de la literatura a
fin de proporcionar una aproximacion hacia una definicion sencilla y operativa de empresa familiar. Ademas, se
analizan diferentes teorias en aras a desarrollar un marco tedrico que permita interpretar adecuadamente la
investigacion empirica y comprender mejor las caracteristicas, resultados y comportamientos de las empresas
familiares. Asi, analizamos la teoria de la agencia, la teoria de los recursos y capacidades y la teoria de la
administracion. El trabajo concluye con la presentacion de futuras lineas de investigacion en la empresa familiar.

ABSTRACT:

Family business research is still a relatively new field of study in which researches are hardly giving their
first steps. According to several scholars a “Theory of the Family Firm” is needed to explain the features that
make a family business “unique” and different from non-family firms (Chrisman, et al., 2005). This theory of
the family firm should start with a definition of the family business, since defining the object of study is a key
requirement for progress in any field. However, so far, there is not a generally accepted definition for the
family business. It is probably owed to the complexity of each of the two subsystems that overlap in a family
business: the family and the business. Therefore, in this work we review the literature in order to make an
approach to a single and operational definition of family business. Moreover different theories are provided to
lead theoretical perspectives and make progress in the construction of a framework in which empirical
research can be properly interpreted for better understanding the features, outcomes and behaviours of the
family firms. Thus, the agency theory, the resource and capacities theory and the stewardship theory are
analysed in this work. We conclude by discussing directions for future research concerning family business.

KEYWORDS: Family business, definition, framework, theory of the family firm.

1. INTRODUCTION

Neubauer and Lank (1998, p. xiii) point out that “...throughout our economic history no institution has
driven economic development the way the family-based enterprise has”.

Family businesses dominate the economic landscape of most countries (Leach, 1994; Heck and Trent, 1999;
Klein, 2000; Heck & Stafford, 2001; Barclays Bank, 2002; Astrachan & Shanker, 2003; Colli, Fernandez Pérez and
Rose, 2003; Morck and Yeung, 2004; Van Gils, Voordeckers and Van den Heuvel, 2004; KMU Forschung Austria,
2008; European Commission, 2009) and remain a key component of the private sector throughout the world. It is
not a surprise the abundance of family-owned business when one realizes that a new business commonly starts as a
result of an entrepreneur who often gets the support of his/her family (Steier, 2003). In the domain of publicly-
traded firms, family businesses constitute over 35 percent of the S&P 500 index (Anderson and Reeb, 2003). Given
the economic significance as well as the ubiquity of family firms, both domestically and internationally, the
increasing number of studies emerging on this distinctive organizational form is not surprising either (Chrisman,
Chua, and Sharma, 2005; Astrachan, 2010). Nevertheless, only recently have the governments, the public and
private institutions and the academia begun to document and recognize the importance of family businesses’
contribution to economical development, and the need to better understand the particular way in which family
businesses behave. Although the research field of family firms has gained momentum in the past decade, much
remains to be done since there are still numerous research questions to be answered (Chrisman, Chua, and Sharma,
2005; European Commission, 2009; Le Breton-Miller and Miller, 2009; Astrachan, 2010; Pieper).
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To start with, there is a lack of official statistics about the real amount of family business per country and
geographical areas. Besides, most of statistics about the number of family business settled in a country or region
usually differs from some studies to others and they are just mere estimations. One explanation to this matter may
be the significant challenge in quantifying this collective since there is no a definitive definition of family business.
Therefore, an agreement over the definition of the family business should be reached by scholars promptly.

Another point that has been brought to debate is whether the unit of analysis should be the family or the
business itself. In relation with this it has been pointed out that most previous family business research suffers from
omitting the relevant family dimension (Rogoff and Zachary, 2003), being viewed the business as the most
important system under study. Conversely, some authors complain of the business being treated as secondary to the
family in the family business research (Crampton, 1993), since many scholars (Davis and Tagiuri, 1989; Dumas,
1989; Cole, 1997; Heck and Trent, 1999; Vera and Dean 2005), specially in the earlier years, employ the broad
theoretical framework of family systems Theory to research family firms. To this respect, we consider that both the
family and the business must be studied as whole and not as separate parts, because they interact together and
influence each other. De facto, family business research has evolved to the point where “fo understand the family
business we must recognise that the two subsystems (family and business) co-exist and it is their relative powers
that make a family business unique” (Sharma, Chrisman and Chua 1997, p. 20), a concept recently supported by
Basco and Perez Rodriguez as well (2009). Nevertheless this aspect will not be discussed in this work.

Additionally, there is not yet a framework to help integrate the recent approaches from other disciplines
used by researchers to study family firms (Chrisman, Chua, and Sharma, 2005) as it is increasingly considered a
multidimensional and multidisciplinary subject (Nicholson, 2008; Astrachan, 2010; Pieper, 2010), where
economics and firm theories but also other discipline theories might be very useful (for instance, Sociology and
Psychology theories are suggested by Nicholson, 2008 and Pieper, 2010). We consider that the first step to find
answers to the former questions is to achieve an agreed and operational definition of family business. Only
afterwards research in family business will make real sense and researchers will be able to provide some guide
and proper rules for the decision makers in family businesses. In relation with this issue it will be analysed the
definition recently adopted by the European Union, since we think it could match perfectly the requirements that
a definition for the family business should have.

To this aim in this work we review the main theoretical and empirical literature to bring some light about
what can be considered a family business in order to propose future directions to researchers in this field and to
help governments, researchers, advisers and family businesses owners and managers to develop strategic
decisions. In the following sections we discuss about these issues focussing our attention in what Chrisman et al.
(2005) consider to be the most important developments toward a strategic management theory of family
business. They are: (1) approaching convergence in the definition of the family firm; (2) the empirical evidence
that family involvement affects firm performance; and (3) the emergence of two strategic management oriented
explanations for the differences: agency theory and the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm. However, we
add to the former theories, the stewardship theory, since it fills some gaps that neither Agency theory nor RBV
are able to explain. Moreover, we also propose for future research other theories that could be useful to
understand the family business strategies and behaviors.

The paper is organised as follow: Firstly, the importance of the family businesses, due to its economical
support in most of the countries, is studied. Secondly, some definitions and different perspectives used in the
attempt to define the family business are discussed, showing the difficulties in reaching an agreed and
operational definition. Thirdly, the European Union project to reach a better knowledge of family business and
develop a single and operational definition of family business is described. Next section is dedicated to the
development of an approach to a theoretical framework for the study of family businesses. Finally, conclusions
and future lines of research are presented.

2. ECONOMIC AND STRATEGIC IMPORTANCE OF FAMILY BUSINESS’S STATISTICS

The importance of family businesses has just begun to be recognized by governments and policy makers
in the very recent years. For example, Durdo Barroso, President of European Commission, pointed out that
“Family firms have been the invisible giants of the European economy for far too long. (...) It is time for family

firms to stand up and fulfil their true potential in Europe!” (Durdo Barroso, 2007). European Commission
(2009) suggests that the policy makers’ limited awareness of the contribution of family businesses to society is
due to the traditionally discrete behaviour of the sector. This lack of awareness of the family business sector is
also spread among the general public (European Commission 2009).
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The family businesses relevance in the development of most of countries has been widely recognised due
to its contribution to employment, Gross Domestic Product (GDP), innovation, etc. Thus, as it is shown in table
1, at least 60% of firms around the world are family businesses (FBI, 2008). In United States around 90% of
firms are family firms (Shanker and Astrachan, 1996; Burns and Whitehouse, 1996 Astrachan & Shanker, 2003).
In Europe they represent more than 60 % of all enterprises, encompassing a large range of companies from
different sectors and of different sizes. Most family businesses are SMEs and most SMEs (especially micro and
small enterprises) are family businesses as well (European Commission, 2009). Not only are family firms
important because they make an essential contribution to the economy, but also because they bring long-term
stability, show specific commitment to local communities and stand for the values and the responsibility their
family members feel as owners, but specially because “they keep the precious factors against the backdrop of
the current financial crisis” (European Commission, 2009). Durdo Barroso (2007) points out that family firms
are crucial for Europe as they make a significant contribution to Europe's GNP and employment, and tend to be
great innovators, with a longer term vision. Likewise, they also tend to display the European values because
family businesses are usually firmly rooted in their regional and national culture (Durdo Barroso, 2007).

Therefore, the contribution of family firms to the economy is fundamental all around the world as it is
shown in table 1. This importance may justify the need of a Theory of the Family firm in order to understand its
strategies and outcomes of this sort of firms.

