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PART I: OVERVIEW OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

1 Introduction 

Starting in 1948 with the first European conference “Recontres de St. Gall” on the 

management of small and medium-sized businesses (SMEs), and subsequently, the 

establishment of an Academy of Management (AoM) interest group in 1960, the field of 

entrepreneurship has increasingly gained attention and standing among scholars worldwide 

(Birch 1979; Mugler 1998; Kraus and Gundolf 2008; Aldrich 2012). The importance of 

entrepreneurship research is exemplified by the sponsorship of the yearly conference on 

Research in Entrepreneurship and Small Business (RENT) by the European Council for 

Small Business and Entrepreneurship (ECSB) in cooperation with the European Institute 

for Advanced Studies in Management (EIASM), as well as by the founding of a specific 

division for entrepreneurship within the AoM, both in 1987 (Meyer et al. 2002; Kraus and 

Gundolf 2008; Aldrich 2012). 

Although the field of entrepreneurship is relatively young, the number of publications 

dealing with entrepreneurial issues has risen impressively in the past two decades (Kraus et 

al. 2011b; Aldrich 2012; Kraus et al. 2012b). Whereas on an individual level the field 

centers on the entrepreneur as “a human being capable of creating, learning and 

influencing the environment” (Bruyat and Pierre-Andre 2001, p. 165), from an economic 

perspective, entrepreneurship research concentrates on the understanding of how startups 

and new ventures are founded, funded, and managed in relation to the exploitation of 

recognized or generated opportunities (Short et al. 2010). 

In fact, definitional attempts show the heterogeneity concerning the comprehension of the 

term “entrepreneurship”, and the focus on the traits and characteristics of the entrepreneur 

or entrepreneurship in its entirety. While Cantillon (1755) builds his definition of 

entrepreneurship on a resource-based view, and stresses the risk-taking propensity of the 

entrepreneur, Schumpeter (1934) and Kirzner (1973) understand entrepreneurship mainly 

as the generation of innovation, and thereby wealth, by the creative activity of individuals 

who transform existing resources into new products and services. Drucker (1985), on the 

contrary, emphasizes both a resource-based view and the aspect of innovativeness, as 
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opportunities are identified and recognized, transformed into innovative products or 

services, and finally exploited. In a more comprehensive sense, Shane and Venkataraman 

(2000) define entrepreneurship as “the study of sources of opportunities; the processes of 

discovery, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities; and the set of individuals who 

discover, evaluate, and exploit them” (p. 218), but do not take the circumstances or the set 

of resources and capacities of the entrepreneur into consideration. As stated by Gartner and 

Baker (2010), “Entrepreneurs begin where they are, with a unique set of resources and 

capabilities that in specific circumstances might be imaginatively developed into an 

opportunity” (p. 12). This leads to the conclusion that entrepreneurship can be regarded as 

the identification, recognition, and evaluation of opportunities appearing under specific 

circumstances based on a unique set of resources, which are subsequently transformed into 

innovative goods and/or services, and are ultimately exploited by the risk-affine endeavors 

of individuals on their own or within organizations. 

The development of entrepreneurship into an autonomous field of research is mainly based 

on the recognition that “entrepreneurial activity is increasingly relevant to economic output 

and labor employment” (Busenitz et al. 2003, p. 286). Although entrepreneurship is not 

restricted to company size, the share of entrepreneurial activities undertaken by SMEs is 

significant. Likewise, “there is increasing evidence [...] that families in business are robust 

sources of entrepreneurial activity” (Naldi et al. 2007; Kraus et al. 2012a, p. 135). 

Certainly, whereas a number of scholars attribute characteristics, such as conservativeness, 

inflexibility, introversion, and a lacking entrepreneurial spirit to family businesses, others 

describe family businesses as a flourishing setting for entrepreneurship (Kraus et al. 

2012a). In fact, due to their distinct familiness, meaning the unique set of resources and 

their individual utilization, family businesses implement entrepreneurial activity in a 

different way (Habbershon et al. 2003; Kraus et al. 2012a). In this regard, it is emphasized 

that SMEs and family businesses can be classified as a major engine of economic growth 

(Mandl 2008; Henderson and Weiler 2010; Kraus et al. 2012a). Indeed, a large number of 

studies analyze the influence of entrepreneurship on economic performance in terms of 

firm survival and growth (Carree and Thurik 2000). Therefore, understanding the factors 

behind growth has a broad economic and political relevance, especially since growth-

oriented SMEs and family businesses are an important source of job creation and revenue 

generation (Ackelsberg and Arlow 1985; Littunen and Tohmo 2003; Parker 2004; Valliere 

2006; Mandl 2008). 
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Even though there is slow growth in the number of SMEs in the European economy, the 

value added to the economy is rising significantly. SMEs account for 98% of the European 

economy, which is equal to 20.7 million enterprises (European Commission 2012b). On a 

more global perspective, similar numbers prevail. In OECD economies, SMEs “account for 

over 95% of firms and 60%–70% of employment” (OECD 2000). Furthermore, 70%–90% 

of the total number of enterprises worldwide are considered to be family businesses, 

depending on the country (Astrachan and Shanker 2003; Mandl 2008). These key figures 

highlight the importance of SMEs as well as family businesses within worldwide 

economies. 

Understanding strategic issues that ensure the continued existence as well as the growth of 

SMEs and family businesses therefore plays an essential role in global economic wealth. 

Having this in mind, the present dissertation aims to shed light on factors that ensure the 

continued existence, and facilitate the growth of SMEs and family businesses by applying 

different scientific methods. 

Starting with extensive bibliometric analyses in both fields—family business and strategic 

entrepreneurship research—a comprehensive overview of the state-of-the-art of current 

research is generated to enable the identification of potential issues that remain 

insufficiently explored respectively unsolved. As bibliometric analyses have rarely been 

applied within the framework of business, management, and especially entrepreneurship 

research, not only a foundation for the present doctoral dissertation is created, but also 

value for the different scientific communities (see, e.g., Kraus et al. 2011b; Kraus et al. 

2012c; Xi et al. 2013). Contrary to the few bibliometric studies that have been conducted 

in the entrepreneurship and family business realms, the analyses realized here do not solely 

direct their focus on specific journal(s) respectively outlet(s), and therefore provide a 

substantial and detailed overview of the respective field of research (see, e.g., Casillas and 

Acedo 2007; Chrisman et al. 2010; Landström et al. 2012; Benavides-Velasco et al. 2013). 

Based on two foundation studies in the fields of family business and strategic 

entrepreneurship research, four issues respectively research gaps, two in each research 

field, have been identified, which are further investigated using various scientific 

methodologies (see Figure 1). 



4 

 Fi
gu

re
 1

: O
ve

rv
ie

w
 o

f t
he

 st
ud

ie
s 



5 

(1) Within the family business realm, an additional and more detailed bibliometric analysis 

has been conducted to elaborate the development and the background of this young and 

impressively growing field of research. The elaboration of the development enabled the 

identification of shifts in terms of research priorities, and consequently, of emerging areas. 

Moreover, the topic of family business succession has been recognized for its potential for 

further research. Thereby, psychological aspects regarding succession have been 

recognized as a subject area that lacks an integrated model containing critical 

psychological issues that might harm the succession process, and therefore the continued 

existence of family businesses. Consequently, by conducting a literature review, an 

integrated framework of psychological aspects with regard to family business succession 

has been developed. 

(2) When considering strategic entrepreneurship, it became apparent that even though 

strategic orientations are a well-explored subject, there are limitations restricting previous 

findings in terms of their generalizability, and therefore this area requires specific 

consideration and further investigation. In this regard, most studies investigate, for 

instance, entrepreneurial orientation (EO) as a unidimensional construct using 

predominantly financial or nonfinancial indicators as performance measures, and do not 

contrast the results in a multi-country context (Rauch et al. 2009; Filser and Eggers 2013). 

Furthermore, a large number of investigations on strategic orientations examine either a 

mixed sample of enterprises in terms of their size or only large enterprises. This has been 

the motivation behind the more precise and further investigation of strategic orientations, 

which take these issues into account. 

Therefore, the first quantitative empirical study in this realm investigates EO as a 

multidimensional construct using financial and nonfinancial indicators as performance 

measures, and contrasts the results in three different countries (Austria, Liechtenstein, and 

Switzerland) based on a multiple regression analysis. The second quantitative empirical 

study examines the effect of financial resource availability on EO as well as on customer 

orientation (CO), and consequently, on firm performance, as measured by financial and 

nonfinancial indicators. This study investigates the differences between Austria and 

Hungary in a multi-country study and uses structural equation modeling (SEM) to promote 

the generalizability of the results. Both quantitative empirical studies focus on SMEs using 
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an established questionnaire that only contains questions that are appropriate for examining 

strategic orientations in this size-class of enterprise. 

The present doctoral dissertation continues providing a theoretical framework by 

highlighting the objectives, the outline, and the results of the single studies, before 

reflecting the findings, and giving some final remarks. The dissertation concludes by 

listing the single articles. 

 

2  Theoretical background 

2.1  Objectives of the dissertation 

The global corporate landscape predominantly comprises SMEs and family businesses, 

making these kinds of enterprises a major foundation for economic prosperity (OECD 

2000; Astrachan and Shanker 2003; Mandl 2008). Based on the importance of SMEs and 

family businesses for the global economy, the existence, as well as the growth of these 

firms is also critical for worldwide economic stability and growth (Ackelsberg and Arlow 

1985; Valliere 2006). 

Nonetheless, due to their characteristics, family businesses need to be observed and 

investigated individually. As emphasized by Gersick et al. (1997), family businesses are 

characterized by three overlapping sub-systems: family, enterprise, and ownership. Due to 

the interplay of the three sub-systems, family businesses differ from non-family businesses 

in terms of structural, behavioral, and goal-specific issues. Therefore, when investigating 

aspects that influence continued existence, the interplay of the family business sub-system 

needs to be taken into consideration. 

Furthermore, firm growth still remains an unsolved puzzle in management research, 

especially with regard to SMEs (Davidsson et al. 2005). To overcome various restricting 

characteristics, such as smallness, newness, or access to resources (see, e.g., Aldrich and 

Auster 1986; Brüderl and Schüßler 1990), and to be able to promote competitiveness, 

SMEs need to grow at least to some degree (Garnsey 1998; Filser and Eggers 2013). In this 

regard, as already recognized by various studies, strategic orientations are positively linked 
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to firm growth, making strategic entrepreneurship an issue that requires further 

investigation (Rauch et al. 2009). 

Based on the aforementioned remarks, the present doctoral dissertation has two key 

objectives:  

(1) To understand and develop an overview of both research fields—family business and 

strategic entrepreneurship—the aim is to elaborate the state-of-the-art of current research. 

Thus, the intellectual structure of each field of research is elaborated, covering the most 

influential publications that have been cited by a broad selection of articles in the 

respective field. Finally, the aim is to provide an overview of the broad variety of issues 

investigated by ascribing the most influential publications to thematic clusters. This 

provides an insightful overview of each field and helps to identify research gaps. 

(2) Derived from the elaborations that address the first objective, the present doctoral 

dissertation additionally aims to investigate factors that ensure the continued existence and 

promote the growth of SMEs and family businesses. Consequently, two issues have been 

identified. 

Continued existence is an issue related to family business succession, among others. In this 

regard, numerous studies emphasize that the failure rate in the succession process 

constantly rises when it comes to business transfer to the second, third, and subsequent 

generations (Beckhard and Dyer 1983a; Bierly and Chakrabarti 1996; Solomon et al. 

2011). Although family business succession is a highly explored subject—most articles 

published in the Family Business Review deal with the topic of family business 

succession—research lacks comprehensive insights respectively a model that exposes 

potential psychological aspects that might arise and interfere with the process (Filser et al. 

2013b). 

Furthermore, strategic orientations as an EO or CO have been identified as crucial 

constructs that positively affect firm growth (Slater and Narver 1998; Madsen 2007; Rauch 

et al. 2009). Nevertheless, research on strategic orientation still calls attention to the 

dimensionality of constructs, the measurability of firm performance, and the concentration 

on various types of businesses (Covin and Wales 2012). Thus, a large number of studies, 

for instance, investigate EO as a unidimensional construct, using single performance 

measures or examining a single country (Rauch et al. 2009). Therefore, the objective is to 
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provide further and more sophisticated insights on strategic orientations by taking various 

aspects into account that have constrained the previous findings. By doing so, the aim is to 

investigate the effect of strategic orientations on firm performance in SMEs based on  

uni- and multidimensional constructs, using heterogeneous performance measures, and 

reflecting the results from various countries to foster the generalizability of the results. 

Summarizing, the objectives of the present doctoral dissertation are to expose the state-of-

the-art family business and strategic entrepreneurship research, and concomitantly to 

highlight aspects respectively factors that ensure the continued existence and facilitate the 

growth of SMEs and family businesses. 

 

2.2 Outline of the dissertation 

The present dissertation is divided into two main parts—the overview part and the part 

listing the studies that have been realized for the purpose of the present doctoral 

dissertation. 

Part I, Overview of the Dissertation, provides a summary of the cumulative doctoral 

dissertation by describing the overall objectives and the applied scientific methods with 

regard to the studies that have been published in this regard. Subsequently, the results of 

the studies are highlighted, and are related to the overall objectives of the present 

dissertation. Part I concludes by exposing the implications, describing the limitations, and 

providing an outlook on future research.  

Ultimately, the overview part is divided into four main chapters: 1) Introduction, 2) 

Theoretical background, 3) Overview of the studies and results, and 4) Conclusion. 

Part II, The Studies, consists of six studies. Each study represents a research effort that has 

been realized to pursue the overall objective of the present dissertation. As the duration 

until an article is accepted for publication and finally published does not represent the point 

in time when the study was actually conducted, the articles listed here are not sorted 

chronologically. The articles are sorted according to the theoretical framework that has 

been elaborated to describe the nexus between all articles published (Part I). The order of 

the six articles is in line with the point of time when each study was elaborated. 
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Five contributions have been published in double-blind reviewed international academic 

journals and one has been presented at an academic conference and is currently under 

review for publication. From these journals, three are ranked according to Thompson 

Reuters (formerly Institute for Scientific Information; ISI) Social Sciences Citation Index 

(SSCI)/Journal Citation Reports (JCR), all five are ranked according to the major 

Australian ranking (Australian Business Dean Council; ABDC), one is ranked according to 

the major British ranking (Association of Business Schools Academic Journal Quality 

Guide; ABS), all five are ranked according to the major Finnish ranking (Publication 

Forum), and four are ranked according to the major German ranking (German Academic 

Association for Business Research; VHB). 

Concerning tenure or full professorship evaluation, all journals within these rankings—

independent of their position—are counted in the respective country (Kraus 2009b). 

Therefore, all journals in which the listed articles have been published can be regarded as 

quality, solid academic journals. While journals are classified by impact factors in the 

SSCI, the ABS ranking rates each journal based on numbers from 1 to 4 (highest), the 

VHB ranking rates each journal based on alphabetic letters from E (lowest) to  

A+ (highest), the ABDC ranking rates each journal based on alphabetic letters from  

C (lowest) to A+ (highest), and the Publication Forum ranking rates each journal based on 

numbers from 1 to 3 (highest). 

Table 1 provides an overview of the six studies, their titles, the used methods, the authors 

involved, the journals in which they have been published, as well as the classification 

according to the rankings as explained previously. The rank for the publishing authors 

reflects their individual contribution to each article; that is, the author named first naturally 

contributed the most, while the second author’s contribution is slightly lower, and so on. 
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As shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3, the six studies can be grouped into two thematic 

streams, and into three parts in terms of research progress. Based on the research 

objectives, the initial part in each thematic stream serves the purpose of generating an 

overview of the state-of-the-art of current research in each field of research, followed by 

either a conceptual analysis or an empirical part, which investigates aspects respectively 

factors that ensure the continued existence, or facilitate the growth of SMEs and family 

businesses. Lastly, recommendations for future research are provided, as derived from each 

study. 

Figure 2: Overview of the family business studies 

 

 

Figure 3: Overview of the strategic entrepreneurship studies 
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2.3  Methodology 

Different scientific approaches are applied within the studies that have been realized for 

the purpose of the present doctoral dissertation (see Table 1). The reason for the 

heterogeneity of the applied scientific approaches is to prove the competence of various 

research methods, and thereby serve the high standards of academic research, as it is the 

case in a doctoral dissertation (Kraus 2009b). Additionally, by applying different scientific 

approaches, triangulation is achieved, which fosters the reliability of the findings and 

implications (Lewis-Beck et al. 2003; Downward and Mearman 2005; Kraus 2009b). 

As shown in the outline, the present dissertation covers two thematic streams: family 

business and strategic entrepreneurship research (see Figure 2 and Figure 3). Each thematic 

stream consists of a foundation, an analysis or an empirical, and an outlook part. As the 

two thematic streams vary in terms of methods, the applied approaches within each stream 

are explained separately. 

The foundation part for the family business (study 1), as well as strategic entrepreneurship 

stream (study 4) are realized via a conceptual analysis based on a bibliometric study, 

accompanied by a literature review to build a solid foundation for further investigations. 

Study 1 (Kraus et al. 2011b) analyzes the most cited references based on a selected sample 

of publications addressing family business issues (Kraus et al. 2011b), while study 4 

(Kraus et al. 2012c) investigates publications concentrating on strategic entrepreneurship. 

In both studies, the most influential publications are ascribed to thematic clusters, and are 

subsequently reflected in a literature review. 

The analysis part of the family business stream (study 2 and 3) consists of two conceptual 

studies based on a further bibliometric analysis, as well as a literature review. Due to the 

increased attention on family business research, and the increasing number of publications 

investigating family business issues, study 2 (Xi et al. 2013) explores the development and 

the backgrounds of family business research based on a sample of all articles that have 

been published within the family business realm before 2012 (1,103 articles). Furthermore, 

derived from study 1 (Kraus et al. 2011b), the topic of family business succession has been 

identified as lacking a model explaining psychological issues with regard to family 

business succession. Therefore, in study 3 (Filser et al. 2013b), a literature review of 

empirical studies that uncover psychological aspects in family business succession is 
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conducted, followed by the establishment of a psychological field model. Within the 

framework of the generated model, any psychological aspect that might interfere with the 

succession process is ascribed to the particular phase in which it might occur and the 

respective party(ies) concerned based on the family business system of Gersick et al. 

(1997). 

The empirical part of the strategic entrepreneurship stream (studies 5 and 6) consists of 

two studies using quantitative empirical research approaches. The samples for both studies 

were gathered by using online questionnaire or telephone questionnaire surveys. 

Subsequently, the data were analyzed based on developed hypotheses using different 

evaluation methods (Lewis-Beck et al. 2003; Kraus 2009b). Study 5 (Filser and Eggers 

2013) uses multiple regression analysis to investigate the effect of the single dimensions of 

EO on firm performance, whereas study 6 (Filser et al. 2013a) utilizes SEM to examine the 

effect of financial resource availability on EO and CO, and concomitantly on firm 

performance. Both studies use multiple performance measures, and are conducted in a 

multi-country context. 

The present dissertation closes with an outlook part for both thematic streams in which the 

proposed recommendations for future research, that are provided by each individual study, 

are highlighted and summarized. 
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3  Overview of studies and results 

Table 2 summarizes the objectives of the present doctoral dissertation and provides the 

chapter information of each study. 

Table 2: Sub-objectives and chapter information of the studies 

Study 
no. Chapter Source Objective of the study 

Family business research 

1 
 

3.1 Kraus et al. 
2011b 

To identify thematic clusters and to determine research gaps within family 
business research. 
 

2 3.2 Xi et al. 
2013 

To disclose the intellectual structure, to illustrate the development, and to identify 
perspectives for future research. 
 

3 3.3 Filser et al. 
2013b 

To identify psychological issues that are critical with regard to family business 
succession. 
 

Strategic entrepreneurship research 

4 3.4 Kraus et al. 
2012c 

To identify the points of intersection between strategic management and 
entrepreneurship, to disclose the intellectual structure, and to identify 
perspectives for future research. 
 

5 3.5 Filser and 
Eggers 2013 

To empirically examine the effect of the single dimension of entrepreneurial 
orientation on firm performance in a multi-country study. 
 

6 3.6 Filser et al. 
2013a 

To empirically observe the effect of financial resource availability on 
entrepreneurial orientation as well as customer orientation, and concomitantly  
on firm performance in a multi-country study. 
 

 

3.1  Study 1: Family businesses: On the state-of-the-art of business research 

The objective of study 1 (Kraus et al. 2011b) was to create a better understanding of the 

field of family business research. The study analyzed 276 peer-reviewed journal 

publications addressing family business issues, and structured the field of family business 

research by assigning the most frequently cited references to thematic clusters. The study 

shows that family business research builds on five clusters: 1) Legitimation and definition; 

2) Governance in family businesses; 3) Strategic competitive advantage; 4) Corporate 

management/leadership; and 5) Succession. Consequently, study 1 highlights major lines 

of discussion, and reflects the publications within each cluster to provide detailed insights 

into past findings and implications, and equally to contribute to the field’s progression by 

giving recommendations for future research. 
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3.2  Study 2: Past trends and future directions of family business research 

The aim of study 2 (Xi et al. 2013) was to elaborate the development of the field of family 

business research based on the 25 most frequently cited publications. Study 2 uses the 

same approach as study 1, nevertheless on a larger scale. The number of analyzed 

publications was almost quadrupled; that is, 1,103 peer-reviewed journal publications 

(published before 2012) addressing family business issues, as well as any article published 

in one of the three journals covering family business issues (Family Business Review; 

Journal of Family Business Strategy; Journal of Family Business Management) create the 

basis for the investigation. The results show that discussion lines do not crucially change. It 

was found that the thematic clusters identified in study 1 remain similar over the two 

timeframes analyzed; however, there were variations concerning the intensity of the 

researched subjects, and the publications that are in each cluster. During the past two 

decades the thematic priorities of family business research changed from a concentration 

on subjects, such as succession, as well as leadership and management, to a focus on 

governance and strategic advantage issues. Furthermore, major contributions from the 

early years still have a prominent influence on the field’s progression. The study also 

shows that some contributions influence the field quite soon after their publication, 

receiving recognition, and thereby increasing their importance for the field’s development. 

Finally, the publications in each cluster are discussed, and reflected in terms of their effect 

on the development of family business research, accompanied by propositions for future 

research. 

 

3.3  Study 3: Psychological aspects of succession in family business 

management 

Based on study 1, and due to the overall objective to provide suggestions through which 

the continued existence and growth of SMEs and family businesses can be promoted 

respectively ensured, the topic of family business succession has been recognized as 

lacking a model explaining psychological aspects that might interfere with the succession 

process. Certainly, continued existence can only be achieved if the succession process is 

realized successfully. Therefore, awareness needs to be fostered regarding the factors that 

interfere with the succession process among all the parties involved. Consequently, in 
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study 3 (Filser et al. 2013b), a literature review of 21 empirical studies that uncover 

psychological aspects with regard to family business succession is conducted to develop a 

comprehensive field model summarizing and categorizing any relevant, identified aspects. 

It was found that nine psychological issues (letting the business go; future perspective—

personal fear/challenges; lack of trust—belief in competencies; interpersonal 

differences/divergent perceptions; future direction—varying notions; rivalry; missing 

boundaries between family and business; lack of clear and open communication; 

distribution of decision-making power), attributed to different levels (individual, 

interpersonal, organizational), might arise during the preparation, the transfer/takeover, and 

the continuation phase, having the potential to impede, or even to facilitate the failure of a 

succession, and thereby the continuation of a family business. 

 

3.4  Study 4: Strategic entrepreneurship: Structuring a new field of research 

The aim of study 4 (Kraus et al. 2012c) was to generate an overview of the field of 

strategic entrepreneurship by conducting a bibliometric analysis of 145 articles that have 

been published in peer-reviewed journals before 2012. The selection criterion for articles 

to be considered within the analysis was to carry the terms “strateg*” and 

“entrepreneurship” in their titles. After determining the most influential authors and the 

most used output channels for publications within the strategic entrepreneurship realm, the 

most cited publications were uncovered. The most cited publications were then 

investigated in terms of their topical congruencies, and were assigned to thematic clusters. 

It was found that strategic entrepreneurship research mainly builds upon publications that 

can be sorted into four thematic clusters: 1) Entrepreneurship research; 2) Strategic 

management; 3) (Corporate) Entrepreneurship; and 4) Strategic entrepreneurship. Finally, 

the exposed lines of discussion were reflected based on the publications of the individual 

clusters to highlight the key insights of past findings and implications, followed by the 

elaboration of recommendations for future research. 
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3.5  Study 5: Entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance: 

A comparative study of Austria, Liechtenstein, and Switzerland 

Based on the insights exposed by study 4, and to serve the objective regarding the 

elaborations of suggestions through which the continued existence and the growth of SMEs 

and family businesses can be facilitated, strategic orientations have been identified to 

promote firm growth, as recognized by various studies (Filser and Eggers 2013). However, 

diverse limitations prevail in terms of generalizability with regard to the findings and 

implications of previous studies, making further and more precise investigations inevitable. 

Previous studies predominantly investigated EO as a unidimensional construct using 

chiefly financial or nonfinancial indicators as performance measures, often did not 

consider company size as a feature of importance, and mostly investigated only single 

countries. Therefore, study 5 focused solely on SMEs and examined the effect of the single 

EO dimensions (innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking) on firm performance 

(measured by financial or nonfinancial indicators, meaning sales growth and employment 

growth) in a multi-country context (Filser and Eggers 2013). Contrary to the observation 

by Rauch et al. (2009), who emphasize that each dimension has equal weight, the results of 

the multiple regression analysis showed that, in general, only innovativeness and risk-

taking facilitate firm performance. Proactiveness does not show a positive significant effect 

on firm performance in any country analyzed. Besides that, the overall analysis showed 

that the education level positively influences firm performance in the countries in which 

the study was conducted. Finally, it is found that country-specific differences with regard 

to the effect of the single dimensions prevail. Thus, the study agreed with Kreiser and 

Davis (2010), who stated that the optimal level of each EO dimension depends on the 

organizational environment (Filser and Eggers 2013).  

 

 

 

 



18 

3.6  Study 6: The effect of financial resource availability on entrepreneurial 

orientation, customer orientation, and firm performance in an international 

context: An empirical analysis from Austria and Hungary 

Study 6 (Filser et al. 2013a) builds on the same research gap as study 5, requiring further 

and more precise investigations concerning the effect of strategic orientations on firm 

performance to derive further explanations for the growth of SMEs. In this regard, strategic 

orientations have been further investigated to find potential research gaps. Consequently, 

the effect of financial resource availability, due to the fact that SMEs commonly have 

fewer financial and nonfinancial resources than large enterprises, has been identified as 

having a potential impact on strategic orientations, and concomitantly on firm 

performance. Therefore, the constructs of EO and CO have been taken into consideration 

for this investigation due to their non-overlapping dimensions. Market orientation has not 

been used due to its overlap with EO in terms of the dimension “proactiveness”, and its 

overlap with CO regarding the dimension “reactiveness”. Contrary to study 5, in study 6, 

EO and CO are measured by unidimensional constructs; however, by using financial and 

nonfinancial indicators, meaning sales growth and employment growth, as performance 

measures. Based on the results of the SEMs, which have been calculated separately for 

Austria and Hungary, it was found that the more financial resources exist, the more EO is 

promoted, which in consequence facilitates the performance of SMEs irrespective of the 

country. However, the results for Hungary show that the more financial resources 

available, the more SMEs are also likely to pursue a CO beside an EO, which in turn 

impedes firm performance. Economic and cultural factors have been considered to provide 

explanations as to why SMEs in Hungary foster EO and CO equally the more financial 

resources exist, despite the negative effect of CO on firm performance.  

Table 3 provides background information and summarizes the results of each study. 
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4 Conclusion 

4.1  Summary and implications 

Based on the results of the six studies (see Table 3), various implications with regard to the 

continued existence and the growth of SMEs and family businesses can be drawn. 

As highlighted by study 1 and study 2, the field of family business research is based on 

five thematic clusters (legitimation and definition; governance in family businesses; 

strategic competitive advantage; corporate management/leadership; and succession). 

Whereas family business research has achieved its legitimation as a field of research, the 

establishment of a universally recognized definition of family businesses remains 

outstanding. By adjusting general management as well as strategic management issues 

(ownership and management, strategy, strategic competitive advantage, and governance) to 

family businesses the field basically focuses on two pathways. On the one hand, based on 

aspects like the involvement of the family, the pursuance of non-economic goals, and the 

distinct nature of the family culture, among others, differences between family and non-

family businesses are examined (e.g., Chrisman et al. 2009). On the other hand, unique 

aspects that characterize family businesses are highlighted which confines research to a 

focused sample (e.g., Kraus et al. 2011b; Xi et al. 2013; Eddleston et al. forthcoming). 

According to study 4 the field of strategic entrepreneurship is built upon four main subject 

areas (entrepreneurship research; strategic management; (corporate) entrepreneurship; and 

strategic entrepreneurship). Similar to family business research, strategic entrepreneurship 

research lacks a generally accepted definition as the nature and facets remain under-

defined. Nevertheless, fundamental components of strategic entrepreneurship research are 

general management, strategy, and entrepreneurship research. In fact, the integration of 

entrepreneurial (opportunity-seeking) and strategic (advantage-seeking) perspectives to 

management seems to be of value due to their potential of continuously generating value. 

Thus, the field of strategic entrepreneurship offers substantial research potentials thanks to 

promising theoretical challenges and practical applications (Kraus et al. 2012c). 

In conclusion, study 1, study 2, and study 4 and their findings mainly represent the 

foundation of the present doctoral dissertation, enabling the understanding of the respective 

field of research, and the identification of issues that remain unsolved. Furthermore, the 

elaborated studies that expose the state-of-the-art of current research provide a clear 
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framework for future studies in family business as well as strategic entrepreneurship 

research. 

Subsequently, for the purpose of the present doctoral dissertation, the succession process 

has been identified as playing a critical role concerning the continued existence of family 

businesses. As emphasized by Hennerkes (2005), “conflict is the greatest destroyer of 

value in family enterprises”, particularly a subject of importance in the case of a company 

succession when emotions are involved (p. 58). Therefore, a comprehensive model has 

been developed, highlighting psychological aspects that might be of a detrimental nature in 

the preparation, the transfer/takeover, and the continuation phase in terms of a succession 

(study 3). In total, nine aspects have been uncovered by exploring 21 empirical studies—so 

far all publication uncovering psychological aspects with regard to succession that can be 

found in the major scientific databases such as ABI Inform/ProQuest, EBSCO, Emerald, 

Google Scholar, ingentaconnect, JSTOR, MENDELEY, ScienceDirect, and Springer—that 

were then sorted into three levels (individual, interpersonal, and organizational) to address 

the party(ies) concerned. Accordingly, successors and predecessors, as well as various 

parties within the family and business, need to be sensitized by planning and realizing a 

family business succession. In fact, a competent and reliable successor is of high 

importance, making an objective selection mandatory. A selection based on professional 

and social competencies therefore helps to counteract potential rivalries among siblings 

and fosters trust that in consequence promotes the success of a succession and the 

acceptance of all parties concerned. In addition, a permanent flow of information, as well 

as open communication, and the aim of consent with regard to decisions have been 

identified as crucial for a successful succession process. Certainly, potential conflicts 

might be reduced by prophylactic actions in the preparation phase, fostering the awareness 

among all the parties involved about the critical issues that have been uncovered (Filser et 

al. 2013b). 

