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Abstract
Being a next generation member in an enterprising family is accompanied by a central question:
What is my role within the enterprising family and why? Taking a unified systems perspective,
this dissertation thesis focuses on the next generation in enterprising families and their
entrepreneurial roles within the orchestration of three elements: the individual, the family and
the business. Taking into account that those three elements constantly influence each other and
change over time, this dissertation thesis introduces a more holistic understanding of the next
generation in enterprising families. Using a multiple-role approach conceding that the next
generation can have more roles within the enterprising family next to being the successor, this
dissertation thesis encompasses three studies on overall 413 next generation members focusing
on their entrepreneurial roles within the family business and new venture context. This
dissertation thesis uses different methodological (quantitative and qualitative) and theoretical
approaches (family, social cognition and organizational behavior science) to address the limited
knowledge about the different roles of the next generation within the enterprising family. Study
1 focuses on the family business versus new venture context and aims at understanding how the
intentions and actions of entrepreneurial roles of the next generation emerge and develop over
time. Study 2 investigates the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the family
business and how it shapes their strategic decision making within this context. Study 3
researches the role of the next generation as a founder of an own venture, and how the
enterprising family shapes the venture creation process. By that, this dissertation thesis
contributes to: (1) obtaining a better understanding of the family side in entrepreneurship, which
becomes especially well-observable from the (to date) under-researched perspective of the next
generation in enterprising families, (2) creating a common understanding that the next
generation can have entrepreneurial roles within the enterprising family beyond being the
successor in the family business, which offers the opportunity to understand how
entrepreneurial behavior develops within life stages and life cycles of a family and how
entrepreneurship is transferred through generations, (3) emphasizing the relevance of the next
generation within the family as well as the business side in investigating the potential
entrepreneurial capacity of enterprising families and their business initiatives contributing to
theory building on enterprising families, and (4) providing further research aspirations
concerning the next generation and their roles in enterprising families, including ideas for future
research on how to assess the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the enterprising
family.
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Chapter 1 | Introduction

1
1.1

Introduction
Motivation and research goals of the dissertation thesis
How can I continue the family1 legacy? How do I gain the ability to do so? How can I

contribute to the success of the enterprising family? These are questions that every next
generation member of an enterprising family asks. They boil down to: What is my role within
the enterprising family, and why?
The next generation in enterprising families has first and foremost one specific role: being
the continued existence of the family business. This means that the next generation is the future
of the family business because the next generation’s ability and willingness to contribute to its
success is crucial to its continuation (De Massis, Kotlar, Chua, & Chrisman, 2014; Garcia,
Sharma, De Massis, Wright, & Scholes, 2018). With this being the case, the next generation is
what makes family businesses different from their non-family counterparts (Chua, Chrisman,
& Sharma, 1999; Garcia et al., 2018).
Families are complex (Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997), and the diverse roles that family
members have within them equally so. The descriptions above are a simplified view of the roles
of next generation members within enterprising families; complexity within them results from
the fact that the family system2 is complemented by the business system (Tagiuri & Davis,
1992). Therefore, from a unified systems perspective3 (Habbershon, Williams, & MacMillan,
2003) on enterprising families, the enterprising family consists of three interacting subsystems
that function together: the individual, the family, and the business system (Habbershon &
Pisturi, 2002; Habbershon et al., 2003). The literature describes these as multiplex relationships
involving economic and social domains in which the roles are subject to constant transition
(Kuwabara, Luo, & Sheldon, 2010; Li & Piezunka, 2019; Verbrugge, 1979). Enterprising

Within this dissertation thesis, family is defined as follows: “A family is an intergenerational social group
organized and governed by social norms regarding descent and affinity, reproduction, and the nurturant
socialization of the young” (White, 1991, p. 7).
1

A system includes “systematic interactions […] (to) create synergy that increases the value of the component
parts and the system as a whole. The system should be able to synergistically do something that the parts cannot
do separately” (Habbershon, Williams, & MacMillan, 2003, p. 457).
2

3

See Chapter 2.3.
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families and their members therefore consist of multiplex/complex relationships where every
family member will have different (entrepreneurial) roles over the family’s life cycle.
Previous research has neglected the next generation in enterprising families (e.g. Garcia
et al., 2018). This could be for the following reasons: (1) research often considers the
incumbent’s rather than the next generation’s perspective (De Massis, Sieger, Chua, &
Vismara, 2016; Garcia et al., 2018), and (2) the level of analysis focuses on firm level outcomes
(Garcia et al., 2018). Thereby, past studies have concentrated on the business instead of the
family side of firm operations, giving limited attention to individual and family level predictors
(e.g. Astrachan, 2010; Bertrand & Schoar, 2006; Daspit, Holt, Chrisman, & Long, 2016; De
Massis et al., 2016; Frank, Suess-Reyes, Fuetsch, & Kessler, 2019; Garcia et al., 2018;
Jaskiewicz, Combs, Shanine, & Kacmar, 2017; Minola, Brumana, Campopiano, Garrett, &
Cassia, 2016; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Uhlaner, Kellermanns, Eddleston, & Hoy, 2012), as
well as individuals within the family system and their influence on the business system.
Despite the above observations, past years have experienced a shift in research away from
the family business to the enterprising family. This has also involved a shift from the firm level
of analysis to a family or individual level of analysis as well as the interplay between these three
elements. To accomplish this, research has called for integrating family and social psychology
theories (Frank et al., 2019; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). Researching the family side in
entrepreneurship offers multiple opportunities to gain new insights into the reciprocal influence
of the family and the business system (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002) as well as the role of the
family in new entrepreneurial activities (Steier, 2007). Here, focusing on the enterprising family
contributes to answering the central question in family business research: “How does the family
contribute to firm success?” (Zellweger, Eddleston, & Kellermanns, 2010, p. 54).
One approach to understanding the family side in entrepreneurship, how entrepreneurial
behavior evolves, and how the family contributes to firm success is by considering the
perspective of the next generation. This is because enterprising families involve multiplex
relationships and roles, and their transitions become very observable at points where roles are
influenced by more than one domain (Li & Piezunka, 2019). Being socialized within an
enterprising family sets a specific context in which the entrepreneurial career choices, roles,
and behaviors of next generation family members evolve (Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund,
2013; Zellweger, Sieger, & Halter, 2011a). Children adopt both the values and the behavior of
their parents through observational learning (Bandura, 1986; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994). Being
2
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exposed to a family with a business and its entrepreneurial actions and behavior during
childhood will form an individual’s attitude towards entrepreneurship, and can influence the
intent to follow an entrepreneurial path (Carr & Sequeira, 2007). Children who have grown up
with entrepreneur parents exhibit a higher probability of developing an entrepreneurial intention
than children who did not (Dyer & Handler, 1994; Zellweger et al., 2011a). A closely related
factor for the development of entrepreneurial intention as well as a positive attitude toward
entrepreneurial behavior is the specific exposure to experiences related to the family and its
business(es) (Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Zellweger et al., 2011a). Put simply, entrepreneurial
behavior is very well observable from the perspective of next generation.
Entrepreneurial behavior is diverse (e.g. Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Habbershon, Nordqvist,
& Zellweger, 2010; Jaskiewicz, Combs, & Rau, 2015); this means that next generation
entrepreneurial behavior is expressed through diverse roles within the enterprising family4.
Until now, family business research has mostly considered the successor role of the next
generation5, which involves being formally involved in management within the family business
(e.g. Handler, 1990, 1992). Family business research has not acknowledged the complexity of
the enterprising family system here where the individual, the family, and the business interact
and mutually influence each other (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002; Spitzley & Prügl, 2018). This
simplification of the role of the next generation as a successor has led to a single-sided approach
when researching the next generation in enterprising families.
This is not surprising because the family business field gained its legitimacy as a topic of
its own by focusing on succession issues (the next generation being actively engaged in the
family business) (for a review see e.g. Brockhaus, 2004; Handler, 1994). Past research has
mostly equated the terms next generation and successor (see for example Handler, 1990, 1992;
Mazzola, Marchisio, & Astrachan, 2008). We have achieved diverse knowledge on succession
in family businesses relating to e.g. the successors’ requirements (Schlepphorst & Moog, 2014),
innovation activities (Hauck & Prügl, 2015), successor development, and training in- and
outside the family business (Brun de Pontet, Wrosch, & Gagne, 2007; Cabrera-Suárez, 2005;
García-Álvarez, López-Sintas, & Saldaña Gonzalvo, 2002; Mazzola et al., 2008; Sardeshmukh

4

Although it should be noted that every family member always has an active role within the family subsystem.

5

Entrepreneurship research has also considered the role of the entrepreneur of the next generation within
enterprising families (see Chapter 3.5).
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& Corbett, 2011), successor knowledge and human capital (Cabrera-Suárez, García-Almeida,
& Saá-Pérez, 2018), successor commitment (Cabrera-Suárez & Martín-Santana, 2012),
succession success (Cabrera-Suárez & Martín-Santana, 2012), successor teams (Cater III,
Kidwell, & Camp, 2016), and satisfaction with the succession process (Sharma, Chrisman, &
Chua, 2003)6. These findings show that research has focused on the development of the next
generation within the business system and thus the successor role. However, holistically
understanding the next generation, and their role(s) within the entire system of the enterprising
family (business, family, and individual system) remains limited (Garcia et al., 2018). In other
words, we have some knowledge of the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation who are
formally active within the business system (see above), but less understanding of how next
generation members behave entrepreneurially within the family system, as well as how they
influence the business system without having a formal and active role within it and vice versa.
Through the socialization in the enterprising family, which shapes values, norms, and identity,
the next generation can indeed affect the business system without being formally and actively
involved in it. Informal discussions within the family system for instance can have a strong
influence on the strategic orientation of the business.
Consequently, this dissertation thesis focuses on the entrepreneurial roles of the next
generation within enterprising families. This can help us to comprehend diverse issues in the
family business as well as entrepreneurship aspects such as succession, performance of the
family businesses, transgenerational entrepreneurship, and new venture creation (Minola et al.,
2016). By using a multiple-role approach7 to research next generation members in enterprising
families (instead of a single-role approach), the following aims to answer the overarching
research question of this dissertation thesis: How and why does the socialization within an
enterprising family influence the preference for, choice of, and realization of next generation
family members’ entrepreneurial roles?
The overall research question of this dissertation thesis has the following primary goals,
contributing to the literature as follows:

6

The aim of this overview is not to present an exhaustive list of succession topics in family business research, but
rather an excerpt from the wide range of issues related to succession.
7

See Chapter 3.1 for a definition.
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(1) obtain a better understanding of the family side in entrepreneurship, which becomes
especially well-observable from the (to date) under-researched perspective of the next
generation in enterprising families. This is because enterprising families involve
multiplex relationships. Their transitions become very observable at points where
roles are influenced by more than one domain (Li & Piezunka, 2019). This
observation is achieved using different theories from family, social cognitive, as well
as organizational behavior science, highlighting the intersection of the firm, family,
and individual level of analysis. Here, this dissertation emphasizes the opportunities
for future entrepreneurship and family business research in investigating the family
side, e.g. family functioning or family cohesion in entrepreneurship.
(2) create a common understanding that the next generation can have entrepreneurial
roles within the enterprising family beyond just being the successor in the family
business. This dissertation thesis shifts the attention to the entrepreneurial roles of the
next generation that have an influence on the family and the business system,
introducing the multiple-role approach to research next generation members from
enterprising families (Chapter 3.1), and aiming for a broader definition of the next
generation (Chapter 3.2). This dissertation furthermore offers the opportunity to
understand and research enterprising families holistically; how entrepreneurial
behavior develops within life stages and cycles of a family (Minola et al., 2016); and
how entrepreneurship is transferred through generations.
(3) emphasize the relevance of the next generation within the family as well as the
business side. The next generation can in fact advance the enterprising family even
when they are not actively engaged within the family business. This dissertation thesis
explores if and how next generation family members can influence business decisions
(in the family business context) and whether being active in another entrepreneurial
role (such as new venture creation) influences them and the enterprising family
(Chapters 5 to 7). Here, this dissertation investigates the potential entrepreneurial
capacity of enterprising families and their business initiatives (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003;
Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Rogoff & Heck, 2003), contributing to theory building on
enterprising families.
(4) provide further research aspirations concerning the next generation and their roles in
enterprising families. This includes motivating ideas for future research on how to
5
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assess the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the enterprising family,
how this can create value for the entrepreneurship and family business research fields,
as well as how other family and social psychology theories could be used to further
enhance these research phenomena (see Chapter 8).
This dissertation thesis encompasses three empirical studies on different entrepreneurial
roles of the next generation within the enterprising family to achieve the above goals. In doing
this, it considers the interaction between the three subsystems of enterprising families. From a
unified systems perspective of enterprising families (Habbershon et al., 2003) (Chapter 2.3),
Study 1 considers in a broadest sense the interaction between the individual and the firm
subsystem. Study 1 focuses on the family business versus new venture context, and aims at
understanding how the intentions, preferences, and entrepreneurial roles of the next generation
emerge and develop (Chapter 3.3). Entry modes into entrepreneurship by the next generation
are not limited to succession. Growing up in a family where the business is an extension of the
family, the relationship with the family business becomes an important albeit (to date)
underexplored situational context variable. Transferring social cognitive career theory to the
context of the next generation in enterprising families, including cross-sectional as well as
longitudinal data, the study finds that the relationship with the family business is directly related
to the succession and founding intention of the next generation, and is also partially mediated
by entrepreneurial self-efficacy. In addition, the findings reveal that an intention-action gap is
particularly pronounced for the entry mode to entrepreneurship through new venture creation,
while this is less the case for succession in the family business.
Study 2 investigates the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the family
business context and how they shape their strategic decision making (Chapter 3.4). From a
unified systems perspective of enterprising families (Habbershon et al., 2003), Study 2
considers in the broadest sense the interaction between the family and firm subsystems. It aims
at investigating how next generation members, although not necessarily active in the family
business, can influence strategic decisions through family communication and identity-related
considerations. Using a sample of 254 next generation members from enterprising families in
Germany, whom are not all formally and actively engaged in the family business, and drawing
on the theories of organizational identity and family communication patterns, this study finds
that family communication patterns impact the strategic priority for or against external
corporate venturing (ECV) via identity-related considerations within the context of digital
6
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transformation. In doing this, the study mainly encourages researchers to not only investigate
the strategic priorities of incumbents or those actively involved in the business, but also those
otherwise engaged in the family that influence decision makers, and individuals potentially
engaged in future ownership. This can help to infuse a more future-oriented approach into this
topic, especially concerning management issues in family business research.
Study 3 focuses on understanding the role of the next generation within the enterprising
family from the perspective of the founder of an own venture. Thereby, it considers in a broadest
sense the interaction between the individual and the enterprising family subsystem (Habbershon
et al., 2003). It explores the entrepreneurial roles of next generation members within the
subsequent context of new venture creation, how the enterprising family influences the new
venture creation process, and vice versa. Drawing on intergenerational solidarity theory, this
study explores the family influence, intergenerational solidarity, behaviors, and meanings of
next generation founders from enterprising families. The analysis suggests the existence of five
types of intergenerational solidarity founders from enterprising families, synthesizing the
findings into a typology that gives insights into the family influence on the new venture creation
process, the heterogeneity in meanings, and motives founders attribute to the new venture
creation. Study 3 furthermore contributes to our understanding about how the next generation
influences the enterprising family and its businesses, even though if this individual is not
actively engaged in managing the family business itself.
To understand the diverse entrepreneurial roles of next generation members within
enterprising families and the family side in entrepreneurship as a result, this dissertation thesis
uses a multiple-role approach that includes 413 next generation family members. Longitudinal
data is available on 142 next generation members, drawing on theories from three different
research fields (social cognition, organizational behavior, and family science), three different
methodological approaches, and four different kinds of data (Chapter 4.2). The diversity of the
theories, methods, and data included within the dissertation thesis serves its scientific purpose
well, because entrepreneurial behavior and the entrepreneurial roles of next generation family
members are multifaceted and complex. The theoretical and methodological approach embraces
and captures this diversity (e.g. Amit, Glosten, & Muller, 1993; Coviello & Jones, 2004; Zahra,
2007). Furthermore, our knowledge of the entrepreneurial roles of next generation family
members within enterprising families is limited, making it helpful to approach the phenomenon

7
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using a multi-disciplinary, multi-contextual, and multi-method approach (Miles & Huberman,
1994).
1.2

Scope of the dissertation thesis
Because this dissertation thesis approaches research on next generation members in

enterprising families differently than past research, a brief section describing its scope is
indispensable. As mentioned above (Chapter 1.1), the aim of the thesis is to research issues
from the family side of entrepreneurship from the perspective of the next generation in
enterprising families (for a definition see Chapter 3.2) and how this important stakeholder group
influences the enterprising family and vice versa. Although the reader may not expect a holistic
review of succession issues in enterprising families, it is an initial attempt to show how family,
organizational behavior, and social cognitive theories can be used to understand the
entrepreneurial roles of next generation members in enterprising families, and why this
dissertation thesis aims at understanding how the next generation is embedded within the
entrepreneurial context of their respective families. The literature used within this dissertation
thesis focuses on entrepreneurship in the family context (Chapters 2 to 3) as well as the next
generation in different entrepreneurial contexts (Chapters 5 to 7), drawing on family, social
cognitive, and organizational behavior theories.
This dissertation thesis does not strive to capture or research the full spectrum of the
possible entrepreneurial roles of next generation family members within enterprising families.
It instead attempts to open the research field from this perspective and introduce a different
approach to research entrepreneurship in the context of enterprising families. Two contexts that
have been handled as the main entrepreneurial contexts in family business as well as
entrepreneurship research represent the focus here: entrepreneurial roles within both the family
business and new venture context (e.g. Pittino, Visintin, & Lauto, 2018).
Entrepreneurial roles develop through the entrepreneurial behavior of individuals, so this
dissertation thesis focuses on entrepreneurial behavior as synonymous with entrepreneurship.
Entrepreneurial behavior is defined as a process that involves the cognition or perception of
entrepreneurial opportunities and behaviors that result from them (Bettinelli, Fayolle, &
Randerson, 2014; McMullen & Shepard, 2006; Shepard, McMullen, & Jennings, 2007). This
viewpoint offers the opportunity to use multiple levels of individual-, family- and firm-level
analysis (Bettinelli et al., 2014).
8
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The three study’s context is Germany, where family firms represent 90% of all
companies, making them the dominant business type (Stiftung Familienunternehmen, 2019).
The majority of German (family) firms are small (up to 49 employees: 98.7%) and mediumsized (50 to 249 employees: 1.2%) (Stiftung Familienunternehmen, 2019). Family firms
employ 54% of the national workforce in Germany, and this firm type generates 45% of sales
in the German economy (Stiftung Familienunternehmen, 2019). Also relevant for
understanding the sampling strategy of the three empirical studies within this thesis (Chapter 5
to 7) is that no database exists on the number of next generation family members in Germany.
For the above reasons, making an exact assertion about the representativeness of the three
studies within this dissertation is difficult8. Figure 1 summarizes the scope of the dissertation
thesis.
Figure 1: Scope of the dissertation thesis

Cultural context: Germany
Social context: Enterprising families
Perspective: Next generation family members

Literature and theories: Social cognition, family and organizational science
Entrepreneurial role preferences of the next generation: family business
versus new venture context (Study 1)

Entrepreneurial roles
within the family business
context (Study 2)

Entrepreneurial roles
within the new venture
context (Study 3)

Source: Author’s illustration
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See Chapter 8.3 for more about the limitations coming from this cultural and regional context.

9

Chapter 1 | Introduction

1.3

Structure of the dissertation thesis
Chapter 2 aims to explain the family side of entrepreneurship, describing the specific

context of this dissertation thesis: the enterprising family. This is followed by a focus in Chapter
3 on a specific stakeholder group within enterprising families: the next generation, and their
entrepreneurial roles within the family and business. Entrepreneurial roles become very visible
within this stakeholder group, which is crucial for the continuity of enterprising families, and
under-researched within studies on enterprising families (e.g. De Massis et al., 2016; Garcia et
al., 2018). Chapter 4 gives an overview of the three empirical studies within this dissertation
thesis, their respective theories, methods, data, and contributions to theory. Chapters 5 to 7
present the three empirical studies, researching the diverse entrepreneurial roles of next
generation family members. Chapter 8 finalizes the dissertation thesis with a general conclusion
aiming to present its overall theoretical implications, further research avenues as well as the
practical implications and limitations. Figure 2 illustrates the structure of the dissertation thesis.
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Figure 2: Structure of the dissertation thesis

Introduction

Chapter 1 | Introduction

Theoretical background and research gaps
Chapter 2 | Enterprising families: The relationship between
the family, the firm and the individual in entrepreneurship
Chapter 3 | The next generation in enterprising families, state
of the literature and identification of research gaps

Overview of the empirical studies

Chapter 4 | Outline of the dissertation thesis

Empirical studies
Entrepreneurial role preferences: family business versus new venture context
Chapter 5 | Study 1
Entrepreneurial roles within the family business context

Chapter 6 | Study 2

Entrepreneurial roles within the new venture context

Chapter 7 | Study 3

Conclusion

Chapter 8 | General conclusions

Source: Author’s illustration
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2

Enterprising families: The relationship between the family, the firm, and
the individual in entrepreneurship
This chapter provides the basis for understanding the different entrepreneurial roles of the

next generation within enterprising families, explaining the system of enterprising families and
the link between their interacting systems. Exactly what is the family side in entrepreneurship?
To answer this, the chapter highlights how we can advance entrepreneurship research by
introducing the family as an important unit of analysis. Section 2.1 defines the term enterprising
family, which is followed by highlighting the importance of it and thus the family level of
analysis for the entrepreneurship field and its implications for research (Section 2.2). Section
2.3 explains the interaction between the three subsystems of the family, the firm, and the
individual, anchoring the concept of the enterprising family metasystem (Habbershon & Pisturi,
2002; Habbershon et al., 2003).
2.1

The definition of enterprising families
The definitions of family businesses and enterprising families in the literature suggest that

the family and the business systems interact. Upon closer inspection, the approaches of these
two research objects are in fact different. While the term family business implies the focus on
firm level issues and thus the firm level of analysis, studies researching enterprising families
mostly focus on the family side of entrepreneurship and its analysis (see Chapters 2.2 and 2.3).
The definition of family businesses is a prevalent topic in family business research (e.g.
Chua et al., 1999), and is still not fully resolved (Astrachan, Klein, & Smyrnios, 2002;
Chrisman, Chua, & Sharma, 2005). Family business scholars predominantly use the following
definition of family businesses, which will also be used for this dissertation thesis9: A family
business is “a business 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” (Chua et al., 1999, p. 25).

9

The definition of a family business is not discussed in detail here. This dissertation thesis instead focuses on
enterprising families in the context of each empirical study (Chapters 5 to 7), which includes the respective
operational definition of a family business.
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As explained, this definition does not entail the family side in entrepreneurship, which
offers new perspectives in entrepreneurship research and represents the focus of this dissertation
thesis. This makes it necessary to illustrate a definition of family businesses within the scope
of the thesis, which captures the family as the foundation for entrepreneurial behavior. Scholars
as a result have started to focus on another level of analysis – the entrepreneuring family
(Sarathy, Andreassi, Tonelli, & Eddleston, 2015; Uhlaner et al., 2012), entrepreneurial family
(Nordqvist & Melin, 2010), business family (Zellweger, Nason, & Nordqvist, 2012a), or
enterprising family (Frank et al., 2019; Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002; Habbershon et al., 2003;
Minola et al., 2016; Sarathy, Kumar, & Eddleston, 2015). Although these terms are different,
their meanings carry equal weight. Using the enterprising family10 as a research focus
particularly emphasizes how the firm is embedded in the family and not vice versa (Aldrich &
Cliff, 2003; Minola et al., 2016). As a result, it considers how entrepreneurial behaviors and
motivations of family members develop with shifts in family structures, and also includes
family-related issues in entrepreneurial behavior (Mattessich & Hill, 1987).
Multiple definitions of the term enterprising family exist. Nordqvist and Melin (2010, p.
221) define the enterprising family as a “family that runs one or more businesses and has the
intent to grow these businesses with the family as the foundation”. In other words, the
enterprising family is out to create wealth, which includes the wish to ensure the survival of the
enterprising family as such, involving socioemotional goals (Berrone, Cruz, & Gómez-Mejía,
2012) “by (the) way of business value creation” (Uhlaner et al., 2012, p. 2). Furthermore, this
definition incorporates the transgenerational intention of enterprising families and their
intention to grow and pass on the entrepreneurial behavior and businesses over generations.
Frank et al. (2019) complement this definition, specifically mentioning the financial wealth
creation and financial goals attributed to enterprising families: The authors state that an
enterprising family is a “family that owns one or more businesses and derives income via its
businesses, where the business family’s life is characterized by the influence of the businesses
owned and, in many cases, also managed and/or controlled” (Frank et al., 2019, p. 264). The
definition by Frank et al. (2019) is the definition on which this dissertation is based.
In addition, the literature has described some characteristics of enterprising families that
are important to mention. Nordqvist and Melin (2010, p. 214) state that an enterprising family

10

This dissertation thesis uses the term enterprising family.
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is a “social structure, that can both drive and constrain entrepreneurial activities, […]
processes, and outcomes”. This means that enterprising families are coined by an oxymoron in
terms of their entrepreneurial behavior (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002; Uhlaner et al., 2012). On
the one hand, the enterprising family is characterized by refraining from entrepreneurial
orientation to protect their socioemotional wealth (SEW)11 (Berrone et al., 2012) while on the
other hand, having strong entrepreneurial objectives and motives (Lumpkin, Martin, & Vaughn,
2008; Uhlaner et al., 2012), and continuously searching for entrepreneurial opportunities. The
family is thus “enterprising” (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002, p. 228). In addition, Pisturi and
Habbershon (2002) add the entrepreneurial mindset as a characteristic feature of its members.
Enterprising families have an ownership mentality where the family is the investor in the
business as it strives to achieve transgenerational intentions and follows entrepreneurial
strategies in accelerating (creating wealth and growth) the businesses (Habbershon & Pisturi,
2002).
2.2

A brief overview of the importance of enterprising families for entrepreneurship
research
The aim of this chapter is to explain the importance of the family side in entrepreneurship,

and map the field itself. As explained, past research has focused on the business instead of the
family side, meaning that individual and family level predictors have gained limited attention.
Research has considered topics like ensuring survival, managing legacy, and securing
continuity (e.g. Astrachan, 2010; Bertrand & Schoar, 2006; Daspit et al., 2016; Frank et al.,
2019; Garcia et al., 2018; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Minola et al., 2016; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010;
Rogoff & Heck, 2003; Uhlaner et al., 2012; Zellweger et al., 2012a). Entrepreneurship theories
have been integrated into family business research to understand these topics instead of family
theories to explain firm outcomes (Jennings, Breitkreuz, & James, 2014) (some exceptions e.g.:
Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Dyer, 2006; James, Jennings, & Breitkreuz, 2012; Jaskiewicz et al.,
2017; Minola et al., 2016; Olson, Zuiker, Danes, Stafford, Heck, & Duncan, 2003; Rogoff &
Heck, 2003). This is surprising because the family could be the source of “oxygen that feeds
the fire of entrepreneurship” (Rogoff & Heck, 2003, p. 559), not to mention that the family is

“The socioemotional endowment is conceptualized in broad terms to capture the stock of affected-related value
that a family derives from its controlling position in a particular firm” (Berrone, Cruz, & Gómez-Mejía, 2012, p.
259).
11
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the most important stakeholder group and defining element in family businesses (Chua et al.
1999; Frank et al., 2019; Zellweger et al., 2010). The family is also the most important social
institution in which all individuals are embedded (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Nordqvist & Melin,
2010). However, the past decades have mostly seen a one-sided approach, leading to findings
that do not capture the complexity of enterprising families, and thus the interplay between the
family, the individual, and the business system (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Bettinelli et al., 2014;
Habbershon et al., 2003; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010).
Figure 3 shows that the interest in research on enterprising families and the family side
of entrepreneurship has continuously increased since 1980. This also becomes evident in the
number of special issues published on the topic (e.g. Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Heck, Hoy,
Poutziouris, Steier, 2008; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Uhlaner et al., 2012).
Figure 3: The evolution of the enterprising family as a unit of analysis in management,
entrepreneurship, and family business research12 13
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It should be noted that this represents a simple trend and tendency. It does not claim to be an exhaustive and
systematic literature review.
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Criteria and steps: (1) date: from 1980 to 2019; (2) keywords entered in EBSCO: entrepreneuring family,
enterprising family or entrepreneurial family in abstracts led to 200 articles; (3) these 200 articles were scanned to
see whether they focus on the family level of analysis, which led to 30 articles; (4) 16 more articles were found
through cross-referencing, which led to the identification of 46 articles focusing on the enterprising family and the
family level of analysis.

15

Chapter 2 | Enterprising families

The family side of entrepreneurship offers multiple opportunities to gain new insights
into the reciprocal influence of the family and the business system as well as the role of the
family in new entrepreneurial activities. Here, focusing on the enterprising family contributes
to answering the central question in family business research: “How does the family contribute
to firm success?” (Zellweger et al., 2010, p. 54). The shift from the firm level to the family level
of analysis encompasses a change in scope of family economic activity (Zellweger et al.,
2012a). Furthermore, Frank et al. (2019) suggest that using the family unit of analysis sharpens
the boundaries of the family business research field, legitimizing it within management and
entrepreneurship sciences (Bettinelli et al., 2014; Busenitz, West, Shepard, Nelson, Chandler,
& Zacharakis, 2003; Frank et al., 2019). Aldrich and Cliff (2003), for example, argue that
including the family into research is important and a crucial unit of analysis for understanding
new venture creation. The authors introduced the family embeddedness perspective into
research to understand the role of the family for the development of entrepreneurial skills,
resource allocation, opportunity recognition, and decisions in new venture creation (Aldrich &
Cliff, 2003). Entrepreneurship research particularly focuses on the emergence of new venture
creation (opportunity emergence, opportunity recognition, venture creation) (Aldrich & Cliff,
2003; Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Timmons, 1999), and
empirical evidence suggests that the family plays a crucial role in the new venture creation
process (Chapter 3.5) (e.g. Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986; Chang, Memili, Chrisman, Kellermanns,
& Chua, 2009; Hahn, Minola, Bosio, & Cassia, 2019; Sharma et al., 2003; Steier, 2007). The
family level of analysis additionally helps to better explain the family’s role within the
processes and outcomes of entrepreneurship (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010) as well as the
transgenerational entrepreneurship of families (Zellweger et al., 2012a).
In addition, Salvato and Aldrich (2012) state that most family businesses fail not due to
economic and market reasons, but rather because of family conflicts and failed family
management. This illustrates the urgency to investigate family-related issues, and exemplifies
that the family is the most important success factor for their businesses (Rogoff & Heck, 2003;
Zellweger et al., 2010). Including the family into entrepreneurship research also helps us to
understand e.g. how identity concerns, family ties, and family members getting along influence
firm-level outcomes (Cruz, Gómez-Mejia, & Becerra, 2010; Dyer & Whetten, 2006; Lumpkin,
Brigham, & Moss, 2010; Zellweger et al., 2012a), seen for example in the conservative risk
behavior to preserve SEW (Gómez-Mejía, Haynes, Núñez-Nickel, Jacobson, & Moyano16
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Fuentes, 2007). Zellweger et al. (2012a) argue here that antecedents to success of family
businesses cannot be assessed without including the family level of analysis, which helps us to
understand the logic and systematic influences (Habbershon et al., 2003) behind firm-level
outcomes and their resulting decision making. These include the trade-off relationships within
the family and business system between stability (tradition) and need for adaptation
(innovation) (Zellweger et al., 2012a) as well as strategy processes (Habbershon et al., 2003).
The fields of interests within family business and entrepreneurship research continue to
evolve from succession, success, and continuity research to a stronger focus on issues like
growth, change, and the creation of the new (Zellweger et al., 2012a). Several opportunities for
new avenues of research develop here, which will be outlined throughout this dissertation thesis
and further elaborated on in Chapter 8.
2.3

The system of the enterprising family: The relationship between the family, the firm,
and the individual
The unified systems perspective of enterprising families (metasystem) (Habbershon et al.,

2003) encompasses three subsystems: the family unit – incorporating the traditions, history,
values, and attitudes of the family; the business unit – describing the processes, structures,
vision, and strategy to create wealth; and the individual family members – combining the skills,
needs, and interests of the family (Habbershon et al., 2003). A system includes “systematic
interactions […] (to) create synergy that increases the value of the component parts and the
system as a whole. The system should be able to synergistically do something that the parts
cannot do separately” (Habbershon et al., 2003, p. 457). This approach can be used to
understand the behaviors and actions as well as the interactions and multiplex relationships (Li
& Piezunka, 2019) of enterprising family members within that system. The unified systems
perspective also allows us to gain insights into how the family affects the enterprising activities
of the business, the family, and individual family members for current and future generations
(Habbershon et al., 2003).
The fields that research the interaction between the three systems, and thus
entrepreneurial processes in enterprising families, involve transgenerational entrepreneurship
(Habbershon et al., 2010) and/or family entrepreneurship (Bettinelli et al., 2014). Both concepts
incorporate the idea of studying the entrepreneurial behaviors of family members and family
businesses (Bettinelli et al., 2014; Randerson, Bettinelli, Fayolle, & Anderson, 2015) for
17
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transgenerational wealth creation (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002). Habbershon et al., (2010, p. 1)
define transgenerational entrepreneurship as “the process through which a family uses and
develops entrepreneurial mindsets and family-influenced resources and capabilities to create
new streams of entrepreneurial, financial and social value across generations”. Family
entrepreneurship is defined as “the research field that studies entrepreneurial behaviors of
family members” (Bettinelli et al., 2014, p. 164).
As mentioned, crucial for transgenerational value creation in enterprising families is the
next generation, the focal stakeholder group of this dissertation thesis. Taking a unified system
model approach to enterprising families and including the three levels of analysis is crucial for
understanding the entrepreneurial roles of next generation members from enterprising families
and how they synergistically influence each other to create transgenerational value through an
exchange of resources, capabilities, and entrepreneurial behavior (Bettinelli et al., 2014;
Habbershon et al., 2003) (Figure 4).
Figure 4: The unified system model of enterprising families from the perspective of the next
generation

Firm

Family

Next
generation

Legend:

Exchange of resources, capabilities and entrepreneurial behavior

Source: Adapted from Habbershon, Williams, & MacMillan, 2003, p. 455 and Bettinelli, Fayolle, &
Randerson, 2014, p. 169.
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The three subsystems are dynamic, interrelated, and subject to constant transitions. They
involve multiplex relationships (Kuwabara et al., 2010; Li & Piezunka, 2019; Verbrugge,
1979). In the following, the relationships between the family and firm, the individual and
family, and the family and firm are described focusing on the next generation as the family
member of interest within the scope of this dissertation thesis. The three subsystems that
comprise the metasystem of enterprising families represent the basis for the three empirical
studies at the heart of it. This approach allows a holistic view of the entrepreneurial behavior
(role) of the enterprising family from the perspective of the next generation, aiming to enhance
our knowledge of how these three subsystems influence each other (Figure 5). The relationships
between the subsystems are described below, followed by a brief explanation of how the
empirical studies in this dissertation thesis are embedded within them14. See Chapter 4 for a
detailed overview of the studies.

14

It is not the aim to provide a complete overview of the literature. This section instead briefly describes the
relationships. A deeper dive into the particular literature is done within the three empirical studies (Chapters 5 to
7). Also see Bettinelli, Fayolle, & Randerson (2014) for a detailed review.
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Figure 5: The unified system model of enterprising families from the perspective of the next
generation within the context of this dissertation thesis

Firm

Study 1

Study 2

Family

Study 3

Next
generation

Legend:

Exchange of resources, capabilities and entrepreneurial behavior

Source: Adapted from Habbershon, Williams, & MacMillan, 2003, p. 455 and Bettinelli, Fayolle, &
Randerson, 2014, p. 169.