Table 1. Family business statistics: contribution to total firms, employment and Gross Domestic Product (GDP)

Author

Country/ies

Share of firms (%)

Share of employees (%)

Share of GDP

IFERA, 2003 Supranational 93 Italy; 79 Sweden; 75 Estonia; 74 65 Estonia; 60 France and
Cited in KMU Netherlands; 70 United Kingdom; 69 Portugal; 55 Belgium and
Forschung Austria, 2008 Belgium; 60 France Denmark; 54 Netherlands; 40-
45 Finland
FBI, 2008 Supranational 91 Finland; 85, Estonia; 83 France; 79 61 Sweden, 52 Italy; 49 France; 44
Cited in KMU Denmark and Sweden; 73 Italy; 61 Denmark; 42 Estonia; 41 Finland;
Forschung Austria, 2008 | At least 60 % of all Netherlands; 65 United Kingdom 31 Netherlands and
businesses United Kingdom
Shanker and Astrachan, United States 92 59 50
1996
Burns and Whitehouse, United States 90
1996
Astrachan & Shanker, United States 80-90 62 64
2003 78 (of new job creation)
Burns and Whitehouse, European Union 85
1996
European Commission, Europe More than 60 40-50
2009.
IFB report, 2008; GEM United Kingdom' 65 41.9
report, 2007
IEF, 2007 Spain 85 (2.8 million out of 3.3 million) 70 70
Astrachan and Russia’ 31.8 75 3-4.5
Chepurenko, 2003
Smyrnios et al., 1997 Australia 83 (of private sector) More than 59
Smyrnios et al., 2003 Australia® 67 (of private sector) (3 million people)
Smyrnios and Dana, Australia* 67 (of private sector) 40 (of private sector)
2006 50 (of employment growth)
Kurashina, 2003, cited in | Japan 42.68 (of listed companies)
Abdellatif, etal., 2010
Dung, cited in SFBA Vietnam 923 70 50
(2007) (3mill/3.25million firms)

Source: Own elaboration.

3. DEFINING THE FAMILY BUSINESS:
A SINGLE AND OPERATIONAL DEFINITION IS NEEDED

Providing that family firms and non-family firms perform in a different way a “Theory of the family
firm” should be developed (Chrisman et al., 2005). Regarding this, family business researchers (Chrisman et al.,
2005; Klein, 2010) and policy makers (Durdo Barroso, 2007; European Commission, 2009) believe that the
influence exerted by the family in the family firm makes it different from a nonfamily firm. Furthermore, there is
a popular stream of family firm research concerns “their potentially superior corporate governance structure”
(Braun and Latham, 2009) arising from a synthesis of family goals and business goals, with the results that
family firms, in many cases, outperform their nonfamily counterparts (McConaughy et al., 1998; McConaughy,

! These figures are estimations.

% These figures correspond to SMEs in Russia. It has not been found family firms data, so a view of SMEs firms is provided. Likely a great
amount of Russian SMEs are family business, but no data is available regarding the rate of Russian SMEs being family firms.

* In this study business owners themselves identified whether their firms were family or nonfamily entities.

* In this study business owners themselves identified whether their firms were family or nonfamily entities.
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Matthews and Fialko, 2001; Chrisman, Chua and Steier, 2002; Anderson and Reeb, 2003; Zahra, 2003;
Anderson and Reeb, 2004, Lee, 2006; Miller and Le Breton-Miller, 2006; Villalonga and Amit, 2006).
Nevertheless, researchers have also pointed out that family values and business goals can conflict under certain
circumstances, leading family firms and their associated stakeholders to suffer from the family imprint, what is,
in fact, another feature of family business that makes it peculiar (Gallo, 1995; Birley, Ng and Godfrey, 1999;
Gubitta and Gianecchini, 2002; Graig and Lindsay, 2002).

Therefore, if a theory of the firm is needed, and that seems to be the case, it should start with a definition of
the family firm, since defining the object of study is a key requirement for progress in any field (Chrisman, Chua,
and Sharma, 2005). Up till now, scholars have not become to an agreement about how to define a family business
(Chua et al, 1999; Astrachan et al., 2002; Chrisman, Chua, and Sharma, 2005; KMU Forschung Austria, 2008;
European Commission, 2009; Klein, 2010). Two can be the causes of it, and they seem to be closely linked:

e On one hand, family business is a complex system formed by other two complex subsystems: the family and
the business. Regardless there are numerous definitions of the concept of “complexity”, most of them share
as common denominator: the number of elements, the heterogeneity of elements and the interrelation and
interdependence of elements (Klein, 2010). The more elements a system has the more complex it becomes,
and the same happens when the degree of heterogeneity is high (Klein, 2010). This means that, as the family
firm is formed by two heterogeneous subsystems (the family and the business), it is really difficult to reach a
single definition that describes and identifies this mix properly. In fact, some authors refer to family
business as “the most complex form of business organization” (Birley, Ng and Godfrey, 1999, p. 598).

e On the other hand, family business is still a relatively new and unresearched field of study (Litz, 1997;
Sharma, 2004, Astrachan, 2010), which emerges around 1980°. There are still definitional issues in family
business studies because the field is in its early development stages and we are just giving the first steps into
the creation of a Theory of the Family Business. The words ‘family business’ only occasionally appeared in
the literature before the 1980s, and it was not until 1988 that the first journal devoted to family business
studies, the Family Business Review, was published (Astrachan, 2003). Considering the mentioned
complexity of the object of study, the family firm, it is obvious that it can take a long time to identify the
different elements of each subsystem, their heterogeneity and the way they interact before reaching an
adequate and generally accepted definition.

This lack of an agreed definition (Chua et al, 1999) often conducts researchers to choose the definition that
better matches their particular studies or convenience (Le Breton-Miller and Miller, 2009, p. 1170; Claver Cortés,
Rienda Garcia and Quer Ramodn, 2006). Obviously, when a specific definition is chosen the results reached in
those studies are affected (Claver Cortés, Rienda Garcia and Quer Ramoén, 2006, p. 22) and it limits their
usefulness, particularly for the production of reliable and comparable statistics on the sector (European
Commission, 2009). For instance, Liz’s definition (1997) was utilized by Reid et al. (1999) to compare orientation
of family-firms’ with non-family firms’ orientation in Scotland and Northern Ireland, just arguing that this
definition was “most useful”. Another example is provided from The Australian Family and Private Business
Surveys of 1997 and 2003, where different definitions were utilised. Whilst in 1997, the survey classified a
business as a family business following Smyrnios, Romano and Tanewski’s definition (1997) (see table 2), in
2003 survey it was used a self-identification method, asking businesses to nominate whether they thought they
were either a family or non-family business (Smyrnios et al., 2003). As a result of it, the number of family
businesses in Australia was unclear (Australian Institute for Social Research, 2005)°. This sort of problems is a
real obstacle to make progress in family business definition and research, as we don’t know till what level those
results are reliable, and this is a kind of “vicious circle”.

Shanker and Astrachan (1996) note that a broad definition of a family business should incorporate some
degree of control over strategic decisions by the family and the intention to leave the business in the family. They
point out that the criteria used to define a family business can include:

Percentage of ownership

Voting control

Power over strategic decisions
Involvement of multiple generations
Active management of family member

% Note that in 2003 and 2006 the results of the surveys coincide (67%). However, this results are pretty different of that reached in 1997
survey (83%), as it was used another definition of FB.

478



A very important aspect for defining family businesses and contrasting them to nonfamily businesses refers
to the element named ‘“familiness” (Habbershon and Williams, 1999), which comprises i.e., the (social)
interrelationship between family and enterprise in economic, management and sociological frameworks. However,
due to the intangibility and “softness” of this element it is hardly ever found in the prevalent definitions of family
businesses according to a recent study developed by KMU Forschung Austria (2008). Sirmon and Hitt (2003),
suggests five unique characteristics of family firms that can differentiate them from nonfamily firms, namely
human capital, social capital, survivability capital, patient capital, and governance structures.

Experts in this area use many different criteria to define a family firm, such as a percentage of ownership,
strategic control and/or management by family members, operational involvement of family members,
involvement of multiple generations... (Clayton et al., 2004; Rogoff and Zachary, 2003) (See table 2). The result
of this is that definitions of family businesses have traditionally been fragmented, with each focusing on some
combination of the components of a family’s involvement in the business, which according to Chrisman et al.
(2005) are: ownership, governance, management, and trans-generational succession.