Besides aspects that promote the continued existence, the objective of the present 

dissertation was to elaborate factors that stimulate the growth of SMEs. Thus, strategic 

orientations have been investigated in terms of their effect on firm performance 

respectively firm growth (study 5 and study 6). 

First, by examining the single dimensions of EO (innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-

taking) in terms of their effect on the performance respectively the growth of SMEs, it was 
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found that, in general, only innovativeness and risk-taking promote growth (study 5). 

However, as differences among the analyzed countries were observed, issues, such as 

cultural aspects or economic circumstances, need to be taken into consideration concerning 

the reflection of the effect of each dimension. An explanation for the non-significant effect 

of proactiveness might lie in the nature of innovation that is realized (Kleinschmidt and 

Cooper 1991). Therefore, proactive behavior seems to be inevitable when realizing radical 

innovations. Accordingly, firms that solely concentrate on innovativeness and risk-taking 

might promote the generation of incremental innovations. Nevertheless, growth is 

promoted no matter which type of innovation (radical or incremental) is aspired to (Filser 

and Eggers 2013). 

Due to the circumstance that SMEs typically have fewer resources (financial and 

nonfinancial) than large enterprises, the effect of financial resource availability on EO as 

well as CO, and concomitantly on firm performance has been investigated (study 6). To 

foster the generalizability of the findings, SEMs have been calculated for Austria and 

Hungary. Furthermore, an additional goal was to highlight the potential differences 

between East and West-European countries. The results show that in fact, the more 

financial resources that are available, the higher the propensity to follow an EO, which in 

consequence promotes the growth respectively the performance of SMEs. However, 

cultural characteristics and economic conditions have been investigated to explain why 

Hungarian SMEs likewise follow a CO the higher the financial resource availability, even 

though the effect of CO on performance is estimated to be negative (Filser et al. 2013a). 

Based on the elaborations concerning strategic orientations, a key implication for managers 

of SMEs is to cultivate more entrepreneurial thinking and to create a stronger 

entrepreneurial culture within the business. Likewise, the awareness concerning the effect 

of an EO and its dimension should be fostered among employees to promote firm growth 

respectively firm performance. In the event that certain circumstances do not allow or 

might restrict an SME from realizing an EO entirely or partly, it does not mean that, for 

instance, CO is not of any value. However, when talking about growth-supporting factors, 

EO seems to be predestined (Filser and Eggers 2013; Filser et al. 2013a). 
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4.2 Limitations and suggestions for further research 

The studies carried out for the present doctoral dissertation contain limitations that are 

exposed separately, due to the variety of methods used. 

1) Study 1, 2, and 4: As the generalizability of a bibliometric analysis is mainly based on 

the integrity of the analyzed literature, the findings might be restricted to a certain extent. 

Nevertheless, it was aimed to include as many articles as possible dealing with the 

respective subject to foster the reliability of the results of each study. Furthermore, some 

bibliometric studies argue that self-citations should be excluded. However, that would 

require the verification of any self-citation regarding their reasonable use. As the exclusion 

of unjustified self-citation would require analyzing an enormous number of articles and 

verifying any self-citations, this aspect is difficult to realize due to the fact that the 

exclusion is based on the author’s perception, which is, in turn, subjective. Furthermore, 

scholars have tried to calculate and estimate future citations to overcome the liability of 

newness concerning newly published publications. As this practice reflects a rather vague 

estimation, all bibliometric studies conducted for the purpose of the present doctoral 

dissertation relied on the approach of exclusively calculating facts. Certainly, study 2 

showed that publications could rank among the most influential publications within only 5 

years. 

2) Study 3: Concerning the literature review on psychological aspects with regard to 

succession, the search terms for publications that provided the foundation for the analysis 

limit the findings to a certain extent. Nevertheless, the aim was to generate a model solely 

concentrating on psychological aspects, even though a combination of psychological and 

sociological issues, such as trust, jealousy, suspicion, and avarice, would have been 

interesting to investigate. Furthermore the family business system by Gersick et al. (1997), 

to which the identified psychological aspects have been assigned, has been criticized 

regarding the non-consideration of firm age and generation which in consequence 

correlates with the wealth of experience and the level of strategic planning, among others. 

Nonetheless, for reasons of comprehensibility and plausibility the family business system 

provided a valuable framework to assign each aspect to the stakeholder respectively 

category affected, and concomitantly to accentuate precise implications regarding the 

stakeholder(s) concerned. 
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3) Study 5 and 6: Regarding the quantitative empirical studies, certain limitations need to 

be considered when interpreting the results. Even though study 5 and study 6 investigate 

multiple countries, the results still cannot be generalized due to the fact that rather small 

countries (Austria, Hungary, Liechtenstein, and Switzerland) were examined. To increase 

the generalizability, countries with larger economies in Europe or other continents 

respectively cultural surroundings need to be observed. Nevertheless, a first step has been 

realized as economic as well as cultural aspects have been taken into consideration by 

comparing the results of Austria and Hungary in study 6. In addition, the number of SMEs 

analyzed varied to a certain extent, especially in the case of study 5. In study 5, the sample 

sizes of Austria, Liechtenstein, and Switzerland somehow represents the ratio of the size of 

each country’s economy, thus, the sample size of Liechtenstein is smaller than the sample 

size of Austria and Switzerland. However, both studies (study 5 and study 6) were 

conducted based on samples with similar response rates and SMEs having a comparable 

industry affiliation, even though the overall number of observed enterprises varies slightly. 

Furthermore, as highlighted by Rauch et al. (2009), who investigate the measures applied 

to investigate EO, differences prevail regarding the used dimension to cover EO. As the 

three dimensions of innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking from Miller (1983) were 

used, which is in accordance with most EO studies, the comparability is only possible with 

studies using equal measures. Moreover, the results are based on self-reported data, which, 

in fact, are subjective evaluations. To foster the reliability, further key figures, for instance, 

actual employee and/or sales growth, should be considered. Likewise, due to a lack of data 

a non-response analysis could not be performed in both, study 5 and study 6. The sole 

criterion, based on which the random sample for both studies has been selected, was the 

company size, i.e., SMEs. However, the integrating of a non-response analysis might 

influence the results of both, study 5 and study 6. Finally, potential survivorship bias could 

not be taken into account in study 5 and study 6, due to the cross-sectional study design. In 

fact, the calculation would require the realization of longitudinal studies. Nevertheless, 

survivorship bias might affect the results of both, study 5 and study 6. 

Future studies could address various further issues within the framework of the subjects 

addressed within the present doctoral dissertation.  

Within the scope of succession in family businesses, psychological aspects that potentially 

interfere with the succession process could be tested regarding their importance, and thus 
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their effect on failure. Furthermore, actions that could be undertaken to avoid the 

occurrence of psychological conflicts, in line with the effect of the implementation of 

reflective processes or prophylactic engagements, could be investigated. By providing 

additional insights in this regard, further insights on how continued existence can be 

ensured could be determined. 

Concerning strategic orientations, a longitudinal study could foster the reliability of the 

findings, and might provide insights into the development of strategic orientations within 

SMEs over time. Thus, more precise implications for SMEs in terms of their pursuance of 

strategic orientations in different stages of development could be given. Likewise, taking 

the firm age and firm size into account would enable the highlighting of further insights 

into the effect and importance of strategic orientations in young compared to established 

firms. Nevertheless, it would certainly be interesting to explore the interplay of strategic 

orientations with regard to diverse antecedents, moderators, mediators, and performance 

outcomes. In addition, by taking cultural, situational, and psychological factors into 

account when investigating strategic orientations could provide valuable explanations for 

the variances found among the countries analyzed. Certainly, conducting additional 

quantitative empirical studies on strategic orientations in further countries on different 

continents and in cultural settings might provide proof and facilitate the generalizability of 

the findings of the present doctoral dissertation. 

Ultimately, the studies offer a profound framework for scholars to identify further issues 

that can be addressed within the fields of strategic entrepreneurship and family business 

research. 

 

4.3 Final remarks on the dissertation 

The present doctoral dissertation evolved in a rather evolutionary way in terms of the 

applied research design. Due to the personal affinity toward family business and strategic 

entrepreneurship research, bibliometric studies were carried out in both fields to generate 

an overview of the current state of research and to enable the identification of gaps that 

remain unsolved and serve the objective of the present doctoral dissertation (study 1 and 

study 4). Consequently, while study 2 was performed to investigate the development of 

family business research, and to foster the reliability of the results by examining an 
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extensive sample of articles, study 3, study 5, and study 6 were conducted to examine 

factors that ensure the continued existence and promote the growth of SMEs and family 

businesses. 

In fact, the present doctoral dissertation tackles issues in two fields that have received 

increasing attention and importance within research. While in the field of family business 

research, two additional journals besides the Family Business Review have been 

launched—the Journal of Family Business Strategy and the Journal of Family Business 

Management—within the past 3 years, the importance of strategic entrepreneurship can be 

seen in the founding of the Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal; the first spin-off 

introduced by the top-ranked Strategic Management Journal. 

Finally, the decision to investigate research gaps in two fields, that in turn serve a common 

objective, was supported by the limited access to databases to collect samples, as well as 

time-critical aspects to realize the single publications in a reasonable timeframe, as the 

duration of the review process cannot be estimated. Indeed, other scholars might have 

identified different gaps within the studies that build the foundation of the present doctoral 

dissertation, which would have lead in another direction, and thereby would have produced 

different results and implications for SMEs and family businesses. However, the author is 

convinced that the single studies within the present doctoral dissertation provide valuable 

answers to the research questions that have been addressed, and offer interesting insights 

into the respective field of research. 
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1 Family Businesses: On the State-of-the-Art of Business Research 

by Sascha Kraus, Matthias Filser, Thomas Götzen and Rainer Harms 

Betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung und Praxis, 63, 6, 587-605 

 

English translation - Originally published in German 

 

Introduction 

With a share of approximately two-thirds of all enterprises, family businesses are the 

world’s dominating form of enterprise (Gersick et al. 1997; Kraus and Harms 2011). 

Likewise, with roughly 60 to 90 percent of the market, family businesses represent a 

substantial proportion of the overall corporate landscape in Germany (Terberger 1998). 

Indeed, regardless of their size, legal status or industry affiliation, Poutziouris et al. (2006) 

regard family businesses as the “backbone of corporate life, across nations, remaining a 

cornerstone of socio-economic development” (p. 2). 

The overall societal relevance may be one reason why family businesses are increasingly 

perceived as worthwhile objects in business research (Chrisman et al. 2006). Our broad 

literature analysis of articles on family business research clearly shows a significant 

increase in the number of publications on this topic in academic journals (Figure 1). While 

interest was relatively low during the period between 1964 and 2000, a marked increase in 

the number of publications was evident in the last decade. Furthermore, rising interest in 

the field of family business research can be derived from the increasing number of tracks at 

international and distinct family business conferences, as well as by the growing number of 

special issues on family business research in academic journals such as the present edition 

of the Betriebwirtschaftliche Forschung und Praxis (BFuP). 



30 

Figure 1: Development of the number of family business publications 

 

In fast-growing fields of research, the inventory of the state-of-the-art enables the ability to 

identify the main lines of discussion and to provide direction for further research. 

Considering recent contributions, attention should be directed toward Hack (2009), who 

analyzes the literature on the differences between family and non-family businesses and 

thereby offers the first German-speaking summary within the family business realm. The 

distinction of family and business is a central issue in the research. Nevertheless, the 

analysis by Debicki et al. (2009), which builds on the framework elaborated by  

Sharma et al. (1997), shows that numerous other topics are addressed by English-speaking 

family business publications. This conceptual framework is the result of the application of 

strategic management issues within family business research. 

Concerning literature reviews, there is the peril that the chosen conceptual frame already 

influences the results. In contrast, an unbiased and empirically driven literature review can 

prevent such influences. Therefore, based on a comprehensive bibliometric analysis, the 

objective of the present study is to structure the English-speaking field of family business 

research and thereby familiarize German-speaking scholars with the fundamental 

contributions in this field. 

This article is structured as follows: after the introduction, the definitional aspects of 

family business are discussed, followed by the elaboration of central themes and authors 

within English-speaking family business research based on a bibliometric analysis. The 

article concludes with a summary and discussion of the results and implications as well as 

the exposure of limitations and recommendations for future research. 
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What are family businesses? 

Need for definition 

By the late 1980s, Astrachan et al. (2002) and Handler (1989) emphasized that providing a 

definition of “family business” was the foremost duty and challenge for family business 

research. This obligation arises from the fact that to be able to theoretically and empirically 

investigate a research subject, research, which is understood as a “conversation”, should 

explicate central concepts (Huff 1999). 

Indeed, the theoretical investigation requires the clarification of the question, “What makes 

a business a family business?” (Klein et al. 2005, p. 323), through which family business 

research deserves its legitimation as an autonomous field of research. In this respect, 

family business scholars regard the influence of the family on the business as a 

distinguishing feature. Gersick et al. (1997), for instance, conceptualize a family business 

as a system of three overlapping subsystems (Figure 2). The tensions that may result from 

the involvement of different stakeholders within the subsystems are a central issue of 

family business research. For example, family members may own shares of a company but 

remain inactive in the daily business activities. In contrast, other family members can be 

active in all three subsystems simultaneously. Therefore, due to the varying degree of 

involvement, various tensions might result, such as those between owner-based return 

goals, the objectives of management, and the need of family members for employment, 

identity, and prosperity. 
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Figure 2: Three-circle model of family businesses 

 

Adapted from Gersick et al. (1997, p. 6) 

Due to the interplay of the three subsystems, family businesses are regarded as a unique 

form of enterprise (Chrisman et al. 2005b; Schlippe et al. 2009). Numerous studies show 

that, based on the linkage of family, management, and ownership, family businesses vary 

significantly from non-family businesses in terms of structure, objective, and behavior 

(Tagiuri and Davis 1992; Dyer 1997; Klein 2000; Achleitner et al. 2010). Therefore, 

family business research centers on a unique objective of research, which legitimizes its 

status as an independent field of research. 

However, the fact that the term “family” is frequently used in everyday language and can 

therefore be understood differently, exacerbates the theoretical approach to the concept of 

family business. Likewise, in the family business literature, it is rarely explained what is 

meant by the term “family” (Kraus et al. 2011c). For instance, in terms of succession, for 

the most part, only the nuclear family (father, mother, and child) is considered (Klein 

2010). In contrast, whereas some studies include the extended family as part of the family 

business, few investigations examine whether the “family” can consist of unrelated 

individuals who are emotionally and closely linked by a common history (Carsrud 2006; 

Karra et al. 2006). 
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Problem of selectivity 

To enable the empirical investigation of family businesses, the theoretically relevant 

definitional components need to be both considered and operationalized appropriately 

(Chua et al. 1999). Certainly, the problem of selectivity regarding the definition must be 

addressed; does the definition clearly distinguish family business from non-family 

business? With a selective operationalization, objects can be clearly assigned to defined 

groups. An operationalization that allows a dichotomous decision (i.e., “A business is/is 

not family business”) is seemingly required, since it implies a hypothetical uniqueness. 

Thereby, the basic population as well as the sample of empirical studies can be clearly 

determined, which subsequently enables the generalizability of implications.  

Certainly, such uniqueness in terms of a dichotomous decision is only given in extreme 

cases. In the case where one family member is both owner and manager, the categorization 

as a family business is quite clear. However, if a family member is only the owner and 

does not have any management duties (such as with a silent partner), the classification is 

more difficult, and a dichotomous classification is arbitrary. This negatively affects the 

content interpretability of empirically based implications (Astrachan et al. 2002; Harms 

2009). 

To address this concern, Astrachan et al. (2002) emphasize that the influence of the family 

can vary on a continuous scale and state that a “relevant issue, therefore, is not whether a 

business is family or nonfamily, but the extent and manner of family involvement in and 

influence on the enterprise” (p. 47). The authors thus propose an operationalization of 

gradual differences to measure the influence of families on a business by elaborating on the 

so-called F-PEC (family power, experience, and culture) scale, which has been applied in a 

variety of studies. 

In conclusion, the existence of a range of different theoretical approaches, such as different 

answers to the question of definitional elements (What makes a business a family 

business?), as well as the variances in terms of selectivity and gradual measurement, 

complicates the development of a consistent and recognized definition of family business. 

To enable a conversation within family business research, scholars should explicitly 

disclose their criteria as to how family businesses are determined. This allows comparison 

with other studies in relationship to identifying the potential differences. 
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What are the main research topics within family business research? 

Method 

A bibliometric citation analysis revealed the intellectual structures of family business 

research. The citation analysis is based on the consideration that citations represent a valid 

indication of scientific interaction among researchers and research institutions. 

Furthermore, it is assumed that bibliographic references in scientific publications reflect 

conceptual connections between scientific ideas (Small 1978; Garfield 1979). With the 

assistance of a citation analysis, relationships that prevail between citing and cited 

authors/publications are revealed, and the most influential publications are pinpointed. The 

impact is derived directly from the circumstances that highly cited publications convey 

important findings and thus serve as an inspiration for quoting scientific work. 

This study utilizes 276 articles published in double-blind-peer-reviewed English-language 

scientific journals as the basis for its investigation. Databases, such as ABI 

Inform/ProQuest, EBSCO, Google Scholar, and WISO-Net, were browsed to both identify 

and to establish the foundation of the study. To be considered within the analysis, articles 

needed to include the terms “family” and “firm(s)” or “business(es)” in the title. The data 

collection was completed at the end of 2010. Therefore, it can be assumed that a 

representative sample of current English-speaking family business publications is given. 

Within the framework of the analysis, the cited references are counted and ranked 

according to the frequency of citation. The most frequently cited references are 

subsequently clustered and interpreted in terms of thematic congruencies. This approach 

enables the clear structuring and illustration of the main lines of discussion within a field 

of research (Roth and Gmür 2004). 

 

Contributions of family business research: Journals and authors 

Family business focused articles are found in a variety of journals with a range of different 

scopes. The 276 articles included in the analysis are published in 102 different economic, 

business, management, and sociology journals. The diversity of the journals indicates the 

variety of thematic approaches applied within family business studies, which is not 

surprising for a relatively young field of research (Grégoire et al. 2006). 



35 

Despite the thematic heterogeneity, family business scholars appear to prefer the 

publication channels of entrepreneurship journals. Of the 276 articles, 46% are published 

in entrepreneurship journals; among the eleven most cited journals, five can be attributed 

to entrepreneurship research (see Figure 3). At first glance, this seems unexpected, since 

according to the majority of family business definitions, there is no explicit relation to the 

field of entrepreneurship. However, the close connection between the individual and the 

enterprise is a central issue in entrepreneurship research; consequently, the integration of 

the “family” factor is near (Rauch and Frese 2007). 

The increasing number of family business publications has resulted in a condition in which 

topic-specific journals are subsequently released. Whereas the Family Business Review 

(SAGE) has been published since 1988, the Journal of Family Business Strategy 

(published since 2010 by Elsevier) and the Journal of Family Business Management 

(published since 2011 by Emerald) were both launched more recently. Although the two 

newly founded journals are current focal points of family business research, due to their 

relative newness, they do not appear in this analysis. 

Figure 3: Output channels of the analyzed publications 

 

Table 1 provides an overview of the authors with the most publications in the field of 

family business research (based on the 276 articles in our analysis). Only the top eighteen 

authors are represented; none of the others has authored/co-authored more than four 

publications. 
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Table 1: Authors with the highest number of family business publications within the 

analyzed dataset 

Name Number of  
publications Affiliation Country 

Chrisman, J. J. 19 University of Calgary CAN 
Chua, J. H. 19 University of Calgary CAN 
Kellermanns, F. W. 11 University of Tennessee; WHU Vallendar;  

Mississippi State University 
USA; GER 

Sharma, P. 9 Dalhousie University USA 
Steier, L. P. 8 University of Alberta CAN 
Le Breton-Miller, I. 7 University of Alberta CAN 
Miller, D. 7 HEC Montreal; University of Alberta CAN 
Lubatkin, M. H. 6 University of Connecticut USA 
Eddleston, K. A. 5 Northeastern University USA 

Schulze, W. S. 5 Case Western Reserve University USA 

Voordeckers, W. 5 Hasselt University BEL 
Danes, S. M. 4 University of Minnesota USA 
Davis, J. H. 4 University of Notre Dame USA 
Dino, R. N. 4 University of Connecticut USA 
Handler, W. C. 4 Babson College USA 
Heck, R. K. Z. 4 Baruch College USA 

Shepherd, D. A. 4 Indiana University; University of Colorado USA 
Westhead, P. 4 Durham University; Bodø University; College;  

Nottingham University; University of Stirling 
GBR; NOR 

 

Citation matrix 

The citation analysis was used to generate a network matrix of the most influential 

publications (see Figure 4). To provide clarity to the illustration and highlight the most 

influential publications, the minimum number of obtained citations was set at 25. Since 

only the most frequently cited publications were included, only 173 of the 276 articles used 

for the analysis are illustrated in the network matrix. 

The authors illustrated on the outer circle of the graphic represent the publications used to 

conduct the analysis (i.e., the citing works). The authors in the center of the graphic reflect 

the most frequently cited publications. The more frequently a publication has been cited, 

the larger the encompassing circle. In conclusion, 22 authors/groups of authors have been 

identified as having a significant influence on family business research (see also Table 2). 

These 22 publications can be categorized into five thematic clusters. 
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Cluster 1: Legitimation and definition 

In their article, Shanker and Astrachan (1996) emphasize the importance of family 

businesses for an economy and thus justify the systematic study. Likewise, in the first issue 

of Family Business Review, Lansberg et al. (1988) address the question of “What is a 

family business?” (p. 1). Consequently, the difficulty of determining a general definition 

was already clear. Further attempts to establish a clear understanding and define family 

businesses were recognized by Litz (1995) and Chua et al. (1999). Both publications 

observe the interactions between family and business, including such things as the long-

term involvement of the family in terms of ownership and management as the key element 

of family businesses. This approach emphasizes two definitional elements: 1) the degree of 

involvement of the family in the business and 2) the intention of the continued existence of 

the business in family hands. These definitional components form the basis of current 

efforts to establish a consistent and widely accepted understanding of the term. 

Methodological particularities that need to be considered when researching family business 

are further highlighted by Handler (1989). Along with the conception of a consistent 

definition, the systematic description of the applied methodology, self-critical examination, 

the search for alternatives in terms of sample collection, and the application of different 

research methods are all emphasized. 

 

Cluster 2: Ownership and management 

The publications in this cluster center on the relation between ownership and management 

within family businesses. They can be grouped into two theoretical perspectives:  

1) the agency theory and 2) the stewardship theory. 

Within the framework of the agency theory, Jensen and Meckling (1976) argue that costs 

arise if management and ownership are separated. Such separations entail the threat that 

the interests and behavior of the management (agent) are not congruent with those of the 

owner (principal). All of the activities and structures that are recognized to promote 

consent also lead to agency costs. Likewise, since no transaction costs emerge due to 

arising conflicts of interest, this means that businesses are more successful when 

ownership and management is in one hand. In contrast, Fama and Jensen (1983) 

demonstrate that such a conclusion is not valid in its simplicity. They argue that, in 



39 

complex organizations, the efficiency gains are higher than the costs caused by the division 

of management and ownership. They further maintain that efficiency gains are primarily 

achieved through superior decisions resulting from the higher degree of specialization. In 

fact, these dissimilar thoughts on corporate governance were transferred to family business 

research. For instance, Daily and Dollinger (1992) compare businesses in which the 

management and ownership is in the hand of one family with enterprises in which it is 

separated. They note that higher success potentials result when management and ownership 

is in one hand. Gomez-Mejia et al. (2001) take the connections between family members 

into consideration when investigating the relationship between management and 

ownership. Schulze et al. (2001) show that although ownership and management in family 

businesses often coincide, agency problems can occur. They found empirical evidence that 

even if one family manages and owns a business, family conflicts, lack of self-control, and 

altruism can lead to agency costs. 

In the context of the stewardship theory, Davis et al. (1997) conceptualize an alternative 

model that explains the motivation and behavior of managers. Stewardship is described as 

“situations in which managers are not motivated by individual goals, but rather are 

stewards whose motives are aligned with the objectives of their principals” (Davis et al. 

1997, p. 20). Whereas the term “principal” stands for the owner, the term “steward” 

reflects the manager of the business. In contrast to the agency theory, the stewardship 

theory does not assume opportunistic behavior and it postulates that agents act socially and 

serve the common good (Davis et al. 1997; Märk et al. 2010). Especially in family 

businesses, it is anticipated that individuals act unselfishly, since the core principals are 

trust, intra familial altruism, and clan affiliation (Schulze et al. 2001; Corbetta and Salvato 

2004). Against this background, Corbetta and Salvato (2004) doubt the validity of the 

homo oeconomicus in family businesses. Instead, they regard the stewardship theory as a 

reference framework for explaining the behavior in family businesses. As is clear by our 

own analysis, after the initial criticism, the stewardship theory achieved increased 

recognition in family business research. 
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Cluster 3: Strategic competitive advantage 

The publications in this cluster deal with the theoretical foundation of the competitive 

advantages of family businesses. Sharma et al. (1997) analyze the family business 

literature from a strategic management perspective and they explain strategic competitive 

advantages of family businesses based on the agency theory and a resource-based view. 

Other articles within this cluster (Habbershon and Williams 1999;  

Habbershon et al. 2003; Sirmon and Hitt 2003) also refer to a resource-based view. It is 

assumed that due to the “familiness” factor, which reflects the resources provided by the 

family, respectively family members, long term strategic competitive advantages are 

generated (Habbershon and Williams 1999). In this regard, empirical evidence is found for 

the increased profitability of listed family companies in contrast to listed non-family 

businesses (Anderson and Reeb 2003). 

 

Cluster 4: Governance 

The articles in cluster 4 focus on family business-specific aspects in terms of corporate 

governance. In comparison to cluster 3, these publications are more application-oriented 

and highlight the peculiarities of corporate governance that arise from the interconnection 

of family and business. The single articles can be divided into three thematic groups: 1) 

strategic management (Ward 1987), 2) culture (Dyer 1986), and 3) structure (Ward 1987). 

Ward (1987) identifies meticulous long-term planning and continuous adaptation to 

potential changes in the environment as the key to cross-generational success. In this 

respect, permanent strategic renewal, accelerated by the owner family, is emphasized as 

being of the highest importance. Dyer (1986), in comparison, regards the culture as a 

central factor of corporate governance, which determines the longevity of family 

businesses. By contrast, Levinson (1971) stresses a deliberate distribution of ownership, 

control, and governance to family and non-family members as a key element of corporate 

governance. His psychologically based study indicates that conflicts within the family 

and/or business can lead to the demise of an enterprise, if shares, control, and governance 

are not distributed based on the awareness of familial and psychological relations. 
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Cluster 5: Succession 

The publications in this cluster examine the succession process and identify factors of 

success. Gersick et al. (1997) investigate the transfer of leadership and ownership to the 

next generation in the context of the life-cycle theory. Beckhard and Dyer (1983b) and 

Lansberg (1999) concentrate on strategic planning in terms of succession. Whereas 

Beckhard and Dyer (1983b) regard the retention of family norms and values, among other, 

as essential, Lansberg (1999) considers a family internal vision—the “collective dream”—

as crucial for a successful succession. Moreover, publications studying succession within 

family business address critical issues such as the transfer of owner- and leadership, letting 

the business go, and the loss of status and prestige from the perspective of the predecessor. 

In this respect, difficulties that arise concerning the transfer of ownership and power are 

examined by Barnes and Hershon (1976). 

Finally, an overview of the most influential publications in the field of family business 

research is presented in Table 2. In conclusion, it can be stated that the field of family 

business research is built on fundamental publications in the field of management, 

entrepreneurship, and even family business research itself. 
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Table 2: The most influential publications in family business research 

Author(s) Year Title 
Publications type/ 
Journal 

Number of 
citations 

Cluster 

Gersick, Davis, 
McCollom 
Hampton, and 
Lansberg 

1997 Generation to Generation Book 67 5 

Ward 1987 Keeping the Family Business Healthy Book 62 4 
Schulze, Lubatkin, 
Dino, and 
Buchholtz 

2001 Agency Relationship in Family Firms: 
Theory and Evidence 

Organization Science 56 2 

Dyer 1986 Cultural Change in Family Firms: 
Anticipating and Managing Business and 
Family Transitions 

Book 50 4 

Chua, Chrisman, 
and Sharma 

1999 Defining the Family Business by 
Behavior 

Entrepreneurship  
Theory and Practice 

47 1 

Anderson and Reeb 2003 Founding Family Ownership and Firm 
Performance: Evidence from the S&P 500 

Journal of Finance 45 3 

Jensen and 
Meckling 

1976 Theory of the Firm: Managerial Behavior, 
Agency Costs and Ownership Structure 

Journal of Financial 
Economics 

42 2 

Sharma, Chrisman, 
and Chua 

1997 Strategic Management of the Family 
Business: Past Research and Future 
Challenges 

Family Business  
Review 

38 3 

Habbershon, 
Williams, and 
MacMillan 

2003 A Unified Systems Perspective of Family 
Firm Performance 

Journal of Business 
Venturing 

37 3 

Habbershon, and 
Williams 

1999 A Resource-Based Framework for 
Assessing the Strategic Advantage of 
Family Firms 

Family Business  
Review 

33 3 

Levinson 1971 Conflicts that Plague Family Businesses Harvard Business  
Review 

33 4 

Beckhard and Dyer 1983b Managing Continuity in the Family-
Owned Business 

Organizational  
Dynamics 

31 5 

Gomez-Mejia, 
Nunez-Nickel, and 
Gutierrez 

2001 The Role of Family Ties in Agency 
Contracts 

Academy of  
Management Journal 

31 2 

Litz 1995 The Family Business: Toward 
Definitional Clarity 

Family Business  
Review 

31 1 

Shanker and 
Astrachan 

1996 Myths and Realities: Family Businesses’ 
Contribution to the US Economy:  
A Framework for Assessing Family 
Business Statistics 

Family Business  
Review 

31 1 

Daily and 
Dollinger 

1992 An Empirical Examination of Ownership 
Structure in Family and Professionally 
Managed Firms 

Family Business  
Review 

30 2 

Sirmon and Hitt 2003 Managing Resources: Linking Unique 
Resources, Management, and Wealth 
Creation in Family Firms 

Entrepreneurship  
Theory and Practice 

30 3 

Davis, Schoorman, 
and Donaldson 

1997 Toward a Stewardship Theory of 
Management 

Academy of  
Management Review 

28 2 

Fama and Jensen 1983 Separation of Ownership and Control Journal of Law and  
Economics 

27 2 

Lansberg 1999 Succeeding Generations: Realizing the 
Dream of Families in Business 

Book 26 5 

Barnes and 
Hershon 

1976 Transferring Power in the Family 
Business 

Harvard Business  
Review 

25 5 

Handler 1989 Methodological Issues and 
Considerations in Studying Family 
Businesses 

Family Business  
Review 

25 1 
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Conclusion 

Summary and discussion 

The objective of this article was to structure the large and increasing number of English-

language contributions in the field of family business research. Based on a bibliometric 

analysis of 276 family business articles, central topics are examined to provide German-

speaking scholars an overview of the current state of the research in the field. The study 

serves as an orientation of previous research and enables a categorization of current 

developments in family business research. 

