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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this research is to generate a numerical taxonomy to capture the trends of family 

business research and provide a holistic map for the entire domain.  We collected dependent 

variables (259 DVs in 212 articles) from empirical literature over the past ten years (1998-2007) 

as the input for this taxonomy. With input from 30 family business scholars, multidimensional 

scaling analysis and hierarchical cluster analysis were employed to generate a two-dimensional 

map and seven clusters.  The two dimensions are systems dimension (business subsystem vs. 

family subsystem) and temporality dimension (short-term issues vs. long-term issues).  The 

seven clusters include performance, strategy, environment, governance, succession, family roles 

and, family outcomes.  In terms of uniqueness, the latter three are more useful to distinguish 

family business from other domains.  Although family business scholars have not reached an 

agreement on the definition of family business over past years, our data showed they did have a 

better consensus on the uniqueness of family outcome variables which fall into the dimension of 

family subsystem.  Implications for research and business practices are provided. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Interest in family business (FB) as a field of academic research has grown in recent years 

(Bird, Welsch, Astrachan, & Pistrui, 2002; Dyer & Sánchez, 1998; Sharma, 2004; Zahra & 

Sharma, 2004).  This research field keeps growing in part because of a realization that a large 

number of businesses are family firms because they satisfied the criteria of ownership, control, 

and management by family members.  Using three criteria—the number of family managers, the 

proportion of family ownership and of expecting family succession—Chrisman, Chua, and Litz 

(2004) found 79% of their national sample covering 48 states was family businesses. Anderson 

and Reeb (2003) discovered 35% of the S&P 500 were family firms.   

In part, the advancement of any field gains legitimacy from its use of rigorous research 

methodology and related theory building (Bird et al., 2002; Dyer & Sánchez, 1998; Sharma, 

2004).  For instance, several researchers have developed measures to distinguish family 

businesses, such as the F-PEC Scale (Astrachan, Klein, & Smyrnios, 2002), or tried to untangle 

the confusion regarding the definition of family business (Chua, Christmas, & Sharma, 1999).  

Family business researchers still debate the FB definition and wrestle with the distinctions 

between FB and other fields such as small- and medium-sized businesses and entrepreneurship 

(Bird et al., 2002).  Currently, it is still a challenge to articulate why family firms are different. 

Domains of research often advance incrementally by borrowing conceptual frameworks 

and theories from other disciplines (Whetten, 1989).  But in the absence of a dominant theory, 

how does a research domain grow?  One answer is to use a problem-driven approach to identify 

the issues that challenge researchers within a domain (Stokes, 1997).  By so doing, researchers 

create a context in which multiple perspectives can be used to advance scientific knowledge.  
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Davis and Marquis (2005) distinguish between a problem-driven approach and a paradigm-

driven approach as follows: 

“We want to be clear that by ‘problem-driven work’ we do not imply that the research 

was intended to provide solutions to the problems faced by business managers . . . Rather, 

problem-driven work is distinguished by its orientation toward explaining events in the 

world—starting with the question, ‘why is it that . . . ?’  Paradigm-driven work, in 

contrast, begins with hypotheses deduced from theory intended to be general.  Events in 

the world are primarily contexts for testing those hypotheses in paradigm-driven work” 

(2005: 334).  

 

Given that FB researchers have many, “why is it that . . . ?” questions and few, if any, 

dominant paradigms, a problem-driven approach provides an appropriate method for scientific 

advancement in the family business domain and help us better understand the uniqueness of this 

field.  Furthermore, the important questions researchers ask might provide opportunities to open/ 

expand a new field. According to Sekaran’s explanation (2002, p. 92), “the dependent variable is 

the variable of primary interest to the researcher.”  Research is conducted by researchers to 

describe, predict, control, and explain variance in the variables of interest (Bacharach, 1989; 

Sekaran, 2002). The importance of DVs in research questions to guide research was also 

demonstrated by the emphasis on performance in the strategic management which helped define 

the field (i.e., Ketchen, Thomas & McDaniel, 1996; Nag, Hambrick, & Chen, 2007).  Likewise, 

in the domain of family business, scholars are also interested in the critical DVs that contribute 

to understanding the distinctiveness of FB field.  By doing so, FB scholars could identify what 

separates it from other domains, the scope of this field, and more importantly, how a clearer 

understanding of FB outcomes could help owner-managers find solutions to common problems 

facing their family firms. 

Insights from FB research could also be beneficial to increase knowledge in other 

domains.  FB research has borrowed theories from organization theory, strategic management, 
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and organization economics (Williamson, 1985), but has been criticized because it has not 

provided feedback to those domains (Zahra & Sharma, 2004).  For instance, stemming from the 

resource-based view of the firm, the concept of familiness (Habbershon & Williams, 1999) has 

been useful for explaining the competitive advantages FBs may have in efforts to outperform 

non-FBs.  Conversely, the uniqueness of FB research might, in turn, help the field of strategic 

management pay more attention to non-financial performance outcomes which are important to 

FBs, such as family security or interdependency. 

Moreover, as the field is developing, it is undeniable that researchers need to have 

intermittent reviews that provide a blueprint for the collective efforts to enrich the entire FB field 

(Sharma, 2004) and set the boundary for FB studies as a discipline (Bird, et al., 2002).  From 

prior discussion, studying the DVs in the domain of FB has the potential to delineate a 

framework with which to argue how this domain is distinctive.  Meanwhile, this current study of 

DVs may also help scholars understand under what conditions DVs are not unique to family 

business so better boundary conditions can be set for the entire field.  In short, the purpose of this 

study is to use a data-driven approach that a) provides a review of prior research aimed at 

identifying key FB outcomes themes; and, b) aims to integrate the contribution of prior family 

researchers into a systematic framework of FB outcomes. 

Thus, our research questions are: 

1. What dependent variables have been highlighted in prior empirical family business 

research studies?   

2. What is the underlying information in these DVs and what can be learned from the 

implications of empirical FB studies in terms of academics and practice?     
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3. What “missing” DVs are critical to FB research?  Are there any unique DVs to help 

distinguish the FB domain from other research domains?  What are the DVs that 

deserve more attention? 

In the sections that follow, we begin by addressing efforts by researchers to define FB and some 

of the issues associated with competing definitions.  We then describe approaches to developing 

taxonomies and typologies developed by McKelvey (1982) and discuss aspects of existing 

family business typologies.  Next, we describe the data base of FB DVs we developed based on 

ten years of empirical FB literature (1998-2007).  Finally, we articulate the procedures to 

generate a taxonomy and the implications of this research effort at the end. 