The relationship between the next generation (individual) and the firm. The firm is
primarily affected by individuals through their personality traits, entrepreneurial skills, or
leadership styles (Bettinelli et al., 2014). The individual’s entrepreneurial behavior can
influence the firm’s success in a way allowing e.g. openness towards the experience of an
individual to have a positive effect on the entrepreneurial firm performance (Zhao, Seibert, &
Lumpkin, 2010). An individual’s entrepreneurial personality is also beneficial to firm success
(Schmitt-Rodermund, 2004). Nevertheless, the family firm also affects individual behaviors, a
perspective that has often been neglected in past research (Bettinelli et al., 2014). For example,
individuals might learn from mistakes and failures within the firm (Shepard & Cardon, 2009;
Shepard, Patzelt, & Wolfe, 2011), which can determine the entrepreneurial behavior of the next
generation. In addition, exposure to the firm can strongly influence a next generation’s
subjective norms, attitudes, and perceived behavioral control, forming entrepreneurial
intentions and their resulting action (Carr & Sequeira, 2007). Also, in enterprising families the
20
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firm is part of the family, so the individual’s relationship and attitude towards the firm can
strongly influence the entrepreneurial behavior and abilities of next generation members.
Nevertheless, our knowledge about how the relationship with the firm influences an
individual’s skill set as well as their entrepreneurial intentions and actions (e.g. succeeding in
the firm or creating a new venture) remains unexplored. Study 1 of this dissertation thesis
focuses on how the relationship with the firm in combination with their perceived cognitive
abilities influences the next generation’s entrepreneurial behavior (intention and action) (see
Chapters 3.3, 4.1 and 5).
The relationship between the family and the firm. The firm strongly influences the family.
For example, difficult economic times affect the family in how economically turbulent phases
can become part of the family history and identity, influencing a family’s learning processes
(Bettinelli et al., 2014; Salvato, Chirico, & Sharma, 2010). The family also strongly influences
the firm (e.g. Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Chua et al., 1999). Family involvement through
management or ownership has been the most frequently-used family element in past research
(Bettinelli et al., 2014), showing for example that family involvement influences a firm’s
innovativeness (Chrisman, Chua, De Massis, Frattini, & Wright, 2015a). Family involvement
and its influence on the firm has often been explained through the SEW perspective (Berrone
et al., 2012). Hauck and Prügl (2015) for example show how socioemotional factors influence
the perception of the succession phase as a window of opportunity for innovation. However,
less attention has been paid to how family structures or dynamics influence the firm (see
Chapter 2.2). Study 2 aims at understanding how family communication patterns and family
identification with the firm influence strategic actions within the family business from the
perspective of the next generation of enterprising families (see Chapter 3.4, 4.1 and 6).
The relationship between the family and next generation (individual). Family theories are
an opportunity to understand the interplay between the family and the next generation
(individual family member) (Jennings et al., 2014). The two subsystems are particularly linked
through patterns of communication, interaction, and information sharing systems, resulting in
rituals, stories, and symbols to create a common family culture, norms, and values (Bettinelli
et al., 2014; Sorensen, 2014). This makes the family crucial in developing the next generation’s
“personality traits and social behavior” (Bettinelli et al., 2014, p. 181). Having been socialized
within an enterprising family, next generation members develop attitudes towards
entrepreneurship (Carr & Sequeira, 2007); their entrepreneurial behavior is thus partly
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determined by the family. The family is also a great source of support and assistance across
generations in carrying out entrepreneurial behavior (Bettinelli et al., 2014). This influence is
not a one-way street, meaning the next generation can in fact influence the family currently in
charge. Their behavior and attitudes can affect and form the family culture, especially the family
culture of “enterprising” (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002, p. 228). Changes or transitions in the
next generation’s lives can have an enormous influence on the family, generating modifications
such as moving out or deciding to not be active within the enterprising family (Aldrich & Cliff,
2003). Put simply, the next generation can influence the family and “the way in which the family
perpetuates entrepreneurial values and role models” (Bettinelli et al., 2014, p. 186). However,
the relationship between these two subsystems is also characterized by mutual expectations and
dependency (Bettinelli et al., 2014). With this in mind, Bettinelli et al. (2014) raise the research
question of how the family influences the intergenerational obligations of family members, and
how this affects their entrepreneurial behavior. Study 3 addresses this potential research
question. Drawing on intergenerational solidarity theory, it explores and categorizes the family
influence, intergenerational solidarity, behaviors, and meanings of 17 next generation founders
from enterprising families in new venture creation.
This chapter provided an understanding of the term enterprising family, its importance,
and boundaries within entrepreneurship and family business research. It also explained the
functioning of an enterprising family. This is an initial overview of how the three studies of this
dissertation thesis embed within entrepreneurship and family business research, and how they
contribute to our understanding of the functioning of the enterprising family from the
perspective of the next generation and the most important question in family business research
is: “How does the family contribute to firm success?” (Zellweger et al., 2010, p. 54).
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3

The next generation in enterprising families, state of the literature, and
identification of research gaps
This chapter aims to embed the perspective of the next generation and their

entrepreneurial roles within the enterprising family into the unified system model (Habbershon
et al., 2003), offering an approach to research the family side in entrepreneurship. Chapter 3.1
explains the multiple-role approach to research next generation members used within the
dissertation thesis, from which a broader definition of next generation family members is
derived in Chapter 3.2. Here, the main research gap of this dissertation thesis as well as the
main research question will be identified. This is followed by outlining the state of the literature
about the roles of next generation members in different contexts, through which the research
gaps of the three empirical studies15 are derived: the family business versus the new venture
creation context (Chapter 3.3), the family business context (Chapter 3.4), and the new venture
context (Chapter 3.5).
3.1

The multiple-role approach to research next generation family members: A brief
explanation
This chapter aims at introducing the multiple-role approach of this dissertation thesis to

research next generation family members and their entrepreneurial activities within the family
and/or business domain. It strives to understand the family side in entrepreneurship. Limited
attention has been paid to the next generation of enterprising families in entrepreneurship
research (Spitzley & Prügl, 2018). While in family business research, the next generation has
been primarily investigated within the context of succession, other topics including
entrepreneurial behavior such as innovation or corporate venturing have been neglected
regarding the next generation within the family business context. This is surprising in light of
the fact that this perspective could provide forward-looking information on the development of
the research field as well as family businesses in general. Furthermore, although succession is
a prevalent theme in family business research, it has focused on firm-level issues and thus the
incumbent perspective (e.g. Astrachan, 2010; Bertrand & Schoar, 2006; Daspit et al., 2016;

15

The description of the research gaps in Chapters 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 are more general, while the detailed
descriptions of their derivation are described in the respective chapters (5 to 7) for each empirical study.
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Frank et al., 2019; Garcia et al., 2018; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Minola et al., 2016; Nordqvist &
Melin, 2010; Uhlaner et al., 2012).
A reason for this focus on firm-level issues and the resulting concentration on the
incumbent’s perspective could be the narrow definition that constitutes the next generation
within enterprising families. Past research that has taken a next generation perspective focused
on those members that actively work in the family business (e.g. Handler, 1990, 1992), and
who are often referred to as successors. The perspective of the next generation here concentrates
on succession issues rather than entrepreneurial ones (for a review see e.g. Brockhaus, 2004;
Handler, 1994) meaning that the literature equates the terms next generation and successor (see
for example Handler, 1990, 1992; Mazzola et al., 2008). With this being the case, one single
role is attributed to the next generation within the enterprising family, i.e. the formal role of the
active successor within the business system. This single-role approach to researching the next
generation within enterprising families (see Figure 7) does not account for the multiple roles
family members, particularly the next generation, can have within the enterprising family. It
even considers the family and the business system as almost separate entities (Habbershon et
al., 2003). The focal point of researching the next generation here lies within the business
system from the stance of the unified system model of enterprising families (Habbershon et al.,
2003). The problem with this is how it neglects the family side of entrepreneurship as well as
the fact that the enterprising family consists of more than just the senior generation and formal
and active successors. This traditional single-role approach of researching the next generation
is helpful in obtaining a transgenerational understanding of the firm system, but not a
comprehension of the transgenerational and (portfolio) entrepreneurship in enterprising
families and their entrepreneurial legacy within the firm and the family system (Jaskiewicz et
al., 2015; Zellweger et al., 2012a). Previous research appears to suggest that the enterprising
family consists of a single business entity, oversimplifying the enterprising family as a result
(Zellweger et al., 2012a).
Furthermore, the single-role approach fails to consider the antecedents to next generation
engagement within the family business. In doing this, it denies a crucial perspective that could
help us understand why next generation members decide against involvement within the family
business. Even further, in taking the single-role approach, we decline a perspective that could
help us understand how entrepreneurial behavior develops and explains the heterogeneity in
creating new things, which is a main focus of entrepreneurship research (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003).
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Crucial topics in entrepreneurship research, i.e. opportunity recognition, new venture creation
outcomes (Aldirch & Cliff, 2003), or management research, i.e. decision making or innovation
(Hauck & Prügl, 2015) as a result remain under-researched from the perspective of the next
generation.
This becomes particularly evident when reviewing the literature that infuses the
perspective of the next generation from 1980 to 2019. The reviewed articles introducing a next
generation perspective focus on succession themes in general, albeit rarely on entrepreneurship
issues within the firm or family boundaries (see Figure 6). In addition, it is especially the family
business journals that focus on this perspective (28 articles), followed by entrepreneurship
journals (12 articles), management journals (8 articles) and venturing journals (2 articles).
Figure 6: Key research issues from the perspective of the next generation from enterprising
families16 17
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It should be noted that this represents a simple trend and tendency. It does not claim to be an exhaustive and
systematic literature review.
17

Criteria and steps: (1) date: from 1980 to 2019; (2) keywords entered in EBSCO: different combinations of
keywords (such as successor, next generation, family firms, entrepreneurial behavior, innovation, corporate
entrepreneurship) have led to 880 articles; (3) 880 articles were scanned if they are focusing on the next generation
perspective as a level of analysis, which led to 55 articles; (4) 10 more articles were found through cross
referencing, which led to 65 papers focusing on the next generation as the level of analysis.
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As a consequence, this dissertation thesis introduces the multi-role approach to
researching next generation members (Figure 7) using an analysis of the family, individual, and
business system that applies to the three empirical studies within this dissertation thesis
(Chapters 5 to 7). This approach could be beneficial in understanding the family side of
entrepreneurship from a next generation perspective, supplementing the single-role approach.
Along with understanding the family as well as individual system of enterprising families, it
offers us a broader variety of issues requiring research such as interest of succession, success
and continuity, and a stronger focus on factors like growth, change, and the creation of new
(Zellweger et al., 2012a). It questions how these are influenced by individual family members
as well as family and firm dynamics and structures. In addition, this approach captures the
potential entrepreneurial capacity of enterprising families, their business initiatives, and
organizations (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Rogoff & Heck, 2003).
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Figure 7: Multiple-role approach to researching the next generation from enterprising families
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Source: Author’s illustration

From a unified systems perspective and the multiple-role approach, the next generation
has at least two roles within the metasystem of enterprising families. Here, the multiple-role
approach considers a broader view, understanding the next generation in enterprising families
as having a role within individual, family, and/or firm systems. Along with considering the next
generation members that have an active and formal role within the business system, it includes
next generation members that are part of the family system and (informally) part of the firm
system (Figure 7). Through the interaction and overlap of the three subsystems of enterprising
families (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002; Habbershon et al., 2003), family members have roles,
opinions, and beliefs regarding entrepreneurial issues in every subsystem. The entrepreneurial
role in the business domain here develops through commitment and dedication to the family
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system (Sharma & Irving, 2005) as well as via norms, values, and identity as part of the
socialization within the enterprising family (Stamm, 2013). Accordingly, the next generation’s
(entrepreneurial) behavior within the family and/or the business system influences all
subsystems. This is why the multiple-role approach includes entrepreneurial roles beyond
succession and considers entry modes to entrepreneurship for the next generation that involve
more than simply succession in the family business. One example here includes establishing an
own venture.
A next step will show the range of entrepreneurial roles that the next generation can have
from a multiple-role approach18 perspective. Entrepreneurial roles can change over the life
cycle, and the next generation can have multiple roles at the same time. Starting from the
perspective of the family system, the next generation has a permanent role within this system
by birth. This means that the next generation is influenced as an individual by the family and
the business, while at the same time influencing the business and the family system through
own values, norms, identity, and opinions (Habbershon et al., 2003). However, the degree to
which this influence is executed and appreciated depends on the family climate and the
opportunity for open discussions between different generations (see Study 2). In this kind of
situation, the next generation can informally influence the business system, even though they
do not have an official and formal role within the firm system. Second, the next generation can
also have a formal role within the business system; the next generation can be an ordinary
employee or member of the family business management. Furthermore, the next generation can
be involved in ownership of the family business, and at the same time perform different
entrepreneurial roles outside it (see below). The next generation could be formally involved in
the business as part of the advisory board, board of directors, or supervisory board. Moreover,
the next generation can have entrepreneurial roles outside the firm system. This could include
founding an own business or even being an employee in a different non-family or family
business. Next generation roles could also include a combination of different roles. For
example, a next generation member could be involved in family business ownership, and still
establish an own venture that is related or not related to it (see Study 3).
This approach is based on the idea that individuals do not operate in vacuums, but instead
interact and respond to their environment (Gartner, 1985), which is described as socialization

18

It is not the aim here to show a full range of entrepreneurial roles, but a range of different and potential roles.
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(Berger & Luckmann, 1991). “Everybody is born into an objective social structure within which
they encounter those who are in charge of their socialization – that is, first their families and
then other social agents” (García-Álvarez et al., 2002, p. 190). Past research has acknowledged
that experiences within the enterprising family constitute a powerful socializing influence on
the entrepreneurial attitudes, values, and behaviors of next generation family members over the
course of their life (Carr & Sequeira 2007; Schröder, Schmitt-Rodermund, & Arnaud, 2011).
Entrepreneurial families thus have specific educational practices (education/socialization),
which can transmit entrepreneurial values, knowledge, and skills onto the next generation
(Laspita, Breugst, Heblich, & Patzelt, 2012; Randerson et al., 2015). The family is where
entrepreneurial behaviors and intentions evolve and where individuals learn how to interact
with other individuals (Bettinelli et al., 2014; Chung & Gale, 2009; Krueger, 2003). This means
that entrepreneurial behavior is transferred to the next generation through e.g. parents being
positive role models (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015). Furthermore, being socialized in an enterprising
family comes with parents’ and the own expectations tied to the continuation of the enterprising
family as such (e.g. Garcia et al., 2018; Perricone, Earle, & Taplin, 2001; Sharma & Irving,
2005), which strongly shapes the next generation’s understanding of their entrepreneurial roles
within the enterprising family.
At the same time, we need to consider how the socialization within enterprising families
occurs in multiplex relationships (Li & Piezunka, 2019). As demonstrated in Chapter 2.3,
enterprising families are complex, interconnected by the three subsystems next generation
family members are embedded in. The literature describes these as multiplex relationships
involving economic and social domains. The roles within them are subject to constant transition
(Kuwabara et al., 2010; Li & Piezunka, 2019; Verbrugge, 1979). At a certain point in time, each
next generation member in an enterprising family has a certain position within the family as
well the business system (Minola et al., 2016), i.e. a “location […] in a system of social
relationships” (Gross, Mason, & McEachern, 1958, p. 48). An individual “can take on one or
more roles” (individual system) (Minola et al., 2016, p. 3), so that “part of a social position
consisting of a more or less integrated or related subset of social norms which is distinguishable
from other sets of norms forming the same position” (Bates, 1956, p. 314). Accordingly, the
roles of the next generation can change over time and are exposed to a constant interaction of
the family and the business system. Multiplex relationships involve an alignment of the role
hierarchies across systems (Li & Piezunka, 2019), which leads to the assumption that the next
29

Chapter 3 | Next generation in enterprising families

generation in enterprising families has similar roles within the family as well as the business
system. This is reasoned by the relational interactions that condition family members to treat
each other in accordance with their positions in the respective system (Li & Piezunka, 2019). It
is therefore expected in an enterprising family that roles are transposed and flow across the
family and the business system so that family members get accustomed to specific roles from
one domain to the other (Li & Piezunka, 2019). Some authors have noticed that a transition in
one domain may result in rethinking your role in another (Rogers, Coley, & Ashforth, 2017).
With the unified systems perspective of enterprising families (Habbershon et al., 2003)
in mind, the multiple-role approach accounts for the fact that the next generation belongs to the
family as well the business system. The next generation not only has a formal role as a successor
within the enterprising family. They can also have diverse roles that formally or informally
influence the family as well as the business system. This perspective has been neglected by past
research that has considered a single-role position of next generation members within the
enterprising family. This research gap and corresponding question are presented in the
following; it will be addressed by all three empirical studies in this dissertation thesis.
Main research gap of the dissertation thesis: Although the next generation has been
researched mostly from a perspective of the formal role as the successor (single-role
approach), next generation family members can have multiple (formal and informal) roles
within the enterprising family, mutually influencing the family, the individual, and the
business system.
Main research question of the dissertation thesis:
How and why does the socialization within an enterprising family influence the preference
for, choice of, and realization of next generation family members’ entrepreneurial roles?

3.2

The definition of the next generation in enterprising families
The multiple-role approach to researching next generation family members requires a

definition that does this approach justice. Traditional definitions of the term next generation are
related to the active and formal position of the next generation in the family business (see for
example Handler, 1990, 1992; Mazzola et al., 2008). As mentioned, the next generation in an
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enterprising family is crucial for the survival of the family business (De Massis et al., 2014;
Garcia et al., 2018). Even if the next generation member does not have an active role within the
firm system, they have an important and informal role within the family, forming the
enterprising family’s identity, influencing their behavior and attitude towards the family as well
as the business system (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2012).
Next generation members are family members representing a stakeholder group of the
firm (Sharma, 2004), socialized within the enterprising family, and strongly affecting the
transgenerational wealth creation and transition of the enterprising family “as they grow up with
the firm, hear stories about the firm, and encounter firm-related identity cues, such that the firm
becomes an integral part of their personal biography, history, and identity” (Deephouse &
Jaskiewicz, 2013, p. 341). Stemming from being part of the enterprising family, the next
generation will have a certain degree of commitment towards the family and firm due to this
person’s strong familial identification with them (Dawson, Irving, Sharma, Chirico, & Marcus,
2014; Sharma & Irving, 2005). This is furthermore accompanied by a high ownership and/or
management succession likelihood (Dyck, Mauws, Starke, & Mischke, 2002; Handler, 1989)
based on the idea that an enterprising family has a next generation if a senior generation is still
involved in management and/or ownership in the firm.
The multiple-role approach understands the next generation in an enterprising family as
follows:
The next generation in an enterprising family is
(1)

a crucial stakeholder group of their respective families and their survival,

(2)

socialized within an enterprising family actively engaged in entrepreneurial
activities and characterized by transgenerational transmission of entrepreneurial
behavior through values, history, and identity,

(3)

pursuing the vision of the enterprising family to pass on the wealth in a manner
that is “potentially sustainable across generations of the family or families” (Chua
et al., 1999, p. 25),

(4)

strongly influencing the family and the firm system without necessarily being
formally engaged in the family business.
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This definition encompasses all next generation members that are part of an
entrepreneurially active family and includes those next generation members who in their
childhood and/or early adolescence are exposed to the entrepreneurial activities of the family.
This is because the enterprising family is only then understood as having a major influence on
the entrepreneurial values, identity, and behavior (socialization) of the next generation family
members (Stamm, 2013). Furthermore, only if the family is actively engaged in entrepreneurial
activities and the next generation is exposed to this behavior, the enterprising family can model
an entrepreneurial mindset to its members (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002). Consequently, the
next generation only includes those individuals where the enterprising family has an ownership
mentality and where the family is the investor in the business to achieve transgenerational goals,
following entrepreneurial strategies in accelerating the business (i.e. creating wealth and
growth) (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002). This also means that this definition doesn’t include next
generation members who have not been conditioned/socialized by a family actively engaged in
entrepreneurial activities. A prerequisite for being part of the next generation therefore includes
a family that is “enterprising” (Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002, p. 228), and that the next
generation has been strongly influenced by this as part of their socialization (Frank et al., 2019).
For example, an individual that is socialized in a family engaged in a family business through
ownership without actively participating in the creation of value and wealth for the business
(Habbershon & Pisturi, 2002), would not be considered next generation due to this person’s
entrepreneurial behavior lacking the corresponding socialization within this family.
3.3

Research Gap 1: Entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the family
business versus the new venture context
As explained in Chapters 3.1 and 3.2, next generation family members can have different

roles within the enterprising family, influencing the family, individual, and business systems.
This dissertation thesis aims at understanding entrepreneurial roles of next generation members
in different contexts, i.e. how and why they emerge and influence the family, business, and
individual systems (see Figure 5). Study 1 focuses on the family business versus new venture
context and aims at understanding how the intentions and actions of entrepreneurial roles of the
next generation emerge and develop (Chapter 3.3). Study 2 investigates the entrepreneurial
roles of the next generation within the family business and how this shapes their strategic
decision-making within this context (Chapter 3.4). Study 3 researches the role of the next
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generation as a founder of an own venture, and how the enterprising family shapes the venture
creation process (Chapter 3.5).
The first context that this dissertation thesis focuses on (Study 1) is the family business
versus the new venture creation context from the perspective of the next generation. The aim is
to understand the formation of intentions and actions of entrepreneurial roles within
enterprising families. These two specific contexts were used in past empirical and conceptual
studies to illustrate entry modes to entrepreneurship (e.g. Pittino et al., 2018; Zellweger et al.,
2011a). From a unified systems perspective of enterprising families (Figure 5), Study 1 in the
broadest sense considers the interaction between the individual and the firm subsystem.
Past research has focused on career development to understand the entrepreneurial
intentions of next generation family members (e.g. Zellweger et al., 2011a; for a review see
Pittino et al., 2018). Therefore, within the scope of Study 1, the entrepreneurial roles of the next
generation are investigated in terms of the intention and action of the next generation to choose
succession or new venture creation as an entry mode into entrepreneurship. As mentioned, the
socialization in an enterprising family (see Chapter 3.1) is a specific contextual factor in which
career choice intentions evolve (Zellweger et al., 2011a). This is because business ownership
has lasting impacts on the social interactions and psychological development of family
members in the enterprising family (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Dyer & Handler, 1994), especially
being subjected to the opportunities and challenges related to having an entrepreneurial or selfemployed career (Zellweger et al., 2011a).
Research suggests that experience with the family business affects intentions, which are
defined in the sociological and psychological theories as intergenerational influence (Carr &
Sequeira, 2007; Mead, 1934). Intergenerational influence is said to occur within the
socialization process as a means for children to develop social roles to engage in society (Brim,
1968). The existence of the business within a family is here seen as an intergenerational
influence agent, transmitting information, beliefs, and resources (Moore, Wilkie, & Lutz,
2002), and possible early positive emotional experiences. The person’s self-development thus
involves a continuous process of reflection, which in turn affects subsequent attitudes and
behaviors. Consequently, being socialized in an enterprising family, next generation members
will develop norms of behavior towards business ownership (Menaghan & Parcel, 1995),
influenced by their family members’ emotions towards it (Porfeli, Wang, & Hartung, 2008),
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leading to the development of entrepreneurial-related attitudes and the corresponding career
choice intentions and actions (Morris & Lewis, 1995).
The most obvious entrepreneurial role of the next generation within the enterprising
family is active and formal succession in the family business. Another entrepreneurial role
involves founding an own business (Pittino et al., 2018). We do have some knowledge on how
family support (e.g. Arregle, Hitt, Sirmon, & Very, 2007; Chang et al., 2009; Edelman,
Manolova, Shirokova, & Tsukanova, 2016; Sieger & Minola, 2017), experience in the family
business (e.g. Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Dyer & Handler, 1994; Fairlie & Robb, 2007; Murphy &
Lambrechts, 2015), personal motivations and attitudes (e.g. Zellweger et al., 2011a), individual
resources, such as education (Hahn et al., 2019; Lazear, 2005) influence the founding intention.
However, our knowledge of the factors influencing next generation engagement in the family
business is scarce (Garcia et al., 2018) because family business research shows a tendency
towards the incumbents’ perspective rather than that of the next generation (De Massis et al.,
2016; Hauck & Prügl, 2015; Spitzley & Prügl, 2018). Furthermore, the focus on succession
issues has been on firm level rather than individual predictors (Daspit et al., 2016; Garcia et al.,
2018; Jaskiewicz & Dyer, 2017; some exceptions include Dawson, Sharma, Irving, Marcus, &
Chirico, 2015; Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013; Zellweger et al., 2011a). Consequently,
motivational and behavioral aspects of next generation engagement in the family business have
been mostly disregarded (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2012; Garcia et al., 2018; Zellweger et al.,
2011a).
Past research has also not focused on certain antecedents (e.g. experience in the family
business or relationship to the parents) that influence the development of entrepreneurial
intentions as well as their related outcomes (Randerson et al., 2015). Moreover, motivations,
psychological traits, and cognitive factors have been considered in isolation, not in combination
with each other (Pittino et al., 2018). Some studies have specifically researched how isolated
conditions, e.g. cognitive factors (e.g. Zellweger et al., 2011a) influence the preference of next
generation members to succeed in the family business or establish an own venture. Zellweger
et al. (2011a) suggest that with higher levels of self-efficacy, the career option of founding a
business is preferred over succession in the family business. Carr and Sequeira (2007) find that
prior family business exposure has a positive influence on entrepreneurial intent, which is
mediated by attitudes towards starting a business, perceived family support, and entrepreneurial
self-efficacy. Furthermore, Murphy and Lampbrechts (2015) concluded in their qualitative
34

Chapter 3 | Next generation in enterprising families

study that next generation involvement through helping and assisting in the family business
alters career decisions.
Pittino et al. (2018) were the first to not research different conditions isolated. The authors
suggest that high levels of family embeddedness and configurations of individual attributes and
goals lead to preferring succession over the new venture option (Pittino et al., 2018). Also,
Garcia et al. (2018) conceptualize on the influence of multiple interdependent conditions. In
their article, the authors explain how family relationships (perceived parental support and
psychological control) influence next generation engagement in the family business through
self-efficacy and commitment to the family business (Garcia et al., 2018).
Study 1 of this dissertation thesis follows the ideas of Pittino et al. (2018) and Garcia et
al. (2018). A central part of an enterprising family is also the business (Habbershon & Pisturi,
2002; Habbershon et al., 2003; Tagiuri & Davis, 1992). Growing up in a family where a
business is an extension of the family, the relationship with the family business becomes an
important but so far underexplored situational context variable. This makes it not only
interesting to understand how parents shape the career paths of the next generation, but also
how the perceived relationship with the family business affects the entry modes to
entrepreneurship of the next generation. Study 1 therefore focuses not on the parent-self
relationship, but on the family business-self relationship and how it influences the next
generation’s entry into entrepreneurship. In doing this, Study 1 proposes an understanding of
how the perceptions of the family business-self relationship and entrepreneurial abilities
contribute to the development of entrepreneurial career choices of next generation members,
acknowledging that multiple interdependent conditions lead to entrepreneurial intention and
action (succession or new venture creation). The study furthermore expands upon social
cognitive career theory in the context of the enterprising family by adding a new situational
variable representing a particular context: an entrepreneurial entity being part of the social
construction of the family (Frank et al., 2019). This allows us to improve our understanding of
the family and firm system as seeds for venturing and entrepreneurship (Basco, 2015; Criaco,
Sieger, Wennberg, Chirico, & Minola, 2017; Minola et al., 2016). Furthermore, most research
has investigated the intentions and not the entrepreneurial outcomes of different antecedents
(Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Kautonen, Van Gelderen, & Fink, 2015). Our knowledge regarding
the intention-action gap in the context of the entrepreneurial intentions of next generation
members from enterprising families is limited as a result (Carr & Seqeuira, 2007; Garcia et al.,
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2018; Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013). This is why Study 1 relies on longitudinal data
and investigates how the entrepreneurial intentions of the next generation turn into entry modes
to entrepreneurship.
Research gap Study 1: The entrepreneurial intentions (succession and founding intention)
of next generation members of the enterprising family have not been researched in the light
of the individual relationship to the family business, nor in the light of the interdependency
of multiple conditions (cognitive factors and relationship to the firm). Furthermore, past
research has investigated the entrepreneurial intentions of the next generation, but less the
resulting action.
Research question Study 1: How does the relationship with the family business affect the
entry modes to entrepreneurship of the next generation in enterprising families?

3.4

Research Gap 2: Entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the family
business context
Study 2’s context investigates the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the

family business and how this context shapes their strategic decision making. Put specifically,
Study 2 aims at understanding how the next generation sets strategic decisions concerning the
entrepreneurial behavior (corporate venturing) of the family business19. From a unified systems
perspective of enterprising families (Habbershon et al., 2003) (Figure 5), it considers in a
broadest sense the interaction between the family and the firm subsystems.
As Figure 6 (Chapter 3.1) indicated, we have little knowledge about entrepreneurial issues
within the family business from the perspective of the next generation. There are however a
few articles that have integrated the perspective of the next generation into research on
entrepreneurial issues within the family business.
In their conceptual article, Minola et al. (2016) indirectly assessed the next generation’s
perspective on strategic issues. Their aim was to understand how family dynamics influence
corporate venturing activities, conceptualizing the idea that as soon as the next generation enters
the family’s business, the motivation for corporate venturing decreases due to conflict in
19

See Chapter 6 for a detailed explanation of the specific context of corporate venturing within the
entrepreneurship literature.
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normative alignment (Minola et al., 2016). Furthermore, Marchisio, Mazzola, Sciascia, Miles,
and Astrachan (2010) considered different individual family members when studying corporate
venturing. Their article involved qualitative data on active as well as non-active next generation
family members of the enterprising family. The results showed that through corporate
venturing, the next generation’s human capital (experience, skills, entrepreneurial behavior)
increases to gain legitimacy and credibility while the affective commitment towards the core
business decreases (Marchisio et al., 2010). In addition, Au, Chiang, Birtch, and Ding (2013)
focused on transgenerational entrepreneurship from the perspective of the next generation.
Based on a single case study, the authors found that venturing is a valuable opportunity for the
next generation to enter the business to learn and experience entrepreneurship outside the
boundaries of the core business, offering the possibility for incumbents to assess the next
generation’s skills and abilities (Au et al., 2013). Furthermore, Nordqvist, Wennberg, and
Hellerstedt (2013) presented a literature review that considers entrepreneurial processes
regarding succession. Their work exemplifies that most studies concentrate on firm-level issues
with a focus on resources (such as social capital) and governance when it comes to succession,
and not on entrepreneurial issues within the firm such as corporate venturing or entrepreneurial
orientation (Nordqvist et al., 2013). In light of this research, it is seen that the literature taking
a next generation perspective of strategic issues within the family business is very limited.
Although previous findings exemplify how the family influences workplace outcomes
(Carmon & Pearson, 2013; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Sciascia, Clinton, Nason, James, & RiveraAlgarin, 2013), researchers have scarce knowledge regarding how family communication is
linked to the business (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017)20. As explained in Chapter 2.2, understanding
how family variables influence firm outcomes offers multiple research opportunities,
particularly regarding the behavior of the next generation within the family business context. It
broadens our understanding of the influence of the family on the firm. On the one hand, we are
able to understand how the family influences the next generation’s relationship with the firm.
On the other hand, a stakeholder group of the firm is assessed that is strongly inclined towards
it, but at the same time is not affected by the daily processes in the family business when it
comes to their decisions and identity perceptions. This is particularly interesting because it is

20

See Chapter 2.2 for a review of the literature and importance of the family side in entrepreneurship.
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primarily the next generation in family businesses that will make the decisions about future
topics such as digital transformation.
One reason for the lack of research focusing on entrepreneurial issues within the firm
(such as entrepreneurial behavior) from the perspective of the next generation could be the
approach that has been used, or the lacking access to data sources. To the best of the author’s
knowledge, Marchisio et al. (2010) were the first to integrate non-active next generation
members into research that focuses on entrepreneurial issues within the family business. Using
a multiple-role approach to research next generation family members (Chapter 3.1), and
following the definition of the next generation in this dissertation thesis (Chapter 3.2) could
open the way to:
(1)

understand the next generation perspective on entrepreneurial issues within the
firm context,

(2)

research the family side in entrepreneurship and how i.e. family dynamics affect
firm outcomes.

Study 2 uses the multiple-role approach to research the next generation’s perspective on
external corporate venturing in the family business to address the above research gap, along
with how family dynamics influence this and the family’s identification with the firm. This in
turn can help us explain firm-level outcomes and how they are influenced by family dynamics,
i.e. family communication.
Research gap Study 2: There is limited research on the entrepreneurial issues and roles of
the next generation within the family business. We lack an understanding of the potential
future development of family businesses and how the next generation evaluates strategic
issues within them. We also have limited knowledge on how family dynamics influence the
strategic decision making of the next generation within the enterprising family.
Research question Study 2: How are family communication patterns related to the
strategic priority of ECV, and how does the family identification with the focal firm affect
that relationship?
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3.5

Research Gap 3: Entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the new
venture context
This dissertation thesis considers the role of the next generation within the enterprising

family in the new venture context. Study 3 focuses on understanding the role of the next
generation within the enterprising family as a founder of an own venture to gain an
understanding of the transgenerational and (portfolio) entrepreneurship in enterprising families
and their entrepreneurial legacy within the firm and the family system (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015;
Zellweger et al., 2012a). From a unified systems perspective of enterprising families
(Habbershon et al., 2003) (Figure 5), Study 3 in the broadest sense considers the interaction
between the individual and the family (enterprising family) subsystem.
Research on the emergence of new venture creation shows a similar lack of attention to
families (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003). Although the literature on this topic has concentrated first and
foremost on the abilities, disposition, and traits of founders (Aldrich & Wiedenmayer, 1993),
some researchers have in fact started to investigate their social embeddedness (Aldrich &
Zimmer, 1986; Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Cramton, 1993; Hahn et al., 2019; Larson & Starr, 1993).
“The birthplace of entrepreneurial ventures is often the home” (Heck, Danes, Fitzgerald,
Haynes, Jasper, Schrank, Stafford, & Winter, 2006, p. 81). Previous research in this regard has
shown that the family background plays a central role in the entrepreneurial activities of
individuals (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Chang et al., 2009; Heck et al., 2006; Sieger & Minola,
2017; Steier, 2007). Astrachan, Zahra, and Sharma (2003) for example found that 85 percent of
all ventures started with some form of family backing. Therefore, Steier (2007) criticizes the
fact that founders are often analyzed separately from the influences of their social and family
environment, advocating a stronger focus on family influences in new venture creation research.
Consequently, there is a growing interest in determining the role of the family or family
background when it comes to new venture creation. Put specifically, while entrepreneurship
research focuses mainly on issues of founder personality, environmental factors, applied
management strategies, and organizational forms, there is only minimal focus on the family,
which is truly the crucial system with the potential to provide the many resources successful
entrepreneurship requires.
Family plays an important – albeit understated – role in the entrepreneurial behavior of
individuals (Laspita et al., 2012), their entrepreneurial intention (e.g. Chang et al., 2009; Dyer
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& Handler, 1994; Zellweger et al., 2011a), opportunity recognition (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003;
Baron & Shane, 2005), opportunity exploitation (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003), and the decision to
proceed through the phases of new venture creation (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Steier, 2007).
The family provides moral values and attitudes, and creates identity for the individual that can
be used in business relationships (Steier, 2007). The family can thus be considered the strongest
social institution affecting entrepreneurial behavior (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010). This influence
is not necessarily direct, but instead occurs through social, cultural, symbolic, and cultural
capital that is passed on from one generation to the other (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010) and
indirectly influences the venture creation process (Chang et al., 2009). As already mentioned,
family members, first and foremost parents, can provide psychological support for the
entrepreneur, acting as role models or mentors in the venture creation process (Aldrich & Cliff,
2003; Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Sardeshmukh & Corbett, 2011; Steier, 2007). Applying the
resource-based view to the venture creation process, Chang et al. (2009) suggest that the
resources an entrepreneur has access to, can impact the actual decision of starting a venture as
well as its subsequent strategy, survival, and success. These resources are tangible and
intangible, ranging from financial, human, and social capital, education, as well as know-how,
advice, emotional support, and reputation (Arregle, Batjargal, Hitt, Webb, Miller, & Tsui, 2015;
Granovetter, 1985; Johannisson & Mønsted, 1997; Rogoff & Heck, 2003; Steier, 2007). This
shows that immediate and extended family members play an important role in assembling
resources for the new venture creation (Steier, 2007). Edelman et al. (2016) similarly find that
family social capital has a significant positive effect on the new venture activities of
entrepreneurs. Emotional support and family cohesion reinforce this effect (Edelman et al.,
2016).
However, the family can also have a negative and obstructive influence on the
development of a successful new venture (Arregle et al., 2015). This could be because family
ties are usually very strong, so that founders primarily rely on their family network, which could
lead to redundant information and obligations as well as a disregard for external expertise
(Arregle et al., 2015). Furthermore, Sieger and Minola (2017) found a negative relationship
between the availability of family financial support and entrepreneurial intention, which is
positively moderated by family cohesion, and weakened by entrepreneurial self-efficacy. On
that account, Edelman et al. (2016) showed that strong financial support from the family was
negatively correlated with new venture activities (Edelman et al., 2016). The authors explain
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this by the fact that entrepreneurs who have family financial capital at their disposal are less
likely to have to search for business partners (Edelman et al., 2016).
Although the enterprising family sets a specific context in which children develop
personal characteristics, behavior, and career intentions (Lerner, 1982; Zellweger et al., 2011a),
we have limited knowledge on how the enterprising family influences the new venture creation
of next generation family members. Children adopt both the values and the behavior of their
parents through observational learning (Bandura, 1986; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994). Accordingly,
entrepreneurial attitudes and skills could be impacted by being exposed to a family with a
business, and thus to entrepreneurial actions and behavior during childhood. Something like
this has strong potential to shape an individual’s attitude towards entrepreneurship, and can
influence his or her intent to follow an entrepreneurial path (Carr & Sequeira, 2007). Children
who have grown up with parents who are entrepreneurs exhibit a higher probability of
developing an entrepreneurial intention than children who did not grow up under these
conditions (Dyer & Handler, 1994; Zellweger et al., 2011a). A closely related factor for the
development of entrepreneurial intention as well as for a positive attitude toward
entrepreneurial behavior is exposure to the experiences related to the family and its business(es)
(Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Zellweger et al., 2011a). The influence of the family on the founder
can thus be seen in an empirically supported correlation between the entrepreneurial activity of
the parents and the probability of the next generation starting a venture (Laspita et al., 2012;
Matthews & Moser, 1996). The former may even be able to skip a generation, i.e. grandparents
can also have an influence (Laspita et al., 2012). As a result, children with self-employed
(entrepreneur) parents are more likely to become entrepreneurs than children without this
background (Kolvereid, 1996; Rosenblatt, Mik, & Anderson, 1985; Steier, 2007).
The influence of the enterprising family on the next generation is diverse. It ranges from
an individual level comprising founders’ abilities and the recognition of opportunities, to an
institutional level involving the provision of tangible resources (such as finances) and intangible
factors (such as information, reputational advantages, psychological support, or social capital).
Research has found that students from an enterprising family feel more confident about their
efficacy, skills (Hahn et al., 2019), and abilities when starting an entrepreneurial career
compared with students without this background (Zellweger et al., 2011a), even though they
are doubtful about their ability to control the path of their career (Zellweger et al., 2011a).
Second, Zellweger et al. (2011a) note that having self-employed parents might expose children
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with a family business background to the constraints and sacrifices of an entrepreneurial career.
This can have the positive effect of being realistic about the possible downsides of it, preventing
potential hubris about entrepreneurial abilities (Hayward, Shepherd, & Griffin, 2006).
Furthermore, through the enterprising family, next generation founders gain access to specific
information that enables the recognition of entrepreneurial opportunities (Shane &
Venkataraman, 2000). Here, the family can act as an “incubator for the generation of new
business ideas” (Nordqvist et al., 2013, p. 214). Chlosta, Patzelt, Klein, and Dormann (2012)
found that children are more likely to engage in new venture creation if they have a high degree
of openness along with self-employed parental role models.
All of this indicates that the enterprising family offers access to resources that are specific
to next generation founders from enterprising families. The resources influencing the new
venture creation development can be both tangible and intangible (Edelman et al., 2016). Their
accumulation by the entrepreneur can be advantageous for every phase of the new venture
creation process (Chang et al., 2009). The most important resources that the enterprising family
can provide for an entrepreneur are financial resources, strategic support (Chang et al., 2009),
knowledge (Krueger & Carsrud, 1993), human capital, and other physical resources (Aldrich
& Cliff, 2003). Of important note is that this implies the existence of resources that are specific
to enterprising families, and cannot be structurally acquired by family firm outsiders
(Sardeshmukh & Corbett, 2011). This specific knowledge is tacit (Nordqvist et al., 2013);
entrepreneurs amass it via the observations they make through experiences in their environment
(Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Shane, 2003). This family firm-specific capital has been proven to be
especially valuable if the new venture of an entrepreneur from an enterprising family operates
in the same industry. In this case, the entrepreneur is already familiar with the technology or
market specifics of this industry (Steier, 2007), and the enterprising family can provide access
to the respective technology, markets (Dyer & Handler, 1994), and distribution channels (Greve
& Salaff, 2003).
In addition, coming from an enterprising family can offer reputational advantages. The
enterprising family can achieve a network of potential external investors with access to them
achieved by a trust established in part by the positive reputation of the family’s business(es)
(Steier, 2007). Access to financial resources leads to more positive venture performance and
corresponding growth (Bygrave, Hay, Ng, & Reynolds, 2003). Research also states that being
part of an enterprising family influences the growth and success of an entrepreneur (Nordqvist
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& Melin, 2010). Family influence can result in a long-term strategy and stronger intent to reach
a certain goal (Ward & Aronoff, 1994) because enterprising families not only aim at the
maximization of financial returns or a successful exit strategy, but also strive to fulfill certain
values defined by the family (Aronoff & Ward, 1995). Being from an enterprising family can
also have a negative influence on the venture creation process: The resources provided by it can
prevent the entrepreneur from searching for outside resources (Greve & Salaff, 2003).
All in all, the family is the most important social institution within which individuals are
embedded and developed (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010). However, we have
limited knowledge on how and why the enterprising family influences the new venture creation
of next generation family members (Edelman et al., 2016), and whether the enterprising family
gives meaning to the new venture creation process of next generation founders and what their
motives are. Furthermore, Bettinelli et al. (2014) raise the research question of how the family
affects the intergenerational obligations of family members and how this impacts their
entrepreneurial behavior. Study 3 addresses both gaps in the literature. Researchers are also
interested in finding groups of entrepreneurs that will help understand how they differ from
each other in an effort to explain the heterogeneity of new venture creation. There is in fact
explicit acknowledgement of diverse groups of entrepreneurs, and that understanding their
behavior by grouping them according to common characteristics can advance our knowledge
of entrepreneurship and new venture creation in particular (Braden 1977; Davidsson, 1988;
Dunkelberg & Cooper, 1982; Filley & Aldag, 1978; Lafuente & Salas, 1989; Lorraine &
Dussault, 1987; Smith, 1967; Smith & Miner, 1983). Family modifications have changed in the
21st century, influencing the prevalence, size, nature, roles, and relationships within a family
(for a detailed review see Aldrich & Cliff, 2003). Today statements like “a greater proportion
of children work for their own discretionary income” and “the intergenerational contact has
declined” (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003, p. 578) indicate real transitions in the family institution and
the implications these can have on the entrepreneurial behavior of individuals (Aldrich & Cliff,
2003). With this being the case, a redefinition of existing typologies is needed (see for example
Fauchart & Gruber, 2011) to account for the changes in the most enduring and important social
institution: the family. Study 3 aims to fill the gap of understanding how the enterprising family
influences the new venture creation process, particularly by comprehending the role of
intergenerational obligations to create meaning, and accounting for the need to redefine
entrepreneurial classification based on the changing family dynamics of the 21st century.
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Research gap Study 3: We have limited knowledge on how and why the enterprising family
influences next generation founders’ new venture creation and particularly their meanings
and motives associated with it. There has to date been no classification of next generation
founders from enterprising families. Families are also changing, motivating entrepreneurship
researchers to localize founder typologies based on meanings rather than business-related
indicators.
Research question Study 3:
(1) Which types of next generation founders from enterprising families can be identified
from an intergenerational solidarity theory perspective?
(2) What are the differences in meaning next generation founders associate with new
venture creation, and how and why is this influenced by the enterprising family?
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4

