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1 Introduction 

Entrepreneurship is a dynamic process of vision, change, and creation. It requires an 

application of energy and passion towards the creation and implementation of new 

ideas and creative solutions. Essential ingredients include the willingness to take cal-

culated risks, formulate an effective venture team, marshal the needed resources, 

build a solid business plan, and, finally, the vision to recognize opportunity where 

others see chaos, contradiction, and confusion. 

(Kuratko, 2009, p. 5) 

As a crucial driver of economic growth and social welfare (Audretsch, Keilbach, 

& Lehmann, 2006), the great interest placed on entrepreneurship is unbroken. By recog-

nizing and exploiting opportunities (Kuckertz, Kollmann, Krell, & Stöckmann, 2017), 

initiatives of both individual entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial organizations destroy old 

industry patterns and establish new ones (Schumpeter, 1934). As such, they stimulate the 

economy, contribute to its global competitiveness, and create jobs (Audretsch & 

Keilbach, 2004; Kuckertz, Berger, & Allmendinger, 2015). Furthermore, a number of 

challenges force organizations into continuous improvement, redefinition, and new busi-

ness creation. Globalization has yielded competitive and complex market settings, char-

acterized by fast moving and aggressive environments (D'Aveni, 1999). Due to shorter 

development cycles, technological change, and differentiation, sustainable competitive 

advantage is increasingly difficult to achieve. Adapting to environmental dynamism and 

complexity is key to exploit entrepreneurial opportunities and stay competitive (Zahra, 

1996). Consequently, all organizations must realize that what Kuratko (2009) calls “the 

entrepreneurial imperative of the 21st century” is now at hand. 

Within organizations, entrepreneurial initiatives fall under the label of corporate 

entrepreneurship (CE) (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Zahra, 1991; Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 

1994). Contrasted with conventional management theory, the concept offers a new para-

digm for achieving sustainable competitive advantage by considering entrepreneurship as 

an integral part of the strategic process (Burgelman, 1983a). As market dynamics do not 

only mean a threat, but also prepare the ground for new business opportunities (Porter, 

1998), an entrepreneurial management approach seeks to provide a framework for ex-

ploiting those opportunities instead of being purely focused on defending against threats. 

However, as companies grow, some significant change takes place in most organizations. 
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Managers become increasingly adept at doing tasks more efficiently rather than at iden-

tifying opportunities and creating something new (Morris, Kuratko, & Covin, 2008). As 

a result, mature firms tend to favor operational efficiency and risk-averse market strate-

gies over innovativeness and flexibility which creates a momentum of increasing bureau-

cratization and often leads to organizational inertia (Kollmann, Kuckertz, & Stöckmann, 

2009). A heavy focus on the present core competencies and maintenance of the status quo 

creates an organizational context where opportunity recognition and exploitation get in-

creasingly difficult, and disruptive innovations do not get noticed (Kuratko, Hornsby, & 

Hayton, 2015). Companies that were once characterized as entrepreneurial at the early 

stage of their life cycle appear to have lost this strength over time (Thornberry, 2001). 

Under those conditions, the ultimate quest for managerial practice lies in revital-

izing the entrepreneurial capabilities of an organization at a certain stage of maturity. As 

the rules of the game have changed, an environment supportive of opportunity recognition 

and new business implementation may represent a key competitive advantage for enter-

prises in the 21st century. However, while there is an overall agreement that high levels 

of CE have positive effects on firm performance (Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin, & Frese, 

2009; Bierwerth, Schwens, Isidor, & Kabst, 2015), Kuratko et al. (2015, p. 247) note that 

“there remains a greater need for further research about how and why CE is best enacted 

in organizational settings.” To advance our understanding of the organizational-level an-

tecedents of CE (Wales, Gupta, & Mousa, 2013), the concept of organizational culture 

(OC) has generated considerable attention in CE research, especially since 2010 (Arz, 

2017). Referring to the ‘software’ component of an organizational architecture (Hofstede, 

1991), OC is seen as a major stabilizing force that shapes an organization’s identity and 

the way in which members of the organization interact with each other (Denison, 1984; 

Schein, 2017). As a complex, multi-layered theoretical lens (Schein, 2017), it brings in 

the important collectivist dimension of social process and thus enables generating in-

depth explanations on how and why specific mechanisms of social interaction may culti-

vate an organizational environment supportive of CE. 

As both CE and OC represent holistic and abstract concepts, the relationship be-

tween the two may best be studied within specific organizational contexts (Adiguna, 

2015; Kuratko, 2017). In this respect, the family business (FB) context, which is charac-

terized by a unique interaction of family and business systems, has been argued to be a 

particularly important and interesting field of study (Sharma & Melin, 2015; Kuckertz & 

Prochotta, 2018). The purpose of this thesis is to contribute to this emerging stream of 
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research by exploring how FB-specific patterns of OC, operating at distinct cultural layers 

(Schein, 2017), enable firm-level entrepreneurship to flourish in mature family firms. 

Specifically, this thesis addresses the following two research questions: 

1) What are the dominant cultural patterns of family firms that create an organ-

izational environment where CE flourishes? 

2) How exactly do these cultural patterns operate and interact in the process of 

stimulating CE? 

To provide a common theoretical ground for the phenomena in focus of this thesis, 

the introductory part continues with a brief overview of the field of CE research, high-

lighting the definitional issues and key domains (section 1.1). Subsequently, I introduce 

the concept of OC as a potential determinant of CE and illustrate its conceptual challenges 

and multi-level nature (section 1.2).1 In section 1.3, I then elaborate on the unique char-

acteristics that flow from the organizational context of family firms and provide insight 

into Family Business Management as a distinct field of research. Finally, I present the 

topics and the structure of this thesis in section 1.4. 

1.1 Corporate Entrepreneurship as a field of research 

Although CE is widely understood as the phenomenon of “entrepreneurship within 

an existing organization” (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001, p. 496), a general, agreed on defi-

nition of what it comprises is hard to find. Scholars use several terminologies to express 

themselves on the topic. While some use CE broadly, referring to multiple concepts, oth-

ers are specific, referring to well-established domains. However, although the field still 

lacks one comprehensive, unifying definition, a cumulative body of knowledge within its 

domains can now be identified (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013). Consequently, research 

ought to acknowledge the benefits of exploring different conceptualizations of firm-level 

entrepreneurship (Zahra, Jennings, & Kuratko, 1999a). Over the last five decades, four 

major domains have developed: intrapreneurship, corporate venturing, strategic entrepre-

neurship, and entrepreneurial orientation (EO). This section is intended to provide an 

overview of CE research through the decades, illustrating the development of the field, 

and the differentiation and unique contribution of each of its domains (tab. 1). 

                                                             
1 Sections 1.1 and 1.2 supplement the scoping-review presented in section 2.2. Specifically, while section 
2.2 is intended to define the search terms included in the systematic literature review, the following two 
sections offer a more profound and chronological overview of corporate entrepreneurship and organiza-
tional culture as distinct fields of research. 
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Table 1. Research on CE through the decades* 

 Dominant CE paradigm Domains introduced Research focus References 

1970s Extension of corporate 
strategy to implement new 
business through (internal) 
corporate venturing 

Corporate venturing 
(CV) 

Conceptualization of CE 
as a strategy for creating 
new business 

Peterson & Berger 
(1971); Hill & Hlavack 
(1972); von Hippel 
(1977) 

1980s Collection of firm-level  
entrepreneurial behaviors/ 
strategic posture; entrepre-
neurial initiatives of  
individuals and teams 

Intrapreneurship,  
entrepreneurial  
orientation (EO) 

Conceptualization of CE 
as firm behavior/ strategic 
posture and individual/ 
team initiatives 

Miller & Friesen (1982); 
Miller (1983); Pinchot 
(1985); Covin & Slevin 
(1989) 

1990s Two-type phenomenon 
consisting of corporate  
venturing and strategic  
renewal 

Strategic renewal 
(seen as a form  
of strategic entrepre-
neurship today) 

Reconciliation of the CE 
paradigm; specification of 
the EO domain; attributes 
and determinants of CE 

Guth & Ginsberg (1990); 
Zahra (1991); Lumpkin 
& Dess (1996); Sharma 
& Chrisman (1999) 

2000s Integrative approach of  
entrepreneurship and  
strategic management to 
create wealth 

Strategic  
entrepreneurship 

Measurement and  
comprehensive models of 
CE; EO-performance  
relationship 

Hitt et al. (2001); Ireland 
et al. (2003, 2009); 
Rauch et al. (2009) 

2010s Mature field of research 
with well-established  
domains 

- Organizational antecedents 
and contextual conditions 
of CE; measurement and 
integrated models of CE 

Covin & Kuratko (2010); 
Wales et al. (2012); 
Covin & Wales (2012) 

* cf., Kuratko (2017) 

 

In their pioneering work, Peterson and Berger (1971, p. 98) transfer Schumpeter’s 

(1934) definition of entrepreneurship into the organizational context, stressing that “the 

exercise of entrepreneurship requires the freedom to work outside of normal channels.” 

As such, they refer to CE as a strategy implemented through internal corporate venture 

teams. In this respect, CE first and foremost means creating and managing new ventures 

in established firms by transforming “R&D activities at the frontier of corporate technol-

ogy into new businesses through internal corporate venturing” (Burgelman, 1983b, p. 

223). Today, research of this kind is captured under the label of corporate venturing (CV) 

which can be divided into internal and external CV (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999; Miles & 

Covin, 2002). Internal CV focuses on the creation of new business that resides within the 

organization, including corporate startup (MacMillian, Block, & Narasimha, 1984), and 

autonomous business unit creation (Vesper, 1984). External CV refers to investments in 

early growth-stage businesses through CV capital (Röhm, Köhn, Kuckertz, & Dehnen, 

2018), acquisitions, and joint ventures (Covin & Miles, 2007; Phan Wright, Ucbasaran, 

& Tan, 2009). Hence, CV can be defined as “the set of organizational systems, processes 

and practices that focus on creating businesses in existing or new fields, markets or in-

dustries – using internal and external means” (Narayanan, Yang, & Zahra, 2009, p. 59). 

As an important milestone in the 1980s, Miller (1983) conceptualized entrepre-

neurship inside organizations as a strategic posture model. The author understands CE as 
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a manifestation of three general dimensions – innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk tak-

ing – which, together, constitute the difference between a conservative (nonentrepreneur-

ial) and an entrepreneurial firm. Miller (1983, p. 771) states: 

An entrepreneurial firm is one that engages in product-market innovation, undertakes somewhat 

risky ventures, and is first to come up with "proactive" innovations, beating competitors to the 

punch. A nonentrepreneurial firm is one that innovates very little, is highly risk averse, and imitates 

the moves of competitors instead of leading the way. We can tentatively view entrepreneurship as 

a composite weighting of these three variables. 

Although not explicitly labeled by the author at the time, his work represents the 

foundation of the widely accepted entrepreneurial orientation domain. Building on Mil-

ler’s groundwork, Covin and Slevin (1989, 1991) were the first to establish a measure-

ment scale for EO (referred to as the Miller/Covin and Slevin scale or the ENTRESCALE). 

The scale refers to the three dimensions described by Miller (1983) and operationalizes 

EO as a continuum ranging from more conservative to more entrepreneurial. As noted in 

two recent meta-analyses, their conceptualization is still the most dominant perspective 

in empirical EO research (Rauch et al., 2009; Rosenbusch, Rauch, & Bausch, 2013). 

While some authors specified and validated the scale in the 1990s (e.g., Knight, 1997), 

Lumpkin and Dess (1996) extended the perspective on EO by introducing the two addi-

tional dimensions autonomy and competitive aggressiveness (p. 137): 

The key dimensions that characterize an EO include a propensity to act autonomously, a willing-

ness to innovate and take-risks, and a tendency to be aggressive toward competitors and proactive 

relative to marketplace opportunities. 

Irrespective of the conceptualization used, EO is the most popular construct for 

scholars intending to characterize entrepreneurial behaviors at the firm level, with re-

search on the topic growing at an increasing rate (Covin & Lumpkin, 2011). Since the 

meta-analysis of Rauch et al. (2009) suggested that EO is a significant predictor of firm 

performance, the scholarly community started to show strong interest in identifying the 

determinants of EO (Wales et al., 2013). Yet, the issue of how EO is conceptualized and 

measured ideally to capture entrepreneurship at the firm level (i.e., unidimensional vs. 

multidimensional, three vs. five dimensions) remains an important task for research 

(Covin & Lumpkin, 2011; Covin & Wales, 2012; Anderson, Kreiser, Kuratko, Hornsby, 

& Eshima, 2015). 

The decade of 1980 also witnessed the introduction of the concept of intrapre-

neurship (Pinchot, 1985). Although sometimes used as a synonym for CE (e.g., Antoncic 

& Hisrich, 2001), it may be considered a domain on its own as it puts specific emphasis 
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on the individual inside an organization, its spirit and pursuit of market opportunities 

through finding new ways departing from the customary (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990). As 

such, this domain is in line with the autonomy dimension proposed by Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996, p. 140) who argue that basic ideas from the independent entrepreneurship phe-

nomenon ought to be recognized for CE: 

Within organizations as well, it is the freedom granted to individuals and teams who can exercise 

their creativity and champion promising ideas that is needed for entrepreneurship to occur. 

Similarly, a connection to the intrapreneurship concept has been drawn by 

Burgelman (1983b, p. 241), stating that “the motor of corporate entrepreneurship resides 

in the autonomous strategic initiative of individuals at the operational levels in the organ-

ization." Based on this individual-level perspective, scholars showed interest in the per-

ceptions and behaviors of managers (e.g., Pearce II, Kramer, & Robbins, 1997; Hornsby, 

Kuratko, & Zahra, 2002; Kuratko, Ireland, Covin, & Hornsby, 2005; Hornsby, Kuratko, 

Shepherd, & Bott, 2009), entrepreneurial leadership (e.g., Gupta, MacMillan, & Surie, 

2004), top management team and CEO characteristics (e.g., Srivastava & Lee, 2005; 

Ling, Simsek, Lubatkin, & Veiga, 2008; Zahra, Filatotchev, & Wright, 2009), cognitions, 

emotions, and motivations of individuals and teams (e.g., Corbett & Hmieleski, 2007; 

Marvel, Griffin, Hebda, & Vojak, 2007; Brundin, Patzelt, & Shepherd, 2008; Shepherd, 

Covin, & Kuratko, 2009; Biniari, 2012). The domain of intrapreneurship provides an im-

portant complement to organizational-level CE research as it contributes to our under-

standing of how mechanisms at a deeper level of analysis affect the organization as a 

whole. 

In the decade of 1990, an organizational transformation perspective was intro-

duced to CE research, thereby supporting the field taking its modern shape. In their intro-

duction of a special issue on CE in the Strategic Management Journal, Guth and Ginsberg 

(1990) build on the Schumpeterian (1934) entrepreneurship philosophy to add a renewal 

part to the former narrowly corporate venturing focused phenomenon (p. 6): 

Changes in the pattern of resource deployment – new combinations of resources in Schumpeter's 

terms – transform the firm into something significantly different from what it was before – some-

thing 'new.' This transformation of the firm from the old to the new reflects entrepreneurial behav-

ior. Corporate venturing, or new business development within an existing firm, is only one of the 

possible ways to achieve strategic renewal. Corporate venturing may or may not be directed at, or 

result in, strategic renewal. 
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Intending to reconcile the definitional issues in the field in the late 1990s, Sharma 

and Chrisman (1999, p. 18) agree with Guth and Ginsberg’s (1990) perspective and es-

tablished CE as a two-type phenomenon consisting of corporate venturing and strategic 

renewal: 

Corporate entrepreneurship is the process whereby an individual or a group of individuals, in as-

sociation with an existing organization, create a new organization or instigate renewal or innova-

tion within that organization. 

This revised perspective on CE moves beyond the traditional focus on activities 

unrelated to a firm’s area of competence. In addition to “the birth of new businesses” 

(Guth & Ginsberg, 1990, p. 5), a transformation of the existing business is now captured 

under the phenomenon of CE. Strategic renewal refers to situations whereby a firm “seeks 

to redefine its relationship with its markets or industry competitors by fundamentally al-

tering how it competes” (Covin & Miles, 1999, p. 52). It relates to a firm’s strategy to 

purposefully redefining the organization in order to create a sustainable competitive ad-

vantage (Covin & Miles, 1999). In this context, Barringer and Bluedorn (1999) encour-

aged the field to put stronger emphasis on the discipline of strategic management in CE 

research. In their empirical study, the authors investigate the relationship between five 

strategic management practices (scanning intensity, planning flexibility, planning hori-

zon, locus of planning, and control attributes) and EO in US manufacturing firms. 

On this basis, a new domain started to emerge in the early 2000s. While most 

models portray CE as a phenomenon that exists separate from strategy (e.g., Burgelman, 

1983b; Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Dess et al., 2003; Kuratko et al., 2004), Hitt, Ireland, 

Camp, and Sexton (2001) argue that both strategic management and entrepreneurship are 

focused on adapting to environmental change, exploiting new business opportunities, and 

searching for new sources of competitive advantage. Hence, they call for the integration 

of the two concepts under the label of strategic entrepreneurship. Hitt et al. (2001, p. 481) 

define strategic entrepreneurship as “the integration of entrepreneurial (i.e., opportunity-

seeking behavior) and strategic (i.e., advantage-seeking) perspectives in developing and 

taking actions designed to create wealth.” Because, in some cases, entrepreneurial initia-

tives occur as unplanned by-products of a firm’s spontaneous actions (Burgelman, 

1983b), the occurrence of entrepreneurial initiatives does not necessarily signify the pres-

ence of strategic entrepreneurship. Thus, there are two implications that flow from the 

above definition. First, strategic entrepreneurship implies a certain level of purposeful-

ness and intentionality toward entrepreneurship (Ireland, Covin, & Kuratko, 2009). 
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Hence, firms demonstrating strategic entrepreneurship explicitly apply creativity and en-

trepreneurial thinking to the development of their core strategy (Morris et al., 2008; Ku-

ratko & Audretsch, 2009). Ireland et al. (2009, p. 21) define such a CE strategy as: 

(…) a vision-directed, organization-wide reliance on entrepreneurial behavior that purposefully 

and continuously rejuvenates the organization and shapes the scope of its operations through the 

recognition and exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunity. 

Second, such firms develop an explicit strategy for CE, that is, a vision for deter-

mining how entrepreneurial a firm strives to be and how it intends to achieve that level 

of CE (Morris et al., 2008). Both aspects are considered critical and thus, together, con-

stitute the emerging concept of SE (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2009). 

Furthermore, a connection to the strategic renewal concept outlined above is 

drawn by the suggestion that strategic entrepreneurship can take one of five forms: stra-

tegic renewal, sustained regeneration, domain redefinition, organizational rejuvenation, 

and business model reconstruction (Covin & Miles, 1999; Dess et al., 2003; Ireland et al., 

2009; Kuratko & Audretsch, 2009). Each of the five forms represents a way for a firm to 

transform itself relative to where it was before (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2009). However, 

as a rather young domain, Schindehutte and Morris (2009) point out that it still suffers 

from problems of definitional clarity. 

Among further developing the domain of strategic entrepreneurship, the years 

since 2010 are characterized by CE taking shape as a mature field of research. Develop-

ments such as the increasing number of scholarly works on the topic (cf., Wales et al., 

2013), a strong emphasis on measurement refinement (e.g., Covin & Wales, 2012), and a 

renewed focus on integrated models (e.g., Kuratko, 2010) may serve as indicators for the 

maturity of the field. For instance, Covin and Wales (2012) and Anderson et al. (2015) 

review previous conceptualizations of EO, discuss challenges and offer recommendations 

for the use of different measurement models. Similarly, Covin and Kuratko (2010) exam-

ine the development of the corporate venturing and strategic entrepreneurship domains. 

Moreover, research shows great interest in the organizational and contextual determinants 

of CE. For instance, many scholars highlighted the important role of OC (cf., Arz, 2017) 

and the context of family firms (e.g., Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; López-Fernández, Ser-

rano-Bedia, & Pérez-Pérez, 2016; Kuratko, 2017). 

To summarize, the field of CE has three cornerstones which most scholars agree 

upon. First, CE refers to the phenomenon of entrepreneurship within established organi-

zations. As such, it is widely considered a comprehensive framework for firms striving 
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to achieve sustainable competitive advantage in context of the dynamics of the 21st cen-

tury. Second, the successful implementation of entrepreneurial initiatives inside organi-

zations depends on a variety of internal and external factors. Consequently, a sufficient 

understanding of CE can be achieved only when it is analyzed from various perspectives 

and integrated with interdisciplinary concepts, such as leadership, structure, strategy, and 

culture, at both the individual and organizational level. Third, research in the field has 

developed into four well-established sub-domains – intrapreneurship, corporate ventur-

ing, strategic entrepreneurship and EO – each contributing to a better understanding of 

the CE phenomenon. Based on the previous illustrations in this section, Figure 1 offers 

an overview of the current status of the CE domains, its dominant dimensions, aspects, 

and forms. 

As a dominant area of research, the successful implementation of CE is of high 

interest for the scholarly community (Kuratko et al., 2015). This thesis, that is, the empir-

ical chapters 3 and 4, are settled within the domain of EO to contribute to a better under-

standing of the organizational conditions that stimulate a firm-level competitive orienta-

tion toward entrepreneurship. Consequently, it focuses on EO as an output variable that 

is nurtured by different aspects of an organizational environment. As the following sec-

tion will outline, OC has been suggested to play an important role in that process. 

