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ABSTRACT

Family Versus Non-Family Small Businesses:
An Empirical Study of Strategic Posture and Performance

by
Kenneth E . Botts

This study addressed the proposition that there are 
differences in strategic postures and performance when 
family businesses are compared to non-family businesses. A 
sample of 23 5 small general construction contractors were 
mailed a questionnaire to gather data for business type, 
strategic posture and contract revenue growth rate. Usable 
questionnaires were returned from 114 companies who self
selected whether they are family or non-family businesses. 
Respondents also self-typed themselves for strategic 
posture by selecting one of four possible strategic 
postures.

Two independent statistical tests were performed to 
determine if there was any significant relationship between 
business type and strategic posture and business type and 
revenue growth rate. A cross-tabulation and Chi-square 
calculation did not support a significant relationship 
between business type and strategic posture. A t test did 
not support a significant relationship between business 
type and contract revenue growth rate. The conclusions are 
there are no significant differences in strategic postures 
and performance when comparing small family businesses to 
small non-family businesses. This study finds several 
issues that warrant further attention by researchers.
Better data collection techniques are needed for collecting 
small business information by self-reporting. In addition, 
the use of more and better incentives could help 
researchers collect more and better small business 
financial information. Finally, Strategic typologies 
adapted to small businesses could help capture the 
differences between small business types.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Issue

Family businesses are beginning to be recognized as an 

important segment of the U.S. economy. Although family 

businesses range in size from the very small to large 

multinational corporations, they are predominately small 

businesses (Kirchhoff Sc Kirchhoff, 1987; Shanker & 

Astrachan, 1996). The economic importance of family 

businesses is believed to be considerable. Although little 

substantive data exist on the size or distribution of 

family businesses (Dreux, 1990; Shanker Sc Astrachan, 1996), 

writers have estimated that family businesses represent 90% 

to 98% of all U.S. businesses (Beckhard & Dyer, 1983a; 

Hershon, 1975; Stern, 1986), and represent 40% to 60% of 

gross domestic product (GDP) (Becker & Tillman, 1978; de 

Visscher Sc Bruel, 1994; Ward Sc Aronoff, 1990) . A recent 

study indicates the percentages are somewhat overstated 

depending on the family business definition used (Shanker & 

Astrachan, 1996). Regardless of the numbers, family 

businesses are a significant component of the U.S. economy.
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The field of family business has drawn the attention 

of numerous researchers (Dyer, 1986; Handler, 1389; Ward,

1987; Hollander & Elman, 1988; Westhead &; Cowling, 1998; 

Wortman, 1994) and is based on family business systems 

theories as derived from general systems theory. As a new 

field, the study of family businesses is still not well 

defined with regard to clear boundaries that distinguish 

them from other types of businesses (Wortman, 1994) . For 

this reason, definition is considered the number one 

methodological research issue facing family business 

researchers (Handler, 1988).

Not only is a definition of a family business a major 

issue for the family business field, but definitions of 

various private business types are also a major issue for 

researchers attempting to classify private businesses or 

working on another private business type. Indeed, 

entrepreneurship, a more established field than family 

businesses, is still grappling with these issues 

(Brockhaus, 1994).

As of this writing, there are three major research 

fields that focus upon specific types of private 

businesses. Two of these fields are family businesses and 

entrepreneurships. The third field attempts to classify 

private businesses based upon ownership and management.
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Research that focuses upon family business definitions and 

perceived differences from other business types compare 

family businesses with all other business types labeled as 

non-family businesses, i.e., family businesses versus non

family businesses.

A second strategy attempts to categorize private 

businesses into four types based on ownership and 

management. These four private business types are: family 

businesses, owner-managed businesses, entrepreneurships and 

professionally managed businesses.

These definitions or differences are considered 

important because structure, processes (behaviors) and 

outcomes are believed to result from differences between 

business types. It is ironic that there is little 

consensus within the literature regarding definitions or 

classification schemes, and for this reason any significant 

behavioral or outcome differences between private business 

types may not exist.

Some researchers have attempted to establish distinct 

classifications between family businesses and other 

business types such as entrepreneurships, owner/managed 

businesses and professionally managed businesses (Carland, 

et al., 1984; Daily & Dalton, 1992; Daily & Dollinger,

1992; Daily & Thompson, 1994; d'Amboise & Muldowney, 1988;
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Handler, 1989; Kirchhoff & Kirchhoff, 1987). Clear and 

distinct classifications between business types will 

provide basis for further research into business 

structures, processes, and outcomes. While researchers 

have yet to reach a consensus for an appropriate 

classification of business types (Daily & Thompson, 1994), 

research efforts should continue to help better separate 

family businesses from other types of businesses.

The importance of distinguishing business types is 

based upon the basic premise that ownership type affects 

business processes and outcomes (Handler, 1989).

Business ownership type affects business performance, an

important outcome, according to Khan and Rocha (1982). A

considerable amount of research has examined the

relationship between business ownership type and outcomes 

(Birley & Norburn, 1987; Capon, et al., 1990; Daily & 

Dalton, 1992; Daily & Dollinger, 1992; Krause, 1988) .

One approach has been to apply agency theory (i.e. 

Fama, 1980; Fama Sc Jensen, 1983; Jensen Sc Meckling, 1976) . 

Agency theory is related to differences in goals and 

objectives of owner/managers versus managers who have no 

ownership interests (i.e. Fama, 1980; Fama & Jensen, 1983; 

Jensen & Meckling, 1976). Studies by Birley and Norburn

(1987) and Daily and Dollinger (1992) have indicated a
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relationship, while studies by Alcorn (1982), Daily and 

Dalton (1992) and Krause (1988), have not.

Some researchers have classified businesses by the way 

they compete (Dess & Davis, 1984; Galbraith & Schendel,

1983; Miller, 1987). Numerous classification schemes 

called strategic typologies have been developed and used in 

attempts to capture the various ways businesses compete.

These typologies are useful in determining and measuring 

various outcome relationships.

Research examining the relationship between ownership 

type, strategic posture, and outcome has yielded 

inconclusive results. Daily and Thompson (1994) attempted 

to establish a relationship between ownership type and 

strategic posture. They proposed that ownership type 

affects business strategy and business outcomes and 

examined whether or not family businesses compete 

differently from entrepreneurial, owner/managed, or 

professionally managed firms and if outcomes varied 

accordingly (Daily & Thompson, 1994). The study did not 

find a relationship between ownership type, strategic 

posture, and outcome.

Daily and Dollinger (1992) bifurcated firms into 

family-owned and managed and professionally managed to 

determine if outcomes varied based on the two types. They
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found that family-owned and managed firms had better 

performance than professionally managed firms and 

attributed the relationship to agency theory. Daily and 

Dollinger (1992) did not disclose if all family-owned and 

managed firms were considered professionally managed. Many 

non-professionally managed firms do not meet any definition 

of a family-owned business. Many are individually owned 

and managed, or owned and managed by a group of people who 

are not members of one family.

A study by Daily and Dollinger (1993) found a 

relationship between business type and strategic posture.

This study used the Miles and Snow (1978) typology to 

compare family and non-family small manufacturing 

companies. The Miles and Snow (1978) strategic typology 

has been used extensively to classify businesses by their 

strategic posture or archetype. One of the key theoretical 

propositions of the Miles and Snow (1978) typology is that 

there are four generic archetypes or postures by which all 

businesses can be classified (Hambrick, 1983b). A 

strategic posture or archetype is a pattern of competitive 

intentions or strategic characteristics (Namiki, 198 9).

These competitive intentions or strategic characteristics 

are also known as strategic orientations. Donckels and 

Frolich (1991) also compared many attributes, including
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strategic attributes, of family and non-family businesses. 

Although they did not use a strategic typology, they did 

compare many strategic variables and found a relationship 

between certain strategic variables and whether businesses 

were family or non-family businesses (Donckels & Frolich, 

1991).

A recent study by Gudmundson, Hartman, and Tower 

(1999) however, did not find support for differences in 

strategic postures when comparing family businesses to non

family businesses. This study used the Miles and Snow 

(1978) strategic typology as a starting point to arrive at 

two strategic labels. Their methodology included extensive 

personal interviewing with business owners and 

representatives to arrive at each company's strategic 

label. Although the Gudmundson, et al. (1999) research

question was basically the same as that in this study, the 

methodology was somewhat different.

Further research is needed to determine how family 

businesses are different or similar to other business 

types. Reclassifications of various business types may 

also be needed to determine if there are differences in 

strategic postures of the various business types and if 

different business types have different outcomes. Valuable 

information would be obtained by determining the real
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strategic and performance differences between family and 

non-family owned businesses.

Research Undertaken 

Purpose of the study

The purpose of the study was to determine if small 

family businesses are different from small non-family 

businesses based their strategic posture or archetype and 

their performance. The propositions presented in the 

literature are that family businesses are different from 

other business types and that business type affects 

strategic posture (i.e. competitive intentions or strategic 

characteristics).

It was this researcher's contention that family 

businesses have strategic postures that are not 

significantly different from non-family businesses and 

furthermore do not perform significantly different from 

non-family businesses. The information generated by this 

study provides additional insight into our understanding of 

strategic postures and performance of family businesses and 

non-family businesses
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Research Question and Hypotheses

This study was undertaken to answer the following 

research question: How do small family business strategic 

types and performance differ from strategic types and 

performance of small non-family businesses?

The null hypotheses and hypotheses for this study

were:

Null Hypothesis H(0)1:

There are no significant differences in the proportions of 

strategic posture types reported by small family businesses 

and small non-family businesses.

Hypothesis H(A)1:

There are significant differences in the proportions of 

strategic posture types reported by small family businesses 

and small non-family businesses.

Null Hypothesis H(O)2:

There is no significant difference in performance (contract 

revenue growth) reported by small family businesses and 

small non-family businesses.

Hypothesis H(A)2:

There is a significant difference in performance (contract 

revenue growth) reported by small family businesses and 

small non-family businesses.
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Research Assumptions and Methodology

This study examined a cross-sectional sample of small 

privately held businesses within the State of Georgia. The 

sample consisted of 23 6 family and non-family businesses 

(Donckels & Frohlich, 1991; Gudmundson, et al. , 1999; Lee & 

Rogoff, 1996, Riordan & Riordan, 1993; Westhead & Cowling, 

1998) .

The questionnaire used in this study was designed to 

measure three variables. The three variables were business 

type, strategic posture type and performance. All three 

variables were self-reported by the respondents using 

validated scales and procedures. Both hypotheses use the 

same business type independent variable. Respondents were 

asked to categorize their company as either a family 

business or non-family business. A control question was 

included to determine the respondents' consistency with the 

business type identifier question. An additional 

classification procedure was added for inconsistent answers 

to the control question. Telephone interviews were made to 

determine the reasons for the inconsistencies and to 

reclassify where appropriate.

Strategic posture and performance were the two 

dependent variables, one for each hypothesis. Strategic
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posture was determined by asking respondents to select from 

one of four unlabelled generic descriptions of strategic 

types that best describes their company. The strategic 

types self-reporting scale (James & Hatten, 1994) is based 

on the Miles and Snow (1978) strategic typology.

Performance was operationalized by requesting respondents 

to provide their contract revenue grow rate for 1996 to 

1998 .

The appropriate statistical techniques for the two 

hypotheses are contingency table analysis (Chi-square) and 

t-test (ANOVA) . Contingency table analysis was used to 

identify any differences in proportions of strategic types 

between the two business type categories. A statistically 

significant difference (1% level of significance) was 

enough to cause the null the hypothesis to be rejected. A 

t-test was used to determine the means and standard 

deviations of contract revenue growth of the two business 

types. A statistically significant difference in means (1% 

level of significance) was enough to cause rejection of the 

second null hypothesis.
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Definition of Terms

Agency theory: Differences in goals and objectives of 

owner/managers versus managers who have no ownership 

interests.

Strategic typologies: Classification schemes that 

attempt to capture the complete and dynamic nature of 

strategy based on non-quantified observations.

Strategic postures: Archetypes that represent patterns 

of competitive intentions or strategic characteristics - 

Strategic orientation: Strategic postures or 

archetypes.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The recognition that family businesses are an 

important element of the U.S. economy has contributed to 

the emergence of the multidisciplinary field of family 

business. Drawing theories from management and family 

systems, general systems theory provides the field with its 

theoretical basis for contrasting family businesses with 

other business types (Hollander & Elman, 198 8). As with 

any new, evolving field, additional understanding requires 

much work on the field's conceptual base and empirical 

testing of the field's concepts. According to Wortman 

(1994) , the field lacks a comprehensive framework and lacks 

comprehensive models. Progress in these areas has been 

hampered because of unclear boundaries and a myriad of 

competing definitions. Handler (1989) contends that the 

number one methodological issue in family business research 

is the lack of consensus on a definition of what
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constitutes a family business and the need for clear 

criteria for distinguishing family businesses from other 

types of businesses.

Researchers have attempted to establish distinct 

classifications between family businesses, 

entrepreneurships, owner-managed businesses, and 

professionally managed businesses (Carland, Hoy, Boulton, & 

Carland, 1984; Daily & Dalton, 1992; Daily & Dollinger,

1992; Daily & Thompson, 1994; d'Amboise & Muldowney, 1988; 

Handler, 1989; Kirchhoff & Kirchhoff, 1987).

Unfortunately, these researchers have failed to reach a 

consensus as to the appropriateness of this classification 

system. The importance of distinguishing business types is 

based upon the basic premise that ownership type affects 

business processes and outcomes (Handler, 1989) .

Strategic postures, or types, are consistent 

patterns of decision making which characterize the way 

businesses tend to compete (Galbraith & Schendel,

1983). By identifying prototypical strategic 

behaviors, researchers attempt to classify businesses 

by the way they compete (Dess & Davis, 1984; Galbraith 

& Schendel, 1983; Miller, 1987). These 

classifications are useful in determining and 

measuring various outcome relationships. Numerous
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conceptual and empirical classification systems, or 

typologies, are available, but there is no consensus 

as to those most appropriate.

Research on the relationship between business types 

and strategic postures is somewhat limited and has yielded 

mixed results. Some studies support a relationship between 

ownership types and strategic postures (Daily & Dollinger,

1993; Donckels & Frolich, 1991). Other studies have not 

found a relationship (Daily Sc Thompson, 1994; Gudmundson, 

et al., 1999) .

A review of the literature is presented in the 

following sections:

1. Family business classification issues.

2. Private business classification issues.

3 . Strategic posture typologies.

4. Research concerning the behavioral and performance 

differences between family businesses and other 

private business types.

Family Business Classification Issues 

Family Business Theory

According to Wortman (1994) there is no overall 

conceptual framework for the field of family business. The 

difficulty in developing an overall framework arises from

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

16

the multidisciplinary nature of family business. While 

disciplines such as psychology, sociology, economics, 

organization behavior, organization management, and general 

systems contribute to the family business field, the social 

sciences have made the largest contribution (Wortman,

1994) . Most of the conceptual work has focused on the 

theoretical and content aspects of family business strategy 

(Churchill & Hatten, 1987; Dreux, 1990; Hollander & Elman,

1988; Kepner, 1991; Whiteside & Brown, 1991) . This stands 

to reason because the family business field was created to 

understand the relationship between family dynamics and 

business performance (Dyer & Sanchez, 19 98) . These 

conceptual works make up most of the theoretical foundation 

of family business. As will be discussed in the following 

sections, there has been little empirical research to 

support the theoretical foundation of family businesses 

(Riordan & Riordan, 1993; Wortman, 1994) .

The field of family business draws its theories 

primarily from management and family systems. The linkage 

between business systems and family systems has evolved 

from various approaches to understanding family businesses. 

These approaches have been grouped by Hollander and Elman

(1988) into four family business streams of thought; the 

rational approach where the family is excised, the approach
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that focuses on the founder, the stage and phase of growth 

approach, and the systems approach. The first three 

streams of thought comprise the earlier research approaches 

used in the field to study family businesses (Hollander & 

Elman, 1988) . The one common theme among all three 

research approaches is that the two entities, family and 

business, are interrelated and interactive (Hollander & 

Elman, 1988). Consequently, systems theory underlies three 

of the research approaches and has evolved as the fourth, 

and last, stream of thought. Systems thinking has become 

the field's primary paradigm because of the realization 

that there is some interrelationship between families and 

the businesses they own and manage (Hollander Sc Elman,

1988). This realization is not surprising given that 

general systems theory is the generic base of most 

organizational and management systems and of family 

systems. General systems theory and open systems theory 

are considered universal and apply to all organizations 

(Pinder & Moore, 1979).

General systems theory, the basis for family business 

systems thinking, has its origins in von Bertalanffy's 

(1968) biology work applied to humans. Basically, general 

systems theory focuses on the whole while realizing the 

parts are interrelated, interactive, and open. The parts
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are open in respect to themselves and to their environment 

and may be mutually influenced. Accordingly, 

organizations, which are the sum of their parts, may not be 

understood by analyzing the parts individually. The 

initial thoughts linking organizations to their 

environments were based on general systems theory (Lawrence 

Sc Lorsch, 1967; Thompson, 1967) .

According to Alderfer (1976), the parts of an 

organization are equivalent to sub-units of the 

organization. These sub-units are open to their 

environment and, at the same time, each sub-unit maintains 

a boundary that separates it from its environment. Sub

unit boundaries must be maintained for internal stability 

and, simultaneously, the organization must successfully 

adapt to its environment (Alderfer, 1976) . The 

organization's stability requires that sub-units be 

coordinated and regulated (Miller & Rice, 1975) . These 

sub-unit requirements are necessary so that organizations 

can secure and process resources efficiently (Aldefer,

1976) . The concept of interrelated open parts and their 

boundaries and the concept of stability are important to 

family business systems thinking.

The classical work of Davis and Stern (1988) applied 

open systems thinking to family business settings. Davis

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

19

and Stern (1988) proposed that there are three interrelated 

components of a family business; the business system, 

technology and marketplace, and family processes. They 

noted that family business systems must have several 

attributes. These attributes are; clear and consistent 

boundaries, internal processes, and social structures 

capable of resolving family problems and, appropriate 

business task structures buffered from family problems 

(Davis Sc Stem, 1988) . In contrast, Beckhard and Dyer 

(1983b) proposed that family businesses are complex systems 

that include the interacting family and firm subsystems.

They also stated that the family business system could 

include other subsystems such as the founder as an entity 

and linking organizations like a board of directors 

(Beckhard Sc Dyer, 1983b). These two approaches to family 

business systems thinking reflect opposing views as to the 

wholeness of family business systems. Both viewpoints have 

supporters and there is no consensus for the most 

appropriate view.

The model that established a family business as two 

distinct, interacting systems, the family system and the 

business, is generally attributable to writings by Davis 

(1983) and Lansberg (1983) . This model evolves from the 

rational approach used by previous researchers who sought
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to demonstrate that family involvement in the business was 

usually detrimental to the business (Cohen & Lindberg,

1974; Levinson, 1971) . However, the family system does 

influence the business and the two systems are often in 

opposition to each other (Kepner, 1991). Earlier, Miller 

and Rice (1967) noted that there are two distinct and 

overlapping groups in a family business. They also called 

the family a sentient system wherein loyalty ties exist 

between the family and the business (Miller & Rice, 1967).

These loyalty ties help ameliorate the potential opposition 

between the family and the business. Davis (1983) proposed 

that a family and a business combine to produce a joint 

system that operates from rules of the separate systems but 

are adapted to organizational needs. Supposedly, the 

interaction between the two systems and the combined 

organization's adaptation establishes the family business's 

character and uniqueness (Davis, 1983).

Another name given the joint systems approach is the 

dual systems approach (Swartz, 1989) . Although the dual 

systems approach is basically the same as the joint systems 

approach, the former introduces the concept that 

intervention in one system will affect the other system and 

vice versa (Schwartz, 198 9) . According to Hollander and 

Elman (1988), the rational approach roots (where the family
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is excised from the business) to joint systems thinking 

forces distinctions between the family and the business and 

helps define each system's objectives and goals.

Therefore, intervention in one system must consider the 

affect on the other system's goals and objectives.

The dual or joint systems approach is not without its 

critics. Hollander and Elman (1988) point out that the 

joint systems rational roots dealt with the potential for 

conflict and, therefore, there must be two components 

rather than one whole system. Most of the earlier research 

involved intervention in dysfunctional family systems that 

were adversely affecting the family business. Hollander 

and Elman (1988) posit that it could be the failure of the 

subsystems to interact beneficially that distinguishes 

dysfunctional from functional family businesses.

Accordingly, the dysfunctional functional dichotomy could 

represent the joint versus whole system approach.

Whiteside and Brown (1991) maintain that too much 

emphasis on the dual systems approach distracts from the 

characteristics of the family business as its own entity.

They also contend that too much emphasis on the dual 

approach results in three conceptual errors. These 

conceptual errors are (a) the stereotyping of subsystems 

functioning, (b) the inconsistent and inadequate analysis
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of interpersonal dynamics, and (c) exaggerated notions of 

subsystems boundaries and an under-analysis of the 

characteristics of the whole system.