Outline of the dissertation thesis
This chapter introduces the three empirical studies of this dissertation thesis, presenting

their contributions in Section 4.1. Section 4.2 provides an overview of their theories and
methods.
4.1

Overview of the studies and contributions
The three studies of this dissertation thesis are embedded within the unified systems

model of enterprising families (Figure 5) to investigate the entrepreneurial roles of the next
generation within enterprising families in different contexts. Figure 8 gives a general overview
of the studies and how they are embedded within this dissertation thesis.
▪

Study 1: Interaction between the individual (entrepreneurial self-efficacy) and the
firm subsystem (relationship with the firm) from the perspective of the next
generation in the family business versus new venture context.

▪

Study 2: Interaction between the family (family communication patterns) and the
firm subsystem (identification with the firm and the strategic priority of external
corporate venturing) from the perspective of the next generation in the family
business context.

▪

Study 3: Interaction between the individual (as a founder of an own venture) and
the family (intergenerational obligations) from the perspective of the next
generation in the new venture context.
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Figure 8: General overview of the studies

Study 1

Study 2

Study 3

Family member
perspective

Next generation

Next generation

Next generation

Unified systems
perspective

Interaction between the
individual and the firm
subsystem

Interaction between the
family and the firm
subsystem

Interaction between the
individual and the family
subsystem

Entrepreneurial role

Role preferences and
actions (succession or
founding)

Role within the family
business

Role as a Founder

Context

Family business versus
new venture context

Family business context

New venture context

Research discipline

Social cognition science

Organizational behavior
and family science

Family science

Theory

Social cognitive career
theory

Organizational identity and
communication patterns
theory

Intergenerational solidarity
theory

Data and N

Quantitative longitudinal
data; N= 142

Quantitative crosssectional data; N= 254

Method

PLS-SEM

Covariance-based SEM

Qualitative data; N= 17

Content analysis

Source: Author’s illustration

The following provides an outline of each study including their contributions. Table 1
summarizes the studies.
Study 1: Successor or founder? Exploring the next generations entry mode to
entrepreneurship from a social cognitive career theory perspective
The first study of this dissertation thesis aims at understanding the interaction of the firm
and the individual subsystem of the enterprising family from the perspective of the next
generation (see Figure 5 and Sections 2.3 and 3.3). Thereby, Study 1 investigates the
entrepreneurial role preferences and actions of the next generation within the family business
versus new venture context (research gap 1).
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In detail, drawing on social cognitive career theory (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994, 2002),
this study has the specific aim of understanding how the next generation’s relationship with the
business (situational factor), in combination with their entrepreneurial self-efficacy (cognitive
factor) influences their succession/founding intention as well as related action (behavior). The
study acknowledges that multiple interdependent conditions lead to entrepreneurial intention
and action (Pittino et al., 2018), generating the following research question: How does the
relationship with the family business affect the entry modes to entrepreneurship of the next
generation in enterprising families?
Based on the longitudinal data of 142 next generation members from enterprising
families, this study finds that a largely unexplored situational factor (relationship with the
business) along with a well-established cognitive factor (entrepreneurial self-efficacy) serve as
antecedents to behavioral outcomes such as the intention and action of entry modes to
entrepreneurship of the next generation. Furthermore, the study shows varying magnitudes for
the entrepreneurial intention-action gap (Kautonen et al., 2015): next generation family
members translate succession, not founding intentions, into entrepreneurial action.
In doing this, the study contributes to theory in the following ways. First, it transfers social
cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002) to a different socioeconomic context, following
a call by Winkel, Vanevenhoven, and Ehrhardt (2011). The article specifically elaborates on a
context-specific situational factor of the relationship with the family business. Combined with
self-efficacy as important cognitive factors, these are found to be central in the prediction of
next generations’ entry modes to entrepreneurship, providing initial support for generalizability
of the social cognitive career theory to different contexts (e.g. Pfeifer, Šarlija, & Zekić Sušac,
2016). This study also expands social cognitive career theory in the context of the enterprising
family by adding a new situational variable representing a particular context: an entrepreneurial
entity as part of the family social construction (Frank et al., 2019).
Second, the study extends work that features the processes of family business succession
(De Massis et al., 2016; Garcia et al., 2018; Le Breton‐Miller, Miller, & Steier, 2004; Royer,
Simons, Boyd, & Rafferty, 2008) by concentrating on the underlying relational mechanisms
within enterprising families and their influence on entrepreneurial intention and action of the
next generation. While previous studies recognize the relationship among family members or
between family and non-family members from different individual perspectives, the findings
here add to our understanding of the role of the firm within the family.
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Third, the study contributes to our understanding of the intention-action gap (Kautonen
et al., 2015) in entrepreneurship using longitudinal data. The study suggests that this gap
appears to be context-dependent. Within the context of the next generation in enterprising
families it is particularly pronounced for the entry mode into entrepreneurship through new
venture creation, and less so for succession in the family business.
Study 2: Responding to digital transformation by external corporate venturing: An
enterprising family identity and communication patterns perspective
The second study within this dissertation thesis is dedicated to the interaction of the
family and the firm subsystem of the enterprising family from the perspective of the next
generation (see Figure 5 and Sections 2.3 and 3.4). Study 2 investigates the entrepreneurial role
of the next generation within the family business context and how they set strategic priorities
within it (research gap 2).
The study specifically considers ECV as an entrepreneurial behavior of the family
business. One of the most critical challenges for established companies is making sense of and
responding to disruptive innovations (e.g. Ansari, Garud, & Kumaraswamy, 2016;
Kammerlander, König, & Richards, 2018; Klenner, Hüsig, & Dowling, 2013; Yu & Hang,
2010). A current challenge here is digital transformation, which is at the heart a corporate
entrepreneurship activity because it involves fundamental transformations in firms’ value
creation (Keil, 2004; Matt, Hess, & Benlian, 2015; Sia, Soh, & Weill, 2016; Weill & Woerner,
2015). In the digital age, transformation means an increasing focus on activities outside firm
boundaries, i.e. ECV (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999).
Past research has viewed external corporate venturing as positive and beneficial to firm
success because it enables organizational learning (e.g. Ireland & Webb, 2007; Keil, 2000; Keil,
2004; Keil, Maula, Schildt, & Zahra, 2008). However, it remains unclear why some firms tend
to avoid ECV. German Mittelstand firms for example comprise a subset of primarily family
firms who are seen as global innovation role models (De Massis, Audretsch, Uhlaner, &
Kammerlander, 2018), even though they paradoxically lag behind in digital transformation (e.g.
Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2017; Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy, 2017; Federal
Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy, 2018; Schröder, Schlepphorst, & Kay, 2015). In an
attempt to understand the mechanisms behind this paradox, Study 2 shifts attention to the family
side of entrepreneurship, combining organizational identity and family communication patterns
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theory as (digital) transformations scrutinize essential assumptions about identity perceptions
(Ashforth & Mael, 1996; Corley & Gioia, 2004; Elsbach & Kramer, 1996; Kammerlander et
al., 2018). This can be particularly well observed in enterprising families due to the pronounced
role of identity found within them (Berrone et al., 2012; Zellweger, Nason, Nordqvist, & Brush,
2011b). Study 2 aims to answer the following research question: How are family
communication patterns related to the strategic priority of ECV, and how does the family
identification with the focal firm affect that relationship?
Investigating a sample of 254 members of the next generation of enterprising families,
Study 2 finds that the family identification with the firm mediates the relationship between
family communication patterns and the strategic priority of ECV to embrace digital
transformation. Study 2 contributes to the field in how it offers an alternative theoretical
perspective on ECV, providing an organizational identity perspective. It explains why ECV,
contrary to predictions from an organizational learning perspective, is not seen as a strategic
priority. In addition, as identification is a core facet of SEW, and applying its frequently-calledfor direct measurement approach (Debicki, Kellermanns, Chrisman, Pearson, & Spencer, 2016;
Hauck, Suess-Reyes, Beck, Prügl, & Frank, 2016), Study 2 furthers the investigation of the
origin of SEW, taking an important step forward for SEW theory (Berrone et al., 2012; GómezMejía, Cruz, Berrone, & De Castro, 2011; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2014; Schulze &
Kellermanns, 2015; Sharma, 2004). Study 2 also combines organizational identity and family
communication patterns theory. This responds to the call for more research on the combination
of organizational and family theories (Frank et al., 2019; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). Furthermore,
Study 2 advances our understanding of how the family and firm interact by uncovering the
direct and indirect relationship(s) between communication patterns in the family context,
organizational identity, and strategic priorities in the firm context from the perspective of the
next generation (Astrachan, 2010; Bertrand & Schoar, 2006; Cabrera-Suárez, Déniz-Déniz, &
Martín-Santana, 2014; Carmon & Pearson, 2013; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Nordqvist & Melin,
2010; Uhlaner et al., 2012; Zellweger et al., 2010). It additionally considers the next generation
in enterprising families, to date an under-researched stakeholder group of the family and firm
in entrepreneurship and management research (Sharma, 2004; Sharma & Irving, 2005). This
broadens our understanding of the influence of the family on the firm.
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Study 3: Next generation founders from enterprising families: A typology from
intergenerational solidarity theory perspective
The third study aims at researching the interaction between the family and the individual
subsystem of the enterprising family from the perspective of the next generation (see Figure 5
and Sections 2.3 and 3.5). It investigates the entrepreneurial role of the next generation within
the enterprising family as a founder of an own venture, and how the enterprising family and the
founder influence each other in new venture creation (research gap 3).
Put specifically, the enterprising family can provide unique tangible and intangible
resources to an entrepreneur’s venture, which is a specific context where entrepreneurial
aspirations evolve (Chang et al., 2009). Following a call for more research on the influence of
the family on new venture creation processes (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Chang et al., 2009; GarcíaÁlvarez & Jordi López-Sintas, 2001; Heck et al., 2006; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Nordqvist et
al., 2013; Steier, 2007; Zellweger et al., 2011a), this study builds on a growing interest in
understanding meaning in entrepreneurship (Cardon, Wincent, Singh, & Drnovsek, 2009;
Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). It considers entrepreneurial actions as having meaning for
individuals because they are an expression of themselves and their social environment (Cardon
et al., 2009; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Hoang & Gimeno, 2010). Meaning represents the
interpretations and beliefs of the founder’s experience in the new venture creation process,
including the sense of own worth, and identifying the things that matter within the venture
process (Steger, 2009). The enterprising family, which is a “family that owns one or more
businesses” (Frank et al., 2019, p. 264) can provide meaning to the new venture creation process
because it can be understood as the “oxygen that feeds the fire of entrepreneurship” (Rogoff &
Heck, 2003, p. 559). The enterprising family could thus be described as a compass for creating
meaning in an individual’s life and new venture creation (Burke & Reitzes, 1981).
In light of this, researching the intersection of the family and an economic organization
merits further research to understand entrepreneurs, their backgrounds, actions, and motivations
(Steier, 2007). The influence of the enterprising family on the next generation is diverse,
ranging from an individual level such as the founders’ abilities and the recognition of
opportunities (Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Nordqvist et al., 2013; Zellweger et al., 2011a), to an
institutional level such as the provision of tangible resources (e.g. finances, human capital) and
intangible ones (e.g. values, norms, information, knowledge, reputational advantages,
psychological support or social capital, access to markets) (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Chang et al.,
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2009; Greve & Salaff, 2003). Being exposed to a family with a business and to entrepreneurial
activity during childhood will shape an individual’s attitude towards entrepreneurship
(entrepreneurial realism) (Hayward et al., 2006) and can influence his or her intent to follow an
entrepreneurial path (Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Laspita et al., 2012). We nevertheless have limited
knowledge on how and why the enterprising family influences the new venture creation of next
generation family members and if the enterprising family gives meaning to the new venture
creation process of next generation founders. Because the meaning individuals attribute to their
action and behavior are embedded in their social environment through interaction and
comparison, this study proposes the theory of intergenerational solidarity (Bengtson & Roberts,
1991; Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997) as a valuable means through which we can understand the
influence of the family on new venture creation as well as the difference in meanings that
founders associate with their new venture. Study 3 aims to answer the following research
questions: (1) Which types of next generation founders from enterprising families can be
identified from an intergenerational solidarity theory perspective? (2) What are the differences
in meaning next generation founders associate with new venture creation, and how and why is
this influenced by the enterprising family?
A qualitative study based on 17 next generation founders from enterprising families was
conducted to answer these research questions. Integrating the findings with intergenerational
solidarity theory, Study 3 finds that next generation founders can largely be categorized as
belonging to one of five types: consensual, functional, structural, normative, and
entrepreneurial21. Furthermore, the study reveals that the next generation founders associate
meanings in new venture creation that stem from their family, and emerge through
observational learning for the purpose of intergenerational solidarity (Bandura, 1986; Boyd &
Vozikis, 1994).
Study 3 contributes to the literature in the following ways. First, it introduces a novel
typology detailing founder types stemming from enterprising families by drawing on
intergenerational solidarity theory, which sheds light on new venture creation heterogeneity.
The typology clarifies the meanings and motives founders associate with new venture creation,
and helps comprehend the range of resources founders use from their families for new venture

21

This typology is further explained in Chapter 7.
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Research question(s)

| How does the relationship with the
family business affect the entry modes to
entrepreneurship of the next generation in
enterprising families?

| How are family communication patterns
related to the strategic priority of ECV,
and how does the family identification
with the focal firm affect that
relationship?

| Which types of next generation founders
from enterprising families can be
identified from an intergenerational
solidarity theory perspective?
| What are the differences in meaning next
generation founders associate with new
venture creation, and how and why is this
influenced by the enterprising family?

Study

|1

|2

|3

| Intergenerational solidarity
theory

| Communication patterns and
organizational identity theory

| Social cognitive career theory

Theoretical basis

| Interviews and secondary
data (social media and
websites)
| Content analysis

| Cross-sectional
quantitative survey data
| Covariance-based SEM

| Longitudinal quantitative
survey data
| Partial least squares SEM

Method

| N= 17
| Next generation founders
from enterprising families

| N= 254
| Next generation members
from enterprising families

| N= 142
| Next generation members
from enterprising families

Sample/respondents

| Typology of next generation founders
based on intergenerational solidarity
theory
| Mutual influence of the next generation
founder and the enterprising family in the
new venture creation process
| Meanings next generation founders
associate with the new venture creation
develop through intergenerational
solidarity with enterprising family

| The relationship with the family business
is directly related to the succession and
founding intention of the next generation
and partially mediated by entrepreneurial
self-efficacy.
The intention-action gap in
entrepreneurship is context-dependent:
within the context of the next generation it
is particularly pronounced for the entry
mode to entrepreneurship through new
venture creation, while it is less so for
succession in the family business.
| The family identification with the firm
mediates the relationship between family
communication patterns and the strategic
priority of ECV to embrace digital
transformation of next generation family
members.

Key findings
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creation. Second, the study advances theory building on enterprising families and their

heterogeneity by understanding the patterns in next generations’ entrepreneurial behavior.

Table 1: Overview of the studies

Source: Author’s illustration
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4.2

Overview of the theories and methods
Entrepreneurial behavior and roles are diverse due to the complexity of human behavior

(Bandura, 1986). Theoretical and methodological approaches used within entrepreneurship
research should thus capture and embrace this diversity by using multi-disciplinary, multicontext, and multi-method approaches (e.g. Amit et al., 1993; Coviello & Jones, 2004; Zahra,
2007). In addition, our knowledge of the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the
enterprising family is limited, not to mention the fact that enterprising families are
heterogeneous (e.g. Jaskiewicz & Dyer, 2017). This is why this dissertation thesis uses a multidisciplinary theoretical and multi-method approach to account for the complexity, lack of
knowledge about, and heterogeneity of enterprising families and their entrepreneurial behavior.
Doing this offers the opportunity to understand the research paradigm from different theoretical
angles and data types to obtain a broad picture on the family side in entrepreneurship and the
entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within enterprising families. The following section
provides an overview of the theoretical as well as methodological approaches used in the empirical
studies (also see Table 2).
Theoretical approaches. The theoretical foundations of this dissertation thesis are

anchored within different theoretical disciplines: social cognition science (Study 1),
organizational behavior science (Study 2), and family science (Studies 2 and 3).
Study 1 uses social cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002) to explain how role
preferences, intentions and actions of next generation members develop. Social cognitive career
theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002) is suitable for researching the interaction of the individual and
firm subsystems. This is because, for example, the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991),
which suggests that entrepreneurial intentions and actions result from the perceived desirability
and feasibility of the action (Krueger, Reilly, & Carsrud 2000; Pfeifer et al., 2016), social
cognitive career theory considers that entrepreneurial intentions and actions are an outcome of
the interactions among individual behavior, environment, and cognitive factors (Bandura, 1986;
Pfeifer et al., 2016). Social cognitive career theory therefore accounts for the socialization of
the next generation within an enterprising family (Garcia et al., 2018), which is a specific
context where entrepreneurial behavior evolves (Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013;
Zellweger et al., 2011a).
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Study 2 uses a combination of family and organizational behavior theory to explain the
influence of family dynamics on firm outcomes. Family science offers different theories that
provide a way forward in understanding the family side of entrepreneurship (Frank et al., 2019;
Jennings et al., 2014). Family theories can help us understand how the metasystem of
enterprising family functions and influences entrepreneurial outcomes. This is because family
science theories explain how family-member relationships, family events, and family structures
affect individual outcomes such as personality, well-being, and economic status – outcomes
that influence the entrepreneurial behavior of individuals, the family, and business (Jaskiewicz
et al., 2017). Study 2 also incorporates organizational behavior science through applying
organizational identity theory. The field of organizational behavior addresses individual roles
and behavior in organizational settings (Evans, 1986), and is used in management research to
explain firm outcomes (Zellweger et al., 2010).
Thereby, Study 2 responds to the call for more research on the combination of
organizational and family theories (Frank et al., 2019; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). One way to
address this issue is to consider the functioning of family-to-firm relationships in understanding
the mutual effect of the family on the firm and vice versa. Accordingly, Study 2 combines
family communication patterns theory and organizational identity theory to understand the
relationship between family level constructs and firm level decisions and priorities. Previous
research suggests that understanding how the family and firm identity interact, as well as
investigating family communication patterns, are both promising paths towards understanding
how the family influences the firm and contributes to its success (Astrachan, 2010; Bertrand &
Schoar, 2006; Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2014; Carmon & Pearson, 2013; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017;
Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Uhlaner et al., 2012; Zellweger et al., 2010). Organizational identity
and family communication patterns theory thus represent promising concepts to help better
understand how the family influences strategic outcomes within the family business.
Study 3 aims at understanding the interaction of the family and individual subsystem, as
well as the entrepreneurial role of the next generation as a founder of an own venture. It uses
intergenerational solidarity theory as a theoretical lens through which to view this research goal
(Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997). The theory provides promising
insights for identifying typologies of founders from enterprising families in light of how
solidarity in a family strongly influences child development and career choices (Kim, 2006).
Intergenerational solidarity theory also delves into the topic of intergenerational cohesion by
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capturing patterns of solidarity among children and parents during the adult family life course
(Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). One of these career paths could be new venture creation.
Intergenerational solidarity theory offers fertile ground for categorizing next generation
founders from enterprising families, and helps explain why and how some families engage in
entrepreneurship for generations (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017); why the next generation decides to
engage in a new venture creation process; what the role of intergenerational obligation to create
meaning within the new venture creation process is; and when and what family resources
founders use (e.g. financial, emotional advice).
Methodological approaches. As it is the overarching research goal of this dissertation to
contribute to the understanding of the heterogeneous family side in entrepreneurship, the
empirical studies within it use different databases and methods. While Studies 1 and 2 are based
on quantitative survey data (longitudinal as well as cross-sectional data), using structural
equation modeling for the analysis (partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLSSEM) and covariance-based structural equation modeling (SEM)), the basis of data for Study 3
includes qualitative interviews and websites as well as social media data, all of which are
analyzed through content analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Data collection focused
exclusively on next generation members within enterprising families (see Chapters 2.1 and 3.2
for a definition). Gathering data from enterprising families is not an easy endeavor because
enterprising families are difficult to identify and hesitant to provide data (Marshall, Sorenson,
Brigham, Wieling, Reifman, & Wampler, 2006; Winter, Fitzgerald, Heck, Haynes, & Danes,
1998).
▪

Data collection strategy and instruments: With no existing database containing
information on the next generation in enterprising families, identifying this
specific population is challenging. This is also one of the reasons why there has
to date been limited research on the next generations’ business perspectives
(Birley, 2002; Björnberg & Nicholson, 2012; Schröder et al., 2011). Accordingly,
random sampling was not an option for the three studies because the population
of next generation members within enterprising families is unknown. Snowball
sampling was thus used, because the population of interest is difficult to identify
(Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981; Rothbart, Fine, & Sudman, 1982), which is also
claimed by previous research as useful in finding respondents of special
populations (Poetz & Prügl, 2010; von Hippel, Franke, & Prügl, 2009). This was
55

Chapter 4 | Outline of the dissertation thesis

used in all the empirical studies in this dissertation22. However, longitudinal as
well as cross-sectional quantitative data was collected for the two quantitative
studies in this dissertation thesis. Study 1 includes cross-sectional as well as
longitudinal data. Data from the year 2018 (cross-sectional data) and 2019
(longitudinal data) was used to test the hypotheses. The final sample to do this
consisted of 142 respondents. Study 2 included cross-sectional survey data of next
generation family members from enterprising families (n=254), which was
collected from April to September 2017. Study 3 is an exploratory qualitative
study, incorporating interview data as well as website and social media data with
17 next generation founders from enterprising families who have founded a total
of 39 firms.
▪

Samples: The samples across the three empirical studies are similar in terms of
their definition of the next generation within enterprising families (see Chapters
2.1 and 3.2). On average the next generation members in the three studies were
29 years old, with 33 percent female, and 66 percent male. The businesses, the
next generation family members stem from, were diverse. However, within all
studies, and using a post-sampling procedure, it was verified whether the
enterprising families in the samples fit the definition in line with the formal criteria
of controlling ownership by the family (at least 50% plus one vote for non-public
businesses, and 25% plus one vote for public businesses). The sample of Study 1
included firms with highly concentrated ownership (on average 97.9 percent of
firm ownership was held by the family), an average firm size of 1124 employees
(median: 120), and a mean firm age of 81 years. The businesses within the sample
of Study 2 also had highly concentrated ownership (on average 97.28% of firm
ownership by the family), with an average firm size of 909 employees (median:
125), and a mean firm age of 78 years. The respective family businesses of the
next generation family members within Study 3 were on average 103 years old,
had an average of 8350 employees (median: 200), and also exhibited high
ownership concentration (100%).

22

A detailed description of the snowball sampling procedure for each study can be found in Chapters 5 to 7.
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▪

Respondents: The quantitative as well as the qualitative data are based on a single
respondent’s approach, which is often used in family business research (Evert,
Martin, McLeod, & Payne, 2016). All studies focused on the often-neglected
perspective of the next generation within enterprising families (see Chapters 3.1
and 3.2) (e.g. Birley, 2002; Garcia et al., 2018; Schlepphorst & Moog, 2014).

▪

Research contexts: As explained in Chapter 1.2, the research context of all
empirical studies was Germany, where family firms represent 90% of all firms,
making them the dominant business type (Stiftung Familienunternehmen, 2019).
This context became particularly relevant in Study 2, which researched the context
of digital transformation. All potential limitations concerning the research context
are described in Chapter 8.3.

▪

Data analysis: This dissertation thesis includes a wide variety of data analysis
methods. Study 1’s hypotheses were tested using PLS-SEM. PLS-SEM does not
require multivariate normality for estimating model parameters, observation
independence, or variable metrics (Falk & Miller, 1992). This makes it well-suited
for the estimation of complex structural models (Bagozzi & Yi, 1994; Fornell &
Cha, 1994; Wold, 1985). The data within Study 2 was analyzed through
covariance-based SEM in Mplus 8.2, using the maximum likelihood method
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2018). Study 3 was a qualitative study, with the data
analyzed through content analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994) combining
inductive and deductive strategies (see Langley & Abdallah, 2011).
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Research discipline

| Social cognition science

| Family and organizational behavior
science

| Family science

Study

|1

|2

|3

| Intergenerational solidarity
theory

| Organizational identity and
communication patterns theory

| Social cognitive career theory

Theoretical basis

| Interviews and secondary
data (website and social
media data)
| Content analysis

| Cross-sectional
quantitative survey data
| Covariance-based SEM

| Cross-sectional and
longitudinal quantitative
survey data
| PLS-SEM

Method

| Two-phase snowball
approach: (1) Help of
networks in family business
(research) to identify first
respondents; (2) Referral of
participants who were
contacted via e-mail

| Two-phase snowball
approach: (1) Help of
networks in family business
(research) to identify first
respondents; (2) Referral of
participants who were
contacted via e-mail

| Two-phase snowball
approach: (1) Help of
networks in family business
(research) to identify first
respondents; (2) Referral of
participants who were
contacted via e-mail

Data collection
instrument/ period

| Next generation in
enterprising families
| Mean age: 30 years
| Female: 12 percent
| Male: 88 percent

| Next generation in
enterprising families
| Mean age: 29 years
| Female: 38 percent
| Male: 62 percent

| Next generation in
enterprising families
| Mean age: 28 years
| Female: 47 percent
| Male: 53 percent

Respondents

N= 17

N= 254

N= 142

Sample size
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Table 2: Overview of theories and methods

Source: Author’s illustration
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5

Study 1: Successor or founder? Exploring the next generations entry
mode to entrepreneurship from a social cognitive career theory
perspective

By Dinah Isabel Spitzley

Under review in
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice23

Abstract
Entry modes to entrepreneurship of the next generation are not limited to succession. Growing
up in a family where a business is an extension of the family, the relationship with the family
business becomes an important but so far underexplored situational context variable.
Transferring social cognitive career theory to the context of the next generation, including
cross-sectional as well as longitudinal data, the study finds that the relationship with the family
business is directly related to the succession and founding intention of the next generation and
partially mediated by entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Findings also reveal an intention-action gap,
which is particularly pronounced for new venture creation.
Keywords: Next generation, enterprising family, entry modes to entrepreneurship, situational
factors, intention-action gap

23

The manuscript is under review in Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (Impact factor: 6.193; VHB-Ranking:
A). A previous version of the manuscript has been presented at the International Family Enterprise Research
Conference (IFERA) in 2019 (Bergamo, Italy).
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5.1

Introduction
Members of the next generation in enterprising families face an important question when

it comes to entrepreneurial action: should I run the family firm, or should I rather run my own
venture (e.g. Garcia et al., 2018; Pittino et al., 2018; Zellweger et al., 2011a)? The socialization
in an enterprising family is a specific situational (role models, social relationships, or
experiences) and cognitive context in which preferences for entry modes to entrepreneurship
evolve (e.g. Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Zellweger et al., 2011a) as business ownership has lasting
impacts on the social interactions and psychological development of family members of the
enterprising family (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Dyer & Handler, 1994).
We already have some insights on how family support and resources (e.g. Arregle et al.,
2007; Chang et al., 2009; Edelman et al., 2016; Sieger & Minola, 2017; Steier, 2007), personal
motivations, cognitive factors and attitudes (e.g. Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Zellweger et al.,
2011a), experience in the family business and family business exposure (e.g. Carr & Sequeira,
2007; Dyer & Handler, 1994; Murphy & Lambrechts, 2015), or individual resources such as
education (Hahn et al., 2019) are connected to major entry modes to entrepreneurship
(succession in the family business or starting a new venture) of next generation family
members.
However, our knowledge on situational (along with better understood cognitive) factors
on the individual level of analysis related to the entry mode to entrepreneurship of the next
generation is comparably scarce. One major reason is that family business research has
primarily focused on succession only and this predominantly from the incumbents perspective,
leaving the next generation perspective and their different entrepreneurial roles rather
unexplored (De Massis et al., 2016; Hauck & Prügl, 2015; Spitzley & Prügl, 2018).
Furthermore, the center of interest on succession issues has been on the firm-level of analysis
rather than on individual predictors (Daspit et al., 2016; Jaskiewicz & Dyer, 2017; few notable
exceptions include Dawson et al., 2015; Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013; Zellweger et
al., 2011a). In addition, knowledge on the fact if entrepreneurial intentions translate into actions
in general (Kautonen et al., 2015) as well as regarding succession or founding intentions of the
next generation is limited (Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013).
Drawing on social cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002), this study has the aim
to understand how the next generations relationship with the business (situational factor), in
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combination with their entrepreneurial self-efficacy (cognitive factor) influences their
succession/founding intention as well as related action (behavior). Thereby the study
acknowledges that multiple interdependent conditions lead to entrepreneurial intention and
action (Pittino et al., 2018), leading to the following research question: How does the
relationship with the family business affect the entry modes to entrepreneurship of the next
generation in enterprising families? This allows us to further our understanding of the family
and the business system as a seed for venturing and entrepreneurship (Criaco et al., 2017;
Minola et al., 2016).
Based on longitudinal data of 142 next generation members from enterprising families
this study finds that a largely unexplored situational factor (relationship with the business) along
with a well-established cognitive factor (entrepreneurial self-efficacy) serve as an antecedent
to behavioral outcomes like the intention and action of entry modes to entrepreneurship of the
next generation. Furthermore, the study shows varying magnitudes for the entrepreneurial
intention-action gap (Kautonen et al., 2015): next generation family members rather translate
succession than founding intentions into entrepreneurial action.
By that the study contributes to theory in the following ways: (1) It transfers social
cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002) to a different socioeconomic context, following
a call of Winkel et al. (2011). In detail, the article elaborates on a context-specific situational
factor, the relationship with the family business, which in combination with self-efficacy as an
important cognitive factor, is found to be central in the prediction of next generations entry
modes to entrepreneurship. This provides initial support for generalizability of the social
cognitive career theory to different contexts (e.g. Pfeifer et al., 2016). However, the study also
expands social cognitive career theory in the context of the enterprising family by adding a new
situational variable representing a particular context: an entrepreneurial entity being part of the
social construction of the family (Frank et al., 2019). Thereby, following a call from e.g. Garcia
et al. (2018) and Daspit et al. (2016), the article uses an alternative theoretical perspective to
explain succession preferences at the individual level of analysis. While Garcia et al. (2018)
focus on parent-child relationships and its influence on the succession entry mode to
entrepreneurship using social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), this study focuses on another
situational factor: the family business-child relationship. (2) The study extends work that
features the process-oriented nature of family business succession (Garcia et al., 2018; Le
Breton‐Miller et al., 2004; Royer et al., 2008) by concentrating on the underlying relational
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mechanisms within enterprising families and their influence on entrepreneurial intention and
action of the next generation. While previous studies recognize the relationship among family
members or between family and nonfamily members from different individual perspectives, the
findings add to our understanding of the role of the firm within the family. By that, the present
study also contributes to understanding the family side in entrepreneurship (Daspit et al., 2016;
Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Minola et al., 2016; Uhlaner et al., 2012), showing that social
interactions are a crucial antecedent to entrepreneurial behavior of the next generation. (3) The
study contributes to our understanding of the intention-action gap (Kautonen et al., 2015) in
entrepreneurship using longitudinal data. In detail, the study suggests that the intention-action
gap seems to be context-dependent: within the context of the next generation in enterprising
families it is particularly pronounced for the entry mode to entrepreneurship through new
venture creation, while it is less so for succession in the family business.
5.2