Figure 1. The domains of CE 

 



 
   10 

1.2 Organizational culture as determinant of corporate entrepreneurship 

Along with the development of CE research through the decades, a variety of 

scholars highlighted OC as an important factor for implementing entrepreneurship in the 

organizational context (e.g., Stevenson & Jarrillo, 1986; Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Covin 

& Slevin, 1991; Zahra, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Zahra et al., 1999a; Dess & Lump-

kin, 2005; Ireland et al., 2009). However, empirical research on the topic remains scarce 

(cf., Arz, 2017). Many CE scholars just mentioned OC in passing without elaborating on 

the specific cultural patterns that support entrepreneurial behaviors. Although it does cre-

ate concrete, powerful forces, the term OC is an abstraction. To make it observable, 

Schein (2017) urges research to avoid the creation of mysterious, superficial models, and 

instead, build on deeper, more complex conceptualizations. This section is intended to 

make the concept of OC accessible for the research purposes of this thesis. 

Rooted in anthropology, culture is used to explain the orderliness and patterning 

of much of our life experience (Benedict, 1934). It derives from an individual’s social 

environment, but it is, in contrast to the concept of personality, specific to a group, not an 

individual. Thus, Hofstede (1991, p. 6) defines culture as “the collective programming of 

the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from others.” 

In the late 1970s, the concept found its way to organizational studies. Pettigrew (1979) 

applied the paradigm developed by cultural anthropologists to the organizational context, 

focusing on culture as a means for cultivating commitment among organizational mem-

bers through “a system of publically and collectively accepted meanings operating for a 

given group at a given time” (p. 574). As a complex social phenomenon with strong sym-

bolic character, the author points to several manifestations of OC, such as beliefs, myths, 

and rituals. In so doing, he establishes OC as a family of concepts, arguing (p. 574): 

While providing a general sense of orientation, culture treated as a unitary concept in this way 

lacks analytical bite. A potentially more fruitful approach is to regard culture as the source of a 

family of concepts. The offsprings of the concept of culture I have in mind are symbol, language, 

ideology, belief, ritual, and myth. 

Similarly, Smircich (1983) illustrated intersections of organization theory and cul-

ture theory to conceptualize a model that moves beyond the instrumental view of organi-

zations. While previous organization theorists mostly borrowed from other disciplines, 

using systems theory and metaphors from the physical world, like machine or organism, 

Smircich argued that organization should be acknowledged as a metaphor itself. As such, 

organizations are “expressive forms” and “manifestations of the human consciousness” 
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(p. 347), concerned with collective coordination and orderliness. Building on that per-

spective, the author provides a definitional summary of how the concept of culture in 

organizations is portrayed in the literature at the time (p. 344): 

Culture is usually defined as social or normative glue that holds an organization together. It ex-

presses the values or social ideals and the beliefs that organization members come to share. These 

values or patterns of belief are manifested by symbolic devices such as myths, rituals, stories, leg-

ends, and specialized language. 

Two key elements of that definition are still widely accepted and used for concep-

tualizing OC. First, cultural values that are shared by organizational members represent 

the deeply embedded core of an OC. Second, those values are manifested by symbolic 

devices, which represent the more salient forms of OC. Those definitional core elements 

have been developed further by Schein (1990, 2017) conceptualizing OC as a multi-layer 

concept consisting of intangible (organizational values and basic underlying assumptions) 

and tangible (organizational climate and artifacts) manifestations. According to Schein, 

OC is the only organizational concept suited to addressing the basic human need for sta-

bility, consistency, and meaning, thereby being able to integrate people into one group. 

Calling for a dynamic definition of OC, the author argues (2017, p. 6): 

The culture of a group can be defined as the accumulated shared learning of that group as it solves 

its problems of external adaptation and internal integration; which has worked well enough to be 

considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, 

feel, and behave in relation to those problems. 

Following Schein (1990), an OC begins with the founders of an organization, im-

posing their own personal assumptions and values on the collective. If the organization is 

successful, the founder’s values get confirmed and reinforced by its members. What be-

gan with the individual view of a founder is now a shared recognition of what works well 

in certain situations, and, consequently, is considered valid for addressing future prob-

lems. Building on a history of shared experiences and a certain stability of membership, 

the shared organizational values are then transformed into tangible patterns, such as ritu-

als, practices and symbols. What Smircich (1983) calls symbolic devices is reframed by 

Schein (1990), referring to organizational artifacts. Those visible products of a group’s 

shared values are of immediate relevance for an organization’s actions, such as its deci-

sion-making processes and market strategies. Together, those visible cultural patterns 

form a certain climate, an organizational member’s overall perception of the internal en-

vironment. This patterning, where “rituals, climate, values, and behaviors tie together into 

a coherent whole” (Schein, 2017, p. 11), is then referred to as culture (fig. 2). 
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Figure 2. The multi-layer nature of OC as a family of concepts 

Tangible/  
salient 

Organizational 
climates* 

People’s overall perception of an organization’s environment; all 
phenomena that an organizational member sees, hears and feels 

Organizational  
artifacts 

Visible products of a group and the architecture of its physical envi-
ronment, its rituals, practices, symbols, language, and myths 

 

Intangible 

Organizational 
values* 

Invisible, deeply embedded ideas that people have about how things 
work in an organization 

Basic Underlying 
Assumptions 

Unconscious, taken for granted beliefs, perceptions, thoughts and 
feelings; ultimate source of values 

* To enable the conceptualization of rich multi-layer culture models and, at the same time, reduce complexity, this 
thesis (empirical chapters 3 and 4) puts emphasis on the layers of organizational values and organizational climates. 
 

While this conceptualization of OC as a family of concepts, with tangible and in-

tangible patterns that manifest at different layers, remains a useful approach for research 

to overcome the abstract nature of the concept, not much progress has been made since 

the contribution of Schein (1990). Hence, many scholars expressed their frustration with 

the stagnation of the field. For instance, Chatman and O’Reilly (2016) refer to OC as a 

“paradigm lost”, arguing that, despite its importance for organizational studies, the term 

has often been used without a sufficient understanding of what it embodies and what it 

really is that scholars try to assess. Intending to identify the factors that caused this situ-

ation, some scholars point to the great attention OC has received among practitioners 

shortly after being introduced to the academic field (Harris & Ogbonna, 1997). Although 

the real meaning of the term OC was ambiguous, managers started to prioritize culture as 

an important driver of organizational performance. Consequently, “culture very quickly 

became the darling of the management consulting world” (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 

2013, p. 369). As, in the course of those developments, instruments to asses OC were 

developed primarily for consulting purposes rather than based on the rigors of research 

methods and theory, it may have unintendedly slowed the academic inquiry into the topic 

(Chatman & O’Reilly, 2016), leading to a strongly fragmented field of research. 

Indeed, Verbeke, Volgering, and Hessels (1998) found 54 different definitions of 

OC in 1998, and Denison, Nieminen, and Kotrba (2014) conclude that, to date, there is 

still no widely shared definition of the term. Furthermore, in their review of instruments 

and approaches for exploring OC, Jung et al. (2009) found an overall number of 70 dif-

ferent instruments used in a sample of 877 articles. Thus, Chatman and O’Reilly (2016) 
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urge research to be aware that OC as a concept lacks robust construct validity. Neverthe-

less, the widespread interest in the concept has produced an unmanageable number of 

scholarly works on the topic (a search on the term “organizational culture” in the database 

Scopus reveals 27,399 results in January, 2019). To complicate matters further, the cul-

tural layers of organizational values (1,274 results on the term in Scopus database; Janu-

ary, 2018) and organizational climates (2,548 results on the term in Scopus database; 

January, 2018) can be seen as widely accepted research domains themselves. Just as OC, 

both domains started to gain increased research attention in the early 1990s. 

In the midst of this diversity, how can OC be useful to explore the organizational 

factors that nurture CE? Against the ‘hardware’ components of an organizational archi-

tecture, such as structure, resources, and reward systems, OC as the ‘software’ (Hofstede, 

1991) and operating unit (Denison, 1984) of an organization brings in the important col-

lectivist dimension of social process. It thus enables uncovering how processes of social 

interaction may cultivate organizational environments where CE flourishes. Consistent 

with the early conceptualizations of Pettigrew (1979), Smircich (1983), and Schein 

(1990), this thesis moves beyond the view of culture as one clearly defined, robust, and 

manageable concept but rather embraces the complexity and richness of OC as a multi-

layered social perspective. Doing so provides a useful theoretical lens to capture organi-

zational life and examine why some firms are more entrepreneurial than others. To enable 

its strong explanatory power to enfold, the studies included in this thesis conceptualize 

OC from specific ontological2 and epistemological3 perspectives. Furthermore, as cul-

tures are highly context specific, this thesis focuses on uncovering the unique sociocul-

tural processes of family firms. 

                                                             
2 The ontological perspective refers to a philosophical standpoint concerned with the constitutive aspects 
of reality and human existence (Dejnozka, 1996). In this respect, the idea of Smircich (1983), that organi-
zations can be understood as either having a culture or being a culture, represents the basic choice between 
a practical, interpretive (root metaphor) or a technical, positive (variable; representing the machine/ organ-
ism metaphor) ontological perspective (Alvesson, 2013; Adiguna, 2015). Each study included in this thesis 
is guided by the assumption that organizations are cultures. Consequently, the goal of this research is not 
to provide prescriptions for how to manage a culture but rather to deliver a description and interpretation 
of cultural mechanisms in organizations. 
3 The epistemological perspective refers to the theoretical frames and methodologies used to inquire OC. 
To categorize literature with respect to that perspective at a meta-analytical level, Martin (1992) provided 
a useful framework by differentiating between three general approaches to access the phenomenon of OC: 
integration, differentiation, and fragmentation. This thesis particularly adopts the perspective of differenti-
ation, acknowledging that a consistent culture can be uncovered only for a specific subculture rather than 
for the entire organization. It thus strives to identify the dominant patterns of OC that constitute an entre-
preneurial-oriented subculture and leaves out patterns that characterize the more administrative divisions 
of an organization. 



 
   14 

1.3 The family business as a unique organizational context 

As family firms represent the most universal form of business organization around 

the world (Howorth, Rose, Hamilton, & Westhead, 2010), dominating the economic land-

scape of most nations, such as Germany (Klein, 2000), Sweden (Morck & Yeung, 2003), 

Italy (Corbetta, 1995), and the United States (Astrachan & Shanker, 2003), the academic 

interest in FB studies has increased within the last three decades (Chrisman, Kellermanns, 

Chan, & Liano, 2010). Most scholars believe that FBs are more than just a unique phe-

nomenological setting but are significantly different from nonfamily firms. Eventually, 

the assumption of these family owned and controlled businesses outperforming nonfam-

ily firms gave rise to the discipline of Family Business Management in 1990 (Bird, 

Welsch, Astrachan, & Pistrui, 2002). Due to a reciprocal impact of family on business, 

research concluded that FBs can be distinguished with regard to goals (Lee & Rogoff, 

1996), strategies (Zahra, 2003), corporate governance (Randøy & Goel, 2003), ethics 

(Adams, Taschian, & Shore, 1996), and OC (Zahra et al., 2004) from their nonfamily 

counterparts, and that those unique characteristics also affect firm performance (Chris-

man, Chua, & Sharma, 2005). As various theoretical perspectives are needed in FB re-

search (Melin & Nordqvist, 2007), the field is considered “very attractive for the intellec-

tually curious scholar with opportunities for applying a wide range of theoretical lenses” 

(Sharma & Melin, 2015, p. xliii). 

However, the definition of what characterizes an FB is still open for debate (Klein, 

Astrachan, & Smyrnios, 2005). Already in the beginning, Handler (1989, p. 258) stated, 

“defining the family firm is the first and most obvious challenge facing family business 

researchers”. In this respect, it has been proposed that FBs are rarely an either-or-scenario 

(Tsang, 2002), and that, instead, these firms vary in terms of degrees of family involve-

ment (Astrachan, Klein, & Smyrnios, 2002). Family firms are unusually complex and 

many different types of FBs may exist (Habbershon & Williams, 1999). Consequently, 

frameworks that enable a differentiation and categorization of FB types are more useful 

than the pursuit of one unifying definition (Sharma, 2004). For instance, Astrachan et al. 

(2002) introduced the Family Influence on Power, Experience, and Culture (F-PEC) 

scale, providing a comprehensive instrument to assess the extent of family influence on 

a continuous scale rather than through a categorical variable (e.g., yes/no). 

At a meta-analytical level, Chrisman et al. (2005) summarized the FBs definitions 

that dominate the literature and identified two basic approaches: a components-of-involve-
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ment approach and an essence approach. The authors argue that the components of a fam-

ily’s involvement in the firm, such as ownership, governance, management, and transgen-

erational succession (Chua, Chrisman, & Sharma, 1999), are necessary but not sufficient 

to classify a firm as an FB. Rather, “family involvement must be directed toward behav-

iors that produce certain distinctiveness before it can be considered a family firm. Thus, 

two firms with the same extent of family involvement may not both be family businesses 

if either lacks the intention, vision, familiness, and/or behavior that constitute the essence 

of a family business” (p. 557). The essence approach described here is of particular value 

because it puts emphasis on the hard-to-duplicate characteristics of FBs that flow from 

the constructive interaction of the family and business systems. Table 2 provides a selec-

tion of commonly referred to definitions and indicates the inherent definitional approach 

for each. 

Table 2. FB definitions 

Authors Definition Approach 

Litz (1995, p. 78) A business where ownership and management are concentrated within a 
family unit (structure), and its members strive to achieve, maintain, and/or 
increase intraorganizational family-based relatedness (intention) 

Components-of-
involvement and 
essence 

Tagiuri & Davis 
(1996, p. 199) 

Organizations where two or more extended family members influence the 
direction of the business through the exercise of kinship ties, management 
roles, or ownership rights 

Components-of-
involvement 

Chua et al. 
(1999, p. 25) 

A business governed and/or managed with the intention to shape and/or 
pursue the vision of the business held by a dominant coalition controlled 
by members of the same family or a small number of families in a manner 
that is potentially sustainable across generations of the family or families 

Components-of-
involvement and 
essence 

Astrachan et al. 
(2002, p. 47) 

Not one unifying definition but a continuum of family business consider-
ing the extent and manner of family involvement and influence on the en-
terprise; three dimensions to build an index of family influence: power, ex-
perience, and culture (F-PEC scale) 

Components-of-
involvement and 
essence 

Astrachan & 
Shanker  
(2003, p. 211f.) 

Three operational definitions: (1) broad definition: family participation in 
the business and family has control over the business’ strategic direction; 
(2) middle definition: business owner intends to pass the business to an-
other family member and the founder or descendant of the founder plays a 
role in running the business; (3) narrowest definition: family retains voting 
control and multiple generations have significant impact on the business 

Components-of-
involvement and 
essence 

Sharma et al. 
(2014, p. 1) 

Most prevalent form of business organizations in the world; in these or-
ganizations, the overlap between family and work systems is such that 
family members significantly influence the key decisions and direction of 
an enterprise, and vice versa 

Essence 

 

The basis of each work in the field of FB research ought to be formed by making 

an explicit decision on the type of family firms to be studied. Ideally, FB scholars must 

(i) define whether they distinguish family firms from nonfamily firms in terms of a com-

ponents-of-involvement or/and an essence approach, and (ii) indicate the degree of family 

involvement or/and intention and vision that is demonstrated within the particular firms. 
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For the purpose of this thesis, I follow a components-of-involvement and essence ap-

proach, defining family firms as privately held organizations where ownership resides 

within one family (Litz, 1995; Chua et al., 1999), this family is represented in the man-

agement team and substantially influences the key decisions and direction of the firm 

(Sharma, Melin, & Nordqvist, 2014), and the business is perceived to be an FB by the 

leading representative of the firm (Ram & Holliday, 1993). 

Based on a transparent and unambiguous definition of the research object, scholars 

must then clarify the theoretical perspective used to explain the differences in behavior 

and performance of family and nonfamily firms, thereby building effective connections 

between prior and upcoming works in the field of FB research (Sharma, 2004). Over the 

last three decades, four theoretical perspectives dominated the study of the distinctive 

characteristics of FBs: (1) resource-based view, (2) agency theory, (3) stewardship theory, 

and (4) socioemotional wealth theory (tab. 3). 

Table 3. Dominant theoretical perspectives in FB research 

 Research focus References 

Resource-based 
view 

Investigating hard-to-duplicate capabilities that 
commonly reside in FBs as potential resources for 
competitive advantage 

Barney (1991); Habbershon & Williams 
(1999); Habbershon et al. (2003); Sirmon 
& Hitt (2003); Tokarczyk et al. (2007) 

Agency  
theory 

Investigating FB characteristics with the assump-
tion that managers choose opportunistic self-inter-
ested behavior (economic/ rational view) 

Jensen & Meckling (1976); Fama & Jensen 
(1983); Schulze et al. (2001); Anderson & 
Reeb (2003); Schulze et al. (2003); Morck 
& Yeung (2003); Chrisman et al. (2004); 
Carney (2005) 

Stewardship  
theory 

Investigating FB characteristics with the assump-
tion that managers demonstrate an intrinsic desire 
to serve the firm, resulting in pro-organizational 
behavior (humanistic view) 

Davis et al. (1997); Miller & Le Breton-
Miller (2006); Eddleston & Kellermanns 
(2007); Miller et al. (2008); Davis et al. 
(2010); Neubaum et al. (2017) 

Socioemotional 
wealth theory 

Grounded in behavioral agency theory; investigat-
ing FBs as organizations that are typically moti-
vated by nonfinancial aspects or ‘socioemotional 
endowments’ of family owners 

Gómez-Mejia et al. (2007, 2011); Zellwe-
ger et al. (2012); Berrone et al. (2012); 
Miller & Le Breton-Miller (2014) 

 

The resource-based view has emerged as a major paradigm in the field of strategic 

management (Barney, 1991). It focuses on the identification and management of valuable 

and rare resource endowments of a firm that can be used to exploit competitive advantage. 

In the context of FB research, this theoretical perspective has been adopted by looking 

beyond traditional resource arenas (e.g., physical capital, human capital) and focusing on 

the “idiosyncratic, immobile, inimitable, sometimes intangible bundle of resources resid-

ing in the firm” (Habbershon & Williams, 1999, p. 7). Specifically, within this view, 

scholars emphasized the inherent resources and capabilities through which family firms, 

when compared to nonfamily firms, are able to create and sustain relative advantages 



 
   17 

(Tokarczyk, Hansen, Green, & Down, 2007). Those inherent resources of FBs have often 

been referred to as “familiness”, arguing that the interaction among family and business 

systems result in unique internal capabilities that make FBs distinctive (Habbershon, Wil-

liams, & MacMillan, 2003) and may provide these firms with an inimitable organizational 

architecture supportive of entrepreneurial behaviors and activities (Zahra et al., 2004). 

Two further widely considered theories in the field of FB research are agency the-

ory and stewardship theory. They basically represent two contrary, fundamental perspec-

tives on organizational life (Donaldson & Davis, 1991; Madison, Holt, Kellermanns, & 

Ranft, 2015). While agency theory is based on the central tenets of Adam Smith (1796) 

and Max Weber (1947), referring to managers inside organizations as opportunistic self-

interested individuals, stewardship theory takes a somewhat more humanistic view 

(McGregor, 1960; Maslow, 1970) by suggesting that, in some organizations, managers 

demonstrate an intrinsic desire to serve the firm, resulting in a strong alignment with the 

firm’s vision and goals. Although there is an ongoing debate in the field on the predictive 

ability of each theory (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2009), most scholars believe that 

agency behavior can be detrimental while stewardship behavior can be advantageous to 

FBs (Madison et al., 2015). 

Considered a “’homegrown’ theoretical formulation within the family business 

field” (Berrone, Cruz, & Gómez-Mejia, 2012, p. 259), socioemotional wealth theory 

builds on the perspectives illustrated above to provide a general extension of the behav-

ioral agency theory (see Wiseman & Gómez-Mejia, 1998). It theorizes family firms as 

organizations that, in contrast to their nonfamily counterparts, are typically committed to 

the preservation of nonfinancial aspects, referred to as socioemotional wealth (Gómez-

Mejia, Haynes, Nuñez-Nickel, Jacobson, & Moyano-Fuentes, 2007; Gómez-Mejia, Cruz, 

Berrone, & De Castro, 2011). Following this proposition, family managers use socioemo-

tional endowments (i.e., “the stock of affect-related value that a family derives from its 

controlling position”, Berrone et al., 2012, p. 259) as a noneconomic reference point for 

strategic decision-making rather than following risk-averse financial logic (Zellweger, 

Kellermanns, Chrisman, & Chua, 2012). However, as a rather young theoretical perspec-

tive, Miller and Le Breton-Miller (2014) emphasize that it remains a challenge to FB 

scholars to create direct measures of socioemotional wealth and relate them to specific 

family-centric concerns. 
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The concept of OC, although sometimes conceptualized from a resource-based 

view (e.g., Zahra et al., 2004; Cherchem, 2017), has yet not served as a dominant theo-

retical perspective in FB research. However, scholars recently highlighted the important 

role of cultural aspects in explaining behaviors in family firms (Adiguna, 2015). For in-

stance, Sharma (2004, p. 21) argues that “to truly understand the strategic decision pro-

cesses of family firms, it is important to incorporate the role of family beliefs and culture.” 

By considering the FB as being a unique combination of two interlocking cultural milieus, 

that of the family and of the business (Flemons & Cole, 1992; Heck, 2004), cultural stud-

ies can create a theoretical lens that is able to cut across analytical levels (Fletcher, Melin, 

& Gimeno, 2012), thus providing strong explanatory power to investigate behaviors in 

FBs. Similarly, scholars emphasized that there remains much work to be done to under-

stand whether the distinctive characteristics of FBs support or hinder entrepreneurial be-

haviors (Kellermanns, Eddleston, Barnett, & Pearson, 2008; Casillas, Moreno, & Bar-

bero, 2010; Lumpkin, Brigham, & Moss, 2010; Kuratko, 2017). Connecting the argu-

ments made, investigating the OC-CE relationship in the context of FBs is a promising 

research avenue (López-Fernández et al., 2016). Consistent with the conceptualization of 

OC as a rich social phenomenon and a family of concepts, the empirical chapters 3 and 4 

of this thesis integrate theoretical perspectives specific to the unique context of family 

firms (e.g., stewardship, long-term orientation, family commitment) into a multi-layer 

culture model in the tradition of Schein (2017). 