Trying to solve the family business definition problems, Astrachan, Klein and Smyrnios (2002) propose that
the extent to which a firm is a family business should be determined by how family involvement is used to influence
the business. They develop the F-PEC scale, which is based on the three components (power, experience and
culture) (Klein, Astrachan, and Smyrnios, 2005) that seem to be the most important dimensions of a firm to
measure the amount of influence a family exerts on a business. Whilst “power” is understood as the level of
ownership and strategic/managerial, “experience” deals with the cumulated experience the family has brought into
the firm, i.e., the number of generations in charge of ownership and management over time. “Culture” refers the
values and the commitment of family members towards the enterprise (Astrachan, 2005). Nevertheless, the idea
behind the F-PEC scale was not to determine a precise definition for a family business, but instead to provide a
measurement allowing for comparisons between studies to be made based on a standardized instrument.

However, it should be considered that a definition or classification of firms based on the way each family
uses its involvement to influence the business, taking into account that such involvement is determined for
several components (see Chrisman et al., 2005), some of which are intangible or subjective elements, would
make the process to define a family business very complicated. What is more, it could lead to multiple categories
of family firms (so many as family firms), since there is sufficient evidence to suggest that family businesses are
very heterogeneous (Miller et al, 2007; KMU Forschung Austria, 2008; Klein, 2010).

Despite the fact that it is generally accepted that the family's involvement in the business makes the
family business unique (Chua et. al., 1999), the literature continues to have difficulty defining the family
business on that basis. Regarding this, some scholars (Chrisman et al., 2005) argue that involvement is not
enough to consider whether a firm should be defined as a FB and they point out that the essence of the firm is a
necessary condition to become or not a FB. This essence approach relies on the belief that family involvement is
directed toward behaviours that produce certain distinctiveness (familiness, culture, values...). According to
Chrisman et al. (2005) “two firms with the same extent of family involvement may not both be family businesses
if either lacks the intention, vision, familiness, and/or behaviour that constitute the essence of a family business”.

We consider that scholars are so focused in aspects of the family business that are intangible (e.g. culture,
vision), that it becomes almost impossible to reach such a single definition. Moreover, a definition based on
intangible aspects of the firm could not be operational at all, because the classification of a firm into a family
business or a nonfamily business would probably take a long time and, likewise, the classification obtained
would be opened to a certain degree of subjectivity. Nevertheless, we do not mean that Chrisman et al. (2005)
“essence approach” is wrong. Conversely, it could be very useful once a single and operational definition has
been developed and most researchers apply the same criteria to distinguish family firms from nonfamily firms.
But at a this early stage of family business knowledge it is very complex to apply a definition based on so many
and so complex factors involved in Chrisman et al.’s concept of “essence” of a family business.

To summarise, the theoretical issues with respect to defining the family firm seem still be open to debate
although according to Chrisman et al. (2005), they are already converging. For example, doing empirical
research, many scholars use the “ownership” criteria as an objective factor that distinguish a family business
from a nonfamily one easily (Zellweger, Eddleston, and Kellermanns, 2010; Arosa et al., 2010).

It must be kept in mind that the definition of family business must be single, functional and easy to utilize
for its objective, that is, to let us know if a firm is or not a family firm. The conclusion of our former reflexion is
that at this stage of knowledge of the family business scholars should abandon the subjective concepts of
“involvement degree” and/or “essence” and focus the definition in other objective factors of the family firm in
order to reach an agreed definition.
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Author/s

Table 2. Definitions of Family Business

Definition of family business (FB)

“A business firm may be considered a family business to the extent that its

Components’ / Problems of the definition

o Ownership (explicit). No minimum level

Liz, 1995 ownership and management are concentrated within a family unit and to the | established.
exte.nt its members strive ’t’o achieve and/or maintain intra-organizational e Management/family involvement (explicit).
family-based relatedness”. .
- Governance and trans-generational (they seems
implicit but are not that clear).
- A family unit: ambiguous. Does it mean that a
single person or several cousins that create a firm
cannot be considered a FB?
A business was classified as a family business when any one or more of the | e Ownership (explicit). Minimum level established.
Smyrnios, four following criteria were met: e Management (explicit).
?;);x;z:s(;(?n]dgw o “More than 50 per cent of the ownership was held by a single family; o Control (explicit)
- e More than 50 per cent of the ownership was held by more than one | _what should it be understood by a single family?
(Australia) family;
o A single family group effectively controlled the business; or
o The majority of senior management was drawn from the same family”.
“A business governed and/or managed with the intention to shape and o Control (explicit).
Chua et al., pursue the vision of the bt.tsiness held by a dominant c'oz.lliti'on controlled by | 4 Governance (explicit).
1999 members of the same family or a small number of families in a manner that L
is potentially sustainable across generations of the family or families.” ¢ Management (explicit).
e Trans-generational succession (explicit).
o Vision (difficult to determine or know it, not
operational)
- Cannot be considered FB a firm in its first
generation?
DGPYME “any enterprise in which an essential part of the company’s ownership e Ownership (explicit), “essential part”: ambiguous.

2003 (Spain)

belongs to one or several families, whose members intervene in a decisive
way in the management and administration of the company”

e Management and administration (explicit),
“intervene in a decisive way”: ambiguous.

Leenders and
Waarts, 2003

“A firm is considered a family Business when its ownership and/or
management are concentrated within a family”

e Ownership (explicit) and/or
e Management (explicit)
What does a family mean?

What does it mean “concentrated”? Does it mean at
least 50% ownership?

Kurashina, 2003
(Japan),

cited in
Abdellatif,
Amann and
Jaussaud, 2010

Definition of FB is based on two criteria: “The share of capital held by the
family and the involvement of family members in managing the firm. Thus,
he considered three types of family businesses:

« Type B, in which family members hold management positions or are

members of the board of directors, as well as the main shareholders.
* Type C, in which family members do not hold top-ranking management

positions but are among the major shareholders”.

« Type D, in which family members hold top management positions but are
not among the major shareholders”.

* B: Management (explicit) /or members board of
directors/Main shareholders (ownership, implicit)

¢ C: Not top management positions/ Major
shareholders (ownership, implicit)

e D: Management (explicit) / No main shareholders

Finnish
Working Group
on Family
Entrepreneurshi
p,

2006

(Finland)

“Firms of any size that meet the following criteria:

1. The majority of votes is in possession of the natural person(s) who
established the firm, or in possession of the natural person(s) who has/have
acquired the share capital of the firm, or in the possession of their spouses,
parents, child or children’s direct heirs.

2. The majority of votes may be indirect or direct.

3. At least one representative of the family or kin is involved in the
management or administration of the firm.

4. Listed companies meet the definition of family enterprise, if the person
who established or acquired the firm (share capital) or their families or
descendants possess 25 % of the right to vote mandated by their share
capital”.

o Possession=Ownership (implicit) (25%)
o Involvement of the family/Management (implicit)

It is quite a specific definition and it is easy to
employ in differentiating a family firm from a
nonfamily one as it relies on objective rules.

It explains the meaning of family, defining the
degree and kind of kinship.

Source: Own elaboration.

® We present the main components of the definition, and we also include the expression “explicit”, meaning that it is one of the common
components that experts use to define family business if so.
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4. TOWARDS AN AGREED DEFINITION: THE EUROPEAN UNION PROJECT

Some of the problems affecting family business research include a lack of secondary data sources (KMU
Forschung Austria, 2008; klein, 2010) forcing researchers to conduct field research studies. Field studies, in turn,
are difficult to achieve because of the family business owners’ disinterest in participating in such studies
(Jaskiewicz & Klein, 2007; Pieper et al, 2008); the wide spectrum of family businesses; the lack of theories for
hypothesis testing; and the lack of commonly accepted definitions of a family business (Chua, Chrisman, &
Sharma, 2003, European Commission, 2009).

Taking into account these problems, in 2007 the European Commission launched the project “Overview
of family-business-relevant issues research, networks, policy measures and recent studies” with the purpose of
providing a more comprehensive overview of family businesses in Europe, analysing their characteristics,
specific needs, the institutional framework and initiatives already implemented in their favour (European
Commission, 2009). To this aim an expert group started to work in the very same year, and a study,
commissioned to KMU Forschung Austria, was carried out in 2008. Apart from the 27EU Member States at that
moment, the candidate countries (Turkey, Croatia and Macedonia) and other EEA countries (Liechtenstein,
Norway and Iceland) were covered by this study, comprising a total of 33 countries.

The European Commission (2009) states a fundamental objective of this study: “It is essential to agree
on an accepted definition of what is a family business to have a better view”. More than 90 definitions were
identified by the study, although hardly any consideration of family businesses was found across Europe in
relation with the legislative framework. The term “family business” is mentioned in different regulations of some
of the countries, but in most of the cases no clarification of what is to be understood by a family business is
provided. A few exceptions are founded in some legal regulations (Austria, Hungary, Italy, Lithuanian,
Bulgarian and Romania), and in two cases where the challenge of providing this definition was considered at
ministerial level (Finland and Spain) (KMU Forschung Austria, 2008).

