Technological innovation and Socioemotional wealth in family firm

research: literature review and proposal of a conceptual framework

Abstract

Purpose - There are currently two issues that generate growing interest among specialized
scholars within the family business field: technological innovation and socioemotional wealth.
While it is true that both topics are highly popular among researchers, the joint study of both
perspectives is scarce. Thus, the aim of this paper is to analyse the interrelationships between

technological innovation (TI) and socioemotional wealth (SEW) in the context of family firms.

Design/methodology/approach - This literature review systematically analyses the findings of
25 journal articles focusing on TT and SEW, published between 2012 and 2018.

Findings - The findings reveal an integrative approach, identifying different variables that
relate TI and SEW. A conceptual framework is built in which these variables are incorporated
into four categories (SEW, TI, moderating effects and performance). New lines of research

emerge with the development of a conceptual model and the formulation of 6 propositions.

Practical implications — The conceptual framework can be useful as integrative summary of
the factors that family business managers and directors should take into account to be successful

in implementing innovative projects and strategies.

Originality/value — The study of TI from the SEW approach has emerged as a fruitful field of
research in recent years, but the current knowledge of the role that SEW plays in family firms’
Tl s still scarce. This paper contributes to the family business literature by offering a conceptual
framework of the SEW-TI relationship and new research avenues that will provide a better

comprehension for scholars and specialists for future investigations in the field.

Keywords: Technological innovation, Socioemotional Wealth, Family business, Literature

review.

1. INTRODUCTION



Technological Innovation (hereafter, TI) can be defined as the set of activities through which a
firm conceives, designs, manufactures, and introduces a new product, technology, system, or
technique (Freeman, 1976). TI has broadly aroused the interest of many scholars in recent years,
emerging as a dominant perspective in business research (De Massis, Frattini, & Lichtenthaler,
2013). Several authors (e.g. Chrisman & Patel, 2012; Cruz-Cazares, Bayona-Saez, & Garcia-
Marco, 2013; Diéguez-Soto, Manzaneque, & Rojo-Ramirez, 2016) have conducted various

studies on how TI affects firms’ performance, and specifically, family businesses’ performance.

A theoretical approach of great importance among family firm researchers is that related to
Socioemotional Wealth (henceforth, SEW) (Berrone, Cruz, & Gomez-Mejia, 2012; Goémez-
Mejia, Haynes, Nufez-Nickel, Jacobson, & Moyano-Fuentes, 2007; Martinez Romero & Rojo
Ramirez, 2016). The SEW approach is considered the most potential dominant paradigm in the
family business field (Berrone et al., 2012). SEW has been conceptualized as the set of specific,
exclusive and intrinsic characteristics that family businesses present and which makes them

behave differently than their non-family counterparts (Berrone et al., 2012).

In spite of the recent advances within the family business field, and despite the importance of
both TI and SEW, there is still a lack of understanding on the interrelationships among them.
On the one hand, with regard to TI, aspects such as innovation inputs, i.e. R&D investments
(Block, 2012; David, Hitt, & Gimeno, 2001; Munari, Oriani, & Sobrero, 2010), outputs and
innovative activities (De Massis, Di Minin, & Frattini, 2015; De Massis et al., 2013; Rod, 2016),
determinants and dimensions of innovation (Padilla-Meléndez, Dieguez-Soto, & Garrido-
Moreno, 2015) have been analysed. On the other hand, in the case of SEW, attention has been
focused on aspects such SEW dimensions (Berrone et al., 2012), SEW levels (Li & Daspit,
2016; Miller, Wright, Le Breton-Miller, & Scholes, 2015), its relation with emotional value

(Astrachan & Jaskiewicz, 2008; Martinez Romero & Rojo Ramirez, 2016) and even its role as



a moderating variable (Schepers, Voordeckers, Steijvers, & Laveren, 2014; Vandekerkhof,

Steijvers, Hendriks, & Voordeckers, 2015).

Notwithstanding the growing number of articles devoted to TI and SEW, there are not many of
them that jointly analyse these two issues. Moreover, there are few authors who have collected
information on how SEW interacts with TI, revealing controversial results (Chrisman & Patel,
2012; Diéguez-Soto et al., 2016; Kammerlander & Ganter, 2015). Hence, the purpose of this
study is to review the existing literature on jointly TI and SEW by addressing the following
research question: What factors or variables have a significant influence on the existing
relationship between SEW and TI? In order to provide a clearer picture, four categories of
variables have been recognized: SEW, TI, moderating effects and performance, which are

subsequently consolidated in a framework.

From a methodological perspective, this study uses a systematic literature review and oriented
research following the procedure recommended by Tranfield, Denyer and Smart (2003). This
paper must certify that the existing research is condensed in the most complete, rigorous and

transparent manner possible.

Thus, the present study offers two important contributions. First, to the best of the authors’
knowledge, this is the first paper that provides an integrative overview of the joint study of
SEW and TI in the family business field. Particularly, this study improves our comprehension
regarding the role SEW plays in family firms’ TI. In such a way, by adding insights from the
SEW approach, contemplated as the potential dominant paradigm in the family business field
(Berrone et al., 2012), to the TI research field, also considered an emerging dominant
perspective in business research (De Massis et al., 2013), we contribute to both, the family
business and the innovation knowledge areas. Second, by synthesizing existing research, we
recognized and describe the main future research avenues in the field, emphasizing the most

discussed topics in previous studies and identifying research gaps based on them. This is
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particularly valuable to guide future research on TI based on the SEW perspective, which might
substantially contribute to the development of the field. Furthermore, we have opened up
numerous future directions in the field that will lead to a better understanding of the relationship

between SEW and TI.

The paper is structured as follows: first of all, a fundamental theoretical section is developed in
which the TIT and SEW approaches are individually analysed. Second, the methodology section
shows the procedure followed to conduct the review. Subsequently, an analysis of the
relationships between the identified variables is conducted, revealing a total of 6 propositions.
Then, a conceptual model is proposed offering a holistic view of the formulated propositions
and future research avenues. Finally, the limitations of this paper are explained and the potential

lines of research for future studies are discussed.

2. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

2.1. Technological Innovation in Family Businesses

Today, we live in a world where there is great competitiveness in the business network. Most
of the firms around the globe are SMEs and operate in an environment of uncertainty, where
the political and economic conditions are constantly changing. Family businesses represent a
large proportion of the business structure (Family Firm Institute, 2015; Instituto de la empresa
Familiar, 2015) and consequently, they are the ones that mainly bear all these difficulties.
However, over time family businesses have shown to be able to face all these problems with
the necessary guarantees to continue subsisting. One of the capacities that businesses need to

grow, evolve and reinvent themselves for the future is innovation.

TI is a fundamental determinant for economic growth meanwhile family businesses are

considered the most significant organizational forms in the world's economies (Diéguez-Soto
g g g



et al., 2016). In addition, family businesses make a substantial contribution to job creation and

to boosting the gross domestic product worldwide (Family Firm Institute, 2015).

Because of the abovementioned reasons, over the last years there has been a wave of studies
analysing TI in the context of family businesses (e.g. Chrisman & Patel, 2012; De Massis,
Audretsch, Uhlaner, & Kammerlander, 2018). However, the existing results are mixing and
consequently, a deeper understanding of the innovative behaviour of family businesses is
required (De Massis et al., 2013; Duran, Kammerlander, van Essen, & Zellweger, 2016; Fuetsch

& Suess-Reyes, 2017).

In this vein, to explain the peculiar innovative behaviour of family firms, Chrisman, Chua, De
Massis, Frattini, and Wright (2015) proposed the ability and willingness paradox. This paradox
states that family firms have superior ability (discretion to act) but lower willingness
(disposition to act) to perform TI than their non-family counterparts. De Massis, Kotlar, Chua
and Chrisman (2014) defined ability as the discretion of the family to direct, allocate, add to,
or dispose of a firm’s resources, while they define willingness as the favourable disposition of
the involved family to engage in distinctive behaviour. As ability and willingness are necessary
but individually insufficient conditions (De Massis et al., 2014), both are required for

innovation readiness (Holt & Daspit, 2015).