1.4 Structure, methodology, and scope of this thesis 

This doctoral thesis comprises three empirical studies which together seek to shed 

light upon the question of which and how specific OC manifestations are able to support 

entrepreneurial behaviors and activities in established organizations. While chapter 2, a 

systematic review, is intended to provide a broad overview of the current literature on the 

OC-CE relationship, chapters 3 and 4 take a narrower perspective by exploring EO-

supportive cultural patterns that arise from the specific context of family firms. As a 

whole, this thesis builds on the current discussions within each of the three fields illus-

trated above (i.e., CE/ EO, OC, and FB research), addressing a variety of research ques-

tions and relying on different methodological approaches and data sets (tab. 4). More 

specifically, I use both original and secondary data, and I draw on qualitative, interpretive 

as well as quantitative, positivist research design. This section is intended to summarize 

the specific objectives, concepts, and methods of the studies, each guided by the over-

arching research questions of this thesis. 
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Table 4. Overview of empirical chapters* 

Overarching research questions: 
What are the dominant cultural patterns of family firms that create an organizational environment where  

CE flourishes? 
How exactly do these cultural patterns operate and interact in the process of stimulating CE? 

     
Chapter Title Specific research questions Methods Sample 

2 

 

Mechanisms of Organiza-
tional Culture for Fostering 
Corporate Entrepreneur-
ship: A Systematic Review 
and Research Agenda 

What are the mechanisms of OC 
for fostering CE? 

What are the potential research av-
enues that flow from the current 
state of knowledge? 

Structured  
literature review,  
realist synthesis 

46 peer-reviewed 
papers (empirical 
and conceptual) 

3 Bridging the Micro-Macro 
Gap: A Multi-Layer Culture 
Framework for Understand-
ing Entrepreneurial Orienta-
tion in Family Firms 

What are the dominant OC mecha-
nisms that explain how family 
values are transformed into high 
levels of EO in a family firm? 

What are the underlying processes 
in a family firm through which 
the identified cultural concepts 
operate to stimulate EO? 

Interpretivist single 
case study;  
ethnographic inter-
viewing; qualitative  
content analysis 

One second-gen-
eration German 
family firm  
(in-depth case) 

4 Stimulating Entrepreneurial 
Orientation in Family 
Firms: A Multi-Layer  
Culture Model 

How can the OC mechanisms of 
family firms transform the com-
mitment of the family toward the 
business into high levels of EO? 

Online survey;  
covariance-based 
structural equation  
modelling 

208 German  
family firms 

* All studies presented in this thesis are single-authored (i.e., the individual contribution to each is 100%). 

 

The first study titled “Mechanisms of Organizational Culture for Fostering Cor-

porate Entrepreneurship: A Systematic Review and Research Agenda” (chapter 2) pro-

vides a broad overview of the current body of knowledge on the OC-CE relationship and 

synthesizes generic OC mechanisms supportive of CE into an explicit framework. Adopt-

ing the method of structured literature review (Tranfield, Denyer, & Smart, 2003) and 

realist synthesis (Pawson, 2002, 2006), it analyzes 46 empirical and conceptual papers 

published in peer-reviewed journals and strives to make sense of the diverse, and partly 

conflicting, theoretical predictions and empirical findings which currently characterize 

the field. To accomplish that, the study integrates the two basic ontological perspectives 

on OC (see section 1.2), that is, a technical (eight generic OC dimensions conceptualized 

by Detert, Schroeder, & Mauriel, 2000) and a practical (two basic layers of culture as 

conceptualized by Schein, 2017) perspective, to enable CE-supportive OC mechanisms 

to be synthesized into a clear matrix. Doing so allows for more a fine-grained understand-

ing of how OC may create an environment where CE to flourishes. Based on the synthe-

sis, research avenues are identified to encourage future work on the topic. 
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 The second study titled “Bridging the Micro-Macro Gap: A Multi-Layer Culture 

Framework for Understanding Entrepreneurial Orientation in Family Firms” (chapter 

3) builds on one of the research avenues that have been suggested in study 1 and responds 

to the enduring unanswered call for qualitative research on the topic of EO that is located 

within a constructivist- or interpretivist-oriented philosophy (Randerson, 2016; Wales, 

2016). Employing an interpretivist single case study design (Stake, 2005; Gioia, Corley, 

& Hamilton, 2012), the study seeks to elaborate the theory of the antecedents of EO in 

family firms by delivering a rich and deeply contextualized understanding of the business-

level mechanisms that operate between family-level values (micro level) and firm-level 

EO (macro level) in a second-generation German family firm. Specifically, it adopts a 

multi-layer theory of culture (Schein, 2017) as interpretive framework to develop a 

grounded model that cuts across analytical levels of family and business. The illustration 

of the data, based on a qualitative content analysis of both archival data (more than 3200 

pages of internally and externally available sources) and ethnographic interview data (14 

interviews with ten key informants, two of which were family members), shows how the 

identified cultural concepts operate as effective social mechanisms to stimulate EO. Spe-

cifically, family-level values of altruism and preservation have been found to prepare the 

ground for an OC characterized by long-term- and involvement-orientated organizational 

values as well as psychological safety and empowerment climates. Eventually, these cli-

mates represent the most salient cultural layer and effectively support the firm’s compet-

itive orientation toward corporate entrepreneurship. 

Finally, the third study of this thesis titled “Stimulating Entrepreneurial Orienta-

tion in Family Firms: A Multi-Layer Culture Model” (chapter 4) takes a more technical 

(positivist) perspective on the phenomenon of OC and investigates how specific business-

level cultural mechanisms of family firms can transform the intimate connection between 

family and business into high levels of EO. To provide a deeper understanding of the 

forces that nurture EO in family firms and move beyond structural family-level charac-

teristics, such as family involvement, governance, and ownership (e.g., Zahra, 2005; 

Casillas & Moreno, 2010; Lee & Chu, 2017), the study finds a way to bridge the gap 

between family-level characteristics and firm-level EO by integrating family commitment 

culture, long-term orientation, and stewardship climate into a multi-layer culture frame-

work. The research model that derives from this perspective proposes a two-step media-

tion process, intending to explain how family commitment culture, as a family-level value 

orientation, is transformed into high levels of EO through OC mechanisms. The model 
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was tested by analyzing data of 208 mature German family firms using covariance-based 

structural equation modelling (SEM). Consistent with the proposed multi-layer structure, 

the SEM model’s results support the hypothesis that, when high levels of EO are desired, 

family firms ought to focus on what type of cultural mechanisms are triggered at the 

business level through a family commitment culture. The study thus extends our current 

knowledge on the role of culture, family commitment, long-term orientation, and stew-

ardship in stimulating EO in family firms and, furthermore, challenges the suggestion that 

EO is dependent on the presence of the founder (Le Breton-Miller, Miller, & Bares, 

2015). Rather, long-term orientation and stewardship climate have been found to operate 

as effective OC mechanisms that enable keeping the entrepreneurial spirit alive even 

when later generations are involved. 
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2 Mechanisms of Organizational Culture for Fostering Corporate  
Entrepreneurship: A Systematic Review and Research Agenda4 

 

This chapter presents a systematic evaluation of the literature on organizational 

culture and corporate entrepreneurship. Organizational culture ranks among the highly 

relevant factors for fostering corporate entrepreneurship and has attracted increasing re-

search interest in recent years. Despite a growing body of scholarly work, to date there is 

limited understanding of which specific cultural mechanisms create an organizational en-

vironment where entrepreneurial activities flourish. The current state of knowledge is 

characterized by diverse, and partly conflicting, theoretical predictions and empirical 

findings. Furthermore, the complex and contested nature of organizational culture makes 

it difficult to derive useful propositions for managerial actions that will serve practitioners 

and theorists alike. To address these issues and encourage future work, this study uses a 

systematic review and develops an analytical framework, thereby considering eight gen-

eral dimensions of organizational culture across different levels. As the theorization on 

these dimensions is unsuited to addressing practical realities, this article is built upon a 

realist account so as to shed light on the specific mechanisms through which the general 

cultural dimensions operate. This approach allows for a more fine-grained understanding 

of how organizational culture fosters corporate entrepreneurship and enables future re-

search avenues to be identified. 

After providing an introduction to this chapter’s topic in section 2.1., a scoping 

review introduces the central concepts under investigation (section 2.2), thereby creating 

a useful basis for deriving a suitable search strategy. Section 2.3 presents the methodology 

exploited in this study by showing how the sample is generated. In section 2.4, the results 

and the framework are presented and discussed. On this basis, I then derive future re-

search avenues (section 2.5). The chapter closes with limitations and conclusions (section 

2.6). 

 

                                                             
4 This study is published with the kind permission of World Scientific. The original publication Arz 
(2017) appeared in: Journal of Enterprising Culture, Vol. 25, Issue 4, pp. 361-409, which can be found at 
the following address: https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/S0218495817500145. 
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2.1 Introduction 

Given that changing market conditions and customer requirements prepare the 

ground for radical disruption, established businesses within all sectors face escalating 

pressure to preserve their competitiveness. While trying to defend their leading market 

position, firms tend to favor operational efficiency and risk-averse market strategies over 

innovativeness and flexibility. However, heightening market dynamics call for corporate 

entrepreneurship (CE) activities, such as strategic renewal and new business venturing. 

Empirical studies have largely found that firms with a higher degree of CE perform better 

(Rauch et al., 2009). In recent years, scholars have shown great interest in the role of 

organizational factors in developing and establishing CE within an organization. In this 

context, various authors highlight the important role of organizational culture (OC) (Kan-

ter, 1985; Stevenson & Jarrillo, 1986; Cornwell & Perlman, 1990; Guth & Ginsberg, 

1990; Covin & Slevin, 1991; Zahra, 1991; Zahra & Covin, 1995; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; 

Dess, Lumpkin, & McGee, 1999; Zahra et al., 1999a, b; Aloulou & Fayolle, 2005; Dess 

& Lumpkin, 2005; Ireland, Kuratko, & Morris, 2006). OC refers to an organization’s core 

identity and is seen as a major stabilizing force that shapes leadership styles, processes, 

and behaviors (Denison, 1984; Schein, 1990; Aycan et al., 2000). By determining the 

organizational settings considered relevant, and guiding perceptions of what is important 

and what is possible for a firm (Laforet, 2016), OC is what makes CE possible in the first 

place. Consequently, Cornwell and Perlman (1990, p. 6) see culture as “a key determinant 

of, and the first step in fostering, entrepreneurial activity within an organization.” Simi-

larly, Chung and Gibbons (1997, p. 23) attribute a social control function to OC and ar-

gue: “The best type of control used to ‘regulate’ and stimulate autonomous entrepreneur-

ial behavior is corporate culture.” Despite a growing body of scholarly work focusing on 

the topic, especially since 2010, there remains limited understanding of which cultural 

orientations create an organizational environment where entrepreneurship flourishes. 

More alarmingly, there is no clear articulation of the mechanisms through which such 

cultural orientations operate to facilitate CE. That is, how and why does OC actually nur-

ture CE? To address practical realities and enable useful propositions for managerial ac-

tions to be identified, greater insight into the specific CE-supportive patterns and mani-

festations of OC is needed. 

This paper addresses this gap by synthesizing the current diverse body of research 

on the link between OC and CE into an analytical framework, thereby extending the un-
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derstanding of generic cultural mechanisms that affect entrepreneurial posture in estab-

lished firms by adopting a realist perspective. In order to categorize the identified mech-

anisms and enable a valuable synthesis, the review builds upon both Schein’s (2017) cul-

tural layer model (superficial and deep-layer manifestations of OC) and eight general di-

mensions of OC (truth and rationality, time horizon, motivation, stability versus change, 

orientation to work, isolation versus collaboration, control and coordination, internal ver-

sus external orientation) originally synthesized by Detert et al. (2000). Furthermore, the 

framework supports the identification of future research avenues in this field of study. 

The review questions guiding this study are therefore proposed as: 

1. What are the mechanisms of organizational culture for fostering corporate en-

trepreneurship? 

2. What are the potential research avenues that flow from the current state of 

knowledge? 

The framework was developed by undertaking a systematic review, a comprehen-

sive methodology for synthesizing existing research while assuring a high level of trans-

parency and research evidence. I followed the approach of structured literature review 

(SLR) introduced by Tranfield et al. (2003) and of realist synthesis described by Pawson 

(2002, 2006) to identify relevant literature, systematically extract data from that literature, 

synthesize the data using an analytical framework, and then to propose potential research 

avenues. 

Overall, this paper seeks to contribute to the literature on CE in three specific ways. 

First, a narrative review of the identified literature clarifies the overall body of evidence 

accumulated to date. By analyzing the nature of the OC–CE relationship, the levels of 

analysis and the specific contexts of the reviewed studies, the article illustrates the current 

state of knowledge. Second, adopting both a multidimensional (Detert et al., 2000) and a 

multi-layer approach (Schein, 2017) provides a clear framework for accessing the com-

plex and holistic phenomenon of OC, thereby serving as a powerful tool for synthesizing 

the current diverse body of evidence from a realist perspective and extending the under-

standing of generic OC mechanisms that dominate the CE literature. Third, both the nar-

rative review and the synthesis enable future research avenues to be identified. A discus-

sion of the evidence-based, realist evaluation of the accumulated state of knowledge 

makes it possible to suggest four avenues of specific future research, thereby providing a 

useful starting point for scholars intending to engage in the field. 
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2.2 Defining the concepts: A scoping review 

The concepts reviewed in this paper incorporate various definitions and facets. 

Jung et al. (2009, p. 1092) state that “OC is and is likely to remain a complex and con-

tested concept”, and the same applies to CE. Kuratko and Audretsch (2013, p. 323) point 

out that “it is a far-reaching concept that encompasses different aspects.” Accordingly, 

prior to conducting a systematic search, I implemented a scoping review to isolate the key 

concepts. Rather than taking a limited view on those concepts, I prefer to explore them 

from several perspectives to illustrate different approaches and facets. This approach al-

lows for creating a search strategy that is both broad and apt, and was intended to ensure 

all potentially valuable contributions to the study were included. 

2.2.1 Corporate entrepreneurship 

The challenges involved in, and the conditions of, entrepreneurial efforts vary ac-

cording to whether an entrepreneur operates independently or as part of an organization. 

The entrepreneur as an individual is striving to act autonomously to enter a market 

through the creation of a new business organization (Schumpeter, 1934; Gartner, 1988; 

Kuckertz & Mandl, 2016). In the context of an established firm, the individual becomes 

less important and other factors, such as structure, strategy, and OC come into play. The 

phenomenon of entrepreneurship inside an organization (Pinchot, 1985) is captured by 

terms like corporate or firm-level entrepreneurship and represents an evolving area of 

research. In contrast to independent entrepreneurship, scholars describe CE more com-

prehensively (Zahra, 1991), but have yet not been able to establish a universally accepted 

definition and a consensus on what it embodies (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Covin & Miles, 

1999). Over the last four decades, different disciplines have shown interest in the concept 

and fostered CE taking shape as a research paradigm, thereby creating a variety of defi-

nitions (tab. 5). 
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Table 5. Definitions of CE 

Author(s) Definition 

Miller (1983) Product-market innovation, risky ventures, first to come up with proactive innovations 
Burgelman (1983b) Process whereby a firm engages in diversification through internal development; requires 

new resource combinations 
Jennings and  
Lumpkin (1989) 

Extent to which new products and / or new markets are developed; develops a higher than 
average number of new products and / or new markets 

Guth and Ginsberg 
(1990) 

Birth of new businesses within existing organizations, i.e. internal innovation or venturing; 
transformation of organizations through the renewal of the key ideas on which they are built, 
i.e. strategic renewal 

Zahra (1993) Process of organizational renewal; two related but distinct dimensions: venturing and strate-
gic renewal 

Covin and Miles 
(1999) 

Four forms of corporate entrepreneurship with innovation as single common underlying 
theme: sustained regeneration, organizational rejuvenation, strategic renewal, and domain 
redefinition 

Sharma and Chris-
man (1999) 

Process of creation of new organization or instigate renewal or innovation in association 
with an existing organization 

Antoncic and Hisrich 
(2003) 

Entrepreneurship within an existing organization, referring to emergent behavioral intentions 
and behaviors of an organization that are related to departures from the customary 

 

Most early works saw innovation as being at the heart of the corporate entrepre-

neurial endeavor. Accordingly, they usually focused on entrepreneurial activities foster-

ing the development of new products or markets (Miller, 1983; Burgelman, 1983b; Jen-

nings & Lumpkin, 1989). In the 1990s, a significant change in the perception of the con-

cept took place. Following the works of Guth and Ginsberg (1990) and Sharma and Chris-

man (1999), CE now encompasses two types of phenomena: (1) corporate venturing 

(CV), that is, innovation and the creation of new ventures (von Hippel, 1977; Burgelman, 

1983b; Ellis & Taylor, 1987; Block & MacMillan, 1993; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), and 

(2) strategic renewal, that is, the transformation of an organization and its key ideas (Guth 

& Ginsberg, 1990; Zahra, 1995, 1996; Sharma & Chrisman, 1999). However, scholars 

developed a variety of sub-concepts depending on context and level of analysis, each 

examining a different facet of the holistic phenomenon of CE (tab. 6). 

One of those sub-concepts, entrepreneurial orientation (EO), is considered to be 

“a cornerstone of the literature on firm-level entrepreneurship” (Wales et al., 2013, p. 

357) and, in contrast to other concepts in the field, represents “one of the few areas of 

entrepreneurship where a cumulative body of knowledge is developing” (Rauch et al., 

2009, p. 761). Entrepreneurial orientation refers to strategic processes and activities that 

create value for a firm by engaging in entrepreneurial endeavors (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996) 

and is useful for characterizing and distinguishing these entrepreneurial processes on the 

firm level. Miller (1983) originally proposed EO as an organization’s exhibition of risk-

taking, innovativeness and proactiveness. Many authors adopted an approach based on 

Miller’s conceptualization when investigating the performance of entrepreneurial firms 
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(Morris & Paul, 1987; Covin & Slevin, 1989; Naman & Slevin, 1993), before Lumpkin 

and Dess (1996) added competitive aggressiveness and autonomy to the scale. 

Table 6. Central concepts and facets of CE 

Concept Nature of concept Field of application References 

Corporate venturing 
(CV) 
 

Organizational  
concept 
 

Internal and external new business  
venturing activities operating outside 
the main organizational body 

von Hippel (1977), Ellis & 
Taylor (1987), Block & Mac-
Millan (1993) 

Strategic renewal Organizational  
concept 

Transformation/ revitalization of a 
firm’s existing business or competi-
tive approach 

Guth & Ginsberg (1990), Zahra 
(1995, 1996), Sharma & Chris-
man (1999) 

Entrepreneurial  
orientation (EO) 
 
 

Entrepreneurial  
performance  
concept 
 

Intensity/ degree of CE in an estab-
lished organization; entrepreneurial 
posture 
 

Miller (1983), Covin & Slevin 
(1989), Lumpkin & Dess 
(1996) 

Intrapreneurship Motivational  
concept 

Entrepreneurial projects or activities 
of individuals within an established  
organization 

Pinchot (1985), Nielsen et al. 
(1985), Antoncic & Hisrich 
(2001, 2003), Ireland et al. 
(2006) 

Strategic  
entrepreneurship 

Management  
concept 

Strategic management of entrepre-
neurial activities within an estab-
lished organization 

Hitt et al. (2001, 2011), Ireland 
et al. (2001, 2003) 

 

The concept of intrapreneurship refers to a deeper level of analysis, and thus ex-

tends the focus to embrace the individual within an organization, its spirit, and the pursuit 

of market opportunities by finding new, non-customary ways of operating (Pinchot, 1985; 

Stevenson & Jarrillo, 1990). This perspective mainly examines the intrapreneur’s indi-

vidual characteristics and investigates factors that motivate individuals to think and act 

entrepreneurially in the context of an organization with established structures and pro-

cesses (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001, 2003). 

In contrast, the construct of strategic entrepreneurship is embedded at the strate-

gic, and thus, the organizational level. Building on Stevenson and Jarrillo’s (1990) con-

siderations on entrepreneurial management, Hitt et al. (2001) and Ireland et al. (2001, 

2003) argue that both strategic management and entrepreneurship focus on adapting to 

environmental change and exploiting new business opportunities. Hence, they call for the 

integration of the two concepts. This approach understands entrepreneurship as creation, 

and the job of strategic management as to establish and maintain the advantage created in 

mature firms. 

2.2.2 Organizational culture 

Pettigrew (1979) introduced the topic of culture to the field of organizational stud-

ies by showing how the concepts of beliefs, ideology, language, ritual, and myth could be 

applied to analyze complex and partly invisible phenomena in organizations. Further, 
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Smircich (1983) found a way to distinguish definitional approaches to OC at a macro-

conceptual level by stating that organizations do not have cultures but are cultures. Adi-

guna (2015) argues that this statement can be understood as offering two fundamental and 

distinct perspectives to support conceptualizing OC: (1) culture as a manageable variable 

and strategic resource for competitive advantage, and (2) culture as a root metaphor. Sup-

porting the metaphorical nature of OC, Kilmann (1989, p. 50) explains “culture is to an 

organization what personality is to the individual—a hidden yet unifying theme that pro-

vides meaning, direction and mobilizations.” Research of this type does not aim at provid-

ing a specific management toolset to introduce and shape a suitable culture to the firm; 

instead it seeks to deliver a description and interpretation of cultural mechanisms in or-

ganizations to “encourage critical reflection on beliefs, values, and understandings” (Al-

vesson, 1993, pp. 6-7). Alternatively, OC can be conceptualized from a resource-based 

view; as seeking to measure the effect of certain cultural orientations on organizational 

outcomes, such as CE and firm performance (Adiguna, 2015). Research of this type aims 

to identify OC typologies and dimensions that serve to differentiate the culture of organ-

izations from one another, and thus to illuminate the ideal cultural orientation for accom-

plishing certain organizational outcomes (e.g., Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983; Chatman, 

1989; Hofstede, Neuijen, Ohayv Daval, & Sanders, 1990). Researchers familiar with 

these fundamental ideas became increasingly interested in exploring culture in organiza-

tions and went on to produce a variety of definitions (tab. 7). 