  

REFLECTION ON THE PAST DECADE’S STUDIES 

Debatable Definitions of Family Business 

 What is a family business? After years of FB research, this question was posed in a 

foundational article by Langsberg, Perrow, & Rogolsky (1988).  The answer to this question is 

one of the critical conditions defining the FB field (Greenwood, 1957; Hall, 1968; Wilensky, 

1964).  However, the question continues to be the subject of debate among scholars (e.g., Chua 

et al., 1999; Sharma, 2004; Sharma, Chrisman, & Chua, 1996).  This is true in part because 

researchers do not agree on at least two dimensions which define a family firm (Chua et al., 

1999): (1) the combination of ownership and management that constitutes a family business; and, 

(2) the definition of a family.  In Chua et al.’s study (1999), all scholars agree that a firm, for 

example, is owned and managed by a family but disagree whether family-owned but not family-

managed, or family-managed but not family-owned, should be included.  Regarding the 

definition of a family, the nuclear family is generally held as the consensus view with which to 
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define “family;” but others suggest that an extended family, or two unrelated people by blood or 

marriage, can arguably, be considered a family (Chua et al., 1999). 

 We believe the debate over diversified FB definitions could be addressed, in part, by 

determining the variables that are unique to family business research (Davis, 1983, p. 47; Sharma, 

2004, p. 5).  These unique properties can be found in the important phenomena researchers have 

investigated in prior studies.  Further, we believe that focusing on FB outcomes is a useful way 

to bypass traditional debates over the FB definition and uncover what is important to and unique 

about family firms.  Therefore, a study that focuses on DVs is important at this point in the 

development of the field to help researchers understand the essence of a family firm and the 

unique domain of FB.  Since prior studies’ outcome variables were not integrated into a 

systematic framework, the generation of a classification system to organize the studies FB 

scholars have completed would be beneficial to the development of the field. 

Classification Systems 

 Regarding classification, typology and taxonomy are useful but different (McKelvey, 

1982).  Based on McKelvey’s description, the most important characteristics of typology is that 

it is monothetic and deductive, while taxonomy is polythetic and inductive.  Monothetic groups 

are defined as “formed by rigid and successive logical divisions so that the possession of unique 

set of features is both sufficient and necessary for membership in the group thus defined” 

(Sneath & Sokal, 1973, p. 23).  In other words, typologists use few and crucial attributes of 

objectives and follow individuals’ philosophy or particular interests to group objectives together.  

For example, Thompson (1967) suggested three conceptual types of organizations that can be 

classified by their uses of distinct technologies, including long-linked, mediating, and intensive 

organizations.  By contrast, taxonomy refers to “the theory and practice of classification” and the 
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classification is based on classificatory attributes (McKelvey, 1982, p. 12).  Furthermore, a 

numerical taxonomy is “an inductively derived, polythetic classification scheme generally based 

on many characteristics of the forms to be classified” (Priem, Love, & Shaffer, 2002, p. 727) 

using numerical methods (Sneath & Sokal, 1973).  That is, the grouping is based on the objects’ 

multiple similar attributes (McKelvey, 1982), much like biology classifies individual species.  

One classic example is Pugh, Hickson, and Hinings’ taxonomy (1968, 1969) on organizational 

structures using factor analysis to classify 16 attributes of work organization structures. 

For the purpose of this study, numerical taxonomy is a suitable way to study DVs 

because it would inductively provide a systematic framework to integrate the piecemeal results 

of FB research.  Plus, taxonomy is beneficial for building new FB theories because it is the 

science to study diversity between groups gathering similar populations in classes and it allows 

investigators to effectively predict behavior, test hypotheses, discover patterns in the data, and 

replicate research (McKelvey, 1982).  Finally, taxonomy can be used to enrich imaginary types 

in FB, such as Gersick, Davis, Hampton, & Lansberg’s three-circle model (1997). 

 

METHODS 

The purpose of the current study is to develop a data-driven taxonomy of DVs in family 

business field.  Through this taxonomy, researchers can clearly identify their research 

possibilities and, most importantly, we can point out the potential to set a boundary for FB 

discipline.  Hence, there are three steps to accomplish this goal: (1) identify empirical FB studies 

in critical journals and code them into a DV list; (2) use a modified Delphi procedure (Dalkey, 

1969; Reger & Palmer, 1996; Short & Palmer, 2003) to generate DV categories with this DV list; 

(3) ask FB experts to group these categories by similarity and fill out a survey.  This design is 



ENT Submission #16372 

 

 

8 

8 

similar to Priem et al.’s taxonomy study on uncertainty (2002), which used top executives’ 

perceptions on uncertainty.  In this current study, to identify the uniqueness of FB DVs and 

develop a taxonomy, we consider FB researchers in FB-related journals as the best sources 

because they possess in-depth understanding of FBs. 

Step 1 Coding Empirical Studies from 1998 to 2007 

The coding focused on dependent variables in empirical papers.  The purpose of this 

review is not to provide an exhaustive list of empirical FB studies but use the recent studies 

(1998-2007) in the most recommended journals.  Further, we do not intend to overlap the period 

of previous review articles.  For example, Dyer & Sánchez (1998) conducted a complete 

descriptive study of Family Business Review (FBR) from 1988 to 1997.  They argued that 

“because FBR is the only major scholarly publication devoted to family business, it is the best 

source available from which to review the evolution of theory and practice in the field” (p. 287).  

The development of major FB studies during two earlier decades, such as topics, authors, and 

implications, was very clear in their thorough review. In the previous reviews, most of the 

authors (e.g., Bird et al., 2002; Dyer & Sánchez, 1998; Sharma, 2004; Sharma et al., 1996) 

recognized FBR as the most critical journal to observe the evolution of FB studies. By contrast, 

the current study focused on none journals publishing FB research. Journals adopting FB articles 

included Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Journal of Business Venturing, Journal of 

Small Business Management (Bird, et al., 2002), Academy of Management Journal, and 

Organization Science (Sharma, 2004).  In addition to this list, we also included Journal of 

Management Studies (impact factor = 1.926), Journal of Management (2.0), and Administrative 

Science Quarterly (2.912) because of their high impact factors and the presence of empirical FB 

articles based on our preliminary keyword search (see Table 1).   
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------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 1 about here 

------------------------------------ 

In total, nine journals were used for the purposes of this study.  None of the previous 

reviews focused fully on empirical studies in more diversified journals or provided a purposeful, 

systematic discussion of dependent variables in FB field.  Although Dyer and Sánchez’s 

discussion started at the inception of FBR and focused on types, topics of those articles, their 

purpose was to discuss the evolution of the FB field and generate a guide for future research.  

Focusing on one journal is no longer sufficient to capture the trends.  More thoroughly, with the 

lens of strategic management, Sharma, Chrisman, and Chua (1997) focused on 77 empirical 

pieces (1980-1994) in 32 journals and Sharma (2004) also discussed theoretical pieces from 

multiple journals.  Searching among 32 journals, Sharma et al. (1996) used the strategic 

management framework to classify 226 FB articles, consisting of theoretical, empirical, and 

experiential studies.  Bird et al. (2002) picked the most cited four journals relevant to FB and set 

the time frame from 1997 to 2001 to discuss the evolution and rigor in FB studies.  However, 

none of the above was a DV-driven study.   