Numerous writers believe that family processes are an 

integral part of family businesses supporting the notion of 

a whole system model (Hollander, 1984; Kepner, 1991;

McWhinney, 1984; Ward, 1987). Hollander (1984) developed 

an integrated model where the family, the business, and the 

environment are equally important and have permeable 

boundaries. This model shows that, over time, behavior and 

transactions among any of the three components respond to 

elements of family culture, organizational culture, and 

individual changes (Hollander, 1984). Similarly, Whiteside 

and Brown (1991) see the family business as a single entity 

that focuses on its own goals that result from the 

integration of its parts.

The primary criticism of the whole systems approach is 

the belief that the approach is undeveloped (Kepner, 1991). 

Also, critics see systems thinking as involving a macro 

level view while practical intervention is done on 

components at the micro level (Keeley, 1980).

Consequently, these writers do not believe the whole 

systems approach reflects reality.
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Although there is no consensus as to the appropriate 

systems approach or the relative importance of one system 

over the other, the literature does indicate that the 

systems approach is the primary paradigm for the family 

business field (Hollander & Elman, 1988). The important 

point made by Davis (1983) is that the family influence on 

the business is what determines the characteristics of the 

family business and defines the family business's 

uniqueness. The family business is regarded by family 

business researchers as different from other types of 

businesses regardless of the systems approach used (Davis,

1983) .

Family businesses are different from other types of 

businesses because of the influence of the family paradigm 

and family dynamics on the business (Davis, 1983; Kepner,

1991) . Within the family system are the emotional elements 

and loyalty ties that can work against the effectiveness of 

the business (Benson, et al., 1990; Daily & Dollinger,

1992; Handler & Kram, 1988) . Conversely, the family system 

includes the family values, belief systems, folklore, and 

needs which work toward the effective management of a 

successful business (Barry, 1975; Davis & Stern, 1988; 

Hollander & Elman, 1988; Sharma, Chrisman, & Chua, 1997). 

Although these family influences are usually considered
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virtues that help the business to prosper, those same 

virtues can become weaknesses as the business ages by- 

inhibiting change and producing excessive conservatism 

(Drozdow & Carroll, 1997) . Family businesses must adapt 

and create mechanisms to successfully manage family 

influences. That adaptation process for a successful 

family business consists of four inter-related components 

per Davis and Stern (1988) . Those components are described 

as: (a) maintaining boundaries between emotional issues and

business tasks, (b) developing the means for families to 

contain and resolve emotional issues, (c) developing task 

structures and processes that are not dependent upon the 

resolution of family issues for the business to be 

successful and, (d) developing structures that maintain 

organizational cohesiveness (Davis & Stern, 1988).

The family system, through its structure and patterns 

of interaction, influences the business system through the 

intense and interpersonal relationships of those who are 

members of both systems (Davis, 1983; Davis & Stern, 1988; 

Handler & Kram, 1988; Hollander & Elman, 1988) . The 

business systems' ability to compete depends on how 

successful the family system adaptation process was in 

handling family influences. Organizational structure and 

behavior may be affected by the family (Davis & Stern,
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198 8) . Consequently, business performance may be affected 

by the rationality of the family business structure and 

behavior (Handler & Kram, 1988; Hollander & Elman, 1988).

Although systems thinking has become the primary 

paradigm for the family business field (Hollander & Elman,

198 8) , there is very little structure for a unified 

approach to family business research (Wortman, 1994) .

Family businesses are believed to possess certain 

characteristics and are considered unique business entities 

(Davis, 1983) . Accordingly, a typology describing how 

family businesses differ and resemble other business types 

would aid empirical research (Whiteside & Brown, 1991).

One typology scheme has been proposed for classifying 

family business systems (Handler & Kram, 1988). This 

typology scheme consists of three typologies: (a) systems

interactions, (b) structured types, and (c) family 

paradigms (Handler & Kram, 1988). There is no consensus 

for a family business classification scheme to assist in 

comparative business empirical research.

Characteristics and Distinctions of Family Businesses

General systems theory is the theoretical basis for 

explaining why family influences a business and, therefore, 

makes the business unique. These unique businesses are
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called family businesses. The family is the who or the 

what that makes the business unique or different from other 

types of businesses. For family businesses to be different 

from other types of businesses, they should have certain 

characteristics or distinctions other types of businesses 

do not have; or have differing degrees or amounts of those 

characteristics.

Numerous researchers have studied and written about 

family businesses and the characteristics family businesses 

exhibit (Donckels & Frohlich, 1991; Donnelly, 1964; Dreux,

1990; Litz, 1997; Porter, 1992; Ward, 1987, 1988; Westhead 

St Cowling, 1998). The characteristics and distinctions 

described by researchers are wide ranging and, sometimes, 

seem contradictory. Westhead and Cowling (1998) assert that 

many of the differences researchers find are attributable 

to demographic considerations and not real differences. 

Competitive behavior is an important characteristic of 

family businesses, especially when family businesses are 

compared to other business types. The family business 

field was created because of the belief that family 

influences business performance (Dyer & Sanchez, 1997).

Family businesses are thought to have a competitive 

advantage over other business types because of family 

virtues such as pride, loyalty, and trust (Benson, Crego, &
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Drucker, 1990; Donnelly, 1964; Dyer & Handler, 1994;

Harris, Martinez, & Ward, 1994; Ward, 1987). Perhaps this 

is true for functional family businesses. However, 

dysfunctional family businesses may be at a competitive 

disadvantage. Other advantages family businesses are 

thought to possess include their long-term outlook, 

patience, quality and reputation motivation, and quick 

response to small markets (Ward, 1987). On the other hand, 

family businesses are believed to be more conservative, 

inwardly directed, and secretive than other business types 

(Donckels & Frohlich, 1991; Donckels & Lambrecht, 1999; 

Lansberg, 1985; Litz, 1997). Some researchers believe 

family businesses become more conservative as they age and 

transcend to another generation. Family businesses are 

also considered to be more future oriented and concerned 

with succession planning than other business types 

(Churchill & Hatten, 1987; Dreux, 1990; Porter, 1992;

Singer & Donoho, 1992; Trostel & Nichols, 1982). Some of 

the family business competitive behaviors were determined 

by making comparisons with public companies rather than 

other types of privately held businesses. For example,

Dreux (1990) compared family businesses to public 

corporations and one of Ward's (1987) studies compared 

family and closely held businesses to public companies.
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The validity of characterizing family businesses by making 

comparisons to public corporations is questionable. Family 

business understanding is enhanced by making comparisons to 

all other types of privately held businesses. Ward's 

(1987) other two studies dealt with family and non-family 

private businesses.

From the strategy context perspective, family 

businesses are considered unique by some researchers. Ward 

(1987, 1988) contends that the strategic planning process 

and strategies chosen by family businesses are different 

from other types of businesses and that family income 

considerations drive those differences. The planning 

process is thought to be heavily controlled by the family 

(Harris, et al., 1994; Singer & Donoho, 1992) whereas, in 

non-family owned businesses, the family has only an 

indirect influence (Sharma, et al., 1997). Singer and 

Donoho (1992) believe that family businesses follow 

different strategies depending on whether the business is 

family centered versus business centered. Obviously, if 

this is true, family centered business strategies would 

differ from strategies developed and implemented by other 

business types. Studies by Ward (1987) indicate that 

family businesses may pursue strategies below their 

potential. These strategic attributes have a tendency to
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lower earnings and reduce equity growth (Sturdivant,

Ginter, & Sawyer, 1985) and could help in comparative 

research efforts.

The characteristics and distinctions ascribed to 

family businesses do indicate that family influences do 

affect ways family businesses are structured and managed. 

However, those characteristics and distinctions are not 

limited to family businesses. Most privately held 

businesses would probably exhibit some or all of these 

characteristics to some extent. Consequently, the 

ambiguity of these characteristics is reflected in the 

difficulty of defining family businesses.

Definitions of Family Businesses

Most people understand the term "family business."

However, there is no consensus on a common working 

definition of family business for research purposes. Even 

family business experts do not agree as to what are the 

most important criteria for identifying family businesses 

(Shanker & Astrachen, 1996). Chua, Chrisman and Sharma 

(1999), maintain that a theoretical definition based on 

vision, and encompassing all the operational components, is 

necessary before operational definitions are used.

Ownership, control, influence, and intention are all
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criteria or concepts that must be considered, according to 

Shanker and Astrachen (1996) . The emphasis on any one 

criterion or group of criteria may tighten or broaden the 

definition. In addition, only certain criteria may be 

relevant to understanding family business strategy and 

performance versus other types of businesses. Definitions 

based on family influences may be difficult to 

operationalize and not easily classified as a broad or 

tight definition. Broad or narrow definitions have a 

significant affect on the numbers of businesses that would 

be included under the definition used.

If we want to compare family businesses to other types 

of businesses, definition is a critical issue. Those 

businesses excluded from the family business type because 

of a narrow definition of family business would therefore, 

be included in some other business type. The converse is 

true of using a broad family business definition. The 

included or excluded family businesses would be non

potential or potential family businesses (Litz, 1995), 

exhibiting various characteristics depending on the 

tightness of the definition.

As noted by Wortman (1995) , there are more than twenty 

definitions of family businesses in the literature, with 

little commonality among the various definitions (Wortman,
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1994). The list of definitions continues to grow as 

researchers try to further their understanding of family 

businesses (Narva & Dreux, 1996; Tagiuri & Davis, 1996). 

Because of the variety of definitions used in the 

literature, several typologies of definitions have been 

proposed (Handler, 1989; Litz, 1995) . Handler (198 9) , 

proposed a grouping of definitions based on the emphasis 

underlying the definitions. These groupings were ownership 

and management, independent subsystems (family 

involvement), generational transfers, and multiple criteria 

(Handler, 1989). Each of these family business types can 

take on various forms based on business structure, nature 

of family involvement, and business size (Handler, 1989).

Family businesses can range in size from small, 

informal shops to large, public corporations (Bork, 1986). 

If a family business definition does not take into account 

a range of sizes, and if the definition cannot be used to 

distinguish family businesses from other types of 

businesses, then the definition is inadequate for research 

purposes (Handler, 1989). Consequently, the unique 

characteristics of family businesses could be obscured 

within the small business area (Handler, 1989), or 

considered just a subset of privately held businesses
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(Druex, 1990) . The later contention forms the context for 

this study's research question.

The definition chosen for empirical research purposes 

must be one that can be operationalized. Family 

businesses, just like most other privately held businesses, 

are very reluctant to disclose inside or confidential 

information. These factors, and the nature of the research 

study, can affect what definition is used. As previously 

mentioned, the definition is considered broad or narrow 

depending upon the definition's emphasis. Narrow 

definitions (Barry, 1975; Daily & Dollinger, 1992; Dunn,

1996; Dyer, 1986; Sharma, et al., 1997; Winter & Morris,

1996) are generally structural related (Handler, 1989) and 

easier to operationalize. Broader definitions (Churchill & 

Hatten, 1987; Ward, 1987) are process, family involvement, 

and intentional related (Handler, 1989, 1992; Shanker & 

Astrachen, 1996), and are more difficult to operationalize. 

Shanker and Astrachen (1996) believe family involvement 

affects whether the definition is within the broad to 

narrow spectrum. They contend that little family 

involvement results in a broader definition, some 

involvement a mid-range definition, and a lot of 

involvement results in a narrower definition (Shanker & 

Astrachen, 1996). The broader definitions require greater
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disclosure of family information and are more difficult to 

obtain (Handler, 1989) . The extent of family involvement, 

however, cannot be assumed equivalent to family influence 

on business strategy. Each of the definition types 

proposed by Handler (1989) can be scaled between broad and 

narrow based on the underlying criteria for inclusion in 

the type group.

Until there is a consensus on a family business 

definition, or typology of family businesses, limitations 

on empirical research will remain. Although family 

businesses intuitively are different from other business 

types, the nature and extent of those differences are not 

yet well known. The central issue in this proposed study 

is whether those family business differences matter when 

comparing family businesses to other types of privately 

held businesses in a competitive and strategy context.

Summary of Description and Definition Weaknesses

There is no consensus on a family business typology or 

a family business definition (Handler & Elman, 1988). Over 

twenty different family business definitions are used in 

the literature and there is no commonality among those 

definitions (Wortman, 1994, 1995). Many different family 

business characteristics and distinctions have been
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discussed in the literature in an attempt to separate 

family businesses from other types of businesses. However, 

most of the characteristics and distinctions made may be 

exhibited by other types of private businesses to some 

extent. The assertion that family businesses have a 

competitive advantage over, and chose different strategies 

from, other types of businesses (Ward, 1987) has important 

implications in the marketplace.

Private Business Classification Issues.

Rationale has been developed for classifying 

privately-held businesses into four types; family 

businesses, entrepreneurial firms, owner managed firms, and 

professionally managed firms (Carland, et al., 1984;

Shumpeter, 1934) . However, the theoretical and empirical 

distinctions between these ownership types plague 

researchers and, not surprisingly, researchers have not 

reached a consensus on the classification scheme (Handler,

1989).

This classification scheme for privately held 

businesses is problematic because of the varied and 

overlapping characteristics shared by the individual 

business types (Daily & Thompson, 1994). Two of the 

business types, family businesses and entrepreneurs, both
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established fields in their own right, are still evolving 

and both are plagued with definition ambiguity (Brockhaus,

1994; Shaver and Scott, 1991; Wortman, 1994). A brief 

description of owner-managed firms, entrepreneurial firms, 

and professionally managed firms is given in the following 

paragraphs.

Owner managed firms appear to be like family 

businesses without the family (Churchill & Hatten, 1987). 

Therefore, this business type is a logical opposite in a 

family business non-family business dichotomy or, as Dreux

(1990) posited, the set of privately held businesses of 

which family businesses are a subset. Owner managed firms 

do not have the characteristics of creativity and 

innovation as associated with entrepreneurs (Carland, et 

al. , 1984; Shumpeter, 1934) . However, Welsch and Young 

(1982) uses the terms entrepreneur and owner/manager 

interchangeably. An argument exists for the proposition 

that there are shades of entrepreneurial characteristics in 

both family businesses and owner managed firms, giving 

support to the dichotomy.

Schumpeter (1934), put forth the proposition that 

creativity, or innovation, is the primary characteristic of 

an entrepreneur. Although a much older field than family 

business, entrepreneurs are still not well defined

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

36

(Brockhaus, 1994; Shaver & Scott, 1991), and some 

researchers believe that there is no single or uniform 

profile that distinguishes entrepreneurs from the 

population as a whole (McCain & Smith, 1981) .

Interestingly, an analysis of the family business field 

yields the same conclusion. Dyer and Handler (1994) argue 

that there are various intersecting points where 

entrepreneurial firms and family businesses come together.

As mentioned above, the same should be true of owner 

managed businesses. Lee and Rogoff (1996) contend that the 

only difference between family businesses and 

entrepreneurial firms is the emphasis placed on strategic 

goals of the firm. Those arguing for the uniqueness of 

entrepreneurial firms base their argument on the intentions 

of the founder (Bird & Jelinek, 1988) . Also, their 

uniqueness stems from the notion that the firm initiates as 

an act of human volition (Baygrave & Hofer, 1991) . A study 

by Stewart, Carland, and Carland (1996) suggests that 

boundaries between entrepreneurships and other businesses 

do exist and that entrepreneurships can be differentiated 

from family businesses.

The fourth business type is the professionally managed 

business. Professionally managed businesses are those 

managed by individuals who have little or no ownership
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interest in the business (Carland, et al., 1984).

Professional managers, by virtue of their business training 

and their lack of ownership interest (agency theory) , 

generally do not act and behave like a business owner 

(Daily & Dollinger, 1993; Schein, 1968) . Consequently, 

professional managers are not as loyal as business owners 

(Alcorn, 1982) and will act more in their own interest than 

in the interest of the business (Daily & Dollinger, 1992).

In the context of small businesses, professionally managed 

firms represent the least significant business type and can 

easily be excised from sample populations. By definition, 

family owned and managed businesses and owner managed 

businesses would exclude companies run by professional 

managers.

Researchers are not limited to the four business type 

classification scheme as described above. Some 

researchers, who are interested in the uniqueness of family 

businesses, have used the family businesses and non-family 

businesses dichotomy for classifying private businesses 

(Donckels & Frohlich, 1991; Donckels & Lambrecht, 1999; Lee 

Sc Rogoff, 1996; Riordan & Riordan, 1993; Gudmundson, et 

al. , 1999) . Their approach has been to identify family 

businesses then classify all others as non-family 

businesses. The primary issue in using this approach is
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the family business definition used. The Riordan and 

Riordan (1993) study removed firms from the analysis that 

did not fit into the classifications because of size or 

other variables. This classification scheme appears to be 

the most valid if the issue at hand concerns strategic 

attributes of family businesses as compared to other 

business types.

Strategic Posture Typologies 

Strategy

Strategy studies usually follow either a process 

approach or a content approach (Olson & Bokor, 1995). The 

distinction between strategic process, the formulation and 

implementation of strategy, and strategic content, the 

decisions regarding strategic direction, have been 

established by early strategy theoreticians (Ansoff, 1965; 

Chandler, 1962; Schendel & Hofer, 1979). Strategy content 

research is important because it seeks to classify 

strategies or types of strategic behavior for studying 

performance implications (Olson & Bokor, 1995).

Strategy is a pattern of decisions that guides 

business or organizational relationships, affects 

organizational structures and processes and affects 

organizational performance (Hambrick, 1980). Strategy can
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be good or bad (Hofer & Schendel, 1978), explicit or 

implicit, known or unknown (Hambrick, 1982) . Although 

strategy is very important, there are no generally accepted 

approaches for measuring strategy content (Hambrick, 1980) . 

According to Hambrick (1983c) , strategy is studied as an 

art, in which there are no generalizations, or studied 

based upon the notion that there are strategic archetypes 

or postures. The later approach is conducive to theory 

building and empirical research and has been used 

extensively in strategy research (Hambrick, 1983c) .

Business level strategy, as opposed to corporate level 

strategy (what business to be in) (Hofer & Schendel, 1978; 

Vancil, 1976), is primarily concerned with how a business 

competes (Hambrick, MacMillan & Day, 1982; Mintzberg &

Quinn, 1991; White, 1986) within a given industry, and has 

typically been measured in terms of strategic types or 

postures (Galbraith & Schendel, 1983). The choice of a 

business level strategy has been determined to affect 

business performance (Olson & Bokor, 1995; Pearce &

Robinson, 1985). Also, competitive and industry conditions 

affect the choice of business level strategy (Caves &

Porter, 1977; Hofer, 1975). Consequently, strategic 

posture also represents a competitive position and will
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affect performance (Galbraith & Schendel, 1983;

Uyterhoeven, Ackerman, & Rosenblum, 1977) .

The operationalization of business strategy as a 

construct has followed four approaches (Hambrick, 1980).

The first approach views strategy as an art and is best 

studied using the case method. Two other approaches are 

quantitative approaches involving either a few variables or 

the interaction of a broad set of variables. The fourth 

approach involves developing a typology of strategic types 

in which each type has its own distinctive characteristics.

Approaches to Strategy Classification

Strategy classification schemes are important for an 

orderly presentation of the many variables and dimensions 

of strategy that researchers must work with (Hambrick,

1984) . Researchers have made distinctions between two 

approaches to strategy classification: one approach is the 

development of strategic taxonomies that are empirically 

derived. The other approach is the development of 

strategic typologies that are conceptually derived (Fahey & 

Christensen, 1986; Hambrick & Schecter, 1983; McKelvey,

1982; Miller & Friesen, 1977; Olson & Bokor, 1995; Sneath & 

Sokal, 1973). The widely known typologies of Miles and 

Snow (1978) and Porter (1980) are based on empirical
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observation. However, they are not quantitatively derived 

(Hambrick, 1984) . Taxonomies, usually based on schemes 

more numerically derived, may more accurately reflect 

reality than typologies (Hambrick, 1984). Strategic 

typologies, especially Porter's (1980) and Miles and Snow's 

(1978) , have been used extensively in strategy research.

Strategic Typologies

Strategic typologies are classification schemes that 

attempt to capture the complete and dynamic nature of 

strategy based on non-quantified observations (Ginsberg,

1984; Hambrick, 1984). Numerous authors have identified 

classification schemes based on non-quantified observations 

using a variety of characteristics (Ansoff, 197 9; Hofer & 

Schendel, 1978; Pitts, 1977). As noted by Galbraith and 

Schendel (1983) , the wide variation in characteristics of 

strategic types is based primarily on the authors' 

perceived objectives of organizations (Ginsburg, 1984) . 

Regardless of the typology's characteristics, they enable 

the classification of organizations in a parsimonious 

framework for empirical research (Doty, Glick, & Haber,

1994; Pinder & Moore, 1979).

Each strategic typology contains sets or patterns of 

competitive intentions or strategic characteristics
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(Namiki, 198 9) . The notion of classifying strategic 

characteristics suggests that there are a limited number of 

assumptions in generating typologies (Hofer & Schendel,

1978) . The most popular typologies seem to be based on the 

assumptions regarding the attractiveness of the industry or 

competitive environment, and comparisons of competitors' 

capabilities (Miles & Snow, 1978; Porter, 1980; Utterback & 

Abernathy, 1975; White, 1986).