Table 7. Definitions of OC 

Author(s) Definition 

Kroeber & Kluckhohn 
(1952) 

Transmitted patterns of values, ideas, and other symbolic systems that shape behaviors 
within an organization 

Wallach (1983) Shared beliefs, values, norms, and philosophies that determine how things work; re-
sults in standards of behavior, speech, and presentation of self 

Smircich (1983) Organizations do not have cultures, rather they are cultures; culture as social glue 
binding the organization 

Deshpandé & Webster 
(1989) 

Pattern of shared beliefs and values that help individuals understand an organization 
and provide them with norms for behavior 

Hofstede (1991) Collective programming of the mind; shared beliefs, values, and practices that distin-
guish one organization from another 

Schein (1990) Major stabilizing force with multiple layers that differ in their visibility and interpreta-
bility: basic assumptions, values/ norms, and artifacts 

O’Reilly & Chatman 
(1996) 

System of shared values defining what is important, and norms, defining appropriate 
attitudes and behaviors 

Cameron & Quinn (1999) What is valued, the dominant leadership styles, the language success that make an or-
ganization unique 
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When adopting the metaphorical perspective on OC (as embodied in the notion 

that organizations are cultures; Smircich, 1983), most scholars refer to the framework on 

multiple layers of OC proposed by Schein (2017), who describes OC as the interaction of 

different organizational phenomena that represent the layers in which culture manifests 

itself (p. 11): “Culture implies that rituals, climate, values, and behaviors are tied together 

into a coherent whole, and this patterning or integration is the essence of what we mean 

by ‘culture’.” Cultural patterns evolve over time and function as the social glue that holds 

an organization together (Smircich, 1983). 

Following the above approach, artifacts represent the outer layer and most super-

ficial manifestation of culture, including the visible products of a group, and the architec-

ture of its physical environment, its rituals, practices, language, and myths (Schein, 1990, 

2017). As an artifact at the deeper layer, organizational climate refers to all phenomena 

that an organizational member sees, hears, and feels. It represents a subset of research in 

organizational psychology and is widely understood as the employee’s perception of an 

organization’s environment (Schneider, 1990; Schneider et al., 2013) and “its link to 

thoughts, feelings and behaviors of organizational members” (Denison, 1996, p. 644). At 

the very core of OC, organizational values encompass the invisible, deeply embedded 

ideas and assumptions that people have about how things work in an organization (Kluck-

hohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Wiener, 1988; Schein, 1990; Kabanoff, Waldersee, & Cohen, 

1995; Rohan, 2000; Argandoña, 2003; Bourne & Jenkins, 2013). The concept refers to a 

value system as “an enduring organization of beliefs concerning preferable modes of con-

duct or end-states among a continuum of relative importance” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 5). 

However, a consequence of accepting that OC is multi-level in nature is accepting 

that OC has an interdisciplinary character and encompasses a variety of organizational 

phenomena. It is therefore “difficult to describe, assess and possibly measure a firm’s 

culture” (Fayolle, Basso, & Bouchard, 2010, p. 719). By adopting a resource-based view 

(organizations have cultures; Smircich, 1983), scholars developed several concepts and 

instruments in order to measure the cultural orientation of an organization (Jung et al., 

2009; Chatman & O’Reilly, 2016). Widely adopted approaches include the competing 

values framework (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983; Quinn, 1988; Cameron & Freeman, 1991), 

the organizational culture profile (Chatman, 1989; Caldwell & O'Reilly, 1990; O’Reilly, 

Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991), and various distinct dimensions of OC (Hofstede et al., 

1990; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004). Detert et al. (2000) made an 

important contribution to the field based on the dimensional approach: By performing a 
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qualitative content analysis of previous scholarly works on OC, the authors synthesized 

eight general cultural dimensions representing basic ideas about organizational life. Be-

sides adopting the metaphorical multi-layer approach introduced by Schein (2017), this 

review builds upon the work of Detert et al. (2000) to categorize the literature and syn-

thesize generic OC mechanisms into an explicit framework. After presenting the search 

strategy used to identify the review sample, the following methodology section will 

demonstrate that process in more detail. 

2.3 Methodology 

2.3.1 Search strategy 

The goal of using an explicit search strategy is to rigorously and systematically 

examine existing literature. I followed the guidelines on conducting an SLR described by 

Tranfield et al. (2003). Starting with the scoping review presented in the sections above, 

a review protocol was designed in order to track all steps taken within the review process. 

I then defined explicit inclusion and exclusion criteria that flow from the scoping review 

and provide a solid basis for deciding which papers would be included in the review (tab. 

8). I focused on both empirical (qualitative and quantitative) and conceptual papers pub-

lished in peer-reviewed academic journals that were written in English. I then used the 

concepts illustrated in the scoping review to define suitable search terms and strings. I 

intentionally kept the number of terms broad to avoid eliminating potentially valuable 

contributions to the study. 

Table 8. Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 

- Empirical (qualitative and quantitative) and conceptual 
articles analyzing the link between organizational cul-
ture (OC) and corporate entrepreneurship (CE) 

- CE as holistic phenomenon of entrepreneurial activi-
ties within an established organization, thereby cover-
ing the concepts of entrepreneurial orientation (EO), 
corporate venturing (CV), strategic renewal, intrapre-
neurship, strategic entrepreneurship, and organiza-
tional entrepreneurship 

- OC as holistic and interdisciplinary phenomenon of  
artifacts/climate and underlying values/ assumptions 
within an organization, thereby covering multiple  
dimensions and facets 

- Peer-reviewed academic journals 
- Written in English 

- Emphasis on national culture 
- Independent entrepreneurship 
- Emphasis on innovation/ product development 
- Articles only mentioning the link between the two con-

cepts in passing without precisely defining and  
analyzing it 

- Articles labeling corporate entrepreneurship as entre-
preneurial culture, thereby however showing no inter-
est in analyzing the implications  
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For CE I used “corporate entrepreneur*,” “entrepreneurial orientation,” “intrapre-

neur*,” “strategic entrepreneur*,” “entrepreneurial management,” “firm-level entrepre-

neur*,” “corporate ventur*,” “strategic renewal,” “entrepreneurial posture” and “organi-

zational entrepreneurship.” All of those were run for matches with “organizational cul-

ture,” “corporate culture,” “corporate climate,” “organizational climate,” “organizational 

value*” and “cultural orientation*.” In line with the exclusion criteria set, I did not use 

terms like leadership for OC and innovation for CE. Although these concepts were elic-

ited as a consequence of the data extraction process, my intention to compile a concise 

review sample by including only papers stating an express interest in the interaction of 

OC and CE would not have been compatible with including such terms in the search 

strategy. Ultimately, that approach precludes the emergence of a diverse and fuzzy mix-

ture of organizational concepts, and doing so would have threatened the relevance and 

contribution of this study. 

In line with prior high-quality reviews in the field of business and management 

(e.g., Turner, Swart, & Maylor, 2013; Aliaga-Isla & Rialp, 2013), the systematic search 

relied on the Scopus and EBSCO Business Source Premier databases. The choice was 

motivated by those databases’ extensive coverage of the highly ranked journals that pub-

lish research on entrepreneurship and culture most frequently. I did not restrict the search 

to a given period. The combination of search terms produced 60 search strings. Applying 

these strings to titles and abstracts yielded 114 articles following the first search, exclud-

ing duplicates arising from the strings and databases. As a first step, the abstracts were 

reviewed to determine whether they met the predefined criteria. This procedure resulted 

in an initial sample of 55 articles. For this I conducted a full text analysis of each article. 

I excluded articles that mentioned the terms only in passing and did not discuss them in 

sufficient detail to contribute significantly to the review. Similarly, articles just labeling 

CE as a cultural phenomenon without showing any sensibility for the implications of such 

an integrative approach were not included in the sample. For the remaining 33 articles, I 

used a snowballing technique in order to identify papers that were not covered through 

the search strings, but which might nevertheless be relevant. This is a valid approach 

because “useful studies will often make reference to companion pieces that have explored 

the same ideas” (Pawson, 2006, p. 85). Again, the identified papers were reviewed by 

way of full text analysis. This step resulted in a final sample of 46 articles (tab. 9). 
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Table 9. Overview of the 46 articles reviewed and their affiliations with different OC dimensions 

Year Author(s) 

General OC dimensions 

Truth and 
rationality 

Time  
horizon Motivation Stability 

vs. change 
Orientation 

to work 
Isolation vs. 
collaboration 

Control and 
coordination 

Internal vs. 
external  

orientation 

1985 Kanter   x   x   

1991 Covin & Slevin   x x  x x  

1991 Zahra      x x x 

1993 Gibbons & Sethi    x     

1993 Morris et al.      x   

1997 Abraham      x   

1997 Chung & Gibbons   x x  x   

2001 Hall et al.       x  

2003 Antoncic    x     

2003 Ireland et al.    x  x   

2004 Zahra et al.  x    x x x 

2005 Heilbrunn      x   

2005 Nayager & van Vuuren x x x x     

2006 Ireland et al.  x  x x x   

2006 Schlosser & Todorovic     x x   

2007 Rutherford & Holt   x    x  

2008 Fayolle et al.    x  x x  

2009 Teppo & Wüstenhagen    x    x 

2009 Wang & Rafiq x   x   x  

2010 Benitez-Amado et al.   x      

2010 Chirico & Nordqvist       x  

2010 Fayolle et al.     x x x x 

2010 Shepherd et al.  x x    x  

2010 Zhang & Jia      x   

2011 Antoncic & Antoncic    x     

2011 Hitt et al.      x   

2012 Al-Swidi & Mahmood  x  x   x  

2012 Eddleston et al. x x     x x 

2012 Kantur & Iseri-Say   x x  x x  

2012 Vora et al.   x   x x x 

2013 Hasan Kia & Orouei  x  x   x  

2013 Solaimani & Shahnazari    x      

2014 Engelen et al.      x x  

2014 Hsu et al. x      x x 

2014 Paunovic & Dima x  x x   x x 

2014 Real et al.    x   x  

2014 Shehu & Mahmood  x  x   x  

2014 Yildiz      x x  

2015 Aliyu et al.  x  x   x  

2015 Bau & Wagner      x   

2015 Brettel et al.     x   x 

2015 Otache & Mahmood    x     

2015 Wolff et al.    x     

2016 Dayan et al.   x x     

2016 Ensign & Robinson    x    x 

2016 Karyotakis & Moustakis    x   x  
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Of those, 14 were rated as conceptual, and 32 as empirical research papers. Of 

those 32, eight were qualitative, that is, based on cases or interviews; and 24 used survey 

data and statistical analysis. While only seven of the papers were published before 2000, 

25 had been published since 2010. This trend indicates a growing interest in the subject, 

following the subtle call of Fayolle et al. (2010, p. 713): “Strangely enough, there are few 

papers appearing in first-rank, peer-reviewed publications specifically devoted to entre-

preneurial culture even though corporate culture is repeatedly identified as a component 

of intrapreneurial phenomena and integrated as such in numerous frameworks.” The jour-

nals in which the papers were published are listed in Table 10, along with the SCImago 

Journal & Country Rank of 2015. It is noteworthy that 74% are located in quartiles one 

(Q1) or two (Q2) of their subject category, indicating the academic significance of the 

topic. 

Table 10. Journal sources of reviewed papers 

Qty Journal 

4 Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (Q1) 
2 Industrial Management and Data Systems (Q1) 
2 International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research (Q1) 
2 Journal of Business Venturing (Q1) 
2 Journal of Enterprising Culture (-) 
2 Journal of Management (Q1) 
2 Journal of Organizational Change Management (Q2) 
2 Journal of Small Business and Entrepreneurship (Q2) 
2 Journal of Small Business Management (Q1) 
2 Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences (Q3) 
1 Academy of Management Perspectives (Q1) 
1 Advances in Environmental Biology (Q4) 
1 African Journal of Business Management (-) 
1 Annals of the University of Petrosani Economics (-) 
1 Asian Social Science (Q3) 
1 British Journal of Management (Q1) 
1 Entrepreneurship and Regional Development (Q1) 
1 European Journal of Applied Economics (-) 
1 European Journal of Innovation Management (Q2) 
1 Family Business Review (Q1) 
1 Group and Organization Management (Q2) 
1 Human Resource Management (Q1) 
1 International Journal of Business and Social Sciences (-) 
1 International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small Business (Q2) 
1 International Journal of Production Research (Q1) 
1 International Small Business Journal (Q1) 
1 Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing (Q1) 
1 Journal of Business Strategy (Q2) 
1 Journal of High Technology Management Research (Q2) 
1 Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development (Q1) 
1 Leadership and Organization Development Journal (Q2) 
1 Research Journal of Applied Sciences, Engineering, and Technology (Q3) 
1 South African Journal of Economics and Management Science (-) 
1 World Review of Entrepreneurship, Management, and Sustainable Development (Q2) 

46 Total 
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2.3.2 Review approach 

The review approach is built upon a realist account and adopts the view that the 

richness of OC cannot be fully captured at a general level, and instead requires explana-

tions underlying certain facets of this complex social phenomenon (Sayer, 1992; Pawson, 

2002). A realist review can employ retroduction, defined as “a mode of inference in 

which events are explained by postulating (and identifying) mechanisms, which are ca-

pable of producing them” (Sayer, 1992, p. 107). In this context, mechanisms operate as 

“engines of explanations” (Pawson, 2006, p. 23), thereby seeking to provide insight into 

why and how certain causal relationships and outcomes occur. Following this perspective, 

it is not a certain cultural orientation itself but the actual underlying mechanisms that 

foster entrepreneurial behaviors in established firms. It is the lack of a unified and widely-

shared definition of OC to date that leads Chatman and O’Reilly (2016) to argue that 

studies in the field assess very different things and often fail to provide insight into the 

construct itself. Consequently, the concept lacks construct validity and thus leaves the 

specific underlying mechanisms unclear. For the purpose of this review, I adopt the idea 

of mechanistic explanations as a way of identifying specific patterns of OC, such as as-

sumptions, values, artifacts, and climate, operating beneath the general level of cultural 

orientations. By extracting and synthesizing entrepreneurial OC mechanisms into a mul-

tidimensional framework, the review aims to develop a rich understanding of the causal 

relationship between OC and CE. 

To create an adequate framework, I build upon Smircich’s (1983) approach of 

distinguishing between organizations having cultures (OC as a strategic resource) and 

organizations being cultures (OC as a root metaphor), and seek to integrate both perspec-

tives based on two widely used conceptualizations. First, I draw on Detert et al. (2000) to 

include a resource-based view and enable the identified mechanisms to be categorized 

according to different OC dimensions. Crucial considerations of their work have been 

exploited by respected prior research (e.g., Robert & Wasti, 2002; Zahra et al., 2004; 

Jones, Jimmieson, & Griffiths, 2005; Khazanchi, Lewis, & Boyer, 2007). By performing 

a qualitative content analysis of the OC literature to date, Detert et al. synthesized eight 

general dimensions basically representing cultural orientations within organizations: (1) 

truth and rationality (normative/ systematic versus pragmatic decision making), (2) time 

horizon (long-term planning versus a focus on the here-and-now), (3) motivation (intrin-

sic and extrinsic), (4) stability versus change (preference for the status quo versus open-

ness to change), (5) orientation to work (work as production versus social activity), (6) 
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isolation versus collaboration (emphasis on the individual versus the collective in carry-

ing out projects), (7) control and coordination (centralization versus sharing/ decentrali-

zation) and (8) internal versus external orientation (focus on people and processes versus 

focus on external environment). The dimensions provide a valuable frame for extracting 

both the general cultural orientations and their underlying mechanisms that have been 

empirically found, or theoretically proposed, to foster CE. 

Second, the considerations of Schein (2017) represent a metaphorical perspective 

on the OC phenomenon and build a solid basis for distinguishing between superficial 

manifestations (artifacts and climate) and primary deep-layer definers of culture (values 

and assumptions), thereby capturing the multi-level nature of OC. In the middle of all the 

fuzziness and definitional uncertainty characterizing OC as a research paradigm, Schein’s 

framework of multiple layers in which culture manifests itself remains one of the most 

widely accepted (Chatman & O’Reilly, 2016). To enrich the findings of this review, 

Schein’s concept is used to determine the cultural layers in which the identified OC mech-

anisms operate. 

Following those two conceptualizations, I undertook several steps in the course of 

the review. First, I reviewed each article to identify how it described the nature of the 

OC–CE relationship theoretically (conceptual articles) or investigated it empirically (em-

pirical articles). Second, I reviewed the empirical research methods and results to acquire 

an overview of the body of knowledge. Here I also extracted the context of analysis, that 

is, controls like nation, industry, and size, and the nature of the organizations under in-

vestigation (Denyer, Tranfield, & Van Aken, 2008). Based on the full text analysis con-

ducted within the systematic search process, I then undertook an in-depth analysis of the 

theoretical positions and conceptualizations used in each paper and compiled a first draft 

to categorize the different facets of OC and CE. For CE, I reviewed whether an article 

refers to EO, CV, strategic renewal, intrapreneurship, strategic entrepreneurship, or a 

combination of those or other specific concepts representing the phenomenon of CE. In 

order to prepare the synthesis of generic OC mechanisms, I analyzed the OC concepts 

and instruments employed by the reviewed articles and extracted the specific mechanisms 

that have been theorized or empirically found to positively affect CE. For some quantita-

tive-oriented studies, those mechanisms were directly extracted from the operationaliza-

tion of the OC construct since the authors did not sufficiently specify them in the discus-

sion of their results. In these cases, the manifest variables reflecting certain entrepreneur-

ial OC orientations represent the mechanisms underlying these orientations. As a next 
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step, I categorized the identified mechanisms according to the eight general dimensions 

(Detert et al., 2000) and also checked whether each mechanism represents a superficial 

manifestation of OC (i.e., it relates to artifacts and climate) or a deep-layer one (i.e., it 

addresses values and assumptions) (Schein, 2017). Additionally, I tracked which OC 

mechanisms affect which facets of CE. This represents a crucial step within the review 

process and is the main contribution of this paper. 

Finally, I decided on the level of analysis employed by the reviewed studies, that 

is, whether an article and the particular OC mechanisms under investigation focused on 

the organizational (e.g., structure, processes, strategy, and organizational rituals), group 

(e.g., social context, team interactions, and communication) or individual (e.g., manage-

rial role, leadership, individual motivations, mindset) level. 

2.4 Results 

The presentation of the results of my review is twofold. First, I present a narrative 

review on the current state of research in the field. This section illustrates the nature of 

the relationship between different OC dimensions and CE as well as on the level and 

context of analysis identified within these dimensions. Accordingly, it advances the un-

derstanding of the overall body of evidence. Second, I present an in-depth categorization 

of the identified OC mechanisms, differentiating between superficial (artifacts and cli-

mate) and deep-layer (values and assumptions) manifestations of culture (Schein, 2017) 

within each of eight general OC dimensions (Detert et al., 2000). 

2.4.1 Overview of the body of evidence 

OC dimensions for nature of relationship with CE. Table 11 reports the results of the 

analysis of the relationship between OC and CE examined through different OC dimen-

sions. Of the 46 articles reviewed, by far the most (n = 34) focus on OC as an antecedent 

of CE. Of these, almost half (n = 16) refer to EO as an output variable, thereby proposing 

that different cultural mechanisms positively affect entrepreneurial posture in established 

organizations (e.g., Zahra et al., 2004; Brettel, Chomik, & Flatten, 2015). Twelve articles 

investigate the effect on CV, strategic renewal, and/or innovation (e.g., Gibbons & Sethi, 

1993; Heilbrunn, 2005; Yildiz, 2014), whereas the remainder focus on other CE concepts, 

such as organizational entrepreneurship (OE), offensive versus defensive CE and the in-

dividual entrepreneurial mindset of managers. The moderating (n = 2) or mediating (n = 

4) effect of OC on a CE-outcome relationship is examined more rarely by the reviewed 

studies. Of these, four focus on the relationship between EO and firm performance (e.g., 
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Real, Roldán, & Leal, 2014; Shehu & Mahmood, 2014; Otache & Mahmood, 2015). For 

instance, Real et al. (2014) showed that learning orientation (rooted in the OC dimension 

stability versus change) as a group of values influencing the firm’s tendency to create and 

use knowledge partly mediates the effect of EO on perceived business performance. 

Three articles consider OC as an integral constituent of CE (Benitez-Amado, 

Llorens-Montes, & Perez-Arostegui, 2010; Hsu, Tan, Jayaram, & Laosirihongthong, 

2014; Bau & Wagner, 2015). For instance, Hsu et al. (2014) designate CE a second-order 

construct reflected by corporate culture and leadership and provide proof of a robust con-

vergent and construct validity. They argue: “Entrepreneurial culture is centered squarely 

on accepting and managing the forces of change and creating new possibilities” (p. 5470). 

Similarly, Benitez-Amado et al. (2010) conceptualize CE as a reflection of an innovation-

supportive culture, defined as a “working environment that supports innovation” (p. 551) 

and an organizational capability to support initiatives such as new ways of doing things 

and improving product quality (Chandler, Keller, & Lyon, 2000). Consequently, these 

articles imply that CE is directly reflected by certain OC orientations, thereby essentially 

seeing mechanisms such as fostering creativity and experimentation (Benitez-Amado et 

al., 2010; Bau & Wagner, 2015), comprehensive and structured planning, involvement 

with the customer, and a clearly articulated strategy (Hsu et al., 2014) as constituent fac-

tors of CE. The use of terms like “intrapreneurship culture” (Benitez-Amado et al., 2010, 

p. 550), “corporate entrepreneurship culture” and “entrepreneurial culture” (Bau & Wag-

ner, 2015, p. 1, 4) underpins this integrative approach. 