The citation analysis reveals five thematic clusters on which family business research is 

based: 1) legitimacy and definition, 2) ownership and management, 3) strategic 

competitive advantage, 4) governance, and 5) succession. Indeed, the empirical approach 

within the framework of this literature review leads to a different categorization as 

conceptually driven approaches. Chrisman et al. (2010) primarily discuss the theoretical 

foundations of the agency theory and the resource-based view, which corresponds to the 

topics of “governance” and “strategic competitive advantage” in our study. Moreover, an 

examination of the literature review by Debicki et al. (2009) reveals an accumulation of 

contributions in the following thematic clusters, “leadership and ownership” (here: 

management and ownership), “resources and competitive advantages” (here: strategic 

competitive advantage), “governance” (here: also governance), and “succession” (here: 

also succession). In addition to these thematic clusters, which are largely identical, our 

study identifies the cluster “legitimacy and definition” as part of the core topics within 

family business research. 

Indeed, the cluster “legitimacy and definition” shows the necessity to define and legitimize 

family business research as a field of study. While legitimization has been achieved, the 

elaboration of a definition shared by many scholars remains unsolved. In clusters 2, 3, and 

4, general management and strategic management topics (ownership and management, 

strategy, strategic competitive advantage, and governance) are adapted to family 

businesses. As originally emphasized by Kellermann and Schlippe (2010), our bibliometric 

analysis finds proof that central theories (agency theory, stewardship theory, and resource-

based view) are applicable to family businesses. Cluster 2 is characterized by discussions 

that search for appropriate theories to explain the issue of ownership and management in 
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family businesses. While, in general, the principal-agent theory and concomitantly the 

humanism of short-term-oriented and opportunistic individuals represents the starting point 

for the design of an efficient management system, more recent publications question this 

assumption and attempt to find proof for their skepticism by applying the stewardship 

theory to family businesses (Jensen and Meckling 1976; Schulze et al. 2001; Schulze et al. 

2003a; Corbetta and Salvato 2004). Cluster 3 (strategic competitive advantage) includes 

articles that deal with the theoretical foundation of competitive advantages based on the 

agency theory or a resource-based view. It shows that family business research primarily 

builds on a resource-based view. This finding is in line with the study by Chrisman et al. 

(2010), who identify a strong connection with the resource-based family businesses 

research. 

Cluster 4 consists of studies that focus on family business-specific aspects in terms of 

corporate governance. The interrelation between family and business and subsequently 

emerging challenges are both regarded as central issues. Cluster 5 contains contributions 

that concentrate on family business succession. The articles within this cluster regard 

succession as the process that ensures the continued existence of family businesses, but 

simultaneously represent a major threat to their longevity. As crucial elements to reducing 

the risk of failure, long-term planning, proper realization, and letting the business go from 

the perspective of the predecessor are highlighted. 

 

Limitations and recommendations for future research 

A major limitation of this study is that the validity of a bibliometric analysis depends on 

the integrity of the selected literature. The selection criterion was chosen to achieve the 

greatest representativeness possible. However, although the goal is completeness, it is only 

a goal and it cannot be entirely achieved. Therefore, articles that are currently under review 

at different journals, articles that investigate family business issues but do not clearly 

reflect this in their title, or articles that are not listed in the browsed (and most important) 

databases, are not considered in our analysis. Likewise, in accordance with the objective of 

only investigating English-language articles—since English is regarded as the “lingua 

franca” of academia worldwide—relevant contributions published in other linguistic, 
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economic, and cultural areas respectively based on specific approaches (e.g., the national 

tax law) are neglected (Wöhe 1984; Hennerkes 2005; Stehle and Leuz 2009). 

Regarding the interpretation of the results, it is noteworthy that a citation analysis has a 

retrospective nature. Consequently, future developments of a particular field of research 

are not evident. Recent publications that may indeed be part of the fundamental literature 

in the future currently show too low numbers in terms of citations to appear among the 

most cited publications. For instance, when regarding cluster 2, financing models and their 

influence on family businesses are currently discussed with regard to governance (Howorth 

et al. 2004; Scholes et al. 2008; Scholes et al. 2010). From today’s subjective perspective, 

this could be a potential nucleus of a new thematic cluster. It remains to be seen whether 

this topic will develop into a sufficiently large subject area and a cluster of that kind can be 

identified by an objective citation analysis in the future. 

The citation analysis shows that research on family businesses is largely based on various 

streams of management research. Therefore, the concentration is on areas in which the 

most striking differences from non-family businesses are suspected. These areas include 

management, governance, and succession. In this context, it becomes clear that the family 

business research not only adapts established concepts, but it also strives to find answers to 

distinct research questions that arise due to the interrelations between family and business. 

Furthermore, due to cultural and legal differences, results are not always applicable to 

other countries and environments. Therefore, family business research should pay careful 

attention to contextualization (Zahra 2007). For example, whereas the governance of US 

family businesses is primarily based on a single structure, in Germany, a two-tier structure 

of management and control is mandatory (Klein 2008; Koeberle-Schmid and Brockhoff 

2010). Against this background, much of the research on corporate governance in family 

businesses can only be applied with limitations in our cultural environment. 

The authors hope that the findings of the present study will help to establish family 

business research in theory and practice and increase the attention of German-speaking 

scholars toward this emerging field of research. 
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2 Past Trends and Future Directions of Family Business Research 

by Melanie Xi, Matthias Filser, Franz Kellermanns and Sascha Kraus 

Paper presented at the Global Innovation and Knowledge Academy (GIKA) 2013 

Under review for International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 

 

Introduction 

Dominating economies worldwide and offering a distinctive research domain (Aldrich and 

Cliff 2003; Gedajlovic et al. 2012), family businesses have generated and attracted a great 

deal of research interest during the past few decades (e.g., Wright and Kellermanns 2011; 

Sharma et al. 2012), resulting in higher quality publications (Gedajlovic et al. 2012). 

With the 25th anniversary of Family Business Review (Sharma et al. 2012) in 2012 and the 

maturing of the field of family business, many publications are reviewing, summarizing, 

and rethinking developing trends and future tasks of this field from different perspectives 

(Debicki et al. 2009; Chrisman et al. 2010; Wright and Kellermanns 2011; Gedajlovic et al. 

2012; Sharma et al. 2012). Our study specifically builds on two of these papers, namely, 

Debicki et al. (2009) and Chrisman et al. (2010), but goes far beyond them in terms of 

width and methodology. 

Chrisman et al. (2010) identify 25 particularly influential articles and discuss their most 

important contributions to scholars’ current understanding of family business. This 

analysis was based on articles published between 2002 and 2007 in the four most popular 

family business journals. We expand on their research by opening the citation analysis up 

to all journal articles published on family business until 2012 (1.103 total). Furthermore we 

consider any type of reference in the results, which was limited to journal articles by 

Chrisman et al. (2010). 

Debicki et al. (2009) focus on the contributions of individual scholars and academic 

institutions and the interrelationships between them by analyzing 291 family business 

articles published in 30 management journals between 2001 and 2007. Here again, we 

expand on this research. By including virtually all family business articles ever published, 
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we can conduct a more fine-grained analysis of these interrelationships and provide a 

forum for faculty in non-management areas (e.g., finance, accounting), which were 

previously omitted from analysis. Interest in family business in non-management areas has 

also grown exponentially over time. 

Our study makes multiple contributions to the literature. It provides the first truly 

comprehensive overview of family business research across business disciplines. Previous 

reviews did not include books in their results, although some have made atremendous 

impact on the field (e.g., Rosenblatt et al. 1985; Ward 1987; Gersick et al. 1997). Their 

inclusion allows us to provide a more comprehensive review. Second, it sketches the scope 

and distinction of the field by identifying topic clusters indicating fragmented research 

focus in family business field. Third, it presents the evolution path of each cluster to make 

a better understand on the history of the field, and based on that the direction for future 

research. Last, family business research needs to develop and build on established 

scientific achievement (Kuhn 1962). Frequently cited articles may indicate the field’s core 

assumptions and insights. 

 

Family business research as field of interest 

Although family businesses have enjoyed a dominant existence worldwide for many years 

(for an overview, see La Porta et al. 1999), as seen in Figure 1, family business research 

was slow to gain traction and accumulate a body of knowledge (Sharma 2004; Gedajlovic 

et al. 2012). The number of family business publications has been increasing exponentially 

since 2000, with a recent acceleration. While it is probably impossible to identify all the 

catalysts for this development, the creation of family business conferences (e.g., ifera, 

FERC) and special issues and topics in academic journal and conferences may have further 

legitimized the field (Wright and Kellermanns 2011). 
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Figure 1: Development of the number of family business publications 

 

In addition to these arguments, heightened interest may result from the recognition that 

family businesses are distinct organizational forms. Because family businesses must cope 

with the unique interaction between family and business (Chrisman et al. 2010), this dyad 

offers an appealing context for studying organizational phenomena (Lansberg and 

Astrachan 1994). 

Considering that the majority of businesses are family businesses, omitting family business 

relevant controls, at the very least, leads to an incomplete and under-identified knowledge 

base (Dyer 2003). As Gedajlovic et al. (2012) note: “studying family firms can contribute 

important new insights to many of the issues and questions with which mainstream 

management scholars are currently grappling” (p. 2). A prime example is the theoretical 

development of agency theory, which has been significantly enriched by insights from 

family business (e.g., Schulze et al. 2001) and, coincidentally, is one of the core literature 

bases in the family business literature. 

 

Methodology 

We use bibliometric citation analysis to investigate the development and evolution of 

family business research over the last few decades as well as its current state. We conduct 

an overall (across all years) as well as a decade-based citation analysis, followed by a 

discussion of the most frequently cited articles. By analyzing the most frequently cited and 

thereby most influential publications and their focal points, we can better understand this 

field’s main research streams. 
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Bibliometric analysis 

The use of bibliometric citation analysis allows us to elaborate not only the intellectual 

structure of the field of family business research, but also the development of scientific 

fields (Prévot et al. 2010). Citation analyses, which are key to bibliometrics (Moed 2005), 

examine the correlation between who and what is cited and the publication that contains 

the citations. The frequency of citations indicates their importance and qualitative value 

(Gundolf and Filser 2013). Therefore, a regularly cited publication conveys important 

scientific findings and constitutes a substantial foundation for further elaboration, thus 

representing a central contribution to the respective research discipline (Yue and Wilson 

2004). While initial bibliometrics have been conducted in the field of family business 

research, they have focused on selected journals and are limited in their analysis (Casillas 

and Acedo 2007; Chrisman et al. 2010; Benavides-Velasco et al. 2013). Accordingly, we 

expand prior analysis significantly by expanding the citation pool to include virtually all 

family business papers published before 2012. 

 

Research design 

Within citation research, various methods facilitate the development and creation of 

clusters. The method applied here is well established and is often used in similar studies 

(Casillas and Acedo 2007; Prévot et al. 2010; Gundolf and Filser 2013).  

First, in March 2012 we identified key documents. The original dataset was determined by 

publications published before 2012 containing the terms “famil*” (family, families, 

familial) and “business*” (business, businesses), “control*” (control, controlled), 

“enterprise*” (enterprise, enterprises), “firm*” (firm, firms), or “own*” (owned, owner, 

ownership), in their titles. We browsed databases such as ABI Inform/ProQuest, EBSCO, 

Emerald, Google Scholar, ingentaconnect, JSTOR, MENDELEY, ScienceDirect, Scopus, 

and Springer. These databases represent major academic search engines in social science 

and have been selected to facilitate a wide-ranging identification of publications that 

correspond to the search criteria. Each identified article was again checked manually 

weather it focuses on family business research or not. Furthermore, all articles published 

before 2012 in the Family Business Review, the Journal of Family Business Strategy, and 

the Journal of Family Business Management have been included in our dataset, resulting in 
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a total of 1,103 publications that fulfill these criteria and 47,295 citations. The author 

names, publication year, publication title, output channel/journal and reference type of 

each publication selected for the analysis as well as the cited references have then been 

transcribed into an excel-sheet manually. The manual data input enabled to check the 

dataset in terms of consistency and allowed to identify and correct existing citations errors. 

In addition, the procedure was a necessary step in order to create an electronic database 

which could then be analyzed by making use of network analysis software. Second, we 

performed the analysis and determined the 25 most frequently cited publications and/or 

authors, the number of citations, and the most frequently cited journals. The focus on the 

top 25 most frequently cited publications is realized due to the objective of clarity, 

compactness, and overall practicality (for similar approaches, see Prévot et al. 2010; 

Gundolf and Filser 2013). Third, we identified topic clusters based upon content 

similarities. The identification of the clusters and the assignment of each article to a cluster 

have been realized based on the authors’ subjective evaluation. By doing so, each author 

individually examined the most frequently cited articles in terms of study subject, research 

question and findings, created topic clusters and assigned each article to one of the 

identified clusters. Subsequently the results of all authors have been compared. In case the 

assignments showed inconsistencies the disparities have been discussed among all authors 

and a consensual decision has been made. Fourth, the contents in each cluster are discussed 

and reflected.  

In addition, we provide a subset analysis, in which the data is split into articles published 

before and after 2000 to allow the discussion of changes and developments over time. The 

separation into an early (1964-1999) and a late period (2000-2011) has been made due to 

the circumstance that before 2000 the number of publications was stagnating and is mainly 

allocated to articles published in the Family Business Review. Furthermore, solely fifteen 

articles have been published before the launch of the Family Business Review in 1988, 

which makes an analysis prior 1988 inappropriate. After 2000 the number of publications 

rose constantly and output channels other than Family Business Review gained in 

importance. Especially the growth in terms of the number of publications after 2000 is 

accompanied by the investigation of more specific subject areas. Therefore, by separating 

the dataset into articles published before and after 2000 we intend to uncover the 

development of the field. 
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Results 

As shown in Figure 2, the overwhelming majority of published materials are journal 

articles, although a substantial number of books has also been published. This may indicate 

the immaturity of the field, as it is difficult to place family business articles in top-tier 

academic journals. It may also indicate the relevance for and demand of practitioners, who 

typically prefer books. Last, the lower number of citations in working papers and 

proceedings is not surprising, given that these outlets are less cited, in general, and 

considering that only a small (but growing) number of papers are presented at major 

conferences (e.g., Wright and Kellermanns 2011). 

Figure 2: Nature of cited literature 

 

Figure 3 provides an overview of the most frequently cited journals.  

Family Business Review and Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, where the majority of 

papers are published, received the highest number of citations. Papers published in top-tier 

journals (Academy of Management Journal, Strategic Management Journal, 

Administrative Science Quarterly) are cited disproportionately. 
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Figure 3: Top 25 cited journals 

 

Figure 4 shows the overview of the citation clusters. The authors in the center of the 

network matrix represent the most frequently cited references; the authors surrounding 

these references reflect the publications that were used as a basis for the bibliometric 

analysis. Owing to space constraints and to enhance clarity of the figure, not all analyzed 

publications (1,103) are shown. Only articles that cited at least six of the 25 most 

frequently cited publications are illustrated in the outer circle. The number in the upper-

right corner of each author/pair of authors in the center of the network matrix indicates the 

number of citations. In conclusion, the analysis yields five clusters of the 25 most 

frequently cited papers. Below, we will discuss these clusters in turn (numbered 1 to 5). 
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Top 25 publications 

We analyze the publications in each cluster regarding their key points and contributions to 

the literature; some have more than one focus. For example, studies of corporate 

governance may also look at competence, management, or succession, while leadership 

studies may examine governance or next generation. Thus, these publications are not 

meant to be separated into different clusters; rather, their views of the topics of family 

business research clusters may overlap. 

 

Cluster 1: Defining pieces 

Kets de Vries (1993) reveals the special dynamics of family businesses that contribute to 

the failure of family businesses. Based on consultation work and in-depth interviews with 

over 300 family business executives, the author outlines the advantages and disadvantages 

of family businesses. Advantages include family culture, greater resilience in times of 

crisis, and greater flexibility in decision making. In addition, the author provides 

suggestions designed to prevent the company from becoming a casualty of family drama, 

an area that warrants further research attention. 

Shanker and Astrachan’s (1996) work is a foundational piece that defines family 

businesses. The authors developed criteria regarding family involvement that classifies 

family businesses based on broad, middle, and narrow definitions. They further show the 

impact of family businesses on the U.S. economy, which has promoted the importance of 

family businesses in both academic and non-academic settings. 

Chua et al. (1999) build on earlier work and develop a definition of family business, which 

has become the dominant definition and operationalization in the literature. They see 

behavior as the essence of a family business, with differences in behavior distinguishing 

family and non-family businesses. Specifically, they define family businesses as “governed 

and/or managed with the intention to shape and pursue the vision of the business held by a 

dominant coalition controlled by members of the same family or a small number of 

families in a manner that is potentially sustainable across generations of the family or 

families” (p. 25). 
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Sharma (2004) also discusses definitional issues of family businesses. She developed a 2x2 

matrix that facilitates the understanding of family business performance along business and 

family harmony dimensions. Her paper, a key foundational piece that stresses the pursuit 

of a combination of financial and non-financial goals, can be seen as an early predecessor 

of socio-emotional wealth (SEW) (Gómez-Mejía et al. 2007), which is developing into a 

dominant perspective in the family business literature. In addition, the paper outlines many 

avenues for future research that need to be fully pursued. 

Chrisman et al. (2005a) discuss the underlying philosophy of the component and the 

essence approaches of family business. The component approach is based on the belief that 

family involvement is sufficient for a family to exist. The essence approach, however, 

suggests that although family involvement is a necessary condition, it must result in certain 

distinctive behaviors before the firm can be considered a family business. They further 

suggest that the resource-based view and agency theory are fruitful avenues for future 

research, particularly in exploring the effects of non-economic goals in family businesses.  

In summary, the debate over family business as a worthwhile research pursuit has been 

decided favorably (Chrisman et al. 2010; Gedajlovic et al. 2012). The papers in this cluster 

have had and will have a profound influence on future research in the field and have 

influenced work in the other clusters. 

 

Cluster 2: Governance in family businesses 

This is the largest of the identified clusters. Corporate governance is defined as the 

structure of rights and responsibilities among the parties with a stake in the firm (Aguilera 

and Jackson 2003). In family business research, governance topics focus on how family 

involvement affects the structure and role of the governance system.  

Jensen and Meckling’s (1976) seminal article identifies the most effective governance 

structure by utilizing agency theory. In the relationship between principal (the party who 

delegates work to others) and agent (the party who performs the work), agency cost occurs 

when the two parties have different goals and division of labor. Agency costs are defined 

as the sum of the monitoring expenditures by the principal, the bonding expenditures by 

the agent, and the residual loss owing to divergent interests and contracting imperfections. 
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The authors point out that family owners have stronger incentives than atomistic 

shareholders to monitor managers because the former, when typically holding 

undiversified portfolios and investing primarily in their own companies, bear the entire 

cost of monitoring. Moreover, families with private knowledge of their own family 

dynamics may monitor their managers more effectively. As discussed in greater detail 

(e.g., Chrisman et al. 2010), this piece has triggered a more fine-grained development of 

agency theory for family businesses that has informed not only family business literature, 

but also wider governance research.  

In a second seminal agency paper, Fama and Jensen (1983) argue that, although the 

separation of ownership and management control can lead to agency problems, the 

efficiencies gained from separating residual claimants from decision makers exceed the 

costs in large organizations. They concentrate on the role of the board of directors that 

shareholders could use as a control mechanism to mitigate moral hazard problems among 

top executives. 

Daily and Dollinger (1992) investigate performance consequences when ownership and 

control of the firm are aligned by comparing firms that are family owned and managed and 

professionally managed firms. A field survey indicates that significant differences across 

structural, process, and performance dimensions exist, and there is evidence that firms that 

are family owned and managed exhibit performance advantages as a result of the 

unification of ownership and control. The authors also suggest that family businesses are 

more likely to use informal control systems than non-family businesses, which usually 

leads to outperformance of owner-controlled family businesses compared to management-

controlled, non-family businesses.  

Schulze et al. (2001) can be credited with bringing family business research to the 

forefront by the appearance of their article in a premier journal. They note that even 

privately held, owner-managed firms may face agency threats in the form of owners' 

opportunistic behavior, which is overlooked by Jensen and Meckling's (1976) agency 

model. Schulze et al. (2001) argue that family dynamics, specifically altruism, exacerbate 

agency problems experienced by privately held, owner-managed firms. Later research, 

however, has shown that while agency costs exist in family businesses, they tend to be 

lower than in non-family businesses (Chrisman et al. 2004). 
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La Porta et al. (1999) emphasize the relatively greater importance of owner-owner agency 

problems; that is, agent conflicts between controlling and minority shareholders. 

Furthermore, they provide a detailed picture of the ownership structure of large publicly 

traded companies around the world, suggesting that the theory of corporate governance 

focus more attention on controlling shareholders who expropriate benefits from minority 

shareholders. 

Gómez-Mejía et al.‘s (2001) work broadens the scope of agency problems to emotional 

contracts rooted in family relations. Drawing from all Spanish newspapers over a 27-year 

period, they compare the influence of family and non-family contracting on monitoring 

mechanisms. Results indicate that monitoring mechanisms operate differently under family 

and non-family principal-agent contracts and under stronger and weaker relational 

contracts. They suggest that family ties can increase agency costs as a result of executive 

entrenchment. Similar to Schulze et al. (2001) and Schulze et al. (2003b), they show that 

the family can introduce as well as mitigate agency cost (Jensen and Meckling 1976). 

Based on interviews with members of 59 family businesses, Rosenblatt et al. (1985) 

provide an overview of issues faced by family businesses. Starting from a psychological 

angle, they highlight potential frictions and therefore potentially evolving conflicts in the 

family and business environment. The authors emphasize the difficulty in keeping issues 

that concern the family or the business in the respective sphere, which has become a 

widely adopted stance by researchers and practitioners alike. Issues, such as the 

involvement and compensation of family members, difficulties in decision-making, 

leadership, and legacy, as well as aspects, such as authority, prosperity, and status, are 

addressed. 

In the last study in this cluster, Lansberg (1983) describes conflicts in human management 

decision making caused by contradictions between the norms and principles that dominate 

the family and those that dominate the business. The article provides early guidance for 

selection, compensation, appraisal, training, and development and offers suggestions for 

managing problems caused by the separation of management and ownership.  

In summary, the governance cluster, the largest identified in this study, has probably had 

the most impact in the field and has also “given back” the most to the mainstream, non-

family business literature. 
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Cluster 3: Competitive advantage 

The five articles in this cluster focus on issues that have a major impact on firm 

performance. Linked through the resource-based view, the papers suggest that family 

business specific resources and capabilities can lead to competitive advantages and 

disadvantages vis-à-vis non-family businesses. 

Sharma et al. (1997) point out that prior literature mainly focuses on family relationships 

rather than on how these relationships affect family business performance. Therefore, they 

appeal to researchers to focus more attention on outcomes, whether family harmony, 

economic performance, or other goal achievements, to improve management practice and 

organizational performance. Another important theoretic contribution of this work is 

providing an umbrella framework for future family business research and identifying a 

number of facets of family business performance. The focus on family business outcomes 

has recently culminated in a recent review that analyzes all family business related 

outcomes (Yu et al. 2012). 

Habbershon and Williams (1999) introduce the term “familiness” to the literature. Using 

the resource-based view as a theoretical foundation, they define familiness as “the unique 

bundle of resources a particular firm has because of the systems interaction between the 

family, its individual members, and the business” (p. 11) and argue that the unique 

behavioral social phenomena within family businesses can be transferred into competitive 

advantages. Building on this study, Habbershon et al. (2003), who are also ranked in the 

top 25, develop a unified systems model of family business performance. They assert that 

distinctive familiness can lead to family-based advantages by which enterprising families 

create trans-generational wealth.  

Sirmon and Hitt (2003) develop a resource management process model based on the 

resource-based view that can lead to a competitive advantage in family businesses. Their 

model consists of three components: resource inventory (evaluating, adding, and 

shedding), resource bundling, and resource leveraging. They explain the challenges and 

opportunities family businesses encounter in managing resources and identify five types of 

resources that family businesses are more likely to possess than non-family businesses: 

human capital, social capital, patient financial capital, survivability capital, and governance 

structures.  
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Drawing from a sample of 403 S&P 500 companies, Anderson and Reeb (2003) provide 

the first strong empirical evidence that family businesses perform better than non-family 

businesses. Results imply that family ownership is an effective organizational structure in 

well-regulated and transparent markets, since family ownership of public firms reduces 

agency problems without leading to severe losses in decision-making efficiency. Their 

study has sparked a strong debate in the family business literature and generated additional 

work that qualifies the results (e.g., Miller et al. 2011; Van Essen et al. 2011). Yet, 

considering that family businesses often pursue non-economic goals that may not be 

entirely consistent with the pursuit of economic performance, studies in this realm paint 

only a partial picture.  

In summary, this cluster helps us to better understand the competitive advantage of family 

business. While the concept of familiness is extremely popular and has prompted 

theoretical extensions (Zellweger et al. 2010), operationalization of this construct has 

proven highly contentious in empirical research and poses a challenge for the future. 

 

Cluster 4: Leadership and management  

The cluster of leadership and management is composed of two books and two articles that 

provide rich data and vivid anecdotes regarding problems and opportunities many family 

businesses confront. It should be noted that the books in this cluster are among the only 

three publications (in addition to Daily and Dollinger 1992) that are ranked in the general 

top 25, the top 25 before 2000, and the top 25 after 2000.  

Villalonga and Amit (2006) show that family ownership creates value only when the 

founder serves as CEO of the firm or as chairman (with a hired CEO). They suggest that 

minority shareholders can be exposed to two agency problems that affect firm value, a 

conflict of interest either with firm managers or a conflict with other large controlling 

shareholders. In the context of family businesses, the crucial issue is whether the CEO is 

the founder or a descendant; if the latter, then firm value is mitigated. Identifying the role 

of founder as an important context variable further strengthens the nomological network of 

corporate governance. 
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Levinson (1971) stresses the negative consequences of conflicts created by rivalries among 

family members in family businesses and offers advice on how relatives can cope with 

such situations. Yet, while conflict is a core area of concern, we know surprisingly little 

about it and even less about conflict management in family businesses (for exceptions, see 

Sorenson 1999; Kellermanns and Eddleston 2004; Kellermanns and Eddleston 2007). The 

article’s solution is to move toward professional management. While this advice has often 

been given to family businesses and is reflected in the literature (Stewart and Hitt 2012), it 

should be noted that there is no reason to assume that family business members cannot be 

professional managers. 

Based on research and interviews with leaders of family businesses, Ward (1987) 

encourages family business leaders to develop a plan to sustain the business across 

generations. He suggests that such planning should reconcile the needs of the business with 

the needs of the family. As he stresses that family businesses can have advantages unique 

to the family aspect, his work is the intellectual predecessor of the familiness concept 

(Habbershon et al. 2003). The many practical issues discussed make it a popular book for 

both consultants and family business members. 

Last, using extensive data drawn from more than 40 family businesses, Dyer (1986) 

stresses the importance of culture. Specifically, he identifies three topical areas regarding 

family business culture: (1) cultural patterns of typical family businesses as they change 

across time; (2) key problems that may occur during three stages of development; and (3) 

managing the change process. Thus, the book presents a rational, logical, and evolutionary 

approach for practitioners to follow when managing change. 

In summary, cluster 4 stresses the importance of good management and leadership in 

family businesses. Surprisingly little is known about these areas of research; actual 

applications of leadership theories to the realm of family management are virtually non-

existent. 
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Cluster 5: Succession  

The cluster of succession, composed of two articles and a book, is the smallest cluster. Yet, 

the study of succession has captured the attention of family business scholars since the 

inception of the field (for a recent review, see De Massis et al. 2008). To demonstrate the 

underlying complexity, work in this area draws strongly from the tenets of general systems 

theory. 

Lansberg (1988) focuses on factors interfering with succession planning in first-generation 

family businesses, stressing that lack of succession planning is one of the most important 

reasons why many family businesses do not survive beyond the first generation. After 

noting that the main obstacle to succession planning is that the founder, the family, the 

owners, the senior managers, and other stakeholders typically experience ambivalent 

feelings toward succession planning, he then provides suggestions for overcoming this 

resistance. His paper is still highly relevant, as recent research finds succession planning to 

be most beneficial in first-generation firms (Eddleston et al. forthcoming).  

Beckhard and Dyer (1983b) suggest that succession is typically a problematic issue, since 

only 30 percent of family businesses survive the transition to a second generation and only 

10 percent transition to the third generation. They assume an average firm life span of 

twenty-four years, the same as the average life tenure of the founder. By highlighting the 

difficult transition from founder to second-generation leader, the authors identify the 

complex systematic structure of family businesses and examine critical variables that need 

to be addressed during the transition process. 

Gersick et al. (1997) suggest that family businesses tend to progress through a sequence of 

stages, adding a developmental dimension to the idea of overlapping systems in family 

businesses. They suggest that a family business adopts a particular characteristic in each 

life stage (controlling owner, sibling partnership, cousin consortium), taking on new 

characteristics as it progresses to a new stage. Their insights have been tremendously 

influential and have provided structure in other influential publications (e.g., Schulze et al. 

2003b). 
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Post-hoc analysis 

We have discussed the top 25 publications in terms of total citations. In order to spot recent 

trends, we split the analysis into two sub-sets: publications published before 2000 and 

publications published after 2000 (see Table 1). The most influential publications in the 

dataset before 2000 are references published between 1964 and 1993. With only four 

published in the 1990s, they represent the early stage of the field’s development. Three 

publications overlap with the list after 2000 and ten appear in the general top 25 list. Most 

of these early publications have been criticized for being descriptive rather than 

prescriptive; only two are empirical, focusing mainly on succession and legitimation. Yet, 

they build the true foundation of the field and can lead to new and innovative research.  

The top 25 publications cited after 2000 were published between 1976 and 2006, with only 

four published before 1990 (see Table 1). This list overlaps with the general top 25 list on 

19 publications; only 6 are unique (Litz 1995; Davis et al. 1997; Westhead and Cowling 

1998; Lansberg 1999; Astrachan et al. 2002; Schulze et al. 2003b). The degree of overlap 

with the general top 25 list is not surprising, as the number of publications in the family 

business field has increased dramatically, especially after 2000, with authors building on 

these insights. 

While defining pieces are cited to the same degree before and after 2000, differences 

prevail in terms of citation intensity and thereby research focus with regard to the 

remaining clusters. The results of the analysis show that in early years succession as well 

as leadership and management are highly cited and researched subjects showing a large 

number of influential publications in each topic cluster. On the contrary in later years the 

emphasize lies more on governance issues and the topic competitive advantage. 
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Discussion 

The development of the field has focused on two different pathways. One has examined 

the differences between family and non-family businesses (e.g., Chrisman et al. 2009), 

including but not limited to family involvement, non-economic goals, vision, and family 

culture. The other centers on highlighting unique family business specific aspects and 

confines research to a family business sample (e.g., Eddleston et al. forthcoming). The 

current state of the literature offers ample opportunity for additional research in both 

realms. 

Our analysis identifies important papers and highlights differences in citation patterns 

before and after 2000. Yet, the field is only beginning to develop a theory of the family 

business (e.g., Chrisman et al. 2003). Many additional avenues for future research have 

been suggested such as governance and agency and non-economic goals  

(e.g., Chrisman et al. 2010; Wright and Kellermanns 2011; Gedajlovic et al. 2012). We 

would be remiss if we did not also suggest two significant areas for future development. 

Our suggestions are mainly based on the analysis of the 25 most frequently cited 

contributions after 2000. The examination of highly important contributions in recent years 

allowed the identification of emerging topics that nowadays receive rising attention by 

scholar. As a result of this, the advancement of SEW research and the need for taking a 

micro perspective into account have been identified as offering great potentials for future 

research. 

 

Socio-emotional wealth 

The 2001 paper by Gómez-Mejía et al., ranked among the most cited papers after 2000, 

started the further development of SEW research in family businesses (e.g., Gómez-Mejía 

et al. 2007; Gómez-Mejía et al. 2010; Cennamo et al. 2012; Zellweger et al. 2012). While 

these recent works do not yet appear on the list of the most influential articles, this research 

stream has received strong attention, with many papers already published or in the review 

process. 