Typologies may also be grouped according to their 

fineness. Robinson and Pearce (1988) believe there are 

three broad groups of archetypes (typologies) ranging from 

the qualitative typologies of Miles and Snow (1978) , Porter 

(1980) , and Utterback and Abernathy (1975) to two groups of 

typologies based on numbers of measurement indicators.

This grading of typologies seems to represent the 

distinction between taxonomies and typologies. The 

distinction between typologies and taxonomies sometimes is 

ambiguous when quantitative criteria are the basis for 

classification.

Strategic typologies do have limitations. According 

to White and Hamermesh (1981) , typologies do not describe 

how businesses should compete, but rather indicate only the 

intended outcomes of the businesses. Outcomes reflect 

descriptive rather than explanatory or predictive

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

43

characteristics of strategic typologies (Hambrick, 1984). 

Another potential limitation concerns issues of validity 

and usefulness (Hambrick, 1983a; Smith, Guthrie, & Chen,

1986) . Typologies are parsimonious and thus may not 

account for significant variations across organizations 

thereby raising the issue of usefulness. A.lso, typologies 

are conceptually, rather than empirically, derived.

Typologies are usually derived from researchers' case 

studies and experiences in a limited number of industries, 

bringing into question their validity (Hambrick, 1984a) . 

Regardless, strategic typologies are widely used in 

strategy research.

Strategic Posture and Organizational Performance

The conceptual and empirical basis for linking 

strategy to performance is well established (Ansoff, 1965; 

Capon, et al., 1990; Chandler, 1962; Covin, 1991; Hambrick, 

1980; Olson & Bokor, 1995; Pearce & Robinson, 1985; Smith,

1967) . Empirical research has advanced because of the 

development of generic business strategies that enables 

researchers to operationalize the strategy construct 

(Galbraith & Schendel, 1983; Henderson, 1970; Miles & Snow,

1978; Porter, 1980). These generic business strategies, or 

strategic typologies, indicate how businesses choose to
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compete and, therefore, affect organizational performance 

(Galbraith Sc Schendel, 1983; Uyterhoeven, et al. , 1977).

Two of the most popular strategic typologies are Miles 

and Snow's (1978) strategic postures and Porter's (1980) 

generic typology. Both of these typologies have been used 

extensively in empirical research to link strategy to 

organizational performance (Dess Sc Davis, 1984; Hatten,

Schendel Sc Cooper, 1978; Snow Sc Hrebiniak, 1980) . Although 

these are the two most popular typologies, there is no 

consensus as to which typologies are the appropriate 

measures of strategic performance (Cameron Sc Whetten,

1983).

The linkage between strategic types and organizational 

performance may be limited in its usefulness. Some 

researchers challenge the ability to generalize findings 

beyond their industry context (Abernathy & Wayne, 1974; 

Harrigan, 1984; Hofer, 1975). Consequently, empirical 

research has typically concerned itself with studies in 

specific industry settings.
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Research Concerning the Behavioral and Performance 

Differences Between Family Businesses and Other 

Private Business Types.

Numerous studies have been conducted comparing family 

businesses with non-family businesses and other business 

types. Many of the studies have made comparisons based on 

behaviors that would help distinguish family businesses 

from other types of businesses. For example, Upton and 

Seaman (1991), comparing family to non-family businesses, 

tested the emotionality of family influence on new product 

adoption decisions and did not find a relationship. Lyman 

(1991) examined small and medium sized businesses to 

determine if family businesses had more positive customer 

service interactions than non-family businesses and found a 

positive relationship. In another study, Kahn and 

Henderson (1992) examined businesses of all sizes to 

determine if family businesses, as compared to non-family 

businesses, had preferences in locating their business 

based on family influences. Their study indicated that 

there are preferences in locating businesses based on 

family factors. These studies reflect that family 

behaviors can affect businesses but no behavioral patterns 

have been established.
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A few studies have concentrated on performance and 

strategy issues of family businesses versus other business 

types. Three studies by Ward (1987), support the 

proposition that family businesses are more cautious and 

conservative in choosing business strategies. However, 

only one of these studies was an empirical, comparative 

study, and in that study family businesses were compared to 

publicly held companies. The findings from that study may 

not be generalizeable to other types of privately held 

businesses. A study by Donckels and Frohlich (1991), 

involving a sample of 1,132 small and medium-sized 

businesses in eight European countries, seems to support 

Ward's (1987; 1988) assertions. Donckels and Frohlich

(1991), using complex structured interviews, examined 

numerous values, attributes, objectives, and behaviors.

Their study found patterns that support the assertion that 

family businesses, as compared to non-family businesses, 

are more inwardly directed and conservative. Donckels and 

Lambrecht (1999) report that family businesses are less 

growth oriented than non-family businesses. Lee and Rogoff 

(1996), comparing family businesses to non-family 

businesses, found that family businesses experienced higher 

levels of family-business conflict but that the conflict 

was well managed and did not affect business goals of
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family businesses. They also found no differences in 

business goals of family businesses as compared to those of 

non-family businesses. This study supports the notion that 

family businesses internalize family influences and do not 

affect the outward competitive nature of the business. In 

a recent study by Wall (1998), comparing family businesses 

to non-family businesses, productivity was examined. The 

authors found that family businesses tend to be older and 

smaller in sales and production. They also noted that 

family businesses' performance may differ by industry and 

by region. These studies indicate that there is some 

support for the proposition that family businesses are more 

conservative than other business types. However, 

conservatism per se is not a prototypical strategic type 

and, therefore, is of limited usefulness in studying 

strategy and performance attributes of family businesses. 

Moreover, there is some support that family businesses 

internalize their family influenced differences and 

competitive position is unaffected.

Daily and Dollinger (1992) , using the Miles and Snow 

(1978) strategic typology, compared family businesses to 

professionally managed businesses to determine if there 

were differences in strategic orientation and performance.

The authors found that family businesses pursued different
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strategies than professionally managed businesses, 

attributing the differences to agency theory (Fama, 1980;

Fama & Jensen, 1983; Jensen & Meckling, 1976) . Agency 

theory is used to explain that professional managers have 

different goals and objectives than family and owner- 

managed firms. This study found that family businesses 

were more concentrated in active growth oriented strategies 

than professionally managed firms and that family 

businesses achieved performance advantages over 

professionally managed businesses. This study's findings 

contradict another study by Daily and Dalton (1992) which 

found no differences in performance when comparing founder 

managed businesses to professionally managed businesses.

Founder managed businesses would include family and non

family businesses. In both studies, the authors were 

attempting to show that agency theory could be used to 

distinguish professionally managed firms from other 

business types.

The importance of making the family business and non

family business distinction was the subject of another 

research project by Daily and Dollinger (1993) . The 

authors, based on the proposition that family businesses 

versus non-family businesses can be identified based on 

firm age, size, and strategic orientation, conducted a
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study of 486 small Indiana manufacturing firms. Using a 

survey questionnaire to determine firm characteristics, 

including Miles and Snow (1978) strategic types, the 

authors found support for structural, process, and 

strategic differences between the business types. An 

important issue in this study was how family businesses 

differed from non-family businesses. The authors used a 

multiple set of questions to arrive at the final dichotomy. 

However, the business type "non-family businesses" was the 

same business type "professionally managed businesses" that 

was used in the two previous studies (Daily & Dalton, 1992; 

Daily & Dollinger, 1992) . The rationale for including 

owner/entrepreneur managed businesses within the family 

business classification was based on the assertion that 

owner/entrepreneur managed businesses may someday become 

family owned and managed businesses (Ward & Handy, 1988).

This assertion is dubious and avoids the proposition that 

family businesses are truly different from non-family 

businesses.

Family businesses were compared to professionally 

managed businesses, entrepreneurships, and owner managed 

businesses in a study by Daily and Thompson (1994). This 

study attempted to determine if there were differences in 

the business types when using the variables strategic
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posture and firm growth. The authors used survey 

questionnaires to gather information from heating and air 

conditioning wholesalers in multiple regions. The authors 

used Dsouza's (1990) strategic typology (postures) for 

strategic orientation. Unlike the results of some of the 

previous studies (Daily & Dollinger, 1992, 1993), the 

authors did not find any differences in strategic 

orientation or performance between these business types.

It is interesting that the professionally managed business 

type did not differentiate itself in light of Daily and 

Dollinger (1992, 1993).

A recent study by Gudmundson, et al. (1999) compared

family businesses to non-family businesses in an effort to 

determine if the two groups possessed different strategic 

orientations. The researchers, using extensive 

interviewing and questionnaire techniques, classified 86 

small mid-western companies (from a sample population of 

1,000 companies) into family businesses and non-family 

businesses and into manufacturing and service categories.

This classification system resulted in a 2x2 matrix for the 

independent variables.

The researchers, again using extensive interviewing 

and questionnaire techniques, used the Miles and Snow 

(1978) typology to determine strategic orientation. Unlike
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most other studies, the researchers questioned numerous 

employees, designated by the owners/CEOs, to help establish 

strategic orientation. Because of criticism (Conant, et 

al., 1990) of the Miles and Snow (1978) four-paragraph 

measurement scale, the researchers found two strategic 

labels. Using factor analysis on twelve initial factors, 

the researchers determined a strong correlation for the two 

factors labeled prospecting and industry leadership.

Data analysis using ANOVAS were performed to test the 

affects of market, product, and family. While the study 

did find some differences in how family businesses compete 

at certain levels, the hypothesis that family businesses 

have different strategic orientations from non-family 

businesses was not supported.

These strategy and performance studies have resulted 

in inconsistent findings that may be attributable to the 

classification schemes used. Additional research may help 

in establishing finer distinctions between family 

businesses and other business types. Also, additional 

research may show that, in respect to strategy and 

performance, family businesses are not different from non

family businesses, or other business types.
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Summary and Purpose of This Study

A review of the family business literature reveals a 

young evolving field that has yet to establish a conceptual 

framework and has little empirical research supporting the 

field's theoretical foundations. However, there is 

consensus that family businesses are different from other 

business types. Studies have shown family behavior can 

affect business (Kahn & Henderson, 1992; Lyman, 1991; Upton 

& Seaman, 1991) but no patterns have been established.

These ambiguities belie the lack of a common definition of 

family businesses or a set of characteristics that make 

family businesses unique. Not surprisingly, there are 

myriad definitions with little commonality among them 

(Wortman, 1994, 1995). The behavioral characteristics and 

distinctions used to describe family businesses are not 

unique to family businesses and may be relevant only to the 

extent of the family influences on business.

Some of the characteristics of family businesses are 

believed to create a competitive advantage and those 

characteristics are thought to result in certain strategic 

orientations. These assertions have important implications 

in the marketplace. Therefore, it is important to develop 

definitions of family businesses that can be used to 

distinguish family businesses from other types of
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businesses in comparative studies. Although some studies 

have separated privately held businesses into various types 

(family businesses, owner-managed businesses, 

professionally managed businesses, and entrepreneurs) , 

there is no consensus for the most appropriate typology.

One typology often used is the family business and non

family business dichotomy. This typology seems the most 

appropriate assuming there are entrepreneurial elements 

associated with family businesses and owner managed 

businesses. The professionally managed business type 

generally is not a significant component in a small 

business context and, by definition, family owned and 

managed businesses and owner managed businesses would 

exclude businesses managed solely by professional managers. 

Churchill and Hatten (1987) contend that the family 

business, owner managed dichotomy is logical since owner 

managed businesses are family businesses without the 

family.

A few empirical studies comparing family businesses 

with other types of businesses, in the context of strategy 

and performance, have been made (Daily & Dollinger, 1992, 

1993; Daily & Thompson, 1994; Donckels & Frolich, 1991; 

Gudmundson, et al., 1999) . Those studies have yielded 

inconsistent results that probably are attributable to
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classification issues. Only two studies have compared 

family businesses to nonfamily businesses in the context of 

strategic orientation (Donckels & Frolich, 1991;

Gudmundson, et al., 1999), and those studies generally 

reached opposite conclusions.

Given that ownership and management are believed to 

have significant influence on business strategy and 

performance, the family business versus non-family business 

dichotomy is an essential variable in organizational 

research (Daily & Dollinger, 1993) . We still do not know 

if family businesses follow different business strategies 

from non-family businesses in the same industry (Sharma, et 

al., 1997) . Based on the distinctions between business 

types, we would logically expect different methods of 

competition and different performance outcomes (Daily & 

Thompson, 1994). The central issue is whether family 

businesses differ from non-family businesses in the context 

of strategic posture and performance. Consequently, this 

study was conducted to determine if there is a relationship 

between strategic postures and performance based on the 

family business and non-family business dichotomy of small 

privately held businesses.

The research question of this study is this. How do 

family business strategic types and performance differ from
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strategic types and performance of non-family businesses?

These constructs were operationalized by the two 

independent variables, family business and non-family 

business, and the two dependent variables, strategic type 

(posture) and firm performance (sales growth).
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

I n troduc t ion

This study utilized a cross-sectional survey design to 

assess the differences in strategic postures and 

performances of family versus non-family small businesses. 

This chapter describes the methodology with the following 

components:

1. Research questions and hypotheses

2. Sampling frame

3. Measures used

4. Data collection and procedures

5. Data analysis method

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Family businesses are believed to follow different 

strategies and possess performance advantages over other 

business types. The purpose of this study was to answer 

the following research question. How do family business
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strategic types and performance differ from strategic types 

and performance of non-family businesses?

The following are the null hypotheses and hypotheses:

Null Hypothesis H(0)1:

There are no significant differences in the proportions 

of strategic posture types reported by small family 

businesses and small non-family businesses.

Hypothesis H(A)1:

There are significant differences in the proportions of 

strategic posture types reported by small family 

businesses and small non-family businesses.

Null Hypothesis H(0)2:

There is no significant difference in performance 

(contract revenue growth) reported by small family 

businesses and small non-family businesses.

Hypothesis H(A)2:

There is a significant difference in performance 

(contract revenue growth) reported by small family 

businesses and small non-family businesses.

Sampling Frame

A systematic random sample was drawn from a population 

as determined using the Dun and Bradstreet Million Dollar
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Database. The sampling frame was defined by using database 

parameters for industry sector, company size, geographic 

location, private versus public status, and. subsidiary 

status. The industry sector selected was nonresidential 

general construction contractors represented by the 

Standard Industrial Class (SIC) 1542. All companies in the 

population will have annual revenues of at least $1 

million, which is a built-in requirement of the Dun and 

Bradstreet Million Dollar Database. Only companies with 

less than 500 employees were included in the population.

The geographic location was limited to the State of 

Georgia. Finally, only private companies were included in 

the population. Subsidiaries and divisions of larger 

companies were excluded.

The sampling frame consisted of 471 privately held 

Georgia nonresidential general construction contractors.

The original random sample consisted of 23 5 companies or 

50% of the population. A systematic random sample was 

obtained by selecting the first company on the list and 

every other company thereafter. Replacement sampling was 

used to compensate for surveys returned by the United 

States Postal Service as undeliverable. This large sample 

size has a 95% confidence level (Zemki & Kramligner, 1982, 

p. 167) and is considered highly reliable.
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This study was limited to one industry sector because 

industry effect is considered a confound for strategy and 

performance (Porter, 1980). The control for industry is 

well established in empirical research (Baysinger &

Zardkoohi, 1986; Daily & Thompson, 1994; Murray, 1989;

Wall, 1998). Operationalization of the industry construct 

by using the Standard Industrial Class (SIC) system has 

also been established (Porter, 1980). One of the primary 

factors of industry effect is capital intensity (Daily & 

Dollinger, 1992; Kotey & Meredith, 1997) . Limiting the 

sample population to companies by size also helps control 

for capital intensity (Kotey & Meredith, 1997).

This study was intended to find relationships 

involving small businesses. Although the definition of 

small business is difficult and controversial, this study 

concerns only the operationalization of the small business 

construct. Regardless of the definition, the construct of 

small business is generally operationalized using criteria 

such as value of assets, annual sales, and number of 

employees (d'Amboise & Muldowney, 1988) . Annual sales and 

numbers of employees are the most common criteria used 

(d'Amboise & Muldowney, 1988) . This study used only the 

number of employees for operationalizing the small business 

construct. Singh (1986) found that the three criteria most
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commonly used, net assets, sales volume, and number of 

employees, all correlated at the .85 level or higher, and 

therefore argues that only one of these measures is 

sufficient to capture firm size. Full time employees is 

highly correlated (r .98, p < .001) with sales volume, so 

only one of these measures is sufficient (Singh, 1986). 

Also, Daily and Dollinger (1992) believe that using the 

number of employees is less likely to confound financial 

performance as compared to using sales volume. By 

excluding companies with annual sales volumes under $1 

million, the study controls for the confounds resulting 

from weaker capital structures and less sophisticated 

planning and strategy environments.

Public corporations and subsidiaries of larger 

companies are not included in the population in order to 

eliminate the size and capital structure confound and to 

adhere to the study's purpose of finding relationships 

among types of privately-held small companies.

This study used the State of Georgia as its location 

parameter for several reasons. The first reason was to 

obtain a large enough population of companies from which to 

draw a reliable sample while controlling survey costs. The 

second reason was that Georgia is the researcher's home 

state and the researcher has extensive practical experience
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working with Georgia small businesses. The third and last 

reason was to control for confounds due to multiple 

operating environments. Kotey and Meredith (1997) contend 

that government regulations, operating policies, and 

demographics can be factors affecting research results.

Measures Used

This section describes the operationalization of the 

study's variables and provides supporting citations for the 

measures used. The independent variable is business type 

as represented by the attributes family businesses and non

family businesses. Business type is a categorical, non

metric measure. The dependent variables are strategic 

posture and firm performance. These variables were 

operationalized as described in the following paragraphs.

Independent Variable: Business Type

The two attributes of business type were determined by 

asking the respondents an identifier question that 

determines whether the business is classified as a family 

business or a non-family business. The identifier question 

will read, "Do you consider your company a family 

business?" (Wall, 1998). Therefore, the independent 

variable is categorical; it is either a family business or
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a non-family business. This operationalization by self- 

typing has been used by researchers in various family 

business versus non-family comparative studies (Kahn & 

Henderson, 1992; Wall, 1998) . The reliability of self

typing can be affected by respondents misunderstanding the 

question or leaving the question unanswered. Also, some 

family businesses may not consider themselves family 

businesses when they are, and vice versa (Chua, et al. ,

1999) .

A pre-test of the questionnaire was completed to 

determine the appropriateness of responses to the family 

business classification question. The questionnaire was 

sent to seven Georgia small businesses the researcher 

knows. The pre-test results show that respondents 

understood the question and answered it correctly.

A control question was asked to determine the 

consistency of answers to the identifier question. This 

step adds to the reliability of the measure even though the 

pre-test indicates understanding and correctness in 

answers. The control question reads, "How many family 

members are serving in an ownership, executive, and/or 

management capacity in your company?" (Wall, 1998). The 

Kahn and Henderson (1992) study, and the Wall (1998) study, 

found high levels of consistency between the self-typing of
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the company and reviewing other indicators or answers to a 

control question(s) . The most likely source of bias will 

come from failures to answer the identifier question. 

Measurement error can result when using the percentage of 

family businesses as an estimator of the proportion of 

family businesses overall. Some measurement error is 

inevitable in all survey data. This researcher believes 

any measurement error will be small because of the pre

tested questions given to known companies, the control 

question, and an expected small number of no answers to the 

identifier question.

Dependent Variable: Strategic Posture

The Miles and Snow (1978) typology of strategic 

archetypes or postures was used in this study. This 

typology is one of the earliest typologies developed to 

classify business level strategies into parsimonious types 

(Namiki, 1989). The theoretical foundation for the 

typology has been traced to Child's (1972) 

conceptualization of strategic choice (Conant, et al.,

1990). In addition to indicating overall strategic 

orientation, the typology specifies the major 

organizational and managerial requirements to support a 

firm's strategy (Miles & Snow, 1986).
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A key dimension of the Miles and Snow (1978) typology 

is the rate a firm changes its products or markets 

(Hambrick, 1983b). Per the theoretical proposition, over 

time, firms following a particular strategy will develop 

certain internal consistencies and will tend to perpetuate 

that particular strategy (Hambrick, 1983b). Zahra and 

Pearce (1990) state that successful firms develop a 

systematic identifiable approach to environmental 

adaptation.

A second theoretical proposition is that there are 

four generic strategic archetypes labeled as prospector, 

defender, analyzer, and reactor (Hambrick, 1983b). This 

proposition is the foundation for testing the archetypes.