Table 11. Number of articles examining different OC dimensions, for nature of relationship with CE 

 Antecedent  Moderator Mediator Reciprocal  
relationship 

Constituent  
of CE 

Truth and rationality 4 (2) - - - 1 (1) 
Time horizon 6 (4) 1 (1) 2 (2) 1 (0) - 
Motivation 10 (6) - - 2 (1) 2 (2) 
Stability vs. change 18 (9) 2 (2) 3 (2) 1 (1) - 
Orientation to work 4 (2) - - - - 
Isolation vs. collaboration 18 (11) 1 (1) - - 1 (1) 
Control and coordination 18 (12) 2 (2) 2 (2) 1 (0) 1 (1) 
Internal vs. external orientation 9 (6) - - - 1 (1) 

N = 46, figures in brackets refer to empirical studies 
 

Furthermore, a minority of the articles investigate a reciprocal effect, that is, that 

CE also affects OC, either as an antecedent (n = 1) or as a mediator (n = 2) in an OC–

outcome relationship. For instance, Dayan et al. (2016) showed that EO has a significant 
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effect on development culture, that is, an OC characterized through commitment to inno-

vation and emphasis on human resources. Again, this provides evidence of the complex 

nature of the relationship and the diverse body of research on OC and CE. 

OC dimensions for level of analysis. Table 12 reports the results of the examination of 

the different OC dimensions by level of analysis. Not surprisingly, most articles (n = 22) 

are focused on investigating cultural mechanisms at the organizational level. This propor-

tion reflects the general view of research that OC and CE are organizational phenomena. 

Many studies have however employed multiple levels of analysis (Organization-Group: 

n = 6, Organization-Individual: n = 11, Individual-Group: n = 1, Organization-Group-

Individual: n = 2). This is mainly due to the highly diverse character of the OC concept 

and its multiple layers (Schein, 2017). Articles exclusively focusing on the group (n = 0) 

or individual level (n = 3) are underrepresented in the sample. 

Table 12. Number of articles examining different OC dimensions, for level of analysis 

 Organization Group Individual 

Truth and rationality 3 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 
Time horizon 9 (7) - - 
Motivation 9 (5) - 3 (3) 
Stability vs. change 22 (12) - 4 (2) 
Orientation to work 3 (1) - 1 (1) 
Isolation vs. collaboration 11 (6) 6 (4) 6 (5) 
Control and coordination 20 (15) 7 (5) - 
Internal vs. external orientation 10 (7) - - 

N = 46, figures in brackets refer to empirical studies 
 

However, it is noteworthy that many articles do not operationalize OC and CE at 

the same level of analysis. For instance, none of the 20 articles examining OC at multiple 

levels investigates CE from the same perspective. A good example of the use of different 

levels applied to each concept is presented by Shepherd, Patzelt, and Haynie (2010) where 

a conceptual paper proposes an enduring, deviation-amplifying relationship between OC 

mechanisms (the organizational level) and the entrepreneurial mindset of managers (the 

individual level). 

The level of analysis is also strongly dependent on the particular OC dimension 

of interest. For instance, time horizon refers to the strategic orientation of an organization 

and thus to a concept that is exclusively located at the organizational level. In contrast, 

isolation versus collaboration is analyzed at multiple levels because it incorporates a 

range of aspects, such as the fundamental orientation to individualism versus collectivism 
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(organizational level), inter-unit coordination (group level), and entrepreneurial leader-

ship characteristics (individual level). 

OC dimensions for context of analysis. Within the discussion of their empirical results 

and the limitations of their study, Zahra et al. (2004, p. 374) conclude that the “results 

may not apply to cultural settings that differ radically from the United States.” This caveat 

indicates that the context of analysis is relevant to interpreting and classifying the results 

of empirical studies examining the effect of different OC mechanisms. National culture, 

that is, the culture of the nation that is the subject of the study, plays a particularly im-

portant role. Hofstede (1991, p. 20) proposes that “national value systems should be con-

sidered given facts, as hard a country’s geographical position or its weather.” Conse-

quently, both individuals and organizations adapt to local culture (Hofstede, 1985). The 

country in which an organization was founded and is operating is therefore likely to in-

fluence its OC. 

Moreover, Fayolle et al. (2010) point to industry culture as an important context 

variable for OC. Since the culture of an organization reflects not only the values of the 

founder (Schein, 1995) but also its history, processes of adaption to the environment and 

technology come into play (Kollmann et al., 2009). Different OC orientations might be 

shared by firms that belong to the same industry as they have to cope with similar levels 

of dynamism and hostility. This view is in line with Gordon’s (1991) model on industry 

determinants of organizational culture. Furthermore, controls such as organization size 

and nature may explain differences in the results of studies with similar orientations. Ta-

ble 13 reports the results of the analysis of the different OC dimensions by context of 

analysis (empirical articles only). 

Research on the mechanisms of isolation versus collaboration, control and coor-

dination, and internal versus external orientation demonstrates a notable focus on US 

firms. Overall, however, the different facts have been analyzed within highly diverse na-

tional cultural settings. Nevertheless, while four articles investigated firms across nations, 

only one included national culture as a variable in the research model: Engelen, Flatten, 

Thalmann, and Brettel (2014) investigated the effect of different OC types on EO in the 

context of two national cultural settings (Germany and Thailand), that is, they used na-

tional culture as a moderator of the OC–EO relationship and found a significant effect. 
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Table 13. Empirical articles examining different OC dimensions, for context of analysis 

 Nation Industry Organization size/ nature 

Truth and rationality South Africa, Switzerland Multiple Small, family firms 
Time horizon Nigeria (2), Iran, South Af-

rica, Switzerland, USA, 
Yemen 

Multiple (2), education, fi-
nance, manufacturing 

Family firms (2), small 
(3), mid-sized, multiple 
sizes 

Motivation USA (2), Iran, South Africa, 
Spain, Turkey, UAE 

Multiple (2), consulting, 
health insurance, public ser-
vice 

Small (3), mid-sized (2), 
multiple sizes, multiple 
sizes 

Stability vs. change Nigeria (2), multiple, Iran, 
France, Slovenia, South Af-
rica, Spain, Turkey, UAE, 
USA, Yemen 

Multiple (7), manufacturing 
(2), education, energy, fi-
nance, cosmetics 

Small (5), multiple sizes 
(5), mid-sized (2), large 

Orientation to work Germany Multiple Multiple sizes 
Isolation vs. collaboration USA (5), Switzerland (2), 

multiple, China, France, Is-
rael, Canada, Turkey 

Multiple (7), manufacturing 
(3), cosmetics, pharmaceuti-
cal/ biotechnology, health 
insurance 

Multiple sizes (4), mid-
sized (3), small (2), large, 
family firms, communities 

Control and coordination USA (4), Nigeria (2), Tur-
key (2), Germany, France, 
Iran, Spain, Sweden, Swit-
zerland, Yemen   

Multiple (6), manufacturing 
(4), beverages, education, fi-
nance, cosmetics, public ser-
vice 

Family firms (4), multiple 
sizes (4), small (3), large 
(2), mid-sized (2) 

Internal vs. external  
orientation 

USA (3), multiple, Ger-
many 

Manufacturing (2), multiple 
(2), energy 

Multiple sizes (3), family 
firms, small 

N = 32 (empirical studies) 
 

A further striking pattern is that 12 quantitative-oriented studies analyze the phe-

nomenon in the context of multiple industries, though only four check for control effects. 

For instance, Brettel et al. (2015) found an industry effect on the OC type of group culture, 

indicating that firms of different industries tend to have significantly different value ori-

entations to belonging, trust, and participation. Furthermore, a minority of the articles 

focus on a specific industry to analyze the impact of that industry on the OC mechanisms 

identified. For instance, Teppo and Wüstenhagen (2009, p. 354) focus on the energy sec-

tor and argue that “studying electric utilities in particular seems interesting because they 

have been described as having a strong organisational culture that is more conservative 

than in other industries and may stifle innovation.” However, the literature displays a 

striking focus on firms operating in manufacturing industry (eight empirical articles), and 

that is especially true of the early works, five of which were published before 2005. 

Within the dimension of control and coordination, a number of papers chose fam-

ily firms as research subjects. This is mainly due to the controversial discussion on par-

ticipation in family-owned companies (Hall, Melin, & Nordqvist, 2001; Chirico & 

Nordqvist, 2010; Eddleston, Kellermanns, & Zellweger, 2012). However, many quanti-

tative-oriented articles used organization size as a control variable but found it to have no 

significant effect (e.g., Antoncic & Antoncic, 2011; Eddleston et al., 2012). 
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2.4.2 Synthesis 

This section presents the results of the synthesis of OC mechanisms fostering CE. 

I draw on the widely accepted conceptualizations of Detert et al. (2000) and Schein (2017) 

in order to include both a resource-based and metaphorical perspective on OC, thereby 

integrating two basic approaches for assessing cultural patterns in organizations. Consid-

ering these two approaches provides a clear matrix (tab. 14) that enables an in-depth un-

derstanding of the superficial and deep-layer mechanism underlying different cultural ori-

entations that have been found to nurture CE. Additionally, the footnotes indicate which 

precise facet of CE each identified mechanism was correlated with by the reviewed arti-

cles. The following paragraphs are structured according to the eight general dimensions 

of OC, thereby examining and discussing the findings from a realist perspective. 

Mechanisms of truth and rationality. Within organizations, truth and rationality can es-

sentially be considered a result of either systematic study and hard data, or personal ex-

perience and intuition (Reynolds, 1986; Schein, 1990; Detert et al., 2000). Of the re-

viewed articles, only five consider mechanisms of truth and rationality (empirical: n = 3, 

conceptual: n = 2). Research within this dimension examined artifacts such as systematic 

planning, problem-solving, and decision-making processes. Eddleston et al. (2012) found 

a positive effect of comprehensive strategic decision making on EO in family firms. They 

point out that an in-depth analysis of multiple strategic options helps minimize group 

thinking, thus fostering creativity and nurturing CE. 

Moreover, encouraging different approaches to solving problems (Paunovic & 

Dima, 2014) may support the pursuit of new business opportunities. Wang and Rafiq 

(2009) see organizational diversity as an OC value to foster creative ideas and solutions 

by encouraging different viewpoints, and thus as something positively affecting CV and 

strategic renewal. They argue that “an entrepreneurial culture that values organizational 

diversity creates an ambiance where individuals are encouraged to think originally in a 

frame-breaking way, behave differently and autonomously, and contribute their new ideas 

without fear of repercussions” (p. 93). 

In summary, research suggests that organizations should adopt systematic meth-

ods and encourage diversity to foster CE. To date, mechanisms underlying the 

OC dimension of truth and rationality have captured systematic decision mak-

ing and problem-solving processes. However, the scarcity of articles covering 

this dimension demands more evidence, elicited from research that should also 
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address the personal experience and intuition of entrepreneurial leaders that 

might support fast opportunity recognition. 

Table 14. A multidimensional categorization of entrepreneurial OC orientations and mechanisms 

 Entrepreneurial  
OC orientations 

Underlying entrepreneurial OC mechanisms 

Entrepreneurial artifacts  
and climate 

Entrepreneurial values and  
assumptions 

Truth and  
rationality 
 

Emphasis on orien-
tation to truth as  
result of  
systematic study 

- Comprehensive planning and stra-
tegic decision making1), 11) 

- Systematic problem solving1) 
 

- Organizational diversity: value on  
different viewpoints2), 3) 
 

 
Time horizon Emphasis on long-

term orientation 
- Strategic rather than financial 

goals1) 
- Communication of strategic vision  

and intent1), 6) 

- Focus on the future1), 6) 
- Sense of purpose and direction1), 6) 
- Favoring patient long-term invest-

ments in time-consuming  
activities1), 7) 

Motivation Emphasis on exter-
nal motivational 
factors 

- Awards/ celebrating innovation2) 
- Entrepreneurial incentive  

structure2), 3), 7), 10) 
- Empowerment1) 
- Management/ organizational  

support1), 10), 11) 

- Intrinsic motivation: self-belief,  
ambition, passion1) 

- Intangible/ non-monetary incen-
tives: interesting work, responsibil-
ity, challenges2), 11) 

Stability  
vs. change 

Emphasis on orien-
tation to change 

- (Exploratory) learning mecha-
nisms: new knowledge creation, in-
tuitive learning, imagining business  
opportunities1), 2), 3), 10) 

- Continuous experimentation8) 
- Transformational leadership:  

intrapreneurs as change agents2), 3) 

- Learning orientation: commitment  
to learning, valuing learning as in-
vestment and key to  
improvement1), 2), 3), 10) 

- Tolerance of risk and  
failure1), 2), 3), 4), 5) 

- Positive attitude/ willingness  
to change and open  
mindedness1), 2), 3), 4), 5), 8) 

- Adaptability1), 2), 3), 10) 
Orientation  
to work 

Emphasis on pro-
fessional orienta-
tion to work 

/ - Result/ production orientation: em-
phasis on tasks and goal accom-
plishment1) 

- Doer-mentality1) 
Isolation  
vs.  
collaboration 

Balanced  
orientation  
to isolation and 
collaboration  

- Entrepreneurial leadership:  
charismatic, visionary,  
heoric1), 5), 11) 

- Inter-unit coordination1), 11) 
- Information sharing1) 

- Individualism: encouragement of 
individual personality, creativity 
and risk-taking1), 2), 3), 10) 

- Collectivism/ team orientation: fa-
voring harmony and cooperation1), 

2), 3), 10) 
- Balanced individual-collective  

emphasis/ horizontal  
individualism1) 

Control and  
coordination 

Emphasis on 
shared  
control and  
coordination 

- Open communication  
climate1), 3), 7), 10) 

- Loose control systems1), 2), 7) 
- Flat hierarchy/ decentralized  

structure1) 
- Participative government1) 
- Shared vision1), 2), 3), 11) 

- Valuing employee’s active partici-
pation/ involvement: express criti-
cism and ideas, propose  
solutions1), 3), 6), 7), 10) 

Internal vs.  
external  
orientation 

Emphasis on  
external orientation 

- Continuous scanning of market and  
competition1), 2), 3), 9) 

- Permeable and porous  
organization1) 

- Involvement with the customer1), 11) 

- Competition-focused values2) 
- High value of customer  

satisfaction1) 
- Employee orientation1), 2) 

1) correlated with entrepreneurial orientation (EO), 2) correlated with corporate venturing (CV), 3) correlated with strategic re-
newal, 4) correlated with intrapreneurship, 5) correlated with strategic entrepreneurship, 6) correlated with organizational entrepre-
neurship, 7) correlated with the entrepreneurial mindset of managers, 8) correlated with offensive CE, 9) correlated with defensive 
CE, 10) correlated with innovation, 11) constituent of CE 
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Mechanisms of time horizon. The dimension of time horizon helps determine whether 

an organization utilizes long-term planning or focuses primarily on the here-and-now 

(Reynolds, 1986; Schein, 1990; Denison & Mishra, 1995; Detert et al., 2000; Jung et al., 

2009). Of the reviewed articles, nine investigate mechanisms of time horizon (empirical: 

n = 7, conceptual: n = 2). Unsurprisingly, the literature stresses the importance of a long-

term orientation and a focus on the future. Zahra et al. (2004) found a positive effect of a 

company having a disposition toward long-term value creating activities on EO in US 

family firms. The authors point to an organization’s goal setting mechanisms and the 

short-term nature of financial goals restricting CE activities (p. 367): 

Financial controls are based on established goals, targets, and performance quotas. Success or 

failure, therefore, depends on how managers and employees meet pre-established parameters. 

Financial controls reinforce a short-term orientation, which reduces employees’ willingness to 

assume the risks associated with entrepreneurship. 

Supporting these findings, Eddleston et al. (2012, p. 351) found that a “culture 

that favors patient investments in time-consuming activities” appears to promote entre-

preneurial behavior in family firms in Switzerland. Long-term orientation enables better 

resource planning, which is required for engaging in innovation and new business ven-

turing. Further research focuses on mission, in terms of a clear strategic vision of how a 

company will look in the future, but results are mixed. For instance, Al-Swidi and 

Mahmood (2012) found no significant moderating effect, whereas Shehu and Mahmood 

(2014) and Aliyu, Rogo, & Mahmood (2015) found a firm’s having a clear mission has a 

significant mediating effect on the CE-performance relationship. 

Because CE is a strategic endeavor, the time horizon dimension is usually seen 

through a strategic lens and is thus analyzed at the organizational level. To 

summarize, scholars point to long-term orientation as a result of strategic goal 

setting mechanisms, and a focus on the future. However, most of the available 

evidence relates to small-sized and family firms, and research should explore 

other settings. Moreover, it seems logical that owing to the opportunity driven 

nature of entrepreneurial activities, a focus on the here-and-now could support 

intrapreneurs in getting things done and encourage them to advance beyond 

the idea phase. 
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Mechanisms of motivation. Organizational practices and values of motivation refer to 

whether employees are motivated from within or by external forces (Reynolds, 1986; 

Schein, 1990; Detert et al., 2000). Further, specific configurations of external motiva-

tional forces help to understand how an entrepreneurial OC can be created intentionally. 

Of the reviewed articles, 12 investigate mechanisms of motivation (empirical: n = 7, con-

ceptual: n = 5). The creation of entrepreneurial reward systems is highlighted, just as are 

rituals of celebrating and awarding innovation, which facilitates creativity (Soleimani & 

Shahnazari, 2013). Shepherd et al. (2010, p. 70) see a reward structure as signaling which 

actions are desirable to organizational members and argue: “In an environment where 

rewards for entrepreneurial behavior are provided, this facilitates the development of 

more entrepreneurial values and attitudes, and increases the entrepreneurialness of the 

organization’s culture.” Rutherford and Holt (2007) accord with this view and find a pos-

itive effect of reward systems that encourage entrepreneurial behavior on the innovative-

ness of an organization. The effective use of rewards creates trust and social capital, 

thereby leading to an effective entrepreneurial culture (Zahra et al., 1999a, b). Similarly, 

Paunovic and Dima (2014) offered conceptual arguments on the positive effect of intan-

gible incentives, such as interesting work, responsibility, and new challenges. Among 

other aspects, Dayan et al. (2016) operationalized development culture through an organ-

ization’s tendency to use non-monetary rewards for new product exploration. 

Moreover, a high degree of organizational support and empowerment for entre-

preneurial projects features among the managerial toolsets for motivating people exter-

nally. For Benitez-Amado et al. (2010), an organization’s capability to support new ways 

of doing things, new product and marketing ideas, and the elimination of inefficient work 

practices (Chandler et al. 2000) reflects an effective intrapreneurship culture. 

An alternative view highlights the importance of internal motivation in employees 

acting entrepreneurially. In their multiple case study, Kantur and Iseri-Say (2013) found 

that intrinsic values, such as ambition, self-belief, entrepreneurial spirit, and passion, fos-

ter EO in Turkish firms. 

To summarize, scholars emphasize the value of external motivational factors and 

stress mechanisms such as entrepreneurial support, empowerment, and reward 

structures. Although this seems plausible, little is known about how to design 

such conditions to foster CE. Hence, investigating the impact of specific mon-

etary and non-monetary motivational structures (artifacts) and intrinsic moti-

vational values would serve managerial practice and theory alike. 
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Mechanisms of stability versus change. An organization’s preference for stability or 

change appears very frequently in OC conceptualizations (e.g., Reynolds, 1986; O’Reilly 

et al., 1991; Denison & Mishra, 1995). Of the reviewed articles, 23 investigate mecha-

nisms of stability versus change (empirical: n = 13, conceptual: n = 10). Since the very 

essence of CE— transformation (strategic renewal) and new business creation (CV)—is 

constituted through mechanisms of change, this high number is not surprising. There is 

an overwhelming consensus in the literature that CE is stronger in organizations that pur-

sue change rather than stability. For instance, Covin and Slevin (1991, p. 17) propose that 

“entrepreneurial posture is positively related to the degree to which the organizational 

culture values and supports the belief that change and innovation are inherently positive 

and essential for long-term organizational survival.” Within the reviewed sample, I found 

three generic mechanisms of change intended to foster CE. 

First, various authors see learning mechanisms, learning orientation, and commit-

ment to learning as key factors in improvement and continuous change. The commitment 

of the management to support a culture of learning, thereby viewing learning as an in-

vestment and necessary to guarantee a firm’s survival, was theorized (Karyotakis & 

Moustakis, 2016), and empirically found (Wolff, Pett, & Ring, 2015) to positively affect 

EO or moderate the EO-performance relationship (Real et al., 2014). Furthermore, An-

toncic and Antoncic (2011) operationalized OC within the concept of job satisfaction, 

with learning orientation and adapting to change as central components. They found a 

positive effect on CE as a reflection of CV, strategic renewal, and innovation. Wang and 

Rafiq (2009) presented conceptual arguments on the exploratory learning mechanisms 

that underpin CV and strategic renewal. 

Second, tolerance of failure and risk is seen as a central OC mechanism for fos-

tering CE. Chung and Gibbons (1997) and Paunovic and Dima (2014) suggest that organ-

izations avoid imposing sanctions or punishments for risky behavior, and thus create a 

climate of trust and the freedom to grow and fail (Nayager & van Vuuren, 2005; Ireland 

et al., 2006). With regard to the concept of intrapreneurship, Antoncic (2003) argues con-

ceptually that the individual risk attitude is affected by OC and has a direct impact on the 

risk-taking behavior of the organization. However, to date empirical evidence on this 

mechanism is sparse. In their single case study, Fayolle et al. (2008) showed that the 

acceptance of failure had a positive impact on the EO of the L’Oréal corporation. 