These definitions take into account many aspects, such as family ownership, strategic control and
management, intergenerational transfer and business as the main source of income for the family. One common
feature to almost all definitions is that they were not operational, which limited their usefulness, in particular, for
the production of reliable and comparable statistics on the family business sector (European Commission, 2009).

After having analysed existing definitions, the expert group reached a general agreement on three
essential elements of the family business: the family, the business, and the ownership, proposing a definition,
which is based on the one formulated by the Finnish Working Group on Family Entrepreneurship’ (2006) (See
table 2). However, some slight modifications to the terminology were introduced® in order to make it clearer and applicable
to all types of firms and particularly to SMEs, since most of the family business all around Europe are SMEs as it was
formerly mentioned. The definition proposed by the European Commission (2009) reads as follows:

“A firm, of any size, is a family business, if:

(1) The majority of decision-making rights is in the possession of the natural person(s) who established
the firm, or in the possession of the natural person(s) who has/have acquired the share capital of the firm, or in
the possession of their spouses, parents, child or children’s direct heirs.

(2) The majority of decision-making rights are indirect or direct.
(3) At least one representative of the family or kin is formally involved in the governance of the firm.

(4) Listed companies meet the definition of family enterprise if the person who established or acquired the
firm (share capital) or their families or descendants possess 25 per cent of the decision-making rights mandated
by their share capital.

Note that this definition includes one sole proprietor firms (i.e., companies owned by a single person but
eventually employing family and/or non-family staff members) and self-employed (i.e., companies in which only
the entrepreneur who is working without any officially employed staff members). In this regard, it has to be
outlined that in almost 1/3 of the countries under study one-person enterprises/self-employed are seen as family
businesses while in about another 1/3 of countries this type of business activity is not considered to be a family
firm (KMU Forschung Austria, 2008, p. 36).

" The Finnish definition has been used in some European countries and has the advantage of being comprehensive and operational (European
Commission, 2009).

% For example, the term ‘management and administration’ was replaced by ‘governance’, ‘votes’ was replaced by ‘decision-making rights’,
and, it is also required that at least one representative of the family or kin is ‘formally’ involved in the governance of the firm.
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This definition is recommended to be used by the Member States and the other countries covered by the
project. It is a great step ahead in the development of a “Theory of the Family Firm”, since it will permit to
produce quantitative and comparable information on the sector at European level. European Union has given a
first step toward an agreed definition, now European scholars should give the next one using it in their research.

5. APPROACH TO A FRAMEWORK FOR THE FAMILY BUSINESS: DEVELOPING THE THEORY
OF THE FAMILY FIRM

Scholars have outlined the absence of a framework regarding the family firm (Chrisman et al., 2005;
Craig and Moores, 2010), which makes very complicated interpreting research results adequately. Until recently,
this developing academic field lacked depth in terms of theoretical foundations. Therefore, we agree with them
that a Theoretical Framework has to be developed to build the foundations of the “Theory of the Family Firm”.

As it should be expected, theoretical research in family business has concentrated on applying mainstream
theories of the firm to explain how family businesses could be distinct from nonfamily ones (Chrisman et al.,
2005). According to Klein (2010) the basis for the firm governance (in general) discussion in science was until
recently almost only constituted by the principal-agent theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976).

In this regard, a recent review of the 25 most influential articles in family business research (Chrisman,
Kellermanns, Chan, and Liano, 2010) shows that agency theory is the prevailing theoretical foundation for
family business research. So, apparently family business researches follow the conventional theoretical approach
used for the firm in general. Agency theory, assumes that people pursue their own self-interest (i.e., maximize
the outcome) and expect others to behave in the same way (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Eisenhardt, 1989).

More recently, researchers using the strategic management approach have begun to rely more and more
on another theoretical perspective (Chrisman et al., 2005), the Resource Based View (RBV) (Barney, 1991), to
explain finance, strategic management and economics in general. And family firm researches have also applied
RBV, as it could be expected, to explain the distinctiveness nature of family firm. Eventually Stewardship
theory (Davis, Schoorman, & Donaldson, 1997) has been proposed as an alternative to agency theory by using
more realistic psychological and sociological forms of human behaviour.

In the following lines, we briefly explain the three theories that have received more attention in family
business research. We describe their main features and how these theories have been used or could be used to
identify and understand those factors that make a family firm “unique”. Some empirical evidence is also shown
in each theory.

Theory of Agency

This theory is based on the rational and selfish behavior of individuals who are supposed to pursue their
own goals and they expect the other behave in the same way (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Eisenhardt, 1989). The
theory of agency attends to the often-divergent interests between parties that control firm resources (agents) and
those who own them (principals) (Jensen and Meckling, 1976). Therefore, it considers the resulting conflicts
(hidden information, hidden action, moral hazard) of separation of management and ownership, whereupon goal
incongruence is underlying.

Theorists suggest that agency costs in private family firms may be a non-issue since ownership and
control are united (Chrisman et al., 2004; Ang, Cole and Lin, 2000; Wargitsch, 2008). This was already
announced by Jensen and Meckling (1976), who had pointed out that in a family firm the agency costs would be
low if not absent, due to the alignment of owner-manager interests.

Another line of argument holds that family firms are nevertheless susceptible to agency costs when the
family agenda takes precedence over that of the business and its other stakeholders (Schulze ef al., 2001; Schulze
et al.,, 2002; Chrisman et al., 2004. Thus, Schulze ef al. (2001) argue that parental altruism can lead to
inefficiencies in hiring managers, making the firm vulnerable to what Chrisman ez al. (2004, p. 338) consider
“honest incompetence and deficits of expertise”. Furthermore, Schulze, Lubatkin and Dino (2002) argue that
owner-control engenders agency problems because the effectiveness of external control mechanisms is
compromised when ownership is concentrated, as it is when firms are privately held. The owner-control hampers
these firms’ ability to compete in the factor markets for management and other employees because they have
limited liquidity, and owners are generally unwilling to relinquish or diminish their control of the firm (Lew and
Kolodzeij, 1993; Morck, 1996). Owner-controlled firms are also less able to entice applicants using the prospects
of advancement because upper management positions tend to be occupied and/or reserved for owners or
members of their families (Morck, 1996). Moreover, established family businesses can become increasingly
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conservative and risk averse by curtailing resource allocations at the expense of the firm's efficiency and
performance (Carney, 2005; Zahra, 2005; Westhead and Howorth, 2006). Similarly, agency problems may arise
as family members, in their role as majority owners, advance their interests in the firm without regard for
minority owners (Schulze et al., 2001). In short, ample evidence exists to support the prevalence of agency costs
relating to the family's dysfunctional behavior in the firm.

In addition, Arosa et al. (2010) point out that agency theory can be used to explain the role of ownership
concentration in balancing conflicts between shareholder groups since relevant literature suggests that ownership
structure is one of the main corporate governance mechanisms influencing the scope of a firm’s agency cost. In
this regard the original thinkers of agency theory (Jensen and Meckling, 1976) suggested that ownership
concentration has a positive effect on performance because it alleviates the conflict of interest between owners
and managers. However, based on concentration ownership, no significant evidence of different performance
between non listed SMEs family firms and non listed SMEs nonfamily ones, was found by Arosa et al. (2010).
They found that the ownership concentration does not have a direct influence on the behavior of shareholders,
which could be related to the non-listed status of firms. Nevertheless, their research shows that the relationship
between ownership concentration and firm performance differs depending on which generation manages the firm
(Arosa et al., 2010).

According to Chrisman et al. (2005, p. 560) “while agency problems can arise in transactions between
any two groups of stakeholders, researchers applying agency theory to family firms have concentrated primarily
on relationships between owners and managers and secondarily between majority and minority shareholders.
Within these streams, researchers have proposed altruism and the tendency for entrenchment as the
fundamental forces distinguishing family and nonfamily firms in terms of agency costs”.

Regarding altruism, while agency theory suggests that family relationships should reduce the family
firm’s need to monitor and discipline related decision agents, Schulze, Lubatkinand and Dino (2002) argue
that altruism increases the need for family firms to do both. Paradoxically, altruism may also make the family
firm CEO loath to adopt and enforce formal governance mechanisms like boards, decision hierarchies,
incentives, and rules and procedures that govern the allocation of property rights (Daily and Dollinger, 1992).
It is due to altruism creates incentives for the CEO to treat family members equally, regardless of their
contribution as agents.