The third proposition is that each of the strategic 

types, prospector, defender, and analyzer, can be observed

in any industry. Also, if strategy is properly 

implemented, these three strategic types, in any industry, 

can perform equally well (Hambrick, 1983b). The following 

table gives a description of each of the strategic 

archetypes:
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TABLE 1 Miles and Snow Strategic Archetypes

PROSPECTORS: Organizations which almost 
continually search for market opportunities, and 
they regularly experiment with potential responses 
to emerging environmental trends. Thus, these 
organizations often are the creators of change and 
uncertainty to which their competitors must 
respond; however, because of their strong concern 
for product and market innovation, these 
organizations usually are not completely 
efficient.
ANALYZERS: Organizations which operate in two 
types of product-market domains, one relatively 
stable, the other changing. In their stable 
areas, these organizations operate routinely and 
efficiently through use of formalized structures 
and processes. In their more turbulent areas, top 
managers watch their competitors closely for new 
ideas, and then rapidly adopt those which appear 
to be the most promising.
DEFENDERS: Organizations which have narrow 
product-market domains. Top managers in this type 
of organization are highly expert in their 
organization's limited area of operation but do 
not tend to search outside of their domain for new 
opportunities. As a result of this narrow focus, 
these organizations seldom need to make major 
adjustments in their technology, structure, or 
methods of operation. Instead, they devote 
primary attention to improving the efficiency of 
their existing operations.
REACTORS: Organizations in which top managers 
frequently perceive change and uncertainty 
occurring in their organizational environments but 
are unable to respond effectively. Because this 
type of organization lacks a consistent strategy- 
structure relationship, it seldom makes adjustment 
of any sort until forced to do so by environmental 
pressure.

Source: Miles and Snow (1978, p. 29)
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The typology is regarded as a broad and comprehensive 

model (Namiki, 1989) and has been used extensively by 

strategy researchers. McDaniel and Kolari (1987) described 

the typology as unique because it views the firm as a 

complete and integrated system in dynamic interaction with 

its environment. Although several business level strategic 

typologies have been developed, the Miles and Snow (1978) 

typology is considered the most comprehensive (Rajagopalan, 

1996). Researchers also consider the typology to be richly 

descriptive of strategy, structure, and process, with 

theoretically grounded measurable characteristics (Thomas 

and Ramaswamy, 1996).

Some researchers contend the Miles and Snow (1978) 

typology has limited usefulness because they believe it is 

an incomplete view of strategy because the typology ignores 

industry and environmental peculiarities (Hambrick, 1983a).

Some researchers also believe the Miles and Snow (1978) 

typology runs counter to the traditional view that choice 

of strategy should be a function of environmental 

requirements and performance objectives (Hambrick, 1983a; 

Namiki, 198 9). Also, Venkatraman and Grant (1986) believe 

the typology's scales are too limited in their power to 

discriminate between strategies used.
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The validity of the Miles and Snow (1978) typology has 

been questioned by some researchers. Some researches 

contend that the typology has not been subjected to a 

comprehensive validity investigation (Hambrick, 1983a; 

Namiki, 1989; Zahra & Pearce, 1990). They also contend 

that early research on the typology by Snow and Hrebiniak 

(1980), and others using the typology, was flawed 

(Hambrick, 1983a; Namiki, 1989; Zahra & Pearce, 1990). The 

typology's equivalent validity was rejected by Hornaday and 

Wheatley (198S).

More recent research on Miles and Snow (1978) 

typology's reliability and validity generally support the 

typology's usefulness in strategy research. A study by 

James and Hatten (1994) finds support for the equivalent 

validity of the typology. Shortell and Zajac (1990) 

concluded the typology is reliable and valid and can be 

used with confidence in future research on organizations 

and their strategies. Shortell and Zajac (1990) 

specifically tested the typology to determine its 

reliability in self-typing studies. Prior studies by Snow 

and Hambrick (1980) and Hambrick (1981) found reliability 

to range from .49 to .76. Boeker (1989) found reliability 

to range from .57 to .82. The Shortell and Zajac (1990) 

study found a reliability range of .30 to .76 for strategic
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orientation using the self-typing approach. These studies 

indicate the typology is moderately reliable in classifying 

strategic posture. Two additional studies found the 

typology reliable and valid (Parnell & Wright, 1993;

Thomas & Ramaswamy, 1996) .

The Miles and Snow (1978) typology was used in this 

study by having respondents self-type their strategy 

archetypes. The survey questionnaire contains unlabelled 

paragraphs for the four strategic archetypes and ask the 

respondent to select the one most appropriate for his/her 

firm. The unlabelled four paragraph version used by James 

and Hatten (1994) was used in this study. This measurement 

instrument results in an ordinal scale of strategic 

archetypes. The four unlabelled paragraphs read as 

follows:

We've attempted to locate and maintain a secure 
niche in a relatively stable product or service area. 
We've tried to offer a more limited range of products 
or services than our competitors and we've tried to 
protect our domain by offering higher quality and 
superior service. We may not be at the fore-front of 
developments in the industry but have attempted to 
concentrate instead on doing the best job possible in 
our market.

We've tried to operate within a broad product- 
market domain that undergoes periodic redefinition.
We've wanted to be "first in" with new products and 
market areas even if not all of these efforts have 
proven to be highly profitable. We've tried to 
respond rapidly to early signals concerning areas of 
opportunity, and these responses have often led us to
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a new round of competitive actions.

We've attempted to maintain a stable, limited line 
of products or services, while at the same time have 
tried to move out quickly to follow a carefully 
selected set of the more promising new developments 
in the industry. We are seldom "first in" with new 
products or services but by carefully monitoring the 
actions of major competitors in areas compatible with 
our stable product-market base we try to be "second 
in" with a more cost-efficient product or service.

We've not been able to have a consistent product- 
market orientation. We have not been able to be as 
aggressive in maintaining established products and 
markets as have our competitors and we have not been 
able to take as many risks as they have. We have 
been forced to respond to environmental pressures.

Studies by Shortell and Zajac (1990), Conant, et al. , 

(1990) and James and Hatten (1994) confirm the validity of 

the Miles and Snow (1978) self-typing approach. As noted 

previously, the Shortell and Zajac (1990) study found a 

reliability range of .30 to .76 indicating moderate 

reliability. James and Hatten (1995) add that the 

measurement approach is logically appealing and effective 

because respondents' (managers') perceptions basically 

determine strategy. In this study, respondents were 

owner/managers of the businesses increasing the 

effectiveness of the measurement instrument. The small 

business owner/manager is in a control function involving 

greater comprehension and should be the best perceiver of 

firm strategy. The self-typing measurement instrument was
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designed to directly address the control issue of the Miles 

and Snow (1978) theory whether or not the firm is a 

prospector, analyzer, defender, or a reactor (James &

Hatten, 1994).

Interestingly, one of the main criticisms of using the 

self-typing approach is that key informants will probably 

bias measurement results (Ginsburg, 1984) . Key informants 

may not be capable of accurately assessing large 

organizations. However, small firms, especially family 

owned and managed businesses, are more likely to have a 

single person (the owner) who can accurately assess firm 

processes (Alcorn, 1982). Therefore, the self-typing 

approach is believed to be a valid procedure in this study.

The Miles and Snow (1978) instrument has been used in 

studies involving settings and populations similar to the 

one used in this study. Daily and Dollinger (1992; 1993) 

used the instrument to study small businesses in a 

manufacturing industry. Snow and Hrebiniak (1980) used the 

instrument to study businesses of various sizes including a 

small business section. The strategy self-typing approach 

was used to study small furniture manufacturing firms in 

Australia using the Slevin and Covin (1987) typology (Kotey 

& Meredith, 1997). Self-typing validity studies were made 

in various industry contexts involving various sized
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companies (James & Hatten, 1994; Conant, et al., 1990; 

Shortell & Zajac, 1990; Parnell & Wright, 1993).

Dependent Variable: Organizational Performance

The literature reveals there are many measures and 

combination of measures of organizational performance and 

no consensus as to the most appropriate measures.

Although financial performance is the most commonly used 

measure of firm success (Sturdivant, et al., 1983), there 

is little consistency among the definitions of financial 

performance (Keats & Bracker, 1988) and no consensus on the 

appropriate measures of financial performance (Cochran & 

Wood, 1984) . Consequently, no single indicator has been 

found as the optimal measure of financial performance 

(Begley & Boyd, 1986).

Two of the most popular financial measures found in 

the literature are return on assets and growth in sales 

(Dess & Robinson, 1984). These measures are closely 

related to Cochran and Wood's (1984) investor returns and 

accounting measures. Some researchers believe that 

multiple measures going beyond return on assets and sales 

growth are required to capture financial performance 

(Capon, et al., 1988; Cochran & Wood, 1984; Maupin, 1987;

Shortell Sc Zajac, 1988) .
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The issue of multiple measures is particularly 

important when studying small businesses. Privately held 

businesses, which include small businesses, are very 

sensitive to information disclosure and generally restrict 

outside access to financial information (Dess & Robinson, 

1984) . Because of the unavailability of outside financial 

information on small businesses, self-reporting of such 

information is the usual approach in studying small 

business performance. There are less risks of reporting 

errors if the measures used are not too complicated (Dess & 

Robinson, 1984; Begley & Boyd, 1986). Self-reporting of 

sales growth has been validated (Dess & Robinson, 1984) and 

considered most appropriate when reported by the owner 

(Riordan & Riordan, 1993) . Consequently, self-reporting 

sales growth were used in this study. This study used 

contract revenue growth in lieu of sales growth as its 

measure of financial performance. The term contract 

revenue is specific to the industry and should not be 

misunderstood by respondents

The use of sales growth as a financial performance 

measure in the study of small and family owned businesses 

is well established (Chaston & Mangles, 1997; Daily & 

Thompson, 1994; Donckels & Lambrecht, 1999; Olson & Bokor, 

1995; Smymios, Tanewski, & Romano, 1998) . Sales growth is
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considered by many businesses as the path to higher 

earnings (Rue & Ibrahim, 1996) and equivalent to financial 

performance (Berman, Gordon, & Sussman, 1997).

This study asked the business owner respondent to 

provide a contract revenue growth or decline percentage for 

its most recent three fiscal year period. Multiple years' 

sales growth or decline minimizes unreliable measure 

associated with reporting only one year (Capon, Hulbert,

Farley, & Martin, 1988) . The respondents were asked to use 

the example provided in the instructions to calculate the 

percentage. The example states for the three-year period 

1996 to 1998: 1998 contract revenues less 1996 contract 

revenues divided by 1996 contract revenues equals 

percentage growth. If revenue declined, 1996 contract 

revenue less 1998 contract revenue divided by 1998 contract 

revenue.

Data Collection and Procedures

This study utilized a pre-tested mailed questionnaire, 

accompanied by an introduction letter and instructions, for 

data collection from those companies in the population 

sample. All of the initial survey packages were mailed at 

the same time using first class postage stamps totaling 

$.55 for each envelope. Replacement survey packages were
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mailed when any original survey packages were returned by 

the U.S. Post Office as undeliverable. The business size 

envelopes were addressed by type to the owner or president 

of the companies as determined from the Dun and Bradstreet 

Million Dollar Database.

Various efforts were made to increase the likeliness 

the envelopes were opened, letter read, and questionnaire 

completed and returned. Each envelope contained the 

introduction letter with instructions and a coded 

questionnaire. The questionnaire was printed on 70 lb., 

two fold stock with the return address and first class 

postage on the outside fold. The envelope also contained 

an incentive to help increase response rates. The purpose 

of the incentive was to obtain a high enough response rate 

to avoid sending a follow up letter to non-respondents.

The letter explained the purpose of the research project 

and emphasized the importance of a response. The letter 

also stated that all information is strictly confidential 

and only summary information would be reported. The 

respondent was informed that the questionnaire would only 

take approximately five minutes to complete and that in 

return for the respondent's time and effort, the enclosed 

uncirculated Kennedy (silver) U.S. half dollar (retail 

value approximately $7.00) was theirs for their time and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

75

effort in responding to the survey. It was expected that 

the additional weight and substance of the envelope would 

entice the respondents to open the envelope.

Careful attention was given to paper quality, paper 

color, type style, and spacing to increase reader interest 

and ease of reading the letter and questionnaire. Business 

quality stationary was used for the letter and 

questionnaire, and letter was professionally typeset and 

printed. The letter itself was addressed to the intended 

respondent so that it did not look like a form letter. The 

questionnaire was printed on colored paper with black print 

that is easy to read.

As explained in previous sections, all of the data 

collected comes from the questionnaires which rely on self

typing and self-reporting by the respondents. The 

questionnaire was relatively short and contained on one 

page. Two of the questions were closed-ended and arranged 

in an easy to read format. One question was an open-ended, 

simple calculation. The questions format help facilitate 

data recording from the returned questionnaires.

Survey packages returned because they were non

deliverable were repackaged and sent to other companies as 

determined using the replacement procedure determined in 

the sampling phase. A second replacement mailing was not
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used for undeliverable returns from the first replacement 

mailing. The response rate was expected to exceed the 

normal rates for mail surveys with two or three follow-up 

mailings. This study used one mailing with a response 

cutoff period of 5 weeks from the original mailing date.

The survey design accomplished its objective of 

obtaining an acceptable response rate with just one 

mailing. Table 2 below reconciles the initial survey 

mailing to the usable responses. Usable response rates for 

each of the two hypotheses are discussed in the analysis 

sections of chapter 4.

Table 2 Surveys Mailed and Questionnaires Analyzed

Initial surveys mailed 235

Undeliverable replacement surveys __2

Adjusted sample size 233

Total responses-questionnaires returned 119

Questionnaires with business type omitted __5

Questionnaires analyzed 114

The overall response rate of 51.1% compares very 

favorably with response rates from other small business
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mail surveys. A study of entrepreneur mail survey response 

rates by Alpar and Spitzer (1989) found the median response 

rate was 33%. Lower response rates for small business mail 

surveys are typical. From a sample of 43 0, Daily and 

Thompson (1994) obtained a usable response rate of 22.5%.

The usable response rate in this study was 48.9%.

The original mailing of 235 surveys had to be adjusted 

for those returned by the U.S. Post Office as 

undeliverable. The survey design was to use replacement 

sampling for the 16 (6.8%) returned. There were 2 

undeliverable surveys in the replacement sample. The 

survey design did not include a second replacement sample.

The number of surveys returned as undeliverable are 

indicative of mailing lists and data bases that are a 

little dated.

One method of estimating non-response bias is to 

compare responses of a second mailing (as a surrogate of 

non-responses) with responses to the first mailing. This 

study did not include a second mailing for such a purpose.

Other objective methods of estimating non-response bias are 

not available for small business surveys. According to 

Wall (1998), there probably is some bias in family business 

versus non-family business studies because family 

businesses may tend to respond more. Wall (1998) believes,
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as well as this researcher, that some bias in these types 

of studies is acceptable.

Data Analysis Method

The first hypothesis tested compares a nominal 

independent variable (family business or non-family 

business) with a nominal dependent variable (Miles and Snow 

strategic types). This hypothesis addresses the issue of a 

business's strategic type being affected by whether the 

business is a family business or a non-family business. 

Because both variables are categorical, contingency table 

analysis was used to find any cause and effect 

relationship. The appropriate statistic for this test is 

the Chi-square statistic. The initial contingency table 

analysis results in a two by four matrix because the 

independent variable consists of two categories (family 

business, non-family business) and the dependent variable 

consists of four categories (Miles and Snow four strategic 

types). An adjusted contingency table analysis resulted 

from low expected frequencies for two of the strategic 

types, thereby creating a two by two matrix. The level of 

significance for this hypothesis was determined to be .01 

for a confidence level of 99%. A computed statistical 

value with a probably smaller than 1% would cause a
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rejection of the null hypothesis. The .01 level of 

significance reduces the likeliness of falsely rejecting 

the null hypothesis (a type I error).

The second hypothesis tested compares the nominal 

independent variable (family business or non-family 

business) with the metric dependent variable contract 

revenue growth. This hypothesis addresses the issue of 

whether a business being a family business or a non-family 

influences performance (contract revenue growth). Because 

there are only two distributions of a metric dependent 

variable, the appropriate technique will be a statistical 

t-test (ANOVA) . The level of significance for this 

hypothesis was also determined to be .01 for a confidence 

level of 99%.

Failure to reject the null hypotheses supports the 

contention that there are no significance differences when 

comparing family businesses with non-family businesses in 

the context of strategic types and performance. Findings 

of significant differences between the two business types 

would warrant additional analyses using multiple regression 

to explore relationships between business type, strategic 

posture, and revenue growth. Accordingly, the initial 

hypotheses would not be supported. Any additional
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relationship analyses would not be within the scope of this 

study.

Summary

Data for this study was obtained by a mail survey 

questionnaire sent to a sample of Georgia general 

construction contractors. The business owners were 

asked to type themselves as family businesses or non

family businesses and to check one of four paragraphs 

describing the strategic type best representative of 

their company. They were also asked to provide their 

contract revenue growth rate for 1996 to 1998. Two 

statistical tests were run of the data collected. A 

cross-tabulation and Chi-square for the business type 

and strategic posture relationship and a t test for the 

business type and performance relationship.
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 

Int roduct ion

This research study was conducted to determine if 

strategic types and performance reported by small family 

businesses differ from the strategic types and 

performance reported by small non-family businesses. Two 

independent hypotheses were formulated to address the 

two dependent variables, resulting in two separate and 

independent analyses. This study did not extend to 

testing relationships between the three variables.

Strategic types and performance are the two 

dependent variables and are analyzed using separate and 

different statistical tests. Both analyses were 

performed based on answers provided by questionnaires 

received from the one sample survey. The questionnaire 

was designed to provide two categorical independent 

variables by requesting the respondent to answer a 

business identifier question.
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The sample consisted of 119 questionnaires returned 

from a mail survey (23 5 mailed) of small Georgia general 

construction contractors. Only 114 questionnaires were 

usable for analysis purposes because 5 respondents 

failed to answer the business type identifier question.

This chapter describes the analyses and findings 

of this study in the following sections:

1. Respondent self classification of business type

2. Follow-up procedures for inconsistencies and 

reclassifications

3. Family businesses and non-family businesses and 

strategic types

4. Family businesses and non-family businesses and 

performance

Respondent Self Classification of Business Type

Table 3 presents a summary of the number and the 

percentage of survey respondents who classified 

themselves as family businesses or non-family 

businesses.
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Table 3 Sample of Georgia Small General 
Construction Contractors-Self 
Classification As Family Businesses 
Or Non-Family Businesses

f %

Family Businesses 67 58 .8

Non-Family Businesses 47 41.2

Totals 114a 100 .0

a. Five respondents did not provide business type

The data in this table were compiled from survey 

respondents' answers to the business type identifier 

question on the questionnaire. The question was "Do you 

consider your business a family business?" Those 

checking yes were included in the family business total 

and those checking no were included in the non-family 

business total.

Follow-up Procedures For Inconsistencies and 
Reclassifications

The questionnaire included a control question to 

the business type identifier question. Respondents were 

asked "How many family members are serving in an
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ownership, executive, and/or management capacity in your 

Company?" This question was used to determine the 

consistency of answers to the business type identifier 

question. Respondents classifying themselves as non

family businesses would be expected to enter zero for 

the control question. Respondents classifying 

themselves as family businesses would be expected to 

enter one or more for the control question. Of the 114 

usable responses, 31 (27.2%) had inconsistent answers to 

the control question. Thirty of the 31 inconsistent 

answers were for respondents classifying themselves as 

non-family businesses. Only 1 respondent classifying 

their company as a family business gave an inconsistent 

answer to the control question.

A similar study by Wall (1998) using the same 

identifier and control questions had an 8.7% overall 

inconsistency (506 total responses) between the 

identifier and control questions. Wall (1998) listed 

several possible reasons for the inconsistencies. Wall 

(1998) accepted the inconsistencies as one of a number 

of possible measurement errors inevitable in obtaining 

data from surveys.

The inconsistency rate obtained in this study was 

too high to accept without additional analysis. Twenty-
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six of the 31 inconsistent responses (83.9%) were 

followed-up by telephoning the respondents. The other 

five respondents could not be reached and were 

unchanged. The follow-up questioning revealed several 

reasons for the apparent inconsistencies and resulted in 

reclassifying 8 non-family businesses to family 

businesses. Several reasons were found for the apparent 

inconsistencies and are discussed in chapter 5.

Table 4 presents a revised summary of the number 

and percentages of respondents classified as family 

businesses or non-family businesses.

Table 4 Samnle of Georgia Small General
Construction Contractors- 
Revised Self Classification As 
Familv Businesses or Non-Familv
Businesses

f %

Family Businesses 75 65 . 8

Non-Family Businesses 39 34 .2

Totals 114a 100.0

a. Five respondents did not provide business type
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The revised percentages of family businesses versus 

non-family businesses are very close to the percentages 

reported in Wall's (1998) study. In that study, also a 

self-reporting study, Wall (1998) found that 67% of the 

sample considered themselves family businesses and 33% 

of the sample considered themselves non-family 

businesses. Another study (Donckels & Frohlich, 1991) 

reported that 66% of their sample consisted of family 

businesses. That study used independent methods to 

determine business type.

Family Businesses and Non-Family Businesses and 
Strategic Types

Table 5 is a contingency table, obtained from data 

input into SPSS 6.1 for Windows, that summarizes the 

strategic types reported by the sample of Georgia small 

general construction contractors. This table provides 

the data used in the statistical test for determining if 

there is a significant difference in the proportions of 

strategic types reported by those classified as family 

businesses and those classified as non-family businesses 

(first hypothesis) . The statistical test used was a 

cross-tabulation table and resulted in the calculation 

of the Chi-square test statistic. The calculated Chi-
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square statistic was compared to the critical values for 

the given degrees of freedom and level of confidence. 