Third, open mindedness and organizational adaptability appear to nurture CE. 

Karyotakis and Moustakis (2016, p. 54) propose that “the degree to which an organization 
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proactively disputes well-established procedures, methods, assumptions, beliefs and con-

victions” positively affects EO, especially innovativeness. Being receptive to new ideas 

and open to changing processes is supposed to have an impact on offensive CE, that is, 

entrepreneurial efforts when market conditions are stable (Ensign & Robinson, 2016). 

Similarly, Kia and Orouei (2013) found a positive effect of adaptability on organizational 

entrepreneurship (OE). 

The body of knowledge on the preference for stability versus change has grown 

recently, and especially within the last five years, and more so than research 

on other dimensions. In summary, scholars stress learning and experimenta-

tion mechanisms and the importance of values reflecting open mindedness, 

adaptability, and a tolerance of risk and failure, thereby pointing to a cultural 

orientation to change as one that fosters CE. However, some of those mecha-

nisms remain unsubstantiated by empirical evidence. For instance, values that 

tolerate failure and risk are likely to promote CE but have nevertheless been 

only superficially theorized or qualitatively explored. 

Mechanisms of orientation to work. Various OC frameworks refer to the importance of 

work in human life, that is, the balance between seeing work as essentially about produc-

tion or as a social activity (e.g., Reynolds, 1986; Hofstede et al., 1990; Schein, 1990; 

Hofstede, 1998). However, of the reviewed articles, only four investigate mechanisms of 

orientation to work (empirical: n = 2, conceptual: n = 2). The CE literature adopts the 

position that a result-oriented organization is better positioned to foster entrepreneurial 

behaviors. The approach suggests that to nurture CE, work should be seen as essentially 

a production activity. For instance, Brettel et al. (2015) operationalized a result orienta-

tion as a central component of what they termed “rational culture,” and found a positive 

effect on all three EO dimensions: innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking. Fayolle 

et al. (2010, p. 720) claim that a result orientation reflects a doer mentality and argue: “It 

distinguishes between entrepreneurs and dreamers; in order not to be stuck at the idea 

phase, entrepreneurs must be doers too and transform opportunities into reality.” 

In summary, the few works capturing this dimension argue that a result orienta-

tion supports maintaining focus and accomplishing goals, and thus nurtures 

CE. However, the entrepreneurial endeavor is characterized through passion 

and a desire to make an idea reality. Hence, CE projects may be more success-

ful when the project team shares that passion and sees work as a balance be-

tween social activity and achievement. 



 
   47 

Mechanisms of isolation versus collaboration. Within organizations, work is essentially 

accomplished with a focus on either the individual, that is, with a high degree of auton-

omy, or the team, that is, through collaboration (Reynolds, 1986; O’Reilly et al., 1991; 

Detert et al., 2000; Jung et al., 2009). Of the reviewed articles, 20 investigate mechanisms 

of isolation versus collaboration (empirical: n = 13, conceptual: n = 7). Within the visible 

layer of OC, scholars have extensively focused on entrepreneurial leadership behaviors. 

A visionary, charismatic, and trustful leader appears to be an important driver in shaping 

an OC where CE flourishes (Ireland et al., 2003; Schlosser & Todorovic, 2006; Hitt, Ire-

land, Sirmon, & Trahms, 2011; Kantur & Iseri-Say, 2013; Bau & Wagner, 2015). For 

instance, Hitt et al. (2011, p. 61f.) explain that “leaders understand the importance of 

developing and supporting a culture through which the entrepreneurial actions necessary 

to achieve profitable growth are established.” Hence, the authors emphasize the relevance 

of individuals in supporting CE. 

Similarly, various authors highlight the importance of individual-centered values. 

For instance, Zahra (1991) showed that values that emphasize promoting individual cre-

ativity and risk-taking positively affect strategic renewal. In contrast, Abraham (1997) 

argues that organizations should promote the coexistence of an individual’s desire for 

autonomy with the desire for conformity. This so-called horizontal individualism fosters 

intrapreneurship in combination with management support at a low organizational level. 

Other authors accord with this view by proposing a balanced individualism–collectivism 

emphasis (Morris, Avila, & Allen, 1993; Zahra et al., 2004; Ireland et al., 2006). Morris 

et al. (1993, p. 607) argue that “it is in the cultures that are relatively balanced in terms of 

individualism–collectivism that entrepreneurship flourishes.” 

Because highly individualistic cultures can be associated with a risk of disloyalty 

and short-term self-interest, other scholars point to the importance of teamwork and col-

laboration. Zhang and Jia (2010) found that high-performance human resource practices 

are more positively related to CE in a strong team-oriented OC, that is, a culture that 

emphasizes friendships at work and minimizing conflict. Similarly, Vora, Vora, and Pol-

ley (2012) identified a close interaction and cooperation between units as reflecting team-

work—which is a positive factor in fostering EO—to be highly valued. Furthermore, 

Chung and Gibbons (1997, p. 19) propose that an organization should promote proactive 

information sharing to “economize on boundary-spanning personnel by exploiting the 

social relations among organizational participants,” a process that would enable CV and 

strategic renewal. 
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There is some conflicting evidence regarding the OC orientation of isolation ver-

sus collaboration. Empirical research found evidence for the positive effect of 

mechanisms underlying both individualist (entrepreneurial leadership) and 

collectivist (effective team coordination and information sharing) orientations. 

Following the perspective of horizontal individualism, an in-depth analysis of 

effective team coordination and information sharing mechanisms has the po-

tential to reveal how visionary intrapreneurs might be encouraged to collabo-

rate. 

Mechanisms of control and coordination. An organization’s idea of control and coordi-

nation varies in the degree to which it is either concentrated or shared (Quinn & 

Rohrbaugh, 1983; Reynolds, 1986; Cameron & Freeman, 1991; Detert et al., 2000). In 

organizations with a high degree of concentration, control mechanisms are tight and for-

malized. When control and coordination is shared, organizations tend to have loose con-

trol and more open communication systems (Hofstede et al., 1990). Of the reviewed arti-

cles, 23 investigate mechanisms of control and coordination (empirical: n = 17, concep-

tual: n = 6). In contrast to other dimensions, the consensus within the CE literature is 

striking. All of the reviewed articles propose a decentralized orientation of control and 

coordination, thereby primarily emphasizing a culture of participation. 

Participation refers to the degree to which employees are involved in decision 

making and power is redistributed within the firm. A culture of involvement gives em-

ployees a feeling that the goals of the organization are aligned with their own (Al-Swidi 

& Mahmood, 2012; Hasan Kia & Orouei, 2013; Aliyu et al., 2015). For family firms, this 

means more involvement in developing the corporate strategy for employees other than 

just the leading family members, and enhanced freedom to express ideas and make au-

tonomous choices (Hall et al., 2001; Chirico & Nordqvist, 2010; Eddleston et al., 2012). 

More specifically, a shared vision, characterized by employees being in accord with the 

organizational vision and committing to shared goals, gives meaning to everyday tasks 

and ensures that a firm’s strategic purpose is widely understood (Wang & Rafiq, 2009; 

Hsu et al., 2014; Real et al., 2014; Karyotakis & Moustakis, 2016). Wang and Rafiq 

(2009, p. 93) see shared vision as a central component of OC and offer conceptual argu-

ments for its role in fostering CE: 

Shared vision channels entrepreneurial resources toward commonly recognized opportunities 

and boosts a firm’s capacity to fully exploit them. In the context of a new product development 
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team, the existence of a shared vision enables the team to select appropriate creative ideas to 

pursue, as guided by the organizational objectives. 

Similarly, an open climate directly supports a culture of participation and shared 

vision. Scholars argue that an open communication climate helps leaders better address 

employee’s needs and proactively share strategic purpose and direction, thereby promot-

ing entrepreneurial endeavors and enhancing commitment (Rutherford & Holt, 2007; 

Shepherd et al., 2010). Furthermore, an open environment encourages employees to ex-

press novel or radical ideas (Covin & Slevin, 1991) and promotes interdisciplinary coop-

eration (Zahra 1991). 

Moreover, loose control systems have been shown to be more sensitive and re-

sponsive to changing conditions (Zahra et al., 2004) and to help to avoid employee frus-

tration by reducing “the need to ‘go through channels’ to receive formal support for their 

ideas” (Zahra, 1991, p. 267). Similarly, flat hierarchies and an organic structure empower 

people at all levels and provide them with the flexibility to create innovative ideas, 

thereby promoting autonomy (Vora et al., 2012) and triggering a more entrepreneurial 

OC (Shepherd et al., 2010). 

To summarize, existing literature indicates that mechanisms of participation, an 

open communication climate, and loose control systems underpin a cultural 

orientation toward shared rather than concentrated control and coordination, 

which in turn fosters CE. The topic has largely been explored in the family firm 

context due to the unique and often considerable influence of family members 

owning and managing such companies. 

Mechanisms of internal versus external orientation. OC can further be analyzed in terms 

of the relationship between an organization and its environment. Whereas an internal ori-

entation is primarily focused on people and processes, an external orientation is charac-

terized by a strong involvement with an organization’s environment (Quinn & 

Rohrbaugh, 1983; Reynolds, 1986; Cameron & Freeman, 1991; Denison & Mishra, 1995; 

Detert et al. 2000). Of the reviewed articles, 10 investigate mechanisms of internal versus 

external orientation (empirical: n = 7, conceptual: n = 3). In the CE literature, scholars 

take the position that an organization should be externally oriented in order to foster CE, 

especially when operating in hostile environments (Ensign & Robinson, 2016). For in-

stance, Zahra (1991) investigated how scanning practices, that is, routinely tracking the 

policies and tactics of the competition, and competition-focused values, that is, a firm’s 

assumptions about appropriate approaches to pursuing company goals, affect CV and 
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strategic renewal in US manufacturing firms. Scholars have also found an externally ori-

ented OC positively affects EO (Zahra et al., 2004; Brettel et al., 2015). Zahra et al. (2004, 

p. 366) argue: 

Externally focused cultures place greater value on signals from their external environment, 

studying market trends that provide important insights into emerging entrepreneurial opportu-

nities. Customers, competitors, suppliers, and markets are also viewed as important sources of 

information to be used in the identification of organizational problems and in developing in-

novative solutions for them. 

However, other authors have highlighted the importance of an employee orienta-

tion, referring to an internally oriented organization (Eddleston et al., 2012; Paunovic & 

Dima, 2014). For instance, Eddleston et al. (2012, p. 352) view employee human capital 

as “the lifeblood of business” and emphasize the necessity of developing a high-quality 

workforce when operating in uncertain and risky environments. 

In summary, a majority of scholars stress the benefit of an external orientation to 

foster CE, pointing to market scanning practices, involvement with the cus-

tomer, and valuing customer satisfaction highly. However, OC by its nature 

implies a certain emphasis on internal organizational phenomena (including 

processes and behaviors) and is thus likely to flourish in an organization that 

shows sensibility for people and optimizing internal procedures. 

2.5 Discussion 

The synthesis reported above identifies several cultural aspects that have been em-

pirically or theoretically related to the extent to which firms act entrepreneurially. Using 

a multidimensional and multi-layer framework provided a fine-grained understanding of 

the specific mechanisms underlying the OC–CE relationship. However, this article also 

reveals that a body of knowledge is only now emerging, and that there remains much to 

be exploited. The following section presents four suggestions for future research and 

closes with a discussion of the limitations of this review study. 

2.5.1 Research agenda 

One may argue that, despite the use of a broad search and inclusion strategy, the 

overall number of articles included in this review (n = 46) is surprisingly low. However, 

the increasing volume of research carried out since 2010 (n = 25) indicates a heightened 

interest in the topic. Furthermore, many conceptual articles emphasize the huge potential 
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in investigating the link between OC and CE (e.g., Covin & Slevin, 1991; Dess & Lump-

kin, 2005; Fayolle et al., 2010). To inspire further research on the topic, the following 

section discusses four promising research avenues arising from the synthesis conducted 

in this article. 

(1) Contribute to construct validity by using more consistent conceptualizations of OC. 

To produce generalizable findings on the OC–CE relationship, research should seek more 

consistent conceptualizations of OC. This review indicates that, to date, OC lacks con-

struct validity due to the great variety of conceptualizations and instruments used to ad-

dress this holistic phenomenon. As a result, researchers risk studying fundamentally dif-

ferent constructs and, consequently, different causal relationships, which works against 

attempts to aggregate (Schein, 1996; Chatman & O’Reilly, 2016). In such a situation, 

generalization beyond the data is very challenging and, consequently, the value of the 

insights generated is limited (Mintzberg, 2005). To date, research has not been able to 

consistently provide robust evidence for the relationship between OC and CE. 

  If research is to meet consistency requirements and contribute to construct validity 

in future, it ought to be based on two general guiding principles. First, scholars should 

address OC in terms of a social control system (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1996; Chung & 

Gibbons, 1997) which is, similar to a formal control system, only able to support entre-

preneurship when congruent with entrepreneurial objectives, such as innovation, new en-

try, and transformation (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999). Research ought to focus on identi-

fying specific cultural patterns that form such a supportive control system through social 

interaction over time. Doing so would involve moving away from factors of formal con-

trol, such as strategy, structure, and hierarchy (Wales et al., 2013). Second, based on this 

idea, scholars should always include a metaphorical perspective (Smircich, 1983). That 

would involve considering the multi-layered nature of OC, since this is what constitutes 

the very essence of culture, and thus distinguishes OC from other organizational concepts 

(Hofstede, 1991; Schein, 2017). 

 (2) Contribute to predictive validity by carrying out positive-oriented studies investigat-

ing the OC–CE relationship. With construct validity as its essential basis, research ought 

to clarify the nature of the causal relationship between OC and CE, thus contributing to 

predictive validity by finding statistically significant correlations between consistent OC 

measures and different facets of CE. Here, positive-oriented, and survey-based studies 

can add value by developing more complex research models including not only different 
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OC dimensions, but also considering the interactions between them (Chatman & 

O’Reilly, 2016). Although some studies do adopt a resource-based view and conceptual-

ize OC as a multidimensional construct, the complex relations among the dimensions 

under investigation often remain unspecified (e.g., Zahra et al., 2004; Eddleston et al., 

2012; Yildiz, 2014). Thus, it is difficult to draw conclusions on the effect of OC as an 

overall abstract concept which is represented by multiple dimensions operating as a sys-

tem. For instance, an organization with an external and individualistic orientation may 

differ dramatically from an organization with an external but collectivist orientation. Os-

troff and Schulte (2014) propose that scholars should adopt a configural approach. Using 

pairings of different cultural dimensions makes it possible to link cultural variations to 

CE. Such studies could proceed inductively based on cluster analysis or deductively based 

on well-established OC typologies, such as the competing values framework (cf., Engelen 

et al., 2014; Brettel et al., 2015). 

A majority of articles investigate OC as an antecedent of CE (74%), thus seeking 

to identify which cultural orientations have an impact on entrepreneurial behaviors. When 

taking this perspective, it is important to consider the specific context to which this causal 

link applies. Hence, scholars are encouraged to include different contextual variables 

moderating the link between OC and CE, such as industry, national culture (Fayolle et 

al., 2010) and the size and nature of an organization. For instance, one could ask: Do 

family and non-family firms differ with regard to certain cultural orientations fostering 

CE (cf., Zahra et al., 2004)? Does national culture moderate the relationship between OC 

and CE (cf., Engelen et al., 2014)? Furthermore, the relationship between OC and CE 

may not be linear. Research on reciprocal effects has the potential to illuminate the com-

plex nature of the link between the two concepts. Here, scholars might build upon the 

work of Shepherd et al. (2010), which offers conceptual arguments relating to an endur-

ing, deviation-amplifying relationship between OC and CE at the organizational and in-

dividual level of analysis. 

(3) Adopt a realist perspective to expand the understanding of the underlying cause of 

the OC–CE relationship. Following the realist account of this review study, CE research 

should continue, or even increase, the use of qualitative approaches to deliver a richer and 

contextualized understanding of why and how certain OC orientations foster entrepre-

neurship, in an approach that could complement positive-oriented studies. Given that 

there is no generalizable theory of OC to date, the proportion of quantitative studies con-

ducted since 2010 might be considered too high (83%). Besides engaging in conceptual 
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clarification of the essence of the label culture, I would encourage scholars to perform 

more realist-oriented work, such as interpretivist (Dyer & Wilkins, 1991; Stake, 1995; 

Gioia, 2004) and critical realist (Sayer, 1992; Easton, 2010) case studies, to provide more 

profound insights into the link between OC and CE, which would have the added benefit 

of promoting generalization. Indeed, Tsang (2014, p. 372) argues that “case studies may 

be better than quantitative studies in terms of theoretical generalization and falsification, 

which are associated with theory building and theory testing, respectively.” 

To exploit the full potential of case study research, scholars should target the tri-

angulation of multiple data sources (Yin, 2014) and use a wide spectrum of research 

methodologies, such as in-depth interviews, observations, and the creative use of archival 

data. Furthermore, researchers might pay greater attention to the metaphorical perspective 

of OC, as this is more difficult to fully exploit in positive-oriented studies. Here, the realist 

account adopted in this paper is useful. However, the developed framework is not able to 

illuminate the interaction between the identified superficial manifestations and the pri-

mary definers of culture. Future research should explore the interaction between mecha-

nisms across both cultural layers, and ask: How do entrepreneurial values and assump-

tions evolve over time? How are they manifested in artifacts and climate? How do those 

superficial manifestations operate in order to support CE? For instance, scholars ought to 

seek evidence on how a commitment to learning is transformed into actual new 

knowledge creation, learning behavior, and continuous experimentation, which, again, 

are likely to nurture CE. 

  A good example is provided by Vora et al. (2012). By performing a single case 

study and explicitly differentiating between organizational artifacts and organizational 

culture (represented by the organizational values concept), the authors investigated both 

the interaction between two cultural layers and the impact of organizational artifacts on 

EO. The resulting fine-grained analysis of archival data and semi-structured interviews 

provides an in-depth understanding of the OC phenomenon and shows why and how dif-

ferent cultural processes nurture EO in a mid-sized US firm, thereby enriching theory and 

inspiring future research. 

 (4) Experiment with integrative approaches seeking to reduce complexity. Because the 

concepts of OC and CE appear to be closely connected, future research might employ 

integrative approaches to explore whether certain OC orientations do reflect the presence 

of CE (cf., Benitez-Amado et al., 2010; Hsu et al., 2014; Bau & Wagner, 2015). This 

perspective would bring two major benefits. First, it eliminates the challenge of drawing 
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a clear demarcation line between OC and CE. Instead, it conceptualizes CE from a cul-

tural perspective and, consequently, considers certain values, assumptions, artifacts, and 

climate as indicative of an entrepreneurially oriented firm. Second, the integrative con-

cept has the potential to reduce complexity and could thus be a useful way to study or-

ganizational outcomes, such as firm performance. Thinking one step further, research 

could experiment with highly contextualized approaches, such as conceptualizing an en-

trepreneurial family business culture. 

Nevertheless, it is important to remember that this review confirms that research 

has yet not clearly identified which OC mechanisms support or reflect a high degree of 

CE. Consequently, it may be useful to acquire more evidence on specific underlying cul-

tural processes before the field starts to experiment with integrative approaches. Further-

more, a crucial challenge is to capture the full richness of such a concept and not just label 

the CE phenomenon as OC. A major drawback can be seen in the fact that those ap-

proaches may not be able to benefit from well-established measures and definitions of 

CE, such as EO, CV, and strategic renewal. 

2.5.2 Limitations 

Obviously, this review study is not without its limitations. One might question the 

conceptualizations used to assess the current state of research on the link between EO and 

CE. For instance, I could have added search terms like leadership, management, and struc-

ture to identify relevant literature since these concepts are included as superficial mani-

festations of OC in the framework used for the synthesis. It is important to remember, 

however, that OC as a complex and contested concept can only be of use to research when 

scholars focus directly on the phenomenon in terms of a social control system and analyze 

different organizational phenomena through the lens of OC. Accordingly, considering 

concepts that represent a formal control system in the search strategy would have been 

beyond the scope of this review. Similarly, innovation appears to be an important lever 

for entrepreneurial activities and thus might also have been added to the search terms. 

However, since the concept of innovation represents an enormous field of research in 

itself, I believe that this would have diluted the focus of this review. The method adopted 

essentially followed the CE paradigm as understood by Sharma and Chrisman (1999), 

thereby supporting the view that innovation is a sufficient but not a necessary condition 

for CE. 

In contrast, critics might also argue that the focus of this review is too broad. For 

instance, a more restrictive search strategy, for example, with a defined focus on EO, 
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could have resulted in a more precise synthesis and suggestions for future research. How-

ever, I believe that the state of research to date is not sufficiently mature for those re-

strictions to be useful. The sample composition indicates that the topic is just beginning 

to amass a cumulative body of evidence and thus adopting a holistic view on the phenom-

enon seems reasonable. Nevertheless, this limitation illuminates a promising avenue for 

future reviews, especially if the field continues to develop as rapidly as it has since 2010; 

a rate of development that suggests the field will one day warrant a more narrowly focused 

review. 

Finally, I could have also considered the methodologies employed by the articles 

in more detail. However, empirical papers with qualitative orientation employed either a 

single or multiple case study, whereas papers with quantitative orientation used some 

form of causal analysis, mostly structural equation modeling, regression, or confirmatory 

factor analysis. Therefore, the sample provided no meaningful methodological differ-

ences to analyze. Again, this could be a promising avenue for future reviews if scholars 

start to adopt a greater range of methodologies in upcoming studies. 