 In the overview of empirical studies between 1998 and 2007, we used broad to narrow 

key words to search empirical FB articles in the nine journals mentioned above (Morris, 1994).  

During the search process, we used “family” and found 711 articles, then “family business” 

(536), “family firms” (348), “family enterprise” (142), and “home-based” (12).  The databases 

used included EBSCOhost, ABI/IMFORM Global, Sage Journals Online, Wily InterScience, and 

ScienceDirect.  Table 1 shows the details of our search results.  Once the articles were found, we 

judged articles by their topics and abstracts.  The judgment rationale focused on: empirical 
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studies and the phenomena/ relationships between family and business.  We therefore excluded 

articles describing education about FB, work-family conflict, review articles, book reviews, 

invited commentary, cases and interviews, consulting experience, etc.  Articles that did not 

clearly meet the criteria were reviewed by other members of the author team for further 

discussion and final decisions.  In total, the data set included 212 empirical articles. 

Next, we generated a coding sheet to systematically code the qualified literature.  This 

coding sheet initially included 33 columns to organize the relevant information in each article, 

such as year, author, title, DVs, operationalization of DVs, etc.  After completing the initial 

coding, the first author carefully reviewed these 212 articles and entered the relevant information 

into this sheet.  Meanwhile, we kept modifying the original labels of and the number of the 

columns to match the required changes (Lee, 1999).  By doing so, the sheet provided us with a 

solid foundation to conduct a modified Delphi process to generate 34 DV categories (Table 2). 

------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 2 about here 

------------------------------------ 

Step 2 Using Modified Delphi Procedure to Generate 34 DV Categories 

When finished with the preliminary coding work, the first author prepared a DV list 

showing all the 259 DVs in the confirmed 212 articles for the following modified Delphi 

procedure (Dalkey, 1969; Reger & Palmer, 1996; Short & Palmer, 2003).  The modified Delphi 

procedure is one of the appropriate methods to reduce data and produce abstract categories.  Lee 

(1999, pp. 89-90) called this mode of data analysis “meaning condensation,” the analysis which 

is parallel with “a statistical factor analysis.”  The process indicated that all of the three authors 
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separately and independently generated possible DV categories to avoid potential bias 

contaminating independent judgment, such as dominance by power or politics. 

During the first round, all the authors were separate for about one week and tried to 

generate possible, overarching categories from the DV list.  For instance, the category “family 

involvement in management” includes several outcomes, such as next generation’s intention to 

join this family business, familiness, family business concerns, etc.  One category might include 

several DVs and one DV might possibly fit multiple DV categories.  In the following rounds, 

those categories reached full consensus were retained.  Then, each evaluator started to re-analyze 

those categories and outcome variables getting partial or no agreement.  The constraint was that 

we could add DVs to those agreed categories in the first round, create new categories, or judge 

some DVs to be idiosyncratic but could not change the labels of agreed categories or move DVs 

agreed on in previous rounds.  We repeated this procedure until we acknowledged no further 

convergent possibility.  That is, all the 259 DVs in the 212 articles could be move into the final 

34 DV categories.  Table 2 summarizes these categories and the number of articles included. 

Step 3 Investigating 30 FB Scholars 

Next, we prepared two activities, a card-sort task (34 cards to represent 34 DV categories) 

and a one-page survey, to collect data for further analyses.  Regarding the sample, we invited 30 

FB scholars in the United States to participate in this investigation.  Some of the subjects 

currently serve on the editorial board of FBR while others were found via authors’ networks.  

There were two reasons why we needed 30 FB scholars for this survey.  First and foremost, these 

FB experts knew the literature very well and were able to provide this study with appropriate 

judgment on DVs.  Second, most of them had many years of consulting experience on family 

firms and could tell us their insights to enrich this study.  This would help us grasp the missing 
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pieces in this jigsaw puzzle well.  In terms of sample size, Priem et al. used 19 executives to 

identify sources of uncertainty.  It was reasonable for us to use 30 FB scholars to collect data.  At 

the end of this investigation, we got 22 responses (73.33%). 

Regarding the survey procedure and content, in a package, we put a stamped, self-

addressed envelope and a cover letter describing the purpose and procedure of this study and 

provided the subjects with detailed instructions to complete this survey.  Specifically, there were 

two tasks in this package: Task #1 Judgment Task and Task #2 One-Page Survey (Task #2 could 

not be opened until Task #1 was finished).  In Task #1, we sent each subject 34 index cards, each 

with a DV category and asked the subject to “group the cards into as many groups as may be 

necessary to properly reflect the similarities and differences among the DV/outcome categories 

represented by the 34 cards.  When finished, similar DV/outcome categories should be grouped 

together, while dissimilar categories should be in different groups” (modified from Priem et al., 

2002, p. 73).  In Task #2, we asked three questions: (1) Using the 34 categories below, which 

DV/outcomes categories do you believe distinguish the family business domain from other 

research domains?; (2) In your opinion, were any dependent variable/outcome variable 

categories unaccounted for in our set?  In other words what, if anything, is missing?; and (3) In 

general, what outcome variables (either in the above list or otherwise) deserve more attention in 

future family business research?  Why? 

 It is worth noting that this procedure (Task #2 could not be opened until Task #1 was 

finished) could help our research to reduce the systematic bias to the lowest level to produce a 

more objective taxonomy.  If the subjects had known the content of this one-page survey, they 

would have consistently grouped the cards by the bias of those hints or key words in the one-

page survey.  We would never discover other possibilities underlying these DVs.  This would 
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violate what Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, and Tatham (2006, p. 649) called “variation in 

dimensionality” assumption in multidimensional scaling analysis, indicating subjects should 

have their own free imagination about the similarity or dissimilarity to the same object.  We 

excluded this possible systematic bias through the design of our investigation procedures.  

Additionally, the other advantage to use such a mailing method was that we did not have any 

dialogue before or during the subject’s judgment so we expected their judgment was not 

contaminated by the researchers’ knowledge.   

Analyses 

 For Task #1 (Judgment Task), multidimensional scaling (MDS) analysis and hierarchical 

cluster analysis (HCA) were used in SAS 9.1 to analyze the distance matrices gathered from the 

card-sort activity.  The data collected from each subject was directly coded into a dissimilar 

distance matrix.  If the cards were in the same pile, their distance was coded into “0” and others 

were “1.”  Regarding Task #2 (One-page Survey), we used content analysis to complement the 

statistical results at the end.  Regarding justifying MDS and HCA, we had two reasons. 