Many issues, however, remain unexplored. Although most SEW research has used this 

construct as an explanation for behavior, only one study, to date, has indirectly assessed 
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SEW (Zellweger et al. 2012), while others assume SEW to be present and use it to explain 

behavior without directly measuring it. Accordingly, the need to develop direct measures 

of SEW is great, with first attempts made by Berrone et al. (2012) and Debicki (2012). In 

addition, SEW (as wealth implies) has been associated with positive outcomes and positive 

behavior. Yet, one can imagine that an overbearing influence of the family and quest for 

non-economic achievements could easily negatively affect individual family members. 

Future research needs to explore a variety of avenues in relation to SEW (see also Berrone 

et al. 2012). First, we need a better understanding of how reference points are developed 

and which factors influence reference point formation (see also Kahneman and Tversky 

1979; Baucells et al. 2011), as well as of the dimensions underlying SEW and how these 

dimensions interact (Kellermanns et al. 2012). Last, we need to link the direct 

measurement of SEW to both macro- and micro-level outcome variables. 

 

A micro perspective 

Family business research, which is associated with entrepreneurship research, is 

predominantly conducted in the tradition of strategic management research (Zahra and 

Sharma 2004; Chrisman et al. 2005a). Because topics such as SEW have emotional 

content, it seems warranted that more research should be conducted with a predominantly 

micro (organizational behavior) orientation. We have long known that negative emotions, 

such as relationship conflict (Levinson 1971), can harm family businesses, yet how 

emotions influence the family business over time is virtually unknown (for exceptions, see 

Morris et al. 2010; Stanley 2010). 

Other micro-dependent variables should be further investigated. For example, classic 

topics, such as organizational commitment (e.g., Memili et al. 2013; Sharma and Irving 

2005), satisfaction (e.g., Sharma et al. 2001; Sharma et al. 2003a), team processes (e.g., 

Kellermanns and Eddleston 2004), justice (e.g., Barnett and Kellermanns 2006), and 

culture (e.g., Dyer 1988), need to be fully explored. Areas, such as motivation of both 

family and non-family employees, mentoring of family and non-family employees, and 

leadership have received small attention in the family business literature. Indeed, non-

family business member related research is sparse (e.g., Barnett and Kellermanns 2006) 
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and is urgently needed, as the majority of family business employees tend to be non-family 

members. 

 

Limitations 

There are limitations concerning the objectivity of the results of our analysis. First, based 

on a profound sample, we tried to elaborate a representative overview of the evolution and 

the current state of family business research. Although the most comprehensive effort of 

this nature to date, our literature search may not have captured all family business related 

papers. Second, the subjectivity of the researcher regarding choice of data and 

interpretation of results represents another limitation. Third, the application of bibliometric 

methods induces constraints. Because publications need time to show a significant impact, 

we can show only trends; we cannot predict the future thought-leading papers of the field. 

Fourth, limiting discussion to the top 25 most frequently cited references in our overall 

dataset restricts our results. However, the aim was to make out the intellectual structure as 

well as the development of family business research based on the most influential 

publications. Finally, we acknowledge that the clusters collocation is subjective; therefore, 

other researchers might have clustered the top 25 publications differently. 

 

Conclusion 

Our paper, which has revisited and extended studies by Chrisman et al. (2010) and Debicki 

et al. (2009), offers the first truly comprehensive assessment of family business research 

across fields. Despite its inclusiveness of other disciplines, the predominance of 

publications in Family Business Review and Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice should 

be noted, establishing these journals as the most influential outlets in the field of family 

business. By providing a comprehensive overview and additional post-hoc analysis, our 

paper focuses attention on important books and rising stars in the field, and thus hopes to 

encourage future research. 



68 



69 

3 Psychological Aspects of Succession in Family Business Management ‡ 

by Matthias Filser, Sascha Kraus and Stefan Märk 

Management Research Review, 36, 3, 256-277  

DOI: 10.1108/01409171311306409 

 

This article is © Emerald Group Publishing and permission has been granted for this 

version to appear here (http://igitur-archive.library.uu.nl). Emerald does not grant 

permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the 

express permission from Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

 

Introduction 

Family businesses are a prevalent and prominent company form within the worldwide 

economic and social landscape (Alcorn 1982; Beckhard and Dyer 1983a; Dyer 1986; Stern 

1986; Lee 2006; Kraus et al. 2011c). The economic relevance of family businesses is 

enormous: Ward and Aronoff (1990) have shown in their study that approximately 50% of 

America’s gross national product is generated by family businesses. Furthermore, there are 

an estimated 10.8 million family businesses that create 58% of the workforce (Poutziouris 

et al. 2006). Similarly, the proportion of family businesses in the United Kingdom and the 

European Union is estimated to be 75% respectively 85% (Harvey and Evans 1994; Dunn 

1995; Harvey and Evans 1995). 

However, a number of studies have highlighted that the failure rate with regard to the 

succession process is very high. Only one-third of family businesses survive into the 

second generation, and only about 10%-15% make it to the third generation (Beckhard and 

Dyer 1983a; Ward 1987; Bierly and Chakrabarti 1996; Solomon et al. 2011). These figures 

underline the importance of a successful company succession and how relevant the topic is 

for today’s business world. Therefore it is not surprising that over the years, much has been 

                                                
‡ For reasons of consistency with regard to the terminology used in the present doctoral dissertation,  
the terms “family enterprise(es)” and “family firm(s)” have been changed to “family business(es)”. 
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written about family business successions (Venter et al. 2005; Chittoor and Das 2007; De 

Massis et al. 2008; Royer et al. 2008). Sharma et al. (2003b) argue that research must focus 

not only on the willingness of the incumbents who transfer company control, but also on 

the willingness of successors who take over the family business. Willingness is connected 

closely to familiness, which refers to the “resources and capabilities related to family 

involvement and interactions” (Chrisman et al. 2003, p. 468) and allows a trans-

generational transmission of the vision and purpose of the family business (Chrisman et al. 

2005b). Authors like Dyer (1986), Lansberg (1999), and Miller et al. (2003) also stress the 

issues of emotional factors in incumbent-successor relationships, as well as the complex 

social ties within the family. 

Succession in family businesses needs to be achieved with a high level of awareness and 

diligence to ensure long-lasting firm survival. This involves a number of components. 

Careful planning in advance and a conviction about the significance of a long-term 

orientation is a key factor for a successful succession (Lumpkin and Brighman 2011). Of 

particular note is, that financial, tax, and legal aspects are often of primary focus within the 

process of succession planning, while psychological aspects are often neglected. Both, 

previous and future owners, underestimate the emotions and conflicts that might arise. In 

fact, the origin of these can be of a multifaceted nature (Schlippe and Kellermanns 2009). 

As Frey et al. (2004) state, although the emotional components of succession in family 

businesses are widely discussed “on a frequent basis, there are only a few investigations 

found within research that specifically look at this aspect. There is a clear research gap 

within this topic” (p. 35). Therefore a literature review of the current state of research will 

be conducted to summarize and structure implications regarding psychological aspects of 

succession in family business management. This will in turn show possibilities for future 

research. 

 

The succession process 

The family business is probably one of the most predominant enterprise forms in the world 

(Davis and Stern 1988; Corbetta 1995; Gallo 1995; Davis et al. 2000; Klein 2000;  

Bird et al. 2002; Zahra and Sharma 2004). Compared to non-family businesses, family 

businesses are a distinct form of enterprise, with the most notable difference being the 
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unique overlap between the four areas of family, ownership, management, and individual 

relationships within the enterprise (Lansberg 1999; Maerk et al. 2010; Pearson et al. 2008). 

This overlap creates a situation where the family acts not only as a social unit, but also as 

an economic unit (Basu 2004). Since the beginning of family business research, authors 

that devoted themselves to it agree that family businesses have two different faces. On the 

one hand, family businesses are able to create resources that are very difficult to imitate. 

On the other hand, family businesses face the threat of not being able to transfer these 

resources to the next generation (Kets de Vries 1993; Hughes 1997; Ibrahim et al. 2001; 

Olson et al. 2003). 

The succession process arguably represents the most critical issue family businesses are 

faced with. After all, succession constitutes the central issue that needs to be addressed in 

order to ensure the survival of a family business from generation to generation (Applegate 

1994; Harveston et al. 1997; Ibrahim et al. 2001). The success of a succession can be 

determined by the subsequent positive performance of the firm and ultimate viability of the 

business, or by the satisfaction of stakeholders with the succession process (Dyer 1986; 

Handler 1990; Morris et al. 1997; Cabrera-Suárez et al. 2001; Sharma et al. 2001). 

Succession is a multidimensional process influenced by an enormous palette of variables. 

The factors that are the most studied in the family business literature are incumbent related 

factors which refer mostly to the founder’s reluctance to plan the succession due to a 

number of issues, such as the founder’s strong sense of attachment to the business, fear of 

retirement and death, and lack of other interests (Levinson 1971; Handler 1990; Lansberg 

and Astrachan 1994; Cabrera-Suárez et al. 2001). Other related factors focus on the 

successor’s business skills, managerial capabilities, knowledge of company operations, and 

attitudinal predispositions towards running the business (Barach and Ganitsky 1995). The 

literature regarding process factors addresses the extent to which succession depends on 

aspects, such as the successor selection process, the nurturing and development of 

successors, corporate governance structures, and shared visions (Lansberg 1999;  

Sharma et al. 2001; Dyck et al. 2002). Financial factors relate to external financing as well 

as taxes, which both influence the succession process. Succession is strongly related to 

financial risks and investments (Davis and Harveston 1998; Chittoor and Das 2007). There 

are of course a number of external variables (contextual factors) that also influence 

successions, such as market demand conditions, the state of the economy, buy-out offers 
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from potential investors, and financial pressure from lenders and other resource suppliers  

(Morris et al. 1997). An additional category is concerned with personal relationships 

among family members as well as with non-family employees (relationships factors). The 

principal issue here concerns trust, cohesiveness, and communication among family 

members (Ward and Aronoff 1990; Kets de Vries 1993; Chrisman et al. 2005a). Refusal of 

the head of the family business to let go or to share power with other family members, as 

well as resentment on his/her part are important topics requiring further investigation 

(Handler 1990; Keogh and Forbes 1991). The importance of shared values and agreements 

regarding loyalty and/or common traditions are emphasized within this topic (Dyer 1986; 

Nelton 1991; Davis and Harveston 1998; Le Breton-Miller et al. 2004), along with factors 

such as commitment, loyalty, and family turnover (Handler 1990; Morris et al. 1997). 

 

Methodology and research design 

The current state of research and the concomitant model outlining psychological aspects of 

succession in family businesses is determined based on a two-stage research design. 

First, by conducting a thematic analysis of all articles that have been published in the 

Family Business Review (FBR) between 1997 and 2011, previously investigated research 

topics and implications are collected, evaluated and categorized. 1997 was chosen as a 

conceptual starting point of the thematic analysis. In this year, a concise milestone was set 

by Gersick et al. (1997) with the introduction of the family business system, which clearly 

illustrates its complexity and prevailing interrelations. The family business system was 

used for our model and elucidates psychological aspects regarding succession in family 

businesses. A major finding which supports the study conducted here is, that the 

importance of research on the succession process is indisputable. In spite of this, the 

examination of psychological aspects has so far not been extensively considered in 

empirical studies. 

In a second step, a literature review is conducted based on empirical investigations dealing 

with psychological aspects that occur in the context of a company succession in family 

businesses, that have been published before 2012. Here, databases including ABI 

Inform/ProQuest, EBSCO, Emerald, ScienceDirect, and Google Scholar, were browsed in 

February 2012 to identify the foundation of our literature review. For the search, 
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publications needed to feature keywords, such as family firm/business, succession, 

psychology, emotions, and conflicts in their title or abstract. Additional sources were 

incorporated into the analysis by browsing the reference lists of the identified articles from 

the initial database search for relevant publications.  

Finally, the research design was constituted to focus the investigation solely on 

psychological aspects with regard to succession in family businesses. Exclusively 

empirical investigations were considered as a means to gain substantive implications. 

 

Current state of research 

314 FBR papers were examined for the thematic analysis, of which 181 featured a 

theoretical background. Around 8% (26 papers) had a connection to the topic succession 

(see Table 1). Having obtained this knowledge, the authors then commenced a deeper 

literature exploration on psychological aspects. However, investigations published in FBR 

that exclusively observe psychological aspects regarding succession in family businesses 

and the emotions that accompany the succession process are relatively rare. Although 

emotions and conflicts that arise during the process are often discussed in theoretical 

elaborations, only a few empirical studies exist with a specific focus on this issue. 

Table 1: Issues analyzed within publications in FBR from 1997-2011 

Topic Findings Times mentioned 

How many papers showed a 
theoretical background? 

314 papers were analyzed 1st theoretical background included: 181 
2nd without theoretical background: 133 

What kind of theories did we find? 60 different theoretical 
backgrounds 

1st place: agency theory: 37 
2nd place: stewardship theory: 13 
3rd place: resource-based view: 12 
4th place: resource dependence theory/family 
system theory: 10 ex aequo  

In which areas are these theoretical 
backgrounds established? 

 1st place: business and management 
2nd place: financing 
3rd place: psychology 
4th place: sociology 

Which models are the most used? 60 different models 1st place: succession models: 14 
2nd place: three-circle model: 10 
3rd place: development model: 9 
4th place: FIRO model/life cycle model:  
5 ex aequo 

Which topic was discussed most?  Succession  1st place: 26 articles 
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For the following literature review, only empirical studies that examine at least one 

psychological aspect with regard to succession in family businesses were taken into 

consideration. Table 2 shows the state of research that prevailed up to the point of our 

study. 

Table 2: Psychological aspects of company succession in family businesses –  

Current state of research 

Author(s)/ 
(year) n Company type Country Selection 

criteria Method Results 

Baldegger 
and Pock 
(2007) 

143 2nd and 3rd 
sector 

Liechten-
stein 

Completed 
succession 

Survey The reasons for failed 
succession include varying 
perspectives and personal 
differences regarding the 
company’s future. 

Birley 
(1986) 

221 Not specified USA Students whose 
parents own a 
family business 

Survey The decision on whether to 
take over a company is 
entirely left to the potential 
internal successor. Parents 
do not force descendants to 
be the next in line to lead 
the company. 

Bruce and 
Picard 
(2006) 

4,311 Not specified Canada SME Survey It is difficult for the 
business owner to let the 
business go. This represents 
the greatest difficulty 
regarding the succession 
process. 

Chung and 
Yuen (2003) 

24 Manufacturing China Completed 
succession 

Interview 
based on 
survey form 

All of the survey 
participants, second-
generation entrepreneurs, 
consider a lack of 
professional competence on 
the part of successors to be 
the greatest problem when it 
comes to succession. 

Davis and 
Harveston 
(1999) 

1,002 Multiple USA Family 
businesses with 
at least 10 
employees; In 
business since at 
least 10 years; 
Annual turnover 
of at least  
USD 2 Mio. 

ANOVA 
Test 

If the company founder 
remains in the company 
after the succession process 
has been completed, 
conflict increases 
significantly. 

Davis and 
Harveston 
(2001) 

1,002 Multiple USA Family 
businesses with 
at least 10 
employees; In 
business since at 
least 10 years 
Annual turnover 
of at least  
USD 2 Mio.; 
Respondents 
had to be the 
owner 

Survey + 
Regression 

Increasing interaction 
between family members 
increases the occurrence of 
conflict. 
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Author(s)/ 
(year) n Company type Country Selection  

criteria Method Results 

Fattoum and 
Fayolle 
(2009) 

6 Real Estate, 
Packaging, 
Electronics, 
Glazing, 
Groceries, 
International 
trade 

Tunisia Family 
business; 
Successor 
works in the 
company 

Interview + 
Case study 

The characteristics of the 
relationship between the 
former owner and successor 
changes with each step of 
the succession process. 

Frey et al. 
(2005) 

1,342 2nd and 3rd 
sector 

Switzer-
land 

None Survey Psychological aspects are 
among the main reasons for 
failure in the succession 
process. 

Halter et al. 
(2009) 

931 Multiple Switzer-
land 

None Survey + 
Interview 

Emotions change over the 
course of succession. The 
succession is seen more 
positively when looking 
back at the process. 

Handler 
(1990) 

32 Multiple USA Family 
businesses 

Interview The relationship between 
parents and their children 
can have a significant 
impact on the success of the 
succession process. 

Haubl and 
Daser 
(2006) 

53 Multiple Germany Women as 
successors; 
SME; 
Completed 
succession 

Interview The designated successor 
needs to distinguish 
him/herself during the 
succession process, and 
needs to tackle a number of 
conflicts. A prompt conflict 
resolution is critical. 

Laakkonen 
and 
Kansikas 
(2011) 

9 Not specified USA &  
Finland 

Similarity of 
two family 
businesses in 
two different 
countries 

Interview The continuing influence of 
the founder generation on 
family businesses can pose 
a threat for evolutionary 
variation if the next 
generation is unable or 
unwilling to assume full 
responsibility for the 
decision-making process. 

Miller et al. 
(2003) 

16 13 large and 
well known 
companies +  
3 small and 
personally 
known 
companies 

Canada Randomly 
selected sample 
from publicly 
available 
information +  
3 small and 
personally 
known 
companies 

Pilot study Intergenerational 
successions are affected by 
excessive attachment to the 
past, an overly dependent 
and conservative successor, 
a rejection of the past by a 
rebellious successor, an 
incongruous blending of the 
past and present, and/or an 
unsure and wavering new 
leader. 

Morris et al. 
(1996) 

102 Not specified USA Completed 
succession  

Survey form Relationships that are based 
on trust and respect, support 
and promote company 
succession. 

Rüttimann 
et al. (2005) 

352 Not specified Switzer-
land 

Less than 250 
employees; 
Succession in 
the past/next 5 
years 

Web-based 
survey + 
Interview 

Successors anticipate 
problems that result from  
emotional fluctuation on the 
part of the former owner, 
and the difficulties this 
person has in “letting go”. 

Sharma  
et al. (2000) 

177 Not specified Canada Completed or 
pending 
succession 

Survey + 
Regression 

The more competent the 
successor, the more willing 
his predecessor will be to 
step aside for him. 
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Author(s)/ 
(year) n Company type Country Selection  

criteria Method Results 

Sharma  
et al. 
(2003a) 

76 Member firms 
of the Canadian 
Association of 
Family 
Enterprise 
(CAFE) 

Canada Incumbents and 
successors of 
one family 
business; 
Succession 
expected within 
the ensuing 5 
years, or has 
occurred within 
the preceding 5 
years 

Survey + 
MANOVA 
Test + 
Regression 

The attitude of the 
incumbent/successor affects 
the incumbent/successor’s 
satisfaction with the 
succession process.  
With regard to this insight, 
communication is key to the 
success or failure of a 
succession process. 

Smyrnios 
and Dana 
(2006) 

1,000 Multiple Australia Turnover > 
USD 1 Mio.; 
Not located in 
the public or 
agricultural 
sector 

Survey More than half of company 
owners would like to work 
beyond the retirement age 
of 65. 

Solomon  
et al. (2011) 

10 Not specified USA Founders or 
second-
generation 
family business 
owners 

Interview Succession is facilitated 
when the business owner is 
open and curious, in good 
health, and not fearful about 
retirement. 

Venter et al. 
(2003) 

332 Agriculture, 
Retail, Service 

South 
Africa 

None Survey + 
Regression 

Trust and harmony 
significantly affect the level 
of satisfaction during the 
succession process. 

Vera and 
Dean (2005) 

10 Not specified USA Daughters who 
have taken over 
a family 
business 

Interview  Father-owners were willing 
to relinquish control to their 
daughters, and tended to 
focus on company well-
being and not their own 
self-identity. Mother-
owners did not willingly 
relinquish control or make 
succession plans. 

Among other issues, Baldegger and Pock (2007) investigate the reasons for failed 

takeovers in Liechtenstein. Thereby, premature discontinuation of the succession process is 

attributed to the successors lack of qualifications. Furthermore, varying notions regarding 

the future direction of the family business, especially when factoring in the varying 

perceptions of the predecessor and successor, lead to conflicts. Personal differences are a 

reason for failed successions, which means that failure can to some extent be attributed to 

emotions. A company owner who is not willed to let go of what he or she has dedicated his 

or her life to, is a major factor for conflict. This is accompanied by the fear of a loss of 

status after the succession. These emotional difficulties lead to a less objective perspective 

of the entire succession process. Furthermore, the time needed for the realization of a 

cooperative leadership style during the transition is a critical factor for success or failure. 

The succession process takes on average three years. Therefore, the potential for conflicts 

increases the longer the succession process takes—particularly when there are varying 

notions about the company’s future direction. 
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Birley (1986) conducted a study in the USA by surveying students whose parents own a 

family business. The students were asked whether their parents pressured them to take over 

the family business and/or influenced their decision what to study. It was found that the 

potential family-internal successors made the decision solely on their own. The inheritors 

surveyed described the pressure coming from their parents as gentle, inadvertent, indirect, 

or non-existent. Therefore, it can be stated, that from a psychological perspective the 

pressure to ultimately take over the business is made by the inheritors themselves. If there 

is clear communication about succession, prior to it becoming an issue of how and who it 

will be, predecessors experience this event with fewer concerns. 

According to a study conducted by Bruce and Picard (2006) in Canada, there are conflict 

potentials concerning succession which can be categorized as “soft” factors. Several 

business owners indicate that the company success is dependent on their involvement. 

Therefore, a large number of business owners wish to stay in the company even after 

retirement. They are either willing to serve as a consultant or continue occupying a 

leadership position. It is assumed that the process of letting go is a personal challenge that 

is attributed to an emotional connection to the business. Nevertheless, family-internal 

conflicts regarding the company’s orientation are a further issue, most notably when the 

perceptions of family members vary. Therefore, the duration of the succession process is 

seen as a critical success factor, as different perceptions of how to run the company as well 

as its future direction might vary to a great extent over time. 

Chung and Yuen (2003) present a list of problems that might arise in the context of a 

succession process within Chinese family businesses. It is highlighted, that a lack of 

leadership competence of the successor is an issue through which conflicts arise. 

Competence was in fact identified to be the most important prerequisite regarding the 

choice of a successor. However, the question of whether or not competence exists is 

closely associated to an objective evaluation of the internal successor. Furthermore, gender 

and age (i.e., the oldest child is the first to be considered to take over the company) are 

important issues for the selection of a successor. A lack of trust results if the successor 

does not meet the necessary requirements. Here, the potential exists for conflict to be 

magnified, impeding both the succession process and company success. 

Davis and Harveston (1999) investigate the influence of the family on the family business 

succession process over three generations. With regard to psychological aspects, it is 
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highlighted that the potential of personal and professional conflicts is significantly greater 

when the company founder still exerts influence or remains in the company. Furthermore, 

conflicts arise due to the dominant generational “shadow” of prior generations. This 

means, that after the succession process has been completed, employee loyalty or 

important knowledge of “critical routines and operating procedures” (p. 320) might be lost, 

which can endanger the continued existence of the family business. Furthermore, the 

unwillingness to let go might be due to a lack of trust and the feeling of the prior 

generation that they are indispensable. 

In addition, Davis and Harveston (2001) conducted a study on intergenerational conflicts 

in family businesses which investigates the influence of family members regarding the 

degree and frequency of potential conflicts resulting from family relationships. The study 

shows that a high level of interaction between family members reinforces the degree of 

conflict among all generations and/or groups involved. The more family members working 

in/for the company, the higher the potential for conflicts among all generations involved. 

This might be due to different perceptions regarding goals and actions. However, family 

members that are not actively operating in the daily business of the family business may 

play an important role in promoting peace. Furthermore, it is found that social interaction 

among family members increases the intensity of conflicts. The reason for this might be a 

lack of boundaries between the family and the business, allowing personal disagreements 

respectively conflicts to be carried over to professional interaction. 

Using a three-phase model, Fattoum und Fayolle (2009) examine changes in the 

relationship between founders and successors over the course of a family-internal 

succession process. The first phase, in which the succession process is initiated, sees a 

tense relationship, as there is no ideal way to comfortably handle the interaction between 

predecessor and successor. In the second phase, the establishment of a partnership 

accompanied by harmonized actions appears. Here, the relationship between both actors is 

more amicable and is based on involvement and trust. Finally, the third phase sees the 

retirement of the predecessor. The atmosphere is again tense, as the predecessor is now 

expected to step back and hand over responsibility. In this stage, fear can arise, which in 

turn can cause conflicts. This is particularly difficult for successors in Arabic and Muslim 

societies, where patriarchal structures still tend to be part of the daily routine, in which the 
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father is trusted to make the decision in any area, of life and business. In this particular 

case, conflicts arise due to psychological aspects and cultural factors. 

Frey et al. (2005) analyze various aspects that hinder the succession process. By surveying 

1,342 Swiss businesses it is found that emotional and/or psychological aspects (future 

vision, qualification, acceptance among employees, and personal differences) constitute the 

decisive factors that cause failure of a company successions. Different perceptions of the 

predecessor and successor regarding the future direction of the company are the main area 

of conflict. Furthermore, an early initiation of the succession process is linked to emotional 

problems in most cases, as the predecessor is faced with the issue of letting go. Here, open 

communication and a clear notion regarding the future direction can reduce conflicts. The 

involvement of an independent and competent consultant can help to reduce conflicts 

during the succession process. A consultant can serve to mediate and provide support in a 

conflict-laden relationship between the predecessor and successor as well as among family 

members. It should however be kept in mind, that this investigation was unable to draw a 

solid conclusion. “The emotional component is publicly discussed on a frequent basis, yet 

there are only a few investigations found within research that specifically look at this 

aspect. There is a clear research gap with this topic” (p. 35). Although psychological 

aspects are not considered to be a major area of conflict before or after succession, the 

study shows that they can be a main reason for succession process failure. 

Halter et al. (2009) investigate emotional and financial aspects with regard to the 

succession process. A survey of 931 Swiss firms found that the emotional bond to the 

enterprise results from the fact that business owners invest a large amount of time and 

effort to build up and maintain their firm. In many cases, an entire life is dedicated to the 

firm, and identification with it is essential. Furthermore, a certain status is attributed to the 

position of owner/manager as well as the company’s achievements. As a result, a company 

succession can cause fear prior to retirement. This perceived loss of status, duties, and 

challenges is accompanied by hesitation. The emotional issues that a predecessor needs to 

deal with, often cause conflict and hinder or extend the succession process. Even though 

the problem of letting go might last throughout the entire succession process, letting go of 

the company has also generated positive feelings according to those respondents who have 

already completed the succession process. Although those who haven’t yet retired, have in 
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fact experienced positive feelings, it is still not easy to pass through the final phase of 

letting go.  

Handler (1990) found that mutual respect and understanding are key factors for a positive 

succession process. She formulates the following hypothesis: “The more a next-generation 

family member achieves mutual respect and understanding with the predecessor in the 

succession, the more likely it is that the individual will have a positive succession 

experience” (p. 26). Nevertheless, a positive succession process is a subjective 

phenomenon, and perceived as such by each individual family member. The success of a 

company succession is highly dependent on the personal relationship between the parents 

and the child taking over the company. Mutual respect plays a central role for an effective 

transfer. Furthermore, a lack of intergenerational understanding is mentioned as the main 

reason for dissatisfaction, making respect and understanding critical factors for a 

positive/negative succession process. Frustration is attributed to a lack of communication 

and understanding on the part of the predecessor. Therefore, clear and open 

communication (i.e., proper notions of the future direction and feedback to the successor) 

facilitates a positive succession process.  

Haubl and Daser (2006) examine success factors in different phases of the succession 

process, indicated as a “passage of status”. Thereby, issues that emerge when the company 

owner leaves the firm are investigated. For the predecessor, the withdrawal of all company 

actions is a decisive event and important step. Daughters tend to give this step more time 

than sons do. However, the older the company owner is, the clearer it becomes to him/her 

that the last phase of his/her life is dawning. The challenge of letting the business go and 

handing over control is a major source of conflicts. If the predecessor continues to 

influence business decisions, the successor is confronted with the challenge of coping with 

the predecessor, while at the same time guiding the firm in its future direction. Conflicts 

also arise when attempting to develop a foundation of trust among the employees. Here, 

competence is a key factor through which respect and loyalty are earned. Sibling rivalry is 

also identified as a factor through which conflicts can potentially emerge. A clear 

communication and distribution of power on the basis of competencies is a key to avoid 

conflicts among potential successors. 
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In a multi-country study of one American and one Finnish family business, Laakkonen and 

Kanikas (2011) investigate evolutionary changes in family business succession. By 

interviewing different family members (founders, spouses, and children), insights are 

obtained regarding succession preparation from the perspective of two generations. It is 

assumed that a gradual and steady transfer of the management and ownership to the next 

generation keeps the family business alive. Nevertheless, the interviewed successors were 

reluctant and not convinced of their ability to run the business solely on their own from day 

one of succession. With regard to psychological aspects, Laakkonen and Kanikas (2011) 

highlight that the harmony between the founder and next generation fosters a continuity 

that is concomitant with a thriving succession. However, the closeness between these two 

parties might prevent evolutionary variation, if the next generation does not implement its 

own interests and applies an entrepreneurial attitude. Furthermore, the continuing influence 

of the founding generation on a family business can pose a threat for evolutionary 

variation, if the next generation is unable or unwilling to assume full responsibility for the 

decision-making process. 

Miller et al. (2003) expose the problems found with regard to failed successions. 

Conducting a study of 16 businesses that have completed the succession process, Miller et 

al. (2003) identify three different succession patterns: conservative, wavering, and 

rebellious. It is assumed that intergenerational successions “are very much plagued by 

problems of passage” which suggests an “inappropriate relationship between past and 

future” (Miller et al. 2003, p. 528). Miller et al. (2003) specifically observes that this 

passage arises from an “excessive attachment to the past, by an overly dependent and 

conservative successor, a rejection of the past by a rebellious one, or an incongruous 

blending of past and present by an unsure and wavering new leader” (p. 528).  

Morris et al. (1996) conducted a cross-sectional study in the USA to determine the 

characteristics of succession processes in family businesses. The entrepreneurs surveyed 

were questioned regarding the relationships within the family and the business prior to and 

during succession. Here, it was found that a moderate level of conflict among family 

members exists prior to company succession. In general, the relationships among the 

family members involved are described as positive and widely based upon trust, respect, a 

close bond, and cooperation. However, there are indications of underlying conflicts. 

Despite the positive results, there is still the capability to decrease any tensions that has had 
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a negative impact on business activities, as well as the contradicting interests of family 

members. Tensions between the individual family members that negatively impact 

business activities could not specifically be confirmed. In fact, family issues and tensions 

as well as their detrimental effect on business activities and success should be avoided at 

all costs. The study investigates not only the family relationships prior to a company 

succession, but also the characteristics of the succession itself. With regard to the 

succession process, conflicts/problems appear within different emotional spheres. A 

moderate level of difficulty and frustration, along with pleasant experiences and even joy 

were identified. One cause of frustration can be, when the predecessor does not let go or 

step down even though he/she had promised to do so. Nevertheless, the results indicate that 

a positive, open, trust-filled, and respectful relationship among family members facilitates 

succession before and during the process. 