These values determine if a significant statistical 

relationship exists between business type and strategic 

postures. If there is no significant statistical 

relationship, the null hypothesis is not rejected 

supporting the proposition that there are no significant 

differences in proportions of strategic postures when 

family businesses and non-family businesses are 

compared.

Table 5 Contingency Table For Business Type and 
Strategic Type

Strategic
Type

Family
Business

Non-Family 
Business Totals

f % f % f

Prospector 54 74 . 0 31 79.5 85

Analyzer 2 2.7 1 2 . 6 3

Defender 12 16.4 6 15.3 18

Reactor 5 6.9 1 2.6 6

Totals 73 100 . 0 39 100 . 0 112a

a. Two respondents did not provide strategic type

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

88

Two (1.7%) of the 114 total questionnaires analyzed 

did not provide their strategic type. This small 

percentage of missing cases is not believed to 

significantly bias the results of the cross-tabulation 

test.

Table 6 presents the cross-tabulation table for 

strategic types and business types as obtained from 

running the data on SPSS 6.1 for Windows. Since two 

strategic types, the analyzer and the reactor, did not 

have the minimum expected cell frequencies (5) required 

for a valid analysis, the table was run only for the 

prospector and defender strategic types. The total 

count for the analyzers and reactors was 9, leaving 103 

for the analysis. Combining the analyzers and reactors 

into a separate "other" strategic type still did not 

provide the required minimum cell frequency for a valid 

analysis. This researcher believes using the prospector 

and defender types (92% of the total) in the analysis, 

and omitting the analyzers and reactors, is valid and 

does not bias the results.
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Table 6 Cross-Tabulation Table For Prospector 
and Defender Strategic Types and 
Business Type

Business Type Prospector Defender Totals

Family Business 54
54.5
81.8%

.5

12
11.5 
18 .2% 

.5

66

64 .1%

Non-Family Business 31
30.5 
83 . 7% 
- . 5

6
6.5 

16.3% 
- . 5

37

35 . 9%

Totals 85
82.5%

18
17.5%

103
100.0%

Chi-square .0728 
Minimum Expected 
p less than .01

df=1 
Frequency=6.5

The cross-tabulation results in a very small Chi- 

square value of .0728. This Chi-square value reflects a 

confidence level that exceeds 99.9%. Since the 

confidence level established for the hypothesis was set 

at 99%, the test fails to reject the null hypothesis. 

Thus, the cross-tabulation failed to find a significant 

statistical relationship between the two variables. The 

study's proposition that there is no significant 

difference in proportions of strategic postures reported
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by small family businesses and small non-family 

businesses has statistical support.

Family Businesses and Non-Family Businesses and 
Performance

Table 7 presents the breakdown table of contract 

revenue growth means and standard deviations for family 

and non-family businesses as determined using SPSS 6.1 

for Windows.

Table 7 Means and Standard Deviations For 
Contract Revenue Growth Rates For 
Family Businesses and Non-Familv 
Businesses

Count
(%)

Mean
Standard
Deviation

Family Business 72 37.2 67.3

Non-Family Business 37 43 .1 50 .3

Total 10 9a 39.2

a . Five respondents did not provide this data

The t value calculated from the table data was 

-.5116. The critical t values were determined based on 

107 degrees of freedom and a .01 level of significance 

(99% confidence level). On a two-tailed test, the
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critical t values were -2.365 and 2.365. Because the 

computed t value falls within the range of t critical 

values, the t test fails to provide support for 

rejecting the null hypothesis. The failure to reject 

the null hypothesis indicates there is no statistical 

relationship between the two variables. The study's 

proposition that there is no significant difference in 

contract revenue growth reported by small family 

businesses and small non-family businesses has 

statistical support.

Consideration was given to the possibility that 

outliers may have significantly skewed the means of the 

two groups. Both groups had several high growth rates 

well beyond the median and several small negative 

decreases of varying amounts. Review of the data and 

procedures did not present any compelling reason to 

exclude the outliers from calculation of the means. The 

possibility that some respondents provided high and 

inaccurate numbers intentionally exists. However, 

without some indication that was the case, there is no 

basis for omitting certain outliers.
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Summary

The first hypothesis that there are no significant 

differences in the proportions of strategic posture 

types reported by small family businesses and small non

family businesses was supported by cross-tabulation of 

the data and calculation of the Chi-square statistic.

The Chi-square statistic is very small indicating 

substantially no relationship between the variables.

The second hypothesis that there is no significant 

difference in performance reported by small family 

businesses and non-family businesses was also supported 

by the t-test. The t value falls within the t-critical 

range indicating no relationship between the variables.
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

This chapter presents the discussion of the results 

of the analyses and findings and the conclusions 

thereof. The study's limitations, implications and 

recommendations are also discussed. This chapter is 

organized into the following sections:

1. Conclusions drawn about the findings 

2 . Alternative explanations

3. Implications for research and practice

4. Limitations of the study

5. Recommendations for future research

6 . Summary

Conclusions Drawn About the Findings

The first hypothesis addressed by this study was 

that there are no significant differences in the 

proportions of strategic posture types reported by small 

family businesses and small non-family businesses. The
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results of the cross-tabulation test (Chi-square of 

.0728) found that the difference in the number of 

prospector and defender strategic types between family 

and non-family businesses was insignificant at the .01 

level. A Chi-square statistic of .0728 indicates there 

is practically no relationship between the two 

variables. Based on this finding, the conclusion is 

there is support for the proposition that there is no 

difference in the proportions of strategic types 

reported by family businesses and non-family businesses. 

This conclusion agrees with the conclusions reached by 

Daily and Thompson (1994), Lee and Rogoff (1996), and 

Gudmundson, et al. (1999) in similar studies. However, 

Gudmundson, et al. (1999) did find differences when 

markets were stratified. The implications of such 

differences are discussed in a following section.

Other studies have compared family businesses to 

other types of businesses and have found support for 

strategic type differences. Some of those studies 

include Donckels and Frolich (1991), Wall (1998), and 

Donckels and Lambrecht (1999). Continuing research 

efforts addressing the possible causes of different 

results will be required before there is consensus on
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the relationship between business types and strategic 

types.

The second hypothesis addressed by this study was 

that there is no significant difference in performance 

reported by small family businesses and small non-family 

businesses. The mean of the contract revenue growth 

rates for the years 1996 to 1998 for small Georgia 

general construction contractors categorized as family 

businesses was 37.2%. Whereas, the mean growth rate for 

those categorized as non-family businesses was 43.1%.

The t-test resulted in a t value of -.5116 and indicates 

a weak relationship between the two variables at the 

specified .01 level of significance. Although there is 

a weak statistical relationship, the test supports the 

proposition that there is no significant difference in 

performance between small family businesses and small 

non-family businesses. Based upon this finding, the 

conclusion is that there no significant relationship 

between the two variables. This conclusion agrees with 

that of Daily and Thompson (1994) , who found no 

significant statistical relationship between business 

type and sales growth in their study of small 

businesses.
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Much of the family business literature is directed 

towards differences between family businesses and other 

types of businesses. This is an important issue because 

it substantially defines the family business field.

While family businesses are obviously different from 

other business types in that they have some manner of 

family involvement, that difference may be confined to 

the internal workings and structure of the business. 

Those differences certainly support the belief that 

family businesses are unique and are worthy of research. 

However, some researchers support the proposition that 

family businesses are different from other types of 

businesses in external ways. Competitive issues, 

strategic posture, strategies and outcomes are believed 

by some researchers to be influenced by family 

involvement in unique ways. The empirical evidence 

supporting that belief is far from being settled. This 

research study, and others, does not find support for 

viewing family businesses differently from other types 

of small businesses in the realm of strategy and 

competition. Addition research and knowledge is 

necessary before family businesses become an important 

part of management and strategy research.
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Alternative Explanations

Since this study was confined to small businesses, 

the results could be attributed to other explanations. 

Regardless of the strategic typology used, the industry, 

or type of privately owned business studied, all small 

businesses may, in actuality, represent the strategic 

posture type "reactors". One of the propositions in 

this study was that small businesses are represented by 

various strategic posture types, but that the 

proportions of each type represented in the categories 

family businesses and non-family businesses would be the 

same or near the same. The issue concerns the nature of 

small businesses.

According to d'Amboise and Muldowney (1988) , small 

businesses, in general, are highly vulnerable to the 

environment because of their limited resources. 

Consequently, small businesses are reactors to their 

environment with little or no ability to predict or 

control their strategy or their environment. As 

reactors, small businesses may respond to their 

environment the same regardless of their ownership or 

structure. The definition of reactor here is very 

similar to the Miles and Snow (1978) strategic posture 

type "reactor" used in this study.
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In this study only 6 respondents out of 112 

classified themselves as reactors. It would appear that 

the other 106 respondents do not agree with d'Amboise 

and Muldowney (1988) . They classified themselves as 

prospectors, defenders and analyzers. Those 106 

respondents could have intended to compete differently, 

but were unable to because of limited resources and 

environmental pressures. As a result, their actual 

strategic types may differ. The issue of intended 

strategy versus actual strategy is discussed in the 

following sections.

Implications For Research and Practice

The question of what constitutes a family business 

is a crucial issue in studies comparing family 

businesses to other types of businesses. Empirical 

studies must operationalize the family business 

construct to find relationships between family 

businesses and other variables. The lack of consensus 

of what constitutes a family business is highlighted by 

the answers to this study's family business identifier 

and control questions.

Thirty of the respondents identifying their company 

as non-family businesses stated that one or more family
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members were involved in the business as defined by the 

control question. This inconsistency resulted in a 

follow-up procedure to resolve the inconsistent answers. 

Some of the respondents listed themselves, in error, as 

a family member. The intended response would be the 

number of family members excluding the respondent/owner. 

These respondents had correctly answered the identifier 

question, but incorrectly answered the control question. 

Some of the other respondents stated that they did not 

like the idea of being classified as a "mom and pop" 

business and incorrectly classified themselves as non

family businesses. Other respondents did not think that 

having a family member in an officer position qualified 

the business as a family business. They listed a family 

member because that member was an officer. The control 

question did not specify titled persons to be included 

in the meaning of family involvement.

The follow-up procedure resulted in 8 businesses 

being reclassified as family businesses. It is 

interesting that only 1 family business had an 

inconsistent answer to the control question. These 

results seem to imply that family businesses are more 

accurate and honest in classifying themselves. Those 

respondents identifying themselves as family members and
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listing 1 or more family members in the business could 

have erred, however. All family business respondents, 

except one, listed 2 or more family members in the 

business. Some of those family members may have been 

listed because they were officers but not really 

involved in the business. A result just the opposite of 

the non-family business response relating to officers.

Many small businesses are incorporated and list a spouse 

or other family member as an officer for legal purposes.

The control question asked for family members who are in 

an ownership, executive or management position. An 

officer would seem to technically qualify as a family 

business member even if not really involved in the 

planning and management of the business.

A better instrument is needed to help capture the 

accurate self-reporting of family businesses and non

family businesses types. A better control question may 

help eliminate or reduce answers inconsistent with the 

identifier question. Another approach might be asking 

one identifier question that is more descriptive and 

eliminating the control question. A better instrument 

would help in gathering data in family and small 

business research.
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Although family businesses may be different from 

other types of businesses in internal ways, this study 

questions whether there are external differences in a 

strategy and competition context. Strategy and 

strategic posture are important because they concern how 

a business positions itself to compete in the 

marketplace. Therefore, if different types of small 

businesses can be classified by the their strategic 

types and strategies, understanding would be greatly 

enhanced.

This study did not find any significant differences 

in how small family businesses and small non-family 

businesses strategically position themselves. Family 

involvement in a business may be internalized in such 

ways that it does not influence the external aspects of 

the business and the way it competes. That was an 

important point in developing the research question this 

study in based on.

Various attributes of family characteristics affect 

the family business. Some of those attributes probably 

alter the structure and behavior of family businesses.

Even so, small family businesses still appear to compete 

and perform about the same as other small businesses.
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Dysfunctional family businesses appear outwardly to be 

the same as functional family businesses.

However, other factors need to be considered. One 

possibility is that the strategy instrument used may not 

capture the data at the most significant level. The 

strategic differences at the small business level may 

require finer gradations than a four-type model. Over 

92% of the businesses in this study were classified in 

only two strategic types, prospectors and defenders.

This result is not surprising for testing businesses in 

general. However, had the typology consisted of a 

greater number of possible types, significant 

differences between family businesses and non-family 

businesses may result.

Different strategic posture results may have been 

obtained if there was a control for actual versus 

intended strategy. The self-typing strategic typology 

may have captured actual strategic posture rather than 

intended strategic posture. Intended strategic posture 

may more accurately reflect family influence than actual 

strategic posture. Another study using the same sample 

and capturing intended strategy may result in 

differences between family businesses and non-family 

businesses. Such a result would advance the notion that
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environmental influences may impact small businesses 

significant ways. Intended strategies may transform 

into actual strategies such that actual strategies are 

the same for all small businesses. Thus, all small 

businesses may be "reactors" or some other combination 

of strategic types. This issue is another area for 

possible future research.

The finding that revenue growth was not 

significantly different between family businesses and 

non-family businesses may mean that revenue growth 

transcends business type. Other, more comprehensive, 

measures may result in significant differences. Many 

performance researchers believe multiple measures are 

necessary to capture performance outcomes. While there 

is much support for the multiple measures position, 

applying that position in small business research is 

problematic.

One of the major problems in studying small 

businesses is the difficulty of obtaining financial 

data. Small businesses are very reluctant to supply 

financial information and the data is usually not 

available from other sources. For this reason, sales 

growth, data that is publicly available for many small 

businesses, is used by many researchers and is
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considered a good proxy for small business performance.
Better small business performance measures would advance 

the study of small business and their differences from 

other businesses. Methods should be developed and 

refined to help collect more financial data from small 

businesses.

Consultants, accountants and other professionals 

who specialize in family businesses should bear in mind 

that family businesses may not be unique in the context 

of strategy and competition. Although family 

involvement may influence business goals, those goals 

may be no different from goals of other small 

businesses. Family influences on owners and managers of 

small non-family businesses may correspond to those of 

small family businesses. Consequently, strategy and 

competition may differ between the two business types 

based on family influences and involvement.

The family business field originated from the 

interest and involvement of family therapists and 

psychologists in the interaction of families and their 

businesses. Other professionals' involvement followed 

to include management consultants, accountants, lawyers, 

insurance agents and investment advisors. Certain 

unique aspects of family businesses do require special
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consideration by most professional advisors in their 

particular area. However, where external strategic, 

competitive and related issues are concerned, the 

uniqueness of small family businesses may not warrant 

special considerations. Generally, strategic issues are 

confined to the domains of researchers and management 

consultants.

Limitations of the Study

This study's findings must be interpreted in the 

context of one industry, general construction 

contractors. Therefore, the findings can not be 

generalized to businesses in other industries. Business 

type and strategy research is commonly restricted to one 

industry to control for industry confounds. A single 

industry was selected for this study to control for 

possible industry confounds such as capital intensity, 

industry competitive environment, regulations and other 

factors. These factors or confounds could influence 

strategy and performance differences if not controlled.

By restricting the study to general construction 

contractors, any possible industry factors influencing 

strategic posture and revenue growth rates should be 

controlled.
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The findings also have to be interpreted in a 

geographical context. The sample was restricted to 

businesses located only in the State of Georgia and 

probably should not be generalized to similar businesses 

in other states or regions. One state was selected for 

the study to help control for market environment, 

multiple operating environments and different state 

regulations. Those geographical factors may be 

confounds that influence the results of strategy and 

performance research.

The results of this study should also be 

interpreted in the context of small businesses only.

Therefore, the findings may not be generalized to medium 

and large businesses. This study was limited to small 

businesses because those were the businesses of 

interest. Family businesses are much more common among 

small businesses than large businesses and public 

corporations. Restricting the sample to small 

businesses also helped control for confounds such as 

capital structure and planning and strategic 

sophistication.

Finally, the findings in this study should be 

interpreted in the context of privately held businesses 

only. Therefore, the findings may not be generalized to
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public companies. This study was limited to private 

businesses because small businesses are generally 

private businesses. The intent of this study was to 

study strategic postures and performance of private 

enterprises as represented by two broad types of private 

enterprises, family businesses and non-family 

businesses. The inclusion of public companies in a 

study such as this could present confounds such capital 

structure and regulations. Similar confounds controlled 

for by restricting the study to small businesses. 

Strategic postures and revenue growth rates of public 

companies could also vary significantly from those of 

private businesses.

Recommendations For Future Research

Better data gathering instruments and better 

measures of constructs would provide researchers with 

the tools to gain more knowledge about small businesses. 

Historically, small businesses have been ignored 

somewhat by researchers in favor of larger organizations 

for which data in easier to obtain. However, the 

importance of small businesses warrants more attention 

of researchers.
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Since data on small businesses is usually 

unavailable, the self-reporting techniques should be 

refined to provide more and more accurate information. 

Business type identifier and control questions should be 

redesigned and expanded to capture more accurate 

information without resorting to follow-up procedures. 

Maybe a second control question could be devised that 

would explain most of the inconsistencies the between 

the identifier and first control question.

More use of various types of incentives could 

provide researchers with more and better information on 

small businesses. This study obtained a gross response 

rate of over 50% with one mailing by using a small 

financial incentive. A second and third follow-up 

mailing (without another incentive) may have increased 

the rate to over 60%. Researchers should explore the 

effectiveness of using various types of incentives to 

obtain small business cooperation and possibly more 

financial information. Obviously, the cost involved 

must be weighed against the value of any increase 

response quality. Smaller sample sizes may be possible 

to help offset the additional cost for the incentives. 

The time saved by reducing the number of mailings could 

justify the additional cost for many projects.
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Numerous strategic typologies are available and are 

used primarily for industry related research. These 

typologies may not be the most useful for helping to 

differentiate small business types. There appears a 

need for finer gradations in types to capture the 

differences in small businesses. A new strategic 

typology, or modified old strategic typology, is needed 

for small business research. Such a typology may 

incorporate elements of family involvement that would 

help differentiate family businesses from other small 

business types. A new strategic typology geared to the 

needs of small businesses could significantly advance 

understanding of small business differences and how 

small businesses compete.

Summary

The findings in this study support the proposition 

that the strategic postures and performance of family 

businesses are not significantly different from other 

small businesses. These results are the similar to 

several similar studies and contrary to several other 

studies. Consequently, there is no consensus. This 

study did add to the body of knowledge by addressing the
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question in a different manner than any of the other 

studies.

Research regarding small business types and 

strategy has resulted in varying findings indicating the 

need for additional research using more advanced tools 

and techniques. Until these are available, there is 

unlikely to be a consensus about the differences in 

small businesses.
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K e n n e t h  E . B o t t s
2331 P lainview  Road 

M aysville, Georgia 30558

November, 1999

Mr.
ABC Construction Company, Inc. 
123 Anywhere Street 
Atlanta, GA 30303

Dear Mr.

I am a doctoral business student and I need your assistance with a research study 
regarding how small businesses compete. You were randomly selected from a database 
of Georgia general construction contractors and it’s very important that I get your 
cooperation.

The enclosed questionnaire has been designed so that you can complete it quickly and 
easily. The questionnaire will take about five minutes to complete and does not need 
postage or an envelope. Just staple or tape it closed and mail it.

You can be absolutely sure that your answers are strictly confidential and that no 
individual company will be identified. Statistical information will be derived from the 
combined answers o f all respondents.

As a token of my appreciation, enclosed is an uncirculated silver Kennedy half dollar 
with a retail value o f  about $7.00. I appreciate your thoughtful answers to the questions.

Please complete and return the questionnaire as soon as possible.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Kenneth E. Botts 

Enclosures
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1. Do you consider yourself a family business?

Please answer (put x on line) yes or no: ________  yes   no

2. How many family members are serving in an ownership, executive, and/or management 
capacity in your Company?

Please enter total here: _______

3. The four paragraphs below describe approaches to business strategy. Please read each 
paragraph and indicate with an x the strategy that best describes your Company for.the past 
three years or so.

  We’ve attempted to locate and maintain a secure niche in a relatively stable product
or service area. We’ve tried to offer a more limited range of products or services than 
our competitors and we've tried to protect our domain by offering higher quality and 
superior service. We may not be at the forefront of developments in the industry but 
have attempted to concentrate instead on doing the best job possible in our market.

  We’re tried to operate within a broad product-market domain that undergoes periodic
redefinition. We've wanted to be “first in" with new products and market areas even if 
not all of these efforts have proven to be highly profitable. We’ve tried to respond 
rapidly to early signals concerning areas of opportunity, and these responses have 
often led us to a new round of competitive actions.

  We’ve attempted to maintain a stable, limited line of products or services, while at the
same time have tried to move out quickly to follow a carefully selected set of the 
more promising new developments in the industry. We are seldom "first in” with new 
products or services but by carefully monitoring the actions of major competitors in 
areas compatible with our stable product-market base we try to be "second in” with a 
more cost-efficient product or service.