Nevertheless, Eaton et al. (2002) suggest that in existence of reciprocal and symmetrical altruism
(between family owners and family managers) family firms have competitive advantages in pursuing certain
business opportunities, for instance, in environments of scarcity characterized by low entry barriers and labour
intensive production costs (due to lower reservation prices for those business opportunities). Thus, altruism can
lead to family members’ willingness to suffer from short-term deprivation for long-term firm survival, and
combining low overheads, flexible decision making, and minimal bureaucratic processes, family firms might
become effective, frugal rivals (Carney, 2005). This also could provide an explanation for the prevalence of a
large number of family firms in service industries, small-scale manufacturing, and franchising environments,
where labour costs are high and margins low (Carney, 2005).

In relation with entrenchment, it has to be note that despite management entrenchment permits managers
to extract private benefits from owners, in the context of Agency theory, Gallo and Vilaseca (1998) found that
the performance of family firms in general was not influenced by whether the chief financial officer (CFO) was a
family member or not. However, when the CFO was in a position to influence the strategic direction of a firm,
having a nonfamily member in that position was associated with superior performance (Gallo and Vilaseca,
1998). This could be due to the fact that spirit and talent are not necessarily inherited by ensuing generations of a
controlling family (Morck and Yeung, 2003, 2004).

Agency theory has been criticized for its narrow focus on outcomes as the only value of transactions and
interactions and its ignorance of the many and important social aspects of relationships (Schulze, Lubatkin, and
Dino, 2002; Shapiro, 2005; Lubatkin et al., 2007; Pieper, 2010). Agency theory is based explicitly on self-
interest, so it ignores altruistic motivations for interaction. Pieper point out (2010) that is quite amazing that this
theory “serves as the main foundation for research on a type of organization that is known to operate on a highly
relational base, be highly emotionally loaded, driven by both economic and noneconomic goals (Schulze,
Lubatkin, and Dino, 2002; Chua, Chrisman and Steier, 2003; Chrisman, Chua and Sharma, 2005), and known to
pursue strategies that do not conform with traditional (i.e., rational) economic assumptions (Gomez-Mejia,
Haynes, Nunez-Nickel, Jacobson, and Moyano-Fuentes, 2007; Astrachan and Jaskiewicz, 2008; Zellweger and
Astrachan, 2008)”. Despite the criticism, agency theory continues to be a driving theoretical concept in business
and management research and family business studies alike.
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In summary, Agency issues in family firms may have broad, societal welfare implications that need to be
investigated further. It is also believed that the application of the principal-agent theory is an excessive
simplification to understand how family business’ mechanisms involved work. Therefore, agency theory can not
fully explain how individuals actually behave and interact in family business.

Resource Based View

The RBV of the firm suggests that valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable, and non substitutable resources
can lead to sustainable competitive advantage and superior performance (Barney, 1991). RBV has particular
relevance to family business research (Habbershon & Pistrui, 2002). In the RBV, the term familiness —
regarding family firm context- becomes essential since it refers to a bundle of idiosyncratic resources and
capabilities existing in family firms (Habbershon et al., 2003; Sharma, 2008). As such, familiness is one of the
intangible factors that make family businesses different from their corporate equivalents and can be a point of
difference that contributes to competitive advantage. Conversely, it can have a stifling effect and inhibit
growth (Craig & Lindsay, 2002). Specifically, Habbershon et al. (2003) propose that familiness-related
resources and capabilities can present both a source of advantage as well as a source of disadvantage to the
firm. Family norms and culture constrain individual behaviour but they also encourage trust (Dyer and
Handler, 1994) and an emotional element in a relationship which is less common in other social situations.
Thus the “intrinsic ‘tribal’ sense of a unique....identity” is a powerful positive force for many family firms
(Kotkin, 1992).

According to Sirmon and Hitt (2003) family firms utilize their resources differently compared to nonfamily
firms and therefore establish superior competitive advantages. Furthermore Sirmon and Hitt (2003) identify various
types of resources (human, social, patient, survivability and governance structures) developed by family firms that
demarcate them from nonfamily firms. These five unique resources (which are found in family firms but not in non-
family firms) may —if linked to good management capabilities— contribute to wealth creation. The positive attributes
of human capital include extraordinary commitment, warm, friendly, and intimate relationships, and the potential
for deep firm-specific tacit knowledge. On the other hand, the limited utilization of outside managers by family
firms has the potential to hinder their wealth creation (Sirmon and Hitt, 2003).

Barney et al. (2002) suggest that family ties may provide an advantage in opportunity identification
because family members tend to share information with each other. Carney (2005) observes that family firms
may enjoy long-term relationships with internal and external stakeholders and through them develop and
accumulate social capital. This could give the family firm a competitive advantage in expanding its scope vis-a-
vis nonfamily firms. The results of study of the short-term sales growth of small to medium size family and
nonfamily firms confirm Carney’s assertions (Chrisman, Chua and Kellermanns, 2004) about the advantages of
family firms in making use of external relationships.

RBYV can also be very useful to identify the distinctive resources and capabilities of family should hand to
the next generation succeeding family firm.

Cabrera-Suarez et al. (2001) have treated the issue of resource transfer across generations in greater depth.
Cabrera-Suarez et al. use RBV to advance the concept of tacit knowledge (it is gained through experience and actions)
transfer in succession. They suggest that the transfer of tacit knowledge is important for preserving and extending
competitive advantage because the continued success of a family business often rests upon the unique experience of
the predecessor. They provide a model for the study of knowledge transfer in family businesses. Alike, Chrisman,
Chua, and Sharma (1998) and Sharma and Rao (2000) provide evidence that integrity and commitment may be more
important to the selection and success of a successor than technical skills, due to family firm’s reputation usually
become very important in the eyes of customers suppliers and employees.

Regarding succession Steier (2001b) points out four different methods of succession and transference of
social capital across generations that may influence post-succession performance. While “unplanned sudden
succession” and “rushed succession” may conduct to choose a successor with a low level of preparedness for
managing the family firm, “natural immersion” allow successors gradually assimilate the nuances of the network
relationships. However, it is only in the “planned” transfers that leaders recognize the importance of transferring
social capital and make deliberate attempts to introduce successors to the social networks of the organization.

More recently, Pistrui et al. (2010) examine family-based resiliencies and transgenerational phenomena in
family business contexts and introduce the trans-generational family effect (TFE) construct. The TFE influences
long-term strategy and culture in family-based entrepreneurial ventures. Their findings suggest that the TFE
promotes vision and wealth creation across generations in family businesses.
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Theory of stewardship

Unfortunately, both theories do not capture the reciprocal influence between the family and the business
different goal systems and distinct performance management requirements. As Corbetta and Salvato (2004)
argue, there is a need to identify and explain the elements that enable family firms to achieve high performance.
For them, it is the concept of “stewardship” that fills the gap. Thus, to counterbalance the emphasis on rational
yet self-serving actors underlying agency theory, family firm researchers have looked to this more humanistic
model of managerial behavior to explore the family-business dynamic (Davis et al., 1997). Stewardship theory
brings into view self-actualizing managers with altruistic motivations and non-economic aspirations, such as
self-efficacy, involvement-oriented management, and worker empowerment. In arguing for the benefits of
stewardship behavior, Davis et al. (1997, p. 25) state that “a steward protects and maximizes sharcholders'
wealth through firm performance, because, by doing so, the steward's utility functions are maximized”.

Scholars invoking stewardship theory maintain that family businesses are already representative of
corporate stewards (Pieper et al., 2008; Miller and Le Breton-Miller, 2006; Corbetta and Salvato, 2004). Thus,
family businesses exhibit higher-order needs and objectives other than purely economic ones, such as intra-
familial altruism, firm longevity, and intra-generational succession (Carney, 2005; Lubatkin et al., 2005;
Anderson and Reeb, 2003). Family members also identify more closely with their businesses, thus increasing
responsibility for, and commitment to, the organization and its stakeholders, and they are not so focused in the
short-term profit as nonfamily firms usually are (Chrisman et al., 2004). Family firms also place more weight on
family and social ties, loyalty, trust, and stability, which in turn increases goal congruence (Corbetta and Salvato,
2004). Family scholars argue that these stewardship dynamics provide the family firm with a superior
governance structure.

Stewardship-like behavior in management can have a disadvantageous impact on an organization. Thus,
the long-term orientation in family firms may result in managers overlooking opportunistic investments that can
lead to strategic stagnation (Carney, 2005). Another potential drawback relating to stewardship may arise from
diverging interests among family members. That is, without a common organizational goal to unite the family,
the business may become factionalized, leading to decision-making paralysis.