On the one hand, the family willingness to innovate is highly influenced by SEW considerations
(Berrone et al., 2012; Gomez-Mejia, Cruz, Berrone, & De Castro, 2011). The aversion to follow
investment strategies that would dilute the family’s control of the firm may reduce the
willingness to make such investments (Urbinati, Franzo, De Massis, & Frattini, 2017). Then, to
avoid losses of control, and thereby SEW constraints, family businesses invest less in R&D

than non-family businesses (Block, 2012; Chen & Hsu, 2009; Chrisman & Patel, 2012).



On the other hand, as stated above, family businesses are characterized by a greater ability to
pursue innovation as a result of their knowledge stocks, knowledge combination and their long-
term orientation (Patel & Fiet, 2011; R6d, 2016) in comparison to their non-family counterparts.
In this vein, family involvement is positively associated with long-term thrust (Cassia, De
Massis, & Pizzurno, 2011), which in turns leads to family members’ commitment to the firm,
influencing innovation outputs (Chirico & Salvato, 2016). Moreover, family businesses are
characterized by parsimony (Carney, 2005), which implies that family wealth is used to assure
resources efficiency. Furthermore, family businesses are endowed with even superior tacit
knowledge (Von Krogh, Ichijo, & Nonaka, 2000) and therefore, allow a more effective
leveraging of the firm’s unique resources and a more efficient conversion of R&D expenses
into TI (Diéguez-Soto et al., 2016). In short, family business have a greater ability to transform

innovation inputs into innovation outputs (Duran et al., 2016).

Although the ability and willingness paradox is a powerful framework to explain the
heterogeneous innovation behaviour of family firms (Hauck & Priigl, 2015), there are still
controversial suggestions on how noneconomic goals, and specifically SEW, drive innovation

management (Fitz-Koch & Nordqvist, 2017; Li & Daspit, 2016; Padilla-Meléndez et al., 2015).
2.2. Socioemotional Wealth

Businesses usually face decisions that are measured in terms of financial wealth. However,
recent studies (e.g. Berrone et al, 2012; Martinez Romero & Rojo Ramirez, 2017;
Vandekerkhof et al., 2015), suggest that family businesses have other non-purely economic

objectives that could distort their financial goals (Chrisman & Patel, 2012).

Due to the overlap between firm and family values (Goémez-Mejia et al., 2011; Klein,
Astrachan, & Smyrnios, 2005), some authors have focused on the emotional endowments of

family firms, constituting a new research stream known as Socioemotional Wealth (SEW)



(Berrone et al., 2012; Gomez-Mejia et al., 2007). This relatively new approach suggests that
family businesses would be willing to lose some of their financial wealth in order to preserve

non-financial or emotional wealth (e.g. family control, influence, succession, or blood ties).

Berrone et al. (2012) described SEW as the most important differentiator of family businesses.
These authors considered that SEW determines the distinctive behaviour of these firms.
Although there is currently no universally accepted definition of this concept (Martinez-
Romero & Rojo-Ramirez, 2016), for the purposes of this study, SEW is defined as the non-
financial aspects of the firm that meet the family’s affective needs, such as identity, the ability
to exercise family influence, and the perpetuation of the family dynasty (Gomez-Mejia et al.,

2007).

Gomez-Mejia et al. (2007) described how family owners make strategic decisions with the
ultimate intention of preserving their SEW. These authors accepted that family businesses,
paradoxically, could be both risk willing and risk adverse at the same time, depending on two
types of risk: performance hazard risk and venturing risk. Gémez-Mejia and colleagues
empirically evidenced that family businesses will make riskier decisions if they contribute to
the preservation of their SEW. Furthermore, they identified SEW in family firms in a variety
of related forms, such as perpetuating family name, values, control, and employment; need for
belonging, affect, and intimacy; preservation of family firm social capital; ability to exercise
authority; preservation of the family dynasty; continuous with the family lifestyle; and, the
fulfilment of family obligations based on blood ties rather than on strict criteria of competence

and the opportunity to be altruistic to family members.

Likewise, Gémez-Mejia, Makri, and Kintana (2010) empirically demonstrated that to avoid
control losses, family businesses tend to diversify less than their non-family counterparts. The
authors showed that diversification reduces SEW and therefore, the influence that the family

exerts on the family business. In a similar vein, Zellweger, Kellermanns, Chrisman, and Chua
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(2011) showed that family businesses take decisions based on emotional aspects instead of pure
financial criteria. Moreover, Vandekerkhof et al. (2015) evidenced that SEW and emotional

considerations outweight purely financial criteria in family businesses’ decisions.

The research conducted by Berrone et al. (2012), stated that SEW is an exclusive aspect for
family businesses which marks the distinctive behaviour of these firms. Furthermore, they
contributed to previous literature by identifying five major SEW dimensions: Family control
and influence, Identification of family members with the firm, Binding social ties, Emotional
attachment of family members, and Renewal of family bonds to the firm through dynastic
succession, and labelled them as FIBER. They also proposed a set of items to try to measure

the different SEW dimensions.

Miller and Le Breton-Miller (2014) revealed that the notion of SEW encompass a set of family
business owners’ preferences. Besides, Miller et al. (2015) stated that most family businesses
are distinguished by their SEW preferences and that such preferences are contradictory. These
SEW preferences include non-economic goals ranging from fulfilling family desires in terms
of employment to establishing a good reputation in the community where they are located. The
blending of all these non-economic goals may hinder the firm's ability to generate financial

resources, thus threatening the firms' survival for future generations.

Although different articles have been recently developed linking the SEW approach with
diverse areas of knowledge: business management (Gallizo, Mar-Molinero, Moreno, &
Salvador, 2017; Schulze, 2016), diversification (Gémez-Mejia et al., 2007; Gémez-Mejia et al.,
2010), business valuation (Zellweger & Dehlen, 2012), performance (Cruz, Justo, & De Castro,
2012; Martinez Romero & Rojo Ramirez, 2017; Rojo Ramirez & Martinez Romero, 2017) and
innovation (Filser, De Massis, Gast, Kraus, & Niemand, 2017; Gast et al., 2018; Hauck & Priigl,

2015), more research is needed regarding the role SEW plays in family firms’ TI.



3. METHODS

Following the research process used for systematic reviews recommended by Tranfield et al.
(2003), the review process was divided into three main stages: (1) planning the review, (2)
conducting the review, and (3) reporting and dissemination. This process has been widely used
in family business literature (Fuetsch & Suess-Reyes, 2017; Réd, 2016; Suess, 2014). Having
projected the proposed methods of this review, the stage is set to identify relevant studies using

explicit and reproducible selection criteria (Tranfield et al., 2003).

This literature review is restricted to peer-reviewed academic journal papers in English, being
the period of study from 2012 to 2018. The main source of information chosen was papers from
academic journals because they are considered to provide a corroborated source of knowledge
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Bachrach, & Podsakoff, 2005), omitting books, book chapters and

other non-refereed publications.

Regarding data collection, the following databases were used: ISI Web of Knowledge, Emerald,
Ebsco, Proquest (ABI), Science Direct, Scopus and Wiley. The databases allowed us to
introduce and combine many terms by applying search strings to obtain quality articles for the
purpose of our study. We conducted several searches in abstracts and citations of papers,

looking for reviewed articles published in the period of study.