 First, MDS and HCA are complementary approaches to get a perceptual map (Priem et al., 

2002; Shewchuk, O’Connor, Williams, & Savage, 2006).  “The purpose of MDS is to determine 

the relative ordering of attributes along each decisional [underlying] dimension” and provides 

researchers with a visual map, while cluster (taxonomy) analysis is to identify those 

homogeneous subgroups in a population, that is, minimizing the variation of within-groups and 

maximizing that of between-groups (Shewchuk et al., 2006, p. 1195).  Thus, the advantage is that 

researchers can see the similarity/ dissimilarity of clusters along different dimensions.  However, 

the challenge is the interpretation of clusters and those dimensions (Hair et al., 2006). 
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 Second, both MDS and HCA release the assumptions of data distribution and large 

sample size because of their non-parametric nature.  The distance matrix we got from FB 

scholars actually reflected their mental (perceptual) distance of those 34 DV categories.  Both 

analyses did not focus on variables but on how the subjects perceived the objects (DV categories) 

as the unit of analysis and thus, small sample size was still robust for this purpose of study (Hair 

et al., 2006; Shewchuk et al., 2006).  As for the number of objects (DV categories), Hair et al. 

(2006, p. 649) suggested “four times as many objects as dimensions desired (i.e., 5 objects for 

one dimension, 9 objects for two dimensions, etc.) to obtain a stable solution.”  We generated 34 

DV categories (objects) and they would be enough to support eight dimensions at maximum. 

 In this present study, we utilized badness-of-fit in the output of PROC MDS procedure to 

evaluate the fit of our model, which is similar with the stress value in ALSCAL and analogous to 

21 R value (Kruskal & Wish, 1978, pp. 24-26; SAS Institute, 1990), and interpretability of 

dimensions to decide the final number of dimensions (Hair et al., 2006).  For instance, if the 

value of badness-of-fit (stress) is less than 0.2 and 2R  is more than 0.85, these would provide 

sufficient explanatory power and parsimony to a two-dimensional map (McCain, 1990).  In HCA, 

we used a scree plot and Ward’s linkage method and other different linkage methods to validate 

the number of clusters.  Meanwhile, we evaluated the value of cubic clustering criterion (CCC, 

Hair et al., 2006, p. 594) in different methods and got the variance explained by RSQ.  Ketchen 

and Shook (1996, p. 446) described CCC “is a measure of within-cluster homogeneity relative to 

between-cluster heterogeneity.” 

 

RESULTS 

Model Selection in MDS 
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 We first employed MDS analysis and got different dimensional solutions with different 

values of badness-of-fit, including one dimension (badness-of-fit = 0.12), two dimensions (0.11), 

three dimensions (0.11), four dimensions (0.11), five dimensions (0.10), and six dimensions 

(0.09).  All of their badness-of-fit were acceptable (Hair et al., 2006, p. 662; McCain, 1990).  

According to a scree plot, using X-axis representing the number of dimensions and Y-axis 

indicating the value of badness-of-fit, we chose the elbow (two dimensions) because of the 

reasons of parsimony and interpretability (Hair et al., 2006, p. 662).  In terms of interpretability, 

one dimension was too simple to explain all the 34 DV categories on a continuum.  In terms of 

parsimony (Kruskal & Wish, 1978), three- and four-dimensional maps were not better than the 

stress values of two dimensions.  For five and six, although having better fit, they were too 

complex to explain and to make visual presentations. 

------------------------------------ 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

------------------------------------ 

 In Figure 1, these two dimensions were interpreted into systems dimension (business 

subsystem vs. family subsystem) at X-axis and temporality dimension (short-term issues vs. 

long-term issues) at Y-axis.  While the negative X-axis indicated business subsystem, the 

positive side was family subsystem.  For negative Y-axis, it represented short-term issues but the 

positive one indicated long-term issues.  This two-dimensional map provides us with a solid 

foundation to integrate the 34 DV categories.  In the following, we explain how these two 

dimensions were labeled. 
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In terms of negative X-axis
1
, we observe 16 categories highly related to business issues, 

such as performance and strategy.  These categories are important themes to run the business 

subsystem (Gersick et al., 1997).  Interestingly, at the positive end of X-axis
2
, those 18 categories 

show different attributes containing more family tendencies, such as family values and concerns, 

family involvement in management, etc.  Obviously, these categories increasingly shift the 

importance of business to family side.  Hence, we labeled X-axis as a “systems” dimension 

which consisted of “business vs. family” subsystems (Gersick et al., 1997). 

 For the second dimension (Y-axis), we named it “temporality” dimension, including 

short-term issues vs. long-term issues of a family firm.  From Figure 1, the 16 categories on the 

negative side
3
 have more short-term orientation.  Especially, these categories present both 

immediate issues from family and business subsystems to sustain a family business, such as 

performance-financial/growth, and different stakeholders’ attitudes toward family business.  

Performance is the lifeblood of a family business and thus becomes an immediate outcome.  

Meanwhile, the positive Y-axis
4
 shows the other issues salient and looming to a family firm.  For 

                                                 
1
 There are 16 DV categories on the negative X-axis, including performance-financial/growth (C33), performance-

overall success (C32), performance-survival (C31), internationalization (C20), strategy content (C10), regulatory 

and business environment (C34), investment policies (C12), financial structure (C13), economic impact (C25), 

entrepreneurial behavior (C8), learning (C24), human resource management (C9), business mission/goals (C11), 

decision making (C15), ownership (C22), governance (C16). 
2
 There are 18 DV categories occupy the positive X-axis, consisting of role of network (C14), control (C17), 

satisfaction (C18), compensation (C23), family characteristics and definition (C30), succession process (C3), 

succession/ transition event (C5), succession plan (C4), professionalization of management (C2), commitment (C19), 

conflict (C21), family values and concerns (C1), family involvement in management (C29), attitude toward family 

business (non-family members) (C26), attitude toward family business (CEO) (C28), role of spouse/copreneur (C6), 

role of female family members (C7), and attitude toward family business (family members) (C27). 
3
 On the negative Y-axis, the 16 categories are attitude toward family business (CEO) (C28), performance-overall 

success (C32), attitude toward family business (non-family members) (C26), economic impact (C25), satisfaction 

(C18), learning (C24), performance-financial/growth (C33), family characteristics and definition (C30), attitude 

toward family business (family members) (C27), regulatory and business environment (C34), family values and 

concerns (C1), commitment (C19), conflict (C21), business mission/goals (C11), role of network (C14), and 

entrepreneurial behavior (C8). 
4
 In terms of positive Y-axis, the 18 categories contain decision making (C15), performance-survival (C31), 

governance (C16), control (C17), internationalization (C20), family involvement in management (C29), role of 

spouse/copreneur (C6), role of female family members (C7), strategy content (C10), ownership (C22), investment 
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instance, succession-related issues occupy the highest values of this dimension and seem to be 

looming but comparatively not an immediate outcome for a family business to pursue.  The 

location of succession (Cluster 3, 4, 5) partially reflects the reality that succession might be 

always in owner-managers’ heads but few consider it an urgent issue so a FB usually dies with 

the death of the founder. 

 Hence, the results from MDS analysis indicates that during the past ten years the DVs 

researchers highlighted can be positioned along two underlying dimensions, on which Dimension 

1 (X-axis) reflects the systems of a family business, including business vs. family and Dimension 

2 (Y-axis) represents the temporality of a family business to consider issues from both business 

and family subsystems, including short-term vs. long-term (Figure 1). 