2.6 Conclusions 

I conducted a systematic review to identify generic OC mechanisms that dominate 

the CE literature and suggest future research avenues on this basis. In doing so, I drew 

upon the work of Detert et al. (2000) and Schein (2017) to develop a multidimensional 

and multi-layer framework that made it possible to synthesize OC mechanisms that have 

been conceptually argued or empirically found to foster CE. Overall, the review indicates 

a growing interest in the topic, especially since 2010. However, currently the goal of hav-

ing a cumulative body of knowledge on the field to access appears to be some distance 

away. I therefore encourage research to focus on four specific avenues: enhancing the 

construct validity of OC, contributing to the predictive validity of the link between OC 

and CE, expanding the understanding of the link’s underlying cause, and experimenting 

with integrative approaches in order to reduce complexity. Scholars accepting the chal-

lenge would not only have to strive to fill research gaps but also find ways to test com-

peting theories. Conceptual efforts should be oriented toward identifying how the full 

richness of OC can be exploited in order to produce valuable results for CE research, 

thereby explicitly considering the multi-layered nature of OC functioning as a social con-

trol system. The framework presented above could serve as a useful starting point. 
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3 Bridging the Micro-Macro Gap: A Multi-Layer Culture Framework 
for Understanding Entrepreneurial Orientation in Family Firms5 

 

Although the literature on entrepreneurial orientation (EO) in family firms has 

gained momentum over the last decade, we still see a great diversity of empirical findings. 

Interested in whether the particular conditions of family firms encourage or hinder EO, 

prior research heavily relied on structural family-level characteristics but neglected the 

contribution of organizational mechanisms. This may inhibit the current debate as it limits 

our understanding of how and why EO can be stimulated by social processes specific to 

the culture of family firms. To elaborate the adolescent theory of EO in family firms, this 

article seeks to bridge the micro (family)-macro (firm-level EO) gap by building on in-

terpretivist single case study design and introducing a multi-layer culture theory as inter-

pretive framework. The model that emerged from the analysis of archival and ethno-

graphic interview data cuts across analytical levels and illustrates, in a fine-grained man-

ner, how the unique cultural concepts of a second-generation German family firm operate 

and interact to stimulate EO. Specifically, it shows that the family values of altruism and 

preservation prepare the ground for an organizational culture characterized by long-term- 

and involvement-orientated organizational values as well as psychological safety and em-

powerment climates, which then, as a salient cultural layer, effectively supports the firm’s 

competitive orientation toward corporate entrepreneurship. 

The topic and purpose of this study is highlighted in section 3.1 of this chapter. In 

section 3.2, I elaborate on the current state of research on EO and OC in the context of 

family firms and introduce an interpretive framework guiding this explorative study. Sec-

tion 3.3 then illustrates the methods employed, including a presentation of the case se-

lected for this study, the data collection, and analytical procedures. The results and a 

grounded model are presented in section 3.4. The chapter closes with a discussion of the 

implications and limitations of the study (section 3.5) and conclusions (section 3.6). 

                                                             
5 This study is published with the kind permission of Elsevier. The original publication Arz (2019) ap-
peared in: Journal of Family Business Strategy (in press), which can be found at the following address: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2019.04.006. 
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3.1 Introduction 

As the research streams of entrepreneurship and family business (FB) move more 

closely together (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; López-Fernández et al., 2016), there is an 

ongoing debate in the field over whether the distinctive characteristics of family firms 

hinder or foster entrepreneurial orientation (EO) (Sharma, Chrisman, & Chua, 1997; Sal-

vato, 2004; Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Naldi, Nordqvist, Sjoberg, & Wiklund, 

2007; Kellermanns, Eddleston, Barnett, & Pearson, 2008; Casillas et al., 2010; Lumpkin 

et al., 2010; Miller, Steier, & Le Breton-Miller, 2016). While some scholars conclude that 

family firms appear to take fewer risks (Zahra, 2005; Naldi et al., 2007; Nordqvist, Hab-

bershon, & Melin, 2008; Short, Payne, Brigham, Lumpkin, & Broberg, 2009; Zellweger 

& Sieger, 2012) and be less innovative (Chang, Wu, & Wong, 2010; Block, Miller, 

Jaskiewicz, & Spiegel, 2013) than nonfamily firms, others argue that family firms are 

able to preserve their entrepreneurial capacity and that the specific context of an FB pro-

vides an environment where EO flourishes (e.g., Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Rogoff & Heck, 

2003; Zahra et al., 2004; Zahra, 2005; Miller, Lee, Chang, & Le Breton-Miller, 2009). 

In the midst of all the diversity of theoretical predictions and empirical findings 

to date, prior research primarily relied on structural family-level characteristics to explain 

why some family firms are able to stimulate EO while others are not. Specifically, there 

seems to be a prevailing assumption that studying a direct link between EO and family-

level traits such as generational involvement (Kellermanns et al., 2008; Casillas et al., 

2010, 2011; Chirico, Sirmon, Sciascia, & Mazzola, 2011; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Sci-

ascia, Mazzola, Astrachan, & Pieper, 2012; Cherchem, 2017), family ownership struc-

tures (Zahra, 2005), family involvement (Casillas & Moreno, 2010; Casillas et al., 2011; 

Revilla, Pérez-Luño, & Nieto, 2016; Bauweraerts & Colot, 2017; Pimentel, Couto, & 

Scholten, 2017), family governance (Lee & Chu, 2017), and CEO tenure (Boling, Pieper, 

& Covin, 2016) is satisfactory to understand how EO can flourish in family firms. How-

ever, considering family-level characteristics alone may represent a rather simplistic the-

oretical perspective since it undervalues the contribution of nonfamily organizational 

members and falls short of illustrating these contributions in rich detail. The reason for 

the currently inconsistent and even opposite findings on EO in family firms may therefore 

flow from a lack of understanding of organizational mechanisms through which family-

level characteristics manifest. Moreover, a too heavy focus on structural characteristics 

may limit our understanding of the unique sociocultural processes that constitute the 

uniqueness of family firms (Hall & Nordqvist, 2008). Since FB research has begun to 
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embrace the heterogeneity of family firms, a novel perspective is needed to uncover the 

‘How’ and ‘Why’ in the process of stimulating EO. Such a perspective bridges the micro-

macro gap by considering multiple levels of analysis and enables the dominant patterns 

of a family firm’s organizational environment to be reframed into a sociocultural model. 

Consequently, to elaborate the adolescent theory of EO in family firms, this article 

seeks to challenge the “in-house assumption” (Alvesson & Sandberg, 2011, p. 254) that 

our understanding of EO in the FB context relies solely on family-level antecedents. Par-

ticularly, I introduce a multi-layer culture framework in the tradition of Schein (1995, 

2017) and build on interpretivist single case study design (Stake, 2005; Gioia, Corley, & 

Hamilton, 2012) to demonstrate how this framework may be applied as a conceptual 

bridge, or a mediating component, that operates between family-level characteristics and 

firm-level EO. Although a number of scholars has emphasized the fruitful potentials that 

flow from applying cultural theories in the context of family firms and entrepreneurship 

(Flemons & Cole, 1992; Hall et al., 2001; Rogoff & Heck, 2003; Heck, 2004; Adiguna, 

2015), the phenomenon of culture appears to be surprisingly underrepresented in FB re-

search to date (López-Fernández et al., 2016; Arz, 2017). Furthermore, of the few studies 

that investigated the impact of culture on entrepreneurship in family firms (e.g., Hall et 

al., 2001; Zahra et al., 2004; Chirico & Nordqvist, 2010; Discua Cruz, Hamilton, & Jack, 

2012; Eddleston et al., 2012; Cherchem, 2017), none intended to adopt the core ideas of 

Schein’s (2017) multi-layer theory in terms of “a complex, patterned, multifaceted human 

socio-technical system” (p. 16). Unfortunately, not much progress has been made since 

the author introduced his theory to FB research (cf., Schein, 1995). 

This explorative study takes a first important step toward introducing Schein’s 

multi-layer culture framework to the FB context. Doing so provides a novel perspective 

which enables the organizational environment of an FB to be analyzed as a unique and 

socially constructed reality, thus supporting contextualization in entrepreneurship re-

search (Welter, 2011). To illustrate the particular value of this multi-layer culture frame-

work, this study embraces the uniqueness and richness of a particular environment (Stake, 

2005; Leppäaho, Plakoyiannaki, & Dimitratos, 2016) and favors empirical insights based 

on lived experiences. It thus presents a contextualized and in-depth perspective on culture 

and EO in family firms as a product of systemic and social interaction of the family, the 

firm, and nonfamily managers. 

To be able to examine and demonstrate the influence of the family on a firm’s 

culture and EO, it is essential to study an FB in which the family has a considerable impact 
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(Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Michael-Tsabari, Labaki, & Zachary, 2014). Accordingly, in this 

article, an FB is defined as a privately held organization where ownership resides within 

one family (Litz, 1995; Chua et al., 1999), this family is represented in the management 

team and substantially influences the key decisions and direction of the firm (Sharma et 

al., 2014), and the business is perceived to be an FB by both family and nonfamily man-

agers (Ram & Holliday, 1993). Furthermore, within this organizational context, managers 

and divisions involved in entrepreneurial projects and activities are considered to repre-

sent a specific subculture with distinct dominant cultural patterns (e.g., as opposed to 

more administrative- and efficiency-oriented subcultures such as accounting or procure-

ment). As such, this study builds on what Martin (1992) calls a differentiation perspective 

of culture, acknowledging that consistent cultural patterns can be identified only for spe-

cific subcultures rather than for the entire organization. 

By exploring the dominant cultural concepts of a family firm and illustrating the 

specific processes that mediate between the concepts and stimulate EO, this paper not 

only sheds new empirical light on the questions of how EO can flourish in family firms 

but also adds to the entrepreneurship literature by enriching theory on the culture-EO 

relationship. Specifically, I make the following contributions to the FB and entrepreneur-

ship literature. First, following inductive logic to explore the role of cultural concepts in 

stimulating EO in real-life context of a family firm offers a way to establish and extend 

prior findings in the emerging field of EO in FB research. As such, this article elaborates 

theory and allows for an in-depth understanding of the transformational business-level 

cultural mechanisms that explain how certain family-level characteristics may lead to EO. 

Second, adopting an interpretivist philosophy to guide the research design allows for 

making the underlying sociocultural dynamics involved in forming the identified cultural 

concepts explicit, thereby considering both the dominant family and nonfamily actors. 

Doing so clearly demonstrates the important but yet rather neglected role of social inter-

action at multiple levels within the family firm (Schein, 2017) and its implications for 

EO. Third, the sociocultural model that emerged from this study offers a holistic theoret-

ical illustration of the processes involved in shaping and sustaining the cultural concepts 

of a family firm, and how this may nurture EO. Answering the enduring call for qualita-

tive research on the topic of EO (Miller, 2011; Covin & Miller, 2014; Randerson, 2016; 

Wales, 2016), the grounded model may serve as a useful starting point for scholars in-

tending to engage in further positivist and quantitative-oriented research. 
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3.2 Theoretical background and interpretive framework 

3.2.1 Prevailing assumptions of understanding EO in family firms 

Over the last two decades, an increasing number of scholars has utilized the con-

cept of EO to capture the degree to which mature firms act entrepreneurial, investigate its 

impact on firm performance (cf. Rauch et al., 2009) and the organizational factors that 

stimulate EO (cf. Wales et al., 2013). As a consequence, the field of corporate entrepre-

neurship (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999) has started to mature, benefiting from a cumulative 

body of knowledge today. Derived from the work of Miller (1983), who defines an entre-

preneurial firm as “one that engages in product-market innovation, undertakes somewhat 

risky ventures, and is first to come up with ‘proactive’ innovations, beating competitors 

to the punch” (p. 771), the concept of EO includes innovativeness (INN), proactiveness 

(PRO), and risk taking (RISK) as key dimensions reflecting a strategic posture toward 

entrepreneurship (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Covin & Wales, 2012). Although extended and 

refined versions of EO have developed (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Dess & Lumpkin, 2005; 

Covin et al., 2006; Covin & Lumpkin, 2011), the original three-dimensional conceptual-

ization is still the most common form of evaluating corporate entrepreneurship at the firm 

level (Rauch et al., 2009; George & Marino, 2011; Rosenbusch et al., 2013; Wales, 2016). 

In line with a growing body of literature on the topic, examining EO in the context 

of family firms has gained momentum over the last decade. Specifically, FB researchers 

strived to explore if and how the unique aspects of family firms affect EO. In doing so, 

the majority of empirical works adopted a theoretical perspective that focuses on struc-

tural family-level characteristics, such as generational involvement (Kellermanns et al., 

2008; Casillas et al., 2010, 2011; Chirico et. al., 2011; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Sciascia 

et al. 2012; Cherchem, 2017), family ownership structures (Zahra, 2005), family involve-

ment (Casillas & Moreno, 2010; Casillas et al., 2011; Revilla et al., 2016; Bauweraerts & 

Colot, 2017; Pimentel et al., 2017), and family governance (Lee & Chu, 2017). However, 

results are mixed. For instance, while Kellermanns and Eddleston (2006), and Keller-

manns et al. (2008) suggested that generational involvement (i.e., the number of family 

generations simultaneously involved in the firm) is positively related to EO, Sciascia et 

al. (2012) found businesses with high levels of generational involvement to be rather risk-

averse and resistant to change, mainly due to increased kinship distance and relationship 

conflicts. Similarly, high levels of family ownership and involvement have been sug-

gested to either promote (Zahra, 2005) and hinder (Bauweraerts & Colot, 2017) EO. 
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A limited number of scholars, however, has intended to move beyond these ‘hard’ 

family-level characteristics and adopt a sociocultural perspective by considering the ‘soft-

ware’ components (Hofstede, 1991) of a family firm’s organizational architecture, that is, 

the cultural concepts that derive from the uniqueness of the FB context to stimulate EO. 

For instance, Zahra et al. (2004) investigated how different cultural dimensions are related 

to EO in family and nonfamily firms. Eddleston et al. (2012) examined whether different 

dimensions constituting a stewardship culture explain the difference between more and 

less entrepreneurial family firms. Furthermore, Cherchem (2017) recently adopted the 

competing values framework (Cameron & Quinn, 2006) to study the effects of generic 

cultural configurations on EO. 

While these works represent important steps toward introducing a sociocultural 

perspective to the adolescent theory of EO in family firms, to date, we do not know much 

about the specific processes through which the unique cultural concepts of family firms 

can stimulate EO. Specifically, prior research falls short of bridging the gap between fam-

ily-level characteristics and firm-level EO, thereby neglecting the organizational culture 

mechanisms that derive from the unique characteristics of family firms and, eventually, 

enable the identification of in-depth explanations on how EO can flourish in the context 

of an FB. This may inhibit the current debate as it limits our understanding of why some 

family firms are able to transfer the intimate connection between family and business into 

high levels of EO while others are not. Consequently, this article suggests that a different 

theoretical perspective is needed to enrich our understanding of EO in family firms. 

3.2.2 Introducing a multi-layer theory of culture as interpretive framework 

The culture of an FB is considered stronger and more influential for organizational 

processes and behaviors than that of nonfamily firms (Hall et al., 2001; Denison, Lief, & 

Ward, 2004; Duh, Belak, & Milfelner, 2010). As it goes back to the founder’s basic values 

and to the cultural paradigm this person grew up with (Dyer, 1988; Schein, 1995), the 

culture is to a large extent rooted in the family heritage and tradition (Heck, 2004). Stim-

ulated by the long-term commitment and intimate connection between family and busi-

ness (Astrachan et al., 2002; Klein et al., 2005), family members promulgate the founder’s 

values by taking active and long-term roles in management (Hall et al., 2001). Due to 

binding social ties, an emotional attachment and identification with the firm (Berrone et 

al., 2012), the differentiating factor when compared to nonfamily firms “lies in the fact 

that the behavior of family companies emanates not from external pressure but from a 

deeply ingrained, learned-at-the-dinner-table sense of history and morality” (Denison et 
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al., 2004, p.64). Consequently, it is likely that these significant cross-generational pro-

cesses of socialization in family firms (Hall & Nordqvist, 2008) enable a strong and en-

during cultural substance to be preserved over time. It might therefore provide family 

firms with a sustainable, inimitable competitive advantage (Barney, 1986).  

As a holistic and far-reaching phenomenon, the culture of organizations shapes 

everything from leadership styles to processes and behaviors (Smircich, 1983), determin-

ing the organizational settings considered relevant and guiding the perceptions of what is 

valued, what is important and what is possible for a family firm (Laforet, 2016). Although 

it is rather difficult to define culture specifically as one thing or another (Fletcher et al., 

2012), and speaking about this phenomenon means acknowledging its pervasiveness 

(Adiguna, 2015; Chatman & O’Reilly, 2016), the conceptualization of Schein (2017) may 

offer a useful approximation of cultural reality in FBs. Emphasizing the importance of 

understanding culture as complex and holistic social phenomenon, and a “family of con-

cepts” rather than one robust construct, Schein concludes that “some of the confusion 

surrounding the definition of what culture really is results from not differentiating the 

levels at which it manifests itself” (p. 25). 

Following this line of argument and building on the early conceptualizations of 

culture (e.g., Pettigrew, 1979; Hofstede, 1980; Smircich, 1983), this study understands 

culture in FBs as a multi-layer phenomenon, a family of concepts and root metaphor 

(Adiguna, 2015) with strong symbolic character, moving beyond the instrumental view 

of organizations by understanding an organization as a culture itself. As such, culture is 

something an FB is rather than something an FB has (Smircich, 1983). Consistent with 

this logic, the competitive advantage of an FB is not limited to its explicitly developed 

resources which may represent the ‘hardware’ components of an organizational architec-

ture (Ireland et al., 2009). Rather, culture operates at a more abstract level and represents 

an implicit ‘software’ component (Hofstede, 1991), the core identity (Denison, 1984) and 

personality of an organization (Kilmann, 1989). 

As an interpretive framework supporting the explorative nature of this study, and 

a way to make the dominant constituents of a family firm’s culture explicit, thus enabling 

an in-depth illustration of how culture operates toward stimulating EO, I adopt a multi-

layer culture model in the tradition of Schein (2017). Because the intention to capture the 

full richness of this framework means integrating a variety of adjacent theoretical per-

spectives, Table 15 summarizes the specific components that have been adopted to guide 

this study’s research design. 
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Table 15. Components of the multi-layer culture framework adopted for this study 

Components Definition References Schematic illustration 

(A) Cultural 
layers 

Layers at which cultural concepts manifest; 
consisting of (i) intangible cultural sub-
stance (family values and organizational 
values) and (ii) salient cultural forms (or-
ganizational climates) 

Trice & Beyer 
(1993); Schein 
(2017) 

 

(B) Cultural 
concepts 

Specification of cultural layers; e.g., theo-
retical concepts that reflect the dominant 
values that are shared among organiza-
tional members and constitute the cultural 
substance layer of a firm’s culture 

Schein (2017)   

(C) Organiza-
tional culture 
mechanisms 

Organizational-level cultural concepts op-
erating as transformational mechanisms 
(i.e., engines of explanations) that explain 
how family values are translated into firm-
level EO (organizational culture as a medi-
ator to bridge the micro-macro gap) 

Bunge (1997); An-
derson et al. (2006); 
Pawson (2006) 

 

(D) Processes 
of cultural 
transmission 

Processes that mediate between cultural 
layers and explain how (i) values are trans-
mitted and (ii) climates stimulate strategic 
activities, such as EO 

Schein (2017)  

 

Particularly, this study is guided by the proposition that there are distinctive cul-

tural concepts of FBs that manifest at two basic layers which, together, function as a social 

glue that holds an FB together (Smircich, 1983) and provide a key frame of FB member’s 

interpretation and action (Schein, 2017). First, the cultural substance layer (Trice & 

Beyer, 1993) is formed by the values shared among the key decision-makers of a firm, 

including the basic ideas and assumptions about how things work in an organization (Ar-

gandoña, 2003; Gehman, Treviño, & Garud, 2013). However, for the purpose of this 

study, and to better meet the distinctive conditions of family firms, this substance layer is 

to be adapted. Specifically, among the values that are shared within a firm’s dominant 

coalition (i.e., “the powerful actors in an organization who control the overall organiza-

tional agenda”, Chua et al., 1999, p. 24), consisting of both family and nonfamily man-

agers, it is likely that the values shared within the owner family determine the prevalent 

way of thinking, that is, what is prioritized and what is held as important for the business 

(Schein, 1995). Consequently, for the cultural substance layer, the interpretive framework 

guiding this study distinguishes between family values and organizational values. 

Second, at a more salient layer, cultural forms (Trice & Beyer, 1993), including 

language systems, symbols, rituals and common practices (Hofstede, 1991), operate 

through both its functional purpose for the organization and symbolic interactionism (Hall 

& Nordqvist, 2008). In this study, the overall perception and experiences of the salient 
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cultural forms, that is, everything an organizational member hears, sees, and feels, is re-

ferred to as the most superficial layer of culture (Schein, 2017): organizational climate 

(Schneider, 1975; Schneider et al., 2013). Depending on the cultural substance, organiza-

tions can develop a variety of facet-specific climates (e.g., service, safety, innovation), 

thus supporting different organizational outcomes (Schneider, Bowen, Ehrhart, & Hol-

combe, 2000). 

Guided by the multi-layer culture framework, this study seeks to explore the dom-

inant concepts that manifest at the two cultural layers. Importantly, while the phenomenon 

of culture, when embracing its full richness and complexity, provides a useful interpretive 

framework, it does not offer specific dimensions and concepts. Specifically, it does not 

answer underlying questions such as: What are the dominant values shared within a fam-

ily? What are the dominant organizational culture mechanisms that operate between fam-

ily values and firm-level EO? To decipher the richness of a culture, research therefore 

must rely on unique contexts and identify the particular cultural concepts that dominate 

this context. Culture in this sense provides a way to integrate both family- and organiza-

tional-level concepts linked to adjacent FB theories, thus opening new horizons and re-

search opportunities. Specifically, prevalent FB theories, such as long-term orientation 

(Brigham, Lumpkin, Payne, & Zachary, 2014), socioemotional wealth (Berrone et al., 

2012), and stewardship (Davis, Schoorman, & Donaldson, 1997), provide useful concep-

tual perspectives that manifest at different cultural layers, and, consequently, may find 

their way into a multi-layer culture model. 