The study by Rüttimann et al. (2005) shows that successions from father to son as well as 

mother to daughter tend to take longer than vice versa. Most family-internal successions 

last more than two years, whereas family-external successions require less time. In fact, 

transfers to a family-external person take less than two years, and most of this time is spent 

for the transfer of immaterial property such as knowledge and existing networks. The 

cooperative phase of leadership is often informal, as the official delivery of property is 

determined by a contract having a specific deadline, even though the predecessor often 

does not retire on the set date. An extended period of cooperative leadership could be seen 

as critical, as it provides fertile ground for conflicts, particularly when competencies and 

areas of responsibility are not clearly expressed. The “danger” that the predecessor 

continues to make decisions is without question the most critical issue with regard to the 

succession process. Here, the problems of letting go and the questioning of competencies 

might arise. Therefore, a clear distribution of decision-making power reduces the potential 

for conflicts, facilitates the process, and helps to “force” the actual succession. 

Sharma et al. (2000) observe the correlation between the desire of the predecessor to step 

down and the existence of a competent successor. There are a variety of reasons that 

describe predecessors’ hesitation to retire. Here, both financial and psychological factors 

play a role. There is the fear of being faced with the last phase in life or the awkwardness 

of not knowing what to do, since there has never been any other interest besides work. In 

terms of financial concerns, the successor might be able to reduce these kinds of worries 
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and therefore speed up the predecessors’ willingness to step down. Nevertheless, the 

second aspect of what to do with the newly acquired time is an issue that can only be 

addressed by the predecessor him- or herself. The fear of not knowing what to do with an 

abundance of newly acquired time is a major reason why predecessors have difficulties 

letting go, which bears potential for conflict. 

Sharma et al. (2003a) explore predictors of satisfaction in the succession process. 

Satisfaction is measured from the perspective of both, the incumbent and the successor. 

Variables, such as the propensity to step aside, the willingness to take over the agreement 

to maintain family involvement, and the acceptance of the individual roles are discussed 

regarding their positive effect on the satisfaction with the succession process. This study 

provides a profound view of succession with regard to psychological aspects. On the basis 

of a regression analysis it is stated, that “incumbents and successors believe that their 

satisfaction levels are more strongly influenced by the other party’s attitude than by their 

own” (p. 680). As a consequence, the attitude of each stakeholder involved affects the 

satisfaction with the succession process. Regarding the aspect of “letting the business go”, 

the investigated incumbents in their analysis had a higher willingness to step aside than 

expected by the successors, which in turn is directly linked to the willingness of the 

successors to take over. Consequently, if the propensity to let go is given, the willingness 

to take over is greater. It can therefore be assumed, that the attitude of the 

incumbent/successor affects the incumbents’/successors’ satisfaction with the succession 

process. Sharma et al. (2003a) on the other hand state, that with regard to this insight, 

communication is the key to the success or failure of a succession process. 

According to study by Smyrnios and Dana (2006), the majority of the surveyed Australian 

business owners were willing to face the succession process, although only half were 

mentally prepared for a transfer or retirement. The uncertainty of what happens afterwards 

causes a lack of preparation and a resistance to initiating the succession process. Not 

surprisingly, more than half of the respondents wish to work in the company after 

retirement. A strong identification with the company is a major reason for the inability to 

let go, which in turn can lead to conflict. 

In their investigation, Solomon et al. (2011) interview 10 business owners that are facing 

succession. In spite of a pending succession, nine out of ten participants were still active 

board members and/or CEOs. Solomon et al. (2011) identify four influences that constitute 
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a business owner’s so-called “approach” to succession: “the business within” through 

which intra-psychic dynamics of differentiation and control are captured; “marriage” 

through which traditional gender roles that shape succession are described; “adult 

children” by which the circumstance of having a natural (accidental, organic, passively 

groomed) successor is examined; and “the vision of retirement” that captures the impact of 

an owners’ life perspectives after succession. With regard to psychological aspects, the 

fourth influence is the most pertinent aspect for our review. Here, we find that most of the 

participants were afraid of stepping down and didn’t indicate a high willingness to let go of 

the business in their current role as business owner. Consequently, Solomon et al. (2011) 

state that succession is facilitated when the business owner is open and curious, in good 

health, and not fearful about retirement. 

The study by Venter et al. (2003) illustrates, that an increased amount of trust in the ability 

of the successor has a positive effect on the overall satisfaction with the succession 

process. Furthermore, a positive correlation is identified between family harmony and 

satisfaction with the succession process of all parties involved. A well-functioning family 

relationship and harmonious atmosphere increases the chance of a successful generational 

transition. Owners often have difficulties communicating issues that concern succession. 

Since succession is generally a difficult topic that requires an open and honest exchange of 

opinions, conflict within the family injects an additional facet of complication into this 

transitional period. Consequently, open communication as well as a harmonious 

atmosphere facilitates a supportive framework to plan and realize the succession process. 

Vera and Dean (2005) study the specific circumstance daughters face regarding succession 

by interviewing ten female business owners. A major finding regarding this more or less 

unexplored issue is, that there are different relationships between fathers and daughters and 

mothers and daughters. The respondents mentioned good personal and professional 

relationships between fathers and daughters, while the relationships between mothers and 

daughters tended to be more difficult, as mothers were more perfectionists and feared the 

loss of control. Vera and Dean (2005) state, that a succession is more tedious when 

daughters succeed mothers than when they take over from their fathers. While father-

owners were willing to pass on control to their daughters and tended to focus on company 

well-being and not their own self-identity, mothers-owners were not willed to hand over 

control entirely or conceptualize the succession process based on a plan. In fact, the 
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“majority of maternal successions were forced by the mother’s severe illness” (p. 335). 

 

Psychological field model (PFM) within family business succession 

research 

Within the scope of the literature review, various psychological aspects with regard to 

family business succession have been identified. Certainly, the nature of the identified 

psychological aspects is multidimensional. As there is no overall model that covers 

psychological aspect with regard to family business succession, the aim here is to develop 

a structured model. By using the findings and implications of the publications that have 

been analyzed beforehand, we created a model that contains psychological aspects through 

which potential conflicts arise. In the model the identified aspects are classified into three 

categories: individual, interpersonal, and organizational issues (see Figure 1). Furthermore, 

the stages in which the identified conflicts arise are highlighted and assigned to categories 

within the family business system by Gersick et al. (1997). 
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Figure 1: Psychological field model 

 

 

Individual 

As the literature review showed, for business founders and owners it is quite typical and all 

too often difficult to let go of a life’s work (Bruce and Picard 2006; Davis and Harveston 

1999; Frey et al. 2005; Halter et al. 2009; Rüttimann et al. 2005; Sharma et al. 2003a). The 

reason for this unwillingness is often attributed to the future perspective of the predecessor 

or the loss of status, the personal fears of not knowing what to do upon retirement, and the 

lack of challenges once working life is over (Baldegger and Pock 2007; Fattoum and 

Fayolle 2009; Halter et al. 2009; Sharma et al. 2000; Solomon et al. 2011). 
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Interpersonal 

Doubt might arise about the successor not being able to adequately fill the new leadership 

position. This is accompanied by a lack of trust in the predecessor concerning his/her 

competencies, especially with regard to family-internal succession (Davis and Harveston 

2001; Chung and Yuen 2003). For instance, fear can lead the successor to imitate the 

leadership style of the predecessor, and result in a lack of acceptance and/or authenticity. 

As the successor selection should be objective, believing in the competencies of the 

successor is critical and inevitable. Furthermore, interpersonal differences and perceptions 

and generational gaps often exist between the predecessor and successor (Frey et al. 2005; 

Vera and Dean 2005; Baldegger and Pock 2007). Interpersonal differences might arise due 

to varying notions, which are a major cause for conflicts during the succession process 

(Handler 1990; Frey et al. 2005; Bruce and Picard 2006, Haubl and Daser 2006; Baldegger 

and Pock 2007); the key to avoiding them is open communication and consent. In addition, 

rivalry is an issue that might arise within family-internal successions (Morris et al. 1996; 

Haubl and Daser 2006). Impartiality is sometimes not given, as a successor might be 

predetermined within the family. This might foster conflicts among siblings, since 

someone “got the nod” over his/her brother/sister. Furthermore, the future owner is 

confronted with the situation, that he/she has always been regarded as the son or daughter 

of the business owner and thus enjoys a certain status. Therefore, the successor has to gain 

recognition and respect among employees. With this in mind, an objective selection of a 

successor is imperative. To avoid potential conflicts, this decision should be made based 

on competencies and qualifications to the greatest extent possible. 

 

Organizational 

An issue that needs to be faced regarding family business succession are rudimentary or 

non-existent boundaries between family and business, that can hamper the succession 

process (Davis and Harveston 2001). Social interaction among family members increases 

the intensity of conflicts. Therefore, the set of boundaries might positively affect the 

outcome of a succession and facilitate the process of the former business owner to let go. 

Furthermore, eluding potential conflicts requires a clear distribution of decision-making 

power during the succession process (Rüttimann et al. 2005; Laakkonen and Kansikas 
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2011). If the predecessor still retains decision-making power, a lack of trust in the 

competencies of the successor might arise. Moreover, open and clear communication is an 

issue that affects succession before, during, and after the process. Likewise, discreteness 

might affect the attitude of a potential internal successor, as he or she might be perplexed 

or even intimidated when confronted with a succession. Therefore, it is necessary to 

generate a culture of open and clear communication (Birley 1986; Handler 1990; Sharma 

et al. 2003a; Venter et al. 2003; Frey et al. 2005; Haubl and Daser 2006). 

 

PFM summary 

The illustration of the elaborated PFM has shown that psychological aspects are attributed 

to individual, interpersonal and organizational conflicts and occur in different stages with 

regard to the succession process. When looking at the family business system within our 

model, disagreements mainly prevail in the overlaps between the dimensions of family, 

business, and ownership. Therefore, by addressing psychological aspects with regard to 

family business succession, the fostering of awareness is inevitable when it comes to the 

stages in which conflicts might appear. Moreover, the respective parties concerned need to 

be sensitized to avoid various conflict potentials. 

The practical side of our model makes it obvious that a permanent flow of information is 

inevitable and optimally accompanied by open communication and consent. To foster 

consent, the integration of reflexive processes might be of help to achieve optimal 

solutions with regard to the continued existence of the family business. Finally, 

prophylactic actions in the preparation phase might be an approach by which conflict 

potentials might be minimized. 

 

Discussion and conclusion 

The majority of empirical research conducted to date has only dealt peripherally with the 

topic of psychological aspects in family businesses, and has hardly ever had it as a primary 

point of focus. Our study has shown that individual questions and their answers are 

attributable to emotions that arise or conflicts that emerge before, during, and after 
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succession has been completed. The question regarding the point of time at which a 

business owner will withdraw from the company is not necessarily the result of a 

psychological aspect of succession. However, when the phase of letting go takes more time 

than expected, it is safe to assume that conflicts and emotions are in play.  

The investigation by Solomon et al. (2011) of business owners that face succession is one 

of the only studies conducted which analyzes emotional aspects arising before succession. 

The vast majority of the empirical studies identified do not deal exclusively with emotions, 

conflicts, or other psychological aspects of succession in family businesses. This shows 

just how little this topic has been empirically investigated with it as the sole focus. Only 

the studies by Handler (1990), Davis and Harveston (1999; 2001), Miller et al. (2003), 

Sharma et al. (2003a; 2003b), Vera and Dana (2005), and Solomon et al. (2011) 

predominantly deal with psychological aspects. As already recognized by Frey et al. 

(2005), there is still a research gap both in literature and empirical studies with regard to 

the psychological aspects of succession (p. 35). 

“Conflict is the greatest destroyer of value in family enterprises” (Hennerkes 2005, p. 58). 

It can particularly occur during the succession process when the emotions and challenges 

that need to be overcome, manage to become a major factor. The spectrum of 

psychological aspects includes the interpersonal relationship between the predecessor and 

successor, the imaginary line between family and business, and the knowledge-creating 

and decision-making hierarchy. 

As the results and implications of the studies analyzed show, it is important to address and 

communicate company succession at the earliest date possible. This allows the predecessor 

the time needed to start doing things that allow a life after retirement (i.e., outside the 

company), and in turn will help the predecessor, when the day finally comes, to hand over 

the business to the successor. The early planning of a succession also facilitates the process 

of passing over a lifetime of work into the hands of another. Nonetheless, the former owner 

of a company may need a while to let go. Even still, it is important to have a competent 

and reliable successor. This basically makes an objective successor selection mandatory. 

With this in mind, difficulties might arise if several candidates, especially internal ones, are 

an option. Sibling rivalry in particular can cause struggle regarding the question of who the 

proper successor will or should be. As mentioned before, the prerequisite should be the 

demonstration of professional and social competencies required for the job. Incompetence 
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leads to a lack of trust and might cause a delay regarding the takeover or might even lead 

to demise. A lack of trust on the part of employees might also affect the acceptance of the 

successor. 

To summarize, family business successions are associated with a range of psychological 

conflict potentials that need to be carefully taken into consideration. It is not always 

inevitable that the predecessor and successor will have a similar perception and aim to 

pursue the same goal. Emotions and conflicts should never be underestimated when facing 

a succession process. The keys to a successful family-internal succession are strong and 

solid family ties, as well as clear boundaries between family and business. Furthermore, 

when conflicts of any nature arise, open communication and commonly achieved solutions 

are crucial for overcoming them and ensuring continued success. 

As any research, also this article has its limitations. Especially the search terms limit our 

methodology, as the literature review solely concentrates on empirical contributions that 

exclusively investigate psychological aspects of succession. However, the aim was to 

elaborate a focused Psychological Field Model in terms of succession. Therefore aspects, 

such as trust, jealousy, suspicion, and avarice, which are attributed to psychology and 

sociology, could not be taken into consideration with regard to our literature review. 

Likewise, the family business system by Gersick et al. (1997), which forms one of the 

major foundations of our article, has been the topic of some criticism. For instance the firm 

age and thereby the generation that currently controls the family business as well as their 

personal propensity and education are not considered in this model. In this regard, e.g., 

Rutherford et al. (2006) state that “firms that are small are first- or second-generation 

businesses, have significant tension, and are controlled by one family member. Firms that 

are large and old are third-generation firms. Firms that are growing and middling in size 

have educated and growth-oriented owners” and “high levels of strategic planning” (p. 

329). Nonetheless, we believe that the assignment of each exposed potential psychological 

conflict aspect to the stakeholder respectively category affected fostered the understanding 

and plausibility of our model. Furthermore it allowed providing precise implications 

regarding the stakeholders concerned. 
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As illustrated, a relatively small number of empirical analyses exist that exclusively deal 

with psychological aspects of a family business succession. Therefore research is urgently 

needed in this area to better understand the different emotions, perceptions, and feelings of 

the parties involved. Focused investigations of psychological aspects with regard to 

succession in family businesses would generate progress and yield important insights. A 

critical focal point is to constitute steps that can help to establish the measurability of 

emotions and feelings. Qualitative empirical investigations might allow a better 

understanding of the effects of conflicts and emotions within the succession process. Here, 

the experiences of predecessors and successors concerning emotions and conflicts could 

also be specifically addressed. 

Additionally, it would certainly be interesting to analyze how sibling rivalries that emerge 

with regard to a family business succession can bias the process. Another investigation 

topic could be the emotions felt by employees when a cross-generational succession 

occurs. From a strategic view, the temporal variable also seems to be of importance, which 

is based on three aspects: First, humans have a clear problem concretely determining what 

a real long-term orientation looks like in practice. Second, as our model depicts, most 

psychological conflicts appear either in the transfer/takeover or in the continuation phase. 

It might be of value to dedicate the greatest detail of the investigative scope to the 

preparation phase. The exploration of actions that are undertaken in early stages to prevent 

future conflicts might also be of value. Doing this could allow psychology research to 

provide insight into how predecessors think about the implementation of prophylactic 

actions to counteract potential conflicts. Third, there is a gap in the literature when it 

comes to the post-succession phase in family businesses. There are no existing and 

effective models, theories, and psychological assumptions of re-starting a business, even if 

it is within the own family. Therefore the authors see the need to intensify research in 

terms of “real” psychological aspects, and highly recommend psychological aspects as a 

single research approach. The existing generic approaches are often insufficient and, to be 

blunt, “watered down.” Results in this area can and should be discussed in a number of 

varying ways. The authors suggest testing whether a single research stream is more 

effective in explaining the behavior within a family business instead of a broader, more 

formulated generic approach. 
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To advance this research topic, the following questions could be addressed to identify 

solutions through which psychological conflicts within the succession process can be 

reduced or prevented: What actions can be undertaken to positively affect the succession 

process from a psychological perspective? Are reflective processes an approach to reduce 

conflict potentials within the succession process? Does the implementation of prophylactic 

actions positively bias the succession process and, if so, how can they be constituted?  

How do successors think about prophylactic actions in the succession preparation phase? 

Finally, psychological aspects with regard to succession in family businesses open the way 

towards a wide array of issues that offer solid opportunities for future research. The 

authors hope that the insights elaborated in this paper will contribute to gradually filling 

this academic void. 
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Introduction 

Strategic entrepreneurship (SE) “involves simultaneous opportunity-seeking and 

advantage-seeking behaviors and results in superior firm performance” (Hitt et al. 2011,  

p. 963). This recent definition highlights the origins of SE in both entrepreneurship and 

strategic management. Rooted in entrepreneurship, SE is concerned with the discovery and 

creation of opportunities with the goal of creating value (Hitt et al. 2011). Rooted in 

strategic management, SE is also concerned with the creation of sustainable competitive 

advantages as pathways towards opportunity exploitation. This broad area of application 

has spawned great interest among the research community (Harms et al. 2012). 

At the same time however, the research field of SE can be characterized as unstructured 

and fragmented. This may be due to its rapid growth, but may also be an effect of the 

interface character of this offshoot of the original disciplines of strategic management and 

entrepreneurship. Here, a large number of theoretical foundations and conceptualizations 

can be found (Hitt et al. 2002; Ireland et al. 2003). So it is not surprising that SE is 

heterogeneous in itself, which makes it difficult to structure the research field and identify 

its main discussion lines. However, this could be beneficial for the perception of the 

development of SE as a discipline overall. At the end of the 1980s, Low and MacMillan 

(1988) wrote with regard to entrepreneurship research: “As a body of literature develops, it 

is useful to stop occasionally, take inventory [of] the work that has been done, and identify 

new directions and challenges for the future” (p. 139). Considering the rapid growth of SE 

research, this kind of “inventory taking” may be relevant for SE research as well, and is the 

basis for this article that seeks to graph the current state-of-the-art of SE research. Its 

foundation is a citation analysis of 143 key articles and 10,270 references. Descriptive 

facts and a network graph reveal the intellectual structure of SE. 
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Strategic entrepreneurship at the interface of strategic management and 

entrepreneurship research 

The origins of strategic management as an academic field can be traced back to the 1960s 

(Furrer et al. 2007). While strategic management deals with the development of sustainable 

competitive advantages resulting in the creation of value (Ramachandran et al. 2006), early 

research almost solely investigated strategic issues in large, established enterprises 

(Analoui and Karami 2003). However, strategic management research has moved beyond 

this context. For example, as early as 1934, Schumpeter (1934) highlighted the temporary 

nature of competitive advantages. This requires firms to continuously seek new avenues 

towards competitive advantages, i.e., through entrepreneurial behavior that leads to the 

exploration and creation of new opportunities (Ireland et al. 2001). 

The origins of entrepreneurship as an academic field can be traced back to the 18th century, 

when Cantillon (1755) used this term to differentiate self-employed entrepreneurs from 

employed workers, and in the process linked entrepreneurship and risk-taking. 

Entrepreneurship was emerging as an academic field of study when Karl Vesper founded 

an interest group within the Academy of Management (AoM)´s Business Policy and 

Strategy Division in 1974. In 1987, entrepreneurship finally became a separate division of 

the AoM (Meyer et al. 2002). Entrepreneurship is now acknowledged as one of the major 

driving forces of the economy in modern societies (Brock and Evans 1989; Carree and 

Thurik 2000). It is also considered as a key instrument for coping with the new competitive 

landscape and its rapid rate of change (Hitt and Reed 2000). Entrepreneurial behavior can 

be found in various kinds of enterprises, regardless of their size, age, or profit orientation 

(Kraus et al. 2007). It describes the process of value creation through the identification and 

exploitation of opportunities, e.g., through developing new products, seeking new markets, 

or both (Lumpkin et al. 1998; McCline et al. 2000; Shane and Venkataraman 2000). It 

focuses on innovation by identifying market opportunities and by building a unique set of 

resources through which the opportunities can be exploited, and is usually associated to 

firm growth (Ireland et al. 2001; Davidsson et al. 2002). Entrepreneurial enterprises 

identify and exploit opportunities that their competitors have not yet observed or have 

underexploited (Hitt et al. 2002). An entrepreneurial enterprise’s resources are often 

intangible and involve aspects, such as unique knowledge or proprietary technology. 
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A link between strategic management and entrepreneurship was established in 1979, when 

Schendel and Hofer (1979) linked both research fields by defining strategic management as 

“a process that deals with the entrepreneurial work of the organization, with organizational 

renewal and growth” (p. 11), and furthermore stated that “the entrepreneurial choice is at 

the heart of the concept of strategy” (p. 6). Later, Stevenson and Jarillo (1990) noted that 

there is a need to establish links between the fields of entrepreneurship and strategic 

management. As Dess et al. (1999) put it, “understanding entrepreneurial processes has 

been a central theme in a good deal of both the entrepreneurship and strategic management 

literatures” (p. 85). One of the most obvious linkages between entrepreneurship and 

strategic management is in the topic of opportunities. Opportunities are both at the very 

heart of entrepreneurship and part of the SWOT analysis of strategic management. 

Enterprises create value by identifying opportunities in their external environment and by 

subsequently developing competitive advantages to exploit them (Hitt et al. 2001; Ireland 

et al. 2001; Harms et al. 2012). Finally, SE can be seen as a process in which opportunity 

exploration and exploitation are balanced (Ireland et al. 2003). This process perspective 

can be applied in efforts to understand building blocks and the relation between these 

building blocks within an SE process (Van de Ven 2007). In an integrative effort, Ireland 

et al. (2003) developed an SE process model (see Figure 1). SE begins with an 

entrepreneurial mindset, an entrepreneurial culture, and entrepreneurial leadership (1). A 

company in which these factors are well developed will manage resources strategically, 

balancing exploration and exploitation (2). As a result, a continuous stream of innovation 

(3) enables the firm to create wealth (4). 

Figure 1: The strategic entrepreneurship process 

 
Source: Ireland et al. 2003 
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A second link refers to the fact that both disciplines look at similar research objects. For 

example, Cooper (1979) places start-ups, the core research objects of entrepreneurship 

research, into the field of strategic management by investigating the relationships between 

the characteristics of entrepreneurs, venture strategies, and performance. He argues that 

strategic management researchers should study established enterprises and growth-oriented 

start-ups, but not “mom and pop” small businesses. This later led to the distinction between 

“entrepreneurs” and “small business managers” by Carland et al. (1984). From this point 

on, more and more scholars studied the relationship between strategic management and 

firm performance in SMEs (Schwenk and Shrader 1993; Kraus et al. 2006). 

Finally, many key topics in entrepreneurship research, such as new venture creation, 

innovation, and opportunity-seeking, have strong links to strategic management research. 

First, new venture creation is in most cases about the acquisition, mobilization and 

deployment of resources, and the integration of these resources with opportunities, and can 

thus be linked to Mintzberg’s design school of strategic management which addresses the 

matching of resources with opportunities (Sandberg 1992). Second, innovation can be 

understood as creating new combinations of production factors. This view builds on 

resources, which are the core unit of analysis of the resource-based view of strategic 

management (Wernerfelt 1984; Barney 1991). Third, innovation management can be 

understood as a process. Here, both the cognitive school and the entrepreneurial school of 

management by Mintzberg can be applied (for example in exploring how innovations 

appear and in explaining the strategic nature of innovations), along with the learning 

school, where creation of innovations is seen as an organizational phenomenon (for 

example by the way an innovation makes its way through the organization). These 

overlapping topics illustrate the intersection of the research fields. 

We conduct a citation analysis followed by a literature review of the most cited references 

to identify and analyze the key discussion lines in SE research. Thereby, we address the 

following research question: What is the state-of-the-art of research in SE? More 

specifically, the following questions are answered: What are the most influential 

publications, and what are the key topics found in these publications? By answering these 

questions, we aim to illustrate the intellectual foundations of SE research. 
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Bibliometric analysis 

Bibliometric analyses are the quantitative evaluation of researchers and scientific 

institutions in terms of their publications (Diodato 1994; Havemann 2009). The aim is to 

highlight the structures as well as the development of scientific fields (Prévot et al. 2010). 

White and McCain (1989) call bibliometrics “the quantitative study of literatures as they 

are reflected in bibliographies” (p. 119). During the past year, bibliometrics has established 

itself as a recognized method of analysis. Citation analysis is a key method of bibliometrics 

(Moed 2005). A citation analysis examines citations in terms of the connection between 

who/what is being cited and the publication/author referring to the citation. A scientific 

paper is considered to be influential if other authors have cited it frequently (Gundolf and 

Filser 2013). The number of citations is seen as a qualitative value (“impact”). The 

assumption is that an often-cited work conveys important scientific findings and 

constitutes a substantial basis for further elaborations, even though it might even be cited 

for the purpose of criticism (Garfield 1979). In either case, a publication that is frequently 

cited is assumed to represent a central contribution to the respective research discipline 

(Klingemann 1988; Yue and Wilson 2004). 

Our citation analysis of the SE literature is based on articles that feature the terms 

“strategy” or “strategic” and “entrepreneurship” in their titles. Databases, such as ABI 

Inform/ProQuest, EBSCO, Emerald, Google Scholar, and ScienceDirect, were browsed to 

identify the articles for our citation analysis. Furthermore, all articles that were published 

in the Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal before 2012 were included. A total of 145 

publications meeting these criteria were identified for the analysis. The bibliometric 

analysis applied here to the field of SE is based on the design proposed by Prévot et al. 

(2010) and Gundolf and Filser (2013). First, the references that are used in each source 

were collected. After counting all references from all sources, we counted the absolute 

frequency with which each reference appears. In a final step, clusters were compiled on the 

basis of the topical congruency of the most cited publications. To reduce the complexity of 

the citation network’s visual depiction, only the top 20 most-cited publications were taken 

(for comparable approaches see, e.g., Roth and Gmür 2004; Schäffer et al. 2006;  

Voeth et al. 2006; Leonidou et al. 2010; Prévot et al. 2010; Gundolf and Filser 2013). 
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Results 

Characteristics of the articles in the database 

Number of publications published on strategic entrepreneurship 

The number of publications on SE has increased over time (Figure 2). The noticeable jump 

in 2007 can be particularly attributed to the release of the special edition on SE by Kuratko 

and Audretsch in Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. Similarly, the rising interest in 

this field of research is also illustrated by the establishment of the  

Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal which was created as a line enhancement of the  

Strategic Management Journal. 

Figure 2: Development of the number of strategic entrepreneurship publications 

 

 

Key authors in strategic entrepreneurship research 

Table 1 shows the affiliations of the top nine most productive scholars in the area of SE. 

Other authors that have published less than four articles are not listed. The geographical 

distribution of the most productive SE researchers shows a dominance of Anglo-American 

countries. In addition, only a few of the teams of authors come from one single institution. 

The most active authors, i.e., those with the highest number of publications in this field, 

have co-authors affiliated with other institutions. It’s also noticeable that no single 

institution can be considered as the leader in the SE field. 
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Table 1: The most-published authors in the field of strategic entrepreneurship 

Author Institution Country 
Number of 
publications 

Ireland, R. D. Texas A&M University; Robins School of Business;  
University of Richmond 

USA 9 

Baron, R. A. Oklahoma State University; Lally School of Management USA 5 
Hitt, M. A. Mays School of Business; Texas A&M University USA 5 
Wright, M. Ghent University; Nottingham University GBR 5 
Hmieleski, K. M. Texas Christian University; M.J. Neeley School of Business USA 4 
Ketchen, D. J. Texas A&M University; Auburn University USA 4 
Shepherd, D. A. Indiana University USA 4 
Alvarez, S. A. Ohio State University USA 4 
Audretsch, D. B. Indiana University; Max Planck Institute of Economics USA; GER 4 

 

Characteristics of the references 

A total of 10,507 references were cited in the analyzed articles. The high number of cited 

references indicates to some extent the unexplored character and newness of SE compared 

to other related areas such as international entrepreneurship or entrepreneurial marketing 

(e.g., Eggers et al. 2009; Kraus 2011). The newness and unexplored character of SE might 

accentuate the necessity to include publications that have their origin in disciplines, such as 

management, strategy, and entrepreneurship, to explore the interfaces as well as more 

specific issues within SE. The fields of management and entrepreneurship strongly 

influence SE. According to the cited references within our database, the influence of 

management is clearly greater than that of entrepreneurship. The majority of journals are 

attributed to the field of management, while only a small percentage are entrepreneurship 

journals (Figure 3). The strong influence of management literature seems to indicate that 

SE is regarded as a subcategory of strategic management, which might simply be due to 

the larger number of management publications compared to entrepreneurship research. 
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Figure 3: Top 10 publication channels of the cited references 

 

Table 2 lists the 20 most influential publications on SE that were published between 1934 

and 2007. This compilation can be regarded as the core of SE research. Most of the 

publications are from the years 2000-2007 (7), before the 1990s (7), and during the 1990s 

(6). 14 of the 20 most influential publications are articles, while six are monographs. With 

regard to scientific journal publications that are among the most cited references, 12 out of 

14 articles are published in journals that fall into the realm of management, while only two 

articles fall into the realm of entrepreneurship. Hence, scientific journal publications 

provide an essential basis for elaborations. Of note is, that among the most influential 

publications the Academy of Management Review and the Strategic Management Journal 

are the most frequently cited publication channels. Therefore, the fundamental basis for 

previous findings is noticeably provided by high-class journals. Moreover, it is surprising 

that one of the most cited references in our analysis was published in 2007. In fact, 

bibliometric analyses have the limitation that a reference requires a certain period to unfold 

its potential and to be recognized as an important source for progression (Garfield 1979). 

However, our analysis shows that the timeframe to be rewarded is only four years. This 

might be due to the fact that the mentioned article was published in the first issue of the 

Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal. Nevertheless, as the database contains all of the 

articles published in the Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, this article might build the 
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basis and justification for further elaborations of other authors that aim to publish in the 

same journal (Monastersky 2005). 

Table 2: Top 20 most influential publications on the field of strategic entrepreneurship 

Author Year Title Citations 

Ireland, Hitt, and 
Sirmon 

2003 A Model of Strategic Entrepreneurship: The Construct and its 
Dimensions 

36 

Shane and 
Venkataraman 

2000 The Promise of Entrepreneurship as a Field of Research 36 

Barney 1991 Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage 35 
Schumpeter 1934 The Theory of Economic Development 32 
Alvarez and Barney 2007 Discovery and Creation: Alternative Theories of Entrepreneurial 

Action 
31 

March 1991 Exploration and Exploitation in Organizational Learning 26 
Hitt, Ireland, Camp, and 
Sexton 

2001 Strategic Entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial Strategies for Wealth 
Creation 

26 

Cohen and Levintal 1990 Absorptive Capacity: A New Perspective on Learning and Innovation 25 
Knight 1921 Risk, Uncertainty, and Profit 24 
Nelson and Winter 1982 An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change 22 
Penrose 1959 The Theory of the Growth of the Firm 21 
Kirzner 1973 Competition and Entrepreneurship 20 
Lumpkin and Dess 1996 Clarifying the Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct and Linking it 

to Performance 
20 

Shane 2000 Prior Knowledge and the Discovery of Entrepreneurial Opportunities 19 
Busenitz and Barney 1997 Differences Between Entrepreneurs and Managers in Large 

Organizations: Biases and heuristics in Strategic Decision-Making 
18 

Teece 1986 Profiting from Technological Innovation: Implications for 
Integration, Collaboration, Licensing and Public Policy 

18 

Wernerfelt 1984 A Resource-Based View of the Firm 18 
Teece, Pisano, and 
Shuen 

1997 Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic Management 17 

Sarasvathy 2001 Causation and Effectuation: Toward a Theoretical Shift from 
Economic Inevitability to Entrepreneurial Contingency 

17 

Shane 2003 A General Theory of Entrepreneurship: The Individual-Opportunity 
Nexus 

17 
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Citation network and topic cluster 

The citation analysis generates a network of the top 20 publications that have the strongest 

influence on the SE field (see Figure 4). 