Model Selection in Hierarchical Cluster Analysis 

 In further HCA, we evaluated the number of clusters by several principles, including 

statistical evidence, scree plot, dendrogram, and the ease of interpretation (Hair et al., 2006).  

Hence, there were seven clusters identified by Ward’s linkage method because it is more reliable 

among different algorithms (Milligan, 1980).  Unlike nonhierarchical cluster analysis, HCA was 

more appropriate for a smaller sample size (Hair et al., 2006).  For the validity of clusters, Priem 

et al. (2002) suggested using other linkage methods to fit the same matrices and observe the 

stability of the number of clusters.  As mentioned, we employed RSQ and CCC as the major 

criteria to evaluate different algorithms (Hair et al., 2006; Ketchen & Shook, 1996).  The 

judgment rule for RSQ is that it’s value should be higher that ERSQ’s (expected 2R ) and for 

CCC is that the values between 2 and 3 indicates good clusters and 0 to 2 is potential clusters.   

Separately, Ward’s, average, complete, centroid, and single linkage methods were all tested.  The 

                                                                                                                                                             
policies (C12), financial structure (C13), human resource management (C9), professionalization of management 

(C2), compensation (C23), succession plan (C4), succession process (C3), and succession/ transition event (C5). 
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results consistently suggested seven clusters in terms of RSQ and CCC.  From scree plots and 

dendrograms, we observed four to seven clusters were all possible.  In terms of the ease of 

interpretation, seven clusters were chosen and it also matched the criteria of RSQ and CCC 

suggested across different methods.  The seven-cluster solution explained 89.2% of variance by 

its RSQ.  Figure 1 also represents the seven classifications and their related DV categories. 

 Of the seven clusters, three clusters are more business-oriented, three are skewed toward 

family side, and the other one is about the heart of this map (Figure 1).  With regard to business-

oriented clusters, Cluster 1 includes performance-overall success (C32) and performance-

financial/growth (C33).  The means of this cluster are -2.61 on Dimension 1 (X-axis: business vs. 

family) and -0.81 on Dimension 2 (Y-axis: short-term vs. long-term).  Comparatively, the 

negative scale of Dimension 1 contributes more to identify this cluster than does Dimension 2.  

Because this cluster was the most concerned outcome of the business subsystem, we labeled it 

“performance.”  Cluster 2 was called “strategy” because this cluster concerns about business 

policies to ensure the survival of a firm, including strategic content (C10), investment policies 

(C12), financial structure (C13), internationalization (C20), and performance-survival (C31).  In 

terms of the means, they are -1.36 on Dimension 1 and 0.5 on Dimension 2.  Likewise, the 

business system contributes major identification of this cluster.  Regarding Custer 3, the means 

on the two dimensions are -0.86 and -0.58.  The negative ends of both dimensions constructed 

Cluster 3 but more skewed toward business subsystem, Cluster 3 which is composed of 

entrepreneurial behaviors (C8), leaning (C24), economic impact (C25), and regulatory and 

business environment (C34).  This composition implies how to use internal capabilities adapt to 

the macro environmental changes and was, thus, labeled “environment.” 
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 Most interestingly, Cluster 4 occupies the core of this map because the categories in this 

cluster are indispensable routines, structures, and mechanisms to bridge both family and business 

subsystems, like the heart of a family business.  The center location is reflected by the equal 

contribution of two dimensions (-0.10, 0.15).  Hence, we named it “governance,” containing 

human resource management (C9), business mission/goals (C11), role of network (C14), 

decision making (C15), governance (C16), control (C17), and ownership (C22). 

 The rest of the clusters (5, 6, 7) are more family-oriented.  Cluster 5 is reflected by 

professionalization of management (C2), succession process (C3), succession plan (C4), 

succession/transition event (C5), and compensation (C23).  This family orientation can also be 

observed from the means of two dimensions (0.51, 1.21).  Because these outcome categories 

were more related to the issues of passing a baton to the next generation within a family business, 

“succession” was appropriate.  As for Cluster 6, the means are 1.76 and 0.38.  The positive scale 

of Y-axis help more to identify this group of categories, consisting of role of spouse/copreneur 

(C6), role of female family members (C7), attitude toward family business (non-family members, 

C26), attitude toward family business (family members, C27), and attitude toward family 

business (CEO, C28).  This cluster represents different roles and attitudes from different 

stakeholders of a family business and thus, was named “family roles.”  Last but not least, family 

values and concerns (C1), satisfaction (C18), commitment (C19), conflict (C21), and family 

business characteristics and definition (C30) are grouped to form Cluster 7.  In terms of means, 

they have separate means, 0.7 and -0.48.  Again, family subsystem contributes more to the 

identification of this group.  This cluster concerned more about the relationships, values, 

characteristics which a family wants from its business and thus, “family outcomes” was the label. 
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 It is worth noting that there are five clusters’ major identification from Dimension 1 

(systems: business vs. family), including Cluster 1 (performance), 2 (strategy), 3 (environment), 

6 (family roles), and 7 (family outcomes).  The other two are primarily from Dimension 2 

(temporality: short-term vs. long-term), including Cluster 4 (governance) and 5 (succession).  

The distribution makes Figure 1 a rectangular. The implication will be discussed later. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 Since the first issue of FBR in 1988, scholars from distinct disciplines who are interested 

in FB still do not have a consensus on what a family business is (Lansberg et al., 1988).  Most of 

the healthy debates focusing on the definitions of FB or the differences between family and non-

family firms seem bogged down.  Because “an academic field is socially constructed” (Nag, et 

al., 2007) and researchers have very different training in various disciplines (Dyer & Sánchez, 

1998; Nag et al, 2007), it is not surprising that seeking an agreement on an FB definition is 

difficult.  By focusing on the uniqueness of outcome variables in this current study, we tried to 

bypass the traditional dispute over FB definitions to explain the distinctiveness of this field.  In 

this section, we discuss, a) our findings in terms of our three research questions; b) the 

implications extended from these findings; and, c) limitations to help prospective research. 

 The first question of this present study is: what DVs have been highlighted in prior 

empirical FB research studies?  Totally, we colleted 259 DVs from 212 articles to answer this 

question (see Table 1). With a modified Delphi procedure, we condensed those DVs to 34 DV 

categories.  Here, we just name the top five of the ranking in Table 2.  Not surprisingly, 

performance-financial/growth was the most researched DV category (41.23%).  The essential 

inquiry of such studies focused on “why family businesses outperform non-family businesses?” 
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and agency/ stewardship theories provided explanations (e.g., Anderson & Reeb, 2004; 

Chrisman et al., 2004).  The second one was decision making (11.79%), because this category 

contained many different issues about decision making in family firms, such as succession 

(Shepherd & Zacharakis, 2000), investment (Erikson, Sørheim, & Reitan, 2003), financial 

structures (Haynes, Walker, Rowe, & Hong, 1999), strategic decision making (Mustakallio, 

Autio, & Zahra, 2002), and the next generation’s intention to join a family firm (Birley, 2002).  