Theoretical background

5.2.1 Social cognitive career theory and the next generation in enterprising families
Social cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002), which is based on social cognitive
theory (Bandura, 1986) is valuable in researching the entry modes to entrepreneurship of next
generation members (BarNir, Watson, & Hutchins, 2011; Liguori, Bendickson, & McDowell,
2018; Pfeifer et al., 2016; Segal, Borgia, & Schoenfeld, 2002; Shinnar, Hsu, & Powell, 2014;
Zhao et al., 2005). While motivational theories (e.g. theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991))
suggest that entrepreneurial intentions and actions result from perceived desirability and
feasibility of entrepreneurial actions (Krueger et al., 2000; Pfeifer et al., 2016), social cognitive
career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002) considers that entrepreneurial outcomes are a function
of the interactions among individual behavior, environment, and cognitive factors (Bandura,
1986). In detail, social cognitive career theory encompasses how an individual’s (social)
environment and past experiences exposes them to activities that affect the development of selfefficacy, and career-related interests, behavior and goals (Lent et al.,1994, 2002). It thus
accounts for the situational as well as cognitive context related to entrepreneurial intentions and
actions (Lent et al., 2002). In a nutshell, the theory suggests that personal, educational,
situational and environmental inputs influence entrepreneurial self-efficacy, which in turns
leads to entrepreneurial intentions and actions (Lent et al., 1994).
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Social cognitive career theory thus accounts for the socialization of the next generation
within an enterprising family and is able to capture situational factors like an entrepreneurial
entity being part of the social construction of the family (Frank et al., 2019). In enterprising
families, the family business is part of the family and hence the next generation builds next to
the parents-child relationship a family business-child relationship, which offers a special social
context and environment for the development of entrepreneurial behavior. In other words: The
next generation in enterprising families is directly exposed to specific social relationships that
affect entrepreneurship through observing entrepreneurial behavior and the consequences of it
(Bandura, 1986; Rosenthal & Zimmerman, 1978). This idea is supported by the suggestion that
an entrepreneurial career is strongly affected by the person’s family and personal life (e.g.
Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Dyer & Handler, 1994). Consequently, researching entry modes to
entrepreneurship from a social cognitive career theory perspective enables us to consider
knowledge of self, but also the knowledge of self-other (parent-relationship or family businesschild-relationship) within an integrative framework. Hence, the cognitive and situational
approach attempts to understand underlying mechanisms of entrepreneurial behavior through
uncovering the way that a person explains and coordinates the two frameworks of selfunderstanding (cogntive factors) and self-other relationships (situational factors).
5.3

Hypotheses

5.3.1 Situational factors and intentional entry modes to entrepreneurship
Social cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002) suggests that situational factors
(role models, social relationships, or experiences) directly influence intentions of entry modes
to entrepreneurship (Pfeifer et al., 2016; Zellweger et al., 2011a; Zhao et al., 2005). The family
business environment enhances career-related modeling, where the next generation learns
through observational learning from parents and the firm (Garcia et al., 2018; Wood & Bandura,
1989). The effectiveness of this learning process depends on whether the observed role model,
in this case the interaction between the family and the business, achieves positive outcomes
crucial to the next generation. In enterprising family’s, the next generations socialization is thus
coined by the central role of the business in the family system, leading to a bond between the
individual and the business (Habbershon et al., 2003).
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Family business ownership has strong impacts on the psychological development and
social interactions of the family in the family business (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Carr & Sequeira,
2007; Dyer & Handler, 1994). The relationship to the family business is thus likely to be used
as a socialization source in enterprising families (Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Menaghan & Parcel,
1995), because it explains the “overlapping boundaries between the social entities” (Björnberg
& Nicholson, 2012, p. 381). This means that closeness to the family business is an extension of
family relationships, but “rather than reflecting an actual relationship with another person, it
is the representation of those specific relationships that appear to provide the template for the
bond that exists as a form of attachment to the firm itself” (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2012, p.
379). The family business is thus a social player that next generation family members feel like
they belong to or feel dissociated from indicating variance in the perception of relationship
qualities (Bowlby, 1980).
Björnberg and Nicholson (2012) state that the relationship of the next generation with the
firm incorporates important elements of commitment to it, which is suggested to influence
entrepreneurial career related outcomes of the next generation (Sharma & Irving, 2005).
Consequently, the relationship to the firm (closeness or distance) is also considered to be a
pertinent antecedent to entrepreneurial intentions of next generation members from enterprising
families of either succeeding in the family business or founding an own venture (Björnberg &
Nicholson, 2012; Sharma & Irving, 2005). This means that social relationships in enterprising
families and also the attachment of members of the family to the business are likely to be key
determinants in the construction of entrepreneurial intent (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2012).
Furthermore, family business experience and exposition to entrepreneurship (e.g. Dyer &
Handler, 1994) affects the next generations attitude towards entrepreneurial behavior (Carr &
Sequeira, 2007).
On the one hand, this means that a close relationship to the family business is able to
positively influence the entry mode of succession in the family business of the next generation.
On that behalf, Sharma and Irving (2005) state that next generation family members in
enterprising families, who feel attached to the business and where the family firm is a part of
their self-identity, develop stronger desires to contribute to family business success, which in
turn can lead to active participation. Furthermore, a close relationship to the family business
indicates that the next generation perceives a strong alignment of firm values and goals with
the self-identity (Dawson et al., 2015; Garcia et al., 2018) resulting in deep roots attached to
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the family business (Garcia et al., 2018; Sharma & Irving, 2005). A strong relationship with the
family business leads the next generation to accept certain responsibilities to achieve family
goals (Dawson et al., 2015; Garcia et al., 2018). This means that a close relationship with the
family business is associated with the feeling to satisfy the needs, expectations and goals of the
family as for example continue the family legacy (Berrone et al., 2012; Tagiuri & Davis, 1996;
Zellweger et al., 2011a) and a strong intention to contribute as a potential successor. Therefore,
when having a close relationship with the family business, succession as an entry mode to
entrepreneurship is evaluated positively by the next generation:
Hypothesis 1: A close relationship to the family business is positively related to the
succession intention of the next generation.
On the other hand, next generation family members having a distant relationship to the
family business will favor the founding option. The distant relationship might stem from a lack
of shared identity and common goals with other family members, or negative experiences with
the family such as negative family climate (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2007) leading to a feeling
of unacceptance, exclusion and the wish to not subordinate one’s own goals and ideas. The
feeling of not having the opportunity to self-differentiate and self-develop within the family
business system thus increases. Relational issues with the family and the business as a result
might lead to a lack of motivation to actively participate in the family business (De Massis,
Chua, & Chrisman, 2008). All other things being equal, those next generation family members
hence will be more likely to act in favor of becoming a founder as the entry mode to
entrepreneurship. This wish could be triggered by the incumbent’s tenure and missing ability
to let go and the potential successors unwillingness to work in the shadow of the incumbents
(Davis & Harveston, 1999).
Similarly, a close relationship to the family business will be negatively related to the
intention of the entrepreneurial entry mode of founding a new venture. Next generation
members having a close relationship to the family business perceive strong costs associated to
searching career possibilities outside the family business, leading to the preference to work in
the business as the default career path (Dawson et al., 2015; Garcia et al., 2018). A close
relationship to the family business will thus limit the next generations members’ ability and
willingness to explore different career pathways, as they will rather act in favor of the group
(the family) through shared identity and attitude fitting one’s self-concept. Pride and positive
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emotions, that emerge from succeeding in the family firm and from being part of the
enterprising family, can lead to exclusion of the founding option through a strong commitment
towards the family (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2012; Dyck et al., 2002; Sharma & Irving, 2005).
This is because the succession option is seen as a fulfilling option, due to the overlap of the self
and the identity of the family and the business (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2012; Sharma & Irving,
2005). A close relationship with the family business thus interferes with the next generations
wish for autonomy, which is negatively reflected upon the career choice intention to become a
founder:
Hypothesis 2: A close relationship to the family business is negatively related to the
founding intention of the next generation.
5.3.2 The mediating role of cognitive factors
Previous research suggests that situational factors such as the next generations
relationship with the business have an indirect effect on intentions through cognitive factors
such as entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Lent et al., 1994, 2002; Pfeifer et al., 2016; Zellweger et
al., 2011a; Zhao et al., 2005). They are thus considered as antecedents to cognitive factors
(Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).
Self-efficacy concerns people’s beliefs in their ability to gain cognitive resources as well
as the motivation needed to control occurrences in their environment (Bandura, 1986). As such
personal efficacy influences people’s choice of activities as individuals have the tendency to
eschew activities that will overstep their capabilities and rather embed themselves in
environments where own capabilities are manageable (Wood & Bandura, 1989).
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is thus the strongest cognitive predictor of behavioral intention
(e.g. Bandura, 1986; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Zellweger et al., 2011a;
Zhao et al., 2005). This is because individuals select tasks that they believe they can perform
well and can accomplish (Campo, 2011). As such self-efficacy also predicts career outcomes
such as entrepreneurial intentions (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Lent et al.,
1994; Wilson, Kickul, & Marlino, 2007; Zhao et al., 2005), career decision-making (Restubog,
Florentino, & Garcia, 2010), work-related performance (Hmieleski & Baron, 2008; Stajkovic
& Luthans, 1998), career choice intentions (Garcia et al., 2018; Lent et al., 1994), and new
venture creation (Barbosa, Gerhardt, & Kickul, 2007; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Garcia et al.,
2018; Kickul, Gundry, Barbosa, & Whitcanack, 2009; Zhao et al., 2005). The stronger ones’
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self-beliefs of efficacy, the more entrepreneurial options people consider and the better they
prepare themselves for different entrepreneurial career paths (Betz & Hackett, 1986; Garcia et
al., 2018; Lent & Hackett, 1987).
The family business system influences the directions of personal development with
entrepreneurial self-efficacy being a motivator or barrier to perform actions such as engaging
in the family business or founding an own venture (Garcia et al., 2018; Zellweger et al., 2011a).
Positive reactions toward entrepreneurial aspirations lead to a higher succession intention
(Zellweger, 2017) and strong entrepreneurial self-efficacy benefits new venture creation
(Markman & Baron, 2003; Zellweger et al., 2011a). Therefore, the relationship to the family
business is suggested to be funneled through the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the next
generation in enterprising families. Specifically, the exposure to experiences related to the
family and its’ business(es) is a factor closely related to the development of entrepreneurial
intention as well as of a positive attitude toward entrepreneurial behavior (Carr & Sequeira,
2007; Zellweger et al., 2011a). This is since positive experiences, commitment and identity,
and as such a positive relationship to the business raises trust in own abilities and self-efficacy
beliefs (Garcia et al., 2018; Zellweger et al., 2011a). Thus, the closer the relationship with the
family business, the higher the entrepreneurial self-efficacy, in turn being positively related to
both entry modes to entrepreneurship examined here, i.e. the intention to become a successor
or founding a new venture:
Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the relationship between the
relationship of the next generation with the family business and the succession intention.
Hypothesis 4: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the relationship between the
relationship of the next generation with the family business and the founding intention.
5.3.3 From intention to action: the next generations entry modes to entrepreneurship
Lastly, previous research did thus far not examine if entrepreneurial intentions of the next
generation in enterprising families turn into entrepreneurial action (e.g. Carr & Sequeira, 2007).
Much of what we consider an entrepreneurial action is an intentionally planned behavior
(Krueger & Carsrud, 1993). Social cognitive career theory suggests that positive intentions
towards a behavior leads to the behavior (Kautonen et al., 2015; McMullen & Shepherd, 2006).
Therefore, a positive intention towards succeeding in the family business or founding a business
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through situational and cognitive factors, would lead to a resulting action. However, there is
limited evidence in the entrepreneurship literature that an entrepreneurial intention (succession
or founding intention) leads to an action (Kautonen, Van Gelderen, & Tornikoski, 2013),
especially not in the context of the next generation in enterprising families. Intentions do not
necessarily translate into actual entrepreneurial activities, leading to an intention-action gap in
entrepreneurship (Kautonen et al., 2015). Previous research states that entrepreneurial
intentions explain about 30 percent or less of the variance of the resulting behavior (Bogatyreva,
Edelman, Manolova, Osiyevskyy, & Shirokova, 2019; Kautonen et al., 2013; Kautonen et al.,
2015; Shirokova, Osiyevskyy, & Bogatyreva, 2016). Therefore, it can be concluded that the
translation of entrepreneurial intention into active succession or new venture creation can be
facilitated or impeded by a number of individual-level and situational factors such as the
relationship with the family business and entrepreneurial self-efficacy via the succession or
founding intention of the next generation.
However, the study argues that the intention-action gap is more pronounced for the
founding intention than the succession intention. Put specifically, the next generations
succession intentions are stronger related to the resulting action than the founding intention is
to the action, which is for the following reasons.
First, Sharma and Irving (2005) state that next generation family members in enterprising
families, who feel attached to the business and where the family firm is an important part of
their self-identity, have strong self-efficacy beliefs (e.g. Pfeifer et al., 2016; Schröder et al.,
2011) and develop strong intentions to participate in the family business, which in turn will lead
to action (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Consequently, those deep roots
of the next generation with the family business will lead them to more likely turn the succession
intention to action than the founding intention into an action. Second, succession seems to be
the career path associated with comparably lower costs in terms of financial and social costs
leading to less self and environmental development of alternative career paths (Garcia et al.,
2018). This is also associated with costs of not fulfilling family obligations and the wish to
continue the family legacy through familial identification and commitment to the family and
thus the business (Dawson et al., 2015; Sharma & Irving, 2005) and the gain of human and
financial capital when working in the family business instead of founding an own venture
(Steier, 2007). Third, the family business is most likely perceived as the safe zone in times of
insecure and unstable employment opportunities as the family business represents a stable
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organizational context (Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013). Fourth, it is suggested that
those who join the family business to due identification or aligned career interests are more
likely to perform well (Dawson et al., 2015). Therefore, a positive relationship with the family
business as well as entrepreneurial self-efficacy leading to a higher succession intention, will
rather turn into action than the founding intention due to positive outcome expectations within
the family business. These positive performance outcome expectations are even stronger if the
next generation has the feeling of fulfilling family obligations (Dawson et al., 2014). Fifth,
being socialized in an enterprising family comes with parents’ and ones’ own expectations tied
to the continuation of the enterprising family as such (e.g. Garcia et al., 2018; Perricone et al.,
2001; Sharma & Irving, 2005), having greater expectations of oneself to actually continue the
family legacy than to found an own venture. Lastly, in enterprising families, the next generation
is exposed to specific situations influencing their attitude and action towards entrepreneurship
(e.g. Dyer & Handler, 1994). The family and the business are thus role models leading to the
next generation to find greater fulfillment of socioemotional needs in turning the succession
intention to action than the founding intention. For the above reasons, succession and founding
intention being at the same level, the succession intention is more likely to turn into an action
than the founding intention:
Hypothesis 5: Succession intention of the next generation is positively and strongly
related to the action towards succession in the family business.
Hypothesis 6: Founding intention of the next generation is positively and moderately
related to the action towards founding an own venture.
In summary, this study hypothesizes that a close relationship with the family business has
a direct and indirect effect via entrepreneurial self-efficacy on intentions and action of entry
modes of entrepreneurship (see Figure 9). Overall, these relationships are derived theoretically
from social cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002). Therefore, this study aims at
transferring and extending social cognitive career theory relationships theorized on in previous
studies to the context of next generation members from enterprising families.
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Figure 9: Research model on entry modes to entrepreneurship of the next generation

Entrepreneurial
intention:
Succession intention

H5

Entry mode to
entrepreneurship:
Action towards
succession

H1
H3
Personal, educational,
situational and
environmental inputs:
Relationship with the family
business

Entrepreneurial selfefficacy

H2

H4
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Source: Author’s illustration

5.4

Method

5.4.1 Data collection and sample description
Survey data from next generation members of the enterprising families were collected
from July to December 2018 as well as from July to December 2019 to test the hypotheses.
Within the scope of the study, a family business is defined as a business where a family shapes
the strategic vision of the company through management and ownership (Chua et al., 1999),
also involving the formal criteria of 50 percent ownership within the family. An enterprising
family on the other hand is defined as a family owning one or more businesses, receiving
income via its’ businesses, influencing the family’s life through ownership and/or management
(Frank et al., 2019). Accordingly, in a post-sampling procedure it was verified whether the
enterprising families in the sample fit to the above definition using the formal criteria of
controlling ownership by the family (at least 50 percent). The firms in the sample have highly
concentrated ownership (on average 97.9 percent of firm ownership are held by the family)
with an average firm size of 1124 employees (median: 120) and a mean firm age of 81 years.
The next generation family members in the sample have an average age of 28 years, 47
percent are female, and 53 percent are male. Concerning the level of education 2 percent have
a secondary school certificate, 15 percent have a university entry degree, while 83 percent have
a bachelor’s degree or higher.
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The next generation was approached to engage in the study by snowball sampling
(Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981; Rothbart et al., 1982). This approach is commonly used where no
common database exists (Poetz & Prügl, 2010; von Hippel et al., 2009). The target population
was thus reached in a two-phased snowball sampling process. In a first phase networks,
institutes and associations in the field of family business helped to find and contact respondents.
In the second phase, respondents were encouraged to invite other next generation members they
personally know and/or were encouraged to provide contact data. The potential respondents
were then contacted by the researcher.
The present analysis includes cross-sectional as well as longitudinal data. Data from the
year 2018 (cross-sectional data) and 2019 (longitudinal data) is used to test the hypotheses24.
Overall, the final sample to test the hypotheses consists of 142 respondents (response rate: 67
percent). The sample size is comparatively small, yet unique in family business research. Hair,
Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2016) recommend power analysis to determine the minimum sample
size for partial least square (PLS) modeling. For a statistical power of 80 percent, a significance
level of 5 percent, a maximum of four arrows pointing at a construct and a minimum R2 of .10
in the endogenous constructs, at least 137 cases are needed. Sample size requirement is thus
met for the data so that PLS can be used to analyze the data (Cohen, 1992; Hair, Hult, Ringle,
Sarstedt, & Thiele, 2017).
5.4.2 Measures
All measurement and related quality criteria are found in table 3 in the analysis section,
as it is part of the PLS analysis to assess the measurement model. To guarantee accuracy, the
original scales were translated into German and then back-translated into English (Brislin,
1970).
Dependent variables. The models include two sets of dependent variables. In model 1,
the dependent variables include succession and founding intention, which was measured in
2018. The measures for the variables are single item measurements, asking for the likelihood
of becoming a successor in the family business (management) or to become a founder of a new
venture. From a social cognitive career theory perspective, the dependent variables reflect the
24

This time gap could be perceived as short but is commonly used in entrepreneurship research (e.g. Kautonen et
al., 2015). The authors have stated that this is an appropriate time gap for intention-behavior studies (Kautonen et
al., 2015).
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entrepreneurial intentions dimension (Lent et al., 1994, 2002). The likelihood of those two
entrepreneurial intentions were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale. This approach is
adapted from Zellweger et al. (2011a). In model 2, the dependent variable is the entrepreneurial
behavior (concrete action towards succeeding in the family business and founding a new
venture) (Lent et al., 1994, 2002), which was measured in 2019. These dependent variables
were measured using a dichotomous self-reported measure (Koellinger, Minniti, & Schade,
2007; Lafuente, Vaillant, & Rialp, 2007), where the respondents should indicate if this is their
current career. The dependent variable takes the value of one if the next generation reported
action towards succeeding in the family business (management)/ founding a new venture and
zero if no action towards succeeding in the family business (management)/ founding a new
venture was reported (adapted from Reynolds, Bosma, Autio, Hunt, De Bono, Servais, LopezGarcia, & Chin, 2005).
Independent variables. Emotional ownership operationalizes the perceived next
generations relationship with the business (measured in 2018). From social cognitive career
theory perspective (Lent et al., 1994, 2002) this reflects the personal, educational and
environmental input dimension of next generation family members. The relationship with the
firm was measured using an eight-item scale from Björnberg and Nicholson (2012) on a fivepoint Likert-type scale. Furthermore, social cognitive career theory includes entrepreneurial
self-efficacy as a predictor of entrepreneurial intention and action. In line with previous
research, this was measured through a four-item scale adapted from Zellweger et al. (2011a) on
a five-point Likert-type scale (measured in 2018).
Control variables. Building on previous research, a set of control variables was employed
accounting for individual effects that have an impact on entry modes to entrepreneurship (e.g.
Schröder et al., 2011; Zellweger et al., 2011a). The study controls for gender (1: female; 0:
male), which has shown to influence founding (Carter, Gartner, Shaver & Gatewood 2003;
Kolvereid, 1996), as well as succession intentions and actions (Eckrich & Loughead, 1996;
Stavrou, 1999) and general career choice intentions (Zellweger et al., 2011a) as well as the level
of education, which is an obvious predictor for career pathways (e.g. Zellweger et al., 2011a).
5.5

Data analysis and results
The hypotheses are tested with structural equation modeling (SEM) in SmartPLS 3.

Partial least squares (PLS) does not require multivariate normality for estimating model
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parameters, observation independence, or variable metrics (Falk & Miller, 1992).
Consequently, it is well suited for the estimation of complex structural models (Bagozzi & Yi,
1994; Fornell & Cha, 1994; Wold, 1985). The PLS analysis involves two steps. In the first
stage, the measurement model (outer model), where the relationships between a latent variable
and its observed variables are specified, is evaluated. The second stage involves the evaluation
of the structural model (inner model), where the relationships between latent variables are
analyzed (Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009). The bootstrapping procedure is run with 5.000
subsamples to test the significance of path coefficients (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011) and to
assess mediation (Hair et al., 2017). This is discussed in the following section. As mentioned,
the analysis includes two models: the first model includes the measurement of the succession
and founding intention, while in the second model the entrepreneurial action (succession and
founding) is added.
5.5.1 Stage 1: Evaluation of the measurement model
An exploratory factor analysis (principle component analysis; varimax rotation) was
conducted for the next generations relationship with the firm and entrepreneurial self-efficacy
revealing a two-factor solution25. All items show a measure of sample adequacy value above .5
and are suitable for factor analysis.
PLS measurement models are evaluated on their reliability and validity (Henseler et al.,
2009): (1) internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s ; composite reliability), which should
be for both criteria at least above .7 and not higher than .95 (Hair, Risher, Sarstedt, & Ringle,
2019; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) and the reliability of each indicator, where the measurement
loading should not be smaller than .4 (Churchill, 1979); (2) convergent (average variances
extracted (AVE)) and discriminant validity (heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT))
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The AVE and HTMT values should be above .5 to indicate
convergent and discriminant validity, which is satisfied for all constructs of the two models
(HTMT not shown in table 3). Factor loadings below .4 and .5 were dropped (Bagozzi & Yi,
1994). Concluding, table 3 reports all values of the measurement models (Model 1 and 2),
showing that the measurement model fulfills the quality criteria for PLS modeling. The overall

25

The dependent variables were not included in the PCA as they involve single item as well as binary
measurements.
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model fit was assessed by the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). The two models
exhibit a sufficient model fit: SRMR = .068 (NFI: .833) (Model 1) and SRMR = .066 (NFI:
.810) (Model 2). Generally, it should be noted that those fit criteria are tentative and
questionable for PLS-SEM results (Hair et al., 2019) and scholars are suggested to rather assess
the predictive relevance of the structural model to show the goodness-of-fit of the model using
R2,Q2 and Q2predict (Hair et al., 2019; Shmueli, Ray, Estrada, & Chatla, 2016) (see below).
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2018

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy
(Adapted from Zellweger et al., 2011a)

b

.864
.756
.860
.837

I am confident that a firm under my leadership will be a success.
I have all the necessary knowledge to run a firm.
I have the entrepreneurial skills to run a business.

.690

What happens to the family business matters to me.

I feel capable of leading a firm.

.769

I identify with the family business.

.150

.810

The fate of the family business is not relevant to me (R).

.833

The family business is an important part of who I am.

.574

I feel close to the family business.

I feel detached from the family business (R).

.717

I care about the family business.
b

.815

Outer loadingac

I feel as if I belong to the family business.

Item

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.

n.a.
n.a.

.852

.866

Cronbachs
alpha

n.a.
n.a.

.899

.899

Composite
reliability

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.
n.a.

.689

.599

AVE

All items measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale (e.g. 1 = I totally disagree; 5 = I totally agree or 1 = very unlikely; 5= very likely) if not stated otherwise; b Item was excluded due low indicator reliability. c Standarized factor loadings are reported; all
were significant (p<0.001).

a

N = 142

How likely is it that you will have the following career in the future? Please indicate "this is my career" if this option is your current activity
n.a.
Succession intention
2018
Member of the management board
Founding intention
2018
Founder of an own venture
n.a.
(adapted from Zellweger et al., 2011a)
Action towards succession (Binary
Member of the management board
n.a.
variable: Action = 1; No action = 0)
2019
Action towards founding (Binary
Founder of an own venture
n.a.
variable: Action = 1; No action = 0)
2019

Dependent variables

2018

Year of
measurement

Relationship with the business
(Björnberg & Nicholson, 2012)

Independent variables

Construct (source)
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Table 3: Items and variables for model 1 and 2

Source: Author’s illustration
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1.34
.42
.16

3.12
.23
.03

6. Founding intention
7. Action towards succession
8. Action towards founding
N = 142
*** Correlation is significant at the .001 level.
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level.
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level.

5. Succession intention

.74
.50
.94
1.21

3.79
.47
8.40
3.79

2. Entrepreneurial self-efficacy
3. Gender
4. Level of education

S.D.
.71

Mean
4.21

Research Variable
1. Relationship with the business

1
1
***

.29
1

2
-.14
1

3
-.07
.32***
-.05
1

4
.09
***

.27**
-.05
.09
1

.51

5

-.19
1

*

.08
-.12
-.10

6
-.24**
***

-.20
1

*

***

.44

.30**
-.10
.16

.36

7

-.01
.04
1

.13
.07
-.02
-.01

8
.08
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5.5.2 Stage 2: Evaluation of structural model
The correlations, means and standard deviations are shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Correlations, means and standard deviations

Source: Author’s illustration
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In the second stage, the size and significance of path coefficients for model 1 and 2 are
evaluated using SmartPLS to test the hypotheses (bootstrapping with 5.000 subsamples) (Hair
et al., 2011).
The path coefficients for model 2 (overall model with all variables included) are shown
in Figure 10 while Table 5 informs path coefficients and significances for model 1 and 2. Before
assessing the structural relationships, collinearity must be assessed through the variance
inflation factor (VIF). VIF values should be lower than three, which is the case for model 1 and
2, thus collinearity is not an issue (Hair et al., 2017; Hair et al., 2019). The next step involves
assessing the in-sample explanatory power of the PLS-path model (Hair et al., 2019). The R2
value, which measures the variance explained through the constructs, gives information of the
explanatory power of the model (Shmueli & Koppius, 2011). R2 values are reported in Table 5
and the results show on average a small to moderate explanatory power (Hair et al., 2011;
Henseler et al., 2009), which is not surprising in this field of research (e.g. Zellweger et al.,
2011a). Furthermore, Q2 values are reported to assess the PLS path model’s predictive accuracy
(Geisser, 1974; Hair et al., 2019; Stone, 1974), which is based on blindfolding procedure. Q2
values are reported in Table 5 and the values show a small to medium predictive relevance of
the PLS-path models (Hair et al., 2019). Lastly, the out-of-sample explanatory power is
assessed through the Q2predict. All Q2predict values are above 0 indicating (Shmueli, Sarstedt, Hair,
Cheah, Ting, Vaithilingam, & Ringle, 2019) that the “model outperforms the most naïve
benchmark” (Hair et al., 2019, p.15). Then prediction statistics are compared by comparing the
root Mean Square Error (RMSE) with a naïve benchmark, which is based on a linear regression
model. The models show high predictive power if “none of the indicators in the PLS-SEM
analysis has higher RMSE values compared to the naïve linear model benchmark” (Hair et al.,
2019, p. 13), which is the case for both models. In summary, model 1 and 2 exhibit a small to
medium in-sample and out-of-sample explanatory power.
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Figure 10: Partial least squares path coefficients model 2

.355***

Succession
intention

.468***

Action towards
succession

.153†
.163*

Relationship with
the family business

.296***

Entrepreneurial
self-efficacy

.166†

.154

-.297***

Founding
intention

.020

Action towards
founding

Notes: The dotted lines represent non-significant path coefficients; † p<.10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; Only significant controls are reported (no significant controls).
N = 142

Source: Author’s illustration
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Table 5: Path coefficients, significance levels, and model fit
Path in SEM

Model 1

Model 2
Path coefficient

Construct

Dependent variable

Path coefficient

Relationship with the business

ESE

.304

***

.296

***

Relationship with the business

Succession intention

.466

***

.468

***

Relationship with the business

Founding intention

-.306

ESE

Succession intention

.159

ESE

Founding intention

.207

ESE

Action towards succession

ESE

Action towards founding

Succession intention

Action towards succession

Founding intention

Action towards founding

ESE (R 2)
2

Succession intention (R )
2

Founding intention (R )

*

-.297***
.153
.166

†
†

.163*
.154
.355
.020
.09

.09

.29

.29

.12

.09

***

.21

2

Action towards succession (R )
Action towards founding (R

†

***

.03

2)

2

ESE (Q )
2

Succession intention (Q )
Founding intention (Q 2)

.05

.05

.24

.26

.05

.05
.18

2

Action towards succession (Q )

.05

2

Action towards founding (Q )
NFI

.068

.066

SRMR

.833

.810

Note.
N = 142
ESE = Entrepreneurial self-efficacy
*** Correlation is significant at the .001 level.
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level.
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level.
† Correlation is significant at the 0.1 level

Source: Author’s illustration
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The next step involves the assessment of the path coefficients. Model 1 and model 2
reveal that a close relationship with the firm has a direct and positive influence on the succession
intention of the next generation from enterprising families [Model 1: (β = .466; p<.001); Model
2: (β = .468; p<.001)]. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 can be supported.
Furthermore, model 1 and 2 give full support of hypothesis 2. The models show that a
close relationship with the family business has a direct and negative effect on the founding
intention of the next generation [Model 1: (β = -.306; p<.001); Model 2: (β = -.297; p<.001)].
For assessing hypotheses 3 and 4, and thus the mediating effect of entrepreneurial selfefficacy, mediation analysis was conducted using bootstrapping with 5.000 subsamples. The
results show support for hypothesis 3 stating that entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the
relationship between the relationship with the business and the succession intention of the next
generation. The results suggest a partial mediation, as there is a direct significant relationship
between the relationship with the business and succession intention, as shown by the support
of hypothesis 1 and 2, and a significant indirect effect (indirect effect = .045; 95% CI: [.001;
.095]). The study also finds full support for hypothesis 4. The results suggest a partial mediation
of entrepreneurial self-efficacy between the next generations relationship with the firm and their
founding intention (indirect effect: .049; 95% CI: [.007; .096])26.
In addition, hypothesis 5 can also be supported. The analysis finds support in model 2
that the succession intention of next generation family members is positively and strongly
related to the action towards succession (β = .355; p<.001). However, the results do not reveal
evidence that the founding intention of next generation family members is positively and
moderately related to the action of founding an own venture (β = .020). Therefore, hypothesis
6 cannot be supported.
5.6

Discussion

5.6.1 Theoretical contributions
As stated before, the purpose of this study is to explore the means by which the
relationship to the family business shapes entry modes to entrepreneurship of the next
generation in enterprising families (intentions and the resulting action) through the perspective

26

The results of the mediation analysis are one-tailed.
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of social cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002). The results reveal that the relationship
to the family business serves as an important antecedent to the intention and action of entry
modes to entrepreneurship of the next generation. Furthermore, the study finds that next
generation family members show a stronger conversion of succession intention into
entrepreneurial action as is the case for founding intentions. In addition, the analysis reveals
support for the (partially) mediating effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on the next
generations members intention to succeed in the family business or start their own venture.
These findings have several theoretical implications.
Transfer and expansion of social cognitive career theory to the context of the next
generation from enterprising families. Following a call for research (Winkel et al., 2011), the
study transfers social cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002) to a different
socioeconomic context, next generation members socialized in enterprising families27. The
results show that a context-specific factor, the relationship with the family business in
combination with entrepreneurial self-efficacy is central in the prediction of next generations
entry modes to entrepreneurship, explaining almost 30% of the variance of the succession
intention and action. Social cognitive career theory can thus be transferred to the context of
next generation family members to predict their entrepreneurial intention and action. The results
confirm that entrepreneurial self-efficacy is important in predicting next generations entry
modes to entrepreneurship as well as its mediating role. However, there is a situational factor
that shows an even higher validity in predicting entry modes to entrepreneurship: the
relationship with the family business. This provides initial support for generalizability of social
cognitive career theory to different contexts in reaction to recent calls (e.g. Pfeifer et al., 2016).
The findings also exemplify the importance of including situational factors such as the
relationship with the family business in future research investigating entrepreneurial action of
the next generation.
However, the study also expands social cognitive career theory by a new situational
variable representing a particular context: an entrepreneurial entity being part of the social
construction of the family (Frank et al., 2019). While Garcia et al. (2018) focus on parent-child
relationships and its influence on entry modes to entrepreneurship using social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1986), this study focuses on another situational factor: the family business-child

27

It is important to note that only parts of the social cognitive career theory were transferred to this context.
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relationship. By that, it contributes to the individual level of analysis regarding succession
related issues from the perspective of the next generation (Daspit et al., 2016). Entrepreneurial
intentions and actions of the next generation do not only unfold from career related modeling
stemming from parents, and thus parent-child relationships (i.e. parental support and parental
psychological control), but also from family business-child relationships as an important driver
of child development in enterprising families, because family business experience and exposure
to entrepreneurship (e.g. Dyer & Handler, 1994) affects the next generations attitude towards
entrepreneurial behavior (Carr & Sequeira, 2007). By the support of hypothesis 1 and 2, the
study shows that a close relationship to the family business directly influences the succession
and founding intention. Consequently, social cognitive career theory offers researchers the
opportunity to include the socioeconomic context in theoretical models when researching
entrepreneurial issues of the next generation in enterprising families.
Relational aspects in succession. Previous research has recognized different relational
aspects between different groups as an antecedent to succession (De Massis et al., 2008). For
example, bad interpersonal relationships hinder succession (Kepner, 1983; Lansberg, 1983) due
to conflicts or rivalries among family members and non-family members (Bruce & Picard,
2006; Lansberg, 1988), lack of trust (Barach, Gantisky, Carson, & Doochin, 1988) or lack of
commitment (De Massis et al., 2008). While these studies recognize the relationships among
family members or between family and nonfamily members from different individual
perspectives, they miss to address another essential relationship in enterprising families: the
relationship of family members to the business. The present study reveals that the next
generations relationship with the family business is an antecedent to entry modes to
entrepreneurship, including succession. By that it emphasizes the role of the family and the
business in developing an entrepreneurial intent and related behavior. The analysis illustrates
that a close relationship to the family business has a positive effect on the succession intention
and in turn a negative effect on the founding intention. In other words, the fit of self-identity
and values with those of the family business, are crucial for today’s next generation,
increasingly searching for jobs satisfying their goals and needs in living a purposeful life
(Iorgulescu, 2016). Previous research that features the process-oriented nature of family
business succession is thus extended (Garcia et al., 2018; Le Breton-Miller et al., 2004; Royer
et al., 2008) by concentrating on the underlying psychological mechanisms within enterprising
families and their influence on entrepreneurial intention and action of the next generation.
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In summary, while previous research does recognize the relationship among family
members or between family and non-family members from different individual perspectives,
the current study adds to our understanding of the role of the firm within the family. By that it
also contributes to understanding the family side in entrepreneurship (Daspit et al., 2016;
Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Minola et al., 2016; Uhlaner et al., 2012), showing that social
interactions are a crucial antecedent to entrepreneurial behavior of the next generation.
Entry modes to entrepreneurship of the next generation: Behavior of succeeding in the
family business or founding an own venture and the intention-action-gap. The entrepreneurship
literature recognizes that entrepreneurial intentions do not necessarily turn into actions
(Kautonen et al., 2015). However, our knowledge regarding the intention-action gap in the
context of entrepreneurial intentions of next generation members from enterprising families is
limited (Carr & Seqeuira, 2007; Garcia et al., 2018; Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013).
Therefore, one of the contributions of this study is that it not only considers situational and
cognitive factors and their influence on entrepreneurial intentions (e.g. Carr & Sequeira, 2007;
Schröder et al., 2011; Zellweger et al., 2011a), but how those intentions actually translate into
action. Thereby, the study follows a call for research using longitudinal data to see if succession
and founding intentions of the next generation turn into action (e.g. Carr & Seqeuira, 2007;
Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013).
In line with previous findings (e.g. Carr & Seqeuira, 2007), the study shows that
(affective) experiences with the family business influence entry modes to entrepreneurship
(actions) through entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intentions. Sometimes
intentions do not translate into entrepreneurial action, leading to an intention-action gap
(Kautonen et al., 2015). In detail, the study suggests that the intention-action gap seems to be
context-dependent: within the context of the next generation it is particularly pronounced for
the entry mode to entrepreneurship through new venture creation, while it is less so for
succession in the family business. While the next generation seems to turn succession intention
into action (intention explaining 29 percent of the variance), the conversion rate of founding
intention into action is much lower (intention explaining 9 percent of the variance). From the
respondents, 20 percent turn the succession intention into action within one year and only 2
percent turn the founding intention into an action, although the means for both variables
(succession and founding intention) (see Table 4) are close to each other [mean (succession
intention) = 3.79 (S.D. = 1.21); mean (founding intention) = 3.12 (S.D. = 1.34)]. This generally
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highlights that next generation members from enterprising families are likely to turn their
succession intention into action. Furthermore, the findings reveal that intention is a good
predictor for succession action and thus active next generation engagement in the family
business.
This means that the preferred entry mode to entrepreneurship of next generation family
members from enterprising families is through succeeding in the family business and not
through founding an own business, which also gives information on the succession process and
the long-term career development of the next generation. One reason could be situational and
cognitive factors. It can therefore be inferred that the translation of entrepreneurial intention
into succession intention can be facilitated or impeded by a variety of individual level and
situational factors within enterprising families. However, this also gives insights into the
entrepreneurial process from the new venture perspective. Although the intention for founding
a venture is similar to the succession intention, the founding intention does not turn into reality
although entrepreneurial self-efficacy is comparably high (mean: 3.79). This means that one
factor that preludes these next generation members from starting an entrepreneurial career
through venturing are positive relationships within the enterprising family.
This has important practical implications. Enterprising families should not undermine the
importance of family functioning and stable social relationships on the next generations attitude
towards entrepreneurship. Consequently, social relationship within the enterprising family have
an important influence on the next generations entrepreneurial behavior and the continuity of
the enterprising family as such.
5.7