Considering the diversity of meanings incorporated in the term “innovation” and given that
scholars could have used this concept in different forms, we employ a number of terms that let
us approximate the meaning of innovation covered by our research in order to maximize the
inclusion of relevant studies. Our initial search in the abovementioned databases was conducted
using the following keywords and applied them as search terms: ("Family firm" or "Family
business"); "Socioemotional Wealth"; "SEW"; "Innovation"; "Technological"; "Performance";

"Noneconomic goals"; "Family CEO"; "Family Ownership"; "Family involvement"; "R&D



investments"; "Heterogeneity"; "Inputs" and "Outputs". To not limit our search, all published
and accessible papers matching the selected criteria were taken into account for review.
Moreover, different combinations of the above concepts were then tested throughout the papers
content (e.g. innovation inputs and SEW or technological innovation and noneconomic goals).
Finally, we considered that to be potentially included in the review, the title of the article had
to contain "innovat*", "R&D", "technolog*", or "socioemotional", and in the abstract "family
firm/family business", "innovation", or "Socioemotional wealth". Subsequently, to avoid
leaving important papers out of the analysis and to minimize bias against relevant papers
published recently, we searched the Family Business Review, the Journal of Family Business
Strategy, and the Journal of Family Business Management since all three are prestigious and

recognized journals in the family business field.

The 2012-2018 period was chosen because the most important papers dealing with innovation
from the theoretical approach of SEW were published from 2012 onwards. The initial filtering
performed based on the key concepts in the title and abstract of the papers returned a total of
42 papers. Paper's abstracts were then reviewed and it was noted that 21 did not really address
the relationship between TI and SEW, because the term "Socioemotional Wealth" did not
appear in all papers, neither in the title nor in the abstract. After this second filtration, a sample
of 22 papers was obtained. To overcome this limitation of lack of papers, we considered to
include the Behavioral Agency Model term (Wiseman & Gomez-Mejia, 1998), that is the
theoretical approach from which SEW emerged (Goémez-Mejia et al., 2007). Accordingly, 25
papers made up the final sample used for the study. Then, the content of the 25 papers were
read in more detail to gather information about the authors, the year, the size and description of
the sample, the innovation approach used, the theories applied (Behavioral Agency Model

and/or Socioemotional Wealth) and the main results of the studies. They were considered
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relevant and therefore "fit for purpose" in terms of helping to answer the research question. As

a result, table 1 was built (Annexes).

4. FINDINGS: ANALYSIS OF VARIABLES AND FACTORS RELATING

TI AND SEW

The findings of this literature review show a growing interest in studying TI from the SEW
perspective. Before 2012, there is a lack of research on the relationship between TI and SEW.
Since then, the number of papers dealing with this subject has increased, especially in 2015 and
2016, when 14 of the 25 papers chosen for this review have been published. Therefore, it is
obvious that this is a very recent topic and that in the last six years has acquired an enormous
relevance among scholars in the family business field. The 25 identified articles were published
in 13 different academic journals, with 5 papers published in journals specializing in family
businesses, as can be seen in table 2. "Journal of Product Innovation Management" contained
most of the articles. Empirical studies use samples mainly from Europe and Asia. Regarding
the methodological dimension, table 3 shows that most of the papers used quantitative
methodologies. Table 4 refers to the type of industry in which the family businesses under study

are active. Manufacturing was the most studied industry.

(Insert Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4 here)

The analysis of the 25 studies on TI from the SEW approach identified in our review, leads to
the recognition of several recurrent topics. In order to arrange extant research on the matter, a
framework including the main identified variables is developed. The framework recognizes the
three major steps of TI (innovation inputs, activities, and outputs) (De Massis et al., 2013),
some moderating effects on these relationships, as well as SEW and performance, as

determinants and outcomes of TI respectively (see figure 1).

(Insert Figure 1 here)
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Following the framework developed in Figure 1, we analysed the relationships between the
identified variables, suggesting a total of 6 propositions that can be useful for scholars and

professionals in the family business field.

4.1. Prior research relating SEW and Innovation inputs

Innovation inputs (see table 5), such as R&D investments, have substantial importance on
innovation management because they might be considered the first step that researchers and

practitioners should take into account to achieve a better understanding of TI.

Despite the long-term benefits that R&D investments generate, family firms generally invest
less in R&D (Block, Miller, Jaskiewicz, & Spiegel, 2013; Brinkerink & Bammens, 2017;
Chrisman & Patel, 2012). At this respect, R&D investments do not produce immediate
innovation results (Laverty, 1996), so family firms tend to reduce them in an attempt to avoid
threats that may affect their SEW (Chrisman et al., 2015). Chrisman and Patel (2012) studied
R&D investments, arguing that they represent an immediate risk for SEW, but adding that they
are important for firm viability (David et al., 2001). Chrisman and Patel also evidenced that the
variability of R&D investments in family businesses is greater than in non-family businesses
due to conciliation differences between family and economic goals. In this sense, family firm
behaviour is distinctively influenced by the non-economic goals pursued by family owners and
managers. Family reasons to preserve their SEW have an important influence on firm
management, leading to different strategic orientations (De Massis et al., 2014), such as their
propensity to innovate (Gast et al., 2018). Gomez-Mejia et al. (2014) showed that SEW
produces significant differences in the way family business invest in R&D with respect to non-
family businesses, to the extent that an increase of such investments would reduce family
managers control over the firm. Patel and Chrisman (2014) demonstrated that family business
are able to reconcile their economic and non-economic goals by investing in exploitative R&D

projects that increase sales more reliably rather than by conducting exploratory investments that
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could lead to even greater sales, but with an increased risk included. Sciascia et al. (2015) based
on a sample of 240 Italian SMEs, supported the theoretical argument that the overlap between
family wealth and firm equity strongly influences the innovative behaviour of the owner family
in the context of SMEs, because it determines to a great extent the degree of eagerness to
preserve the family SEW. The family members’ desire to preserve family control and influence
over the firm tends to delay strategic decision-making, negatively affecting both the adoption
of innovative activities and the adoption of new technologies (Souder, Zaheer, Sapienza, &
Ranucci, 2017). In a similar way, Li and Daspit (2016) examined how the scope of family
governance and the type of SEW objectives jointly influence innovation strategies in family
businesses. In the particular context of their study, the authors deconstructed the SEW in two
types: restricted SEW and extended SEW, that allow a better understanding of the family
business’ innovative behaviour. These authors stated that families with extended SEW
intentions are more likely to accept higher risks in making innovation investments (e.g. R&D
Investments) than families with more restricted SEW, inasmuch as the former has a more long-
term benefit orientation than the latter. Then, SEW plays a crucial role in the understanding of

R&D investments.

Based on the abovementioned arguments, it can be stated that:

Proposition 1: SEW is negatively related to R&D investments
(Insert Table 5 here)

4.2. Prior research relating TI and firm performance

The distinctiveness of the family firm’s innovation outputs (see table 6) is an overlooked topic
in extant research (Rdd, 2016). The form that an innovation takes (product service, process, or
business model) and its magnitude (incremental or radical) have been established as typologies

of innovation outputs (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010; Rod, 2016).
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The achievement of TI outcomes have been widely established as a critical factor of superior
long-term performance (Blundell, Griffith, & Van Reenen, 1999; Cruz-Cazares, Bayona-Séez,
& Garcia-Marco, 2013) that leads to performing better than competitors do (De Massis, Frattini,
Pizzurno, & Cassia, 2015). However, there is no consensus on whether TI actually improves
family businesses’ performance. Llach and Nordqvist (2010) explained that innovative
behaviour is a complex issue that has important consequences for the family business survival,
and a better understanding of its dimensions and effects on firm performance is required. Price
et al. (2013) showed that the union between innovation and knowledge could lead to an
improvement in family businesses’ performance. Dieguez Soto et al. (2016) showed that firm
performance is higher when TI results are greater and better. These authors also argued that
family businesses that produce more TI are not necessarily those performing better, being this
positive effect of TI outcomes with respect to performance limited to certain conditions
(Fuetsch & Suess-Reyes, 2017). In this vein, Cruz-Cézares et al. (2013) stated that empirical
results are inconclusive in the innovation and firm performance relationship. Cruz-Cazares and
colleagues also established that the key to improving firm performance is the efficiency with
which TI is developed, inspired by the idea that innovation inputs engender innovation outputs.
Therefore, determining the effect of TI on family businesses’ performance is highly necessary

(Llach & Nordqvist, 2010).
Based on the abovementioned, the following proposition is suggested:
Proposition 2: TI outcomes are positively related to firm performance.