Hence, stewardship theory provides a viable alternative to agency theory and has gained in popularity in
mainstream management (Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003) and family business research alike (Miller and Le
Breton-Miller, 2006; Miller, Le Breton-Miller and Miller, 2009). However, its application remains narrowly
focused on issues situated at the intersection of family and business systems, such as management and control
issues (typically summarized as governance relationships). Only recently has the theory been applied to
dynamics within the ownership and family realms (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2009).

6. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE LINES OF RESEARCH

The importance of family businesses in today’s society have encouraged a growing number of scholars to
study different aspects of the family business, but research on family business has hardly started. Whilst thirty
years ago there was no appreciable academic research on this field, at present we are witness to an ever
increasing number of works dealing with family business (Astrachan, 2010). Currently there is no a framework
neither a theory of the family business to help researches to design adequate empirical research and to properly
interpret the results of their investigations. A good place to start building a theory of the family business is to
examine whether existing theories of the firm are robust enough to explain family firm behavior and
performance. Resource-based theory and agency cost theory are two theories that have been increasingly used:
the former to explain mainly the positive side of family involvement and the latter the negative side.
Development of a rigorous theory of the family firm is just beginning. However, there is an increasing number of
works in the last decade and scholars from mainstream disciplines are attempting to apply the dominant
theoretical frameworks from their respective disciplines to study family firms, what is very encouraging. Using
these dominant frameworks is likely to help impose more discipline and structure on family business research.

Regarding future lines of research, taking into account the heterogeneity of this type of business, some
scholars propose other theories that could help to determine the main features of family influence, and the utility of
these theories have to be tested through empirical studies. Thus, Centeno-Caffarena (2006), using the Institutional
theory approach, tries to explain the role of informal institutional factors in the family business, but it could also be
applied to formal factors. Wargitsch (2008) recurs to Stakeholder theory to illustrate different stakeholder structures
underlying family firms (that nonfamily firms do not have) in explaining family firm behaviour concerning internal
control, but some more research need to be done regarding external stakeholders and their influence in the family
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firm. Nicholson (2008) and Pieper (2010) suggest that a greater inclusion of psychological theories is required if we
are to understand fully the particular nature and behavior of family businesses. Thus, Psychology and Sociology
theories could very useful to understand motivations, attitudes, values, culture, etc., of the family firms. Finally,
Zellweger et al. (2010), basing on familiness concept, have suggested to use the Organizational Identity theory to
understand how the family can contribute to the family firm success.

Moreover, it makes sense to recur to different explanatory approaches from each discipline and for the
different types of family businesses (Klein, 2010),

There is also a need for more applied research, which could be useful for decision makers. Although
research has increased in recent years, more work should be focused on getting results with a cross-national
approach and to quantitatively measure the scale of the phenomenon from the point of view of its economic and
social importance (European Commission, 2009). Other fields for research are innovation in family firms, the
performance of family businesses, ownership and mergers in family enterprises.

In conclusion, it appears that we may be witnessing the early stages of the development of a dominant
paradigm for the family firm. This paradigm is likely to result from the integration and adaptation of different
mainstream theories of the firm that are applicable to the different facets of family business, where is still a great
need of empirical and theoretical research.

7. REFERENCES

Abdellatif, M.; Amann, B. and Jaussaud, J. (2010).Family versus nonfamily business: A comparison of
international strategies, Journal of Family Business Strategy. Vol. 1 (2), pp. 108-116.

Anderson, R. and Reeb, D. (2004). Board composition: Balancing family influence in S&P 500 firms,
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 49, pp. 209-237.

Anderson, R.C. and Reeb, D.M. (2003), Founding-family ownership and firm performance: evidence from the
S&P 500, The Journal of Finance, Vol. 58 (3), pp. 1301-29.

Anderson, R.C. and Reeb, D.M. (2004). Board composition: Balancing family influence in S&P 500 firms,
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 49, pp. 209-237.

Ang, J., Cole, R. and Lin, J. (2000). Agency costs and ownership structure, Journal of Finance, Vol. 55 (1), pp.
81-106.

Arosa, B.; Iturralde, T. and Maseda, A. (2010). Ownership structure and firm performance in non-listed firms:
Evidence from Spain, Journal of Family Business Strategy. Vol. 1 (2), pp. 88-96.

Astrachan, J.; Klein, S. and Smyrnios, K. ‘The F-PEC scale of family influence: a proposal to solving the family
business definition problem’, in Handbook of Research on Family Business, Edward Elgar, UK, 2006.
Astrachan, J.H. (2010). Strategy in family business: Toward a multidimensional research agenda, Journal of
Family Business Strategy, Vol. 1 (1), pp. 6-14.

Astrachan, J.H. & Shanker, M.C. (2003). Family businesses’ contribution to the U.S. economy: A closer look.
Family Business Review, Vol. 16, pp. 211-219.

Astrachan, J.H. (2003) “Commentary on the special issue: The emergence of a field”, Journal of Business
Venturing, Vol. 18 (5), pp. 567-572.

Astrachan, J.H., and Jaskiewicz, P. (2008). Emotional returns and emotional costs in privately held family
businesses: Advancing traditional business valuation, Family Business Review, Vol. 21(2), pp.139-149.
Astrachan, J.H., Klein, S. B., and K. X. Smyrnios (2002). The F-PEC Scale of Family Influence: A Proposal for
Solving the Family Business Definition Problem, Family Business Review: Journal of the Family Firm Institute,
Vol. 15, (1), March 2002.

Astrachan, J.H., Klein, S., & Smyrnios, K.X. (2002). The F-PEC scale of family influence: A proposal for
solving the family business definition problem, Family Business Review, Vol. 15, pp. 45-58.

Astrakhan I. and Chepurenko A. (2003). Small business in Russia: any prospects after a decade? Futures, Vol.
35, pp. 341-359.

Australian Institute for Social Research (2005). Towards an understanding of the significance of family business
closures in South Australia, Report prepared for: The Department of Trade and Economic Development, May
2005, The University of Adelaide, Australia.

Barclays Bank (2002). 4 Family Affair. Today’s Family Businesses, Barclays Bank.

Barney, J., Clark, C., & Alvarez, S. (2002). Where does entrepreneurship come from? Network models of
opportunity recognition and resource acquisition with application to the family firm. Paper presented at Second
Annual Conference on Theories of the Family Enterprise, Wharton School of Business, Philadelphia, December.

486



Barney, J.B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage, Journal of Management, Vol. 17, pp.
99-120.

Basco, R. and Pérez Rodriguez, M.J. (2009). Studying the family enterprise holistically. Evidence for integrated
family and business systems, Family Business Review, 22 (1) pp. 82-95.

Birley, S.; Ng, D. and Godfrey, A. (1999). The Family and the Business, Long Range Planning, Vol. 32 (6), pp.
598-608.

Braun, M.R. and Latham, S.F. (2009). When the big “R” hits home: governance in family firms during economic
recession, Journal of Strategy and Management, Vol. 2 (2), pp. 120-144.

Burns, P., Whitehouse, O. (1996): Family ties. Special Report of the 3™ European Enterprise Center. Milton
Keynes: 3rd European Enterprise Center.

Cabrera-Suarez, K., De Saa-Pérez, P., and Garcia-Almeida, D. (2001). The succession process from a resource
and knowledge-based view of the family firm, Family Business Review, Vol. 14, pp. 37-46.

Carney, M. (2005). Corporate governance and competitive-advantage in family-controlled firms,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 29 (3), pp. 249-65.

Centeno-Caffarena, L. (2006). The role of informal institutional factors in the family business, Universitat
Atonoma de Barcelona, Spain.

Chrisman, J. J., Kellermanns, F. W, Chan, K. C., & Liano, K. (2010). Intellectual foundations of current research
in family business: An identification and review of 25 influential articles, Family Business Review, Vol. 23 (1),
pp- 9-26.

Chrisman, J.J., Chua, J.H. and Litz, R.A. (2004). Comparing the agency costs of family and non-family firms:
conceptual issues and exploratory evidence, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 28 (4), pp. 335-54.
Chrisman, J.J., Chua, J.H. and Sharma, P. (1998). Important attributes of successors in family businesses: An
exploratory study, Family Business Review, Vol. 11, pp. 19-34.

Chrisman, J.J., Chua, J.H., and Steier, L. (2002). The influence of national culture and family involvement on
entrepreneurial perceptions and performance at the state level, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 26
(4), pp. 113-130.

Chrisman, J.J., Hofer, C.W., & Boulton, W.R. (1988). Toward a system for classifying business strategies,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 13, pp. 413-428.