Limitations and future research
Opportunities for future research arise from limitations associated with survey-related

data collection and analysis. First, the geographical area is limited to Germany, potentially
leading to a minimized generalizability of the findings due to a cultural bias. Especially
regarding the perception of the situational and cognitive variables, the results could differ
between cultural contexts. Consequently, future research could explore how entrepreneurial
self-efficacy and the relationship with the family business affects career intentions and actions
in different cultural contexts (e.g., more collective societies). Second, the model only involves
one specific cognitive factor, entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Future research could investigate
other cognitive factors such as locus of control or independence motive. In addition, future
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research could focus on different situational factors next to the relationship with the family
business that shape the succession and founding intention, leading some next generation
members to have a close relationship to the family business but still exhibit a higher founding
intention than a succession intention and vice versa. This can depend on relational, individual,
financial, process and other context factors (for a detailed review see DeMassis et al., 2008).
For example, a process factor could be, if the governance of the family business involves the
rule that no family member is able to be actively engaged in the family business (e.g.
Freudenberg Gruppe), then the next generation family member might have a close relationship
to the family business, but still has a higher founding than succession intention. Furthermore,
the study does not include group comparisons with adolescents from non-entrepreneurial
families. However, to fully assess how the context of being part of an enterprising family
influences entry modes to entrepreneurship, it would be interesting to compare the results to
respondents with no family business background. Fourth, a specific measurement for selfefficacy is used, namely entrepreneurial self-efficacy, but regarding the specific context of an
enterprising family, future research could use family business self-efficacy as suggested by
Garcia et al. (2018) to see if the results differ. Lastly, to the best of our knowledge this is the
first study that investigates the actual behavior of the next generation in enterprising families,
however, a longer time gap between measuring the intention and action, although one year was
shown to be appropriate (Kautonen et al., 2015), could give better results.
5.8

Conclusion
The purpose of this study is to explore the means by which the relationship to the family

business and entrepreneurial self-efficacy shapes entry modes to entrepreneurship of the next
generation in enterprising families (succeeding in the family business or founding a new
venture) through the perspective of social cognitive career theory. The study finds that the
situational context in combination with cognitive factors influence the entry modes to
entrepreneurship of the next generation in enterprising families. Furthermore, this is to the best
of our knowledge, the first study that adds to our understanding how entrepreneurial intentions
turn into actions of next generation members.
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Abstract
Digital transformation increasingly requires activities located outside firm boundaries, for
example via alliances with start-up companies. Despite this, German Mittelstand firms,
primarily owned and managed by enterprising families and seen as role models of innovation,
appear reluctant to place strategic emphasis on venturing outside the firm’s boundaries when it
comes to digital transformation. Drawing on the concepts of identity and communication
patterns, we theorize on the mechanisms behind this behavior. Applying structural equation
modelling to a sample of 254 members of the next generation in enterprising families from
Germany, we find that family communication patterns impact the strategic priority for or
against external corporate venturing via identity-related considerations.
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6.1

Introduction
One of the most critical challenges for established companies is making sense of and

responding to disruptive innovations (e.g. Ansari et al., 2016; Kammerlander et al., 2018;
Klenner et al., 2013; Yu & Hang, 2010). A current challenge here is digital transformation,
which is at the heart a corporate entrepreneurship activity because it involves fundamental
transformation in firms’ value creation (Keil, 2004; Matt et al., 2015; Sia et al., 2016; Weill &
Woerner, 2015). Corporate entrepreneurship includes corporate venturing activities (CV),
which are defined as “entrepreneurial efforts that lead to the creation of new business
organizations within the corporate organization” (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999, p. 19).
Since breakthroughs tend to originate with new entrants (Cooper & Schendel, 1976;
Tushman & Anderson, 1986), alliances with newly created companies are a valuable means
through, which established firms engage in entrepreneurial activity (Benson & Ziedonis, 2009;
Stuart, Hoang, & Hybels, 1999; Wadhwa & Kotha, 2006). Accordingly, and especially true for
the digital age, transformation means an increasing focus on activities outside firm boundaries,
i.e. ECV. ECV is a corporate venturing activity, which involves the creation of new business
organizations that are located outside the existing organizational boundaries (Sharma &
Chrisman, 1999).
ECV is generally viewed as positive and beneficial to firm success because it enables
organizational learning (e.g. Ireland & Webb, 2007; Keil, 2000; Keil, 2004; Keil et al., 2008).
In spite of this, it remains unclear why some firms tend to avoid ECV. German Mittelstand
firms for example comprise a subset of primarily family companies who are seen as global
innovation role models (De Massis et al., 2018), even though they paradoxically lag behind in
digital transformation (e.g. Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2017; Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs
and Energy, 2017; Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy, 2018; Schröder et al.,
2015). In an attempt to understand the mechanisms behind this paradox, we shift attention in
the following to the family side of entrepreneurship, combining family theory and
organizational behavior theory. We take these specific steps because we have knowledge
indicating that family communication is linked to firm outcomes; organizational identification
is related to these as well (Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2014; Jenkins & Delbridge, 2014; Matherne,
Waterwall, Ring, & Credo, 2017; Sciascia et al., 2013). Doing this allows us to understand how
the defining stakeholder group of the family business, i.e. the family, is related to the business,
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enhancing our knowledge of how identity concerns influence firm level outcomes (Frank et al.,
2019; Zellweger et al., 2010). This is particularly relevant in the context of digital
transformation because it scrutinizes essential assumptions about identity perceptions (Ashforth
& Mael, 1996; Corley & Gioia, 2004; Elsbach & Kramer, 1996; Kammerlander et al., 2018).
This can be particularly well observed in enterprising families due to the pronounced role of
identity found within them and the strong influence of the family (and thus their
communication) on the business (Berrone et al., 2012; Zellweger et al., 2011b). Organizational
identity and family communication patterns represent promising concepts to help better
understand how family firms strategically deal with digital transformation (Altman & Tripsas,
2015; Kammerlander et al., 2018; Tripsas, 2009). In this article, we focus on the influence of
the enterprising family on strategic priorities in the business through family identification with
the firm, generating the following research question: How are family communication patterns
related to the strategic priority of ECV, and how does the family’s identification with the focal
firm affect that relationship?
Investigating a sample of 254 members of the next generation of enterprising families,
we found that family identification with the firm mediates the relationship between family
communication patterns and the strategic priority of ECV to embrace digital transformation.
Our study aims to contribute in the following ways: First, we offer an alternative
theoretical perspective of ECV, an organizational identity perspective. In doing so, we aim to
explain why ECV, contrary to predictions from an organizational learning perspective, is not
seen as a strategic priority. In addition, as identification is a core facet of SEW, and applying
the frequently-called-for direct measurement approach of SEW (Debicki et al., 2016; Hauck et
al., 2016), we further investigate the origin of SEW, taking an important step forward for SEW
theory (Berrone et al., 2012; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2014;
Schulze & Kellermanns, 2015; Sharma, 2004).
Second, we combine organizational identity and family communication patterns theory.
This is in line with the call for more research on the combination of organizational and family
theories (Frank et al., 2019; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). In doing this, we advance our
understanding of how the family and the firm interact by uncovering the direct and indirect
relationship(s) between communication patterns in the family context, organizational identity,
and strategic priorities in the company, most notably for activities outside firm boundaries
(ECV) (Astrachan, 2010; Bertrand & Schoar, 2006; Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2014; Carmon &
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Pearson, 2013; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Uhlaner et al., 2012;
Zellweger et al., 2010).
We finally draw attention to the next generation of enterprising families (Wooldridge,
Schmid, & Floyd, 2008), to date an under-researched stakeholder group of the family and firm
in entrepreneurship and management research (Sharma, 2004; Sharma & Irving, 2005). This
will further our understanding of the influence of the family on the firm. On the one hand, we
can understand how the family influences the next generation’s identification with the
company. On the other hand, we assess a stakeholder group of the firm that is strongly inclined
towards it, but at the same time is not fully influenced by the daily operations in the business
when it comes to their decisions and identity perceptions. This is particularly interesting
because it is primarily the next generation in family businesses that will make the decisions
about digital transformation. Accordingly, understanding their attitude towards digital
transformation makes this study relevant for the coming years as well as for the German
Mittelstand. It offers the opportunity to better understand the family end of things in
entrepreneurship and management (Holt, Madison, & Kellermanns, 2017).
6.2

Theory and hypotheses

6.2.1 Digital transformation as an ECV activity
Value creation in digital settings is increasingly occurring in alliance with multiple
players (Keen & Williams, 2013). This shifts the focus on value creation from predominantly
internal corporate entrepreneurship to activities outside firm boundaries (ECV) (Sharma &
Chrisman, 1999). ECV involves the formation of entities located outside the existing
organizational boundaries (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999) such as corporate venture capital
investments, acquisitions, or alliances (Keil, 2000). This makes digital transformation primarily
an ECV activity where digital solutions are co-created by a series of partnerships in a value
network in which different stakeholders join forces (Evens, 2010) to adapt to changing
environments and ensure firm survival in the digital age (Keil, 2004).
Digital transformation involves entrepreneurial processes in markets and firms associated
with digital technologies. It changes a firm’s business model, products, and organizational
structures (Hess, Matt, Benlian, & Wiesböck, 2016). Benson and Ziedonis (2009) highlight how
ECV involves a particularly promising type of cooperative connection in times of technological
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transformations, i.e. with people and companies operating between established firms and new
ventures. Since breakthroughs in technology-intensive industries tend to originate with new
entrants (Cooper & Schendel, 1976; Tushman & Anderson, 1986), alliances with newly created
companies are a valuable means through which established firms engage in entrepreneurial
activity (Basu, Phelps, & Kotha, 2016; Stuart et al., 1999; Wadhwa & Kotha, 2006).
While ECV is increasingly becoming a strategic imperative for value creation in the
context of digital transformation, it has received less attention in the general corporate
entrepreneurship and family business literature (Calabrò, Minola, Campopiano, & Pukall,
2016). The existing ECV literature focuses on search and integration efforts to achieve
formative principles of external ventures (Basu et al., 2016; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002;
Dushnitsky & Lenox, 2005; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014) and ECV outcomes such as
organizational learning (e.g. Ireland & Webb, 2007; Keil, 2000; Keil, 2004; Keil et al., 2008).
Nevertheless, identity issues regarding ECV, especially in the formation stage (Das & Teng,
2002), which represents the focus of this article, have largely been neglected in past research
despite the role of identity as a potential inhibitor of change (Altman & Tripsas, 2015; Ashforth
& Mael, 1996; Burgelman, 1994; Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994; Kammerlander et al.,
2018; Tripsas, 2009).
Family firms have a unique identity shaped by the beliefs and values of the enterprising
family (O'Malley, 1991; Zellweger et al., 2010). Zellweger et al. (2010) argue that
organizational identity theory is appropriate for capturing the identification of family members
with the firm because it reflects how the family defines and views it. This also suggests that
when researching family businesses and their identity, the origin of identity formation (the
family) must be considered. We do this by not only considering ECV from an organizational
identity theory perspective, but from family communication patterns theory as well. Here, we
account for the family side in entrepreneurship because in family firms we need to understand
family functioning to understand firm outcomes (e.g. Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). Sciascia et al.
(2013) suggest that communication patterns theory offers a valuable means through which the
entrepreneurial behavior of the firm can be assessed by focusing on family communication,
because this is after all a determinant of family functioning that leads to the development of
behavior (LaRossa & Reitzes, 2004; Smith, Freeman, & Zabriskie, 2009). It is thus the families’
characteristics such as family communication that explain the firm’s behavior such as external
corporate venturing (Garcia-Morales, Matias-Reche, & Verdu-Jover, 2011; Sciascia et al.,
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2013). Previous research has furthermore shown that communication patterns are an antecedent
of organizational identification (e.g. Yoon, Baker, & Ko, 1994).
Digital transformation is ultimately a future-oriented topic in firms. Consequently, it is
the next generation, not the current one, that will have to make decisions about digital
transformation in the future. This makes understanding the attitude of the next generation
towards digital transformation essential. Even if family members do not hold an official position
in the family firm (organization), they strongly influence the organizational identity through a
strong sense of belonging, especially when they are dedicated and contributing to the company
(Cabrera-Suarez, De Saa-Perez, & Garcia-Almeida, 2001). As such, the next generation as a
particularly important but infrequently studied group of family members strongly influences
transgenerational orientation, wealth creation, and thus firm decisions. These are the individuals
who grew up with the business, heard stories about it, and encounter firm-related identity
indicators (Deephouse & Jaskiewicz, 2013). In other words: the firm becomes a crucial part of
their biography, and identity (Dyer & Whetten, 2006; Zellweger et al., 2011b). Focusing on the
next generation, we expect that we can better assess the influence of the family on the firm in
terms of ECV strategic priority, and the relevance of the family when it comes to firm
identification. This is because the next generation, although inclined towards the firm, is at the
same time not fully influenced by the daily operations in the business in their decisions.
6.2.2 Family communication patterns and the strategic priority of ECV
Previous findings show that family influences workplace outcomes (Carmon & Pearson,
2013; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Sciascia et al., 2013). Based on family communication patterns
theory, Sciascia et al. (2013) theorize that family communication patterns are directly associated
with corporate entrepreneurship activities (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999) such as ECV. We argue
that the variation in ECV activities in family firms is not necessarily influenced through family
involvement, but rather by the source of influence that varies depending on the characteristics
of the family involved in the business (Sciascia et al., 2013).
Family communication patterns theory explains the communicational functioning of the
family through relationship building (Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994). According to it, the family
has internal working models (schemata) of family communication. Each family has its own set
of beliefs, attitudes, and philosophies about family life. Family life is characterized by specific
communication behaviors, which in turn influence attention to and perception of topics in the
Prügl, R. & Spitzley, D.I. (2020). Responding to digital transformation by external corporate venturing: An enterprising family
identity and communication patterns perspective. Journal of Management Studies, DOI: 10.1111/joms.12578. Article DHID:
16729490. Reprinted by license CC-BY-NC-ND (open access); Funder Name: Zeppelin Universität GGmbH.

91

Chapter 6 | Study 2

firm (Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994; Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 1997). Family communication
patterns theory incorporates two fundamental dimensions of communicative behavior:
conformity and conversation orientation (Fitzpatrick, 2004).
Conformity orientation refers to “the degree to which families create a climate that
stresses homogeneity of attitudes, values, and beliefs” (Fitzpatrick, 2004, p. 173). We expect
high conformity orientation to have a negative influence on the strategic priority of ECV for
the next generation, because it strongly “reduces cognitive heterogeneity and cognitive
conflicts” (Sciascia et al., 2013, p. 433).
First, high conformity orientation leads to a lower exchange of ideas, experience, and
knowledge and thus less cognitive diversity within the next generation that is needed to consider
different entrepreneurial alternatives (Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Sciascia et al., 2013; Wiersema
& Bantel, 1992). This decreases the possibility that riskier decisions such as ECV are made.
Second, next generation members from families with high conformity orientation
experience a high level of pressure to show mutual agreement and compliance in an effort to
maintain a homogenous family culture. This means there are expectations of obedience and
control from the parents (Barbato, Graham, & Perse, 2003; Fitzpatrick, 2004; Koerner &
Fitzpatrick, 1997). The possibility of cognitive conflict is thus reduced, leading to a lack of
productive influence coming from cognitive conflicts that would otherwise spur a consideration
of alternative entrepreneurial options. Bold and innovative strategic ideas are inhibited as a
result (Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2004; Sciscia et al., 2013). In this kind of family environment,
the next generation will refrain from riskier decisions such as making ECV a priority. This is
because family firms are more skeptical towards external sources e.g. when acquiring external
technology (e.g. Chrisman, Fang, Kotlar, & De Massis, 2015b; Kotlar, De Massis, Frattini,
Bianchi, & Fang, 2013; König, Kammerlander, & Enders, 2013).
Third, families displaying high conformity work to maintain existing power structures
(Fitzpatrick, 2004). This means that the enterprising family along with the conforming next
generation will typically not (or will not be allowed to) consider the importance of ECV for the
firm when it comes to digital transformation.
Fourth, families with a high conformity orientation will also remain largely unchallenged
(Fitzpatrick, 2004). Previous research has shown that authoritarian leadership motivates
conformity via praise, and/or rewards (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999). So, families with a high
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conformity orientation typically see the next generation adapting the viewpoints of the senior
generation. Put another way: the propensity of the senior generation to underestimate the pace
and transformative power of digital technologies will in some cases dominate or overshadow
the viewpoint of the next generation.
Finally, it is believed that high conformity orientation leads to a stronger internal than
external influence (Fitzpatrick, 2004), meaning that an ECV perspective as a strategic option
will have comparably lower importance in the eyes of the next generation. In this case, the next
generation has learned from parents to focus internally rather than externally. We state as a
result:
Hypothesis 1: Next generation members from enterprising families perceiving a high
conformity orientation in family communication show a low strategic priority of ECV.
Conversation orientation is defined as “the degree to which families create a climate
where all family members are encouraged to participate freely in communication about a wide
array of topics” (Fitzpatrick, 2004, p. 173). We expect a high level of perceived conversation
orientation from the next generation to have a positive influence on the strategic priority placed
on ECV. If conversation and thus participation among the next generation and the family are
encouraged, and include openly discussed alternatives, riskier strategic decisions may emerge
(e.g. Chirico, Sirmon, Sciascia, & Mazzola, 2011; Jehn, 1995; Sciascia et al., 2013).
First, families with a high conversation orientation have an integrative understanding of
change in the family system in relation to its outer and inner environment, leading to more
efficient problem solving. This means that the family is more flexible and adaptive in how it
deals with difficulties (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2007; Fitzpatrick, 2004; Koerner & Fitzpatrick,
1997). Open discussion exists about entrepreneurial challenges and success between the
generations of the enterprising family (Sciascia et al., 2013), leading to a stronger likelihood
for the next generation to see ECV as an attractive strategic option in the context of digital
transformation. This is because high adaptability and flexibility lead to a better response to
environmental challenges such as digital transformation, as well as towards outside options like
ECV.
Second, families with a high conversation orientation show greater interest in new ideas
(Fitzpatrick, 2004), which creates an entrepreneurial spirit within the family, leading to a high
propensity towards exploring new business territory. One example here includes cooperation
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with knowledgeable new entrants to the industry like start-up firms. The next generation here
is encouraged to freely state their ideas and opinions on ECV because they “are evaluated based
on their merits rather than on the status of the family member proposing it” (Sciascia et al.,
2013, p. 434).
Third, families with low conversation orientation are characterized by uninvolved
interactions among family members (Fitzpatrick, 2004). Loose ties between them lead to a lack
of intra-family conversation, generating fewer open discussions between generations about
strategic options like ECV in reaction to digital transformation. We therefore argue:
Hypothesis 2: Next generation members from enterprising families perceiving a high
conversation orientation in family communication show a high strategic priority of ECV.
6.2.3 The mediating effect of family identification with the firm
Prior research emphasizes that family identification is relevant for studying behavioral
outcomes of family firms (Sundaramurthy & Kreiner, 2008; Zellweger et al., 2010). Previous
work suggests family communication patterns not only directly influence firm outcomes such
as ECV, but are even funneled through family identification (Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2014;
Carmeli, Gilat, & Waldman, 2007). We thus propose that family identification mediates the
relationship between family communication patterns and the strategic priority of ECV of the
next generation.
In enterprising families, the stronger/weaker identification of the family with the firm
depends on the integration of family-specific aspects (e.g. family communication patterns) into
the business (Zellweger et al., 2010), which is in turn observable through firm behavior (Reiss,
1981). This suggests family identification, being a way in which characteristics such as family
communication are funneled into the business, is leading to strategic decisions of the next
generation that help the firm reach family goals as a result (Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2014; Holt et
al., 2017; Matherne et al., 2017). Family-related goals in business particularly include the
preservation of its wealth (Hoffman, Hoelscher, & Sorenson, 2006; Sundaramurthy & Kreiner,
2008; Vandekerkhof, Steijvers, Hendriks, & Voordeckers, 2018; Zellweger, Kellermanns,
Chrisman, & Chua, 2012b). Put specifically, family identification leads to shared norms and
meanings and is hence a powerful tool, which restricts personal decision making to preserve
the common good of the family and the business, including aspects such as the family and
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business reputation (Deephouse & Jaskiewicz, 2013; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007; Gómez-Mejía,
Makri, & Kintana, 2010; Gómez-Mejía, Neacsu, & Martin, 2019; Memili, Eddleston,
Kellermanns, Zellweger, & Barnett, 2010). This is linked to the wish of members of the
enterprising family to pass on healthy and strong firms to the next generation and exert
transgenerational control, which is an objective for family members having a deeply structured
identification tied to the business (Berrone et al., 2012; Davis, Allen, & Hayes, 2010; Miller,
Breton-Miller, & Lester, 2011). Accordingly, family businesses tend to refrain from
cooperative activities such as ECV because it could be detrimental to their reputation
(Deephouse & Jaskiewicz, 2013; Dyer & Whetten, 2006; Zellweger et al., 2011b).
Specifically speaking, family processes such as communication patterns are an antecedent
of organizational identification (Holt et al., 2017; Jenkins & Delbridge, 2014; Matherne et al.,
2017; Vardaman, Allen, & Rogers, 2018; Yoon et al., 1994). Family identification is
constructed from relevant social information collected within the family (Fiske & Taylor,
1991). This includes central and relatively permanent features of the family unit such as
communication (Matherne et al., 2017), which fosters organizational identification (Björnberg
& Nicholson, 2012; Brickson, 2005) because family communication patterns (social
relationships) set the basis for a common cognitive context that provides shared meaning,
norms, and values and thus family identification (Carr, Cole, Ring, & Blettner, 2011; Pearson,
Carr, & Shaw, 2008).
Furthermore, previous findings suggest that identification with the firm influences workrelated outcomes and strategic decision making (Carmeli et al., 2007; Jenkins & Delbridge,
2014). As noted by Dutton et al. (1994, p. 254), “when people strongly identify with their work
organization their sense of survival is tied to the organization’s survival”. Next generation
members that perceive high family identification with the firm are motivated to strive for a
positive reputation of the family business (Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2014; Deephouse &
Jaskiewicz, 2013). Previous research has suggested that the dynamics between identity and
disruptive change such as digital transformation are promising in understanding firms’
responses to disruptive change (Altman & Tripsas, 2015; Anthony & Tripsas, 2016; Garud &
Karunakaran, 2017; Kammerlander et al., 2018; Tripsas, 2009). Digital transformation, which
requires firms to bring about substantial changes to business models (Rayna & Striukova,
2016), organizational strategy (Bharadwaj, El Sawy, Pavlou, & Venkatraman, 2013) as well as
corporate culture (Dremel, Wulf, Herterich, Waizmann, & Brenner, 2017; Sia et al., 2016) can
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have an influence on organizational identity (Ashforth & Johnson, 2001; Dutton & Dukerich,
1991; Scott & Lane, 2000). This is because transformation puts essential assumptions about the
organization under the microscope (Ashforth & Mael, 1996; Elsbach & Kramer, 1996;
Kammerlander et al., 2018). Research assumes that strong organizational identity can in fact
inhibit change (Ashforth & Mael, 1996; Burgelman, 1994; Dutton et al., 1994; Kammerlander
et al., 2018). As digital transformation questions existing industry and firm boundaries (Keil,
2004; Matt et al., 2015; Sia et al., 2016; Weill & Woerner, 2015), it can severely challenge an
organization’s identity and reputation, meaning that family identification can lead to the next
generation refraining from ECV activities in the context of digital transformation in an effort
to avoid placing the family and firm reputation at risk (Souder, Zaheer, Sapienza, & Ranucci,
2017).
Conformity orientation. We thus propose that the direct and negative relationship between
conformity orientation and the strategic priority of ECV is mediated by family identification.
This means that conformity orientation within enterprising families not only directly influences
the strategic priority of ECV, but is funneled through family identification as well (CabreraSuárez et al., 2014; Carmeli et al., 2007). High conformity orientation strongly “reduces
cogntive heterogeneity and cogntive conflicts” within families (Sciascia et al., 2013, p. 433),
increasing the pressure to show mutual agreement and compliance in an effort to maintain a
homogenous identification (Barbato et al., 2003; Fitzpatrick, 2004; Koerner & Fitzpatrick,
1997). High conformity orientation as a result leads members to pursue family-centered goals
through the identification with the family business (Carney, 2005). This common cognitive
context with less open discussion within the enterprising family creates shared meaning and
high family identification, in turn leading the next generation to refrain from uncertain and risky
decisions. This can be particularly pronounced for ECV, with potentially differing values,
attitudes, and behaviors of cooperation partners outside the family perhaps challenging family
identity, leading to a rejection of ECV. We propose:
Hypothesis 3: Family identification with the firm mediates the relationship between the
conformity orientation in family communication and the strategic priority of ECV.
Conversation orientation. Furthermore, we propose that the direct and positive
relationship between conversation orientation and the strategic priority of ECV is mediated by
family identification. This encourages the next generation to act in favor of the firm. A
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perception of high conversation orientation leads to a stronger feeling by the next generation of
belonging to the family, increasing the perception of family identification. If conversation
orientation is altered, the level of family identification rises because the next generation
increasingly feels part of the enterprising family and the firm as a result. Therefore,
conversation orientation affects the strategic priority of ECV through the mediation of
organizational identification, a claim that receives support from studies indicating a relationship
between family communication and organizational identification as well as organizational
identification firm outcomes (e.g. Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2014; Carmeli et al., 2007; Sciascia et
al., 2013). This is because conversation orientation is a process of self-verification, which sets
an identity standard regarding the behavior of the next generation, that is in line with the family
and business (Burke, 2004). So even though the family shows a high conversation orientation,
enabling riskier strategic decisions due to open discussion of alternatives (Chirico et al., 2011;
Jehn, 1995; Miller et al., 2011; Sciascia et al., 2013), next generation members will refrain from
ECV in the context of digital transformation due to a strong identification of the family with
the firm. We thus state:
Hypothesis 4: Family identification with the firm mediates the relationship between the
conversation orientation in family communication and the strategic priority of ECV.
6.3

Method

6.3.1 Data collection and sample description
Survey data from next generation members of the enterprising family were collected from
April to September of 2017. With no existing database containing information on the next
generation in enterprising families, identifying this specific population is challenging. This is
also one of the reasons why there has to date been limited research on the next generations’
business perspectives (Birley, 2002; Björnberg & Nicholson, 2012; Schröder et al., 2011).
Accordingly, random sampling from an existing population was not an option because
the population of next generation members within enterprising families is simply unknown.
Where the population of interest is difficult to identify, snowball sampling (Biernacki &
Waldorf, 1981; Rothbart et al., 1982) is helpful in locating members of special populations
(Poetz & Prügl, 2010; von Hippel et al., 2009). Members of the target population (next
generation family members) were therefore directly approached in a two-phase snowball
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sampling process. In the first phase, major German research institutes, associations, and
networks in the field of family business with a focus on the next generation in enterprising
families helped identify and contact suitable first respondents. In the second phase, respondents
were encouraged to directly forward the survey to other next generation family members they
personally know and/or were encouraged to provide their contact data, followed by an invitation
to take part in the study.
The final sample for our analysis consisted of 254 completed data records of next
generation family members from enterprising families. We only focused on one group of family
members, because who is asked can often make a major difference (Holt et al., 2017). Our
sample focused on the next generation in enterprising families who are stakeholder groups of
their respective families and firms (Sharma, 2004; Sharma & Irving, 2005). Put specifically, an
enterprising family has a next generation if a senior generation is still involved in management
and/or ownership in the company. Stemming from being part of the enterprising family, the
next generation will have a certain degree of commitment towards the family and firm that is
the result of a strong familial identification with them (Dawson et al., 2014; Sharma & Irving,
2005). This is furthermore accompanied by a high ownership and/or management succession
likelihood (Dyck et al., 2002; Handler, 1989).
Our sample exhibited a high ownership succession likelihood, implying that the
commitment and interest towards the future strategic development of the firm was in fact high.
Regarding ownership succession, 88% of our respondents showed a high succession likelihood,
5.7% a medium succession likelihood, and 6.3% a low succession likelihood. In terms of
management succession, 73.3% of our respondents exhibited a high succession likelihood, 13%
a medium succession likelihood, and 13.7% a low succession likelihood. To be sure, the next
generation in our sample might have different degrees of competence when assessing strategic
developments in the firm. They nevertheless have commitment and dedication (Aldrich &
Langton, 1998), and if the family has the intention to pass on the business, then the family’s
entrepreneurial legacy is an essential element of the next generation, i.e. the study’s participants
(Jaskiewicz et al., 2015). The next generation in our sample had an average age of 29 years,
with 38% female and 62% male participants.
An enterprising family is a “family that owns one or more businesses and derives income
via its businesses, where the business family’s life is characterized by the influence of the
businesses owned and, in many cases, also managed and/or controlled” (Frank et al., 2019, p.
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264). As ownership and management control gives the enterprising family the power it needs
to shape the firm’s strategic decision making and vision (Chua et al., 1999), family firms are
defined in line with other recent studies based on family ownership and management (e.g.
Chrisman & Patel, 2012; Classen, Carree, Van Gils, & Peters, 2014; Kraiczy, Hack, &
Kellermanns, 2015). Consistent with this, we verified using a post-sampling procedure whether
the enterprising families in our sample fit our definition in line with the formal criteria of
controlling ownership by the family (at least 50%) and management by the family (at least one
family member involved in the management of the firm(s)). The companies in our sample have
highly concentrated ownership (on average 97.28% of firm ownership by the family) with an
average firm size of 909 employees (median: 125), and a mean firm age of 78 years. Thirdgeneration ownership was the average, with an average management timespan of two
generations.
6.3.2 Measures
Well-established, validated and reliable measures were applied in the survey wherever
possible. Since the survey was conducted in German, the scales were translated into German
and then back-translated into English to ensure accuracy (Brislin, 1970). The applied items, the
respective coefficient alphas (Churchill Jr., 1979; Cronbach, 1951), the composite reliability,
and factor loadings can be found in Table 6.
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Family members have a strong sense of belonging to my family business.
My family business has a great deal of personal meaning for family members.
Family members are proud to tell others that we are part of the family business.

In this family, we know we have the power to solve major problems.
In this family, when we face difficulties we work together effectively.

c

In this family, we face challenges very effectively.
In this family, we are flexible and adaptable in how we deal with difficulties
In this family, we are poor at dealing with the unexpected (R).

c

validity during exploratory factor analysis. d Standarized factor loadings are reported; all were significant (p<0.001).

All items measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale (e.g. 1 = I totally disagree; 5 = I totally agree) if not stated otherwise. b Item was excluded due low indicator reliability. c Item was exluded due to a low discriminant

N= 297

n.a.

n.a.

.773

n.a.
Strategic priority of ECV
Contingent valuation method based
on a set of twelve choices; Binary
variable (1= high strategic priority
of ECV; 0= low strategic priority of
ECV) (Mitchell & Carson, 2013)

.655
.641

.822
.833
.606

In this family, the younger generation is encouraged to freely challenge the opinions of the older generation (R).

.838

a

Item
In this family, the younger generations try to conform with what the older generation would want. bc

.636

Cronbachs
alpha
.774
In this family, family members of the older generation set the rules. .
In this family, we make decisions with every person having an equal say, regardless of seniority (R).
In this family, the word of the older generation is law.

ad

.822
.680
.712

loading
.229

Outer

.816
.821
.759

.820

Composite
reliability
.783

.841

Family identification with the
firm (Hauck et al., 2016)

Conversation orientation
(Björnberg & Nicholson, 2007)

Conformity orientation
(Björnberg & Nicholson, 2007)

Construct (source)
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Table 6: Items and variables

Source: Author’s illustration
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Dependent Variable. Measuring ECV as a strategic priority presented a challenging task
simply because there is to the best of our knowledge no existing validated measurement scale
for this field (Schildt, Maula, & Keil, 2005; Titus Jr., House, & Covin, 2017; Zahra, 1996).
Although there are in fact some corporate entrepreneurship scales addressing venturing in
general, none specifically address ECV, particularly when it comes to sound measures for the
strategic priority given to different corporate entrepreneurship activities. In previous research,
ECV was mostly operationalized by secondary data such as the number or the relative use of
ventures (e.g. Lai, Chiu, & Liaw, 2010; Schildt et al., 2005; Titus Jr. et al., 2017). This was not
applicable to our study.
We instead used the contingent valuation method to operationalize our dependent variable
(Mitchell & Carson, 2013), which is a direct approach for estimating preferences and priorities,
and well-rooted in economics and marketing research (e.g. Cummings & Taylor, 1999;
Diamond & Hausman, 1994). Similar approaches have been applied in management research
in the context of organizational learning to align measurement with the conceptualization of the
construct (e.g. Lavie & Rosenkopf, 2006; Lin, Yang, & Demirkan, 2007; Uotila, Maula, Keil,
& Zahra, 2009). We applied this method to measure the strategic priorities of next generation
family members by providing twelve options, all referring to main aspects of corporate
entrepreneurship (strategic renewal, innovation, and internal and external CV). The choice set
was based on previous theoretical and empirical studies on corporate entrepreneurship, varying
to the degrees to which the choice is focused on internal or external resources and capabilities
(Lee, Lee, & Pennings, 2001). These included the definition of milestones and budgets, the
establishment of creative open spaces and development of visionary scenarios, monitoring of
industry developments and competitive environment, intense dialogue with customers and
market partners, initiation of pilot projects, fast reaction to customer demands and industry
developments, consulting through external specialists, hiring of technical specialists, market
analysis for new products or services, form equity or non-equity alliance with research
institutes, form equity or non-equity alliance with start-ups, and investment in new entrants
(start-ups) (Benson & Ziedonis, 2009; Bondarouk & Ruel, 2009; Kale & Singh, 2007;
Kandemir, Yapak, & Cavusgil, 2006; Kanter, 1985; Keil et al., 2008; Miller, 2011; Simonin,
1999; Zahra, 1996). Out of these twelve options, respondents were asked to rank their top three
actions, introducing the following text anchoring the respondent to a priority setting situation.
This is a frequently-applied measurement of priorities (Hanley, Mourato, & Wright, 2001):
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When you are fully responsible for the strategic decisions in your family firm, which Top 3
actions will you choose in order to bring digital transformation forward in your family firm?
This measurement approach follows the when life forces choices, use ranking principle.
It also avoids the pitfalls of rating measures in a priority context (e.g. McAlexander,
Kaldenberg, & Koenig, 1994) such as satisficing (which basically means that respondent’s
shortcut the optimal response process by choosing any acceptable answer). It also helps
eliminate order bias or ceiling effects because this kind of non-differentiation can produce data
that are invalid, especially if respondents are asked about things that may all be potentially
desirable. For the statistical analyses, we then created a binary dependent variable. If the choice
form equity or nonequity alliances with start-up or investment in start-ups was ranked within
the top 3 among the set of choice options, it was coded with 1 and otherwise with the value of
0. This means that a coding of 1 shows a strategic priority for ECV while a value of 0
incorporates no strategic priority of ECV. We tested all of the 12 choices within our
hypothesized model to account for robustness. Then we evaluated the three most externally
oriented choices (form equity or non-equity alliance with research institute, start-up or
investment in start-up) for low, medium and high priority to see if the results would hold.
Independent Variables. The family climate scale (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2007)
represents an opportunity to operationalize the central dimensions of family communication
patterns (conformity and communication orientation) in our specific context because it captures
communication in families, especially when it comes to next generation members in
enterprising families. We measured the conformity orientation by adopting the items of the
intergenerational authority sub-scale and the conversation orientation using the items reflecting
family adaptability. We adapted the originally eight-item scales, intergenerational authority,
and family adaptability to five-item scales on a five-point Likert-type scale. A three-item scale
on a five-point Likert-type scale was used to measure the family identification with the firm,
which is part of the more comprehensive REI-Scale by Hauck et al. (2016), a recently validated
parsimonious version of the FIBER scale (Hauck et al., 2016).
Control Variables. Adhering to the guidelines by Bernerth and Aguinis (2016), we
included a set of control variables. We employed a set of control variables accounting for
industry, organizational, family, and individual effects that, building on previous research, have
an impact on CV activities in the context of digital transformation, additionally limiting the risk
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of omitted variable bias (e.g. Calabrò et al., 2016; Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Van Gils
& Zwart, 2009).
First, to rule out potential external effects influencing the strategic priority of ECV, we
controlled for industrial effects using environmental hostility as a proxy of environmental
uncertainty during digital transformation. Previous research has shown that environmental
variables positively relate to entrepreneurial activities (e.g. Miller & Friesen, 1982; Miller,
Burke, & Glick, 1998). Environmental hostility was a six-item scale (1 = I totally disagree; 5 =
I totally agree) adapted from Green, Covin, & Slevin (2008).
Second, we controlled for organizational effects: the firm’s size as an indicator of
resource endowment as well as the fact that larger firms might have a greater scope for engaging
in corporate entrepreneurship, potentially biasing the results. We used the natural logarithm of
number of employees to control for size (e.g. Nadkarni & Chen, 2014). A transformation was
necessary to achieve normal distribution. We also used the firm’s age as a proxy of
entrepreneurial, innovation and alliance experience (e.g., Coad, Segarra, & Teruel, 2016; Van
Gils & Zwart, 2009). Ownership dispersion is a control variable for family effects. It was
measured by asking if the company ownership is concentrated within one, two, or multiple
generations, allowing us to assess the entrepreneurial stage of the family firm influencing
corporate entrepreneurship activities (Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006).
Likelihood was also included to account for individual effects of management and
ownership succession. This was because the composition of our sample comprised the next
generation of the enterprising family, and its varying degree of succession potentially
influenced the perception of strategic priorities within the firm context. Likelihood was
measured with single item, asking for the likelihood of becoming involved in management or
ownership within the family business on a five-point Likert-type scale.
6.4

Data analysis and results
We tested our hypotheses with SEM in Mplus 8.2 using maximum likelihood method

(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2018). In a first stage, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) examined
the validity of the measurement model, showing how latent variables are measured in terms of
the observed variables. In the second stage, the structural model tests hypothesized relations
among latent variables (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Byrne, 2010). With this approach,
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convergent and discriminant validity were evaluated during the measurement phase, while the
structural model provided an appraisal of nomological validity. Furthermore, we conducted a
bootstrap analysis (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004) to test the robustness of the
mediated relationships. The following sections will discuss this and other analyses.
6.4.1 Stage 1: Results of the measurement model
An exploratory factor analysis (principle component analysis; varimax rotation) revealed
a three-factor solution representing the included constructs. All items showed an MSA (measure
of sample adequacy) value above .5 and were suitable for factor analysis.
Following Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) recommended approach, we used CFA to test
our measurement model, applying four criteria to assess the model fit of the measurement model
(e.g. Asparouhov & Muthén, 2018; Byrne, 2010; Hu & Bentler, 1995; Kline, 1998): (1)
comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) (.90 or above); (2) root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) (lower than .06); (3) standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) (lower than .08); and (4) chi-square statistic (2). The CFA model demonstrated good
fit (CFI = .968, TLI = .954, RMSEA= .061, SRMR = .053, 2 (32) = 67.827) (e.g. Asparouhov
& Muthén, 2018; Byrne, 2010; Hu & Bentler, 1995; Kline, 1998). As indicated in Table 6, the
factor loadings were statistically significant and strong (average loadings > .70) (Nunnally &
Bernstein, 1994). Factor loadings below .4 and .5 were dropped (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).
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6.4.2 Stage 2: Results of the structural model
The correlations, means and standard deviations are shown in Table 7.