(Insert Table 6 here)
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4.3. Prior research regarding moderating effects on the SEW-TI-Performance

relationships

In this category (see table 7), we contemplate the moderating effects that are considered key

elements in the SEW-TI-Performance relationships.
4.3.1. Family/Non-Family CEO

CEO's familiarity (Family / Non-Family CEO) emerges as an important moderator that might
help to determine the level of R&D investments that family businesses perform. When the CEO
is a family member, family businesses show higher SEW and they try to maintain and improve
their emotional endowment (Kammerlander & Ganter, 2015). Kammerlander and Ganter
considered that family CEOs possess high levels of SEW endowment and that some CEQO’s
specific noneconomic goals, such as power and control, determine their innovation behaviour.
They also showed that family CEO's differences in underlying values and motivations can be
related to SEW dimensions. Serrano-Bedia, Lopez-Ferndndez, and Garcia-Piqueres (2016)
claimed that family CEOs present a tendency to enjoy a long tenure and this trend may lead to
the development of more conservative and reluctant risk attitudes. Furthermore, the family CEO
usually has his or her personal assets concentrated in the firm, having control through property
rights (Chrisman, Chua, & Litz, 2004). These behaviours are reflected in the family CEQ's
desire to maintain control over the firm and protect the family SEW. Ashwin et al. (2015)
showed that if both CEO and chairperson of the board are family members, it will be
complicated for directors to effectively monitor decisions taken by the controlling family.
Duran et al. (2016) evidenced that family firms invest even less in innovation inputs when a
family CEO leads the business. These circumstances result in lesser R&D investments and
consequently lesser innovation. Conversely, in family businesses where the CEO is not a family

member, riskier decisions are made and more purely financial objectives are pursued. Thus, it
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is expected that the willingness to make R&D investments and innovative projects will be

greater in family firms where there is a non-family CEO.

Therefore, the following proposition is suggested:

Proposition 3A: The Family CEO reinforces the negative relationship between SEW and R&D

investments.

4.3.2. CEO’s risk aversion/propensity

Linked to the previous moderating effect is the CEO's risk aversion/propensity that also has a
significant influence on the relationship between SEW and the innovation level (Kraiczy et al.,
2015; Gast et al., 2018;). Indeed, Kraiczy et al. (2015) considered this moderator essential in
the explanation of innovative behaviour. De Massis et al. (2015) concluded that family
businesses are characterized by acting in a risk-averse climate that permeates their innovation
decisions. This situation seems to arise from the fact that family businesses are more focused
on protecting the family financial security and guaranteeing the business life in the long-term.
This long-term orientation is usually associated with higher risk aversion (Gast et al., 2018),
which in turns, might hinder the initiation of innovative projects. In this vein, family businesses
with a risk-averse CEO prefer to be focused on the pursuit of non-economic objectives,
although paradoxically this involves making decisions that can be financially risky for the firm
itself. The family businesses' risk aversion is also evident in their lack of entrepreneurial
orientation (Garcés-Galdeano, Larraza-Kintana, Garcia-Olaverri, & Makri, 2016), because, in
most cases, they place SEW protection ahead of R&D decisions. At this respect, Garcés-
Galdeano and colleagues considered SEW preservation as the main reason that makes family
businesses more reluctant to undertake entrepreneurial or risky activities. Furthermore, Kraiczy
et al. (2015) conceived the CEO risk-taking propensity as a CEQ's willingness to allocate

significant firm resources in order to take advantage of innovation opportunities. In this sense,

16



family businesses with a risk-willing CEO present higher levels of R&D investments, leading
to excellent innovative results. In order to maintain and improve their economic and non-
economic utilities in the long term and remain competitive, family businesses are willing to
assume the risks related to innovation (Classen, Carree, Van Gils, & Peters, 2014), thus,

sacrificing part of their SEW.

To summarise the abovementioned reflections, the following proposition is suggested:

Proposition 3B: The CEO's risk aversion reinforces the negative relationship between SEW

and R&D investments

4.3.3. Performance Hazard

A third variable that might influence the direct relationship between R&D investments and
SEW is performance hazard. Prior literature (Chrisman & Patel, 2012; Patel & Chrisman, 2014)
suggests that when performance is below aspiration levels, jeopardizing their own survival,
family businesses tend to temporarily give priority to financial goals over non-financial ones.
In this sense, family businesses would be willing to accept a greater performance hazard
(Gomez-Mejia et al., 2007), incurring in the execution of a greater number of innovative
activities, in case their SEW is threatened. Therefore, when performance falls below aspiration
levels, family managers and owners are expected to change their strategies from lower-risk
R&D investments and reliable sales, to other options with greater potential and higher risk
(Patel & Chrisman, 2014). Chrisman and Patel (2012) showed that when performance is below
aspiration levels, family firms tend to make more R&D investments, whereas with performance
above aspiration levels, the R&D investments of these firms usually decrease. For their part,
Gomez-Mejia et al. (2014) have utilized the notion of performance hazard to achieve a better
understanding of the family businesses’ heterogeneous behaviour with regard to R&D

investments. Gomez-Mejia and colleagues obtained mixed results with respect to the effect of
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performance hazard on the relationship between R&D investments and institutional investors.
These greater preferences for risk leads to a more innovative behaviour, conducting to a higher
level of R&D investments in detriment of SEW preservation. Indeed, whether the business does

not survive there would be neither financial nor family wealth.

To summarise these findings, the authors suggests the following proposition:

Proposition 4: Performance hazard weakens the negative relationship between SEW and R&D

investments.

4.3.4. Family Generation

Family generation has emerged as an important factor in the family firm context. Family owners
and CEOs have the particular ability to build strong social ties with their customers, suppliers
and other stakeholders that are preserved and transferred through generations (Miller & Le-

Breton-Miller, 2005).

Family generation, as a moderating variable, is a determining factor in the relationship between
R&D and TI (Kraiczy et al., 2015; Memili, Fang, & Welsh, 2015). In this vein, R&D
investments are reflected into higher TI results in first-generation family firms than in later
generational family firms. The fact that family influence diminishes in second and subsequent
generations, limits the capacity of these firms to create and appropriate value (Memili et al.,
2015), conducting to lower innovation results. In the first generation, family businesses tend to
assume greater risks, seeking the best innovative results that allow them to pass a successful
business onto future generations. Moreover, family businesses where ownership is concentrated
in one generation are able to achieve higher performance levels through innovative activities
than firms whose ownership is shared by several generations due to intergenerational conflicts
(Kellermanns, Eddleston, Sarathy, & Murphy, 2012). In this vein, Kraiczy et al. (2015)

evidenced how the CEQ's propensity to take risks has a positive effect on the new product
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portfolio innovativeness, being this effect stronger on family businesses in the early

generations.

On the other hand, previous literature has also emphasized the importance of innovation for the
long-term survival of any firm (Filser et al., 2017). This long-term orientation can also lead
later generation family businesses to take greater risks in order to preserve their economic and
non-economic advantages (Classen et al., 2014) through an improved innovative capacity. The
combination of their long-term orientation, CEO's long-term tenure and strong family ties
created over generations, have a significant influence on the family businesses ability to develop
innovative activities (Gast et al., 2018; Patel & Fiet, 2011). Moreover, the transfer of tacit
knowledge between family members predecessors and successors, based on a relationship of
mutual trust, is the perfect context for capturing and internalizing the knowledge needed to
innovate (Filser et al., 2017). In this vein, Hauck and Priigl (2015) established that collaboration
between different family generations and the greater involvement of the successors provide an

ideal environment for the development of innovative activities.