Chrisman, J.J.; Chua, J.H. and Sharma, P. (2005). Trends and Directions in the Development of a Strategic
Management Theory of the Family Firm, in Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (ET&P), Baylor University,
September, pp. 555-575.

Chua, J. H., Chrisman, J. J. and Steier, L. P. (2003). Extending the theoretical horizons of family business
research, Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, Vol. 27 (4), pp. 331-338.

Chua, J. H., Chrisman, J. J., & Sharma, P. (2003). Succession and non succession concerns of family firms and
agency relationship with nonfamily managers, Family Business Review, Vol. 16, pp. 89-107.

Chua, J.H., Chrisman, J.J., & Sharma, P. (1999). Defining the family business by behaviour, Entreprenecurship
Theory and Practice, Vol. 23, pp. 19-39.

Claver Cortés, E.; Rienda Garcia, L. and Quer Ramoén, D. (2006). Family and non-family business behaviour in
foreign markets: A comparative study, Cuadernos de Gestion Vol. 6. (2), pp. 11-25.

Clayton, A.; Cordova, E.; Louis, J.; Tergundi, P. and Carraher, SM. (2004). Exploring the fundamental and
effects of entrepreneurship within family business, pp. 35-52, available in:
http://sbaer.uca.edu/Research/asbe/2004 _fall/04.pdf

Cole, P.M. (1997). Women in family business, Family Business Review, Vol. 10 (4), pp. 353-371.

Colli, A., Fernandez Pérez, P., Rose, M.B. (2003). National determinants of family firm development? Family firms
in Britain, Spain, and Italy in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Enterprise and Society, Vol. 4 (1), pp. 28-64.
Corbetta, G. and Salvato, C. (2004). Self-serving of self-actualizing? Models of man and agency costs in
different types of family firms: A commentary on “Comparing the agency costs of family and non-family firms:
Conceptual issues and exploratory evidence”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 28, pp. 355-362.
Craig, J. B., and Lindsay, N. J. (2002) Incorporating the family dynamic into the entrepreneurship process,
Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 9 (4), pp. 416-430.

Craig, J.B. and Moores, K. (2010). Championing Family Business Issues to Influence Public Policy: Evidence
From Australia, Family Business Review, Vol. 23 (2), pp. 170-180.

Cramton, C.D. (1993). Is rugged individualism the whole story? Public and private accounts of a firm’s
founding, Family Business Review, Vol. 6 (3), pp. 233-261.

Daily C.M. and Dollinger M.J. (1992). An empirical examination of ownership structure in family and
professionally managed firms, Family Business Review, Vol. 5 (2), pp. 117-136.

487



Data on Family Businesses), Barcelona, 2007. Available in Internet at:

http://prensa.iefamiliar.com/view manager.html?root=391,397

Davis, J. and Tagiuri, R. (1989) The Influence of Life Stage on Father-Son Work Relationships in Family
Companies, Family Business Review, Vol. 2 (1), pp. 47-74.

Davis, J. H., Schoorman, F. D. and Donaldson, L. (1997). Toward a stewardship theory of management,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 22 (1), pp. 20-47.

DGPYME, Direccion General de Politica de la Pyme, Guia para la Pequeiia y Mediana Empresa Familiar
(Guide for the Small and Medium Family Business), Madrid, 2003.
http://www.ipyme.org/NR/rdonlyres/1F81338D-C6C4-440F-B3B9-532605CFDC7F/0/empresafamiliar.
Dumas, C. (1989). Understanding the father —daughter and father sons dyads in family-owned businesses,
Family Business Review, Vol. 2 (1), pp. 31-46.

Dung, cited in SFBA (Scottish Family Business Association) (2007). Vietnam and Global Business Stats, 15™
January 2007.

Duréo Barroso, J. M. (President of the European Commission) (2007) Europe's invisible giants: Family firms in
an open, innovative economy, Il GEEF European Meeting, SPEECH/07/675, Lisbon, 29 October 2007.

Dyer, W.G. and Handler, W. (1994). Entrepreneurship and Family Business: Exploring the Connections,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 19, pp. 71-84.

Eaton, C., Yuan, L., and Wu, Z. (2002). Reciprocal altruism and the theory of the family firm. Paper presented at
the Second Annual Conference on Theories of the Family Enterprise: Search for a Paradigm, Wharton School of
Business, Philadelphia, December.

Eisenhardt, K.M. (1989). Agency theory: An assessment and review, Academy of Management Review, Vol.14
(1), pp. 57-74.

European Commission, Enterprise and Industry Directorate-General (2009). Overview of Family—Business—
Relevant Issues: Research, Networks, Policy Measures and Existing Studies, Final report of the Expert Group,
Brussels, November, available on line: http://ec.curopa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/index_en.htm

Gallo, M. (1995). The role of family business and its distinctive characteristic behavior in industrial activity,
Family Business Review, Vol. 8, pp. 83-97.

Gallo, M. and Vilaseca, A. (1998). A financial perspective on structure, conduct, and performance in the family
firms: An empirical study, Family Business Review, Vol. 11, pp. 35-47.

GEM (2007). Report for Wales, published by the National Entrepreneurship Observatory for Wales in
conjunction with Business School University of Glamorgan, and Centre for Advanced Studies, 44-45 Park Place,
Cathays Park, Cardiff, Wales.

Gomez-Mejia, L.R.; Haynes, K.T.; Nunez-Nickel, M.; Jacobson, K. J. L. and Moyano- Fuentes, J. (2007).
Socioemotional wealth and business risks in family-controlled firms: Evidence from Spanish olive oil mills,
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 52 (1), pp. 106-137.

Gubitta, P. and Gianecchini, M. (2002). Governance and flexibility in family-owned SMEs, Family Business
Review, Vol. 15 (4), pp. 277-97.

Habbershon T. G. and Williams, M. L. (1999). A Resource-Based Framework for Assessing the Strategic
Advantages of Family Firms, Family Business Review, Vol. 12 (1).

Habbershon, T. G. and Pistrui, J. (2002). Enterprising families domain: Family-influenced ownership groups in
pursuit of transgenerational wealth, Family Business Review, Vol. 5, pp. 223-237.

Habbershon, T., Williams, M., and MacMillan, 1. (2003). A unified systems perspective of family firm
performance, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 18, pp. 451-465.

Heck, R., and Trent, E. (1999). The prevalence of family business from a household sample, Family Business
Review, Vol. 12, pp. 209-224.

Heck, R.K.Z., & Stafford, K. (2001). The vital institution of family business: Economic benefits hidden in plain
sight. In G.K. McCann & N. Upton (Eds.), Destroying myths and creating value in family business (pp. 9-17).
Deland, FL: Stetson University Press.

IEF, Instituto de Empresa Familiar (2007). Datos Socioeconomicos de las Empresas Familiares (Socioeconomic
IFB, Institute for Family Business (2008). The UK Family Business Sector: An institute for family business
report by Capital Economics, Lausanne, Switzerland: Family Business Network.

Jaskiewicz, P. and Klein, S.B. (2007). The impact of goal alignment and board composition on board size in
family businesses, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 60 (10), pp. 1080-1089.

Jensen, M.C.; Meckling, W.F. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs, and ownership
structure, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 3, pp. 305-360.

488



Klein, B.S., Astrachan, H.J. and Smyrnios, X.K. (2005).The F-PEC scale of family influence: Construction,
Validation, and Further Implication for Theory. Entrepreneurship, Theory and Practice, Vol. 29 (3), pp. 321-339.
Klein, S.B. (2000). Family Businesses in Germany: Significance and Structure. Family Business Review, Vol.
13, pp. 157-181.

KMU Forschung Austria (2008). Overview of Family Business Relevant Issues, Contract No. 30-CE-
0164021/00-51, Final Report, Viena.

Kotkin, J. (1992). Tribes: How race, religion and identity determine success in the global economy. New Y ork:
Random House.

Kurashina, T. 2003). Family Kigy6 no Keieigaku (management studies on family business), Toyo Keizai
Shimbun Sha, Tokyd, cited in: Abdellatif, M.; Amann, B. and Jaussaud, J. (2010). Family versus nonfamily
business: A comparison of international strategies, Journal of Family Business Strategy. pp. Vol. 1 (2), 108-116.
Le Breton-Miller, 1. and Miller, D. (2009). Agency vs. stewardship in public family firms: A social
embeddedness reconciliation, Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, Vol. 33 (6), pp. 1169-1191.

Leach, P. (1994). The Stoy Hayward Guide to Family Business, Kogan Page: London.