As for the third, it was family values and concerns (10.85%).  This category reflected the 

outcomes of a family subsystem (Sorenson, 1999, 2000), the values about corporate social 

responsibility (Dyer & Whetten, 2006), and the distinctiveness of a family firm (Astrachan et al., 

2002).  The fourth category occupied 10.38% of 212 empirical studies was family involvement 

in management.  The related DVs in this category explored those issues, such as the impacts of 

an owner’s partial retirement on a family firm (Kim, & DeVaney, 2003), culture (Denison, Lief, 

& Ward, 2004), family business behavior (Chua et al., 1999), board composition (Fiegener, 

Brown, Dreux, & Dennis, 2000), generations’ differences on a family firm (Sonfield, & Lussier, 

2004).  Family business characteristics and definition was the top fifth category in our search.  

The basic research purposes of this category were mainly to provide solutions to the most 

essential question: what is a family firm?  There are several FB scholars proposed their ideas, 

such as F-PEC (Astrachan et al., 2002), Family Climate Scales (Björnberg, & Nicholson, 2007), 

Family Orientation Index (Uhlaner, 2005), Family Business Issues Scale (Smyrnios, Tanewski, 

& Romano, 1998).  Characteristics and key success factors of family firms (Koiranen, 2002; 

Nam, & Herbert, 1999) also fitted this category. 

 Many review articles (i.e., Bird et al., 2002; Sharma, 2004; Wortman, 1994) found that 

succession had been the one of the most researched issues in family business.  Likewise, between 
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1998 and 2007, empirical succession-related studies occupied 18.39%.  However, we divided 

them into three different categories, including succession as a process (5.19%), plan (3.77%), or 

transition event (9.43%), because different perspectives in succession need different research 

methodology and measures to cope with distinct units of analysis.  The same logic was also 

employed to classify attitude toward family business (non-family members, family members, and 

CEO) and performance (survival, overall success, and financial/ growth). 

 Our second question is: what is the underlying information in these DVs and what can be 

learned from the implications of empirical FB studies in terms of academics and practice?  To 

our knowledge, there is no taxonomy to describe the entire FB domain so far but just few overall 

typologies pointed out the classifications of FB research.  They were Handler (1989), Wortman 

(1994), and Gersick et al. (1997).  First, Handler (1989) proposed that the configurations of FB 

include three dimensions: ownership-management, family involvement, and next generation in 

line for generational transfer, the configurations separately mapping to our governance (Cluster 

4), family roles (Cluster 6), and succession (Cluster 5).  Obviously, our taxonomy is broader and 

more specific than Handler’s model.  In 1994, Wortman revised his typologies in strategic 

management and entrepreneurship to develop a conceptual paradigm for FB research (pp. 4-7).  

The main classifications included theoretical, historical, environmental, organizational, content 

components, and future of family-owned business.  Moreover, each classification contained 

multiple sub-components.  In contrast to our taxonomy, this typology was relatively complete 

but lacked parsimony.  Like Handler’s conceptual configurations, Wortman’s typology was 

fairly broad to provide FB researchers with a good map but not specific enough.  Differently, 

Lansberg et al.’s three-circle model was more parsimonious and prevalent in FB research (i.e., 

Kenyon-Rouvinez, 2001).  Compared with our taxonomy, the three circle model has more 
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similar attributes than has the previous two typologies.  First, the systems (business vs. family) 

and temporality (short-term vs. long-term) dimensions in Figure 1 are the same as Gersick et 

al.’s family and business circles and the temporal development of a family firm.  Second, the 

location of Cluster 4 “governance,” including ownership (C22), in Figure 1 is very similar to the 

role of ownership circle in Lansberg et al.’s and this cluster is functioning as the bridge of 

business and family subsystems (Carlock & Ward, 2001).  These similarities add more content 

and face validity to our taxonomy.  However, there are some differences existed.  Three-circle 

model mainly explains the development inside of a family firm and focuses on individual 

movements/ development.  Cluster 1, 2, and 3 in our taxonomy are corporate-level outcomes, 

namely, performance, strategy, and environment.  The three-circle model did not incorporate 

these themes.  In short, our taxonomy provide researchers and professional managers with a 

more specific and parsimonious map. 

------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 3 about here 

------------------------------------ 

The last but not least question is:  What “missing” DVs are critical to FB research?  Are 

there any unique DVs to help distinguish the FB domain from other research domains?  What are 

the DVs that deserve more attention?  Figure 1 and Table 3 address these questions.  First, as 

Figure 1 shows, the critical categories to tell the uniqueness of family firms primarily lie in the 

dimension of family subsystem.  That is, FB scholars seem to have a consensus about unique 

outcome variables in FB studies.  This result is striking and very interesting.  On the one hand, 

the top five in order are family involvement in management (C29, 22/22, 100%), family values 

and concerns (C1, 20/22, 90.9%), family business characteristics and definition (C30, 20/22, 
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90.9%), attitude toward family business-family member (C27, 19/22, 86.4%), and succession 

process (C3, 17/22, 77.3%).  On the other hand, those not-so-unique categories almost located in 

the dimension of business subsystem are satisfaction (C18, 1/22, 4.5%), learning (C24, 1/22, 

4.5%), internationalization (C20, 2/22, 9.1%), and economic impact (C25, 2/22, 9.1%), just to 

name a few.  There are no arbitrary cutoff values to tell what’s unique or not but we view all the 

categories distributed on a continuum.  This finding seemingly implies the systems dimension 

(business vs. family) is also the continuum of uniqueness in family business studies. 

Second, we had understood that the taxonomy (Figure 1) would not be a complete map to 

guide future research because the sources of this taxonomy were from prior empirical literature.  

Thus, we investigated FB experts’ opinions to catch the missing piece.  Their suggestions are 

collected in Table 3.  Almost of these missing outcomes in Question 2 focus on the family 

subsystem, such as “longevity; family goals and outcomes” (subject #16); otherwise few issues 

are more toward business, such as “legal issues” (subject #2), “job creation” (subject #3), 

“productivity” (subject #15), “industry situation” (subject #22), “anticipated growth (sales and 

revenue) and employee growth” (subject #28).  These missing pieces mostly intend to tap how 

the family subsystem influences the business subsystem rather than to tap the reverse relationship. 

Third, Question 3 in Table 3 tells us about those understudied DVs and why.  Similarly, 

these themes put more emphasis on the family subsystem.  Distinctively, many subjects provided 

insights about how to measure a family firm’s performance and stressed its importance, such as 

“non-economic goals-influence relative behavior performance of family firms” (subject #9), 

“non-financial performance, as a DV that explain FF behavior, e.g., long-term orientation” 

(subject #11), “performance: what is it? How it is perceived/ understood” (subject #14), 

“performance of family firm (financial or otherwise)” (subject #15), and “investigate/ include 
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more than financial or objective indicators of business success” (subject #30).  It seems there is a 

need for FB researchers to develop a more comprehensive evaluation system of performance. 