Thus, because of the existing controversial results, the moderating role of generational stage on

the R&D-TI relationship requires further research.

The family generation is also a transcendental factor that allows to a better understanding of the
TI-performance relationship. When family businesses are in the first generation, the link
between TI and performance is stronger than when family firms are in the second or later
generation (Memili et al., 2015). Memili and colleagues also demonstrated that first-generation
family firms might have advantages in profit appropriation from innovation activities. First-
generation family businesses present a more pronounced long-term orientation. This is because
first-generation family firms are very committed to the idea of transmitting a successful
business to future generations. At this respect, innovative activities have been conceived as a

vital capacity for the firm long-term survival (Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Filser et al., 2017),
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which can lead family businesses to take additional risks in order to improve their innovation
capacity (Classen et al., 2014). Furthermore, over time and generations, family members' goals
may be inconsistent or changeable. These disagreements regarding family goals could hamper
innovation (Miller et al., 2015) and could also adversely affect economic goals. However, both
types of goals (economic and family) might be compatible in some specific contexts, i.e.
discontinuous technological changes, and they may be mutually reinforced (Kammerlander &
Ganter, 2015). This reconciliation would contribute to obtain a higher performance based on
the TI outcomes, because of the strong family desire to ensure the business survival for next

generations.

Thus to summarise these reflections, the following two propositions are suggested:

Proposition 5A: The positive relationship between R&D and TI outcomes is systematically

moderated by the family generation

Proposition 5B: The positive relationship between TI outcomes and performance is negatively

moderated by family generation.

4.3.5. Family Management

Finally, family management has also been analysed as a moderating variable in the innovation
research field. Kotlar, De Massis, Frattini, Bianchi, and Fang (2013) considered that family
management has a great impact on innovation decisions and, more specifically, on the
acquisition of external technology. Dieguez Soto et al. (2016) perceived family management as
a fundamental driver of the willingness and ability to influence the TI efficiency, which
increases the likelihood of greater success in generating continuous TI and long-term
performance. Manzaneque, Ramirez, and Diéguez-Soto (2017) showed that family
management moderates in a positive way the relationship between the human and structural

capital efficiency, and the TI outcomes achievement. Ashwin et al. (2015) showed that family
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managers remain in the firm longer than professional managers. This long tenure in the firm, in
addition to their attachment to the business, helps to create an atmosphere of trust, commitment
and community in the organization. This situation encourages greater innovation outcomes and

ultimately higher firm performance.

Family management has been proved to influence the relationship between R&D and TI
outcomes. When the family business is managed by the family in a high proportion, its ability
to achieve continuous TI results decreases on the basis of R&D investments (Diéguez-Soto et
al., 2016). At this respect, Diéguez-Soto and colleagues established that family involvement in
management negatively moderates the efficiency in the transformation of R&D expenses into
TI outcomes. Liang et al. (2013) stated that family involvement in managerial teams may
weaken the positive relationship between R&D investments and innovation outcomes. Besides,
the recent study of Manzaneque et al. (2018) corroborated a negative moderating effect of

family management on the transformation of R&D expenditures into TI outputs.

On the other hand, Matzler, Veider, Hautz, and Stadler (2015) showed that family management
has a negative effect on the innovation input, but a positive impact on innovation output.
Moreover, Duran et al. (2016) found that family businesses with a high presence of family
managers, present a higher conversion rate of the innovation inputs to innovation outputs and
Merono-Cerdan, Lépez-Nicolds, and Molina-Castillo (2017) also confirmed that family-
managed firms achieve higher innovation outputs despite they invest less in R&D than their
nonfamily-managed counterparts. Similarly, Diéguez-Soto, Garrido-Moreno, and Manzaneque
(2018) revealed that family management exerts a positive effect in the relationship between
innovation inputs and process innovation outcomes. Conversely, Block (2012) suggested that

the fact of being a family-managed firm has no impact on the productivity of R&D.

Thus, in the light of the most recent literature, results concerning the moderating role of family

management on the R&D-TI relationship are mixed and inconclusive.
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Family management also influences the direct relationship between TI and firm performance.
In general, family-managed firms are more proficient and make better use of their innovation
resources, resulting in increased business performance (Diéguez-Soto et al., 2018). Family
involvement in management makes firms more willing and able to achieve greater long-term
performance from TI outcomes (Diéguez-Soto et al., 2016). This is due to the unique
characteristics of family managers, such as a high commitment with the firm, tacit knowledge,
their desire to establish quality relationships with different stakeholders and their ability to
optimally manage the company's limited resources (Duran et al., 2016). Furthermore, although
family businesses tend to pursue non-economic goals, they are aware that not focusing
decisively on TI outcomes to improve firm performance can jeopardize the firm SEW. At this
respect, family managers may consider the achievement of inefficient TI outcomes as a threat
to both their ability to produce economic returns and their SEW (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011).
The lack of commitment to their T outcomes and the potential threat to their SEW endowment
would produce negative consequences on the achieved performance (Zellweger & Dehlen,

2012).
To synthesize these findings, the next propositions are suggested:

Proposition 6A: The positive relationship between R&D and TI outcomes is systematically

moderated by family management.

Proposition 6B: The positive relationship between TI outcomes and performance is positively

moderated by family management.

(Insert Table 7 here)

S. CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND FUTURE RESEARCH AVENUES

The following conceptual model (see figure 2) offers an overall view of the 6 propositions

developed in the earlier section. As we previously commented, the findings on the four
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identified categories, TI, moderating effects, SEW and performance were partially ambiguous
and mixed. Moreover, some research avenues arise from the abovementioned controversial
results. These research lines and gaps do not intend to be exhaustive, but to serve as a framework

to guide future studies on the subject.
(Insert Figure 2 here)

The conceptual model presents direct relationships between variables such as SEW, R&D
investments, TI outcomes and performance, and the effect of diverse moderating variables
(family/non-family CEO, CEO's risk aversion/propensity, performance hazard, family
generation and family management) on those relationships already established in prior
literature. Proposition 1 emphasizes that higher levels of SEW inevitably lead to lower R&D
investments, on the basis of family's strong desires of avoiding risks that might jeopardize SEW;

meanwhile Proposition 2 states a positive relationship between TI and firm performance.

Proposition 1 might be moderated by the family/non-family CEO (P3A), the CEO’s risk
aversion/propensity (P3B) and performance hazard (P4). The two first moderators (family CEO
and CEO’s risk aversion) are shown to strengthen the negative relationship between SEW and
R&D investments. However, further research is needed to achieve a better understanding of
CEOs’ heterogeneous behaviour in family firms. With regard to performance hazard and its
effect on the established SEW-R&D relationship (P4), it seems clear that family businesses
tend to temporarily prioritise financial goals over non-financial objectives when firm
performance falls below aspiration levels. Nevertheless, an in-depth examination of why under
these particular conditions family businesses tend to conduct more innovative projects is

required.