The publications outside the clusters are the source articles for this analysis. The outgoing 

arrows mark citations, and those publications within a cluster illustrate the references that 

have been cited. The size of the circle, which encloses each cited reference, represents the 

number of citations received. The top 20 publications have been cited at least 17 times. 

Finally, we identified the following four cluster topics on the basis of the top 20 most-cited 

publications: 

- Cluster 1: Entrepreneurship research (Knight 1921; Schumpeter 1934; Penrose 1959; 

Kirzner 1973; Nelson and Winter 1982; March 1991) 

- Cluster 2: Strategic management (Wernerfelt 1984; Teece 1986; Cohen and Levinthal 

1990; Barney 1991; Teece et al. 1997) 

- Cluster 3: (Corporate) Entrepreneurship (Lumpkin and Dess 1996; Busenitz and 

Barney 1997; Shane 2000; Sarasvathy 2001; Shane 2003; Shane and Venkataraman 

2000) 

- Cluster 4: Strategic entrepreneurship (Hitt et al. 2001; Ireland et al. 2003; Alvarez and 

Barney 2007) 
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Cluster 1: Entrepreneurship research 

The papers that are included in Cluster 1 are core theoretical contributions to 

entrepreneurship research that provide a foundation for business and entrepreneurship 

issues. Knight (1921), Schumpeter (1934) and Kirzner (1973) are core authors of 

entrepreneurship research. While Knight refers to risk-taking as a major characteristic for 

entrepreneurs, Schumpeter regards the realization of innovative ideas as entrepreneurial 

behavior. Penrose (1959) and Nelson and Winter (1982) advanced this research with 

further and more detailed aspects and perspectives that deal with the causes of firm growth 

(Penrose 1959) and a reflection on the evolution of economic change (Nelson and Winter 

1982). Finally, March (1991) advanced entrepreneurship theory by investigating the 

antecedents and consequences of organizational learning. 

These core authors can be regarded as fundamental to entrepreneurship research. Hence, it 

is not surprising that other bibliographic analyses, for example on family business research 

(Kraus et al. 2011b), or entrepreneurial marketing (Eggers et al. 2009; Kraus et al. 2011a), 

also refer to this core body of literature, which deeply roots SE research in the 

entrepreneurship literature. 

 

Cluster 2: Strategic management 

This cluster has a strong link to the resource-based view of the firm. According to 

Wernerfelt (1984) the development of competitive advantages results from the resources a 

firm possesses. Barney (1991) discusses four characteristics of resources that lead to 

sustainable competitive advantages: value, rareness, imitability, and sustainability. Barney 

(1991) highlights that sustainable competitive advantages cannot be purchased on the 

market, but need to be developed within the firm. In this regard, Teece et al. (1997) state 

that dynamic capabilities, in other words a “firm’s ability to integrate, build, and 

reconfigure internal and external competences” (p. 516) are essential for meeting future 

challenges and adapting to rapidly changing environments. To achieve this, learning 

capabilities need to be developed that enable employees to build strategic assets, integrate 

new strategic assets within the firm, and continuously redesign the existing ones. As to 

what can be regarded as a specific type of resource, Cohen and Levintal (1990) introduce 

the concept of absorptive capacity. The authors argue that a firm’s ability to recognize 
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possibilities, the access to external information, and assimilation and realization are critical 

factors for innovativeness. As the environment impacts learning ability, absorptive 

capacity leads to an effective allocation of resources. 

The ideas of value generation and value capture (as exemplified by Teece (1986) who 

investigates the question of who profits from innovation) can be identified as general 

themes of this cluster. Core authors of the strategic management literature are referenced, 

deeply touting SE research in strategic management research. Of note is that the resource-

based view receives extensive attention, while the market-based view appears to be 

neglected.  

 

Cluster 3: (Corporate) Entrepreneurship 

While the papers in Cluster 1 refer to the theoretical basis of entrepreneurship research, the 

papers in Cluster 3 tend to deal with entrepreneurship in the corporate context. Many SE 

papers refer to the concept of entrepreneurial orientation (in the version of Lumpkin and 

Dess 1996), stating that entrepreneurial firms are innovative, proactive, risk-taking, 

aggressive, and striving for autonomy. In this regard, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) suggest to 

explore the consequences of EO based on mediation and moderation models. 

The basis of entrepreneurial firm behavior is the entrepreneurial behavior of key 

individuals. The SE literature refers to Busenitz and Barney (1997) who investigate the 

differences in the decision-making process between entrepreneurs and managers. While the 

decision making of entrepreneurs relies somewhat on biases and heuristics (such as 

overconfidence and representativeness), managers tend to apply a more rational and 

structured decision making style. The reliance of the SE literature on the literature on 

(corporate) decision making is further illustrated by the prominent role that Shane (2000) 

plays in the SE literature. Shane and Venkataraman (2000) define entrepreneurship as “the 

study of sources of opportunities; the processes of discovery, evaluation, and exploitation 

of opportunities; and the set of individuals who discover, evaluate, and exploit them” (p. 

218). Furthermore, Shane (2000) argues that entrepreneurs who have access to and are 

familiar with certain information, such as certain technologies, will be more likely to 

identify opportunities than entrepreneurs new to an industry or field. This so-called 
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individual-opportunity nexus is elaborated further and serves as a key foundation for SE 

research (Shane 2003). 

A final core paper of this cluster is by Sarasvathy (2001) who introduces the concepts of 

“effectuation” and “causation” as two distinct, yet interrelated decision-making styles of 

entrepreneurs. The literature on causation and effectuation picks up on decision making 

between novices and experts, or entrepreneurs and managers; this is a theme also seen in 

the paper by Busenitz and Barney (1997). An even stronger link to the SE literature lies in 

the fact that effectuation seems to fly in the face of established strategic management 

theory that emphasizes strategic planning, while effectuation highlights incremental 

approaches to decision making. 

 

Cluster 4: Strategic entrepreneurship 

In this cluster, the SE literature does not refer to other research streams, but begins to refer 

to itself. This self-referencing can be regarded as a first step in the direction of a separate 

research field with its own theories and actors. For example, Hitt et al. (2001) introduce SE 

by drawing an overview of the issues and topics addressed in the context of a special issue 

on SE in the Strategic Management Journal. They stress that “new ventures and 

established firms need to be simultaneously entrepreneurial and strategic” (Hitt et al. 2001, 

p. 448). Ireland et al. (2003) develop a model aiming to explain the dimensions of SE, 

positing that entrepreneurial ventures have a deficiency regarding the development of 

competitive advantages, while large, established firms have a deficiency regarding the 

identification of opportunities. Firms that employ SE can create wealth by addressing 

mutual deficiencies. Similarly, Ireland et al. (2003) summarize that SE contains an 

opportunity- and advantage-seeking dimension that can be used for wealth creation. This 

view is expanded by Hitt et al. (2011), who explain that it is not only monetary wealth that 

can be sought as an outcome of SE, but societal, organizational, and individual benefits as 

well. 

Alvarez and Barney (2007) investigate the question whether entrepreneurial opportunities 

exist ex ante (and can be discovered) or do not exist ex ante (and can be created). The 

authors stress that “the actions that entrepreneurs actually take can be thought of as a 

manifestation of the assumptions they make about the nature of the context within which 
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they are operating – is it a discovery context or a creation context” (Alvarez and Barney 

2007, p. 17). 

 

Discussion and conclusion 

All in all, the foundations of SE research are general management research, strategy 

research in particular from the 1990s (chiefly based upon the resource-based view), as well 

as the newer entrepreneurship research. Noticeable is how the still relatively new field of 

SE research frequently cites itself (Cluster 4), which indicates a strong cooperation and 

scholarly exchange within this community. Regarding the number and influence of their 

publications, Barney and Shane are considered to be the current leaders in SE research, 

with each having three indicatory publications. 

The integration of entrepreneurial (opportunity-seeking) and strategic (advantage-seeking) 

perspectives appears to be a promising approach for management of present business 

operations. Both perspectives are essential for the continuous generation of value 

(McGrath and MacMillan 2000; Ireland et al. 2001). There is no doubt that strategic 

management has to become more entrepreneurial. Therefore, it appears necessary for 

strategic management research to move away from its traditionally administrative approach 

to a viewpoint that is more strategically entrepreneurial. This would foster a new 

conception of management built upon strategic agility, flexibility, creativity, and continual 

innovation. Furthermore, such a conception and/or mode of behavior and way of thinking 

supports the transformation of administration-oriented employees into intrapreneurs (Kraus 

2009a). 

SE research is in an evolving stage. Progress is seen in the citation of specific SE 

publications (Cluster 4). However, the nature and facets of SE are still somewhat under-

defined, as evidenced by the ongoing discussion in the literature about the definition of SE. 

Schindehutte and Morris (2009) explicitly raise the question of the “nature” of SE. Here, 

Kraus and Kauranen (2009) suggest applying a configuration approach (e.g., Mugler 2004; 

Wiklund and Shepherd 2005; Harms et al. 2009) to SE theory, which highlights the 

reciprocal interplay of the levels of entrepreneur, strategy, structure/resources, and 

environment in the establishment of SE processes. Hitt et al. (2011) took the first step 

towards advancing the understanding of SE by developing an input-process-output model.  
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In conclusion, the bibliometric analysis showed that there are still only a few 

researchers/research groups who are thoroughly dedicated to this topic. Therefore, the 

research field of SE offers ample space for researchers, particularly those who are 

interested in immersing themselves in this topic, while promising many theoretical 

challenges and practical applications. The authors hope that the structured overview of the 

most influential publications and their thematic clustering presented in this paper will 

support the development of further research within the scientific community. 
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5 Entrepreneurial Orientation and Firm Performance:  

A Comparative Study of Austria, Liechtenstein, and Switzerland 

by Matthias Filser and Fabian Eggers 

South African Journal of Business Management, forthcoming 

 

Introduction 

As emphasized by various studies, entrepreneurial small and medium-sized enterprises 

(SMEs) are fundamental for economic wealth and are a major engine for economic growth 

(OECD 1998; Carree and Thurik 2000; Chow 2006; Henderson and Weiler 2010; Eggers 

et al. 2013). As growth-oriented SMEs are an important source for employment and the 

generation of revenue, their economic and political relevance becomes obvious. On 

average, SMEs “account for over 95% of firms and 60%-70% of employment and generate 

a large share of new jobs in OECD economies” (OECD 2000, p. 1). Based on these key 

figures, it can be deduced that economic growth is linked to SME growth. Consequently, 

tracking factors that facilitate SME growth are also crucial for economic prosperity 

(Ackelsberg and Arlow 1985; Valliere 2006). However, in previous years, management 

research has increasingly investigated factors that explain firm growth, but has not solved 

this puzzle entirely (Davidsson et al. 2005). To overcome prevailing constraints, such as 

smallness or limited resources in terms of funds, labor, knowledge and skills (Gray and 

Mabey 2005), and to achieve competitiveness as well as successful establishment in the 

market, enterprises are confronted with the necessity to grow, at least to a certain extent 

(Garnsey 1998). Thus, within the scope of entrepreneurship, firm growth has become a key 

indicator for overall success (Carton and Hofer 2006). 

The concept of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) has often been considered when 

investigating factors that facilitate firm growth (Madsen 2007). Accordingly, various 

studies emphasize the positive linkage between EO and growth (Rauch et al. 2009). The 

term EO explains behaviors and actions within a firm that are characterized through such 

dimensions as innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking (Rauch et al. 2009;  

Pearce et al. 2010; Eggers et al. 2013). However, the results of the studies investigating EO 

and its effect on performance are not consistent and foster confusion (Rauch et al. 2009;  
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Covin and Wales 2012). Some scholars imply that high levels of innovativeness 

(Deshpande et al. 1993; Zahra and Bogner 2000) facilitate firm success, while others 

highlight proactiveness to be the key performance driver (Miller and Friesen 1983; 

Lumpkin and Dess 2001). Contrarily, Begley and Boyd (1987) assume that risk-taking 

leads to success to a certain extent, while high levels of risk-taking are counterproductive. 

Even though it is generally acknowledged that EO and its dimensions are somehow all 

associated with firm performance, empirical investigations have assessed them in varying 

ways. These variations have led to diverging outcomes, and therefore opposing 

implications for SMEs. 

So, in order to assist SMEs in their strategic decision-making processes, it is important to 

investigate the dimensions of EO in complex and dynamic environments. Furthermore, 

researching multiple countries appears to provide a clearer picture and fosters the 

reliability of the results, because potential differences among countries are reflected. To 

fulfill this purpose, we selected the Rhine Valley as an area of interest, which is a region 

between three neighboring countries, Austria, Liechtenstein, and Switzerland. In fact, 

political cooperation between these three countries is strong, and economic collaboration in 

the Rhine Valley region is of an intense nature (Kothbauer 2012). The labor force within 

the respective countries is strongly diversified in terms of country of origin. For example, 

8,000 Austrians, which is equivalent to approximately 22% of the total number of 

inhabitants living in Liechtenstein, commute daily to Liechtenstein for employment 

(Kothbauer 2012). Furthermore, the Rhine Valley is a dynamic market environment in 

which several high-tech and manufacturing firms are located. The region is characterized 

by high industrial density, a distinct innovation rate and the highest export share in the 

eastern part of Switzerland (Contor GmbH 2005). Therefore, conducting our study in this 

region provides insights on the effect of the EO dimensions in a complex and dynamic 

environment, and also ensures heterogeneity regarding businesses and perceptions, 

allowing the results to be validated in a multi-country context. This should help to gain 

further insights on EO and provide more detailed and reliable implications. 

By conducting a quantitative empirical investigation of SMEs located in the Rhine Valley, 

the aim is to highlight differences that result from country-of-origin aspects regarding the 

effect of EO on firm performance in Austria, Liechtenstein, and Switzerland. Kreiser and 

Davis (2010) state that optimal levels of each EO dimension can differ depending on the 
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organization's environment. In this regard, the Rhine Valley is an interesting geographic 

area, since it features SMEs from countries that are from different environments and 

economic regions (especially with Switzerland and Liechtenstein not being member states 

of the European Union). Although it can be expected that the impact of the EO dimensions 

on firm performance is generally positive, we assume that there are country-specific 

differences in their influence.  

Furthermore, we strive to reveal additional insights on the effects of different EO 

dimensions in these three countries. As there are just a few studies investigating EO as a 

multidimensional construct using financial and nonfinancial indicators as performance 

measures and contrasting multiple countries, the aim of this paper is to shed light on this 

research gap. The lack of exploration becomes even clearer by considering the results of 

the meta-analysis by Rauch et al. (2009) of 51 EO studies concerning their focus, the 

applied measures and scales. Most studies investigate EO as a unidimensional construct, 

using single performance measures or examining a single country. Even though  

Rauch et al. (2009) support the unidimensional approach, stating that each dimension is of 

equal value, the aim here is to critically investigate the effect of each dimension in a multi-

country context using multiple performance measures. Furthermore, we aim to overcome 

slight variations regarding the robustness of the performance measures by including 

financial and nonfinancial indicators. 

This paper continues with providing a review of the existing literature on the field of EO. 

Subsequently hypotheses are developed and tested with the help of multiple regression 

analysis. The methodology and research steps taken are described before the results are 

presented and discussed. The article concludes by exposing the limitations of our approach 

and recommendations for future research. 

 

Entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance 

In recent years, the concept of entrepreneurship has received rising attention in terms of 

scholarly research (Wiklund et al. 2011). Despite the fact that there is no universally 

accepted definition of the term itself, at its core entrepreneurship refers to individual 

activities through which value is created by the exploration, recognition and exploitation of 

opportunities. These opportunistic actions are accompanied by risk affinity and are 
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strongly linked to innovative outcomes (Cools and Van den Broeck 2008; Landström 2009; 

Pearce et al. 2010; Covin and Wales 2012). Entrepreneurship stems from the orientation of 

new ventures towards the identification of market opportunities that are not yet discovered 

and/or under-exploited by competitors. These opportunities are then exploited based on 

uniquely compiled resources (Davidsson et al. 2002; Hitt et al. 2002). 

Initial investigations of EO can be attributed to the elaborations of Mintzberg (1973) and 

Khandwalla (1976), who established EO as a “managerial disposition rooted in decision 

making” (Covin and Wales 2012, p. 679). Subsequently, one of the first operationalizations 

of the EO concept was established by Miller (1983), defining an EO-oriented company as 

“one that engages in product-market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and 

is first to come up with proactive innovations, beating competitors to the punch” (Miller 

1983, p. 771). The first measureable scales of the three EO dimensions of innovativeness, 

proactiveness, and risk-taking were generated by Covin and Slevin (1986; 1988), based on 

Miller’s (1983) operationalization. Although Lumpkin and Dess (1996) identify and 

indicate two further dimension, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy, that 

characterize EO, most researchers agree that EO is a nexus of innovativeness, 

proactiveness, and risk-taking (Wiklund 1999). Since Miller’s (1983) three-dimensional 

model has been utilized by numerous empirical investigations, our study follows this 

approach (e.g., Covin and Slevin 1989; Kemelgor 2002; Zahra and Garvis 2000; Wiklund 

and Shepherd 2005; Madsen 2007; Hansen et al. 2011). 

From a general perspective, entrepreneurship and EO are regarded as facilitators for firm 

performance and growth (Carree and Thurik 2000; Chow 2006; Rauch et al. 2009). The 

connection between EO and firm performance has been the subject of numerous studies, 

with the results that firm performance is positively influenced by the construct of EO (e.g., 

Covin and Slevin 1986; Lumpkin and Dess 1996; Becherer and Maurer 1997; Wiklund 

1999; Shepherd and Wiklund 2005). However, as mentioned before, firm performance has 

been measured using different indicators (Rauch et al. 2009). To overcome potential 

variations that might originate in terms of the robustness of the performance measure, we 

define firm performance as the extent to which financial and nonfinancial goals, as 

compared to competitors, are achieved based on the perception of the business owners and 

Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) surveyed. Accordingly, firms that actively apply EO 

adapt easier to changes in complex market environments and shape the market 
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environment proactively, therefore promoting their growth and performance potential. 

Furthermore, it is argued that EO might result in competitive advantages, and thus has a 

positive influence on firm performance (Wiklund 1999; Hult et al. 2004; Wiklund and 

Shepherd 2005). 

Comprehensive literature reviews concerning the focus, the applied measures and scales, 

as well as the results of previous studies investigating the relationship between EO and 

performance can be found, among others, in Rauch et al. (2009) and Covin and Wales 

(2012). 

 

Innovativeness 

The first dimension, innovativeness, is described through the engagement of creative and 

experimental behaviors that result in new products or services and technical leadership 

based on research and development efforts (Rauch et al. 2009). Thus established practices 

are revolutionized and new ideas encouraged (Lumpkin and Dess 2001; Grande et al. 2011; 

Hansen et al. 2011). Schumpeter (1942) was among the first who emphasized the 

importance of innovations, and innovativeness in particular. He highlights “creative 

destruction” as a characteristic of the radical innovation process. “Creative destruction” 

reflects a wealth creation process in which the introduction of novel products or services is 

realized; thereby creating a disruption within the market that triggers a resource shift. New 

ventures are created by taking resources from existing companies (Lumpkin and Dess 

1996). The process of creative destruction is first set in motion by the entrepreneur, making 

innovation within the concept of EO an essential success factor (Lumpkin and Dess 1996). 

Based on the results of previous EO-studies innovativeness and firm performance strongly 

correlate (Rauch et al. 2009). With regard to munificent and dynamic environments, as it is 

the case in the Rhine Valley, Kreiser and Davis (2010) suggest that a high level of 

innovativeness promotes a firm’s performance. This leads to our first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis H1: A high level of innovativeness facilitates the performance of SMEs. 
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Proactiveness 

Proactiveness, the second EO dimension, refers to the ability to foresee future problems, 

desires and changes. Proactiveness is characterized by initiatives that are taken in order to 

exploit unforeseen opportunities, and subsequently introducing new products and services 

ahead of competitors (Rauch et al. 2009). Alternatively, a proactive enterprise can also be 

the initiator of activities, which competitors then need to react to; meaning that a proactive 

company opens new tracks in terms of products or services (Grande et al. 2011). Indeed, 

proactiveness reflects the importance of initiatives in the entrepreneurial process through 

which competitive advantages can be generated, meaning that firms can influence and 

create their environment by actively observing environmental pressures (Lumpkin and 

Dess 1996; Grande et al. 2011). In addition, taking initiative, for instance, by creating or 

co-creating rising markets, is regarded as a crucial factor in entrepreneurship (Lumpkin 

and Dess 1996), highlighting proactiveness as a fundamental EO dimension. Finally, 

Kreiser and Davis (2010) ascribe high levels of proactiveness to superior firm performance 

in munificent and dynamic environments. This suggests the second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis H2: A high level of proactiveness facilitates the performance of SMEs. 

 

Risk-taking 

The third EO dimension is risk-taking. Risk-taking is based on the circumstance that 

uncertainty is, to some extent, accompanied by entrepreneurial actions (Lumpkin and Dess 

1996; Low and MacMillan 1988). Risks result when a substantial number of resources are 

invested into a project with uncertain outcomes respectively a potentially high prospect of 

failure (Madsen 2007; Grande et al. 2011; Hansen et al. 2011). In fact, the willingness to 

take the risk of ventures into the unknown is a significant trait of an entrepreneur (Wiklund 

and Shepherd 2003). However, risk-taking in terms of entrepreneurial behavior refers to 

assessable and controlled risk endeavors, rather than to actions that comprise extreme and 

uncontrolled risk (Morris et al. 2008). According to Frank et al. (2007), risk propensity 

leads to learning effects, which increases the entrepreneurs’ ability and willingness to 

handle risky situations. Furthermore, risk-taking is regarded as a valuable trait in dynamic 

and munificent environments that promotes a firm’s standing and concomitantly the 
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performance (Kreiser and Davis 2010). This leads to the formulation of the third 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis H3: A high level of risk-taking facilitates the performance of SMEs. 

Since it is assumed that the effects of the individual EO dimensions will be positive in each 

of the analyzed countries, only general hypotheses are provided. Nevertheless, all of the 

hypotheses will be tested for each country separately, following Kreiser and Davis (2010), 

who emphasize that the optimal levels of each EO dimension can differ depending on the 

organization’s environment. Finally, besides the individual investigations, the samples will 

be merged and tested as a whole to allow for general reflections on the hypothesized 

effects. 

 

Methodology 

Measures and variables 

In terms of operationalization, the dimensionality of EO has been part of an ongoing 

discussion in the literature. According to Rauch et al. (2009), most scholars have applied 

Miller’s (1983) conceptualization of EO and the measurement scales generated by Covin 

and Slevin (1986; 1988). The original conceptualization by Miller (1983) proposes that EO 

is the concurrent application of innovative, proactive, and risky behaviors within an 

enterprise. Nevertheless, the original conceptualization by Miller (1983) and Covin and 

Slevin’s (1986; 1988) measurement scales do not differentiate between SMEs and large 

enterprises. Indeed, questions like “how many new product lines has your firm marketed in 

the past 5 years” are inappropriate for assessing EO within the framework of SMEs, due to 

their size and orientation. 

George and Marino (2011) and Rauch et al. (2009) show that many studies that use the 

original Miller (1983) conceptualization or Covin and Slevin (1989) scale, often found that 

one, or sometimes even more, item(s) within their particular study reflected a different 

dimension of EO than hypothesized or were not applicable since they significantly reduced 

reliability. Researchers often respond to this matter by removing these items from their 

measurement scale. Although this approach is considered to be valid,  
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George and Marino (2011) note that there are advantages in trying new operationalizations 

of EO. This is in line with Jambulingam et al. (2005) and Kraus (2013). These advantages 

include the possibility for more context-specific measurement, but also improved 

psychometric scale characteristics by including a larger number of items. A larger number 

of items should result in 1) improved ability to average out specific measurement errors, 2) 

increased reliability and 3) a finer distinction between subjects (Churchill 1979). 

It is not our goal to develop a new conceptualization of EO or to extend the notion of EO 

further by including new subcategories. Rather, we follow the approach applied by Eggers 

et al. (2013), who developed an alternative operationalization of EO suitable for SMEs. In 

order to achieve this goal, Eggers et al. (2013) adapted items from established EO scales 

and selected questions (scale items) that were suitable for use within SMEs, and finally 

validated the scales by the use of a factor analysis. 

Their approach to the development of this list of scale items that represent the three 

dimensions was handled in several steps. First of all, redundant items were deleted. Several 

authors created scales by copying or modifying existing scales and scale items. Some of 

these items were redundant with other items and therefore had to be excluded. Second, 

items that focused only on large or larger firms were excluded (see Sciascia et al. 2006 and 

Roskos and Klandt 2007 for a similar approach). Third, Eggers et al. (2013) investigated 

the remaining items by factor analysis, and showed that these items loaded on the three 

dimensions of innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking. 

Scale items that explicitly inquire about innovations or actions that are undertaken to foster 

innovativeness or ask about efforts that promote creativity within an enterprise were 

identified as innovativeness measures. Scale items that assess perception and behavior in 

terms of uncertainty or that ask about risk-handling exertions within a firm were identified 

as risk-taking measures. Proactiveness measures ask about the intention to identify 

unarticulated customer needs and the willingness to seek for and act upon opportunities. 

We used the scale items generated by Eggers et al. (2013) for measuring the EO 

dimensions (see Table 1). All items were measured using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging 

from “totally disagree” to “totally agree”. 

We included additional scales into our questionnaire to measure firm performance, which 

we used as a dependent variable (Chen et al. 2007). In the context of EO research, various 
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indicators have been used to measure firm performance. Nevertheless, Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996) note that the relationship between EO and performance might vary based on the 

measure used to capture performance. Even though Rauch et al. (2009) emphasized that 

the significance of financial or non-financial performance measures is minor, we have tried 

to overcome this potential constraint by using a multi-faceted measure. Therefore, we 

assessed firm performance according to perceived financial and nonfinancial performance, 

meaning sales growth and employment growth. Both sales growth and employment growth 

are established measures that have been proven to be the most consistent in evaluating the 

growth of firms. In addition, sales growth and employment growth are among the two most 

used indicators for success in entrepreneurship research (Carton and Hofer 2006; 

Davidsson et al. 2009). 

Furthermore, we included the education and work experience of the business owners and 

CEOs as control variables. Education was measured with regard to the highest degree 

obtained and work experience by the highest position held before beginning the current 

occupation. Both education and experience can be considered as indicators for knowledge 

and the track record of the decision maker, and can therefore serve as indicators for the 

ability to make and adjust strategic decisions. The applied scales were adapted from Eggers 

et al. (2013), through which standard demographic information is measured. 

Finally, we calculated an average score per dimension and firm to assess each underlying 

EO dimension that consists of more than one scale item. For example, the dimension 

innovativeness was measured by five scale items. Based on these scale items, we computed 

an average innovativeness score per firm. 
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Table 1: Scale items 

Dimension Scale item 

Risk-taking 1 We value new strategies/plans even if we are not certain that they will always work. 
Risk-taking 2 To make effective changes to our offering, we are willing to accept at least a moderate level of 

risk of significant losses. 
Risk-taking 3 We encourage people in our company to take risks with new ideas. 
Risk-taking 4 We engage in risky investments (e.g., new employees, facilities, debt, stock options) to stimulate 

future growth. 
Proactiveness 1 We consistently look for new business opportunities. 
Proactiveness 2 Our marketing efforts try to lead customers, rather than respond to them. 
Proactiveness 3 We incorporate solutions to unarticulated customer needs in our products and services. 
Proactiveness 4 We work to find new business or markets to target. 
Proactiveness 5 We continuously try to discover additional needs of our customers of which they are unaware. 
Innovativeness 1 When it comes to problem solving we value creative solutions more than solutions that rely on 

conventional wisdom. 
Innovativeness 2 We consider ourselves as an innovative company. 
Innovativeness 3 Our business is often the first to market with new products and services. 
Innovativeness 4 Competitors in this market recognize us as leaders in innovation. 
Innovativeness 5 We highly value new product lines. 
Growth 1 We achieve a higher sales growth than our (direct/indirect) competitors. 
Growth 2 We achieve a higher growth on number of employees than our (direct/indirect) competitors. 
Education What is your highest level of education completed? 
Work experience What was your highest position held prior to working at your current company? 

Source: Eggers et al. (2013) 

 

Sample 

As we addressed German-speaking business executives with our survey, we conducted a 

double-blind translation of the originally Anglophone questionnaire by Eggers et al. 

(2013), in order to improve the validity and reliability of the measuring instruments 

(Brislin 1980; Eggers et al. 2013). The German questionnaire was then converted into a 

telephone survey. In the spring of 2011, telephone interviews were conducted. We 

randomly called 250 business owners and CEOs of SMEs in Liechtenstein, 500 in Austria 

and 500 in Switzerland. The sample was selected from the Hoppenstedt and Schober 

databases, which provide access to an extensive collection of SMEs and their business 

owners respectively CEOs in German-speaking countries, and was supplemented by 

chamber of commerce small business lists from all of the respective countries. Business 

owners and CEOs are targeted as it is assumed that these individuals are most familiar with 

a firm’s entrepreneurial activities and performance (Zahra 1991). From this sample, phone 

interviews from 71 companies in Liechtenstein, 116 in Switzerland and 117 in Austria 

were successfully carried out. The overall response rate was 24.32%.  
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From a general perspective, the samples can be regarded as equivalent in terms of industry 

affiliation and size, as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2: Sample characteristics 

 Austria Liechtenstein Switzerland 

Number of firms surveyed 117 71 116 
Industry/Sector  
 Agriculture and forestry 1.2 0.0 0.0 
 Manufacturing 18.0 17.2 15.3 
 Construction 10.8 9.0 11.1 
 Wholesale and retail trade 15.0 14.8 6.9 
 Transportation and storage 3.0 2.5 2.8 
 Financial and insurance activities 3.6 13.9 4.2 
 Professional, scientific and  

technical activities 
21.6 13.9 26.4 

 Accommodation and food service activities 7.8 5.7 2.8 
 Information and communication activities 11.4 17.2 20.8 
 Education 1.8 4.9 1.4 
 Other service activities 6.0 0.8 8.3 
Firm size (employees) 
 Micro enterprise = 10 employees or less 57.5 56.9 52.1 
 Small enterprise =  

Between 10 and 50 employees 26.3 28.4 31.0 
 Medium enterprise =  

Between 51 and 250 employees 16.2 14.7 16.9 
(Distribution in percentage) 

 

Results 

To determine the results, we used SPSS (v. 21.0 for Mac OSX) to conduct a multiple 

regression analysis. We tested the dimensions for each country independently and in an 

overall model. 