Lee, J. (2006), “Family firm performance: further evidence”, Family Business Review, Vol. 19 (2), pp. 103-14.
Lee, K.S., Lim, G.H., & Lim, W.S. (2003). Family Business Succession: Appropriation Risk and Choice of
Successor, Academy of Management Review. Vol. 28 (4), pp. 657-666.

Leenders, M. and Waarts, E. (2003). Competitiveness and Evolution of Family Businesses: The Role of Family
and Business Orientation, European Management Journal, Vol. 21, No. 6, pp. 68-697.

Lew M.IL. and Kolodzeij, E.A. (1993). Compensation in a family owned business, Human Resources
Professional, Vol. 5 (3), pp. 55-57.

Litz, R. A. (1997). The family firm’s exclusion from business school research: Explaining the void and
addressing the opportunity, Entrepreneurship in Theory and Practice, Vol. 21, pp. 55-71.

Litz, R.A. (1995). “The family business: Toward definitional clarity”, Family Business Review, Vol. 8 (2), pp. 71-81.
Lubatkin, M. H. (2005). A theory of the firm only a microeconomist could love, Journal of Management
Inquiry, Vol.14 (2), pp. 213-216.

Lubatkin, M.H., Durand, R., & Ling, Y. (2007). The missing lens in family firm governance theory: A self-other
typology of parental altruism, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 60 (10), pp. 1022-1029.

Mass Mutual, Kennesaw State University and Family Firm Institute (2007). American Family Business Survey,
available on line: http://www.massmutual.com/mmfg/pdf/afbs.pdf

McConaughy, D., Matthews, C., & Fialko, A. (2001). Founding family controlled firms: Performance, risk, and
value, Journal of Small Business Management, Vol. 3 (9), pp. 31-49.

McConaughy, D., Walker, M., Henderson, G., and Mishra, C. (1998). Founding family controlled firms:
Efficiency and value, Review of Financial Economics, Vol. 7, pp. 1-19.

Miller, D. and Le Breton-Miller, 1. (2006), “Family governance and firm performance: agency, stewardship, and
capabilities”, Family Business Review, Vol. 19 (1), pp. 73-87.

Morck R. (1996). On the economics of concentrated ownership, Canadian Business Law Journal, Vol. 26, pp. 63-85.
Morck, R. and Yeung, B. (2003). Agency problems in large family business groups, Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice, Vol. 27 (4), Summer, pp. 367-82.

Morck, R. and Yeung, B. (2004). Family control and the rent seeking society, Entrepreneurship Theory and
Practice, Vol. 28, pp. 391-409.

Neubauer, F. and Lank, A.G. (1998), The Family Business. Its governance for sustainability, Macmillan Press Ltd.
Newton, D. (2003). Make the most of your family business by managing these five resources, Entrepreneur
Magazine, December, on line: http://www.entrepreneur.com/article/0,4621,311891,00.html

Nicholson, N. (2008). Evolutionary Psychology and Family Business: A New Synthesis for Theory, Research,
and Practice, Family Business Review, Vol. 21 (2), pp. 170-180.

Pearson, A. W.; Carr, J. C. and Shaw, J. (2008). Toward a theory of familiness: A social capital perspective,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 32, pp. 949-969.

Pieper, T.M. (2010). Non solus: Toward a psychology of family business, Journal of Family Business Strategy,
Vol. 1 (1), pp. 26-39.

Pieper, T.M.; Klein, S.B. and Jaskiewicz, P. (2008). The impact of goal alignment on board existence and top
management team composition — Evidence from family-influenced businesses, Journal of Small Business
Management, Vol. 46 (3), 372-394.

Pistrui, D.; Murphy, P.J. and Deprez-Sims, A.S. (2010). The transgenerational family effect on new venture
growth strategy, International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management, Vol. 12 (1), pp. 3-16.

489



Reid, R.; Dunn, B.; Cromie, S. and Adams J. (1999) Family Orientation in Family Firms: a Model and Some
Empirical Evidence, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 6 (1), pp.55-67.

Rogoff, E.G. and Zachary-Heck, R.K. (2003). Editorial. Evolving research in entrepreneurship and family
business: recognizing family as the oxygen that feeds the fire of entrepreneurship, Journal of Business
Venturing, 18, pp. 559-566.

Schulze, W. S., Lubatkin, M. H., Dino, R. N., and Buchholt, A. K. (2001). Agency relationships in family firms:
Theory and evidence, Organization Science, Vol. 12 (2), pp. 99-116.

Schulze, W.S., Lubatkin, M.H. and Dino, R.N. (2002). Altruism, agency, and the competitiveness of family
firms, Managerial and Decision Economics, Vol. 23 (4-5), pp. 247-259.

Shanker, M.C. and Astrachan, J.H. (1996) Myths and realities: Family businesses’ contribution to the U.S.
economy: a framework for assessing family business statistics, Family Business Review, Vol. 9 (2), pp. 107-119.
Shapiro, S.P. (2005). Agency theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 31, 263.

Sharma, P. and Chrisman, J.J. (1999). Reconciling the definitional issues in the field of corporate
entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 23 (3), pp. 11-27.

Sharma, P. and Rao, S. (2000). Successor attributes in Indian and Canadian firms: A comparative study, Family
Business Review, Vol. 13, pp. 313-330.

Sharma, P.; Chrisman, J.J. and Chua, J.H. (1997). Strategic management of the family business: Past research
and future challenges, Family Business Review, Spring, pp. 1-35.

Sirmon, D.G. and Hitt, M.A. (2003). Managing resources: Linking unique resources, management, and wealth
creation in family firms, Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, Vol. 27 (4) pp. 339-358.

Smyrnios K.X. and Dana, L. (2006). The MGI Family and Private Business Survey 2006, RMIT University, PO
Box 2476V, Melbourne 3000, Victoria, Australia. Available on
http://www.ffi.org/user_files/documents/2008/2007 _mgi_newzealand survey.pdf

Smyrnios, K. X. and Walker R.H. (2003). The Australian & Private Family Business: 2003. Available from Kosmas
Smyrnios, School of Management, RMIT University, PO Box 2476V, Melbourne 3000, Victoria, Australia.
Smyrnios, K.X., Romano, C. and Tanewski, G.A. (1997). The Australian & Private Family Business Survey:
1997. Available from Kosmas Smyrnios, School of Management, RMIT University, PO Box 2476V, Melbourne
3000, Victoria, Australia.

Smyrnios, K.X.; Walker, R.H.; Le, H.; Phan, M.; Vuong, T. and Young, P. (2003), The Boyd Partners
Australian family and private business survey 2003, RMIT University.

Steier, L. (2001a), Family firm, plural forms of governance, and the evolving role of trust, Family Business
Review, Vol. XIV pp. 353-67.

Steier, L. (2001b). Next-generation entrepreneurs and succession: An exploratory study of modes and means of
managing social capital, Family Business Review, Vol. 14, pp. 259-276.

Steier, L. (2003). Variants of agency contracts in family financed ventures as a continuum of familial altruistic
and market rationalities, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 18 (5), pp. 597-618.

Sundaramurthy, C. and Lewis, M. (2003). Control and Collaboration: Paradoxes of Governance, Academy of
Management Review, Vol. 28 (3), pp. 397-415.

Van Gils, A., Voordeckers, W., Van den Heuvel, J. (2004), Environmental uncertainty and strategic behavior in
Belgian family firms, European Management Journal, Vol. 22 (5), pp. 588-95.

Vera, C.F., and Dean, M.A. (2005). An Examination of the Challenges Daughters Face in Family Business
Succession, Family Business Review, Vol. 18 (4), 321-345.

Villalonga, B. and Amit, R. (2006). How do family ownership, control and management affect firm value?
Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 80 (2), pp. 385-417.

Wargitsch, C. (2008). Management Control Systems in Family Firms - A Stakeholder Rationale, 17th EDAMBA
Summer Academy, Soréze, France.

Westhead, P. and Howorth, C. (2006). Ownership and management issues associated with family firm
performance and company objectives, Family Business Review, Vol. 19 (4), pp. 301-16.

Zahra, S. (2003). International expansion of U.S. manufacturing family businesses: The effect of ownership and
involvement. Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 18, pp. 495-512.

Zahra, S.A. (2005). Entrepreneurial risk-taking in family firms, Family Business Review, Vol. 18 (1), pp. 23-40.
Zellweger, T. M. and Astrachan, J. H. (2008). On the emotional value of owning a firm, Family Business
Review, Vol. 21 (4), pp.347-363.

Zellweger, T.M.; Eddleston, K.A. and Kellermanns, F.W. (2010). Exploring the concept of familiness:
Introducing family firm identity, Journal of Family Business Strategy, Vol. 1 (1), pp. 54-63.

490