The analysis of the first proposition leads to deepen into the SEW approach to further

investigate TI. Although the SEW multidimensional nature is widely accepted in the previous
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literature (e.g. Berrone et al., 2012; Martinez Romero & Rojo Ramirez, 2016), seminal studies
relating SEW and TI considerations, treated SEW as a unidimensional construct (Chrisman &
Patel, 2012; Goémez-Mejia et al., 2014; Patel & Chrisman, 2014). With regard to SEW
dimensions, little is known about the specific effect of family control and influence,
identification of family members with the firm, binding social ties, emotional attachment and
renewal of family bonds through dynastic succession on TI. A recent qualitative study
conducted by Fitz-Koch and Nordqvist (2017) revealed that SEW dimensions positively affect
the TI capabilities of the owning family. These authors established that the unique socio-cultural
context in which family business operate, builds the appropriate conditions (e.g. strategic
commitment to innovation activities based on a long-term perspective) that allow family firms
to develop strong technology-based innovation capabilities. Nevertheless, prior research at this
respect has been more focused on analyzing how SEW dimensions empirically and theoretically
affect innovativeness (Filser et al., 2017; Gast et al., 2018), leaving the technological
component aside. At this point, it is important to make a clear distinction between TI and
innovativeness (Filser et al., 2017; Huang, Yang, & Wong, 2016; Ven & Rogers, 1988), due to
both concepts refer to different issues within the innovation field. Specifically, TI is defined as
the process by which entrepreneurs exploit opportunities to commercialize new products,
services, processes, or business models (Drucker, 1985), whereas innovativeness is
conceptualized as the ability or capacity to innovate (Mairesse & Mohnen, 2002). Thus, more
research is needed to obtain a better comprehension of the impact that SEW dimensions exert

on TI.

Furthermore, the well-established positive relationship between R&D investments and TI
outcomes might be affected by the family generation (P5A) and the family involvement in
management (P6A). With respect to family generation and its impact on the R&D-TI

relationship (P5A), it seems evident that first-generation family firms obtain higher TI
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outcomes from similar R&D investments than later generation family firms. The strong desire
of passing a successful firm onto next generations and the ambition to create value, make first-
generation family businesses more innovative. However, tacit knowledge dissemination,
stronger family ties and the acknowledgement of the important role of innovation for the firm
survival, are factors that improve the achievement of TI through generations. Consequently, the
empirical evidence regarding the role of family generation on the abovementioned relationship
is mixed, requiring further operationalization as well as additional empirical testing. Regarding
the moderating impact of family management on the relationship between R&D investments
and TT outcomes (P6A), it presents a systematic influence. On the one hand, family involvement
in management has been established to negatively moderate the R&D-TI relationship. At this
respect, diverse aspects such as difficulties in attracting and retaining highly qualified managers
and employees, nepotism, among others could explain these results. On the other hand, family
management has also been shown to positively affect the TI-R&D relationship. In this sense,
characteristics such as family managers’ social capital and high commitment to their firms
reinforce the obtaining of TI from R&D. Therefore, due to the inconclusive influence of family
management on the R&D-TI relationship, further research and empirical studies are required to

shed light into this issue.

Finally, the positive relationship established between TI and firm performance (P2) may also
be moderated by family generation (P5B) and by family management (P6B). In this case, family
generation negatively moderates the TI-performance relationship. First-generation family firms
are very conscious of the importance of innovation for the firm survival. In this sense, their
desire to transmit a successful business and the fact of maintaining a good balance between
their economic and family goals, allow them to obtain higher performance from innovation
results. However, when the business is passed on to later generations, these positive effects

seem to diminish considerably. Moreover, regarding the moderating effect of family
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management, the prior research revealed a positive influence of family involvement in
management on the relationship between TI and performance. Nevertheless, empirical evidence
on both topics is scarce, so further operationalization is required, as well as future empirical

testing.

6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The family business importance in all the economies around the world has not been overlooked
(La Porta, Lopez-De-Silanes, & Shleifer, 1999). Many reasons exist to believe that both TT and
SEW are factors that determine and influence the family firms’ behaviour. Despite the increased
research activity in the family business field, there is still no consensus regarding the role SEW
plays in family firms’ TI and how the latter leads to the achievement of long-term performance

(Diéguez-Soto et al., 2016).

By conducting this study, we have provided a global overview of the existing research that
analyses TI from the SEW approach. Moreover, we have proposed a framework that reflects
the links established between the four identified categories, i.e. TI, moderating effects, SEW
and performance, and we have determined the main research avenues on the field. Moreover,
our study highlights some emergent and promising research lines and gaps. Indeed, several

contributions arise from our investigation.

Firstly, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first literature review that integrates previous
research relating TT and SEW. Thus, this study improves our comprehension regarding the role
SEW plays in family firms’ TI. A comprehensive overview of the 25 reviewed papers revealed
that prior literature on this issue has primarily focused on the effect of SEW as a unidimensional
construct in the TI process (innovation inputs, activities, and outputs). At this respect, the ability
and willingness paradox (Chrisman et al., 2015; De Massis et al., 2014) states that noneconomic

goals, and namely SEW, makes family firms less willing to perform TI but simultaneously more
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able to achieve TI. On the one hand, the fact that family willingness to innovate is highly
influenced by SEW concerns (Berrone et al., 2012; Gémez-Mejia et al., 2007; 2011), has been
thoroughly analysed in the previous literature (e.g. Block, 2012; Chen & Hsu, 2009; Chrisman
& Patel, 2012). On the other hand, the family ability to achieve innovative results has been
demonstrated to be influenced by family members’ tacit knowledge (Diéguez-Soto et al., 2016;
Von Krogh et al., 2000), parsimony (Carney, 2005), and resources orchestration (Duran et al.,
2016; Sirmon, Hitt, Ireland, & Gilbert, 2011), being all these elements directly associated to
SEW. However, the specific impact of SEW on TI outcomes has been less investigated than the
particular effect of SEW on TI inputs (Rod, 2016), while it is true that recent studies are
focusing on this research gap (Diéguez-Soto et al., 2018; Manzaneque et al., 2018; Merofio-
Cerdan et al., 2017). In any case, what can be argued in the light of the existing literature is
that, SEW considered as a whole, has a negative impact on the family firms willingness to
innovate and thus, on TI inputs; meanwhile SEW, considered as a whole, has a positive impact
on the family firms ability to innovate, and therefore, on TI outcomes. Finally, it is important
to highlight that although recent research argues that SEW, as a unidimensional construct,
drives innovation management (Fitz-Koch & Nordqvist, 2017; Li & Daspit, 2016; Padilla-
Meléndez et al., 2015), the recognition of SEW as multidimensional construct considering the
five dimensions proposed by Berrone et al. (2012) and their impact on TI, remains under-
research. Although it is true that the multidimensional nature of SEW and its relation with
innovation has recently received increased attention (Filser et al., 2017; Gast et al., 2018),
existing research is critically silent with respect to the effect of the SEW dimensions on TI. At
this respect, Filser et al. (2017) empirically analysed the effect of the different SEW dimensions
on innovativeness, revealing that binding social ties, emotional attachment, and renewal of
family bonds positively affect family firm innovativeness, while identification of family

members with the firm has a negative effect on innovativeness. Likewise, Gast et al. (2018)
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through a qualitative comparative analysis of 452 family SMEs, showed how the interaction of
different SEW elements lead to the creation of innovation capacities. In this vein, it can be
really interesting to extrapolate the considerations of the two abovementioned studies to the
particular area of TI. Thus, we call for more research in this intriguing field inasmuch as it

would allow to provide a better understanding of how SEW affects TI.

Secondly, based on an integrative framework, we recognize the main existing and emerging
research avenues on the TI-SEW relationship, providing to the academic and the professional
community an overview of both the family business and the innovation research fields. In such
a way, this research enriches the extant literature in family firms, representing an important
refinement in terms of theory development (Colquitt & Zapata-Phelan, 2007) as it examines the
underexplored relationships between SEW, TI and firm performance, meanwhile it introduces

new moderators in the abovementioned existing relationships.

Based on the previous literature, our six propositions synthesize the most prominent existing
findings and identified those research gaps that require further investigation due to the lack of
empirical research. For instance, although the prior research (e.g. Block, 2012; Chrisman &
Patel, 2012) reveals a negative relationship between SEW and R&D (P1), the current
knowledge on how some moderating variables affect this relationship, i.e. family/non-family
CEO (P3A), CEO's risk propensity or aversion (P3B), and performance hazard (P4) is scarce
and inconclusive. Furthermore, as stated above, more research is needed on the effect of specific

SEW dimensions on R&D.