Table 7: Correlations, means and standard deviations

Source: Author’s illustration
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We developed a series of nested models to test our hypotheses (Anderson & Gerbing,
1988; Chirico & Salvato, 2016; Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007). There are certain restrictions
with categorical outcome variables. Chi-square and related fit statistics are not available when
means, variances, and covariances are not sufficient statistics for model estimation. This was
the case for our model because it uses maximum likelihood estimation with binary dependent
variables. In this case where no absolute fit statistics were available, nested models could be
assessed using -2 times the loglikelihood difference, which is distributed as chi-square (Muthén
& Muthén, 1998-2018) to perform nested model comparison (Anisimova & Gascuel, 2006;
MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002).
As shown in Table 8, we compared the fit of the fully mediated model (loglikelihood (67)
= -6369.028) (Model 1) with three partially mediated models (Model 2-4). First, we tested
partial mediation by adding paths between the conformity orientation and the strategic priority
of ECV, and the conversation orientation and the strategic priority of ECV (Model 2). This
partially mediated model exhibits the following fit index (loglikelihood (69) = -6368.841). The
added paths between conformity orientation and conversation orientation and the strategic
priority of ECV were not significant, and the likelihood ratio showed that Model 2 (see Table
8) lead to an improved fit over Model 1.
We then continued to test a second partially mediated model by evaluating a partially
mediated relationship between conversation orientation and the strategic priority of ECV, and
a fully mediated relationship between conformity orientation and the strategic priority of ECV
(Model 3). This model exhibited the following fit index: (loglikelihood (68) = -6368.992),
which led to an improved fit over Model 1. The added paths were not significant.
In our last step, we tested a third partially mediated model by examining a fully mediated
relationship between conversation orientation and the strategic priority of ECV, as well as a
partially mediated relationship between conformity orientation and the strategic priority of
ECV. This model showed the following fit index (loglikelihood (68) = -6368.984), which led
to an improved fit over Model 1. The added paths were not significant. Assessing the
significance of the loglikelihood ratios (-2 times the loglikelihood difference), which is
distributed as chi-square (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2018), the results revealed that none of the
differences in loglikelihood ratios were significant, meaning that the differences in model fit of
Models 2-4 were not significant compared to Model 1, as shown in Table 8. However, the
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N= 254
ECV = External corporate venturing

Model 4

Partially mediated relationship between
conformity orientation and ECV

Fully mediated model
Partially mediated relationships
between conformity orientation and
ECV and conversation orientation and
ECV
Partially mediated relationship between
conversation orientation and ECV

Model 1
Model 2

Model 3

Description

Model

-6368.984

-6368.992

-6369.028
-6368.841

Loglikelihood
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68
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df

.088
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1

1

Yes

Yes

No (p=.766735)

No (p=.788447)

No

No

Difference of free
Significance of
2
Significance
Likelihood ratio ( )
parameters (degrees of Improved fit over likelihood ratio
of added
compared with model
model
1
freedom) compared to
on a p<0.05
paths
1
model 1
level
.374
2
Yes
No (p=.829444)
No
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results suggest that Model 2 exhibits the best model fit, which is in accordance with our

hypothesized model.

Table 8: Test of a series of nested models

Source: Author’s illustration
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Figure 11 represents the structural model, including the standardized path coefficients
estimated via maximum likelihood estimation. It reports our findings of Model 2 (loglikelihood
(69) = -6368.841).
Conformity orientation exhibits no significant effect on the strategic priority of ECV (β
= .156). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 is not supported. Also, conversation orientation does not
significantly influence the strategic priority of ECV (β = .157). Hypothesis 2 is therefore also
not supported.
As part of the mediation analysis for assessing hypotheses 3 and 4, we first tested the
direct effect between the mediation variable, family identification with the firm, and the
strategic priority of ECV. Family identification with the firm negatively affects the strategic
priority of ECV in the context of digital transformation (β = -.570; p<0.05). Then we tested for
the direct effects of the independent variables on the mediator variable. Conformity orientation
significantly influences the family identification with the firm (β = .232; p<0.05). The effect of
the conversation orientation on the family identification with the firm is highly significant (β =
.372; p<0.001). We then conducted a Sobel test (Sobel, 1982), to test the significance of the
indirect effects that considers that the relationship between the antecedents and the dependent
variable occur through the mediator. The Sobel test is a commonly used test to assess mediation
that divides the estimate of the mediation effect by its standard error and compared to the
standard normal distribution to test for significance (Sobel, 1982). The indirect effect for the
relationship conformity orientation – family identification with the firm – strategic priority of
ECV is significant (indirect effect: β = -.132; p<0.1). Furthermore, we assessed the indirect
effect for the relationship conversation orientation – family identification with the firm –
strategic priority of ECV, which is also significant (β = -.212; p<0.05).
In a post-hoc procedure we conducted a bootstrap analysis as a proxy for the robustness
of the mediation model (MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007), creating 1.000 samples using
Mplus by randomly resampling original data (Lau & Cheung, 2012; Williams & Shepard,
2017). Using bootstrapping to complement the assessment of the direct effects is useful when
sample sizes are moderate (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Reviewing the 95 percent confidence
intervals for the hypothesized relationships showed that 0 is not in the confidence intervals,
which is an indicator that the paths are significantly different from 0 (Lau & Cheung, 2012;
MacKinnon et al., 2004).
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The relationship conformity orientation – family identification with the firm – strategic
priority of ECV exhibits the following results: 95% CI [-.011, -.378]. Therefore, based on the
Sobel test (see above) as well as the bootstrapping analysis, we find support for hypothesis 3.
The family identification with the firm fully mediates the relationship between the family
communication pattern of conformity orientation and the strategic priority of ECV.
In addition, the bootstrapping results reveal the following results for the relationship
conversation orientation – family identification with the firm – strategic priority of ECV: 95%
CI [-.578, -.027]. Both the Sobel test (see above) and bootstrapping analysis show support for
Hypothesis 4. The family identification with the firm fully mediates the relationship between
the family communication pattern of conversation orientation and the strategic priority of ECV.
Figure 11: Results of the structural model analysis (Model 2)
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Source: Author’s illustration

6.5

Discussion

6.5.1 Theoretical contributions
ECV, enterprising family identity and the German Mittelstand. Past research on ECV has
primarily focused on search and integration efforts regarding formative principles of external
ventures (Basu et al., 2016; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Dushnitsky & Lenox, 2005; Hill
& Birkinshaw, 2014) and on the outcomes of ECV such as organizational learning (e.g. Ireland
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& Webb, 2007; Keil, 2000; Keil, 2004; Keil et al., 2008). In line with this, previous empirical
findings posit that firms engaging in ECV benefit from acquisitive learning (Keil, 2004),
resulting in a mostly positive view of ECV. Nevertheless, considering ECV from an identity
perspective has largely been neglected.
Identity considerations could involve two ways of thinking: identity considerations in the
formation stage of external corporate ventures, as well as an outcome where the external venture
could change the identity of the firm and thus the family. In this study, we looked at ECV in
the formation stage, showing that the family identification with the firm is negatively related to
the strategic priority for ECV. Identity can act as an inhibitor of change (Altman & Tripsas,
2015; Ashforth & Mael, 1996; Burgelman, 1994; Dutton et al., 1994; Kammerlander et al.,
2018; Tripsas, 2009). As shown by the support of Hypotheses 3 and 4, our findings suggest that
enterprising families that strongly identify with the focal family firm tend to refrain from ECV
activities, particularly when the acquisitive or alliance forming partner is a new entrant (startup).
We argue that this is due to the reputational risk, which is strongly linked to high levels
of identification (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Micelotta & Raynard, 2011). With this in mind,
we expand the view on ECV from an organizational learning perspective to an identity
perspective, showing how identity concerns can influence strategic decisions. This is especially
true for the context of digital transformation – a context characterized by speed and uncertainty
for all types of firms. When uncertainty (digital transformation) meets uncertainty (acquisitive
or alliance forming partner is a start-up) then ECV becomes a less attractive choice in the digital
age for identity-related reasons. This offers the opportunity for future research to evaluate
corporate entrepreneurship issues from an organizational identity perspective.
Furthermore, we shifted the attention to the family side of entrepreneurship, combining
identity and family communication patterns theory to better understand the mechanisms behind
the paradox of the German Mittelstand concerning digital transformation. To date, the German
Mittelstand has been predominantly researched from a resource-based perspective (De Massis
et al., 2018). Nevertheless, as we can see regarding digital transformation, the traditional
resource-based view of management appears to have its limitations. Although Mittelstand firms
can overcome resource constraints and be highly innovative (De Massis et al., 2018), they
nevertheless lag behind in digital transformation. This supports the idea of applying
organizational identity theory as an additional or alternative theoretical perspective to the
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resource-based view. After all, it is not primarily resource considerations that constrain digital
transformation.
Antecedents of family identification with the firm. Previous research suggests that the
family as an enduring institution directly influences entrepreneurial activities in the business
(e.g. Dyer, 2003; Pistrui, Welsch, & Roberts, 1997). Our results show that family
communication patterns indirectly influence strategic priorities of the family in the business
system through family identification with the firm. This finding adds two valuable contributions
to our understanding of how SEW in business families is formed and how the relationship of
the family to the firm shapes strategic priorities. Although the present study only accounts for
one SEW dimension, it is important to note this contribution because the family identification
with the firm is a major SEW dimension (Berrone et al., 2012; Hauck et al., 2016). And future
research could account for even more SEW dimensions.
Furthermore, several researchers have concerns regarding the concept of SEW. These
concerns are related to theoretical as well as methodological issues. To date, the locus of SEW
continues to remain unclear (Jiang, Kellermanns, Munyon, & Morris, 2018). Building on the
work of Cabrera-Suárez et al. (2014), we imply that the way the family interacts and
communicates is one antecedent of the family identification with the firm (SEW). The support
of Hypotheses 3 and 4 shows that conformity and conversation orientations influence how
strongly the next generation builds identifying relationships with the business. It is also
important to mention that multiple dimensions of SEW are likely to result in different
configurations and extents of SEW (Stanley, Kellermanns, & Zellweger, 2017). It could be very
interesting to investigate how other SEW dimensions are related to family communication
patterns and strategic priorities in family businesses.
Combining family and organizational theory. We introduce family communication
patterns theory (family theory) in combination with identity theory (organizational theory) into
management research specifically for strategic activities outside firm boundaries (ECV). Until
now, research on family business and management has primarily focused on business variables
instead of family variables (e.g. Astrachan, 2010; Bertrand & Schoar, 2006; Cabrera-Suárez et
al., 2014; Frank et al., 2019; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Uhlaner et al.,
2012). This approach has led to research that does not adequately incorporate the complexity
of the reciprocal influence of the family and the business system (Frank et al., 2019).
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This study combined family communication patterns theory (aspects of family relations)
and organizational identity theory (aspects of the family-to-firm-relation as conceptualized in
SEW). Supported by Hypotheses 3 and 4, we showed that family communication patterns are
negatively related to strategic priorities through the identification of the enterprising family
with the firm, advancing family business theory as well as corporate entrepreneurship literature
as a result. Finally, previous research suggests that communication in the family is directly
linked to corporate entrepreneurship (Sciascia et al., 2013). We find that family communication
patterns are not automatically related to firm outcomes. This is based on the fact that we could
not find support for Hypotheses 1 and 2. We showed that family-to-firm relations appear to link
communication patterns and work-related behavior and outcomes, and also found that family
identification with the firm is one construct transmitting family communication patterns into
the firm. This is a first way forward to understand how family communication is linked to the
firm. Future research could investigate different family-to-firm relation constructs (e.g. other
SEW dimensions) to better understand the underlying mechanisms of how communication
patterns and the family are linked to firm decisions.
Next generation perspective within the enterprising family. We introduced a perspective
into management and family business research that has largely been neglected: the next
generation, which to date has primarily played a role within the context of succession research.
Because the next generation of the enterprising family will be responsible for the future
development of the firm (at least as family stakeholders), infusing this perspective into
management and entrepreneurship literature offers new paths towards understanding the future
of family businesses around the world (Garcia et al., 2018).
This perspective offers the opportunity to better understand transgenerational
entrepreneurship as well as the family side in entrepreneurship and management by
emphasizing different communication patterns within the enterprising family, all while more
carefully accounting for the heterogeneity on the family side (Holt et al., 2017). In achieving
this, our study shows that the effect of the two control variables of management and ownership
succession likelihood on ECV is small, negative and insignificant. This implies that the prospect
to join the family business as a leading figure in the future does not affect the way potential
successors assess strategic options. However, both control variables have a positive effect on
identification, whereby management succession is even more strongly significant. Our
knowledge of the factors influencing next generation involvement is scarce (Garcia et al., 2018).
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Accordingly, a concise reflection on how next generation family members think about the future
of their firm and the factors that shape their thinking might be a very interesting avenue for
future research.
6.5.2 Practical implications
Our results show that certain balancing acts could guide success to ensure (1)
transgenerational transformation and (2) business transformation, particularly in the digital age.
Family communication patterns in enterprising families are directly related to the kind of
relationships the family has with the organization. Identity-building features for the firm are
rooted within the family. This is why enterprising families should focus on family
communication patterns that positively influence family identification with the firm if the next
generation is expected to maintain the family legacy. Our findings indicate that this can be
characterized as a balancing act of conformity orientation and conversation orientation within
the enterprising family to ensure long-lasting and valuable family firm relationships.
Succession likelihood might increase when identity building, and in some parts SEW creation
is positively framed, even before the next generation formally enters the business. This also
suggests that families should in early childhood start to shape and transmit the beliefs and values
of the enterprising family.
On the other hand, our findings illustrate that a high level of family identification with
the firm could be detrimental to its development. Our results suggest that the next generation
does not show a high priority for ECV in the digital transformation context because it involves
a balancing act between reputational risks and firm advancement by opening operations to
outside firms. We encourage both the next and current generations to remain open to external
partners and see the external domain as an opportunity to incrementally face the challenge of
digital transformation. Knowledge can then be transferred to the focal business to achieve
radical solutions within digital transformation.
6.6

Limitations and suggestions for future research
Opportunities for future research arise from the survey-related data collection and

analysis limitations in this study. First, a longitudinal data collection approach could help to
empirically establish causal effects and better understand how the family shapes strategic
decisions over time. Second, our sample is focused on German Mittelstand family firms. Future
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research could expand data collection to other geographical and cultural contexts to disentangle
the embeddedness of this phenomenon. Third, we used the opportunity to apply contingent
valuation method, a commonly used approach in economics research due to limited options for
measuring ECV priorities (e.g. Cummings & Taylor, 1999; Diamond & Hausman, 1994). This
real choice and ranking situation (Cummings & Taylor, 1999) adds cognitive difficulty for the
respondents, which can bias the priority, i.e. the first choice will be used as an anchor for the
further ranking selection (Hanley et al., 2001). While we dealt with this issue in our study by
presenting the options in random order, future research could use different modelling
approaches such as choice experiments (Louviere & Woodworth, 1983; Lude & Prügl, 2019)
or contingent ratings (Hanley et al., 2001). Fourth, we addressed start-ups as an alliance partner
in ECV based on prior research (Benson & Ziedonis, 2009). However, future research could
investigate how the type of partner changes the strategic priority of ECV in family firms, further
disentangling the reluctance of family firms towards operating with different external sources
(Harms, Memili, & Steeger, 2015; König et al., 2013). Fifth, due to our focus on the next
generation, future research could investigate how other generations of the enterprising family
perceive family communication patterns and how their identification with the firm is related to
strategic decisions. Furthermore, due to snowballing and pyramiding sampling approaches (e.g.
von Hippel et al., 2009) and their many advantages, we are aware of possible effects of selfselection and desirability bias. While we are confident that this is not a major concern in this
study, as we have adhered to methodological and stylistic guidelines provided by Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, and Podsakoff (2012) in creating the survey, future research could address this
issue. Finally, we focused on family communication patterns only, because communication is
a crucial antecedent to strategic decisions (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). Future research could
investigate other family-related constructs such as family culture or emotion as well as other
aspects of identity such as the distinctiveness of the organization, the salience of outgroup, and
organizational prestige.
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6.7

Conclusion
Our study offers multiple contributions to theory and practice, particularly in how it

considers the family in management research. We show that the family identification with the
firm negatively mediates the relationship between family communication patterns and the
strategic priority of ECV. Combining family and organizational theories specifically for
activities outside firm boundaries (ECV), we identify a negative view of ECV through an
identity lens instead of the positive view of an organizational learning perspective. We also
evaluate the locus and drivers of one central dimension of SEW (family identification with the
firm), highlighting the importance of the next generation perspective for future management
research. Finally, this paper is one of the first articles in the management and entrepreneurship
literature considering digital transformation in the context of family firm.
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7

Study 3: Next generation founders from enterprising families: A typology
from an intergenerational solidarity theory perspective
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Abstract
Drawing on intergenerational solidarity theory, I explore the family influence on
intergenerational solidarity, behavior, and meaning for next generation members from
enterprising families in the context of new venture creation. Based on interviews, websites, and
social media data, the content analysis suggests the existence of five types of enterprising family
next generation founders from an intergenerational solidarity theory perspective. I synthesize
the findings in a novel typology that provides insights into the family influence on new venture
creation processes, heterogeneity in meaning, the motives founders attribute to entrepreneurial
endeavors, and the diversity of enterprising families in general. This has the potential to
improve our knowledge about why differences in new venture creation exist.
Keywords: Intergenerational Solidarity, New Venture Creation, Founder Typology,
Enterprising Family, Next Generation, Meaning
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7.1

Introduction
Entrepreneurship isn’t an isolated process, but embedded in different contexts and

external influences (Rogoff & Heck, 2003). The enterprising family can provide unique
tangible and intangible resources to an entrepreneur’s venture, which is a specific context in
which entrepreneurial aspirations evolve (Chang et al., 2009). In response to a call for more
research on the influence of the family on new venture creation processes (Aldrich & Cliff,
2003; Chang et al., 2009; García-Álvarez & Jordi López-Sintas, 2001; Hahn et al., 2019; Heck
et al., 2006; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Nordqvist et al., 2013; Steier, 2007; Zellweger et al.,
2011a), this study builds on a growing interest in understanding meaning in entrepreneurship
(Cardon et al., 2009; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). The following considers the important issue
that entrepreneurial actions have meaning for individuals because they are an expression of
themselves and their social environment (Cardon et al., 2009; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Hoang
& Gimeno, 2010). Meaning represents the interpretations and beliefs of the founder’s
experience in the new venture creation process, including the sense of their own worth,
identifying the things that matter within the venture process (Steger, 2009). The enterprising
family, a “family that owns one or more businesses” (Frank et al., 2019, p. 264), is able to give
meaning to the new venture creation process because it can be seen as the “oxygen that feeds
the fire of entrepreneurship” (Rogoff & Heck, 2003, p. 559). The enterprising family can as a
result be described as a compass for creating meaning in an individual’s life, and new venture
creation as a result (Burke & Reitzes, 1981).
Consequently, the intersection of the family and an economic organization merits further
research to understand entrepreneurs, their backgrounds, actions, and motivations (Steier,
2007). The influence of the enterprising family on the next generation is diverse. It ranges from
an individual level, such as the founders’ abilities and the recognition of opportunities (Krueger
& Carsrud, 1993; Nordqvist et al., 2013; Zellweger et al., 2011a), to an institutional level, which
includes the provision of tangible resources (e.g. financial resources, human capital) and
intangible ones (e.g. values, norms, information, knowledge, reputational advantages,
psychological support or social capital, access to markets) (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Chang et al.,
2009; Greve & Salaff, 2003). Being exposed to a family with a business and to its
entrepreneurial actions during childhood will shape an individual’s attitude towards
entrepreneurship (Hayward et al., 2006). This can influence his or her intent to follow an
entrepreneurial path (Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Laspita et al., 2012). However, we to date have
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limited knowledge on how and why the enterprising family influences the new venture creation
of next generation family members, and whether the enterprising family somehow injects
meaning into the new venture creation process of next generation founders.
The present study proposes the theory of intergenerational solidarity (Bengtson &
Roberts, 1991; Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997) as a valuable means through which we can
understand and categorize the influence of the family on new venture creation, as well as the
difference in meaning that founders associate with their new venture. Intergenerational
solidarity theory entails six dimensions that specify the level of cohesion between parents and
their adult children that details mutual support, affection, and transfer of resources (Bengtson
& Roberts, 1991; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997). It provides insights
into the motivation of entrepreneurs, the meanings founders associate with their venture, and
how they access different kinds of family resources (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017).
The following study contributes to existing literature in two important ways. First, it
introduces a novel typology detailing founder types stemming from enterprising families by
drawing on intergenerational solidarity theory, which sheds light on heterogeneity in new
venture creation. The typology will clarify the meanings and motives founders associate with
new venture creation. It will also help understand the range of resources founders use from their
families for new venture creation. The study also aims at advancing theory building on
enterprising families and their heterogeneity through discerning the patterns in next
generations’ entrepreneurial behavior.
I conducted an exploratory qualitative study of 17 next generation firm founders from
enterprising families to accomplish these goals. The founders interviewed have founded a total
of 39 firms. I analyzed the data collected through interviews and secondary sources (websites,
social media channels, and newspaper articles) using a deductive and inductive methodological
approach (Glaser & Strauss, 2006; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).
Integrating the findings with intergenerational solidarity theory, the next generation
founders can largely be categorized into one of five types of next generation founders:
consensual, functional, structural, normative, and entrepreneurial founders. The consensual
founder exhibits a high consensual solidarity with the enterprising family, which is expressed
in the aim to build a long-term venture with transgenerational intentions. The functional founder
aims at economic growth while the initial idea and necessary resources stem from the
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enterprising family. The structural founder is mainly motivated by the mutual benefit of the
enterprising family and the new venture. The normative founder is mainly motivated by proving
his or her ability to the enterprising family to create a new venture and become a successful
entrepreneur. Finally, the entrepreneurial founder is motivated by the experience of being an
entrepreneur and its socialization aspects within an enterprising family.
Additionally, this study finds that next generation founders associate meanings in new
venture creation that stems from their family, which occurs though observational learning, and
is a by-product of intergenerational solidarity (Bandura, 1986; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994). These
findings have several theoretical implications for understanding family influence on the new
venture creation process, the heterogeneity in meanings and motives founders attribute to
entrepreneurial endeavors, and the diversity of enterprising families in general.
7.2

Theoretical background

7.2.1 Entrepreneurial typologies
Central to entrepreneurship research is understanding the characteristics and motivation
of entrepreneurs. Here, researchers are interested in finding groups of entrepreneurs to
investigate how they differ from each other in an attempt to explain the heterogeneity of new
venture creation (Woo, Cooper, & Dunkelberg, 1991). There’s a general consensus about how
there are diverse groups of entrepreneurs, and that understanding their behavior by grouping
them into common characteristics can advance our knowledge of entrepreneurship and new
venture creation in particular (Braden 1977; Davidsson, 1988; Dunkelberg & Cooper, 1982;
Filley & Aldag, 1978; Lafuente & Salas, 1989; Lorraine & Dussault, 1987; Smith, 1967; Smith
& Miner, 1983). Previous classifications pursue different objectives: differentiating
entrepreneurs from managers (Collins & Moore, 1964), identifying distinctive types of
entrepreneurs (male versus female (Fagenson, 1993; Kaish & Gilad, 1991), successful versus
unsuccessful entrepreneurs (McClelland, 1987)), and linking entrepreneurs’ mental systems
and values to their firms (Donckels & Fröhlich, 1991). Entrepreneurial types as classification
systems have been employed to explain a wide array of factors, which include the performance
of the entrepreneurial venture (Filley & Aldag, 1978), the degree of innovation (Davidsson,
1988), new venture processes (Dunkelberg & Cooper, 1982), and even the entrepreneurs’
perception of opportunities (Davidsson, 1988) (for a detailed review see Woo et al., 1991).
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Defining these main characteristics requires an identification of their corresponding
typologies. Previous studies have looked at criteria such as social background, education, work
experience, social/business behavior (Smith, 1967), goals (Braden, 1977; Filley & Aldag, 1978;
Lafuente & Salas, 1989), the motivation to start a company (Braden, 1977; Lafuente & Salas,
1989), attitudes and management styles, the nature of business (Dunkelberg & Cooper, 1982;
Filley & Aldag, 1978), communication ability, sources of capital (Smith & Miner, 1983), selfconfidence, the internal locus of control (Davidsson, 1988), and degree of anticipated change
(Filley & Aldag, 1978, 1980). One crucial criterion to identify entrepreneurial typologies is the
social background, i.e. the family (Woo et al., 1991). All individuals are embedded within this
social institution (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010). “A family is an
intergenerational social group organized and governed by social norms regarding descent and
affinity, reproduction, and the nurturant socialization of the young” (White, 1991, p. 7).
Consequently, the family shapes an individual’s identity, social and behavioral norms, and his
or her attitude towards entrepreneurship (Hayward et al., 2006). But how does the family
specifically shape the environment in which individuals attribute meaning to their behaviors
and experiences? Families are heterogeneous, just like enterprising families; the enterprising
families’ influence on the meaning and motives founders associate with the new venture
creation process will vary accordingly.
In enterprising families, this might be impacted by the overlap of the business and family
(Tagiuri & Davis, 1992). Family aspects have changed in the 21st century, influencing the
prevalence, size, nature, roles and relationships within a family (for a detailed review see
Aldrich & Cliff, 2003). Today, “a greater proportion of children work for their own
discretionary income” and “the intergenerational contact has declined” (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003,
p. 578). The transitions in the family institution have implications for the entrepreneurial
behavior of individuals (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003), requiring a redefinition of existing typologies
(see for example Fauchart & Gruber, 2011) to account for the changes in the most enduring and
important social institution of every individual: the family. Furthermore, past research has
focused on sets of criteria other than the social background of founders (Woo et al., 1991),
leading to a mainly business-oriented classification of entrepreneurs (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011;
Schumpeter, 1942), and ignoring the individual’s socialization within their family and the e.g.
social norms and values, which are crucial for understanding the meaning founders associate
with their ventures. Knowing this can help us work towards a more holistic understanding of
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the differences in venture creation processes and their outcomes (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011).
Drawing on social identity theory in their pioneering work, Fauchart and Gruber (2011) found
three pure founder identities, showing that founders’ self-concepts are in fact imprinted on their
ventures. This indicates that not only business-oriented typologies are valuable in classifying
entrepreneurs, but also those that consider social relationships.
Social relationships within enterprising families include people and the firm itself. This
makes the enterprising family a special context in which entrepreneurial behavior evolves
(Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013; Zellweger et al., 2011a). This study suggests that the
enterprising family can influence the way next generation founders associate meaning with their
venture, offering an opportunity to understand and categorize the influence of the family on the
venture creation process.
7.2.2 Intergenerational solidarity theory as a theoretical basis to identify typologies of next
generation founders from enterprising families
Family theories are valuable when it comes to understanding the interaction between
family and business systems, especially in enterprising families. Theories from family and
social psychology, in particular intergenerational solidarity theory (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991;
Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997) provide promising identification of founder typologies from
enterprising families. Solidarity within a family strongly influences child development and
career choices (Kim, 2006). Intergenerational solidarity theory provides insight into
intergenerational cohesion by capturing patterns of solidarity among children and parents across
an adult family timeline (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). One of these career paths could be new
venture creation. Intergenerational solidarity theory offers fertile ground for categorizing next
generation founders from enterprising families, and may help explain why and how some
families engage in entrepreneurship over a span of generations (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017); why
the next generation decides to engage in a new venture creation process; and when and what
family resources founders use (e.g. financial or emotional advice). From a theoretical stance,
intergenerational solidarity can influence entrepreneurial intentions in two ways. Previous
research suggests that higher intergenerational solidarity raises a child’s sense of self-efficacy
(Giarrusso, Mabry, & Bengtson, 2001), which is an important predictor of entrepreneurship
(e.g. Barbosa et al., 2007; Kickul et al., 2009; Zhao et al., 2005). However, high
intergenerational wealth transfers could also undermine an individuals’ confidence (Silverstein,
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Chen, & Heller, 1996), thereby reducing entrepreneurial intention. This could be specifically
interesting to observe in enterprising families where, along with parent-child interaction, the
business-child interaction is of particular importance for the existence and continuation of the
enterprising family.
Family solidarity is multifaceted, and its theory encompasses six dimensions of
intergenerational solidarity expressing the cohesion between parents and children: affection or
emotional attachment (closeness, affirmation, intimacy); association or contact (frequency of
social contact and shared activities); consensus or agreement (agreement in values, opinions,
and lifestyles); function or resource sharing (instrumental and financial assistance and support);
family norms or expectations of individual obligations to the family (strength of obligation);
and structure for parent-child interaction or opportunity structure for family interaction (e.g.
geographic distance) (e.g., Bengtson, Olander, & Haddad, 1976; Bengtson & Roberts, 1991;
Roberts, Richards, & Bengtson, 1991; Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997). Previous research
suggests a strong heterogeneity of intergenerational solidarity across families. Silverstein and
Bengtson (1997) developed a typology of intergenerational solidarity ranging from full
engagement in all dimensions (tight-knit class) to detached class where there is no engagement
between family members in any dimension.
The present study explores the research questions to fill the aforementioned research
gaps:
(1) Which types of next generation founders from enterprising families can be
identified from an intergenerational solidarity theory perspective?
(2) What are the differences in meaning next generation founders associate with
new venture creation, and how and why is this influenced by the enterprising
family?
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7.3

Method
The aim of this paper is to establish from an intergenerational solidarity theory

perspective a new typology detailing the founder types stemming from enterprising families. It
also will strive to advance theory building when it comes to enterprising families. Due to the
lack of substantial knowledge about the described research phenomenon, I chose an
exploratory, qualitative research design to pursue the research questions (Strauss & Corbin,
1998; Yin, 2003).
7.3.1 Empirical setting
The study included next generation founders from enterprising families in Germany.
These are a stakeholder group of their respective families and firms (Sharma, 2004; Sharma &
Irving, 2005). An enterprising family is classified as having a next generation if a senior
generation is still involved in management and/or ownership in the company. As part of the
enterprising family, the next generation will have a certain degree of commitment towards the
family and firm that is the result of a strong familial identification with them (Dawson et al.,
2014; Sharma & Irving, 2005).
An enterprising family is a “family that owns one or more businesses and derives income
via its businesses, where the business family’s life is characterized by the influence of the
businesses owned and, in many cases, also managed and/or controlled” (Frank et al., 2019, p.
264). Because ownership and management control give the enterprising family the necessary
power to shape the firm’s strategic decision-making and vision (Chua et al., 1999), family firms
are defined in line with other recent studies on family ownership and management (ownership:
at least 50% for non-public businesses; 30% for public businesses) (e.g. Chrisman & Patel,
2012; Kraiczy et al., 2015). Consistent with this, my interview partners came from families with
a business or that had a business during the next generation’s childhood and first new venture
creation.
The sample consisted of 17 next generation founders from enterprising families who were
on average 30 years of age and had founded an average of two companies. The sample contained
eight second-time or serial entrepreneurs. The next generation founders had a high level of
education, with 59% holding a bachelor’s degree and 41% a master’s degree or equivalent.
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Also, 35% had no experience in the family business while 65% had experience in management
or ownership within the family business.
Since this study researched new venture creation, I followed prior research on this topic
and included firms in the sample that were eight years old or less (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011;
McDougall, Covin, Robinson, & Herron, 1994). Most of the ventures were founded by more
than one person, were an average of four years old, and had on average 16 employees. The
respective family businesses were active in diverse industries, were on average 103 years old,
and had on average 8350 employees (median: 200) (see Table 9 for detailed information).
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Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Female

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Female

Male

Founder 1

Founder 2

Founder 3

Founder 4

Founder 5

Founder 6

Founder 7

Founder 8

Founder 9

Founder 10

Founder 11

Founder 12

Founder 13

Founder 14

Founder 15

Founder 16

Founder 17

31

33

25

-

44

40

23

30

30

29

25

30

38

23

30

29

28

Age

Master

Master

Bachelor

Bachelor

MBA

Master

Bachelor

Master

Master

Bachelor

Master

State Exam (Law)

Master

Bachelor

Master

Master

Bachelor

Yes (operative)

No

No

Yes (ownership)

Yes (advisory)

Yes (operative)

Yes (ownership)

Yes (operative)

Yes (operative)

Family Business sold

Acquired by a big family Business Foundation after having conducted the interviews, but Founders are still involved

*****

****

Family Business sold

Family Business sold

1

2

1

1

1

2

2

Number of founded
companies

1

1

3

1

9

8

1

2

1

Yes (ownership and consulting) 2

No

No

Yes (ownership)

No

Yes (ownership)

No

Yes (operative)

Acquired by a big family business after having conducted the interviews, but founders are still involved

***

**

*

Notes:

Sex

Founder

Prior involvement in family
business

Personal information

Degree of
education

Co-founding

Co-founding
with family

Co-founding

Co-founding

Co-founding

Co-founding

Co-founding

Co-founding

Co-founding

Co-founding

Lone founder

Co-founding

Co-founding

Lone founder

Co-founding

Co-founding

Co-founding

Type of
founding

Software

Food

Music production
and publishing
Online platform for
used tyres

Consulting

-

Jewelry

****

8

Fashion*

60

1

1

1

12

-

2

6

approx. 50

Construction
machinery

Jewelry

0

60

1

Fashion

Jewelry

Food

0

60

Consulting

3

Social media and
gaming app

2

Spirits and fin tech

Spirits

Industry

Number of
employees

Start-up information

2015

2016

2016

2012

2016

-

2015

2017

2016

2015

2015

2014

2014

2010

2014

2017

2014

Founding
year

**

1966

1993

1982

1865

1710

1951

Timber trade

*****

1953

-

Translation agency 1985

Diversified group of
1849
companies

Industrial printing

Fashion

***

Packaging industry 1892

Project planning

Consulting

Mechanical
engineering

Furniture

1200

200

-

0

47.653

200

95

2.600

200

15

580

330

-

47.653

approx. 1920 20

Diversified group of
1849
companies
Building and real
2000
estate

Joinery

1977

-

-

Leasing and IT

15

Number of
employees

Mechanical
engineering

Founding
year

Hotel and
1696
restaurant business

Industry

Family business information

100%

-

100%

- (300 family
shareholder)

100%

100%

33.3%

100%

100%

100%

100% (6 family
shareholder)

100%

- (300 family
shareholder)

100%

100%

-

100%

Ownership in
family
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Table 9: Overview of the sample

Source: Author’s illustration
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7.3.2 Data collection
Identifying this specific population was challenging because no database exists on next
generation members from enterprising families. Multiple sources of data are critical to
qualitative research because they facilitate the triangulation and validation of theoretical
constructs. Data from several sources informed this research (see Table 10). Where the
population of interest is difficult to identify, snowball sampling (Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981;
Rothbart et al., 1982) is helpful in locating members of special populations (Poetz & Prügl,
2010; von Hippel et al., 2009). Members of the target population (next generation founders
from enterprising families) were directly approached for this study in a two-phased snowball
sampling process.
Interviews. A total of 17 interviews with the founders of 39 firms were conducted. All
interviewees were asked a series of open-ended questions, which were augmented by followup questions, allowing deep examination of the interviewees’ answers as well as questions that
served to clarify the answers (Spradley, 1979). The questions addressed the following broad
topics that included the dimensions of intergenerational solidarity theory: (1) background and
information on the new venture, the founding process, the founding motivation, and the
business model; (2) the enterprising family, its business(es) and their success, the family
structure, the involvement of the family in the business(es), the identification of family
members with the business(es), the closeness of oneself to the business(es) and the emotional
relationship to the family business; (3) the next generation founders’ role within the enterprising
family, including during their youth; (4) the next generation founders’ relationship to the family
and its members, and the frequency of interaction and communication within the family; (5) the
influence of the enterprising family on the new venture creation process, including the resources
gained for the new venture from the enterprising family; and (6) filial roles and obligations
within the enterprising family including succession and next generation involvement in the
families’ business(es). At the conclusion of the interviews, I also gave the interviewees the
opportunity to comment on any additional issues I had not brought up.
The interviews were conducted in person or on the phone, and recorded to facilitate data
analysis. They ranged from 35 minutes to 80 minutes for an average of 52 minutes. We
conducted the interviews in German, the native language of most of the interview partners.
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Website and social media channels. Whenever possible, I analyzed public materials (e.g.
websites and social media channels). The websites of the new ventures as well as the respective
family’s business(es) helped obtain general background information before the interviews and
validate and expand upon the data supplied by the next generation founders about the new
venture and family’s business(es). Social media channels (founders’ private and new venture
channels) were also used to generate a more holistic picture of the next generation founders and
the influence of the family and their business(es) (e.g. communication stemming from a family
business). Social media channels and platforms revealed each founder’s general identity in a
social media setting (Kietzmann, Hermkens, McCarthy, & Silvestre, 2011). Here founders
achieve a digital entrepreneurial identity, something indispensable in today’s business world.
A digital entrepreneurial identity can provide deeper information on the founders’ general
attitude towards entrepreneurship and his or her enterprising family. It is an effective way to
better understand the individual in their digital interaction and communication with their
respective social environment, and their identity as a result. My focus here was on Instagram,
Facebook, and LinkedIn, the main social media channels used in private and business contexts
in Germany (We Are Social & Hootsuite, 2019).
Table 10: Overview of data sources
Founder

Interview

Internet data

Social media channels

Founder 1

April 2017

Family business homepage, new venture homepage, newspaper articles

Instagram, LinkedIn

Founder 2

April 2017

New venture homepage, newspaper articles

LinkedIn

Founder 3

April 2017

New venture homepage, newspaper articles

Instagram, LinkedIn

Founder 4

April 2017

New venture homepage, newspaper articles

Instagram, LinkedIn

Founder 5

April 2017

New venture homepage, newspaper articles

Instagram

Founder 6

May 2017

New venture homepage, newspaper articles

Instagram, LinkedIn

Founder 7

June 2017

New venture homepage, family business homepage

LinkedIn

Founder 8

April 2017

New venture homepage, family business homepage, newspaper articles

LinkedIn

Founder 9

April 2017

New venture homepage, newspaper articles

LinkedIn, Instagram

Founder 10

April 2017

New venture homepage, newspaper articles

LinkedIn, Facebook

Founder 11

June 2017

New venture homepage

LinkedIn

Founder 12

June 2017

New venture homepage

LinkedIn

Founder 13

June 2017

New venture homepage

LinkedIn, Instagram

Founder 14

June 2017

Family business homepage

-

Founder 15

May 2017

Founder 16

May 2017

New venture homepage, newspaper articles

Instagram, Facebook

Founder 17

May 2017

New venture homepage, newspaper articles

LinkedIn

Family business homepage, new venture homepage, newspaper articles

LinkedIn, Facebook

Source: Author’s illustration
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7.3.3 Data coding and analysis
I combined inductive and deductive strategies to analyze the data (see Langley &
Abdallah, 2011). Drawing on a combined methodology allowed me to identify and compare
patterns across different data sources (Miles & Huberman, 1994). The analysis included five
steps: (1) transcription of data and inductive coding of data to develop the dimensions of
intergenerational solidarity for enterprising families, which especially applied to the
development of the main and sub indicators, as well as finding new dimensions of
intergenerational solidarity applying to enterprising families; (2) deductive coding of the
interviews as well as websites and social media channels based on the developed and defined
dimensions (see Table 11) of intergenerational solidarity theory; (3) evaluating the extent to
which the solidarity dimensions applied to each interview partner on a scale from 1 to 5; (4)
independent replication of steps one to three by two colleagues; and (5) development of a next
generation founder typology from intergenerational solidarity theory perspective (see Figure 12
for an example of the data structure).
Figure 12: Overview of data structure

Sub-indicator
(first-order code)

Indicator
(second-order code)

Intention of the next
generation founder to keep
the new venture in own
hands and pass the business
on to the next generation
like the family business.