  We’ve not been able to have a consistent product-market orientation. We have not
been able to be as aggressive in maintaining established products and markets as 
have our competitors and we have not been able to take as many risks as they have. 
We have been forced to respond to environmental pressures.

4. Please indicate below your Company’s percentage growth or decrease in contract revenue for 
the last three fiscal years 1996 through 1998.

Growth example: 1998 revenue -  1996 revenue = _________ %
1996 revenue

Decrease example: 1996 revenue — 1998 revenue = -__________ J,

1998 revenue

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

REFERENCES CITED

Abernathy, W.J., & Wayne, K. (1974). Limits of the 
learning curve. Harvard Business Review. 52, 
109-119.

Alcorn, P.B.(1982). Success and survival in the
familv-owned business. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Alderfer, C.P. (1976) . Change processes in organizations 
In M. Dunnatte (ed.), Handbook of Industrial and 
Organizational Psychology. New York: Rand McNally.

Alpar, P., Sc Spitzer, D. (1989) . Response behavior of 
Entrepreneurs in a mail survey. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice. 14., 31-44.

Ansoff, H.I. (1965). Corporate strategy. New York: 
McGraw-Hill.

Ansoff, H.I. (1979). Strategic management. New York: 
Wiley.

Barry, B. (1975). The development of organization
structure in the family firm. Journal of General 
Management. 3_, 42-60.

Baysinger, B.D., & Zardkoohi, A. (1986). Technology,
residual claimants, and corporate control. Journal 
of Law. Economics. and Organization. 2, 339-349.

Becker, B.M., & Tillman, F.A.(1978). The family owned 
business. Chicago: Commerce Clearing House Inc.

Beckhard, R., & Dyer, W.G. (1983). Managing continuity 
in the family-owned business. Organizational 
Dynamics. 12. 5-12.

Beckhard, R., & Dyer, W.G. (1983). Managing change in 
the family firm-issues and strategies. Sloan 
Management Review. 24., 59-65.

Begley, T.M., & Boyd, D.P. (1986). Executive and
corporate correlates of financial performance in

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

smaller firms. Journal of Small Business 
Management. 24. 8-15.

Benson, B., Crego, E.T., & Drucker, R.H. (1990).
Your family business: A success guide for growth 
and survival. Homewood, 111.: Dow Jones-Irwin.

Berman, J.A., Gordon, D.D., & Sussman, G. (1997).
A study to determine the benefits small business 
firms derive from sophisticated planning verses 
less sophisticated types of planning. The Journal 
of Business and Economic Studies. 3., 1-11.

Bird, B., & Jelinek, M. (1988) . The operation of 
entrepreneurial intentions. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice. 13, 21-30.

Birley, S., & Norbum, D. (1987) . Owners and managers: 
The Venture 100 versus the Fortune 500. Journal of 
Business Venturing. 2., 351-363.

Boeker, W. (1989) . Strategic change: The effects of 
founding and history. Academy of Management 
Journal. 32. 489-515.

Bork, D. (1986). Family business, riskv business: How 
to make it work. New York: AMACOM.

Brockhaus, R.H., Jr. (1994). Entrepreneurship and family 
business research: Comparisons, critique, and 
lessons. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice.
19. 25-38.

Cameron, K.S., & Whetten, D.A. (1983) . Organizational 
effectiveness: A comparison of multiple models.
New York: Academic Press.

Capon, N., Hulbert, J.M., Farley, J.U., & Martin, L.E. 
(1988). Corporate diversity and economic 
performance: The impact of market specialization. 
Strategic Management Journal. 9., 61-74.

Capon, N., Farley, J.U., & Hoenig, S. (1990).
Determinants of financial performance: A meta
analysis. Management Science. 36. 1143-1159.

Carland, J.W., Hoy, F., Boulton, W.R., & Carland, J.C.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

(1984) . Differentiating entrepreneurs from small 
business owners: A conceptualization. Academy of 
Management Review. 9., 354-359.

Caves, R.E., & Porter, M.E. (1977) . From entry barriers 
to mobility barriers: Conjectural decisions and 
contrived deterrence to new competition. Quarterly 
Journal of Economics. 91. 241-261.

Chandler, A.D. (1962). Strategy and structure. 
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Chaston, I., & Mangles, T. (1997) . Core capabilities 
as predictors of growth potential in small 
manufacturing firms. Journal of Small Business 
Management. 35. 47-57.

Chua, J.H., Chrisman, J.J., & Sharma, P. (1999). 
Defining the family business by behavior. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 23., 19-37.

Churchill, N.C., & Hatten, K.J. (1987). Non-market- 
based transfers of wealth and power: A research 
framework for family businesses. American Journal 
of Small Business. 12., 53-66.

Cochran, P.L., & Wood, R.A. (1984). Corporate social
responsibility and financial performance. Academy 
of Management Journal. 27., 42-56.

Cohen, T. , & Lindberg, R.A. (1974) . Survival and growth: 
Management strategies for the small firm. New York: 
AMACOM.

Capon, N., Farley, J.U., & Hoenig, S. (1990).
Determinants of financial performance: A meta
analysis. Management Science. 36., 1143-1159.

Conant, J.S., Mokwa, M.P., & Varadarajan, P.R. (1990).
Strategic types, distinctive marketing competencies 
and organizational performance: A multiple measures 
based study. Strategic Management Journal. 11. 
365-383.

Covin, J.G. (1991) . Entrepreneurial versus conservative 
firms: A comparison of strategies and performance. 
Journal of Management Studies. 28., 439-462.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

118

d 'Amboise, G., & Muldowney, M. (1988) . Management 
theory for small business: Attempts and 
requirements. Academy of Management Review. 13. 
226-240.

deVisscher, F., & Bruel, M. (1994) . The adolescence of 
the American family business. FBN Newsletter. 9..

Daily, C.M., & Dalton, D.R. (1992). Financial 
performance of founder-manager versus 
professionally managed small corporations. Journal 
of Small Business Management. 30. 25-34.

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

Daily, C.M., & Dollinger, M.J. (1993). Alternative 
methodologies for identifying family-versus 
nonfamily-managed businesses. Journal of Small 
Business Management. 3_, 79-90.

Daily, C.M., & Thompson, S.S. (1994) . Ownership
structure, strategic posture, and firm growth:
An empirical examination. Family Business Review. 
7, 237-249.

Davis, P. (1983) . Realizing the potential of the family 
business. Organizational Dynamics. 12. 47-56.

Davis, P., & Stern, D. (1988). Adaptation, survival,
and growth of the family business. Family Business 
Review. 1, 69-85.

Dess, G.G., & Davis, P.S. (1984). Porter's (1980)
generic strategies as determinants of strategic 
group membership and organizational performance. 
Academy of Management Journal. 27. 367-388.

Dess, G.G., Sc Robinson, R.B. (1984). Measuring
organizational performance in the absence of 
objective measures: The case of privately-held 
firm and conglomerate business unit. Strategic 
Management Journal. 5., 265-273.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Donckels, R., & Frohlich, E. (1991). Are family
businesses really different? European experiences 
from STRATOS. Family Business Review. 4.,
149-160.

Donckels, R., & Lambrecht, J. (1999) . The re-emergence 
of family-based enterprises in East Central 
Europe: What can be learned from family business 
research in the western world. Family Business 
Review. 12. 171-188.

Donnelly, R.G. (1964). The family business. Harvard 
Business Review. 4., 93-105.

Doty, H.D., Glick, W.H. , & Huber, G.P. (1994). Fit, 
equifinality, and organizational effectiveness:
A test of two configurational theories. Academy of 
Management Journal. 3 6 . 1196-1250.

Dreux, D.R. IV. (1990) . Financing family business: 
Alternatives to selling out or going public.
Family Business Review. 3., 225-243.

Drozdow, N. , & Carroll, V.P. (1997) . Tools for
strategy development in family firms. Sloan 
Management Review. 39 . 75-88.

Dsouza, D.E. (1990) . Strategy types and environmental 
correlates of strategy for high-growth firms:
An exploratory study. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Georgia State University.

Dunn, B. (1996) . Family enterprises in the UK: A 
special sector? Family Business Review. 9.,
139-156.

Dyer, W.G. (1986). Cultural change in family firms: 
Anticipating and managing business and family 
transition. San Fransico: Jossey-Bass.

Dyer, W.G., & Handler, W. (1994). Entrepreneurship and 
family business: Exploring the connections. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 19. 71-83.

Dyer, W.G., & Sanchez, M. (1998). Current state of
family business theory and practice as reflected 
in Family Business Review 1988-1997. Family

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Business Review. 11. 287-295.

Fahey, L., Sc Christensen, H.K. (1986). Evaluating 
research on strategy content. Journal of 
Management. 12., 167-183.

Fama, E.F. (1980) . Agency problems and the theory of 
the firm. Journal of Political Economics. 88., 
288-307.

Fama, E.F., & Jensen, M.C. (1983). Agency problems 
and residual claims. Journal of Law and 
Economics. 26, 327-349.

Galbraith, C., & Schendel, D. (1983) . An empirical
analysis of strategy types. Strategic Management 
Journal, 4, 153-173.

Ginsberg, A. (1984). Operationalizing organizational 
strategy: Towards an integrative framework.
Academy of Management Review. 9., 548-557.

Goodman, P.S. (1979). Organizational effectiveness as 
a decision making process. Paper presented at the 
3 9ch Annual Meetings of the Academy of Management. 
Atlanta.

Goodman, P.S., & Pennings, J.M. (1977) . New perspectives 
on organizational effectiveness. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass.

Gudmundson, D., Hartman, E.A., & Tower, C.B. (1999) .
Strategic orientation: Differences between family 
and nonfamily firms. Family Business Review.
12, 27-39.

Hambrick, D.C. (1980) . Operationalizing the concept of 
business-level strategy in research. Academy of 
Management Review. 5., 567-575.

Hambrick, D.C. (1981) . Strategic awareness within top 
management teams. Strategic Management Journal.
2, 263-279.

Hambrick, D.C. (1982) . Environmental scanning and 
organizational strategy. Strategic Management 
Journal. 3., 159-174.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

121

Hambrick, D.C. (1983) . Some tests of the effectiveness 
and functional attributes of Miles and Snow's 
strategic types. Academy of Management Journal.
26. 5-26.

Hambrick, D.C. (1983). An empirical typology of mature 
industrial-product environments. Academy of 
Management Journal. 26. 213-230.

Hambrick, D.C. (1983) . High profit strategies in mature 
capital goods industries: A contingency approach. 
Academy of Management Journal. 26, 687-707.

Hambrick, D.C. (1984) . Taxonomic approaches to studying 
strategy: Some conceptual and methodological 
issues. Journal of Management. 10., 27-41.

Hambrick, D.C., MacMillan, I.e., & Day, D.L. (1982). 
Strategic attributes and performance in the BCG 
matrix: A PIMS-based analysis of industrial product 
businesses. Academy of Management Journal. 25. 
510-531.

Hambrick, D.C., & Schecter, S.M. (1983) . Turnaround 
strategies for mature industrial product 
businesses. Academy of Management Journal. 26, 
231-248.

Handler, W.C. (1988) . Conducting empirical research 
in family firms: Five methodological messages. 
Proceedings. 1988 Annual Meeting, International 
Council for Small Business. 146-152. Marietta,
GA. : School of Business, Kennesaw College.

Handler, W.C. (1989) . Methodological issues and
considerations in studying family businesses.
Family Business Review. 2, 257-276.

Handler, W.C., & Kram, K.E. (1988). Succession in
family firms: The problem of resistance. Family 
Business Review. 1, 361-381.

Harrigan, K.R. (1984) . Research methodologies for 
contingency approaches to business strategy.
Academy of Management Review. 8., 398-405.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Harris, D., Martinez, J.I., & Ward, J.L. (1994). Is
strategy different for the family-owned business? 
Family Business Review. 7., 159-174.

Hatten, K.J., Schendel, D.E., & Cooper, A.C. (1978).
A strategic model of the U.S. brewing industry: 
1952-1971. Academy of Management Journal. 21, 
592-610.

Henderson, B.D. (1970). Perspectives on the product 
portfolio. Boston, MA: Boston Consulting Group.

Hershon, S. (1975). Inside the familv-held business. New 
York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Hofer, C.W. (1975). Toward a contingency theory of
business strategy. Academy of Management Journal.
18., 784-810.

Hofer, C.W., Sc Schendel, D. (1978) . Strategy
formulation: Analytical concepts. St. Paul,
MN.: West.

Hollander, B. (1984). Toward a model for family-owned 
business. Paper presented at the meeting of the 
Academy of Management. Boston.

Hollander, B.S., & Elman, N.S. (1988). Family-owned
businesses: An emerging field of inquiry. Family 
Business Review. 1, 16-21.

Hornaday, R.W., & Wheatley, W.J. (1986). Managerial
characteristics and the financial performance of 
small business. Journal of Small Business 
Management. 24., 1-7.

James, W.L., Sc Hatten, K.J. (1994) . Evaluating the
performance affects of Miles' and Snow strategic 
archetypes in banking, 1983 to 1987: Big or small? 
Journal of Business Research. 31. 145-154.

James, W.L., & Hatten, K.J. (1995). Research notes and
communications: Further evidence on the validity of 
the self typing paragraph approach: Miles and Snow 
strategic archetypes in banking. Strategic 
Management Journal. 16, 161-168.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

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

Keats, B.W., & Bracker, J.S. (1988) . Toward a theory of 
small firm performance: A conceptual model. 
American Journal of Small Business. 41-58.

Kahn, J.A. , & Henderson, D .A. (1992). Location
preferences of family firms: Strategic decision 
making or "home sweet home"? Family Business 
Review. 4_, 271-282.

Keeley, M. (1980) . Organizational analogy: A comparison 
of organismic and social contract models. 
Administrative Science Quarterly. 25, 337-360.

Khan, M.R. , & Rocha, J.R. (1982) . Recurring managerial 
problems in small business. American Journal of 
Small Business. 7, 50-58.

Kepner, E. (1991) . The family and the firm: A
coevolutionary perspective. Family Business 
Review. 4, 445-461.

Kirchhoff , B .A., & Kirchhoff, J.J. (1987) . Family
contributions to productivity and profitability 
in small businesses. Journal of Small Business 
Management. 25. 25-31.

Kotey, B., & Meredith, G.G. (1997) . Relationships 
among owner/manager personal values, business 
strategies, and enterprise performance. Journal 
of Small Business Management. 35. 37-64.

Krause, D.S. (1988) . Corporate control. Journal of 
Political Economics. 73., 110-120.

Lansberg, I.S. (1983). Managing human resources in 
family firms r The problem of institutional 
ownership. Organizational Dynamics. 12., 3 9-46.

Lansberg, I. (1985). The success conspiracy: Mapping 
resistance to succession planning in first- 
generation family firms. Unpublished paper, Yale 
University.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Lawrence, P.R., & Lorsch, J.W. (1967). Organizations 
and environment: Managing differentation and 
integration. Boston: Graduate School of 
Business Administration, Harvard University.

Lee, M.S., Sc Rogoff, E.G. (1996). Research note: 
Comparison of small businesses with family 
participation versus small businesses without 
family participation: An investigation of 
differences in goals, attitudes, and family/ 
business conflict. Family Business Review.
9, 423-437.

Levinson, H. (1971). Conflicts that plague family 
business. Harvard Business Review. 49, 90-98.

Litz, R.A. (1995). The family firm: Toward
definitional clarity. Best paper proceedings:
55ch Annual Meeting of the Academy of 
Management. 100-104, Madison, WI: Omni Press.

Litz, R.A. (1997) . The family firm's exclusion from 
business school research: Explaining the void; 
Addressing the opportunity. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice. 21. 55-71.

Lyman, A.R. (1991). Customer service: Does family 
ownership make a difference? Family Business 
Review. 4., 303-324.

Maupin, R.J. (1987). Financial and stock market
variables as predictors of management buyouts. 
Strategic Management Journal. 8., 319-327.

McCain, G., & Smith, N. (1981). A contemporary model
of entrepreneurial style. Small Business Institute 
Review. Summer, 44.

McDaniel, S.W., & Kolari, J.W. (1987). Marketing 
strategy implications of the Miles and Snow 
strategic typology. Journal of Marketing. 51.
19-30 .

McKelvey, B. (1982) . Organizational svstematics.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

125

McWhinney, N. (1984) . The use of family systems theory 
and therapy in working with family-managed 
businesses. Paper presented at the meeting of the 
Western Academy of Management. Vancouver, B.C.

Miles, R.E., & Snow, C.C. (1978). Organizational 
strategy, structure, and process. New York: 
McGraw-Hill.

Miller, D. (1987). The structural and environmental 
correlates of business strategy. Strategic 
Management Jouma1. 8., 55-76.

Miller, D., Sc Friesen, P.H. (1977) . Strategy-
making in context: Ten empirical archetypes. 
Journal of Management Studies. 14, 253-280.

Miller, E.J., Sc Rice, A.K. (1967) . Systems of 
Organization. London: Tavistock.

Miller, E. & Rice, A.K. (1975) . Selections from Systems 
of Organization. In A.D. Coleman and W.H. Bexton 
(eds.), Group Relations Reader. Sausalito, CA:
GREX.

Mintzberg, H. , & Quinn, J.Q. (1991) . The strategy
process, concepts, contexts, and cases (second 
edition). Englewood Cliffs, N J : Prentice-Hall.

Murray, A.I. (1989). Top management group heterogeneity 
and firm performance. Strategic Management Journal. 
10, 125-141.

Namiki, N. (1989). Miles and Snow's typology of
strategy, perceived environmental uncertainty, and 
organizational performance. Akron Business and 
Economic Review. 20. 72-88.

Narva, R.L., & Dreux, D.R. (1996). What's in store for 
the family business market? Proceedings of the 
Cornell University Conference on the 
Entrepreneurial Family: Building Bridges. March 
17-19. New York.

Olson, P.D., Sc Bokor, D.W. (1995). Strategy process-
content interaction: Affects on growth performance 
in small, start-up firms. Journal of Small

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Business Management. 33. 34-43.

Parnell, J.A. , & Wright, P. (1993). Generic strategy 
and performance: An empirical test of the Miles 
and Snow typology. British Journal of Management.
4, 29-36.

Pearce, J.A., & Robinson, R.B.J. (1985). Strategic 
management: Strategy formulation and 
implementation. Homewood, IL: Irwin.

Pinder, C.C., & Moore, L.F. (1979). The resurrection of 
taxonomy to aid the development of middle range 
theories of organizational behavior. Administrative 
Science Quarterly. 24., 99-118.

Pitts, R.A. (1977). Strategies and structures for
diversification. Academy of Management Journal.
20, 197-206.

Porter, M.E. (1980) . Competitive strategy: Techniques 
for analyzing industries and competitors. New 
York: Free Press.

Porter, M.E. (1992). Capital disadvantages: America's
failing capital investment system. Harvard Business 
Review. 70. 65-82.

Rajagopalan, N. (1996). Strategic orientations,
incentive plan adoptions, and firm performance: 
Evidence from electric utility firms. Strategic 
Management Journal. 18. 761-785.

Riordan, D.A., & Riordan, M.P. (1993). Field theory: An 
alternative to systems theories in understanding 
the small family business. Journal of Small 
Business Management. 31. 67-78.

Robinson, R.B.Jr., & Pearce, J.A.II. (1988). Planned 
patterns of strategic behavior and their 
relationship to business-unit performance.
Strategic Management Journal. 9., 43-60.

Rue, L.W. , & Ibrahim, N.A. (1996) . The status of
planning in smaller family-owned businesses. Family 
Business Review. 9., 29-43.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

127

Schein, E.H. (1968) . Organizational socialization and
the profession of management. Industrial Management 
Review. 9., 1-15.

Schendel, D.E., & Hofer, C.W. (1979) . Strategic
management: A new view of business policy and 
planning. Boston: Little, Brown.

Shanker, M.C., & Astrachan, J.H. (1996). Myths and
realities: Family businesses' contribution to the 
U.S. economy-a framework for assessing family 
business statistics. Family Business Review. 9, 
107-119.

Sharma, P., Chrisman, J.J., & Chua, J.H. (1997).
Strategic management of the family business: Past 
research and future challenges. Family Business 
Review. 10., 1-35.

Shaver, K.G., & Scott, L.R. (1991). Person, process, 
choice: The psychology of new venture creation. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 16., 23-46.

Shortell, S.M., & Zajac, E.J. (1988) . Internal corporate 
joint ventures: Development processes and 
performance outcomes. Strategic Management Journal. 
9, 527-542.

Shortell, S.M., & Zajac, E.J. (1990) . Perceptual and 
archival measures of Miles and Snow's Strategic 
Types: A comprehensive assessment of reliability 
and validity. Academy of Management Journal. 33. 
817-832.

Shumpeter, J.A. (1934) . The theory of economic
development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press.

Singer, J., & Donoho, C. (1992). Strategic management 
planning for the successful family business.
Journal of Business and Entrepreneurship. 4.,
39-51.