Moreover, with respect to the well-established R&D-TI relationship (Duran et al., 2016; Memili
et al., 2015), more studies analysing the moderating effects of family generation (5A) and
family management (5B) are needed, inasmuch as the existing results are mixing and
ambiguous. In this vein, although most studies (Diéguez-Soto et al., 2016; Liang et al., 2013;

Manzaneque et al., 2018) have shown a negative moderating effect of family management on
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the relationship between R&D and TI, positive and nonsignificant effects have also been
revealed (Duran et al., 2016; Matzler et al., 2015; Merono-Cerdan et al., 2017). Moreover, in
the light of the most recent studies (e.g. Diéguez-Soto et al., 2018), it seems that the
consideration of different innovation inputs and/or innovation outputs leads to different results.
In this vein, recent calls for further research on the differential effect of family management
and family generation on innovation inputs and/or innovation outputs have been made (e.g.
Diéguez-Soto et al., 2018; Duran et al., 2016). Besides, as we abovementioned, there is also a

lack of research analysing the effect of SEW on TI outcomes (Rdd, 2016).

Furthermore, P2 reflects a positive relationship between TI and performance. Although this
relationship seems clear (e.g. Cruz-Cazares et al., 2013), there is no consensus on whether TI
actually improves family businesses’ performance more than it does for the case of non-family
businesses (Price et al., 2013). At this respect, it might be really interesting to further investigate
whether family business innovation performance is higher or lower than that of their nonfamily
counterparts. With regard to the moderating effects exerted by family generation (P6A) and
family management (P6B) on the abovementioned relationship, there is still a profound lack of
knowledge. Thus, more research is needed regarding under which conditions the

abovementioned variables influence the TI-performance relationship.

Overall, further studies on all the proposed relationships are needed to achieve a better
understanding of how SEW, and specifically SEW dimensions, affect strategic decisions

concerning TI.

It is also important to highlight that our literature review reveals a preponderance of quantitative
papers. However, the number of qualitative studies has increased in recent years (Fitz-Koch &
Nordqvist, 2017; Kammerlander & Ganter, 2015; Miller et al., 2015), despite that in the
business field, in general, and in the family business field in particular, there is scarce qualitative

research (De Massis et al., 2013). In this sense, the use of qualitative methods would favour a
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better explanation of contextual factors and a more integrating understanding of the existing
results, as well as allow to answer the "how" and "why" questions that constantly emerge in the
issue (Rdd, 2016). Thus, case studies and qualitative research are highly necessary, as they

gather those aspects that are not covered by empirical data and quantitative studies.

Finally, both the framework and the conceptual model may be useful in orienting future studies
concerning innovation in family firms. The conducted analysis in this literature review could
be a very valuable tool for researchers in the family business field, because it offers new insights

that might guide future research on how SEW influences TI.

Thereby, this study presents an integrative focus, providing further evidence beyond prior
published literature reviews, that focused individually on innovation (De Massis et al., 2013;
Padilla-Meléndez et al., 2015; Rod, 2016) and SEW (Martinez Romero & Rojo Ramirez, 2016;

Mensching, Kraus, & Bouncken, 2014) aspects.
6.1. Limitations
Despite the interesting results of our study, it is important to recognize its major limitations.

First, our study is mainly focused on innovation inputs and outputs, as these constitute the most
frequently examined mechanisms in TI research. However, it might also be interesting to
research innovation activities, as they constitutes one of the three steps of TI (Crossan &

Apaydin, 2010; De Massis et al., 2013).

Second, it was observed that the TI and SEW literature is mostly dominated by Western
countries. Nevertheless, given the development of Asian economies in recent years, this gap

should be reduced in future research.

Third, the small sample of publications collected for review (N = 25) due to the unique
consideration of papers from peer-reviewed academic journals. This restriction might have

consequences on the developed model and propositions, making them more limited in scope.

30



6.2. Practical implications

This manuscript provides significant contributions to managerial practice. By offering a
conceptual framework and a conceptual model, our study might help practitioners and
consultants to be aware of the important role that SEW plays in the TI achievement. The
obtained results from the propositions and the new identified research lines have clear

consequences on family business management and strategic decision making.

At this respect, families conducting their own businesses must be able to identify decisions and
actions concerning T activities and strategies that may be affected by the desire of preserving
the firm in the long-term. As a result of these emotional objectives, certain idiosyncratic
characteristics arise that might positively or negatively influence the implementation and
organisation of TI. Our literature review has shown that depending on the type of goals that
families prioritise, i.e. financial, emotional or both, the achieved TI will be distinct, and thus,
the obtained performance. We have also identified a set of variables that act as moderators in
the SEW-TI-performance relationships. In this vein, consultants and practitioners must know
those moderating variables in order to make appropriate strategic choices that allow an adequate

implementation of innovative projects.

In summary, this study offers a clearer view of the TI phenomenon from a SEW perspective,
contributing to both the family business and the innovation research fields by identifying the
main analysed aspects up to now and by providing an agenda for future research. Moreover, the
derived conclusions from our study will help family firm decision-makers, advisors, and policy

makers in a practical manner to advance in this promising field.
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Figure 1 — Conceptual framework used for studying the interrelationships between TI and
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ANNEXES
Table 1. Selected papers for the TI-SEW review

Author (s) and Sample description Innovation Theories Key findings
year approach (BAM-SEW)
JU—— 172 Indian phasmaceutica iﬁngg]\sa&(ilré ;?Ilr)llétis) .. Eamily ;har’eholding.and having fzrlnlilly n}llerfnbe.rls as bo;[)h CEQhand chairpersonh(dualizly) positlively
(2015) firms and outputs (patents mmpact firm’s R&D mnvestments. Althoug amily members Wlt greater owne’rs. 1p and control can
received) encourage R&D investments, they do not seem to significantly influence the firm’s innovation outputs.
By controlling R&D spending, founder-led firms obtain more patent citations and generate innovations
Block et al. (2013) 248 ﬁrms.ﬁrms included in |R&D sp.encliing and SEW of gr.eat economic and .technollogical .impo.rtance. ConV.ersely, family-mgnaged firms receive fewer patent
’ S&P 500 index patent citations citations and perform innovations with minor economic and technological importance, even when R&D
spending is controlled
The general association between family business status and R&D expenditures is negative. This negative
Brinkerink and 365 Privately held R&D investments SEW effect is explained by the family firms' concern with extended preservation. Moreover, concerns about
Bammens (2017) | manufacturing SMEs the organization's reputation and organizational values and traditions partially compensate for the
negative impact of the extended preservation mechanism
Chrisman and 964 Manufacturing firms in . Eamily busine.sses usually inves.t less.in R&D than non-family businesses, but the Varia‘.bili‘.ty of their
Patel (2012) the Stgndard & Poor's S&P | R&D investments BAM, SEW 1nV§stments will be. greater.. In rlsl.<y sﬂugtlons, when the firm's performance is below aspiration levels,
1500 index family and economic goals in family businesses tend to converge.
De Massis cf al. 10 Italian multi-industry Product innovation Family bpsinesses .differ from non-family busipesses in tc?rms .of producF innovation strgte.gies and
(2015) firms process BAM organization of ‘Fhe innovation process. Three main areas are 1dent1ﬁec.1 in which the characteristics of the
product innovation process are grouped: strategy, organization and climate.
R&D investments Family management reduces the willingness and capacity of family businesses to achieve continuous
Diéguez-Soto et 551 Spanish manufacturing | and continuous SEW technological innovation based on R&D intensity. Family management increases the willingness and
al. (2016) SMEs technological ability of family businesses to achieve long-term performance from the results of technological
innovation intensity innovation.
Whereas family businesses appear to be less innovative with respect to process innovation than non-
Diéguez-Soto et 922 Spanish manufacturing | Input mix and SEW family businesses, their conversion rate is higher. Family managers’ implication leads to a stronger
al. (2018) firms process innovation relationship between innovation inputs and process innovation, increasing the relative capacity to
transform different innovation inputs into process innovation outputs.
Family businesses invest less in innovation activities than non-family businesses. These firms have
Duran ct al Tnnovation inputs particullar characteri.stics that allow them to effectively deploy their resources and.to tra.nsform innovatign
' - BAM, SEW |inputs into innovation outputs. Furthermore, the authors showed that the relationship between family
(2016) and outputs

businesses and innovation input/output depends on country-level factors, namely the level of minority
shareholder protection and the educational level of the country's workforce.