The summary statistics (means and standard deviations) and zero-order correlations among 

the analyzed variables of the merged sample of Austria, Liechtenstein, and Switzerland are 

illustrated in Table 3. The outcomes of the multiple regression analysis are depicted in 

Table 4 and described subsequently. 
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations 

 Mean S.D. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 

1. Firm performance 2.926 1.159      
2. Innovativeness 18.480 4.227 0.448***     
3. Proactiveness 18.740 4.065 0.386*** 0.685***    
4. Risk-taking 12.541 3.741 0.439*** 0.486*** 0.483***   
5. Education 5.150 2.489 0.133** 0.052 0.99* 0.049  
6. Work experience 3.040 0.874 0.194 0.196*** 0.123** 0.006 0.222*** 
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 

The regression analysis for Austria shows that risk-taking (p < 0.05) and innovativeness  

(p < 0.10) have a positive significant influence on performance, while no significant effect 

of the independent variable proactiveness (p > 0.10) or the control variables was found. 

Furthermore, the results show that in Austria, 20.8% (R2 = 0.208) of the variation of firm 

performance is explained by the independent and control variables. 

For Liechtenstein, the results show that risk-taking (p < 0.01) and innovativeness  

(p < 0.10) positively influence firm performance. Additionally, the control variable 

education (p < 0.10) has a positive significant effect on the performance of a firm, while 

proactiveness (p > 0.10) and work experience (p > 0.10) do not show significant effects on 

firm performance. Finally, the results for Liechtenstein reveal that 41.5% (R2 = 0.415) of 

the variation of firm performance is explained by the independent and control variables. 

For Switzerland, the results show that only innovativeness (p < 0.05) has a positive and 

significant effect on firm performance. However, proactiveness (p > 0.10) and risk-taking 

(p > 0.10), as well as the control variables, do not show significant effects. Moreover, 

26.4% (R2 = 0.264) of the variation of firm performance is explained by the independent 

and control variables in the regression analysis for Switzerland. 

In the overall analysis of all three countries, innovativeness (p < 0.01), risk-taking  

(p < 0.01) and the control variable education (p < 0.01) have a positive and significant 

impact on firm performance. Interestingly, proactiveness (p > 0.10) and work experience  

(p > 0.10) cannot be considered as growth-stimulating factors for performance. In total, 

29.4% (R2 = 0.294) of the variation of firm performance is explained by the independent 

and control variables with regard to the model of all three countries. 
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Tests for autocorrelation, multicollinearity and heteroscedasticity were undertaken to 

assure that the test premises have been fulfilled. The results show that none of the model 

premises were contravened. 

Table 4: Multiple regression analysis results 

   Independent variables Control variables 

 n R2 
Innovative-
ness 

Proactive-
ness 

Risk-
taking Education 

Work 
experience 

Austria 117 0.208 0.217* 0.050 0.243** 0.106 0.042 
Liechtenstein 71 0.415 0.217* 0.125 0.371*** 0.137* -0.018 
Switzerland 116 0.264 0.396** 0.004 0.161 0.133 -0.006 
        
Overall 304 0.294 0.277*** 0.068 0.273*** 0.130*** -0.011 
Dependent variable: Firm performance 
* p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 

In general, our hypothesized effects of the EO dimensions innovativeness and risk-taking 

were supported, suggesting that they have an impact on firm performance. As described 

above, the three dimensions of EO (innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking) as well 

as the control variables (education and work experience) show varying effects on firm 

performance in each country. Even though all of the companies analyzed are located in the 

Rhine Valley, it is remarkable that there are quite concise variances regarding each 

country. 

For Austrian enterprises, the results show that there is a positive significant relationship 

between risk-taking and firm performance. This indicates that, for instance, the 

implementation of new strategies, plans or investments in new business segments might 

have a positive relationship to a firm’s performance. Furthermore, according to our scales, 

a success factor for Austrian enterprises is to encourage employees to take risks with new 

ideas (Eggers et al. 2013). Likewise, innovativeness is regarded as an important factor for 

success. Consequently, for Austria, hypotheses H1 and H3 are supported, while H2 proved 

not to be true. 

For Liechtenstein, the results emphasize a positive significant relationship between 

innovativeness, as well as risk-taking, and firm performance, showing overlaps with the 

results for Austria. Besides the affirmative effect of these two EO dimensions, education 

level has a positive influence on the performance of a firm in Liechtenstein. Hence, 

hypotheses H1 and H3 are supported for Liechtenstein, while H2 cannot be confirmed. 
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Although not explicitly hypothesized, we found that an advanced education level is 

positively associated with firm performance in Liechtenstein. 

Based on our scales, the creation of innovative solutions or new product lines and services, 

as well as their advancement, is regarded as an important factor for performance in Swiss 

firms (Eggers et al. 2013). However, proactiveness and risk-taking are not regarded as 

valuable aspects for fostering firm performance in the Swiss part of the Rhine Valley. 

Subsequently, the results support hypothesis H1, while H2 and H3 cannot be confirmed for 

Switzerland. 

In conclusion, the overall results suggest that firms that seek risky investments and 

encourage employees to take risks regarding new ideas and solutions are more likely to 

perform better, no matter where they are located in the Rhine Valley. Moreover, 

innovativeness is positively linked to firm performance. Finally, education level is 

associated with the performance of SMEs in the Rhine Valley. Thus, the more experience a 

manager has, the more he or she might be aware of the necessity to follow a strategic 

orientation. In conclusion, hypotheses H1 and H3 are supported in the overall model, while 

H2 is rejected. 

 

Discussion 

By taking a closer look at the results, we can draw two major conclusions. First, there are 

clear differences in strength and significance between the three EO dimensions. Kreiser 

and Davis (2010) state that the optimal levels of each dimension of EO differ based on the 

organization’s environment. Rather than seeking to have the highest level of EO, an 

organization should seek to find the most effective configuration of its innovative, 

proactive, and risk-taking behaviors. While each of these should be present in some form, 

their configurational relationship is likely to differ in varying settings. Therefore, given 

that the environment has an impact on the most effective configuration of the EO 

dimensions, our results can be applied to other economic areas as well. This is in particular 

the case for small economic areas that consist of two or more countries. Consequently, we 

found proof for Kreiser and Davis’s (2010) finding. 
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Second, and also related to Kreiser and Davis (2010), we find differences among firms in 

neighboring countries. Whereas risk-taking and innovativeness are growth factors in 

Austria, Liechtenstein, and the overall model, only innovativeness is influential on 

performance in Switzerland. It is an interesting observation that SMEs from Austria and 

Liechtenstein emphasize innovativeness and risk-taking as a growth factor and do not 

attribute proactiveness to growth. So, the question arises: how can innovativeness be 

achieved without proactiveness? An answer could lie in the different levels of 

innovativeness (see, e.g., Kleinschmidt and Cooper 1991). Whereas radical innovations, 

meaning products or services that go beyond expressed customer wishes, cannot be 

realized without strongly pronounced proactive behavior, incremental innovations, which 

are often based on expressed customer needs or competing products, can be realized with a 

less amount of proactiveness. Therefore, the level of proactiveness can be assumed to be 

lower in less innovative products and services (Covin and Slevin 1989; Lumpkin and Dess 

1996; Zahra and Garvis 2000). Nevertheless, these products and services can still be 

considered innovative. 

The only performance factor in Swiss SMEs is innovativeness. According to our results, 

proactiveness and risk-taking do not have a positive significant effect on performance in 

Switzerland. This is an interesting finding. According to the discussion above, the 

development of innovations typically comes with proactive and risky decisions. It appears 

that Swiss firms are able to innovate without being proactive and risk-taking. That is, 

among Swiss firms we see an innovation type, which is different from companies in 

Liechtenstein and Austria. 

Additionally, economic issues should be regarded when interpreting our findings. 

Economic stability and wealth might influence the prosperity of SMEs within a country, 

and therefore affect their possibilities to force innovativeness and to allow investments in 

risky projects. Moreover, worldwide economic circumstances might have biased the firms’ 

liquidity, and therefore their capabilities concerning the execution of innovativeness, 

proactiveness, or risk-taking. Thus, it is possibly the case that Swiss SMEs are neglecting 

some of their growth potential due to the repercussions of the economic crisis, because 

these firms do not perceive risk-taking as a growth factor, whereas firms in the other two 

countries do. Since the survey was conducted after the economic crisis that lasted between 

late 2007 and the second quarter of 2009 (Naidoo 2010), this circumstance also needs to be 
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taken into consideration and may support the before-mentioned assumptions. To some 

extent, the results could reflect the attitudes and actions that were undertaken during the 

crisis. On the other hand, the results might equally mirror the actions taken right after the 

crisis. Regarding EO in times of economic crisis, Soininen et al. (2012) state that “the 

effects of economic downturn are stronger on risk-taking firms than in other firms” 

(Soininen et al. 2012, p. 939). Therefore, it seems to be plausible that the results have been 

affected by the fact that during the time after the crisis SMEs acted more risk averse 

(especially in countries that were affected by the economic crisis to a large extent) and 

started operating more risk affine as the economy recovered. 

A further explanation for the varying results might be cultural differences. If the social 

environment promotes innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking, individuals and 

SMEs are more likely to adopt these attitudes than in an environment that is not 

entrepreneurial. However, Hyrsky and Tuunanen (1999) suggest that “to really understand 

the differences in business behavior, factors, such as ideology, norms, and rewards for 

behavior, individual and national aspirations, religious doctrines and education as linked to 

entrepreneurship, should also be examined on a comparative basis” (Hyrsky and Tuunanen 

1999, p. 251). 

Another indicator for the differences in the results might be the personal perception and 

awareness of managers regarding the importance of the implementation and pursuit of EO 

in general or in parts (Hambrick 2007). Education level might be an issue that affects to 

what extent importance is given to the adoption of innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-

taking within an SME and to sharing it with employees. On the other hand, the situation 

managers find themselves in frequently might reinforce behaviors in other situations 

(Kahneman and Tversky 1984). That means a risk affine attitude is not only dependent on 

a manager’s propensity, but also on the situations with which the manager is repeatedly 

confronted (Hyrsky and Tuunanen 1999). Established internal structures and behaviors 

may likewise bias the endeavor to try innovativeness, proactiveness, and/or risk-taking. If 

the business is running well and there is no need to change, SMEs might be resistant to 

focus on strategic orientations that promote growth, and thereby neglect growth potentials. 

Furthermore, according to Minniti (2008) governmental policies can “contribute actively to 

the development of an institutional setting” that supports entrepreneurship (Minniti 2008, 

p. 788). In this regard Dutz et al. (2000) highlight that access to fundamental business 
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services and local input is needed to facilitate entrepreneurial activities. Therefore, in case 

businesses operate in an environment in which governmental policies promote 

entrepreneurial activities, firms might have a greater sense towards the effect and 

importance of strategic orientations than in settings in which suchlike activities are not 

encouraged. In the Rhine Valley region of Austria, Liechtenstein, and Switzerland for 

instance, various offers exist that support entrepreneurial activities and address issues of 

interest for entrepreneurs and SMEs, such as study programs, seminars, conferences, and 

custom programs for individuals and enterprises, offered by the University of St. Gallen, 

the University of Liechtenstein, the government of Liechtenstein or the University of 

Applied Sciences Vorarlberg among others. 

Finally, the results show that in Austria, only 20.8% (R2 = 0.208) of the variation of firm 

performance is explained by the independent variables, while this is 26.4% (R2 = 0.264) in 

Switzerland and 41.5% (R2 = 0.415) in Liechtenstein. This means that the significant 

dimensions of EO, which were analyzed with regard to firm performance, have greater 

influence in Liechtenstein than in Switzerland and Austria. Therefore, the results for 

Austria and Switzerland still need to be regarded carefully, and cannot be generalized to 

the same extent as for Liechtenstein. 

 

Limitations and future research 

In terms of limitations, we have to be aware of the fact that the analyzed samples are based 

on self-reported and subjective evaluations. We need to rely on the evaluation of the 

business owners; we cannot validate the results based on key figures. Differences 

regarding the interpretation of the questions that measured innovativeness, proactiveness 

and, risk-taking might prevail, which could have biased the results. Furthermore, the 

generalizability of the study results needs to be reflected upon critically, as we only 

investigated a random sample. Finally, transferability is an aspect we need to take into 

consideration, as the study might provide different results in other environments. 

We suggest that future studies should investigate the interplay of the EO dimensions 

further, and consider antecedents, moderators, mediators and performance outcomes. 

Moreover, it would be interesting to control our analysis not only by size, but also by age, 

in order to see if there are differences between young and established firms.  
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The investigation of the EO dimensions and their effects on performance over a longer 

period of time might provide further insights about the reliability of the results in a long-

term perspective. Additionally, we recommend taking cultural, situational and 

psychological factors into consideration, as these factors could explain and verify our 

results. Finally, it might be interesting to test our hypotheses in further countries, as well as 

during times in which no uncommon economic circumstances might affect the results. 
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6 The Effect of Financial Resource Availability on Entrepreneurial  

Orientation, Customer Orientation, and Firm Performance in an  

International Context: An Empirical Analysis from Austria and Hungary 

by Matthias Filser, Fabian Eggers, Sascha Kraus and Éva Málovics 

Journal for East European Management Studies, forthcoming 

 

Introduction 

A sustainable competitive advantage is a cornerstone of any firm’s viability. After all, it 

generates above-average performance and growth opportunities (Porter 1985; Aaker 1989; 

Narver and Slater 1990). The increasing pressure on today’s firms coming from 

globalization makes it hard to develop enduring competitive advantages and improve firm 

performance. Effective management of these pressures is becoming increasingly 

important. Turbulent markets with rapidly changing and uncertain environmental variables 

exacerbate the challenge to make the “proper” decisions and lead the company in the 

“right” direction. Indeed, strategic orientations may play an important role in this decision 

making process. The relationship between strategic orientations and firm performance has 

become an extensively investigated topic in the past decades. Previous research suggests 

that strategic orientations, such as entrepreneurial orientation (EO), market orientation 

(MO), and customer orientation (CO), may have a positive effect on firm performance and 

firm growth as a result. However, research on strategic orientations has generated 

inconsistent results. Various researchers suggest that high levels of innovativeness 

(Deshpande et al. 1993; Zahra and Bogner 2000) lead to success, while others conclude 

that proactiveness (Miller and Friesen 1983; Lumpkin and Dess 2001) is the main driver 

for performance. Furthermore, Begley and Boyd (1987) implicate that risk-taking leads to 

success, although an over-exposure of risk-taking is contradictory. Although there is a 

general understanding that these constructs are somehow related to increasing firm success, 

empirical studies have assumed different relationships among them, have measured them 

differently, and have thus obtained different results, leading to different implications for 

small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). This is particularly the case for the 

relationships between EO and MO as well as between MO and CO. MO has an overlap 
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with both EO and CO concerning the dimensions according to which they are measured 

(Slater and Narver 1998). While proactiveness is a dimension that is attributed to EO 

(Covin and Slevin 1986; Covin and Slevin 1988), CO is characterized by responsiveness 

(Narver et al. 2004), while both proactiveness and responsiveness are dimensions of EO. 

For reasons of selectivity and uniqueness, we will therefore concentrate our investigation 

in this paper solely on EO and CO. 

Most studies investigating the effects of strategic orientations on firm performance focus 

on large enterprises. SMEs are largely ignored, even though they represent the “backbone” 

of European economies and are a major engine of economic growth (Keskin 2006; 

Henderson and Weiler 2010; European European Commission 2012a). From an economic 

and political perspective, the understanding of growth factors is crucial since small- and 

growth-oriented enterprises are a major basis of employment creation (Ackelsberg and 

Arlow 1985; Parker 2004; Valliere 2006). However, management research has still not 

found an overarching explanation for the growth of SMEs (Davidsson et al. 2005). Growth 

– at least to some extent (Garnsey 1998) – is a prerequisite to overcoming predominant 

liabilities of smallness or newness (see, e.g., Aldrich and Auster 1986; Brüderl and 

Schüßler 1990) and fostering the ability to compete prosperously. So when it comes to 

entrepreneurship research, firm growth has turned into the most significant indicator for 

overall corporate success (Carton and Hofer 2006). 

In order to assist SMEs with different national and cultural backgrounds in their strategic 

decision-making processes and consequently promote their growth, it strikes us as 

important to investigate the strategic orientations of EO and CO in different environments. 

We also need to examine determinants that influence the strength of EO and CO. Here, we 

argue that these two management orientations are impacted by the availability of financial 

resources.  

New initiatives can be realized by the use of uncommitted resources. In other words, the 

consistency and nature of a firm’s resource bundle(s) affect company success (Barney 

1991; Chandler and Hanks 1994). Hence, through available financial resources (which are 

the most eclectic of all resources) firms have the ability to buy or create additional 

indispensable resources (Penrose 1959; Garnsey 1998). Indeed, as stated by Borch et al. 

(1999) and Macedo and Pinho (2006), the access to financial resources biases the strategic 

orientation of SMEs. Nevertheless, as far as the authors are aware, there is no empirical 
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study that comprehensively and independently investigates the variable of “financial 

resources” with regard to their effect on management orientations such as CO and EO. 

Therefore, testing the impact of financial resource availability on EO and CO and, as a 

consequence thereof, the impact on firm performance, this paper will provide further 

insights into these orientations. 

This research is motivated by the idea to ascertain the differences between East and West 

European countries. Austria and Hungary in some ways share a common history 

(repatriating to a dual monarchy between Austria and Hungary from 1867 to 1918), so it 

seems interesting to investigate possible differences with regard to the autonomous 

progression of these two countries (Roman 2003). By conducting a quantitative empirical 

investigation of SMEs located in Austria and Hungary, the aim of this study is to highlight 

environmental as well as provincial differences that result from the effect of financial 

resource availability on EO and CO, and subsequently on firm performance. 

 

Austria and Hungary as countries of investigation 

Economic perspective 

Considering a general perspective, East and West European countries differ regarding the 

influence of capitalism and communism in the last century (Roman 2003). With regard to 

the individual historical development as well as economic situations, enterprises in East 

European countries (such as Hungary) are still less developed than in West European 

countries (such as Austria). Indeed, the Austrian economy was growing to a larger extent 

in 2010 and 2011 compared to Hungary (AHK 2012; Bank Austria 2012). While both 

countries are almost similar regarding population numbers, there is a significant difference 

regarding economic wealth (see Table 1). The gross domestic product (GDP) of Austria is 

ten times higher than in Hungary, even though the economic power and economic growth 

of both countries is mainly attributed to exports (AHK 2012; Bank Austria 2012). 

Furthermore, the number of SMEs and employees working for SMEs is comparable. In 

both countries SMEs account for more than 99% of the total number of enterprises. 
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Table 1: Demographic and economic key figures – Austria vs. Hungary 

Characteristics  Austria Hungary 

Population  8.388 Mio. 9.986 Mio. 
GDP at current prices  301.308 Bn. 28,154 Bn. 
Number of SMEs Micro enterprise = 10 employees or less 88.1 94.2 
 Small enterprise = Between 10 and 50 employees 10.0 4.8 
 Medium enterprise = Between 51 and 250 employees 1.6 0.8 
Number of employees Micro enterprise = 10 employees or less 25.1 35.1 
in SMEs Small enterprise = Between 10 and 50 employees 23.1 19.4 
 Medium enterprise = Between 51 and 250 employees 18.9 16.7 

(Distribution in percentage) 

(Source: European Commission 2011a; 2011b; International Monetary Fund 2012) 

In addition, based on key figures provided by the European Commission (2011a; 2011b) as 

well as the Global Entrepreneurship Research Association (2012), differences exist 

between Austria and Hungary regarding entrepreneurial activities, attitudes, and 

perspectives. In both countries entrepreneurial activities are on an average level compared 

to other European countries. While the startup creation rate is slightly higher in Austria, the 

intention to start a business is greater in Hungary. Entrepreneurial activities in Austria are 

nevertheless driven to a larger extent by opportunities than in Hungary. This means that 

Austrians regard their environment as a solid one in which to start a business, while 

Hungarians tend to remain skeptical about theirs (Kallay et al. 2008; European 

Commission 2011a; 2011b). 

In addition, public financial support is lower in Hungary, and the rate of rejected loans to 

SMEs is higher in Hungary compared to Austria. Likewise, venture capital investments are 

lower in Hungary than in Austria (European Commission 2011a; 2011b). In this regard, 

Acs et al. (2007) emphasize that direct foreign investments foster knowledge spillovers and 

might even create fertile ground for bringing in the latest technologies. 

The difference between Austria and Hungary is clear when it comes to the development 

and introduction of innovation. While Austria is above the European average, Hungary is 

far below it. Austrian firms tend to develop and introduce products, processes, marketing 

or organizational innovations to a larger extent than Hungarian SMEs. This might however 

be due to the effects of government-funded research and investment in employee education 

and training, which is far higher in Austria (European Commission 2011a; 2011b). 
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Cultural perspective 

As made clear by Hofstede (2010; 2012) as well as the GLOBE (Global Leadership and 

Organizational Behavior Effectiveness) study (Bakacsi et al. 2002; Gupta et al. 2002; 

Szabo et al. 2002; House et al. 2004; Shi and Wang 2011), differences between Austria and 

Hungary also prevail in terms of cultural matters. The results of these studies are used to 

make clear the cultural differences that are in a reasonable relation to strategic orientations. 

It needs however to be taken into consideration that the foundation of both studies differs, 

which might be a cause of their varying results. While Hofstede’s results are 

predominantly based on non-managerial employee responses of one internationally 

operating company, the GLOBE study reflects data gathered from a survey of 17,000 

managers of 951 multi-national organizations. In addition, Hofstede highlights six (it was 

initially four) cultural dimensions, whereas the GLOBE study attributes the results to nine 

cultural dimensions. Finally, based on the argument that cultural values drive practices, 

Hofstede takes a close look exclusively at cultural values, while in the GLOBE study 

cultural values and practices are measured and highlighted separately (for further reflection 

see Hofstede 2006 and Javidan et al. 2006). Nevertheless, the results of both investigations 

are considered for the purpose of elaborating cultural differences between Austria and 

Hungary that can be attributed to strategic orientations. 

The power distance in Austria is less distinct than in Hungary, i.e., power is more 

decentralized in Austria. Furthermore, in Hungary employees are more controlled, and the 

attitude towards managers is more formal than in Austria. On the other hand, open, 

participative, and direct communication prevails in Austria to a larger extent. 

Additionally, compared to Austria, Hungarian culture is more strongly based on an 

individualistic ideology as well as group and family collectivism. In Hungary individuals 

are likely to take care of themselves and their families, which is evidenced by the stronger 

family ties found in the Hungarian culture. In contrast, institutional collectivism is higher 

in Austria, meaning that shared distribution of resources, joint action, and group loyalty as 

a result are encouraged and rewarded to a larger extent. 

While the results of Hofstede (2012) show that both countries are success-oriented and 

driven by achievements, the GLOBE study results indicate that Hungary is less 

performance-oriented. Among others, performance orientation is characterized by a high 
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value of training and development accompanied by the appreciation of efforts. Moreover, 

Austrian culture shows stronger assertiveness, which means that its society is marked by 

competition, success and progress along with the anticipation of initiatives as well as 

aspiration towards control. 

When it comes to uncertainty avoidance as well as future/long-term orientation, the results 

between the Hofstede (2012) and GLOBE study vary. Whereas Hofstede identifies a high 

avoidance of uncertainty and future orientation in Hungary, the GLOBE study emphasizes 

the opposite. The results for Austria in terms of uncertainty avoidance are comparable in 

both studies, while they differ with regard to future orientation. Because the GLOBE study 

surveyed only managers, the results are regarded as more appropriate in terms of strategic 

orientations. And the fact is, executives are the ones making decisions in terms of the 

strategic orientation of a company, not the employees. Thus the Hungarian culture shows a 

low preference for avoiding uncertainty which is accompanied by lower calculation when 

taking risks, as well as a moderate resilience to change (Bakacsi et al. 2002; House et al. 

2004). Contrarily, Austrian society is characterized by taking moderated and calculated 

risks only. Decisions in Austria are made carefully on the basis of and reflection upon 

available information. 

Finally, differences prevail when it comes to each culture’s time and/or future orientation. 

The Austrian culture is marked by a stronger long-term orientation than the Hungarian 

culture. While Austrian society aims for long-term success, Hungarian society instead 

prefers gratification as early as possible. As a result of this kind of short-term orientation, 

Hungarian organizations tend to be inflexible and slow to adapt, whereas a long-term 

orientation, such as that found in Austria, tends to facilitate flexibility and rapid adaptation 

to changes. 

 

Entrepreneurial and customer orientation 

Entrepreneurial orientation 

Entrepreneurship research has continuously received growing interest by scholars over the 

past decades (Covin et al. 2006). Nevertheless, there is still no universally valid definition 

of the term itself (Landström 2009). Individual opportunistic activity that creates value by 
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risky actions which are intensely related to innovation is basically premised on the concept 

of entrepreneurship (Sexton and Kasarda 1992). Therefore, as entrepreneurship has its 

foundation in the entrepreneurial venture’s orientation, the aim is to identify  

not-yet-recognized and/or unexplored market opportunities and exploit them by using a set 

of resources (Davidsson et al. 2002; Hitt et al. 2002). EO stems from the strategy literature 

through which strategy creation processes and management styles with “entrepreneurial” 

propensities are explained (Becherer and Maurer 1997; Lumpkin and Dess 2001;  

Kraus et al. 2012d). 

Entrepreneurship and/or EO are considered to be drivers of company growth. As shown by 

numerous studies investigating the effect of EO on firm performance, firm success (mainly 

from a long-term perspective) is related to the construct of EO (e.g., Lumpkin and Dess 

1996; Wiklund 1999; Shepherd and Wiklund 2005; Harms et al. 2010). Based on the 

definition of an entrepreneurially oriented business as “one that engages in product-market 

innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up with proactive 

innovations, beating competitors to the punch”, Miller (1983, p. 771) constituted one of the 

first operationalizations of the EO concept. Subsequently, Miller’s three EO dimensions of 

proactiveness, innovativeness, and risk-taking have been converted into measurable scales 

by Covin and Slevin (1986; 1988). The combination of these three dimensions has been 

approved by scholars as constituting EO (Wiklund 1999). The three-dimensional model by 

Miller (1983) has accordingly been applied by various investigations (e.g., Covin and 

Slevin 1989; Zahra and Garvis 2000; Wiklund and Shepherd 2005; Kraus 2013). 

Innovations and/or innovativeness were first emphasized by Schumpeter (1942) in terms of 

the entrepreneurial process. Therefore, the realization of innovative ideas as well as the 

process of “creative destruction” are considered to be entrepreneurial behavior. Creative 

destruction refers to a process that prevails when wealth is created by the introduction of 

new products or services that disrupt the contemporary market and induce a shift of 

resources. On the contrary, new enterprises are created by the utilization of existing 

companies’ resources. Nevertheless, the process of creative destruction is predominantly 

based on entrepreneurs’ attitudes. As a result, innovation is regarded as a vital success 

factor within the concept of EO (Lumpkin and Dess 1996). As stated by Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996), “innovativeness reflects a firm’s tendency to engage in and support new ideas, 
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novelty, experimentation, and creative processes that may result in new products, services, 

or technological processes” (p. 142). 

Risk-taking, the second EO dimension, was first mentioned by Knight (1921) as a major 

characteristic for entrepreneurs, especially since entrepreneurial behavior is often attributed 

to uncertainty (Lumpkin and Dess 1996; Low and MacMillan 1988). Nevertheless, 

compared to a company employee, an entrepreneur usually has a greater willingness to 

take risks, which in consequence might lead to higher rewards (Brockhaus 1980). 

The investment of substantial resources into projects with a high chance of inefficacy is 

associated with entrepreneurial behavior. Accordingly, it is essential for entrepreneurs to 

have the ability to assess the right actions and directions for their enterprises to help them 

overcome and/or fend off uncertainty (Ricketts 2006). However, the focus here is on 

calculated risk-taking rather than major and unregulated risky actions (Morris et al. 2008). 

Proactiveness, the third EO dimension, refers to the projection and identification of future 

problems, needs, and changes. Here the focus lies on the initiative to explore, evaluate and 

exploit new opportunities by creating new products or services, or contributing to 

emerging markets (Entrialgo et al. 2000). The core aspect is the initiative that is taken with 

regard to the entrepreneurial process. Competitive advantages are created by the 

anticipation of upcoming requirements and needs (Lumpkin and Dess 1996), or even by 

forming the environment in a new way. Enterprises are without question able to affect their 

own surroundings by actively observing environmental demands (Buss 1987). According 

to Miller (1983), a proactive business is one that “is first to come up with ‘proactive’ 

innovations” (p. 771). Therefore proactiveness embraces the propensity to introduce new 

products or services as a first mover to the market. Furthermore, proactive companies are 

often the initiators of things to which competitors subsequently respond. Proactive 

companies can thus be regarded as pioneers with regard to a specific product or service. In 

conclusion, proactiveness is a central dimension of EO as the first anticipator of new needs 

and creating new products or services, or contributing to emerging markets. These aspects 

are all seen as critical to entrepreneurship. 
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Customer orientation 

CO refers to the identification of customer needs that is accompanied by the development 

of products and services (Deshpande et al. 1993; Slater and Narver 1998; Narver et al. 

2004). The focus of customer-oriented businesses is on the reaction to certain needs that 

are expressed by customers as well as meeting certain desires through the creation of 

products and services (Narver et al. 2004). 

Contrary to EO, CO usually emphasizes a short-term perspective. Therefore, as customer-

oriented businesses solely focus on the satisfaction of expressed customer needs, no 

supplementary value is added in terms of potential opportunities that might foster customer 

dependence and loyalty as a result (Narver et al. 2004). Hamel and Prahalad (1994) refer to 

this orientation as the “tyranny of the served market”, because the world is exclusively 

observed from the customers’ point of view. As opposed to the EO dimensions of 

proactiveness and innovativeness, which reflect long-term growth promoters, 

responsiveness aims to realize short-term results. Thus, the long-term growth effect of CO 

by itself is marginal. This is predominantly the case in dynamic market environments, in 

which a concentration solely on CO is in fact a dangerous strategy and increases the 

potential to fail (Christensen and Bower 1996; Christensen 1997). In stable environments, 

CO might however be a useful strategy. According to Slater and Narver (1998), it needs to 

be considered that “being customer-led in a dynamic environment will rarely lead to a 

position of competitive advantage since it provides insufficient stimulus for the significant 

innovation that discontinuous change requires” (p. 1005). Accordingly, CO might promote 

a firm’s performance because the customer is the center of focus and is served in a superior 

fashion. However, firm growth is critical since CO might in fact foster stagnation when 

only what customers are able to articulate is reacted to. 

Given the aforementioned remarks, the two constructs of EO and CO can be broken down 

into their underlying dimensions (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: EO and CO dimensions 

 

From a general perspective, and as shown in the chapters above, research provides varying 

results when considering the effects of EO and CO on growth. This leads to the 

formulation of our first two hypotheses, which are assumed as valid for both investigated 

countries: 

Hypothesis H1: The more entrepreneurially oriented a firm is, the more it will grow. 

Hypothesis H2: The more customer-oriented a firm is, the less it will grow. 

 

Financial resources as antecedents of EO and CO 

As emphasized by Matsuno et al. (2005), potential antecedents also need to be considered 

when it comes to the examination of EO and CO performance impact. In this context, we 

argue that a firm’s EO and CO behavior is affected by the availability of financial 

resources. 