Singh, J. (1986). Performance, slack and risk taking 
in organizational decision making. Academy of 
Management Journal. 29. 562-585.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

128

Smith, K.G., Guthrie, J.P., & Chen., M. (1986). Miles and 
Snow's typology of strategy, organizational size 
and organizational performance. Academy of 
Management Best Papers Proceeding. 46th Annual 
Meeting, Chicago, August 13-16, 45-49.

Smith, N.R. (1967) . The entrepreneur and his firm: The 
relationship between the type of man and type of 
company. East Lansing, MI: Michigan State 
University Press.

Smymios, K. , Tanewski, G., & Romano, C. (1998).
Development of a measure of the characteristics of 
family business. Family Business Review. 11.
49-60.

Sneath, P.H.A. , & Sokal, R.R. (1973) . Numerical
taxonomy. San Francisco: Freeman.

Snow, C.C., & Hambrick, D.C. (1980). Measuring
organizational strategies. Academy of Management 
Review. 5, 527-538.

Snow, C.C., & Hrebiniak, L.G. (1980). Strategy, 
distinctive competence, and organizational 
performance. Administrative Science Quarterly.
25., 317-336.

Stem, M.H. (1986) . Inside the familv-held business.
New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Stewart, W.H.Jr., Carland, J.C., & Carland, J.W. (1996). 
Empirically defining the entrepreneur. Journal of 
Business & Entrepreneurship. 8., 1-18.

Sturdivant, F.D., Ginter, J.L., & Sawyer, A.G. (1985). 
Managers' conservatism and corporate performance. 
Strategic Management Journal. 6., 17-38.

Swartz, S. (1989). The challenges of multidisciplinary 
consulting to family-owned businesses. Family 
Business Review. .2, 329-339.

Tagiuri, R., & Davis, J. (1996). Bivalent attributes of 
the family firm. Family Business Review. 9.,
199-208.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

129

Thomas, A.S., & Ramaswamy, JC. (1996) . Matching managers 
to strategy: Further tests of the Miles and Snow 
typology. British Journal of Management. 7.,
247-261.

Thompson, J.D. (1967). Organizations in action.
New York: McGraw-Hill.

Trostel, A.O., & Nichols, M.L. (1982) . Privately-
held and publicly-held companies: A comparison of 
strategic choices and management processes.
Academy of Management Journal. 25., 47-62.

Upton, N., & Seaman, S. (1991) . Keeping the family
business healthy. Working paper no. 211991. Baylor 
University.

Utterback, J.M. , & Abernathy, W. J. (1975) . A dynamic 
model of process and product innovation. OMEGA.
3, 639-656.

Uyterhoeven, H. , Ackerman, R. , & Rosenblum, J. (1977) . 
Strategy and organization: Text and cases in 
general management (revised edition). Homewood,
IL: Irwin.

Vancil, R.F. (1976). Strategy formulation in complex
organizations. Sloan Management Review. 17., 83-90.

Venkatraman, N., & Grant, J.H. (1986). Construct
measurement in organizational strategy research:
A critique and proposal. Academy of Management 
Review. 11. 71-87.

von Bertalanffy, L. (1968) . General systems theory:
Foundations, development, applications. (Rev. ed.).
New York: Braziller.

Wall, R.A. (1998) . An empirical investigation of the
production function of the family firm. Journal of 
Small Business Management. 36., 24-32.

Ward, J.L. (1987). Keeping the family business healthy: 
How to plan for continued growth, profitability. 
and family leadership. San Fransico: Jossey-Bass.

Ward, J.L. (1988). The special role of strategic

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

planning for family businesses. Family Business 
Review, 1., 105-117.

Ward, J.L., Sc Aronoff, C.E. (1990, January). To sell or 
not to sell. Nations Business. 78., 63-64.

Ward, J.L., Sc Handy, J.L. (1988) . A survey of board 
practices. Family Business Review. 1., 289-308.

Welsch, H.P., Sc Young, E.C. (1982). The information 
source selection decision: The role of 
entrepreneurial personality characteristics. 
Journal of Small Business Management. 20. 49-57.

Westhead, P., Sc Cowling, M. (1998) . Family firm
Research: The need for a methodological rethink. 
Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice. 23., 31-56.

White, R.E. (1986). Generic business strategies, 
organizational context and performance: An 
empirical investigation. Strategic Management 
Journal. 1_, 217-231.

White, R.E., Sc Hamermesh, R.G. (1981) . Toward a model of 
business unit performance: An integrative approach. 
Academy of Management Review. 6., 213-223.

Whiteside, M.F., & Brown, F.H. (1991). Drawbacks of a 
dual systems approach to family firms: Can we 
expand our thinking? Family Business Review.
4, 383-395.

Winter, M. , & Morris, E.W. (1996) . Family resource
management and family business: Coming together in 
theory and research. Proceedings of the Cornell 
University Conference on the Entrepreneurial 
Family: Building Bridges. March 17-19, New York.

Wortman, M.S.,Jr. (1994). Theoretical foundations for 
family-owned business: A conceptual and research- 
based paradigm. Family Business Review. 7., 3-27.

Wortman, M.S.,Jr. (1995). Critical issues in family
business: An international perspective of practice 
and research. Proceedings of the 4 0th International 
Council for Small Business Conference. Sydney,
New Castle, South Wales: NCP Publishing, University

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

of Newcastle.

Zahra, S.A., & Pearce, J.A.II (1990). Research evidence 
on the Miles-Snow typology. Journal of Management. 
16. 751-768.

Zemki, & Rramligner (1982) . Figuring things out: A 
trainers guide to needs and tasks analysis.
Addison Wesley.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

132

BIBILOGRAPHY

Abernathy, W.J., & Wayne, K. (1974). Limits of the 
learning curve. Harvard Business Review. 52, 
109-119.

Alcorn, P.B. (1982) . Success and survival in the
familv-owned business. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Alderfer, C.P. (1976). Change processes in organizations 
In M. Dunnatte (ed.), Handbook of Industrial and 
Organizational Psychology. New York: Rand McNally.

Alpar, P., Sc Spitzer, D. (1989) . Response behavior of 
entrepreneurs in a mail survey. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice. 14, 31-44.

Anderson, C.R., & Paine, F.T. (1975). Managerial
perceptions and strategic behavior. Academy of 
Management Journal. 18, 811-823 .

Anderson, C.R., & Zeithaml, C.P.(1984). Stages of the
product life cycle, business strategy, and business 
performance. Academy of Management Journal. 27,
5-24.

Ansoff, H.I. (1965). Corporate strategy. New York: 
McGraw-Hill.

Ansoff, H.I. (1979). Strategic management. New York: 
Wiley.

Armstrong, J.S., & Overton, T.S. (1977). Estimating 
non-response bias in mail surveys. Journal of 
Marketing Research. 14, 396-402.

Astrachan, J.H., & Kolenko, T.A. (1994). A neglected 
factor explaining family business success: Human 
resource practices. Family Business Review. 1_, 
251-262.

Bamberger, I. (1983). Value systems, strategies and 
performance of small and medium sized firms.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

International Small Business Journal. 1., 25-39.
Barnes, L.B., & Hershon, S.A. (1985) . Transferring

power in the family business. Harvard Business 
Review, 54, 105-114.

Barry, B. (1975) . The development of organization
structure in the family firm. Journal of General 
Management. 3., 42-60.

Baysinger, B.D., Meiners, R.E., & Zeithaml, C.P. (1981). 
Barriers to corporate growth. Lexington, MA: 
Lexington.

Baysinger, B.D., & Zardkoohi, A. (1986). Technology,
residual claimants, and corporate control. Journal 
of Law, Economics, and Organization. 2, 339-349.

Becker, B.M., & Tillman, F.A. (1978). The family owned 
business. Chicago: Commerce Clearing House Inc.

Beckhard, R. , Sc Dyer, W.G. (1983). Managing continuity 
in the family-owned business. Organizational 
Dynamics. 12. 5-12.

Beckhard, R., Sc Dyer, W.G. (1983). Managing change in 
the family firm-issues and strategies. Sloan 
Management Review. 24. 59-65.

Begley, T.M., & Boyd, D.P. (1986). Executive and
corporate correlates of financial performance in 
smaller firms. Journal of Small Business 
Management. 24. 8-15.

Benson, B., Crego, E.T., Sc Drucker, R.H. (1990).
Your family business: A success guide for growth 
and survival. Homewood, 111.: Dow Jones-Irwin.

Berman, J.A., Gordon, D.D., & Sussman, G. (1997).
A study to determine the benefits small business 
firms derive from sophisticated planning versus 
less sophisticated types of planning. The Journal 
of Business and Economic Studies. 3., 1-11.

Bird, B., & Jelinek, M. (1988). The operation of 
entrepreneurial intentions. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice. 13. 21-30.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Birley, S. (1987) . New ventures and employment growth. 
Journal of Business Venturing. 2, 155-165.

Birley, S., & Norbum, D. (1987) . Owners and managers: 
The Venture 100 versus the Fortune 500. Journal of 
Business Venturing. 2, 351-363.

Blau, P.M., Sc Scott, W.R. (1962). The structure of 
organizations. New York: Basic Books.

Boeker, W. (1989) . Strategic change: The effects of 
founding and history. Academy of Management 
Journal. 32., 489-515.

Boles, J.S. (1996) . Influences of work-family conflict 
on job satisfaction, life satisfaction, and 
quitting intentions among business owners: The 
case of family-operated businesses. Family Business 
Review. 9_, 61-74.

Bork, D. (1986). Family business, riskv business: How 
to make it work. New York: AMACOM.

Brockhaus, R.H., Jr. (1994). Entrepreneurship and family 
business research: Comparisons, critique, and 
lessons. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice.
19, 25-38.

Brown, F.H. (1991) . The family part of the family
business equation: New challenges for the future. 
Family Business Review. 4., 363-366.

Buzzell, R.D., Gale, B.T., & Sultan, R.G.M. (1975). 
Market share: A key to profitability. Harvard 
Business Review. 1, 97-106.

Bygrave, W.D., & Hofer, C.W. (1991). Theorizing about
entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice. 16. 13-22.

Calder, G.H. (1961). The peculiar problems of a family 
business. Business Horizons. 4., 93-102.

Cameron, K.S., & Whetten, D.A. (1983). Organizational 
effectiveness: A comparison of multiple models.
New York: Academic Press.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

135

Capon, N. , Hulbert, J.M., Farley, J.U., & Martin, L.E. 
(1988). Corporate diversity and economic 
performance: The impact of market specialization. 
Strategic Management Journal. 9., 61-74.

Capon, N., Farley, J.U. , & Hoenig, S. (1990) .
Determinants of financial performance: A meta
analysis. Management Science. 36., 1143-1159.

Carland, J.W., & Carland, J.C. (1997). Entrepreneurship: 
An American dream. Journal of Business & 
Entrepreneurship. 9, 33-45.

Carland, J.W. , Hoy, F., Boulton, W.R. , & Carland, J.C. 
(1984) . Differentiating entrepreneurs from small 
business owners: A conceptualization. Academy of 
Management Review. 9., 354-359.

Carland, J.W. , Hoy, F., & Carland, J.C. (1988) . Who is 
an entrepreneur? Is a question worth asking. 
American Journal of Small Business. 12. 33-39.

Caves, R.E., & Porter, M.E. (1977) . From entry barriers 
to mobility barriers: Conjectural decisions and 
contrived deterrence to new competition. Quarterly 
Journal of Economics. 91. 241-261.

Chaganti, R. , Chaganti, R., & Mahajan, V. (1989). 
Profitable small business strategies under 
different types of competition. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice. 13. 21-35.

Chakravarthy, B.S. (1981). Managing coal: A challenge 
in adaptation. Albany, NY: SUNY Press.

Chakravarthy, B.S. (1986). Measuring strategy
performance. Strategic Management Journal. 1_,
437-458.

Chandler, A.D. (1962). Strategy and structure.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Chaston, I., & Mangles, T. (1997). Core capabilities 
as predictors of growth potential in small 
manufacturing firms. Journal of Small Business 
Management. 35., 47-57.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

136

Chau, J.H., Sharma, P., & Chrisman, J.J. (1996) . 
Defining the family business as behavior. 
Proceedings of the Administrative Science 
Association of Canada. 1-8.

Chau, J.H., Chrisman, J.J., & Sharma, P. (1999) . 
Defining the family business by behavior. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 23. 19-37.

Child, J. (1974) . Management and organizational factors 
associated with company performance-part I .
Journal of Management Studies. 2, 175-189.

Child, J. (1975) . Management and organizational factors 
associated with company performance-part II.
Journal of Management Studies. 12, 12-27.

Churchill, N.C., & Hatten, K.J. (1987). Non-market- 
based transfers of wealth and power: A research 
framework for family businesses. American Journal 
of Small Business. 12. 53-66.

Cochran, P.L., & Wood, R.A. (1984). Corporate social
responsibility and financial performance. Academy 
of Management Journal. 27. 42-56.

Cohen, T., & Lindberg, R.A. (1974) . Survival and growth: 
Management strategies for the small firm. New York: 
AMACOM.

Capon, N. , Farley, J.U. , & Hoenig, S. (1990) .
Determinants of financial performance: A meta
analysis. Management Science. 36. 1143-1159.

Conant, J. S . , Mokwa, M . P . , & Varadara j an, P.R. (1990).
Strategic types, distinctive marketing competencies 
and organizational performance: A multiple measures 
based study. Strategic Management Journal. 11. 
365-383.

Covin, J.G. (1991) . Entrepreneurial versus conservative 
firms: A comparison of strategies and performance. 
Journal of Management Studies. 28. 439-462.

Covin, J.G., & Slevin, D.P. (1989). The strategic
management of small firms in hostile and benign

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

137

environments. Strategic Management Journal. 10., 
75-87.

Covin, T.J. (1994). Profiling preferences for employment 
in family owned firms. Family Business Review.
Z, 287-296.

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

Cromie, S., Stephenson, B., & Monteith, D. (1995).
The management of family firms: An empirical 
investigation. International Small Business 
Journal, 13., 11-34.

d 'Amboise, G., & Muldowney, M. (1988). Management 
theory for small business: Attempts and 
requirements. Academy of Management Review. 13., 
226-240.

deVisscher, F., & Bruel, M. (1994). The adolescence of 
the American family business. FBN Newsletter. 9_.

Daily, C.M., & Dalton, D.R. (1992). Financial 
performance of founder-manager versus 
professionally managed small corporations. Journal 
of Small Business Management. 30. 25-34.

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

Daily, C.M., & Dollinger, M.J. (1993). Alternative 
methodologies for identifying family-versus 
nonfamily-managed businesses. Journal of Small 
Business Management. 3., 79-90.

Daily, C.M., & Thompson, S.S. (1994). Ownership
structure, strategic posture, and firm growth:
An empirical examination. Family Business Review.
Z, 237-249.

Dannhaeuser, N. (1993) . The survival of family-operated 
firms under developed conditions: The case of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

138

Hassfurt, Germany. The Journal of Developing Areas. 
27. 307-328.

Davis, P. (1983) . Realizing the potential of the family 
business. Organizational Dynamics. 12. 47-56.

Davis, P., & Stem, D. (1988). Adaptation, survival,
and growth of the family business. Family Business 
Review. JL, 69-85.

Dess, G.G., & Davis, P.S. (1984). Porter's (1980)
generic strategies as determinants of strategic 
group membership and organizational performance. 
Academy of Management Journal. 27. 367-388.

Dess, G.G., & Robinson, R.B. (1984). Measuring
organizational performance in the absence of 
objective measures: The case of privately-held 
firm and conglomerate business unit. Strategic 
Management Journal. 5., 265-273 .

Donckels, R., & Frohlich, E. (1991). Are family
businesses really different? European experiences 
from STRATOS. Family Business Review. 4.,
149-160.

Donckels, R. , & Lambrecht, J. (1999) . The re-emergence 
of family-based enterprises in East Central 
Europe: What can be learned from family business 
research in the western world. Family Business 
Review. 12. 171-188.

Donnelly, R.G. (1964). The family business. Harvard 
Business Review. 4, 93-105.

Doty, H.D., Glick, W.H., & Huber, G.P. (1994). Fit, 
equifinality, and organizational effectiveness:
A test of two configurational theories. Academy of 
Management Journal. 36. 1196-1250.

Dreux, D.R. IV. (19 90) . Financing family business: 
Alternatives to selling out or going public.
Family Business Review. 3., 225-243.

Drozdow, N., & Carroll, V.P. (1997) . Tools for
strategy development in family firms. Sloan 
Management Revi ew. 39. 75-88.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

139

Dsouza, D.E. (1990). Strategy types and environmental 
correlates of strategy for high-growth firms:
An exploratory study. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Georgia State University.

Dunn, B. (1996) . Family enterprises in the UK: A 
special sector? Family Business Review. 9.,
139-156.

Dyer, W.G. (1986) . Cultural change in family firms: 
Anticipating and managing business and family 
transition. San Fransico: Jossey-Bass.

Dyer, W.G. (1989) . Integrating professional management 
into a family owned business. Family Business 
Review. 2, 221-235.

Dyer, W.G., & Handler, W. (1994) . Entrepreneurship and 
family business: Exploring the connections. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 19. 71-83.

Dyer, W.G., & Sanchez, M. (1998). Current state of
family business theory and practice as reflected 
in Family Business Review 1988-1997. Family 
Business Review. 11. 287-295.

Evan, W.M. (1976) . Organization theory and
organizational effectiveness: An explorating 
analysis. Organization and Administration Sciences. 
7, 15-28.

Etzioni, A. (1961). A comparative analysis of complex 
organizations. New York: Free Press.

Fahey, L., & Christensen, H.K. (1986). Evaluating 
research on strategy content. Journal of 
Management. 12., 167-183.

Fama, E.F. (1980) . Agency problems and the theory of 
the firm. Journal of Political Economics. 88. 
288-307.

Fama, E.F., & Jensen, M.C. (1983) . Agency problems 
and residual claims. Journal of Law and 
Economics. 26., 327-349.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Fiegener, M.K., Brown, B.M., Prince, R.A., & File,
K.M. (1994). A comparison of successor development 
in family and nonfamily businesses. Family Business 
Review. 7, 313-329.

Flamholz, E.G. (1986). How to make the transition 
from an entrepreneurship to a professionally 
managed firm. San Fransico: Jossey-Bass.

Friedman, M., & Friedman, S. (1994). How to run a 
family business. Cincinnati, Ohio: Better 
Way Books.

Friedman, S.D. (1991). Sibling relationships and
intergenerational succession in family firms.
Family Business Review. 4, 3-20.

Gadenne, D. (1998). Critical success factors for
small business: An inter-industry comparison. 
International Small Business Journal. 17.
36-56.

Galbraith, C., & Schendel, D. (1983) . An empirical
analysis of strategy types. Strategic Management 
Journal. 4, 153-173.

Gallo, M. (1993). Unpublished research presented to
Loyola University Chicago Family Business Forum, 
IESE, Barcelona, Spain.

Gartner, W.B. (1988). Who is an entrepreneur? Is the
wrong question. American Journal of Small Business. 
13, 11-32.

Gartner, W.B. (1990). What are we talking about when we 
talk about entrepreneurship? Journal of Business 
Ventu. :no. 5., 15-28.

Ghorpade, J. (1970). Assessment of organization 
effectiveness. Santa Monica, CA: Goodyear.

Glueck, W.F. (1980). Business policy and strategic 
management. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Ginsberg, A. (1984). Operationalizing organizational 
strategy: Towards an integrative framework.
Academy of Management Review. 9_, 548-557.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Goodman, P.S. (1979). Organizational effectiveness as 
a decision making process. Paper presented at the 
3 9th Annual Meetings of the Academy of Management. 
Atlanta.

Goodman, P.S., Sc Pennings, J.M. (1977) . New perspectives 
on organizational effectiveness. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass.

Gudmundson, D., Hartman, E.A., & Tower, C.B. (1999).
Strategic orientation: Differences between family 
and nonfamily firms. Family Business Review.
12, 27-39.

Hambrick, D.C. (1980). Operationalizing the concept of 
business-level strategy in research. Academy of 
Management Review. 5., 567-575.

Hambrick, D.C. (1981). Strategic awareness within top 
management teams. Strategic Management Journal.
2, 263-279.

Hambrick, D.C. (1982). Environmental scanning and 
organizational strategy. Strategic Management 
Journal. 3., 159-174.

Hambrick, D.C. (1983) . Some tests of the effectiveness 
and functional attributes of Miles and Snow's 
strategic types. Academy of Management Journal.
26. 5-26.

Hambrick, D.C. (1983). An empirical typology of mature 
industrial-product environments. Academy of 
Management Journal. 26., 213-230.

Hambrick, D.C. (1983) . High profit strategies in mature 
capital goods industries: A contingency approach. 
Academy of Management Journal. 26, 687-707.

Hambrick, D.C. (1984). Taxonomic approaches to studying 
strategy: Some conceptual and methodological 
issues. Journal of Management. 10. 27-41.

Hambrick, D.C., MacMillan, I.C., & Day, D.L. (1982). 
Strategic attributes and performance in the BCG 
matrix: A PIMS-based analysis of industrial product

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

businesses. Academy of Management Journal . 25., 
510-531.