Implications 

 From the three research questions of this current study, there exist three critical 

implications for future research and family firms’ practices.  First, in terms of the distribution of 

the seven clusters, they make Figure 1 become rectangular rather than square.  This implies 

researchers still have more room to explore long-term issues.  In terms of Figure 1, the cell of 

long-term family issues has been fairly understudied and most researchers only focused on 

succession issues to explore the uniqueness of FB field.  Based on the three-circle model, 

Gersick et al. (1997, p. 17) proposed a development model of a family firm.  For instance, on the 

dimension of family development along time, one could research “young business development, 

entering the business, working together, and passing the baton.”  By doing so, we could catch the 

missing pieces better and see a more balanced, complete picture of the entire FB field.   

Second, we successfully bypassed the traditional debate over FB definition and would 

like to turn researchers’ attention to those unique outcome variables.  The most exciting finding 

is that researchers interested in FB seem to have a better agreement on the uniqueness of family 

business, in terms of DVs.  In Figure 1, this consensus falls into family subsystem.  Moreover, 

how the family subsystem influences the business subsystem rather than the reverse relationship 

provides a great start to argue FB as a unique field different from entrepreneurship or small- and 

medium-sized businesses (Bird et al., 2002) and opportunities to build new theories.  Hence, the 

boundary of family business research could be set in terms of this interesting finding. 

Third, how to comprehensively measure the performance/ success of a family firm in 

terms of business and family subsystems is imperative for researchers and professional managers 
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(Venkatraman & Ramanujam, 1986).  Although there were a few studies that touched this issue 

(i.e, Astrachan & Jaskiewicz, 2008; Craig & Moores, 2005; Sorenson 1999, 2000), this issue still 

needs more theoretically guided research.  For instance, Sorenson (2000, p. 183) argued that 

“family and business to an organization implies that the purpose of the organization is to provide 

positive outcomes for both the family and the business.”  Sorenson provided a great framework 

and this framework is verified by our findings; that is, a comprehensive measure on both family 

and business subsystems.  Carlock and Ward (2001) also proposed similar balanced view to 

demonstrate the uniqueness of FBs. 

Finally, the location of governance (Cluster 4) in our taxonomy reflects its important, 

core role to coordinate both business and family subsystems.  Traditionally, ownership is viewed 

as one of the subsystems in the three-circle model (Gersick, et al., 1997).  However, from our 

data, it seems governance is the main mechanism, not ownership, to align control and ownership 

within a family business to create its competitive advantages and uniqueness (Carney, 2005). 

Limitations 

 As for the limitations of this study, most of the present research is from FBR so it is 

unavoidably biased toward management literature.  One of the ways to improve future research 

is to collect more articles from other journals avoiding missing the critical variables.  However, 

investigating 30 FB scholars’ opinions might somewhat mitigate this insufficiency. 

 Additionally, a “holdout” example might be used to improve the validity of this 

taxonomy (Hair et al., 2006; Priem et al., 2002).  Because all of the samples were from the 

United States, we wonder whether FB scholars outside of this country have the same judgment 

about these 34 DV categories.  Although MDS analysis and HCA independent of sample size are 

robust because of their non-parametric nature, only 22 subjects in a non-random sample 
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participated in this investigation might not represent the whole field.  More duplicate studies and 

more samples in different areas outside of the U.S are helpful. 

 Furthermore, we used FB scholars as the subjects to make judgment calls about the field.  

However, this field should have a great communication and connection to real business world.  

Professional managers in FB always ask so what to researchers and researchers hope research 

results contributing to FB practices (Van de Ven & Johnson, 2006).  Future research could be 

improved to use owner-managers as the subjects.  The results could be compared and contrasted. 

  

CONCLUSION 

 The major contribution of this research is to provide a holistic map for future research in 

FB field with three research questions.  Via the research inquiries, we reviewed the past years’ 

empirical literature and discovered the underlying themes among prior, scattered DVs.  FB 

outcomes have been empirically tested for many years but none integrates these DVs into a 

meaningful and organized way to attract FB scholars’ attention.  Our taxonomy reflects “what 

seems to be a disorganized (unstructured) phenomenon is in reality an organized (structured) 

phenomenon” (Davis, 1971, p. 313).  Most importantly, since an academic field is socially 

constructed by the scholars with similar mindsets (Nag et al., 2007), our research process also 

provided a platform for interested scholars to communicate with one another and thus, gradually 

constructed this FB field by those unique outcome variables rather than definition. 
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Table 1  An Overview of Key Words Used, Databases and the Number of Articles 
          

  Key Word 

 

Journal Database Family Family 

Business 

Family 

Firm 

 

Family 

Enterprise 

Home-

based 

Confirmed 

Articles 

AMJ EBSCOhost 43 1 1 1 0 3 

ASQ EBSCOhost 33 1 2 0 1 3 

OS EBSCOhost 26 2 1 1 1 2 

ETP EBSCOhost 71 46 32 9 0 19 

JOM Sage Journals Online 142 140 111 53 2 0 

JBV ScienceDirect 32 25 16 6 0 17 

JSBM EBSCOhost 39 19 10 2 1 21 

JMS EBSCOhost 21 2 3 1 0 5 

FBR ABI/INFORM and 

Wiley InterScience 

304 304 168 69 7 142* 

Total  711 536 348 142 12 212 

 

Note: AMJ = Academy of Management Journal; ASQ = Administrative Science Quarterly; OS = Organization 

Science; ETP = Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice; JOM = Journal of Management; JBV = Journal of Business 

Venturing; JSBM = Journal of Small Business Management; JMS = Journal of Management Studies; FBR = Family 

Business Review.  For FBR, I did not use key words to search and just directly reviewed all the articles. 

* The author reviewed all the research in FBR to get the confirm articles. 
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Table 2  34 Dependent Variable Categories and the Number of Articles Included 

(N = 212 Confirmed Articles) 

 

Category          Frequency           Percentage (%) 

 
Family values and concerns 23  10.85 

Professionalization of management 8  3.77 

Succession process 11  5.19 

Succession plan 8  3.77 

Succession/ transition event 20  9.43 

Role of spouse/ copreneur 6  2.83 

Role of female family members 6  2.83 

Entrepreneurial behaviors 12  5.66 

Human resource management 7  3.30 

Strategy content 9  4.25 

Business mission/ goals 9  4.25 

Investment policies 7  3.30 

Financial structure 19  8.96 

Role of network 6  2.83 

Decision making 25  11.79 

Governance 14  6.60 

Control 7  3.30 

Satisfaction 6  2.83 

Commitment 5  2.36 

Internationalization 8  3.77 

Conflict 14  6.60 

Ownership 18  8.49 

Compensation 5  2.36 

Learning 8  3.77 

Economic impact 5  2.36 

Attitude toward family business (non-family members) 2  0.94 

Attitude toward family business (family members) 4  1.89 

Attitude toward family business (CEO) 2  0.94 

Family involvement in management 22  10.38 

Family business characteristics and definition 21  9.91 

Performance-survival 9  4.25 

Performance-overall success 15  7.08 

Performance-financial/growth 45  21.23 

Regulatory and business environment 7  3.30 

 