Fitz-Koch and

1 Manufacturing firm of

Technology-based

A positive and reciprocal relationship between technological innovation capabilities and SEW is
identified. This mutual relationship within the family business is synergistic, resulting in synergies

Nordquist (2017) | agricultural machines innovation SEW between financial wealth and SEW. The authors draw on the multidimensional concept of SEW (five
oraqvis & capabilities dimensions) and focus on dynamic capabilities describing the ability to innovate as the capacities of
detection, capture and transformation.
Garcés-Galdeano | 401 Spanish manufacturing Technploglcal Family busm.esses. have. less entreprenegrlal orientation .than nlon-fam1.1y busmessps. The ex1st1r}g gap in
intensity of the BAM, SEW | entrepreneurial orientation between family and non-family businesses is reduced in technology-intensive
et al. (2016) firms ) . o } .
sector industries, while in times of economic hardship it has no relevance.
In high-tech sectors, family businesses are less likely to invest in R&D than non-family businesses.
Gomez-Meiia et | 610 Hieh technol Increasing institutional ownership and related diversification will make family businesses more likely to
alo (2?)1 4) Qlace indust £ ﬁI:cI;s 0108y R&D investments BAM, SEW |invest in R&D. The increase of these two variables, in turn, influences weakening the (negative)
’ Y relationship between family ownership and R&D. Finally, performance hazard increases the impact of
institutional ownership and related diversification on R&D.
Family adaptability and family members’ proximity to their businesses are positively associated with the
Hauck and Priigl . . o perception of the succession phase as an opportunity for innovation. Conversely, the intergenerational
(2015) 81 Family firms Innovation activities | SEW authority and the history of family ties are negatively linked to the perception of the succession phase as
a proper time frame for innovation
Depending on the specific family goals pursued by the family CEO, substantial deviations arise that mark
. Discontinuous heterogeneous behaviour of family businesses, which makes it difficult to understand why they operate
Kammerlander 7 firms in the German . . . . . . . . .
. technological BAM in such a different way when faced with a discontinuous technological change or innovation. Moreover,
and Ganter (2015) | consumer goods industry . . ) .. . .
changes economic and non-economic goals can be compatible and jointly achieve medium- and long-term
objectives.
The external acquisition of technology affects the SEW of the family that controls the firm. These
Kotlar et al. 1,540 Spanish private External technology acquisitions lead family businesses to relinquish some of the discretionary power over innovation
. L BAM L . . . . . .
(2013) manufacturing firms acquisition activities to external parties, which results in a loss of control. Family businesses managers may perceive
this situation as a barrier to achieving non-economic goals.
New product The percentage of family members in the management team has a negative effect on the relationship
Kraiczy et al. 114 German manufacturing pr between the CEO's risk propensity and new product portfolio innovativeness. The interaction between
. portfolio BAM, SEW . . . . . ..
(2015) family SMEs . the risk propensity and family generation in charge of the firm also results in a positive effect on the new
Innovativeness . .
product portfolio innovativeness.
. . . Risk orientation, innovation goals and knowledge diversity of family businesses vary depending on the
Li and Daspit Innovation . o . :
- . SEW degree of (high or low) family involvement in corporate governance and the type of SEW (restricted or
(2016) strategies = .
extended) objective pursued by the family.
3,231 paired firm-year Technological Both human and structural capital efficiency help to improve the firm’s ability to achieve TI outputs.
Manzaneque et al. . . . . oo . . . . . . .
(2017) observations of Spanish mnovation SEW Intellectual capital is an important input in the innovation process. Family management increases the
manufacturing firms outputs/outcomes willingness and the ability to accomplish TI from human and structural capital efficiency.
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Manzaneque et al.

1,027 Spanish

Technological
innovation, R&D

The analysis of the effects of family management on the conversion rate of three different technological
innovation inputs (R&D intensity, R&D personnel and external networks), reveals that family

(2018) manufacturing firms intensity and R&D SEW management reduces efficiency in the conversion of R&D expenses into technological innovation
personnel outcomes.
134 German publicly traded
firms for the innovation . oo . o . .
Matzler et al. input estimation and 136 Innovation 1qputs Fan.n.ly 1r.1volvement n management and governance has a negative 1mp2}ct on the 1nngvat10n input and a
(2015) German publicly traded (R&D Intensity) and | SEW positive 1nﬂqence on 1nn0yat10n output. The active 1ny01vement of family n?embe.rs. in the management
firms for the innovation outputs (patents) and supervision of the business, leads to greater effectiveness of these firms in their innovation efforts.
output
e . . Innovation inputs Family firms in the first generation are more successful than second-generation or later-generation family
1(\;[8?151;1 ctal. iszhlf:l;z% fgl(')r(r)lsirllgziuded (R&D Intensity) and | SEW businesses, both in value creation and value appropriation (the SEW being a key factor in both) which
outputs (patents) often translates into more innovative behaviour.
The different innovative approaches identified (entrepreneurial Innovators, conservative Innovators,
tardy Innovators and turnarounds—successful and not firms) from the dichotomized perspective of the
Miller et al. 7 Firms from different Innovation demands SEW SEW (“feeding parochial family desires” and “creating an evergreen organization.”), allow to conclude
(2015) sectors and approaches that it is of enormous importance that family businesses have to distinguish between those socio-
emotional preferences and objectives that generate, on the one hand, the creation of resources necessary
to ensure innovation and, on the other hand, the resources that discourage it.
Patel and 847 Mangfacturing firms Nature of R&D When perfqrmance exceeds. aspirations, family businesses make exploitative R&D inves.tm.ents that lead
Chrisman (2014) included in S&P 1500 investments BAM, SEW | to more reliable and less risky sales levels. On the contrary, performance below aspirations leads to
index exploratory R&D investments that result in potentially higher but less reliable sales levels.
Sciascia of al . . . In t.he context of SMES, the relaj[iolnship bettween family ownership and R&D intepgity is negative when
(2015) ' 240 Italian SMEs R&D intensity BAM, SEW | a high amount of family wealth is invested in the firm and on the contrary, it is positive when the amount
of family wealth invested in the business is low.
The relationship between the use of knowledge sources and innovation performance is affected by the
Serrano-Bedia ot . . Innovation moderating effect Qf family charactcf:ristics (CEQ tenure, CEO founde.r duality and family involvement).
al. (2016) 76 Spanish family firms performance and SEW All these characteristics exert negative moderating effects about the link between use of knowledge and
’ activities innovation performance. Thus, the family firm dimension tends to mitigate the positive effects of using
various types of knowledge sources on innovation performance.
A negative relationship between family ownership and technology adoption is shown. This relationship
Souder et al New technology is especially impor.tant .when family owners hold a minolrity instead of a majori.ty pos.it.ion. Forlother part,
(2017) ' 79 cable-TV firms adoption SEW small managers with diverse goals (e.g. SEW preservation), can delay strategic decision-making, due to

their great effort to maintain control and influence over the firm. This particular behaviour leads to a
negative effect on innovation and the adoption of new technologies in minority family businesses.
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