Hambrick, D.C., & Schecter, S.M. (1983). Turnaround 
strategies for mature industrial product 
businesses. Academy of Management Journal. 26. 
231-248 .

Handler, W.C. (1988). Conducting empirical research 
in family firms: Five methodological messages. 
Proceedings. 1988 Annual Meeting. International 
Council for Small Business. 146-152. Marietta,
GA.: School of Business, Kennesaw College.

Handler, W.C. (1989). Methodological issues and
considerations in studying family businesses. 
Family Business Review. 2., 257-276.

Handler, W.C., & Kram, K.E. (1988) . Succession in
family firms: The problem of resistance. Family 
Business Review. 1, 361-381.

Hannan, M.T., & Freeman, J. (1977). The population 
ecology of organization. American Journal of 
Sociology. 82. 929-964.

Harrigan, K.R. (1984). Research methodologies for 
contingency approaches to business strategy. 
Academy of Management Review. 8., 398-405.

Harris, D., Martinez, J.I., & Ward, J.L. (1994) . Is
strategy different for the family-owned business? 
Family Business Review. 1_, 159-174.

Hatten, K.J., Schendel, D.E., & Cooper, A.C. (1978) .
A strategic model of the U.S. brewing industry: 
1952-1971. Academy of Management Journal. 21. 
592-610.

Henderson, B.D. (1970). Perspectives on the product 
portfolio. Boston, MA: Boston Consulting Group.

Hershon, S. (1975). Inside the family-held business. New 
York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Hill, C.W.L., Sc Snell, S.A. (1989) . Effects of ownership 
structure and control on corporate productivity.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

143

Academy of Management Journal. 32. 25-46.

Hitt, M.A., Ireland, R.D., & Palia, K.A. (1982).
Industrial firms' grand strategy and functional 
importance: Moderating affects of technology and 
uncertainty. Academy of Management Journal. 25. 
265-298.

Hofer, C.W. (1975) . Toward a contingency theory of
business strategy. Academy of Management Journal. 
18, 784-810.

Hofer, C.W., &= Schendel, D. (1978). Strategy
formulation: Analytical concepts. St. Paul,
MN. : West.

Hollander, B. (1984) . Toward a model for family-owned 
business. Paper presented at the meeting of the 
Academy of Management. Boston.

Hollander, B.S., Sc Elman, N.S. (1988). Family-owned
businesses: An emerging field of inquiry. Family 
Business Review. 1., 16-21.

Hornaday, R.W., & Wheatley, W.J. (1986). Managerial
characteristics and the financial performance of 
small business. Journal of Small Business 
Management. 24., 1-7.

Hoy, F., Sc Verser, T.G. (1994) . Emerging business,
emerging field: Entrepreneurship and the family 
firm. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 19,
9-23 .

James, W.L., Sc Hatten, K.J. (1994). Evaluating the
performance affects of Miles' and Snow strategic 
archetypes in banking, 1983 to 1987: Big or small? 
Journal of Business Research. 31, 145-154.

James, W.L., & Hatten, K.J. (1995). Research notes and
communications: Further evidence on the validity of 
the self typing paragraph approach: Miles and Snow 
strategic archetypes in banking. Strategic 
Management Journal. 16. 161-168.

Jauch, L.R., Sc Osborn, R.N. (1981). Toward an integrated 
theory of strategy. Academy of Management Review.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

144

6. 491-498.
Jensen, M.C., & Meckling, W.H. (1976) . Theory of the 

firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs, and 
ownership structure. Journal of Financial 
Economics. 3., 305-360.

Kahn, J.A., & Henderson, D.A. (1992). Location
preferences of family firms: Strategic decision 
making or "home sweet home"? Family Business 
Review. 4., 271-282.

Keats, B.W., & Bracker, J.S. (1988) . Toward a theory of 
small firm performance: A conceptual model. 
American Journal of Small Business. 41-58.

Keeley, M. (1980) . Organizational analogy: A comparison 
of organismic and social contract models. 
Administrative Science Quarterly. 25., 337-360.

Kepner, E. (1983) . The family and the firm: A
co-evolutionary perspective. Organizational 
Dynamics. 12., 57-70.

Kepner, E. (1991) . The family and the firm: A
coevolutionary perspective. Family Business 
Review. 4., 445-461.

Khan, M.R. , & Rocha, J.R. (1982) . Recurring managerial 
problems in small business. American Journal of 
Small Business. 7., 50-58.

Kirchhoff, B.A., & Kirchhoff, J.J. (1987) . Family
contributions to productivity and profitability 
in small businesses. Journal of Small Business 
Management. 25. 25-31.

Kotey, B., & Meredith, G.G. (1997). Relationships 
among owner/manager personal values, business 
strategies, and enterprise performance. Journal 
of Small Business Management. 35., 37-64.

Krause, D.S. (1988) . Corporate control. Journal of 
Political Economics. 73., 110-120.

Lansberg, I. (1988) . The succession conspiracy. Family 
Business Review. 1, 119-143.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Lansberg, I.S. (1983) . Managing human resources in 
family firms: The problem of institutional 
ownership. Organizational Dynamics. 12., 3 9-46.

Lansberg, I. (1985) . The success conspiracy: Mapping 
resistance to succession planning in first- 
generation family firms. Unpublished paper, Yale 
University.

Lansberg, I., Perrow, E.L., & Rogolsky, S. (1988). 
Family business as an emerging field. Family 
Business Review. 1, 1-8.

Lawrence, P.R., & Lorsch, J.W. (1967) . Oraanizations 
and environment: Managing differentation and 
integration. Boston: Graduate School of 
Business Administration, Harvard University.

Lee, M.S., & Rogoff, E.G. (1996). Research note: 
Comparison of small businesses with family 
participation versus small businesses without 
family participation: An investigation of 
differences in goals, attitudes, and family/ 
business conflict. Family Business Review.
9, 423-437.

Lenz, R.T. (1981). Determinants of organizational 
performance: An interdisciplinary review. 
Strategic Management Journal. 2, 131-154.

Levinson, H. (1971) . Conflicts that plague family 
business. Harvard Business Review. 49., 90-98.

Litz, R.A. (1995). The family firm: Toward
definitional clarity. Best paper proceedings:
55th Annual Meeting of the Academy of 
Management. 10 0-104, Madison, WI: Omni Press.

Litz, R.A. (1997). The family firm's exclusion from 
business school research: Explaining the void; 
Addressing the opportunity. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice. 21. 55-71.

Lyman, A.R. (1991) . Customer service: Does family 
ownership make a difference? Family Business 
Review. 4., 303-324.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

146

Maupin, R.J. (1987) . Financial and stock market
variables as predictors of management buyouts. 
Strategic Management Journal. 8., 319-327.

McCain, G. , & Smith, N. (1981) . A contemporary model
of entrepreneurial style. Small Business Institute 
Review. Summer, 44.

McCollum, M.E. (1988). Integration in the family
firm: When the family system replaces controls 
and culture. Family Business Review. 1.,
399-417.

McCollum, M.E. (1990) . Problems and prospects in
clinical research of family firms. Family Business 
Review. 3., 245-262.

McDaniel, S.W., & Kolari, J.W. (1987) . Marketing 
strategy implications of the Miles and Snow 
strategic typology. Journal of Marketing. 51,
19-30.

McKelvey, B. (1982) . Organizational svstematics.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

McWhinney, N. (1984) . The use of family systems theory 
and therapy in working with family-managed 
businesses. Paper presented at the meeting of the 
Western Academy of Management. Vancouver, B.C.

Merz, G.R., Sc Sauber, M.H. (1995). Profiles of
managerial activities in small firms. Strategic 
Management Journal. 16., 551-564.

Miles, R.E., Sc Snow, C.C. (1978). Organizational 
strategy, structure, and process . New York: 
McGraw-Hill.

Miles, R.H. (1982) . Coffin nails and corporate
strategy. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Miller, D. (1987) . The structural and environmental 
correlates of business strategy. Strategic 
Management Journal. 8., 55-76.

Miller, D., & Friesen, P.H. (1977) . Strategy-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

making in context: Ten empirical archetypes. 
Journal of Management Studies. 14., 253-280.

Miller, D., Sc Friesen, P.H. (1978) . Archetypes of 
strategy formulation. Management Science. 24., 
921-933.

Miller, D., & Friesen, P.H. (1980) . Archetypes of 
organizational transition. Administrative 
Science Quarterly. 25., 268-299.

Miller, E.J., Sc Rice, A.K. (1967) . Systems of 
Oraanization. London: Tavistock.

Miller, E. Sc Rice, A.K. (1975) . Selections from Systems 
of Organization. In A.D. Coleman and W.H. Bexton 
(eds.), Group Relations Reader. Sausalito, CA:
GREX.

Milton, D.G. (1989). The complete entrepreneur.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 13. 9-20.

Mintzberg, H. , Sc Quinn, J.Q. (1991) . The strategy
process, concepts, contexts, and cases (second 
edition) . Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Murray, A.I. (1989). Top management group heterogeneity 
and firm performance. Strategic Management Journal. 
10. 125-141.

Namiki, N. (1989). Miles and Snow's typology of
strategy, perceived environmental uncertainty, and 
organizational performance. Akron Business and 
Economic Review. 20., 72-88.

Narva, R.L., & Dreux, D.R. (1996) . What's in store for 
the family business market? Proceedings of the 
Cornell University Conference on the 
Entrepreneurial Family: Building Bridges. March 
17-19. New York.

Olson, P.D., Sc Bokor, D.W. (1995) . Strategy process-
content interaction: Affects on growth performance 
in small, start-up firms. Journal of Small 
Business Management. 33, 34-43.

Paine, F.T., & Anderson, C.R. (1983) . Strategic

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

management. Hinsdale, IL: Dryden.

Parnell, J.A., & Wright, P. (1993). Generic strategy 
and performance: An empirical test of the Miles 
and Snow typology. British Journal of Management.
4, 29-36.

Pearce, J.A., Sc Robinson, R.B.J. (1985). Strategic 
management: Strategy formulation and 
implementation. Homewood, IL: Irwin.

Peterson, R.A., Albaum, G., Sc Kozmetsky, G. (1986).
The public's definition of small business. Journal 
of Small Business Management. 24., 63-68.

Pinder, C.C. , Sc Moore, L.F. (1979) . The resurrection of 
taxonomy to aid the development of middle range 
theories of organizational behavior. Administrative 
Science Quarterly. 24., 99-118.

Pitts, R.A. (1977). Strategies and structures for
diversification. Academy of Management Journal.
20, 197-206.

Pitts, R.A. , Sc Hopkins, H.D. (1982) . Firm diversity: 
Conceptualization and measurement. Academy of 
Management Review. 1_, 620-629.

Porter, M.E. (1980). Competitive strategy: Techniques 
for analyzing industries and competitors. New 
York: Free Press.

Porter, M.E. (1985). Competitive advantage. New York: 
Free Press.

Porter, M.E. (1992). Capital disadvantages: America's
failing capital investment system. Harvard Business 
Review. 70. 65-82.

Rajagopalan, N. (1996) . Strategic orientations,
incentive plan adoptions, and firm performance: 
Evidence from electric utility firms. Strategic 
Management Journal. 18., 761-785.

Riordan, D.A., Sc Riordan, M.P. (1993). Field theory: An 
alternative to systems theories in understanding 
the small family business. Journal of Small

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

149

Business Management. 31. 67-78.
Robinson, R.B.Jr., & Pearce, J.A.II. (1988). Planned 

patterns of strategic behavior and their 
relationship to business-unit performance.
Strategic Management Journal. 9., 43-60.

Rosenblatt, P.C., de Mik, L., Anderson, R.M. , & Johnson, 
P.A. (1985). The family in business: Understanding 
and dealing with the challenges entrepreneurial 
families face. San Fransico: Jossey-Bass.

Rue, L.w., Sc Ibrahim, N.A. (1996) . The status of
planning in smaller family-owned businesses. Family 
Business Review. 9., 29-43.

Schein, E.H. (1968). Organizational socialization and
the profession of management. Industrial Management 
Review. 9., 1-15.

Schein, E. (1994) . Commentary: What is an entrepreneur? 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 19., 87-88.

Schendel, D.E., & Hofer, C.W. (1979). Strategic
management: A new view of business policy and 
planning. Boston: Little, Brown.

Scott, W.R. (1981). Organizations: rational, natural. 
and open systems. Englewood Cliffs, N J : Prentice 
Hall.

Segal, M. (1974). Organization and environment: A
typology of adaptability and structure. Public 
Administration Review. 35. 212-220.

Segev, E. (1989). A systematic comparative analysis 
and synthesis of two business level strategic 
typologies. Strategic Management Journal. 10. 
487-504 .

Shanker, M.C., & Astrachan, J.H. (1996). Myths and
realities: Family businesses' contribution to the 
U.S. economy-a framework for assessing family 
business statistics. Family Business Review. 9., 
107-119.

Sharma, P., Chrisman, J.J., & Chua, J.H. (1997).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Strategic management of the family business: Past 
research and future challenges. Family Business 
Review. 10. 1-35.

Shaver, K.G., & Scott, L.R. (1991). Person, process, 
choice: The psychology of new venture creation. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. 16. 23-46.

Shortell, S.M., & Zajac, E.J. (1988). Internal corporate 
joint ventures: Development processes and 
performance outcomes. Strategic Management Journal. 
9, 527-542.

Shortell, S.M., & Zajac, E.J. (1990). Perceptual and 
archival measures of Miles and Snow's Strategic 
Types: A comprehensive assessment of reliability 
and validity. Academy of Management Journal. 33., 
817-832.

Shuman, J.C., Shaw, J.J., & Sussman, G. (19 85).
Strategic planning in smaller rapid growth 
companies. Long Range Planning. 18., 48-53.

Shumpeter, J.A. (1934) . The theory of economic
development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press.

Singer, J., & Donoho, C. (1992). Strategic management 
planning for the successful family business.
Journal of Business and Entrepreneurship. 4,
39-51.

Singh, J. (1986). Performance, slack and risk taking 
in organizational decision making. Academy of 
Management Journal. 29. 562-585.

Smith, K.G., Guthrie, J.P., & Chen, M. (1986) . Miles and 
Snow's typology of strategy, organizational size 
and organizational performance. Academy of 
Management Best Papers Proceeding. 46ch Annual 
Meeting, Chicago, August 13-16, 45-49.

Smith, N.R. (1967) . The entrepreneur and his firm: The 
relationship between the type of man and type of 
company. East Lansing, MI: Michigan State 
University Press.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

151

Smymios, K. , Tanewski, G., & Romano, C. (1998).
Development of a measure of the characteristics of 
family business. Family Business Review. 11.
49-60.

Sneath, P.H.A., & Sokal, R.R. (1973). Numerical 
taxonomy. San Francisco: Freeman.

Snow, C.C., & Hambrick, D.C. (1980) . Measuring
organizational strategies: Some theoretical and 
methodological problems. Academy of Management 
Review. 5., 527-538.

Snow, C.C., & Hrebiniak, L.G. (1980). Strategy, 
distinctive competence, and organizational 
performance. Administrative Science Quarterly.
25. 317-336.

Spray, S.L. (1976) . Organizational effectiveness:
Theory, research and application. Kent, OH:
Kent State University Press.

Steers, R.M. (1977). Organizational effectiveness:
A behavioral view. Santa Monica, CA: Goodyear.

Stern, M.H. (1986) . Inside the familv-held business.
New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Stewart, W.H.Jr., Carland, J.C., & Carland, J.W. (1996) . 
Empirically defining the entrepreneur. Journal of 
Business & Entrepreneurship. 8., 1-18.

Sturdivant, F.D., Ginter, J.L., & Sawyer, A.G. (1985). 
Managers' conservatism and corporate performance. 
Strategic Management Journal. 6., 17-38.

Swartz, S. (1989) . The challenges of multidisciplinary 
consulting to family-owned businesses. Family 
Business Review. 2_, 329-339.

Tagiuri, R. , & Davis, J. (1996). Bivalent attributes of 
the family firm. Family Business Review. .9,
199-208.

The state of small business: A report of the president.
(1996). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

Thomas, A. S., & Ramaswamy, K. (1996). Matching managers 
to strategy: Further tests of the Miles and Snow 
typology. British Journal of Management. 1_,
247-261.

Thompson, J.D. (1967). Organizations in action.
New York: McGraw-Hill.

Thorelli, H. (1977). Organizational theory: An
ecological view. In H. Thorelli (ed.) Strategy +• 
structure = performance: the strategic planning 
imperative. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University 
Press.

Trostel, A.O., & Nichols, M.L. (1982). Privately-
held and publicly-held companies: A comparison of 
strategic choices and management processes.
Academy of Management Journal. 25., 47-62.

Upton, N., & Seaman, S. (1991). Keeping the family
business healthy. Working paper no. 211991. Baylor 
University.

Utterback, J.M. , & Abernathy, W.J. (1975) . A dynamic 
model of process and product innovation. OMEGA.
3, 639-656.

Uyterhoeven, H. , Ackerman, R. , & Rosenblum, J. (1977) . 
Strategy and organization: text and cases in 
general management (revised edition). Homewood,
IL: Irwin.

Vancil, R.F. (1976). Strategy formulation in complex
organizations. Sloan Management Review. 17. 83-90.

Venkatraman, N. , & Grant, J.H. (1986) . Construct
measurement in organizational strategy research:
A critique and proposa. Academy of Management 
Review. 11. 71-87.

von Bertalanffy, L. (1968). General systems theory:
Foundations, development, applications. (Rev. ed.). 
New York: Braziller.

Wall, R.A. (1998) . An empirical investigation of the
production function of the family firm. Journal of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

153

Small Business Management. 36. 24-32.
Ward, J.L. (1987). Keeping the family business healthy: 

How to plan for continued growth, profitability. 
and family leadership. San Fransico: Jossey-Bass.

Ward, J.L. (1988). The special role of strategic
planning for family businesses. Family Business 
Review. 1., 105-117.

Ward, J.L., & Aronoff, C.E. (1990, January). To sell or 
not to sell. Nations Business. 78. 63-64.

Ward, J.L., Sc Handy, J.L. (1988) . A survey of board 
practices. Family Business Review. 1, 289-308.

Welsch, H.P., & Young, E.C. (1982). The information 
source selection decision: The role of 
entrepreneurial personality characteristics. 
Journal of Small Business Management. 20. 49-57.

Westhead, P., & Cowling, M. (1998). Family firm
Research: The need for a methodological rethink. 
Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice. 23. 31-56.

Whisler, T.L. (1988). The role of the board in the
threshold firm. Family Business Review. .1, 309- 
321.

White, R.E. (1986). Generic business strategies, 
organizational context and performance: An 
empirical investigation. Strategic Management 
Journal. 7, 217-231.

White, R.E., & Hamermesh, R.G. (1981). Toward a model of 
business unit performance: An integrative approach. 
Academy of Management Review. 6, 213-223.

Whiteside, M.F., & Brown, F.H. (1991). Drawbacks of a 
dual systems approach to family firms: Can we 
expand our thinking? Family Business Review.
4, 383-395.

Winter, M., Fitzgerald, M.A., Heck, R.K.Z., Haynes,
G.W., & Danes, S.M. (1998). Revisiting the study 
of family businesses: Methodological challenges, 
dilemmas, and alternative approaches. Family

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

154

Business Review. 11. 239-252.
Winter, M. , & Morris, E.W. (1996) . Family resource

management and family business: Coming together in 
theory and research. Proceedings of the Cornell 
University Conference on the Entrepreneurial 
Family: Building Bridges. March 17-19, New York.

Wissema, J.G., Van der Pol, H.W., & Messer, H.M. (1980). 
Strategic management archetypes. Strategic 
Management Journal. 1, 37-47.

Wortman, M.S.,Jr. (1994). Theoretical foundations for 
family-owned business: A conceptual and research- 
based paradigm. Family Business Review. 1_, 3-27.

Wortman, M.S.,Jr. (1995) . Critical issues in family
business: An international perspective of practice 
and research. Proceedings of the 40th International 
Council for Small Business Conference. Sydney,
New Castle, South Wales: NCP Publishing, University 
of Newcastle.

Zahra, S.A., & Pearce, J.A.II (1990). Research evidence 
on the Miles-Snow typology. Journal of Management. 
16. 751-768.

Zajac, E.J. (1990). CEO selection, succession,
compensation, and firm performance: A theoretical 
integration and empirical analysis. Strategic 
Management Journal. 11. 217-230.

Zajac, E., & Shortell, S.M. (1989). Changing generic
strategies: Likelihood, direction, and performance 
implications. Strategic Management Journal. 10., 
413-430.

Zammuto, R.F. (1982). Assessing organizational
effectiveness: Systems, change, adaptation, and 
strategy. Albany, NY: SUNY-Albany Press.

Zeithamel, C.P., & Fry, L.W. (1984). Contextual and
strategic differences among mature business in four 
dynamic performance situations. Academy of 
Management Journal. 27. 841-860.

Zemki, & Kramligner (1982) . Figuring things out: A

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

155

trainers craide to needs and tasks analysis. 
Addison Wesley.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.