Total 

 

393 

  

 

 
Note: Because one DV/ outcome variable might fit multiple DV categories, the number of frequency (393) in this 

table is not equal to the number of the confirmed articles (N = 212) in Table 1. The percentage is the frequency of 

that category over the number of confirmed articles (N = 212). 
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Figure 1  Two-Dimensional Map of Dependent Variable Categories and Clusters 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Cluster 1: performance 

C32 Performance-overall success (3/22, 13.6) C33 Performance-financial/growth (4/22, 18.2) 

Cluster 2: strategy 

C10 Strategy content (4/22, 18.2) C12 Investment policies (4/22, 18.2) C13 Financial structure (5/22, 22.7) 

C20 Internationalization (2/22, 9.1) C31 Performance-survival (9/22, 40.9)  

Cluster 3: environment 

C8   Entrepreneurial behaviors (3/22, 13.6) C24 Learning (1/22, 4.5) C25 Economic impact (2/22, 9.1) 

C34 Regulatory and business environment (3/22, 13.6)  

Cluster 4: governance 

C9   Human resource management 

(3/22, 13.6) 

C11 Business mission/ goals  

(7/22, 31.8) 

C14 Role of network (5/22, 22.7) 

C15 Decision making (6/22, 27.3) C16 Governance (12/22, 54.5) C17 Control (11/22, 50) 

C22 Ownership (14/22, 63.6)   

Cluster 5: succession 

C2   Professionalization of 

management (5/22, 22.7) 

C3   Succession process (17/22, 77.3) C4   Succession plan (14/22, 63.6) 

C5   Succession/ transition event (14/22, 63.6) C23 Compensation (4/22, 18.2) 

Cluster 6: family roles 

C6   Role of spouse/ copreneur  

(15/22, 68.2) 

C7   Role of female family members 

(14/22, 63.6) 

C26 Attitude toward family business 

(non-family members)  

(14/22, 63.6) 

C27 Attitude toward family business 

(family members) (19/22, 86.4) 

C28 Attitude toward family business 

(CEO) (16/22, 72.7) 

C29 Family involvement in 

management (22/22, 100) 

Cluster 7: family outcomes 

C1   Family values and concerns 

(20/22, 90.9) 

C18 Satisfaction (1/22, 4.5) C19 Commitment (5/22, 22.7) 

C21 Conflict (10/22, 45.5) C30 Family business characteristics and definition (20/22, 90.9) 

 

Note: The first number (fraction) in the parenthesis of each DV category is the frequency to tell the uniqueness of a 

family business; the second number represents percentage (%).  There were 22 surveys returned (N = 22). 
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Table 3  Quotations about Missing and Understudied DV/ Outcome Variable Categories 

 
Subject Question 2:  In your opinion, were any 

dependent variable/outcome variable 

categories unaccounted for in our set?  In 

other words what, if anything, is missing? 

 

Question 3:  In general, what outcome 

variables (either in the above list or otherwise) 

deserve more attention in future family 

business research?  Why? 

#1 Management of family; family satisfaction with 

and commitment to the business; effect of 

business on family life style; family resources 

available to the business. 

Commitment of family members to the family 

business and family business decisions. This DV 

will reveal processes that can help explain family 

management processes (governance) that 

contribute to both family and firm success. 

#2 Affinal ties-that is, role of in-laws and relatives 

by marriage; comparative kinship systems; legal 

issues. 

Situating businesses in the wider kinship systems 

and not assuming we know what is meant by 

"family." 

#3 Family unity and decreased or increased family 

ties in adulthood (in extended families); job 

creation; community responsibility-sustainability. 

All of the above (34 DV categories) because as a 

result of the lack of sufficient data-from private 

companies, we have only scratching the surface 

of knowledge. 

#5 Cultural impacts. Family values. 

#9 Non-economic goals; succession intentions; 

family vision; altruism (could be dependent or 

independent variable). 

1. Non-economic goals-influence relative 

behavior and performance of family firms; 2. 

Altruism-we've only scratched the surface on that 

topic. 

#11 "Soft performance"—socio-emotional wealth, see 

Astrachan et al. 2008 in FBR, also Gómez-Mejía 

ASQ, also family firm ?? 

Please see abovenon-financial performance, as 

a DV that explain FF behavior, e.g., long-term 

orientation. 

#12 Not on the DV side—lots of IVs are missing but 

DVs are OK. 

Strategy, formal structure, ownership dispersion, 

management practices—HR/OB/Planning. 

#13 Next generation issues—what do they want to be 

attracted to stay/ join family firm—the world/ 

opportunity from their eyes. 

Satisfaction, conflict, entrepreneurial behavior, 

role of network, learning. 

#14 Seems quite complete. I trust "compensation" 

would include "exit strategies" for family 

members. 

Performance: what is it? How it is perceived/ 

understood. 

#15 Social responsibility; ethical behavior; 

productivity; employee/ family development; 

family/ personal success. 

Performance of family firm (financial or 

otherwise).  To better understand how family 

ownership affects performance. 

#16 Longevity; family goals and outcomes. Entrepreneurial behavior—the family's unique 

ability to start new ventures and innovate over 

time seems critical to all themes—performance, 

longevity, etc. 

#19  I believe the ones checked above deserve more 

attention, although all listed have some aspects 

that distinguish family from non-family 

businesses. 

#20 Incentive system (different from compensation) 

for family and non-family employees; 

distributive and procedural justice for family and 

non-family employees. 

Sales growth—given that many of these firms are 

privately owned—tax implications associate with 

being private. 

#22 Trust; change/ tradition; emotional asset; industry 

situation. 

 

#26 Not that I can think of. HR aspects/ processes in FOB; comparisons of 

consumer attitudes toward products from FOB 

vs. non-FOB. 
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#27  Stakeholder relations with family businesses. 

They are critical in the business environment. 

Perceptions of these relationships would be of 

interest. 

#28 Ethical focus; anticipated growth (sales/ 

revenue); employee growth. 

Ethical focus. 

#29  Strategic decision-making—is it any different in 

family firms? Size of family firms is a very 

important variable—even larger size family firms 

retain the “family” flavor. 

#30 Family and business goals; generations in 

business; culture of family; functional integrity of 

the family system; family intermingling of 

resources; family patterns during times of change 

and disruption. 

Functional integrity of family system; family 

patterns during times of change and disruption; 

Investigate/ include more than financial or 

objective indicators of business success. 

 
Note: In Subject #11’s answer, we could not recognize the last word and thus put “??” to express this missing word. 