High concordance of
enterprising family of
specific values, attitudes
and beliefs (including the
business)

Perception of similar
values with the
business(es) of the
enterprising family, which
were transferred from the
enterprising family to the
new venture.

Dimension of intergenerational solidarity
(aggregate theoretical dimension)

Enterprising family
consensual solidarity
Ratings of perceived
similarity with the
enterprising family
(including the business) in
values, attitudes, and beliefs

Source: Author’s illustration

I conducted a complete word-by-word transcription of all the interviews in a first step.
Then, I inductively coded the data (interviews, websites, and social media channels) to develop
the dimensions of intergenerational solidarity for enterprising families using the qualitative data
analysis program MAXQDA 2020 (VERBI Software, 2019). This first step specifically
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concentrated on iteratively analyzing the qualitative data and developing the main and sub
indicators for each dimension of intergenerational solidarity (see Table 11). It also found new
dimensions of intergenerational solidarity. I began by identifying statements regarding the
interviewees’ perspectives of the questions via open coding (Locke, 2001), thereafter drawing
on common statements, comparable episodes, and equivalent contexts on the websites and
social media channels to form the intergenerational solidarity dimensions (main and subindicators) specifically applying to enterprising families. The revisited data in some cases did
not fit well into a dimension, which led to either abandoning or revising a dimension. Once the
key dimension of intergenerational solidarity in enterprising families emerged from the data, I
coded them according to their assorted characteristics (e.g. low, medium, or strong emotional
support from parents in the new venture creation process).
I moved back and forth between the inductively coded material and theory in a second
step. Here, the material was deductively coded based on the developed and defined seven
dimensions (see Table 11) of enterprising family intergenerational solidarity. I then wrote short
summaries of each of the next generation founders about their general intergenerational
solidarity based on the seven dimensions, which I identified during inductive and deductive
coding of the material (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). In a subsequent step, I interpreted the
respondents’ reactions in the light of the corresponding context, which allowed an identification
of e.g. key resources from the family and the business, new venture creation goals, motives,
and the aspects of being socialized within an enterprising family.
In a third step, I rated each solidarity dimension for each next generation founder on a
scale of one to five based on the founders’ perceived solidarity for the specific dimension
(Mayring, 2014). I did this by focusing on the procedure and classification by Silverstein and
Bengtson (1997) who developed a range of intergenerational solidarity ranging from tight-knit
to detached, with three classes in between. I applied this classification to rate the
intergenerational solidarity of each dimension (tight-knit (5), detached (1)). This helped to
understand the extent to which each dimension of solidarity applies to each founder, and located
a number of regularities and patterns across the next generation founders.
In a fourth step, two colleagues repeated steps one to three. We then compared the
dimensions, interpretations and results, and discussed the differences we identified until we
reached agreement.
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In a fifth step, after having developed a first draft of potential next generation founder
types, I went back to the coded material and identified entrepreneurial typologies based on the
previous analysis specific to next generation founders from enterprising families by
investigating the regularities and patterns in dimensions. Here, I developed three pure types as
well as two hybrid types. Individuals in one typology shared the same arrangements within the
seven dimensions. Using the distinct meanings, along with the different groups of next
generation founders from enterprising families associated with new venture creation to the
influence of the enterprising family, I labeled three types: consensual founder, functional
founder, and normative founder. The two hybrid types were labeled structural founder and
entrepreneurial founder (see below).
7.4

Findings
The analysis below describes the dimensions of enterprising family intergenerational

solidarity that individuals associate with new venture creation. Five enterprising family
intergenerational solidarity founder types emerge based on this assessment.
7.4.1 Enterprising family intergenerational solidarity dimensions
Following the data analysis procedure outlined above, I explored six enterprising family
intergenerational solidarity dimensions, deductively applying them to the context of
intergenerational solidarity theory. One dimension emerged from inductive analysis because
the enterprising family represents a specific type of family with resources available to the family
members influencing the solidarity dimensions. These dimensions are fundamental for
identifying next generation founder types from an intergenerational solidarity theory
perspective (see Table 11): enterprising family accessional solidarity, affectual solidarity,
consensual solidarity, functional solidarity, normative solidarity, structural solidarity, and
entrepreneurial solidarity.
Enterprising family associational solidarity as a founder. As Table 11 indicates, this
dimension includes the frequency and patterns of interaction within the various types of
activities of the enterprising family (including the business). This means that a next generation
family member perceives high enterprising family associational solidarity if the family
frequently interacts and shares common activities as an enterprising family. This includes all
communication and interaction about and with the enterprising family’s business(es) from the
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perspective of the next generation as well the perception of the overlap of the family and the
business.
Enterprising family affectual solidarity as a founder. This dimension includes the type
and degree of positive sentiments that the next generation family member has towards the
enterprising family, and the perceived reciprocal sentiments (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). A
high enterprising family affectual solidarity includes strong ratings of warmth, closeness, and
trust within the enterprising family (also including the business) as well as the perceived
reciprocity of positive sentiments within the enterprising family (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991).
This specifically encompasses the perception of family and business ties, as well as the positive
feelings of the next generation towards the business and succession.
Enterprising family consensual solidarity as a founder. Next generation family members
expressed that the degree of agreement on values, attitudes, and beliefs among members of the
enterprising family (including the business) influences the venture creation process (Bengtson
& Roberts, 1991). This means that a high consensual solidarity includes a high concordance of
values, attitudes, and beliefs between the enterprising family and the new venture. For example,
a high transgenerational intention for the venture is one indicator of a high consensual solidarity
as a founder.
Enterprising family functional solidarity as a founder. This dimension encompasses the
degree of helping and exchanging resources (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991) between the next
generation and the enterprising family when it comes to the new venture creation process. A
high functional solidarity is given when the next generation perceives a frequent exchange of
resources. This specifically includes the use of tangible and intangible resources from the
enterprising family for the new venture creation process.
Enterprising family normative solidarity as a founder. This dimension includes the
perception of the strength of commitment to perform specific roles (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991)
within the enterprising family by the next generation founder. In other words, the next
generation exhibits a high normative solidarity with the enterprising family if he/she perceives
a high commitment to fulfill filial obligations within the enterprising family, expressed in the
fulfillment of parents’ expectations to succeed within the family’s business(es), or to perform
entrepreneurial roles and how this influences the new venture creation process.
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Enterprising family structural solidarity as a founder. The interviews showed that this
dimension includes indicators such as the industry or business model proximity of the families’
businesses and the new venture. A high structural solidarity as a founder equates to a high
structural proximity of the venture to the family’s business(es).
Enterprising family entrepreneurial solidarity as a founder. This dimension inductively
emerged from the data, revealing that one major founding motivation was the fact that parents
are entrepreneurs. It thus comes naturally for the next generation to also establish a new venture.
A high entrepreneurial solidarity therefore encompasses the strength and importance of being
socialized within an enterprising family and its influence on the new venture creation process.
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Definition

Frequency and patterns of interaction in
various types of activities of the enterprising
family (including the business)

Type and degree of positive sentiments held
about the enterprising family (including the
business), and the degree of reciprocity of
these sentiments

Degree of agreement on values, attitudes, and
beliefs among members of the enterprising
family (including the business)

Degree of helping and exchanges of resources
between individuals of the enterprising family
(including the business)

Strength of commitment to performance of
roles within the enterprising family and to
meeting obligations within the enterprising
family (including the business)

Opportunity structure for intergenerational
relationships reflected in number, type, and
geographic proximity of enterprising family
(including the business)

Degree and strength of entrepreneurial
solidarity with enterprising family (including
the business) in becoming a founder

Intergenerational solidarity dimensions

Enterprising family associational solidarity
(as firm founder)

Enterprising family affectual solidarity
(as firm founder)

Enterprising family consensual solidarity
(as firm founder)

Enterprising Family Functional Solidarity
(as firm founder)

Enterprising family normative solidarity
(as firm founder)

Enterprising family structural solidarity
(as firm founder)

Enterprising family entrepreneurial solidarity
(as firm founder)

1. Rating of influential strength of socialization
within an enterprising family
2. Rating of entrepreneurial normality in family
3. Degree of entrepreneurial differentiation
between next generation and enterprising family

3. Next generation involvement in the family
business
4. Industry or business model proximity of the
families business(es) and the new venture

1. Residential propinquity to entrepreneurial
family (including the business) and new venture
2. Number of family members involved in the
enterprising families' business(es) and the new
venture

2. Ratings of strength of filial obligations
towards the enterprising family (including the
business)

1. Ratings of importance of the enterprising
family and intergenerational roles (including the
business)

2. Ratings of reciprocity in the intergenerational
exchange of resources among enterprising family
(including the business)

1. High frequency of intergenerational
exchanges of assistance (e.g. financial, physical,
emotional) among enterprising family (including
the business)

2. Ratings of perceived similarity with the
enterprising family (including the business) in
values, attitudes, and beliefs

1. High concordance of enterprising family of
specific values, attitudes, and beliefs (including
the business)

2. Rating of perceived reciprocity in positive
sentiments within the enterprising family (and the
business)

1. Ratings of warmth, closeness, understanding, trust,
respect for members of the enterprising family (and
towards the business)

2. Common activities shared as an enterprising
family within the business

1. High frequency of interaction (face-to-face,
mail) of the enterprising family (interaction with
and about the business)

Indicators

Founding motives, source of founding
motivation, influence of socialization within an
entrepreneurial family on new venture creation
process (characteristically), degree of
differentiation

Proximity of family entrepreneurial family to
business, new venture, or next generation
(geographical), family involvement in new
venture, next generation involvement in families'
businesses, operative or ownership involvement
in families' businesses

Fear of failure towards the enterprising family,
fulfillment of intergenerational tasks and
obligations (interest of succession), involvement
of next generation in the business, parents
expectation regarding succession, succession
regulations

Influence of the enterprising family on the new
venture, idea for the new venture, tangible and
intangible resources from entrepreneurial family
(including the business)

Transgenerational intention for new-venture,
perceived attitude of parents towards the new
venture, identification with the family business,
values of enterprising family transferred to the
new venture, entrepreneurial role model for new
venture

Strong family ties, positive feelings and attitude
towards the family and the business, positive
feelings towards succession

High frequency of communication and
interaction with the family business (not
including succession); strong overlap of the
family with the business

Sub-indicators
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Table 11: Enterprising family intergenerational solidarity dimensions as a founder

Source: Adapted from Bengtson and Roberts (1991) based on the inductively coded material

(interviews, websites, and social media channels).
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7.4.2 Next generation founder typologies
I then identified five next generation founder typologies based on the enterprising family
intergenerational solidarity dimensions developed from the coded material. Most of the
founders could be classified into one of the next generation founder types, each of which differs
systematically from the others along the seven dimensions of enterprising family
intergenerational solidarity. These types primarily provide inside regarding why next
generation members of enterprising families decided to establish a new venture and how the
enterprising family influenced it. As noted in the methods section, I labeled these five founding
types the consensual founder, the functional founder, the structural founder, the normative
founder, and the entrepreneurial founder. Three of these founder types can be described as
main types, while two of them often appear in combination with one of the main types and are
thus described as hybrid. Of note is that although I identified the five types, the degree of
solidarity with the enterprising family may vary within one of them. In addition, serial
entrepreneurs were included in the sample, revealing that next generation founders can take on
a different type over time; a next generation member can in fact have multiple intergenerational
solidarity types. I also found that the two dimensions of enterprising family affectual and
associational solidarity are somewhat less important when it comes to why next generation
family members establish a new venture. These dimensions serve more to additionally describe
the founder typologies, explaining the agree of affectual or associational attachment to the
enterprising family.
I illustrate the conceptual findings below, with Table 12 giving an overview of the
configurations of the founder types. I generally found the entrepreneurial founder to be the
dominant type (7 founders), followed by the functional founder (4 founders), the normative
founder (3 founders), the consensual founder (2 founders), and finally the structural founder (1
founder).
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Very high
Very high

High
Low

Entrepreneurial founder
Associated
Detached
Medium to high
Medium to high

High

Low

Very high

Low

High

Low

Medium

Normative founder

Low
Low

High

Very high

Low

Medium

Medium to high

High

Medium to high

Structural founder

Medium to high
Medium to high

High

Medium

Low

Very high

Medium to high

High

Medium to high

Functional founder

Low
Medium to high

Medium to high
Medium

Low
Low

High
Low

High
Low

Very high
Low

High
Low

High
Low

Consensual founder
Reversed

High
Low

Enterprising family
entrepreneurial solidarity

Enterprising family
structural solidarity

Enterprising family
normative solidarity

Enterprising family
functional solidarity

Enterprising family
consensual solidarity

Enterprising family
affectual solidarity

Enterprising family
associational solidarity

Founder type
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Table 12: Configurations of next generation founder types

Source: Author’s illustration
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The consensual founder. The first main type in the sample, the consensual next
generation founder, deviates from the classical perception of founders because it is not
associated with typical new venture creation business-oriented goals. Next generation family
members who fall into this type focus their attention on traditional values and structures based
on those of the established business(es) of the enterprising family. The new venture creation is
not necessarily created to generate high growth rates and financial returns, but to instead
achieve goals driven by a passion for a specific industry or product/service and self-reliance.
The new venture is based on a long-term orientation, which is reflected in the way the next
generation thinks, acts, and sets goals with stakeholders of the new venture (such as customers).
In addition, next generation founders within this category exhibit a high transgenerational
intention for the new venture, placing emphasis on a sustainable and organic growth rate rather
than fast returns. This can strongly influence new venture performance (patient capital), and
includes a conservative risk behavior as well as a high social responsibility for the new
venture’s environment.
Taking conservative risks. Taking small steps. Not reaching for the stars right away. It
takes time. Don’t rush and just look for profit. Create a certain lightness. At [family business],
there are basic rules. The first one is: The company must exist. The second is that it should exist
as a family business. The third is that the company should be profitable. I’ve taken over those
moral rules. Taking small risks is the most important thing. The venture creation wasn’t so
much about profit as about the product. A certain freedom to make money. But not so much to
grow as to hire people and attract investors (Founder 14).
Similarities: Try to work according to a responsibility or moral idea. Don’t cheat anyone,
stand by your word, and be aware of your social responsibility (Founder 14).
This is something for your whole life that I don’t want to let go of. And of course,
transferring it to the children would be great. But I wouldn’t force my children to do it (Founder
14).
Another characteristic of this next generation founder type involves the associational,
affectual, and normative dimensions of intergenerational solidarity. The next generation
founders within this category have been strongly involved with the family’s business(es)
through ownership since their younger years, even though there is no operative succession
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intention. Put differently: working on the new venture and in the family’s business(es) are not
exclusive. This regular experience within the family’s business(es) provides insights into the
management and organization of an established firm. The strong overlap of the family and the
business leads to a similar value structure of the family and the business, which cannot be
separated. The next generation has grown up with these values, leading to a strong incarnation
of them and turning them into their own personal values. These are then transferred to the new
venture, imprinting the entrepreneurial family’s values, beliefs, and attitudes onto the new
venture. Therefore, the emotional attachment and care for the family’s business(es) is strong,
which is reflected in an immediate support whenever emergencies arise. The association with
the family’s business(es) is also communicated on the new venture’s homepage to reflect
business ethics and the experiences of the founder.
And since I’m, let’s say, already very close to the company, this is not an either/or
decision for me. On a strategic level, I’m very close to the company (Founder 8).
But that doesn’t mean that if something were to go wrong and my brother were to for
example have health problems, I wouldn’t still be there for the family business. I would never
say I don’t want to have anything to do with the company (Founder 8).
Reviewing the other dimensions of intergenerational solidarity reveals further
characteristics of the consensual next generation founder. Due to the positive and identifying
relationship of the next generation to the family’s business(es), this type exhibits a high
functional solidarity; these people are open to using resources from the enterprising family for
the new venture creation. More specifically, this founder type is willing to accept help and
resources from his or her family, even though the new venture creation is mainly about selfreliance. Furthermore, this founder type exhibits a low structural solidarity to the enterprising
family due to a low relevance of this dimension, which is especially based on low geographic
and industry or business model proximity. This founder type also exhibits a medium to high
entrepreneurial solidarity because the socialization within an enterprising family and the early
contact with the family’s business(es) lead to a similar entrepreneurial mindset, accompanied
with an early wish to establish an own venture (self-reliance).
I furthermore observed the reversed consensual founder in the sample. Next generation
founders from this type emphasize that the enterprising family is the reversed role model. In
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other words, the main founding motivation is to deliberately do everything opposite of the
enterprising family. This founder type is motivated by the chance to build a firm that is
disconnected from the enterprising family, especially when seen through the lens of the
consensual solidarity dimension, which includes the values, attitudes, and beliefs about
entrepreneurship and management. Consequently, this founder type is associationally and
affectually disconnected from the business(es), although not necessarily from the family
system. Founders within this category also exhibit a low normative solidarity because they don’t
see the necessity to fulfill filial obligations and prove themselves to the family. They instead
understand their venture as being disconnected from the family and their business(es). Because
these next generation founders don’t see entrepreneurial advice from their family as valuable,
the functional solidarity dimension is also very low here, especially in terms of intangible
functional solidarity. The structural solidarity dimension also has low relevance within this
founder category, and entrepreneurial solidarity is observed as medium. On the one hand,
founders admit the benefit of their socialization within an entrepreneurial family, especially in
how they have obtained a basic understanding of entrepreneurship and an insight into
entrepreneurial normality because of it. It, however, has no bearing in terms of entrepreneurial
solidarity with the enterprising family.
All the advice they could give me was through showing me how not to do it (Founder 12).
I think that I have done a lot of things differently than my father might have (Founder 3).
The functional founder. The second main type is the functional founder. Next generation
founders sharing this type of intergenerational solidarity with the enterprising family are
typically inclined towards using tangible or intangible resources from the enterprising family
and fully embracing them. The founder uses ideas from the family’s business(es) for their own
venture creation, or the idea for the new venture stems from a problem within the family’s
business(es). The family’s business(es) are thus the foundation of the new venture creation.
This means that this founder type relies more than just on financial resources or psychological
support from the enterprising family for the new venture creation process (e.g. production
facilities, remaining materials, sales network, subcontractors). As opposed to the consensual
founder, the functional founder is also concerned with growth and financial goals in the venture
creation process, and is also driven by a passion for a product/service or industry. Founders
within this category also desire independence from established structures, which is why they
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decide for instance to not start an internal venture within the family’s business(es). As a
functional founder profiting from the existing structures of the family’s business(es), the
founder uses the reputational and trust advantages of the enterprising family. This means that
this type is characterized as strongly communicating the enterprising family and their
businesses into and among diverse channels (website, social media) to advance the new venture.
Put even more succinctly, this founder type uses the enterprising family as a competitive
advantage. Next generation founders from this category also benefit from the entrepreneurial
family’s social capital, or the simple fact that the business idea stems from the enterprising
family. This is also the only founder type who operatively involves the family in the new
venture.
That actually helps a lot, yes. There’s of course a certain security. When they see that
there’s a family business behind it, then there’s a little more trust, especially if it is a wellknown company (Founder 7).
But I would say that it’s actually always positive when a family business is in the
background. An example of this is Car2Go. Everyone knows that Daimler is behind this startup,
and that conveys a certain competence (Founder 7).
For over 40 years, the [family name] family has been managing a fleet of more than 100
business vehicles ranging from small carpool vehicles to 40-ton trucks. It’s this deep experience
as professional practitioners that has allowed us to create the world’s most advanced and
future-oriented fleet management platform (New Venture Website Founder 17).
Now that the family and the company is so insanely large, it’s priceless. I would almost
say that it’s a competitive advantage of ours to be able to fall back on this network. This is an
absolutely great opportunity (Founder 5).
Another characteristic of this next generation founder type concerns the associational,
affectual and normative dimensions of intergenerational solidarity. Similar to the consensual
founder, the family has a positive attitude towards the new venture, making the next generation
willing to fully use the functions of the family’s business(es). This is a result of a medium to
high associational and high affectual solidarity, which is based on a strong overlap of the family
and the business. Family life typically has a high frequency of conversation about and
interaction with the family’s business(es). Furthermore, the normative solidarity is low in terms
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of how the parents have no perceived expectations about what their children should do
professionally, and the next generation does not feel obligated to fulfill filial roles within the
enterprising family.
It was always an issue that my parents left up to us. They said, ‘go your own way, and if
you want, you can take over the family business at some point’ (Founder 17).
Reviewing the other intergenerational solidarity dimensions, the functional founder
exhibits a medium to high consensual solidarity, allowing him or her to profit from the functions
of the family’s business(es). Founders within this category also have a medium structural
solidarity; the opportunity structure for intergenerational relationships is reflected especially in
the industry or business model proximity. Functional founders also show a high entrepreneurial
solidarity with the enterprising family because of their frequent interaction with the family’s
business(es). All founders within this type discussed their early wish to become an entrepreneur,
i.e. the influential strength of the enterprising family on the founder’s entrepreneurial behavior
and mindset was described as high by all functional founders.
The structural founder30

31.

The third type, the structural next generation founder,

exhibits a high structural solidarity with the family business, and as I observed, is closely related
to the functional founder. Structural founders primarily have a high industry/business model
proximity to the family business. The main goal of the new venture creation is a reciprocally
positive benefit for the new venture and the family business. Other than the functional founder,
the structural founder exhibits a solidarity with the enterprising family, which implies mutual
benefit. Another difference to the functional founder is that in terms of intangible resources, the
next generation founder profits from specific knowledge from/about the enterprising family. So
entrepreneurial knowledge, from which the founder can benefit is specific industry knowledge
that will be helpful for the next generation founder when setting up a (hopefully successful)
venture in the respective industry.

30

This type represents a hybrid. Most next generation founders were identified as both functional and structural
founders.
31

This type should also be presented for the sake of completeness, even though there is only a minimal difference
to the functional founder. Due to this similarity, only the differences are briefly presented here.
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We had a fleet management problem in the family business. So when we sold the company,
it was clear to me that I wanted to do something else afterwards. I knew that I wanted to be
independent. What was missing was the question of what a reasonable business idea was. And
since we had this problem in the family business, we said, ‘Okay, let’s see if this is something
we could do’ (Founder 17).
To what extent did I benefit from the resources? On the one hand, I think mainly from the
business idea. The business idea, and of course the specific industry knowledge of my father. I
asked him for advice quite often (Founder 17).
The normative founder. Next generation founders within the fourth category have a
strong perception of normative solidarity with the enterprising family. Their main founding
motivation is to fulfill the role of the entrepreneur by meeting their families’ expectations of
being able to create and manage a business the way their parents have (of note is that the senior
generation is not necessarily the founding generation). The venture creation process is therefore
characterized by a dominance of role-related founding goals within the enterprising family.
Furthermore, the founding motivation is driven by a low succession interest, meaning that the
fear of failure for the enterprising family is high. After all, you could have invested valuable
time in achieving profit for the enterprising family and working towards a common good instead
of creating a new venture for self-aggrandizing reasons. This implies high and ambitious
financial and growth goals for the new venture, which are clear indicators of a firm’s success.
Reviewing the performance data of the new ventures within this category, it became clear that
two out of these three ventures outperform the usual new ventures in terms of growth rates and
turnover. It also became evident that the next-generation founders primarily communicate their
founder identity on websites and social media channels, i.e. not the enterprising family
background. In doing this, they aim to prove to their enterprising family that they can achieve
their business aims on their own.
You’re always under pressure to prove yourself to your parents (Founder 10).
For me it was actually more important to say that I want to do something completely
different. I wanted to prove that we could do it completely by ourselves. For example, we
financed our start-up using outside investors (Founder 3).

141

Chapter 7 | Study 3

If your parents have a very successful established firm, the benchmark set by them is high.
This naturally leads to a lot of pressure because you have the feeling you need to be similarly
successful (Founder 6).
Furthermore, this type is characterized by a generally low intergenerational solidarity on
most dimensions regarding the enterprising family. Founders from this type demonstrate a
medium associational solidarity, with conversations about the business frequently appearing in
the family, even though the experience and interaction with and within the family’s business(es)
is relatively low, as is the case with the affectual solidarity. Put specifically, the attitude towards
the business of the enterprising family tends to be negative and connected to a sense of pressure
and obligation. Most interestingly, the normative founder shows a relatively high consensual
solidarity with the enterprising family, explaining the high pressure to fulfil the obligations of
being an entrepreneur. Here, the entrepreneurial family acts as a role model for the new venture
creation, so not surprisingly, the functional and structural solidarity with the enterprising family
is low with this next generation founder type. The founder is keen to do things on his or her
own, proving to the entrepreneurial family that he or she does not need outside resources from
the family or business. All next generation founders within this category nevertheless admitted
that they had profited from knowing that they had a safety net to fall back on if the new venture
failed. They also experienced an entrepreneurial normality in their socialization, which also
leads to a high entrepreneurial solidarity with the family because next generation founders from
this category emulate their parents and feel a certain pressure to continue the family legacy as
entrepreneurs. Therefore, the normative next generation founder is also close to the
entrepreneurial founder, albeit with the pressure to prove him- or herself to the entrepreneurial
family.
The entrepreneurial founder32. Our final type is mainly motivated by learning from and
experiencing the new venture creation process. The main motto of founders within this category
is basically: My parents are entrepreneurs, so I want to become an entrepreneur as well. I’ll
give it a try. Another main founding objective is business-oriented and includes financial and
growth goals. The founders within this category explained their desire to establish a new
venture as descendants in an enterprising family. They described themselves as entrepreneurial

32

This type is to some extent a hybrid. Most next generation founders also exhibited an additional solidarity type
together with being an entrepreneurial founder.
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realists who have seen the up- and downsides of new venture creation or being self-employed.
Through the enterprising family, they have gained an entrepreneurial mindset, entrepreneurial
self-efficacy, and the willingness to take risks. Furthermore, next generation founders from this
category do not feel the pressure to emulate their parents and continue the family legacy through
becoming an entrepreneur. They instead see the enjoyment of it, and are thankful for the
opportunity to experience new venture creation.
I think the advantages are that you simply understand what it means to be an
entrepreneur. I think many people who start a business today always have a totally romantic,
liberal idea of what it means to establish a business. [...] And I think a big advantage is that
you simply know what it means. You can be a bit more realistic (Founder 6).
No, I would have said that these advantages are indirect. I was always taught to have an
entrepreneurial understanding (Founder 9).
When it comes to the affectual and associational solidarity with the enterprising family, I
identified two types of entrepreneurial next generation founders: the detached entrepreneurial
founder and the associated entrepreneurial founder. The detached entrepreneurial founder has
no association to the family’s business(es) and neither negative nor positive feelings towards
the enterprising families and their business(es). This is consistent with a low perception of
having to fulfill filial obligations, a low succession interest, as well as a low consensual
solidarity. The associated entrepreneurial founder demonstrates a high associational and
affectual solidarity with the enterprising family, meaning that he or she has a high frequency of
interaction and positive feelings towards the family’s business(es). But due to specific
succession regulations or required knowledge (e.g. a language), the founders do not have a high
operative succession interest. The associated founder also demonstrates a medium to high
consensual solidarity.
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Furthermore, the (detached as well as associated) entrepreneurial founder displays a high
functional and structural solidarity. As opposed to the structural founder, although the
entrepreneurial founder cannot profit from specific knowledge from the enterprising family
(e.g. industry knowledge), he or she can in fact benefit from the entrepreneurial family’s
specific know-how, feedback, and advice on entrepreneurial issues in general.
When it comes to certain decisions, for example when it comes to working together with
other people [...], I am in a somewhat closer exchange with my father, and can always pick up
a few tips that come from his entrepreneurial experiences (Founder 15).
7.5

Discussion
This study contributes to research on entrepreneurial typologies, family influence on new

venture creation, theory building on enterprising families, and the roles of next generation
members in enterprising families. I specifically extend prior knowledge on the social
background of entrepreneurs and thus entrepreneurial typologies based on the founder’s family
(Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Smith, 1967; Smith & Miner, 1983); provide further insights into
how and why the enterprising family influences the motives of next generation members to
establish a new venture; and how the family gives meaning to new venture creation as a result
(Aronoff & Ward, 1995; Chang et al., 2009; Greve & Salaff, 2003; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993;
Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Nordqvist et al., 2013; Steier, 2007; Ward & Aronoff, 1994;
Zellweger et al., 2011a). All of this extends intergenerational solidarity theory to a different
context, building and expanding theory for enterprising family researchers (Jaskiewicz et al.,
2017) while adding to our notion of the role of next generation family members within
enterprising families (Spitzley & Prügl, 2018).
Entrepreneurial typologies from intergenerational solidarity theory perspective. Most
research on entrepreneurial typologies is based on Smith’s work (1967). This literature
specifically identifies two main entrepreneurial types, often termed craftsmen or opportunist
(Davidsson, 1988; Lorraine & Dussault, 1987; Smith, 1967; Smith & Miner, 1983) (for a
detailed review see Woo et al., 1991). Craftsmen stem from blue-collar backgrounds with
narrow educational and managerial experience. They prefer technical work over administrative
work and have the primary motivation of making a comfortable living (versus making a lot of
money). The literature describes the opportunist as someone who is characterized by a higher
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level of education, broader experiences, and future orientation, with a high willingness to
change, greater confidence in own abilities, and motivated by financial gain.
As families change in the 21st century (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003), a redefinition of existing
typologies (see for example Fauchart & Gruber, 2011) based on criteria other than a businessoriented classification is needed (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Schumpeter, 1942; Woo et al.,
1991). This is especially true for typologies that are based on the social backgrounds of
entrepreneurs, which also includes the family as the most important social institution shaping
an individual’s entrepreneurial behavior (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010). Research on
entrepreneurial typologies and new venture creation has to date neglected how the family
influences entrepreneurial processes and provides meaning to a venture (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003).
Building on the work of Fauchart and Gruber (2011), who have recognized and shown
that there are more aspects relevant to new venture creation such as social identity, this study
builds a solid foundation for understanding the relevance of the enterprising family, which is a
dominant family type in society when it comes to achieving new venture creation. I contribute
to entrepreneurship research by providing a novel typology. It is multidimensional with a
specific focus on the enterprising family, offering a powerful explanation about why founders
make different decisions in new venture creation. All of this is guided by the idea of the
heterogeneity of (enterprising) families. The findings suggest that intergenerational solidarity
theory has the potential to serve as a valuable perspective for expanding our general
understanding of entrepreneurship. This approach establishes a common reference point for
explaining the different meanings and motivations that founders associate with firm venturing,
which extend beyond financial and growth-related understandings of these issues (Schumpeter,
1942). Furthermore, individuals aspire towards behavior and actions that are consistent with
their social environment (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Solidarity in families is one aspect strongly
influencing an individual’s development; it can clearly influence career choices (Kim, 2006).
Consequently, intergenerational solidarity theory perspective helps to explain why founders
choose to engage in venturing, providing novel insights into the differences among firms’
creation processes and outcomes.
The enterprising families’ influence on the new venture creation process and venturing
motives. This study is the first to localize a categorization for the diverse influence of the family
on the venturing process (e.g. Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Chang et al., 2009; Heck et al., 2006;
Steier, 2007). The results provide insights into how and why the enterprising family influences
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the new venture creation of next generation family members (Table 13). Although in today’s
families children work for their own discretionary income, and the intergenerational contact has
declined (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003), the study nevertheless reveals that the family has an influence
on the new venture creation process through intergenerational solidarity.
The findings are the product of meaning. In other words, the enterprising family mainly
gives meaning to the new venture creation process. Fauchart and Gruber (2011) have shown
that meaning is provided by identity, while this study finds that meaning attributed to the new
venture creation process develops through social learning (Bandura, 1986) operationalized
through intergenerational solidarity. In enterprising families, family members are exposed to
early entrepreneurial experiences through observational learning (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994) and
have access to specific entrepreneurial and business-related resources (Sardeshmukh & Corbett,
2011). Therefore, the enterprising families’ entrepreneurial norms, values and behaviors can be
transferred onto the next generation’s founder. However, we also see that the provision of
meaning varies across founder types.
The results show that the consensual founder is primarily influenced by the enterprising
family in how they provide meaning with regard to their values, beliefs, and attitudes, which
are transferred to the own venture. This is in line with prior research suggesting that the family
provides moral values and attitudes, and creates identity for the individual that can be used in
business relationships (Steier, 2007). The reversed consensual founder is influenced by the
family by explicitly not transferring the values, attitudes, and beliefs to the new venture,
implying that the family functions as a reversed role model. The functional founder is
influenced by the family in terms of providing meaning through opportunity recognition
(Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Baron & Shane, 2005). Put specifically, the functional founder is
influenced by ideas from the family’s business(es) for the own venture creation, or the idea for
the new venture stems from a problem within the family’s business(es). Therefore, the family’s
business(es) reflect the foundation of the new venture creation. The structural founder attributes
meaning through the mutual benefit for the family’s business(es) and the own venture because
both businesses are structurally similar (e.g. in terms of industry). The normative founder is
influenced by the enterprising family in how he or she creates meaning by complying with and
fulfilling familial obligations within the venturing process. This founder type makes not only
business-based decisions, but decisions grounded in emotions related to the family as well. The
entrepreneurial founder is also influenced by the family in terms of the strength of
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entrepreneurial solidarity with the enterprising family in becoming a founder, which attributes
its meaning to the new venture.
This study also provides insights into why the next generation decides to engage in a new
venture creation. “Classical entrepreneurship theory portrays the prospect of monetary gain as
the primary motivation for creating a new firm” (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011, p. 949). Previous
research has shown that enterprising families not only aim for the maximization of financial
returns or a successful exit strategy, but the pursuit of certain values defined by the family as
well (Aronoff & Ward, 1995). I extend this research by showing what kind of meaning next
generation founders from enterprising families associate with their entrepreneurial activities.
The main venture creation motive of the consensual founder is not based on financial gain. It is
instead created to realize goals related to an entrepreneurial passion for a specific industry or
product/service and for self-reliance. This is accompanied by the wish to keep the venture in
the own hands as well as by the pursuit of a long-term strategy (Ward & Aronoff, 1994). The
functional founder on the other hand has primarily financial and growth goals, additionally
profiting from the functions of the enterprising family, gaining an additional competitive
(reputational) advantage. The enterprising family can also bring along potential investors into
their operations; this network can help to approach these investors more easily by establishing
trust that is a result of the positive reputation of the families’ business(es), facilitating the
acquisition of financial resources from external investors as a result (Steier, 2007).
Nevertheless, founders within this category want independence from established structures
within their family’s business(es), which is why they decide to e.g. not do an internal venture
within it/them. The structural founders’ main motive for venture creation is a reciprocally
positive benefit for the new venture and the family’s business(es). Consequently, as opposed to
the functional founder, the structural founder exhibits a solidarity with the enterprising family
that implies mutual benefit. The normative founder is driven by the motivation to fulfill the role
of the entrepreneur by meeting their parents’ expectations of being able to create and manage a
business just as they have done. The venture creation process is thus characterized by a
dominance of role-related founding goals within the enterprising family. The entrepreneurial
founder is mainly motivated by learning and experience within the new venture creation process
and achieving financial wealth creation.
These findings also give insight into the measurement of success by founders (Aronoff &
Ward, 1995). Along with financial- and growth-oriented success factors, founders interpret
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success according to different solidarity dimensions. For the consensual founder, success is
rated based on values that include responsibility and social impact. The structural founder
attributes success to the mutual benefit the venture brings to the enterprising family, while the
normative founder rates success based on the fulfillment of obligations towards the enterprising
family within the venture creation process.
Table 13: How and why does the enterprising family influence the venture creation process?
Next generation founder type How?