According to Delmar et al. (2003) as well as Sciascia et al. (2006), EO strategies are 

promoted by financial resources. Hence, R&D activities and the level of potential 

innovations are reduced when a business is short on funds. When this is the case, the level 

of risk-taking declines, as risky projects are basically undertaken only when access to 

capital is at a higher level. Proactiveness is also affected by available financial resources, 

which are gained from products that currently come to maturity and provide capital to 

generate and market new products. Lower levels of financial resources generally 

complicate re-investments into new developments (Katila and Shane 2005; Wiklund and 

Shepherd 2005). Contrarily, the fewer financial resources that are available, the more a 

firm needs to focus on short-term returns that ensure its survival (Garnsey 1998; Garnsey 

and Heffernan 2005). Businesses gain instant revenues via predominantly CO behavior 
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(Bhidé 2000). Consequently, CO strategies are fostered where fewer financial resources 

are accessible (Macedo and Pinho 2006). Ultimately, despite the indirect influences on 

firm performance, several authors have highlighted the direct link between financial 

resources and success. Here, the growth potentials of businesses are promoted by the 

amount of available financial resources (Levratto 1996; Wiklund 1999; Wiklund and 

Shepherd 2005; Eisenmann 2006). 

This leads to the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis H3: The more financial resources available, the more EO a firm will behave. 

Hypothesis H4: The fewer financial resources available, the more CO a firm will behave. 

Hypothesis H5: The more financial resources available, the more a firm will grow. 

A theoretical perspective provides no reason to assume a country-of-origin effect regarding 

the hypotheses. 

 

Empirical study 

Measures and variables 

The literature has seen an ongoing debate on the multidimensionality and the 

operationalization of EO and CO. Most authors use the EO scales by Miller (1983) and 

Covin and Slevin (1989) which build upon Miller’s (1983) original conceptualization of 

EO as an organizational-level phenomenon, suggesting that EO involves the simultaneous 

implementation of innovative, proactive, and risky firm behaviors. However, these scales 

were developed to assess the level of EO among a wide selection of firms, independent of 

their size or focus. Questions like: “How many new lines of products has your firm 

marketed in the past five years?” are however less suitable for use within the context of 

SMEs. In our study, we therefore used the EO and CO scales developed for SMEs by 

Eggers et al. (2013), which are based on the scales above, but adapted to the specific kind 

of firms, consisting of five items for innovativeness, four for risk-taking, and five for 

proactiveness (EO), as well as five for responsiveness (CO). 
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In addition, financial resource availability (Atuahene-Gima et al. 2005) was measured with 

three items, and firm growth (Chen et al. 2007) with two items (growth being the most-

used success indicator in entrepreneurship research; Carton and Hofer 2006;  

Davidsson et al. 2009), based on existing scales.  

All scale items were scored using a 5-point Likert-type scale with response options from 1 

(“do not agree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”), with higher scores indicating higher levels of the 

construct in question. One item was reverse scored. Our questionnaire contained a total of 

37 questions, and since our survey was geared towards German- and Hungarian-speaking 

business executives (Brislin 1980), was subjected to double-blind translation to improve 

the validity and reliability of the measuring instruments. Survey translators were all 

academics with backgrounds in entrepreneurship research. First the original scale items 

were translated from English into German and Hungarian, and subsequently back-

translated by other independent translators. If the meaning after the retranslation differed, 

the problem was discussed by both translators and a new wording for the question was 

developed. Two additional translators checked the revision of the questions. Finally, all 

translations were once again compared with the original questions before conducting the 

survey to identify and correct errors that may have arisen due to interpretation differences 

(Brislin 1980). 

 

Sample 

The final questionnaire was translated into an online survey (Qualtrics, Inc.) and emailed 

to 10,000 randomly selected SMEs in Austria and Hungary each in the spring of 2011. 

Responses from 660 companies in Austria and 456 in Hungary were successfully obtained 

to conduct the study. The overall response rate was 5.58%. 

Table 2 summarizes the main characteristics of the firms surveyed. Our dataset is 

comprised of enterprises with an average of 7.32 employees in Austria and 5.98 employees 

in Hungary. Our sample is furthermore balanced by sector, with a slight majority of firms 

belonging to the service sector in Austria and to the industry sector in Hungary. 
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Table 2: Sample characteristics 

Characteristic  Austria Hungary 

Firm size Micro enterprise = 10 employees or less 68.8 52.2 
(employees) Small enterprise = Between 10 and 50 employees 19.3 36 
 Medium enterprise = Between 51 and 250 employees 11.9 11.8 
Industry/Sector Agriculture and forestry 0.6 10.3 
 Manufacturing 13.0 8.8 
 Construction 7.4 13.2 
 Wholesale and retail trade 9.3 23.9 
 Transportation and storage 3.5 7.2 
 Financial and insurance activities 3.1 8.3 
 Professional, scientific and technical activities 26.5 5.7 
 Accommodation and food service activities 13.0 - 
 Information and communication activities 17.7 10.7 
 Education 1.4 2.2 
 Other service activities 4.5 9.6 
(Distribution in percentage) 

 

Analysis and results 

To determine the results, we used SPSS and AMOS (v. 19.0) to construct structural 

equation models (SEM) for both countries analyzed. The analysis was carried out in a two-

stage process. First, all reflective measures were analyzed in light of reliability and 

validity. The results suggest that the standardized loadings are significant and show 

adequate values for all items observed. Detailed results can be found in Table 3 below. We 

conclude that the underlying constructs are valid. 

The model fit for both countries analyzed was determined by both absolute and 

incremental fit indices. The global fit statistics (Chi-Square χ² = 485.7; Normed Chi-

Square (χ²/df) = 4.048; RMSEA = 0.052; CFI = 0.918) are acceptable and show a good fit. 

The absolute fit index χ²/df (4.048) shows a ratio of approximately 4:1, which is associated 

with a good descriptive fit considering the sample size (Kline 1998; Hair et al. 2010). For 

the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), measures between 0.03 and 0.08 

usually reflect a good fit to the population. Finally, a CFI value greater than 0.90 is usually 

associated with a good model fit (Browne and Cudeck 1993; Hair et al. 2010). Thus the 

dimensionality and convergent validity of the constructs in the model are confirmed 

(Fornell and Larcker 1981; Anderson and Gerbing 1988; Hair et al. 2010). 



140 

The outcomes of the SEM for both analyzed countries are illustrated, described, and 

compared in the following. 

The SEM for Austria (Figure 2) shows that financial resource availability has a highly 

significant influence on growth. Furthermore, financial resource availability strongly 

affects EO and growth in Austrian SMEs as a result. 18% of the variance of EO is 

explained by financial resource availability with a standardized regression weight of 0.42. 

Consequently, the more financial resources an SME has, the more EO it reported and vice 

versa. However, on the basis of a standardized regression weight of -0.09, financial 

resource availability negatively influences CO and subsequently the negative impact of CO 

on growth. This means that the more financial resources an SME has, the less CO it shows 

and vice versa. Finally, 45% firm growth is explained by the three variables of EO, CO and 

financial resource availability, with standardized regression weights varying between 0.42 

and -0.09 (all significant). 

Figure 2: Structural equation model Austria 

 

The results for Hungary (Figure 3) show that financial resource availability is positively 

linked to firm growth. Moreover, financial resource availability fosters EO and growth 

within a firm as a result. 46% of the variance of EO is explained by financial resource 

availability with a standardized regression weight of 0.68. Consequently, similar to the 
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results in Austria, the more financial resources an SME has, the more EO it shows and vice 

versa. Surprisingly, financial resource availability has a positive impact on CO, while CO 

shows a negative effect on firm growth. In consequence, the more financial resources an 

SME has, the more CO it behaves and vice versa. Finally, 63% of the variance of firm 

growth is explained by the three variables of EO, CO, and financial resource availability 

with standardized regression weights varying between 0.58 and -0.19 (all significant). 

Figure 3: Structural equation model Hungary 

 

With regard to the comparison of both countries, differences prevail considering the effect 

of financial resource availability on CO. However, the overall result shows that, in general, 

growth is attributed to financial resource availability. Furthermore, the findings make clear 

that financial resource availability promotes EO, and a positive effect on growth is 

observed regardless of the country. Nevertheless, the extent to which the variance of EO is 

explained by financial resource availability is larger in Hungary than in Austria. The model 

shows a greater standardized regression weight of EO for Hungarian firms. In addition, the 

Hungarian model illustrates stronger effects of financial resource availability on EO as 

well as a stronger direct effect of financial resource availability on growth. Overall, the 

Hungarian model explains a larger share of SME growth (0.63) than the Austrian model 

(0.45). Finally, based on the critical ratios, statistically significant differences prevail 
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between the two countries with regard to the effect of EO and CO on growth as well as 

financial resource availability on EO. Detailed results can be found in Table 3. 

Table 3: SEM results 

 Austria Hungary  

Variable R2  

EO 0.18 0.46  
CO 0.01 0.09  
Firm growth 0.45 0.63  

Path coefficients Standardized estimates  

EO -> Innovativeness 0.97*** 0.91***  
EO -> Risk-taking 0.50*** 0.67***  
EO -> Proactiveness 0.72*** 0.70***  
CO -> Responsiveness‡ 0.73*** 0.63***  

CO = Responsiveness 
‡(accumulated variance and significance of the scale items on responsiveness) 

 

Relationship variables Standardized estimates C.R. 

EO -> Firm growth  0.33*** 0.31*** 4.581 
CO -> Firm growth -0.18** -0.19*** 3.457 
Financial resource availability -> EO 0.42*** 0.68*** 2.472 
Financial resource availability -> CO -0.09† 0.30*** -0.892 
Financial resource availability -> Firm growth 0.42*** 0.58*** 0.186 

***p ≤ 0.001; **p ≤ 0.01; *p ≤ 0.05; †p ≤ 0.10 
Model fit statistics: Chi-Square = 485.7; χ²/df = 4.048; RMSEA = 0.052; CFI = 0.0918 
All items scored from 1 to 5 (Austria n = 660; Hungary n = 456) 

 

Discussion and limitations 

The primary contribution of this study to the literature on strategic orientations is that 

financial resource availability promotes EO and SME growth as a result (H1, H3). 

Furthermore, financial resource availability in general has a significantly positive effect on 

firm growth (H5). Our study shows that the more financial resources an SME possesses, 

the more likely it is to be “entrepreneurially oriented” (H3), and the more it grows as a 

result (H1, H5). Therefore, any firm that intends to grow will require EO. The results for 

Austria nevertheless show that the fewer financial resources that are available, the more 

likely an SME is to be “customer-oriented” (H4), only responding to explicitly-mentioned 

customer needs. In this case, the firm does not entrepreneurially “shape its market” on its 

own and is therefore limited in its growth (H2). 
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In the Hungarian dataset, the relationship between financial resource availability and CO is 

reversed (H4). Contrary to the results in Austria, the higher Hungarian firms score on CO, 

the less they grow (H2). The hypothesized relationships and the results of our analyses are 

illustrated in Table 4. 

Table 4: Hypotheses results 

Hypothesis Relationship Conclusion Comments 

  Austria Hungary  
H1 EO -> Firm growth Confirmed Confirmed The relations are significant in the 

proposed direction. 
H2 CO -> Firm growth Confirmed Confirmed The relations are significant in the 

proposed direction. 
H3 Financial resource availability 

-> EO 
Confirmed Confirmed The relations are significant in the 

proposed direction. 
H4 Financial resource availability 

-> CO 
Confirmed Not confirmed The relation is slightly significant in 

the case of Austria, while the results 
show a significant relation in the 
reverse direction for Hungary. 

H5 Financial resource availability 
-> Firm growth 

Confirmed Confirmed The relations are significant in the 
proposed direction. 

The question arises why the variables in the model of Hungary (63%) explain more of the 

variation of growth than in the Austrian model (45%). There’s also the question why 

financial resource availability is positively linked to CO in Hungary (0.30***), and 

negatively in Austria (accompanied by a slightly significant effect (0.09†)). 

Considering a general perspective, East and West European countries differ in some ways 

regarding the influence of capitalism and communism in the last century (Roman 2003). 

As there may be still a slight influence concerning their historical background, SMEs in 

Hungary (East Europe) might be in a transition phase, developing at a faster pace than the 

further-developed countries of the West (such as Austria). At the same time, Hungarian 

firms still act conservatively by focusing on both EO and CO regardless of the effect 

shown in our paper of CO on growth. Older generations of business owners in particular 

might rely on traditional orientations, have difficulty changing their perspective, and 

thereby fully adapt to an EO. This might be due to the power distance in Hungary, where 

employees are more controlled and the attitude towards managers is more formal than in 

Austria (Hofstede 2012). Freedom regarding individual initiatives is in some ways limited 

as the business orientation within Hungarian firms is mainly based on the perception and 

attitude of the business owner. Likewise, the development of an entrepreneurial attitude 



144 

and the awareness and ability of employees regarding individual initiatives may be held in 

lower esteem in Hungary than in Austria due to lower investments in education and 

training of employees. In this regard, another explanatory factor might be how the 

facilitation of an entrepreneurial attitude via education is rated lower in Hungary 

(European Commission 2011a; 2011b). 

Additionally, due to a higher individualistic ideology accompanied by stronger family ties 

in Hungary (Hofstede 2012), business decisions might be affected by older generations to a 

larger extent than in Austrian enterprises. However, as Hungarian firms are pessimistic 

considering the current economic situation as well as the forecast for future development 

(Kallay et al. 2008; European Commission 2011a; 2011b; AHK 2012), they might tend to 

avoid a “pure” EO. Furthermore, the concentration on both EO and CO might be related to 

the fact that opportunities in the respective environment are estimated to be more limited in 

Hungary than in Austria. Likewise, the reliance on CO along with EO, and a slightly 

existing risk aversion as a result, might be affiliated with the unpredictability of the 

economic policy; statistics indicate that enterprises in Hungary reveal the highest 

dissatisfaction concerning this matter (Kallay et al. 2008; European Commission 2011a; 

2011b; AHK 2012). 

Moreover, since the majority of businesses in Hungary see the economic situation as 

difficult, which is accompanied by poor estimations regarding revenues and profits, 

Hungarian firms might to some extent be confronted with a lack of financial resources 

(AHK 2012). The lack of financial resources in Hungary can be equally exacerbated by the 

higher rate of loans refused to SMEs, lower public financial support, as well as the lower 

investment rate of venture capitalists in Hungarian startups compared to Austria (European 

Commission 2011a; 2011b). As a consequence, Hungarian business founders 

predominantly rely on their own resources (Mako and Kuczi 2003). 

Additionally, the reason why Hungarian firms concentrate on a combination of both EO 

and CO might be explained by the fact that Hungarians tend to be less adaptive, and have a 

higher fear of failure than Austrians (Bakacsi et al. 2002; House et al. 2004; Global 

Entrepreneurship Research Association 2012). Likewise, Hungarian firms tend to develop 

and introduce fewer innovations (European Commission 2011a; 2011b), which reflects a 

“non-pure” EO. Nevertheless, a concentration solely on EO would require the adaption to a 

more entrepreneurial as well as long-term attitude and thereby more innovative outcomes. 
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This indeed further explains why firms in Hungary see a combination of EO and CO as 

promising, since CO in some ways reflects a short-term orientation. 

Lastly, the economic growth of Hungary during the past years was mainly based on 

exports to European countries (European Commission 2011b; AHK 2012). With this being 

the case, it might be helpful to put less emphasis on CO to promote global competitiveness. 

Since the Austrian economy was growing to a larger extent in 2010 and 2011 compared to 

Hungary (AHK 2012; Bank Austria 2012), from a certain perspective, this supports the 

hypothesis that a clear focus on EO is a promising orientation towards growing and 

fostering sustainable growth. 

When it comes to the limitations of our study, we first mention the fact that the samples for 

Austria and Hungary slightly differ concerning the related sectors as well as the number of 

micro, small, and medium enterprises. Gathering entirely consistent samples nevertheless 

remains elusive. Additionally, it would have been interesting to investigate our model by 

placing firm age alongside firm size to elaborate on the potential differences between 

young and established enterprises. Our data sample however does not contain information 

about the age of the investigated firms and therefore does not allow such an analysis. 

Important to also remember is that we used an online-based questionnaire to gather our 

dataset. Even though electronic data collection methods are becoming widespread, this 

method might have biased our findings concerning (among other things) access and 

sampling issues as well as response tendencies (see, e.g., Sax et al. 2003; Duffy et al. 2005; 

Wright 2005). 

 

Conclusion 

In terms of practical implications, this study’s results emphasize that sustainable firm 

growth is solely achievable with an EO. Nevertheless, CO might equally provide value to 

businesses in some way. It should be kept in mind that not focusing on EO does not 

necessarily mean that a firm is CO by default. However, if it is difficult for an SME to 

implement an EO, the recommendation is in fact to focus on CO regardless of the effect, 

especially when considering a long-term or short-term duration. An influential strategy to 

be kept in mind is a focus on customers and sufficiently responding to their needs. 
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In terms of theoretical implications, we suggest exploring the relationship between EO and 

CO in greater detail. As shown in our study, breaking each orientation down to its 

underlying dimensions provides a clearer picture of the impact of every dimension on the 

respective orientation(s). 

The findings shown here provide a number of interesting results for future research in this 

area. This study is based on a cross-sectional database. A longitudinal study could without 

question be of value to investigate this area in greater detail and help verify our results 

further. Additionally, it would be interesting to examine how SMEs could overcome 

limited financial resource availability to foster EO from a long-term perspective. Although 

we do not argue that CO is negatively linked to growth in general, from a long-term 

perspective, fostering EO is inevitable for those wishing to remain successful in the 

market. Moreover, we suggest that future studies should further investigate the interplay 

between strategic orientations by considering additional and/or various antecedents, 

moderators, mediators, and performance outcomes. 
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NEDERLANDSE SAMENVATTING 

(DUTCH SUMMARY) 

Wanneer we het aantal midden- en kleinbedrijven en daarvan ook het aantal 

familiebedrijven als percentage van alle bedrijven wereldwijd in ogenschouw nemen, dan 

wordt het belang van dit type bedrijven bijzonder duidelijk. Het mondiale 

bedrijvenlandschap bestaat voor 95% uit midden- en kleinbedrijven en gemiddeld 85% 

daarvan zijn familiebedrijven (OECD 2000; Astrachan en Shanker 2003; Mandl 2008). Als 

gevolg daarvan kan economische welvaart alleen worden behouden wanneer het 

voortbestaan en ook de groei van midden- en kleinbedrijven en familiebedrijven kan 

worden gewaarborgd en gestimuleerd (Ackelsberg en Arlow 1985; Valliere 2006). Daarom 

worden in deze dissertatie strategische vraagstukken onderzocht op het terrein van zowel 

ondernemerschap als familiebedrijven met als doel de gevolgen te beschrijven voor de 

verschillende aspecten respectievelijk factoren aangaande voortbestaan en groei en op 

grond hiervan aanbevelingen te doen. Door eerst bibliometrische analyses op deze 

onderzoeksterreinen uit te voeren zijn verhelderende inzichten gegenereerd en begrippen 

gevonden aangaande de intellectuele structuur van beide onderzoeksterreinen (Kraus et al. 

2011b; Kraus et al. 2012b;. Xi et al. 2013). In feite stellen de bibliometrische studies ons in 

staat voor beide onderzoeksterreinen lacunes te identificeren die eerder onverkend bleven. 

Op basis van de twee fundamentele studies zijn vier vraagstukken, twee per 

onderzoeksgebied, geïdentificeerd en deze zijn met behulp van verschillende 

wetenschappelijke methoden verder onderzocht. 

Binnen het onderzoeksveld van familiebedrijven is een aanvullende en meer uitgebreide 

bibliometrische analyse gedaan om de ontwikkelingen en ook de achtergronden van dit 

jonge en explosief groeiende veld in kaart te brengen. Door de ontwikkelingen uit te 

werken konden veranderingen wat betreft onderzoeksprioriteiten inzichtelijk worden 

gemaakt en daarnaast ook opkomende aandachtsgebieden. Eén van de uitkomsten is dat 

artikelen waarin definities worden voorgesteld voor langere tijd invloedrijk zijn binnen het 

vakgebied van familiebedrijven. Tegelijkertijd geldt dat er verschillen zijn in de mate 

waarin artikelen worden geciteerd en derhalve de onderzoeksonderwerpen waarop men 

zich binnen het veld richt. De resultaten van dit onderzoek laten zien dat in de beginjaren 

opvolging maar ook leiderschap en management vaak zijn geciteerd en onderzocht en dus 

zien we een groot aantal invloedrijke artikelen in deze respectievelijke clusters. 
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Daarentegen zien we dat in latere jaren de nadruk meer ligt op vraagstukken aangaande 

bestuur (“governance”) en competitief voordeel (“competitive advantage”). 

Het opvolgingsvraagstuk binnen familiebedrijven wordt erkend als een factor dat een 

sterke invloed heeft op het voortbestaan van deze bedrijven. Daarnaast vinden we dat de 

strategische oriëntatie, zoals ondernemende houding (entrepreneurial orientation, of EO) of 

klantgerichtheid (customer orientation, of CO), de groei van ondernemingen blijken te 

faciliteren (Deshpande et al. 1993; Lumpkin en Dess 2001; Moreno en Casillas 2008; 

Kreiser en Davis 2010; Lumpkin en Brighman 2011). 

Middels een literatuuronderzoek naar de psychologische factoren die een rol spelen bij 

bedrijfsopvolging zijn essentiële problemen die de opvolging kunnen bemoeilijken 

gevonden. Op drie niveaus (individueel, interpersoonlijk en op het niveau van de 

organisatie) vinden we negen psychologische problemen die betrekking hebben op de 

voorbereiding van de overname, de daadwerkelijke overdracht en de voortzetting van het 

familiebedrijf. Deze negen psychologische problemen betreffen (1) het loslaten van het 

bedrijf, (2) toekomstperspectieven – persoonlijke angsten en uitdagingen, (3) een gebrek 

aan vertrouwen – wantrouwen in competenties, (4) interpersoonlijke verschillen en 

uiteenlopende percepties, (5) toekomstig beleid – verschil van inzicht, (6) rivaliteit, (7) het 

ontbreken van scheidslijnen tussen de familie aan de ene kant en het bedrijf aan de andere, 

(8) een gebrek aan heldere en open communicatie en (9) de verdeling van 

beslissingsbevoegdheden.  

Om te voorkomen dat deze problemen zich voordoen en om tegelijkertijd het voortbestaan 

van een familiebedrijf te waarborgen, benadrukt de studie dat niet alleen opvolgers en 

overdragers maar ook andere belanghebbenden zowel binnen de familie als binnen het 

bedrijf betrokken moeten worden bij het plannen en uitvoeren van de overdracht. In feite is 

het van het grootste belang om een competente en betrouwbare opvolger te vinden en 

daarom is een objectieve selectieprocedure evident. Door te selecteren op grond van 

professionele en sociale competenties voorkomt men rivaliteit tussen familieleden, in het 

bijzonder tussen broers en zussen. Dit zorgt tevens voor een geslaagde overdracht en 

acceptatie door alle betrokkenen. Daarnaast vinden we dat een overdracht gebaat is bij het 

constant delen van informatie, open communiceren en het zoeken naar consensus bij het 

nemen van beslissingen. Vanzelfsprekend worden mogelijke conflicten bij de overdracht 
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verminderd door juist in de voorbereidingsfase preventieve maatregelen te nemen en alle 

betrokken partijen bewust te maken van problemen die in deze fase worden ontdekt. 

Naast deze studies zijn twee kwantitatieve, empirische studies uitgevoerd naar het effect 

van de strategische oriëntatie van midden- en kleinbedrijven op hun prestaties 

respectievelijk groei. Deze onderzoeken lieten zien dat, hoewel het onderwerp uitgebreid is 

onderzocht, er toch beperkingen zijn wat betreft het generaliseren van de eerdere 

uitkomsten en er daarom behoefte is aan verder en specifieker onderzoek. Een voorbeeld 

hiervan is het onderzoek naar de ondernemende houding binnen een bedrijf als een 

eendimensionaal construct waarbij voornamelijk financiële of niet-financiële indicatoren 

worden gebruikt om de prestaties te meten terwijl de uitkomsten niet worden geplaatst in 

een breder perspectief met meerdere landen (Rauch et al. 2009; Filser en Eggers 2013). 

Verder vinden we dat een groot aantal onderzoeken naar strategische oriëntatie gebruik 

maakt van een steekproef van bedrijven met een verschillend bedrijsomvang of slechts van 

grote bedrijven. Dit is de reden geweest om nauwkeuriger onderzoek te doen naar dit 

onderwerp waarbij wel rekening wordt gehouden met deze problemen. 

Kortom, het eerste kwantitatieve, empirische onderzoek in dit verband doet onderzoek naar 

EO als een multidimensionaal construct waarbij financiële en niet-financiële indicatoren 

worden gebruikt als prestatiemaatstaf. Daarbij wordt ook het resultaat uit drie verschillende 

landen (Oostenrijk, Liechtenstein en Zwitserland) middels logistische regressieanalyse met 

elkaar vergeleken. Door het effect van de enkelvoudige dimensies van EO (innovativiteit, 

proactiviteit en risicohouding) op prestaties respectievelijk de groei van midden- en 

kleinbedrijven te meten, vinden we dat, over het algemeen, alleen innovativiteit en 

risicohouding groei bevordert. Wanneer we daarbij ook rekening houden met de drie 

verschillende landen dan wordt duidelijk dat culturele elementen en ook de economische 

omstandigheden in ogenschouw moeten worden genomen naast het effect van de 

verschillende EO-dimensies op groei. Een mogelijke verklaring voor het feit dat 

proactiviteit niet significant lijkt, kan te maken hebben met de aard van de gerealiseerde 

innovatie (Kleinschmidt en Cooper 1991). Proactief gedrag lijkt inherent aan het doen van 

radicale innovaties. In lijn daarmee kan men stellen dat bedrijven die zich alleen richten op 

innovativiteit en het nemen van risico juist incrementele innovaties bevorderen. 

Desalniettemin, groei wordt bevorderd ongeacht het type innovatie (radicaal noch 

incrementeel) dat wordt nagestreeft (Filser en Eggers 2013). 
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Doordat midden- en kleinbedrijven over het algemeen minder middelen (financieel en niet-

financieel) hebben dan het grootbedrijf richt het tweede kwalitatieve, empirische 

onderzoek zich achtereenvolgens op het effect van de beschikbaarheid van financiële 

middelen op de ondernemende houding, op de klantgerichtheid als ook op de 

bedrijfsprestaties gemeten in financiële en niet-financiële indicatoren. Deze 

tweelandenstudie onderzoekt verschillen tussen Oostenrijk en Hongarije en maakt gebruik 

van “structural equation modeling” om de verschillen te veralgemeniseren. Een aanvullend 

doel was om mogelijke verschillen tussen Oost-Europese en West-Europese landen te 

benadrukken. De resultaten van dit onderzoek laten zien dat hoe meer financiële middelen 

beschikbaar zijn, hoe meer midden- en kleinbedrijven geneigd zijn om een ondernemende 

houding te hebben. Als gevolg waarvan de groei en de prestaties van de bedrijven 

toenemen. Toch vinden we ook dat culturele karakteristieken en economische 

omstandigheden een verklaring geven voor het feit dat Hongaarse midden- en 

kleinbedrijven ervoor kiezen een klantgerichte benadering te volgen wanneer meer 

middelen beschikbaar zijn. Ondanks het gegeven dat het effect hiervan op de prestaties van 

het bedrijf negatief worden geschat (Filser et al. 2013a). 

Samengevat, de resultaten van deze beide studies benadrukken dat een ondernemende 

houding, vanuit een meer algemeen perspectief, de groei van een bedrijf faciliteert. 

Tegelijkertijd moeten landenspecifieke factoren in ogenschouw worden genomen voordat 

hier een definitieve conclusie getrokken kan worden. Afhankelijk van de 

omgevingsfactoren leiden de verschillende configuraties van EO-dimensies tot 

bedrijfsgroei. Verschillende combinaties van EO-dimensies leiden tot verschillende 

resultaten, zoals bijvoorbeeld radicale of juist incrementele innovaties. Daarnaast is de 

beschikbaarheid van financiële middelen een essentiële factor en positief gerelateerd aan 

EO en als gevolg daarvan ook aan de prestaties van midden- en kleinbedrijven.  

Gebaseerd op hetgeen hier is uitgewerkt aangaande de strategische oriëntatie van bedrijven 

kunnen we stellen dat een belangrijke uitkomst voor managers in midden- en 

kleinbedrijven is dat zij een ondernemende houding moeten stimuleren. Tegelijkertijd moet 

onder werknemers het besef worden gekweekt dat groei en een toename van het 

bedrijfsresultaat het gevolg is van een ondernemende houding. Mocht het door 

omstandigheden zo zijn dat een bedrijf geheel of gedeeltelijk niet in staat is een 

ondernemende houding aan te nemen dan betekent dit echter niet dat ook klantgerichtheid 
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waardeloos is geworden. Toch, wanneer we het hebben over groei-ondersteunende factoren 

dan lijkt de ondernemende houding de voorkeur boven al te hebben (Filser en Eggers 2013; 

Filser et al. 2013a). 

Toekomstig onderzoek zal een antwoord moeten vinden op verschillende andere 

vraagstukken binnen het in dit proefschrift gestelde raamwerk. Op het terrein van 

opvolging binnen familiebedrijven kunnen de psychologische problemen die mogelijk het 

opvolgingsproces bemoeilijken worden getoetst op belangrijkheid en dus op het effect 

ervan op het mislukken van een bedrijfsoverdracht. Verder onderzoek kan worden gedaan 

naar interventies (zowel reflectief als preventief) die worden gepleegd om de 

psychologische conflicten te vermijden. De aanvullingen op wat we al weten op dit gebied 

kunnen beter inzichtelijk maken op welke wijze de voortzetting van een bedrijf kan 

worden verzekerd. 

Wanneer we het hebben over de strategische oriëntatie van bedrijven dan zal een 

longitudinaal onderzoek de betrouwbaarheid van de resultaten vergroten en kan dit inzicht 

geven in de ontwikkeling van de strategische oriëntatie van midden- en kleinbedrijven in 

de tijd. Hiermee kunnen de gevolgen van het nastreven van bepaalde strategische 

oriëntaties in de verschillende ontwikkelfasen van bedrijven nauwkeuriger worden 

beschreven. Ook kan het onderscheid tussen jonge en meer gevestigde bedrijven worden 

meegenomen in onderzoek naar het effect van de gekozen strategische oriëntatie wanneer 

de leeftijd en omvang van deze bedrijven wordt meegewogen. Bovenal zal het zeker 

interessant zijn om het samenspel tussen de verschillende antecedenten, bemiddelaars, 

tussenpersonen en prestatie indicatoren te onderzoeken. Wanneer daarnaast ook culturele, 

situationele en psychologische factoren worden meegenomen bij mogelijk onderzoek naar 

strategische oriëntaties dan kunnen waardevolle verklaringen worden gegeven voor 

verschillen tussen de landen die worden geanalyseerd. Aanvullend onderzoek naar 

strategische oriëntaties in andere landen en continenten en in andere culturele omgevingen 

kan mogelijk het bewijs leveren voor de veralgemeniseerbaarheid van de resultaten van dit 

proefschrift. 

Samenvattend, deze dissertatie bevat waardevolle aanwijzingen op grond waarvan het 

voortbestaan van familiebedrijven kan worden gegarandeerd en ook op grond waarvan de 

groei van midden- en kleinbedrijven kan worden gestimuleerd. Elk van de afzonderlijke 

studies levert een bijdrage aan de vooruitgang van de eerder genoemde 
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onderzoeksterreinen en ook waardevolle inzichten voor zowel de academische wereld als 

de praktijk. Ongetwijfeld bieden deze studies een raamwerk waarbinnen academici nieuwe 

vraagstukken aangaande strategisch ondernemerschap en familiebedrijven kunnen 

ontdekken. 
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