Why?

The consensual founder

Meaning through values, beliefs and
attitudes

Main founding motive is not based on
financial wealth creation, but on
entrepreneurial passion and self-reliance

The functional founder

Meaning through opportunity
recognition

Financial and growth goals and using the
reputational advantage of the enterprising
family

The structural founder

Meaning though mutual Benefit of the Benefit the family's business(es) but not
venture and the family's business(es) within established structures

The normative founder

Meaning through role related founding Proving to the family to be able to be a
goals to fulfill filial obligations
successful entrepreneur

The entrepreneurial founder

Meaning through entrepreneurial
mindset and entrepreneurial
differentiation

Financial and growth goals and gaining an
entrepreneurial experience

Source: Author’s illustration

Developing the concept of enterprising family intergenerational solidarity. This study
specifically transfers intergenerational solidarity theory (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; Silverstein
& Bengtson, 1997) to the enterprising family. Previous research has shown that enterprising
families possess specific resources that influence their members (Frank et al., 2019;
Habbershon & Williams, 1999; Habbershon et al., 2003), for example in terms of family
cohesion (Björnberg & Nicholson, 2007). Here, the solidarity dimensions have to be adapted
to enterprising families because family members attribute different meanings to each dimension
due to the business system being additionally intertwined into the family system. Based on
interviews, websites, and social media channels, this study inductively and deductively
transferred the solidarity dimensions of intergenerational solidarity theory to enterprising
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families. This led to a new concept of enterprising family intergenerational solidarity, and thus
contributes to theory building for enterprising families, which can be used by future research
on enterprising families. More specifically, the new concept of enterprising family
intergenerational solidarity theory (see Table 11) could explain phenomena on an individual
level within enterprising families, especially accounting for their heterogeneity. This is because
the new concept provides an explanation of the heterogeneous behavior of family members in
diverse contexts related to the enterprising family. Some examples of this include: In the
management context, the new concept can help to understand the difference in strategic
decision-making between the incumbent and the next generation or the workplace performance
of different family members. In the succession context, the new concept can account for
variance in the decisions between different next generation family members to participate in
the family business. And in the marketing context, it could help explain why some family
businesses communicate the nature of their family firm and why others don’t.
Roles of next generation members within enterprising families. This study adds to our
understanding of next generation members in enterprising families, as well as their roles within
the family and the business system. It deepens our understanding of the functioning and
relevance of the enterprising family in the future, offering the possibility to better understand
transgenerational entrepreneurship and the family side of entrepreneurship for the following
reasons.
First, I demonstrate the important role of the next generation for the advancement of the
family business (as seen e.g. with the functional or structural founder) although they are not
operatively engaged in the family business. Here, I show that next generation members are
connected to the family business through intergenerational solidarity without working in the
business, which was in fact the prerequisite for past definitions of the next generation in family
business research (Spitzley & Prügl, 2018). This accounts for a heterogeneity within the group
of the next generation in enterprising families, also considering those that are part of the
enterprising family without being actively involved in the business, at least at the present
moment. Second, although the founders do not work in the family’s business(es), they are
associated with them, either on a value-, functional-, structural-, normative-, or an
entrepreneurial-based level. Consequently, they represent a stakeholder group within the
enterprising family that does not operatively work in the family business, albeit influences the
enterprising family and thus the business through different solidarity dimensions.
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7.6

Limitations and further research
This study offers a next step in developing entrepreneurial (founder) typologies,

observing aspects in new venture creation other than business-related issues such as the
influence of the family and meaning in new venture creation. As with any other qualitative
study, this one also has a number of limitations that light the way towards future research.
One limitation includes the external validity of the findings due to their small sample size,
which should be quantitatively assessed in a next step. Future research could especially
concentrate on the enterprising family intergenerational solidarity dimensions to refine the
dimensions proposed in this study and develop a reliable scale. This in turn would measure
enterprising family intergenerational solidarity to make the concept accessible to large-scale
empirical studies, all while validating the founder typologies and their configurations.
Furthermore, the study only considers the specific social context of the enterprising family
while including aspects of primary socialization. Although the family is considered the
strongest social institution affecting entrepreneurial behavior (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010),
aspects of secondary socialization could be included to obtain a more holistic picture of the
meanings and motives attributed to new venture creation by individual founders. Future
research efforts could thus investigate e.g. the university system as an important driver of
entrepreneurship. In addition, the study’s typology is based on cross-sectional data, making
assumptions about the directions of causality difficult. Enterprising family intergenerational
solidarity involves the relationship to the enterprising family based on seven solidarity
dimensions; these are subject to change during different life stages (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991;
Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). The founders I interviewed questioned their intergenerational solidarity
with their enterprising family. For instance, the affectual relationship towards the family’s
business(es) changes over the course of time as a result of the experiences within that system.
Consequently, the next generation founders’ actions and behaviors are likely to stem from the
influence of the enterprising family, while also impacting the relationship with the enterprising
family and intergenerational solidarity via feedback received from this social institution. This
shows that I cannot rule out the problem of causality, making a longitudinal research design
useful for understanding causal relationships. Future research, for example, could investigate
how the enterprising family’s intergenerational solidarity initially develops, how it influences
career decisions, and finally in which stage of venture creation it affects the venture creation
process. It would furthermore be interesting to broaden the context of the study to founders with
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no enterprising family background and compare the patterns and typologies to see if they are
specific to enterprising families or families in general. It could also be a promising way forward
to research the financial performance of the new ventures of next generation founders who have
different degrees of enterprising intergenerational solidarity. New ventures such as those of a
structural founder that are not created for the sake of gaining financial wealth could still become
growth businesses depending on e.g. the performance of the family’s business(es) and the
mutual benefit that results.
7.7

Conclusion
Drawing on intergenerational solidarity theory, this study provides an explanation of the

influence of the family on the new venture creation process, why and how next generation
founders establish different types of ventures, as well as the different meanings that next
generation founders associate with the new venture creation process through the influence of
the family and intergenerational obligations. I ascertained the complexities and challenges of
new venture creation with a special social background stemming from an enterprising family,
and developed a new founder typology that describes five next generation founder types from
an intergenerational solidarity theory perspective, emphasizing the role of the enterprising
family in new venture creation. This adds to our understanding of the family influence on the
new venture creation process, the heterogeneity in meanings and motives founders attribute to
new venture creation, and the heterogeneity of enterprising families in general.
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8

General conclusions
The final chapter of this dissertation thesis has the aim of presenting its overall

contributions, along with a brief summary of the contributions of each study and their respective
opportunities for future research33. The relevant practical implications as well as limitations of
this dissertation thesis close the dissertation thesis.
8.1

Overall theoretical implications and suggestions for future research

8.1.1 Extending the knowledge of the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation in
enterprising families
The literature describes enterprising families as multiplex relationships involving
economic and social domains where the roles of the next generation are subject to constant
transition (Kuwabara et al., 2010; Li & Piezunka, 2019; Verbrugge, 1979). Enterprising
families and their members will have different roles over the family’s life cycle. Understanding
the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within them was the main objective of this
dissertation thesis. It encompasses three empirical studies using diverse theories and
methodological approaches to deliver initial insights into the following research question: How
and why does the socialization within an enterprising family influence the preference for, choice
of, and realization of next generation family members’ entrepreneurial roles?
The three empirical studies at the heart of this dissertation have shown that the
socialization of the next generation within the enterprising family influences the entrepreneurial
roles of the next generation in enterprising families in different ways. How?
First, Study 1 displayed that the socialization of the next generation within an enterprising
family influences them through a specific situational factor: growing up with an entrepreneurial
entity as part of the family’s social construction (Frank et al., 2019). The family business is part
of any enterprising family. Therefore, the next generation builds a family business-child
relationship alongside a parent-child relationship, which offers a special social context and
environment for the development of entrepreneurial attitudes.

33

The future research opportunities for these sections are to be understood alongside the more detailed suggestions
within each study. For more, see Chapters 5 (Study 1), 6 (Study 2), and 7 (Study 3).
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Study 2 showed that the next generation is influenced via family communication patterns
by the family in their entrepreneurial roles. These incorporate the communicational functioning
of the family through relationship building (Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994). The family has
internal working models (schemata) of family communication, which creates sets of beliefs,
attitudes, and philosophies about family life (Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994). These schemata
strongly influence the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation and their attitude towards
entrepreneurship.
Study 3 has revealed that the family influences the entrepreneurial roles of the next
generation through intergenerational solidarity. Intergenerational solidarity encompasses
intergenerational cohesion by capturing patterns of solidarity among children and parents across
an adult family timeline (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). Based on different dimensions of
intergenerational solidarity, Study 3 reveals that the family influences the next generation’s
entrepreneurial role of founding an own venture through associational, affectual, consensual,
normative, structural, functional, and entrepreneurial intergenerational solidarity. Why?
Study 1 highlights how the family influences the entrepreneurial roles of the next
generation as a result of relational and social interactions among family members and the firm.
Put specifically, a common cognitive ground and underlying familial psychology are a means
through which the next generation is influenced in their entrepreneurial roles.
Study 2 reveals that in enterprising families, the stronger/weaker identification of the
family with the firm depends on the integration of family-specific aspects (family
communication patterns), which in turn is observable through the entrepreneurial behavior of
the next generation. This suggests that family identification is a way in which family
characteristics such as communication are funneled into the business, leading to strategic
decisions of the next generation that are beneficial to the firm in reaching family goals (CabreraSuárez et al., 2014; Holt et al., 2017; Matherne et al., 2017). Put specifically, family
identification leads to shared norms and meanings and is hence a powerful tool, which restricts
the personal decision making of the next generation in an effort to preserve the common good
of the family and its business (Deephouse & Jaskiewicz, 2013; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007;
Gómez-Mejía et al., 2010; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2019; Memili et al., 2010). Accordingly, the
entrepreneurial roles of the next generation are influenced by the family because of the
identification with the family business, which leads next generation members making decisions
based on the common good of the family in fulfilling their entrepreneurial roles.
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Study 3 furthermore shows that the next generation in enterprising families is directly
exposed to specific social relationships affecting entrepreneurship through observing
entrepreneurial behavior and its consequences (Bandura, 1986; Rosenthal & Zimmerman,
1978). In enterprising families, the next generation is exposed to early entrepreneurial
experiences through observational learning (Bandura, 1986; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994) and has
access to specific entrepreneurial and business-related resources (Sardeshmukh & Corbett,
2011). Therefore, the enterprising family’s entrepreneurial norms, values and behaviors can be
transferred onto the next generation, influencing the development of their entrepreneurial roles.
This dissertation thesis contributes to the literature in the following ways34. First, it
furthers our understanding of the family side of entrepreneurship by focusing on family and
social interaction variables (Study 1: relationship with the family business; Study 2: family
communication patterns and family identification with the firm; Study 3: intergenerational
solidarity) and how the family through these variables influences the entrepreneurial roles of
the next generation. This is done by using different theories from family and social cognitive
as well as organizational behavior science (see Chapter 4.2), highlighting the intersection of the
firm, family, and individual level of analysis. The dissertation encourages researchers to use
family theories (see below) to answer the most important question in family business research:
“How does the family contribute to firm success?” (Zellweger et al., 2010, p. 54). In a nutshell,
this dissertation reveals that the family contributes to firm success through observational
learning, communication, and intergenerational solidarity.
Second, this dissertation thesis contributes through its creation of a common
understanding that the next generation can have other entrepreneurial roles within the
enterprising family besides just being the successor of the family business. The attention here
is shifted to the additional entrepreneurial roles of the next generation that have an influence on
the family and the business system. This dissertation thesis introduces the multiple-role
approach to researching next generation members from enterprising families as well as a
broader definition of the next generation. It offers a basis with a respective definition of the
next generation that shifts attention to the next generation members that are not necessarily
formally and actively engaged within the business, but still have an important influence on it
through being part of the family system. This improves our understanding of the next

34

See Chapters 5 to 7 for a detailed description of the contributions of each study.
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generation, opening pathways towards holistically researching enterprising families, and
examining how entrepreneurial behavior develops within the life stages and life cycles of a
family (Minola et al., 2016). Through that, new insights can emerge regarding how
entrepreneurship is transferred through generations. This dissertation thesis as a result evaluates
the potential entrepreneurial capacity of enterprising families and their business initiatives
(Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Rogoff & Heck, 2003), contributing to theory
building on enterprising families as seen for example in Study 3.
Another way this dissertation thesis contributes to theory is by suggesting further research
aspirations concerning the next generation and their roles in enterprising families. This includes
future research ideas investigating the assessment of entrepreneurial roles of the next generation
within the enterprising family, and how this can create value for the entrepreneurship as well
as family business field. This draws on the work of Jaskiewicz et al. (2017): In the following,
different theories incorporated within this work are shortly introduced, followed by an idea
about how to use them to research the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within
enterprising families in the future35:
Family developmental theory: In their conceptual study, Minola et al. (2016) use
developmental theory to explain the corporate venturing activities of enterprising families. The
theory suggests “changes in role expectations in the family over time as a function of changes
in family membership, individual developmental needs, and direct societal expectations”
(Chaulk, Johnson, & Bulcroft, 2003, p. 261). As such, these could be particularly valuable in
helping to understand the family side of entrepreneurship (Jennings, Breitkreuz, & James,
2013). The theory could furthermore help us understand how the entrepreneurial roles of the
next generation evolve over their life cycle along with family-related needs and changes in
family structure (Mattessich & Hill, 1987). Two research opportunities arise using
developmental theory: (1) a conceptual article based on Minola et al. (2016) that theorizes on
the potential influence of changing family structures for the next generation. These would
include among other things the birth of siblings, the parents divorcing, moving out the house,
starting college, getting married, having children, etc. and their impact on the entrepreneurial
role preferences (e.g. founding intention versus succession intention) of the next generation; (2)

35

For specific details on each theory see Jaskiewicz, Combs, Shanine, & Kacmar (2017).
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a longitudinal study researching the influence of changes in family structures and the resulting
needs as they relate to the entrepreneurial behavior of the next generation.
Family systems theory: Family systems theory focuses on the interactions between family
members and “shows that family structure, communication, and relationships affect how people
view challenges, interact with others, and respond to stress” (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017, p. 12).
Using this theoretical perspective to research the next generation could offer opportunities to
understand their attitudes towards entrepreneurship. Based on the best-known family system
model (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017), the circumplex model (Olson, Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979),
future research could address how the key family dimensions of cohesion, flexibility, and
communication influence the fear of failure of the next generation regarding expectations within
the family business; these key dimensions are seen as providing essential indications about
reactions to stress (Olson et al., 1979). Furthermore, a configurational approach through e.g. a
conjoint analysis or a qualitative comparative analysis could investigate the optimal
configuration of key family dimensions to positively influence the attitudes of the next
generation towards entrepreneurship (e.g. succeeding in the family business or founding an own
venture).
Family communication patterns theory: As explained in Study 2 (Chapter 6), family
communication patterns theory explains the communicational functioning of the family through
relationship building (Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994). The family has internal working models of
family communication, which create sets of beliefs, attitudes, and philosophies about family
life (Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994). Ideas on future research opportunities based on the theory
were presented in Section 6.6, and further avenues for future research could investigate how
communication patterns adopted from the enterprising family affect the amount of input and
discussion the next generation brings into the family business in the management team, and
how this changes decision making within the family business. Further research could also focus
on the family as well as the individual level of analysis regarding family communication
patterns. It would be promising to understand how conformity and conversation orientation
influence the cognitive dispositions of the next generation such as entrepreneurial self-efficacy,
locus of control, independence and innovation motives (Zellweger et al., 2011a), or opportunity
recognition (Dyer, Gregersen, & Christensen, 2008).
Family niche model of birth order and personality: This theory could be of particular
importance in understanding how the family structure affects next generations’ entrepreneurial
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roles. It suggests birth order as influential due to competition for a niche within the family
(Sulloway, 1996); firstborns have the opportunity to freely choose their niche while younger
siblings have to subordinate. This influences personality traits, meaning this theory could
provide valuable insights into the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within
enterprising families. Past entrepreneurship research has shown that most entrepreneurs are the
oldest child in their family (Lee, 1996). Future research could investigate if there are any birth
order effects with regard to family business succession, and even discuss gender
differences/factors (Brush, 1992). Future research could also concentrate on how levels of
entrepreneurial skills or risk-taking propensity differ between next generation siblings based on
birth order, allowing valuable insights into decision making in family businesses. All in all, this
theory has vast potential to especially focus on individual and family level predictors, which to
date have seen limited attention (e.g. Astrachan, 2010; Bertrand & Schoar, 2006; Daspit et al.,
2016; Frank et al., 2019; Garcia et al., 2018; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Minola et al., 2016;
Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Uhlaner et al., 2012).
Parental control theory: Parental control theory predicts how parenting style influences
individual behavior (Baumrind, 1971; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). The main styles here are
described as authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). Similar to the
suggestion regarding family communication patterns theory, a promising way forward in
understanding the influence of the family on the firm would be a configurational approach in
understanding, which configurations lead to e.g. entrepreneurial intentions of the next
generation (i.e. succession or founding intention). This could be accompanied by researching
how the parenting style affects different stages of succession or other entrepreneurial processes
such as new venture creation (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017). Furthermore, future research could
explore different types of parenting styles and their influence on the next generation’s
leadership approaches within or outside the family business.
ABCX model of family stress: The ABCX model of family stress aims at explaining how
families adapt to it (Hill, 1949, 1958; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017), which could be particularly
relevant for enterprising families where an economic entity is linked to the wealth of the family.
Future research could investigate how the next generation deals with stressor events (such as
death or economic issues within the family business), which resources are used from the family
and the business, and how this affects the family’s respective adaptation. It could also be
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interesting to research how the next generation deals with stressor events within the family and
compare them to the adaptation of stressor events within the business.
Intergenerational solidarity theory: As described in Chapter 7, intergenerational
solidarity theory encompasses intergenerational cohesion by capturing patterns of solidarity
among children and parents across an adult family timeline (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). This
theory could furthermore be promising in understanding the succession process within family
businesses and which solidarity dimensions strongly influence the succession process between
the next generation’s and incumbent’s perspective. A quantitative study working from this
theory could aim at investigating how the different dimensions affect entrepreneurial intentions
(e.g. succession or founding) of the next generation in enterprising families.
8.1.2 Extending the knowledge of the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within
the family business versus the new venture context
Study 1 focuses on the family business versus new venture context, aiming to understand
how the intentions and actions of entrepreneurial roles of the next generation emerge and
develop within the enterprising family. The study finds that situational factors (the relationship
of the next generation with the business) and cognitive factors (entrepreneurial self-efficacy of
the next generation) serve as important antecedents to the intention and action of entry modes
to entrepreneurship of the next generation. Furthermore, the study shows that next generation
family members translate succession, not founding intentions, into entrepreneurial action. The
study specifically suggests that an intention-action gap (Kautonen et al., 2015) is particularly
pronounced for the entry mode to entrepreneurship through new venture creation, and less for
the succession option. Succession appears to be the more likely entry mode to entrepreneurship
for the next generation than new venture creation. In addition, the results suggest a mediating
effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy regarding whether the next generation’s members’
intentions are to succeed in the family business or start their own venture.
With this being the case, the study contributes to entrepreneurship as well as family
business literature. First, it transfers social cognitive career theory (Lent et al., 1994, 2002) to
a different socioeconomic context by elaborating on the context-specific situational factor of
the relationship with the family business, which in combination with self-efficacy as an
important cognitive factor is found to be central in the prediction of next generations’ entry
modes to entrepreneurship. This provides initial support for the generalizability of the social
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cognitive career theory to different contexts (e.g. Pfeifer et al., 2016). The study also expands
upon social cognitive career theory in the context of the enterprising family by adding a new
situational variable specifically representing an entrepreneurial entity as part of the family
social construction (Frank et al., 2019).
Second, the study extends work that features the process-oriented nature of family
business succession (Garcia et al., 2018; Le Breton‐Miller et al., 2004; Royer et al., 2008) by
concentrating on the underlying relational mechanisms within enterprising families and their
influence on entrepreneurial intention and action of the next generation.
Study 1 also contributes to our understanding of the intention-action gap (Kautonen et
al., 2015) in entrepreneurship using longitudinal data. The study suggests that the intentionaction gap appears context-dependent: the entry mode to entrepreneurship through new venture
creation is particularly pronounced within the context of the next generation in enterprising
families, while it is less pronounced for succession in family business.
8.1.3 Extending the knowledge of the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within
the family business context
Study 2 focuses on entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within the business
system. We lack extensive knowledge on entrepreneurial issues within the family business
when it comes to the next generation. This study thus focuses on the strategic priorities of the
next generation in enterprising families in the context of digital transformation, which to date
has not been assessed within the family business literature. Doing this enables an understanding
of the future development of family businesses and helps generate an idea about future
management and entrepreneurship topics in the context of digital transformation.
The study finds that family identification with the firm mediates the relationship between
family communication patterns and the strategic priority of ECV to embrace digital
transformation. It first adds to our understanding of ECV in the family business and digital
transformation context, offering an alternative organizational identity perspective to
organizational learning theory on ECV. Doing this, the study aims to explain why ECV,
contrary to predictions from an organizational learning perspective, is not seen as a strategic
priority for the next generation. Future research could replicate this study and include another
dependent variable of internal corporate venturing. This would help compare how the effects
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change, and see the differences between internal and external corporate venturing. Future
research could also use a direct measurement of ECV and see if the results differ.
Second, following a call for more research using family theories (Jaskiewicz et al., 2017),
we combine organizational identity and family communication patterns theory, advancing our
understanding of how the family and the firm interact by uncovering the direct and indirect
relationship(s) between communication patterns in the family context, organizational identity,
and strategic priorities in the firm context, most notably for activities outside firm boundaries
(such as ECV) (Astrachan, 2010; Bertrand & Schoar, 2006; Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2014;
Carmon & Pearson, 2013; Jaskiewicz et al., 2017; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Uhlaner et al.,
2012; Zellweger et al., 2010). Future research could use different conformity measures and
conversation orientation to see if the results hold for the relationship between family
communication patterns and the strategic priority of ECV as well as the mediating effect of
family identification with the firm.
Finally, the study focuses on the next generation and their strategic priorities within the
business in the context of digital transformation (Wooldridge et al., 2008). The next generation
has to date been an under-researched stakeholder group of the family and firm in
entrepreneurship and management research (Sharma, 2004; Sharma & Irving, 2005). This is
particularly interesting because it is primarily the next generation in family businesses that will
make the decisions about digital transformation. Accordingly, understanding their attitude
towards digital transformation makes this study relevant for the coming years as well as for the
German Mittelstand. It offers the opportunity to better understand the family side in
entrepreneurship and management (Holt et al., 2017). Future research could benefit from
replicating the same study to the senior generation to compare the results and see if family,
identity, and firm perceptions differ. This could be particularly interesting and pronounced
within the context of digital transformation.
8.1.4 Extending the knowledge of the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation within
the new venture context
The new venture context is noticeably suitable when researching the next generation’s
entrepreneurial behavior (see Study 3). Study 3 focused on understanding the role of the next
generation within the enterprising family as a founder of an own venture. This helped us to gain
an understanding of the transgenerational and (portfolio) entrepreneurship in enterprising
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families and their entrepreneurial legacy within the firm and family system (Jaskiewicz et al.,
2015; Zellweger et al., 2012a).
Put specifically, the study proposes the theory of intergenerational solidarity (Bengtson
& Roberts, 1991; Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997) as a valuable means through which we can
understand and categorize the influence of the family on new venture creation, as well as the
difference in meaning that founders associate with their new venture. Integrating the findings
with intergenerational solidarity theory, next generation founders can largely be categorized
into one of five types of next generation founders: consensual, functional, structural,
normative, and entrepreneurial founders. Additionally, Study 3 found that next generation
founders associate meanings in new venture creation that stems from their family, occurs
through observational learning, and is a by-product of intergenerational solidarity (Bandura,
1986; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994).
These findings have several theoretical implications for understanding family influence
on the new venture creation process, the heterogeneity in meanings and motives founders
attribute to entrepreneurial endeavors, and the diversity of enterprising families in general. First,
the study introduces a novel typology detailing founder types stemming from enterprising
families by drawing on intergenerational solidarity theory, which sheds light on heterogeneity
in new venture creation. The typology clarifies the meanings and motives founders associate
with it. This will also help understand the range of resources founders use from their families
for new venture creation. The study also aims at advancing theory building on enterprising
families and their heterogeneity through discerning the patterns in next generations’
entrepreneurial behavior. Doing this, the study introduces a novel concept of enterprising
family intergenerational solidarity, which can be used for further research to disentangle
different intergenerational and entrepreneurial issues in families. Based on this study, further
research could first and foremost test and develop a scale of enterprising intergenerational
solidarity to explicitly measure it, and establish a reliable and validated concept of enterprising
families, which contributes to theory building within the field.
8.2

Overall practical implications
This dissertation thesis’ practical implications complement its theory. Although they are

in fact mainly addressed to the senior generation within enterprising families, these practical
implications can also help the next generation find their own entrepreneurial path by providing
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practical ideas about how to deal with their own entrepreneurial endeavors. They can also
contribute to improved communication with the senior generation.
8.2.1 We are family! The right amount of business in the family.
As an extension to their family, enterprising families have the business at the dinner table.
Present everywhere, at all times, it still manages to remain invisible. Although it is important
to note that this depends on the overlap found between the family and the business, some might
say the family business looms over its members like a sword, or more hopefully like a white
dove – it just depends on who you ask. A perceived positive relationship to the family business
is thus not necessarily the norm. But as Study 1 has shown, it is in fact a critical variable for the
continuation of the family business. Negative sentiments are mostly based on pressure, fear,
and the feeling of obligation, which could lead to non-engagement of the next generation in the
family business and a negative family climate. Being a next generation member in an
enterprising family comes with certain expectations regarding the continuity of the family
business – which can have positive as well as negative implications on the next generation’s
involvement in the family business. However, there are certain steps that the senior generation
in enterprising families can take to positively contribute to the relationship the next generation
has with the family business, as seen with the first study in this dissertation thesis.
It is essential to develop a positive relationship through creating identifying experiences
within the family business that bind the next generation to it. This includes company gatherings
and festivities, or special occasions the next generation attends, achieving a sense of belonging.
This also strengthens the relationship with the employees, which can later have a positive effect
on the succession process. The experiences within the family business should be associated
with positive feelings, not pressure and obligation. This strongly relies on the family having a
proper attitude towards the firm, especially if they are not formally engaged in the family
business.
Second, although it seems minor, the family should see to it that the next generation
develops a passion for the products or services of the firm. Arouse their passion and interest,
not their fear. This gives the next generation confidence as they obtain knowledge about the
products or services during their upbringing. It also contributes to the next generation’s selfefficacy in regard to being able to work in the family business thanks to the acquisition of
specific knowledge and human capital.
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Show the next generation alternatives within and outside the family business. This opens
the cognitive heterogeneity of the next generation, which can also benefit the family enterprise.
If the next generation decides to take over the family business, then the business will profit
from their cognitive heterogeneity because it enhances their creativity, efficient problem
solving, and decision making. Starting early with showing different alternatives for the next
generation’s own development will expand their horizons and cognitive abilities. Never
underestimate heart and gut feelings. Be sure to expose the next generation to positive
experiences with the family business. You are a family. Put the right amount of business into
it.
8.2.2 Listen and respect! Evaluate according to merit, not hierarchy.
Study 2 provided an idea about strategic priorities that the next generation can set for the
family business in the context of digital transformation. The study shows that the family climate
indirectly influences the strategic priorities of the next generation, with important practical
implications for the decision making of the next generation.
A positive, partially conforming family climate is recommended as it can generate
identifying cues for the next generation with the family business, which in turn influences their
openness towards entrepreneurial alternatives. Support for the next generation’s own
entrepreneurial spirit is the best option, listening respectfully and providing positive and
constructive rather than negative feedback. Promote the next generation’s self-efficacy to
present own ideas. Fostering discussion about the entrepreneurial challenges and successes
between the generations of the enterprising family enhances strategic diversity, which can
benefit the business. High adaptability and flexibility lead to a better response to environmental
challenges such as digital transformation, as well as towards alternative strategic options. The
next generation should be encouraged to freely state their ideas and opinions about ECV
because “opinions are evaluated based on their merits rather than on the status of the family
member proposing it” (Sciascia et al., 2013, p. 434).
Second, leave room for experimentation for the next generation within the family
business. Don’t squelch their ideas. Although they might turn out to not be as profitable as
hoped for, at least some disruptive change is needed in the family business as it faces the
challenges of digital transformation. With the senior generation’s knowledge and the junior
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generation’s new ideas (and maybe the right touch of naivety), some great new combinations
can evolve. Listen and respect each other for the sake of the family business.
8.2.3 For the sake of the family business! Support the entrepreneurial spirit of the next
generation.
The next generation faces a complex array of opportunities. It is not always easy to filter
the mass of information available today and make the right personal and professional choices.
However, Study 3 has shown that primary founding motivations for the next generation stem
from their family or the business. This is why the study suggests that the senior generation
should support the next generation in their own entrepreneurial activities, focusing on positive
synergies instead of any potential drawbacks.
First, Study 3 has shown that many founders from enterprising families work towards a
common good between their new venture and their family business. Rather than displaying an
unsupportive attitude towards the idea of the next generation establishing an own venture, the
senior generation should work together with them to establish and grow their business. This
cooperative atmosphere will lead to thinking about synergies with the family business on both
ends of the spectrum. The new venture of the next generation could also become an external
corporate venture of the family business, enabling e.g. a faster reaction to digital transformation,
and in doing so help to grow the wealth of the enterprising family.
Based on the first point, the establishment of an own venture offers the next generation
the opportunity to learn and train entrepreneurial abilities outside the family business. The next
generation can here gain own experiences with regard to business ownership and at the same
time make decisions that do not negatively affect the family business or the family’s wealth.
Restrictions might in some cases drive the next generation away. Therefore, not
supporting the next generation in their wish to establish their own business could lead to a
negative sentiment towards the family business, which could inhibit succession on the
ownership as well as management levels. The next generation deciding to first gain
entrepreneurial experience through an own venture does not automatically or permanently mean
that they do not want to be successors in the family business. As the above point highlights,
different synergies exist, meaning that family business succession and establishing an own
venture are not mutually exclusive.
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The family and socialization within an enterprising family strongly influence what kind
of entrepreneurs the next generation will produce. Study 3 has shown that the next generation
adamantly tries to translate consensual dimensions over to their new venture. This means that
values and norms from the family and the business such as conservative risk-taking are brought
into their own venture. Therefore, it is important to support the next generation in
entrepreneurial decisions and act as a mentor, not an inhibitor. For the sake of the family
business, support the entrepreneurial spirit of the next generation.
8.3

Limitations
This dissertation thesis offers multiple first research insights into the entrepreneurial roles

of the next generation within enterprising families. As with any empirical study, it has several
limitations that light the way towards future research. This section discusses the most important
ones, with a detailed evaluation presenting the respective limitations of the studies see Chapters
5.7 [Study 1], 6.6 [Study 2] and 7.6 [Study 3].
First, this dissertation thesis and its studies focus on the cultural area of the Germanspeaking context, limiting the generalizability of its results. Although this context is comparable
to many other industrialized economies within the Western world, especially regarding the
predominance of family firms (e.g., Morck & Yeung, 2004), studies on different entrepreneurial
roles (entrepreneurial role preferences, entrepreneurial roles within the family business, and new
venture context) might be different compared to e.g. India where cultural dimensions differently
affect the perceptions of family and family communication, identity, situational and cognitive
factors, as well as familial and intergenerational obligations (Hofstede & Hofstede, 1982). Crosscultural comparisons could therefore be a promising avenue for further research.

Second, there exist method biases related to surveys (Studies 1 and 2). These include the
self-selection and social desirability bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012)36. It is generally important to
increase the probability that respondents will try to provide accurate answers, making it crucial
to implement not only procedures that increase their motivation to do this, but also decrease
their motivation to respond stylistically (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Studies 1 and 2 attempted to
adhere to the guidelines of Podsakoff et al. (2012) (see below).

36

There are also a range of other methodological biases and solutions (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012),
which are addressed in every single study (Chapter 5 to 7) within this dissertation thesis, if seen as a major concern.
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First, within the design of the studies, strict confidentiality was maintained to reduce the
respondents’ tendency to answer in a socially desirable way (Podsakoff et al., 2012). This
allowed respondents to not have to worry about any social consequences of a particular
response; without this factor in place, it is likely that a respondent would provide a socially
acceptable answer (Podsakoff et al., 2012). In addition, the respondents of each study were told
in the instructions section that there were no right or wrong answers about the issues addressed
in the questionnaire (Podsakoff et al., 2012).
Second, to increase the motivation of respondents to provide accurate answers, the
instructions within all studies in this dissertation thesis explained how the information provided
would be used. Within all of the studies, data was only used cumulatively, i.e. it used the entirety
of the answers provided by all of the respondents (Podsakoff et al., 2012).
Third, Podsakoff et al. (2012) suggest that researchers should also consider whether
respondents are likely to believe that two constructs are related by an implicit theory. The items
related to variables within Studies 1 and 2 were part of a comprehensive survey (Podsakoff et
al., 2012). The items were ordered in a way that made it difficult for the respondents to draw
conclusions about the hypotheses. Furthermore, respondents were provided with clear
instructions to ensure separation between predictor and criterion variables (Podsakoff et al.,
2012). In addition, researchers can apply methodological separation of the predictor and
criterion variables to rule out potential social desirability and other method biases (Podsakoff
et al., 2012). This should be done by varying the scale types and methodological conditions,
anchoring labels to the extent that is conceptually appropriate (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Study 1
was a longitudinal study, with predictor and criterion variables measured at different points in
time. For Study 2, the independent variables were measured through Likert scales asking for
the degree of agreement, and the dependent variables were measured through the contingent
valuation method using a choice setting and ranking approach.
Furthermore, Study 2 relied on cross-sectional data, not allowing causality to be claimed.
Consequently, the results of Study 2 are indicators of directionality, not absolute proof. Study
1 included longitudinal data, so this was not a concern for this study because longitudinal
research designs, which are being called for in the family business literature (Evert et al., 2016),
and particularly with respect to the entrepreneurial roles of the next generation (e.g. Carr &
Seqeuira, 2007; Schröder & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2013; Zellweger et al., 2011a), could better
help understand how entrepreneurial attitudes, intentions, and actions evolve over time and
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develop through primary (family) as well as secondary socialization (school, university)
(Berger & Luckmann, 1991) and make causal assumptions. In addition, this could give greater
insight into how the family influences the firm and thus the family side of entrepreneurship.
Studies 1, 2, and 3 are based on single respondents from the next generation in
enterprising families (Evert et al., 2016), which at the same time is the strongest contribution
of this dissertation thesis. Future investigations of the entrepreneurial roles of the next
generation within the enterprising family may benefit from combining the incumbent and next
generation perspectives. In addition, this dissertation thesis not only encourages an inclusion of
the incumbent perspective, i.e. of those family members that are actively engaged in the family
business, but also of those that are part of the enterprising family without having a formal role
within the business (e.g. a parent/sibling/cousin etc.). Using this kind of multiple respondent
approach in quantitative surveys will allow us to gain a more holistic understanding of how the
family influences the firm, along with a broader understanding of whether the business actually
influences the next generation’s entrepreneurial behavior/roles, or whether this is more likely
to be the result of upbringing and socialization within the family, assuming these are possible
to separate.
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