To summarize, motivated by the intent to elaborate the adolescent theory of EO 

in family firms and to challenge the assumption that our understanding of the particular 

conditions that stimulate EO relies solely on family-level antecedents, the study seeks to 

explore how both family- and organizational-level concepts linked to adjacent FB theo-

ries are enabled to be integrated into a multi-layer culture model. In doing so, it offers a 

new perspective that bridges the micro-macro gap by illustrating how family values are 

transformed into high levels of firm-level EO in family firms. Building on this intent, the 

study’s qualitative research design is guided by two questions: 

1) What are the dominant organizational culture mechanisms that explain how 

family values are transformed into high levels of EO in a family firm? 

2) What are the underlying processes in a family firm through which the identi-

fied cultural concepts operate to stimulate EO? 
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3.3 Methodology 

Viewing culture as something an FB is rather than something an FB has (Smircich, 

1983), means interpreting family firms as a complex expressive form and its cultural pat-

terns as a product of social interaction (Adiguna, 2015). Such an ontological perspective 

takes the view that reality is socially constructed rather than objectively determined (Kel-

liher, 2005; Leppäaho et al., 2016). To unravel the complexity and inherent social pro-

cesses of cultural patterns stimulating EO in rich detail, I chose an interpretivist single 

case study design. This approach supports locating factors lying between cause and effect 

by considering the uniqueness of a particular environment (Gerring, 2007) as a “specific, 

unique, bounded system” (Stake, 2005, p. 445). Specifically, to enable a deep understand-

ing of the hidden and complex social mechanisms of organizational life in the tradition 

of Schein’s (2017) multi-layer culture framework and create holistic, detailed, and con-

textualized insights on the ‘How’ and ‘Why’ rather than just the ‘What’ (Eisenhardt & 

Graebner, 2007), I decided to study one “revelatory” (Langley & Abdallah, 2011; Yin, 

2014) case. Revelatory cases facilitate the elaboration of theory because the social dy-

namics being examined tend to be more visible than they might be in other contexts. 

Moreover, consistent with the conceptualization of culture suggested by Schein (2017), 

providing deep insight into one revelatory case allows for a better understanding of cul-

ture as a complex anthropological phenomenon that represents the unique “DNA” of a 

firm and, consequently, is able to uncover what would remain mysterious when relying 

on superficial definitions and models of culture. By collecting rich data in a particular 

real-life context, my study therefore allows generating “persuasive and memorable stories 

and ‘thick’ descriptions” (Leppäaho et al., 2016, p. 161) and sheds empirical light upon 

the specific conditions under which the cultural concepts identified operate at different 

levels in a family firm to support EO (Eisenhardt, 1989; Gibbert, Ruigrok, & Wicki, 

2008). 

As I aim at connecting two existing theoretical concepts (i.e., EO and OC) in the 

FB context, my approach is partly deductive (theory inspired) and partly inductive (data 

inspired) in nature. The study therefore follows the argument of Langley (1999, p. 694) 

that “rigid adherence to purely deductive or purely inductive strategies seems unneces-

sarily stultifying.” Specifically, while EO represents a well-known and validated research 

construct (George & Marino, 2011), and a firm’s EO can be examined with deductive 

logic, the scope of OC is somewhat larger and fuzzier, and its evaluation thus requires an 

inductive technique. Capturing specific lived experiences and subjective perspectives 
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while exploring the explicit mechanisms and key actors involved in shaping a firm’s cul-

ture, the primary goal of this research is to generate a deep and holistic understanding of 

a unique, real-life context from the perspective of those involved. Therefore, my case 

study is located within a constructivist (Stake, 2005) or interpretivist (Gioia et al., 2012) 

research philosophy. 

3.3.1 Case site information 

As the study’s strategy was to investigate one relatively unexplored case in depth, 

I sought to identify a family firm that could potentially be a unique and exemplary source 

of insights. For the topic of EO in family firms, this required a case that is characterized 

by both high levels of EO and a substantial influence of the owner family on the business. 

The revelatory case (Langley & Abdallah, 2011; Yin, 2014) selected for this study was 

Alfa6, a second-generation family-owned and family-managed manufacturing firm head-

quartered in Germany and operating globally in both consumer and professional seg-

ments. Founded in 1966, the son of the founder took over managerial control from his 

father in 1999. The firm was therefore under the effective control of one charismatic 

owner-manager during its entire period of operation. However, since 1999, both children 

of the founder, son and daughter, have controlling ownership and the daughter is part of 

the advisory board that was founded at the time of succession. Furthermore, both family 

and nonfamily organizational members consider the firm to be an FB. The firm can thus 

be characterized as a second-generation family firm owned by two family members and 

with substantial influence of one owner-manager (Litz, 1995; Astrachan et al., 2002). 

Not long after succession, the firm entered a substantial second growth phase by 

investing in innovation, new product development, partnerships, acquisitions and the en-

try of new global markets. While already being a market leader with its core product at 

that time, Alfa was able to more than triple its revenue by 2016 up to € 469 million, 

thereby showing an average annual growth rate of 9.4% during this period. This achieve-

ment was recognized by the owner being a finalist in the Entrepreneur of the Year com-

petition in 2006 and the firm being recognized as one of the German top 50 hidden cham-

pions in 2013. Consequently, several aspects indicated that Alfa can still be described as 

entrepreneurial, even after more than 50 years of operation. The firm exhibited four en-

trepreneurial characteristics mentioned in the literature (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin 

& Dess, 1996): (1) continuous product innovation and technology leadership, (2) new 

                                                             
6 For confidentiality reasons, the firm name of the FB studied has been changed. 
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global market entries by anticipating future demand and challenging competitors, (3) top 

management risk taking with regard to investment decisions, and (4) anticipation and 

exploitation of new business opportunities. Considering the family’s substantial influence 

on the firm and its apparent entrepreneurial nature, Alfa was considered a highly illustra-

tive and revelatory case and, consequently, an appropriate choice to explore the dominant 

cultural concepts and underlying social processes that stimulate EO in family firms. 

3.3.2 Data collection 

In qualitative case study research, it is somewhat artificial to separate the data col-

lection from the analysis (Gioia et al., 2012). Rather, data collection and analysis can be 

considered an iterative process, thereby shifting back and forth between archival data, 

interview data, the patterns emerging from the data, and the theoretical background. The 

data collection is therefore not only determined by the interpretive framework used for 

this study, but also by the continuous insights that were generated throughout the process 

of data extraction and coding. The specific five-step procedure that guided this study’s 

data collection and analysis is illustrated in Figure 3. 

Figure 3. A five-step iterative procedure of data collection and analysis 

 
  
 Primary procedures of data collection and analysis 

Supporting activities 

Notwithstanding this iterative and partly parallel process, I illustrate the basic 

principles and chronology which the collection of the data (step 1) followed first. The 

field phase took place between March and November 2017. For validity reasons, I aimed 

at a triangulation of different data sources (Stake, 1995; Gibbert et al., 2008) using both 

interview and archival data. Before interviewing, more than 3200 pages of internally (e.g. 
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intranet news, employee magazine, strategy papers) and externally (e.g., company web-

site, newspaper articles, biography of the founder) available secondary data were gathered 

and analyzed to familiarize with Alfa’s history and identify its apparent entrepreneurial 

activities over the last two decades (tab. 16). 

Table 16. Archival data used 

 Availability Versions/  
issues 

Period  
covered 

Total  
pages 

Biography of the founder (FDR) external 1 1966-2006 158 
Company presentation external 9 2008-2016 220 
Corporate responsibility report external 3 2010-2016 86 
Corporate responsibility newsletter internal 8 2015-2017 24 
Corporate website external - 2017 - 
Employee newsletter internal 81 2000-2005 205 
Employee magazine internal 15 1981-2005 198 
Image booklet external 2 2006-2016 41 
Intranet news (extracted from internal website) internal 54 2005-2016 1.963 
Keyword document of anniversary speech internal 1 2017 9 
Management handbook external 3 2011-2016 84 
Newspaper articles external 4 2007-2016 18 
Press releases external 25 2006-2017 65 
Self-image handbook internal 4 2000-2013 116 
Strategy papers internal 6 2009-2017 38 

 

Although this provided useful and rich insights, the most valuable data were gath-

ered via ethnographic interviews. As ethnography refers to studying culture by learning 

from what people hear and see (Spradley, 1979), it is well suited to examining the cultures 

of organizations. The interviews therefore aimed at uncovering how both family and non-

family managers at Alfa experience organizational life in order to identify their specific 

systems of meaning and learn about how they perceive an organizational environment 

supportive of EO. Overall, I conducted 14 interviews with ten key informants (tab. 17). 

All interviews were tape recorded and transcribed. I also let several key informants review 

the interview transcripts. To ensure reliability, the creation of a case study protocol and 

database served as a report on how the study was conducted. In line with techniques of 

ethnographic interviewing and considering the combination of deductive and inductive 

logic, different types of questions were used across three distinct interview phases (the 

interview guide is reported in Appendix 3-A). 
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Table 17. Key informants and interviews conducted 

 Involved in the  
business since 

Number of  
interviews 

Total  
length 

Family members    
Second-generation owner-manager (SGOM) 1999* 1 01:17 
Second-generation owner (SGO) 1999 1 00:40 

Nonfamily dominant coalition    
Chief technology officer 2000 1 00:33 
Senior vice president group marketing 2007 1 00:34 
Director corporate communications 2007 1 00:39 

Nonfamily entrepreneurial managers    
Director R&D/ product development 2009 2 01:42 
Director marketing Germany, Austria and Switzerland 2011 2 01:43 
Director corporate strategy & investment 2012 2 01:19 
CEO of spin-off and former assistant to SGOM 2012 2 01:47 
Senior brand manager 2013 1 00:51 

* Date of official succession; informally involved in the top management since 1995 

The first phase addressed nonfamily managers that were closely involved in en-

trepreneurial activities over the last years to identify the degree to which the three dimen-

sions of EO (INN, PRO, RISK) are present at Alfa. Following a deductive logic, the in-

terview guide for this phase was strongly inspired by the existing literature on EO and the 

essence of its dimensions. Furthermore, it was built around the insights that have already 

been generated through the first analysis of archival data. The second phase started after 

a rough analysis of the first interviews conducted. It addressed the nonfamily entrepre-

neurial managers a second time and also a selection of top managers that have been iden-

tified as being part of Alfa’s nonfamily dominant coalition. As the focus of this phase was 

to generate data on the dominant cultural concepts that lead to EO at Alfa, the interview 

guide used was of strong ethnographic and inductive character. Furthermore, exploring 

the roles of the key family members involved in the business, that is, the founder (FDR)7, 

the second-generation owner (SGO), and the second-generation owner-manager 

(SGOM), were of special interest in this phase. Finally, in the third phase, I interviewed 

both the SGO and SGOM to explore their own perspectives on Alfa’s EO subculture and 

identify similarities and discrepancies regarding the patterns the became evident during 

the second interview phase. Even more importantly, this third phase aimed at gathering 

data on the dominant values held within the family and the degree to which those values 

overlap with Alfa’s business culture. 

                                                             
7 Unfortunately, the founder died one year prior to conducting this study. Archival data and illustrations 
from his children and Alfa’s dominant coalition were used to evaluate the key values and lasting impact 
of this person. 
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3.3.3 Data analysis 

Although I conducted a first rough analysis within each interview phase to prepare 

for the subsequent ones, an overall synthesis was completed after the last interview took 

place. All data, secondary and primary, were disassembled into testimony snippets con-

sidered relevant (step 2). This procedure was guided by questions such as: Does the data 

reveal any evidence for entrepreneurial behaviors and activities in terms of INN, PRO, 

and RISK? Does the data reveal any indications for preferences and priorities that seem 

to guide the prevalent way of thinking and acting in the family and/or organization? Does 

the data reveal any indication for salient practices that are perceived by organizational 

members to stimulate EO? 

The testimony snippets were then analyzed by using qualitative content analysis 

(step 3). The evaluation of EO followed deductive logic and was accomplished by scan-

ning both first and secondary data for explicit evidence for the existence of INN, PRO, 

and RISK at Alfa. On the other hand, to identify and synthesize the firm’s specific cultural 

concepts that stimulate EO, I followed inductive logic and engaged in iterative coding 

while cycling through multiple readings of the data. Using a variety of tables, charts, and 

visual drafts together with unfolding extant literature, I looked for dominant patterns 

emerging from the 1st order data. Following the “Gioia methodology” (Gioia et al., 2012), 

those patterns then have been synthesized into 2nd order themes and aggregate 2nd order 

dimensions (step 4). The constant balancing act here was to extract theoretical concepts 

that emerged from the data, supported by unfolding extant literature in the field of FB 

research, while still preserving the subjective perspectives of the informants throughout 

the analytical process, thus intending to provide an understanding of cultural concepts 

embedded in social interactions (Graebner, Martin, & Roundy, 2012). In doing so, this 

paper does not shy away from the challenge of “moving from a shapeless data spaghetti 

toward some kind of theoretical understanding that does not betray the richness, dyna-

mism, and complexity of the data but that is understandable and potentially useful to oth-

ers” (Langley, 1999, p. 694). Therefore, it was necessary to think and analyze at two 

levels simultaneously, that is, at the level of the informant’s experience and terms and at 

the more abstract themes and dimensions, which aim at contributing to theory (Gioia et 

al., 2012). Finally, dynamics between the concepts that emerged from the data were in-

terpreted, that is, evidence illustrating links between the dominant cultural concepts and 

EO were identified and synthesized (step 5). After exploring and evaluating the utility of 

several alternative models, I arrived at the one that seems to offer a strong contribution to 
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the theory of EO in family firms while, at the same time, preserving informants lived 

experiences and the unique characteristics of the revelatory case studied. 

To support steps 4 and 5, I used a member review with a “comprehensive trans-

parency” (Locke & Velamuri, 2009) approach, providing informants “access to the re-

searchers’ larger interpretive project and to what (from the latter’s perspective) social 

science concerns their and others’ behavior represents a case of” (Locke & Velamuri, 

2009, p. 497). The member review design was intended to ensure a clear chain of evidence 

(Gibbert et al., 2008, Gibbert & Ruigrok, 2010) and strengthen the confidence in my in-

terpretations by allowing organizational members to challenge my account. Specifically, 

I presented and discussed a first draft of the analysis with executive-level managers of the 

firm to reach consensus on the cultural concepts and underlying processes that are most 

representative to Alfa. The feedback was used for further data reduction, to reframe the 

cultural concepts and the emergent model, and to reconsider the mechanisms that explain 

which and why the most evident cultural concepts of the firm are linked to EO. 

The outcomes of the analytical procedure are illustrated in figures 4, 5 and 6 in 

the findings section. Importantly, these figures do not represent causal or dynamic models 

but rather an illustration of the key concepts and how they relate to the 1st order data. 

Figure 7 then puts the key concepts in motion by displaying a model that emerged from 

the data. 

3.4 Findings 

Consistent with the analytical procedure illustrated above, I present my findings 

in four sections. In the first section, I outline evidence for the presence of the three di-

mensions of EO (INN, PRO, RISK) at Alfa. Following deductive logic, I explain that 

Alfa shows medium to high levels of firm-level entrepreneurial behaviors and activities. 

In the second section, I then present selective evidence of the identified family-level value 

orientations (family values (FV) layer), that is, the dominant values that are shared by the 

key family members involved in the business (i.e., FDR, SGO, SGOM). In the third sec-

tion, I illustrate the dominant cultural mechanisms that operate between the family values 

and firm-level EO and manifest at two basic layers: cultural substance (organizational 

values (OV) layer) and salient cultural forms (organizational climate (OCL) layer). Fi-

nally, the fourth section brings the identified patterns in motion by assimilating the con-

cepts, illustrating the specific processes that link the concepts, and presenting a grounded 

model of how EO is stimulated at Alfa. Sections two, three and four are based on induc-
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Theoretical  
concept 

Innovative-
ness (INN) 

Entrepreneurial 
orientation 
(EO) 

• “Research and development activities 
have made us leading experts in [our 
industry].” 

• “The core of [Alfa]’s success is the 
continuous work on product innova-
tion and research and development.” 

• “(…) bring technological progress and 
innovation to the market.” 

• “For us, as an inventor company, new 
product development is part of our 
DNA.” 

• “These needs [of customers] are often 
not evident, which is why we keep a 
close eye on market developments 
(…).” 

• “We analyzed this specific customer 
need in great detail, and then con-
sciously decided to launch [the prod-
uct] in China.” 

• “We systematically aimed at identify-
ing new markets with huge potential.” 

Proactiveness 
(PRO) 

2nd order  
dimensions Evidence in 1st order data (examples) 

Informant’s experiences Entrepreneurial activities (since 2001) 

• Launch of new in-house devel-
oped products (2001, 2006, 
2010 (2), 2011, 2015) 

• Launch of new technology for 
evolution of existing products 
(2003, 2004, 2005, 2006) 

• Use/ evolution of existing tech-
nology for new fields of appli-
cation (2004-2016 (ongoing), 
2007, 2008, 2016) 

• Entry of new markets with core 
product and founding of subsid-
iaries in several countries 
(2006-2016) 

• Entry of new global markets 
with new in-house developed 
technologies in order to meet lo-
cal needs (2005, 2014, 2015) 

• Entry of new segment through 
acquisition and organizational 
integration of several companies 
(2009-2016) 

Risk taking 
(RISK) 

• “When we entered the Chinese mar-
ket, we knew that we have to prepare 
for unpredictable events.” 

• “(…) we started to approach the mar-
ket carefully with our existing key 
product and a calculated risk. When 
we noticed that our products were 
adopted, we expanded our strategy to 
other more competitive segments and 
took the risk.” 

Support of innovative and 
proactive activities 

tive analytic techniques and processes of iterative coding. Consistent with the recommen-

dation of Pratt (2008), I present data in form of “power quotes” and “proof quotes” both 

in the body of the article and in the figures 4, 5 and 6. 

3.4.1 EO at Alfa 

From a deductive logic, my analysis reveals that Alfa can be described as an en-

trepreneurial-oriented family firm. As displayed in Figure 4, the evidence found in the 1st 

order data indicates medium to high levels of INN, PRO, and RIS. In this section, I illus-

trate selective evidence of the degree to which each of the three EO dimensions is present 

at the firm-level. 

Figure 4. Evaluating EO at Alfa (deductive technique) 
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INN refers to organizational behaviors and strategic decision-making processes con-

cerned with adapting to market changes and creating competitive advantage through new 

product and technology exploration, thereby aiming to satisfy customer needs more ade-

quately (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005; Craig & Dibrell, 2006). At Alfa, INN is demonstrated 

by proportionately large investments in research and development, and a continuous pur-

suit of innovation and technology leadership to support the launch of new products. One 

manager explained: “We had substantial predevelopment activities that led to new tech-

nologies which enabled the launch of new products.” Consequently, INN is considered a 

key to success at Alfa: “Our ability to innovate is essential for our firm which wants to 

expand its position as a market- and technology leader […].” As another indication for 

Alfa’s INN, the firm demonstrates support for ideation, creativity, and experimentation 

processes combined with a strong customer orientation. For instance, one manager illus-

trated a very customer centric procedure: “First, I want to understand what the customer 

needs, and then we decide how this will fit in with our strategy.” The approach resulted 

in introducing new products to the market faster than the competition. In the context of a 

specific innovation project, one manager summarized: “The outcome was an innovative 

product that is not only new to the firm but also to the market.” 

PRO is usually reflected in a forward-looking perspective of a market leader that wants 

to exploit new business opportunities and acts in anticipation of future problems and 

needs (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005). This study identified Alfa as a market leader in its core 

segment. Based on that position, the firm shows a strong pioneer and explorer mentality 

which leads to a commitment to be first and one step ahead of the competition by actively 

monitoring market developments and trends. As Alfa’s self-image claims: 

Only those who are oriented towards market demands are successful. We develop, manufacture, 

and market products tailored for consumer needs. These needs are often not evident, which is why 

we keep a close eye on market developments in all relevant segments, register change, and act 

selectively and flexibly. 

Effective market monitoring resulted in seeking new venture opportunities, 

thereby putting competitors in the position of having to respond to the initiatives of Alfa. 

Despite this strong market position, Alfa’s management handbook claims that the firm 

seeks to avoid standstill: “We do not rest on our market position […], but carefully mon-

itor several trends that may contribute to our strategy.” This guiding principle is under-

pinned by the statements of several interviewees. One manager stated: 
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I believe that this has always been one of our key success factors: To continuously identify and 

exploit opportunities. Because it inevitably leads to something new. […] We operate in a dynamic 

and small niche and we are the strongest player. We always want to have a leading position, so we 

have to be proactive, not just react and adapt. 

Proactive behaviors at Alfa support both INN and new market entry. The firm’s 

first-mover aspirations have been found to be a pre-disposition for innovative behaviors 

because it identifies new trends, changing customer needs, and dynamics in existing or 

new market segments. Doing so spawns valid ideas for new products and technologies. 

Furthermore, those behaviors supported the successful global expansion of the firm by 

encouraging the exploration of international growth opportunities (Zahra, 2003) and tim-

ing market entry well. In so doing, Alfa successfully exploited advantages that come with 

a strong market leader position, such as unusually high profits and strong brand recogni-

tion. 

RISK refers to the degree to which an organization is willing to make decisions and take 

actions without sufficient knowledge of the probable outcome, thereby embracing what 

is new and uncertain (Lyon, Lumpkin, & Dess, 2000; Dess & Lumpkin, 2005). Every 

entrepreneurial initiative, no matter whether innovative or proactive in nature, incorpo-

rates high levels of uncertainty and, consequently, a significant risk of failure (Rauch et 

al., 2009). Alfa demonstrates a willingness to venture into unknown territories, thereby 

calculating and evaluating risks rather than just trying to fully avoid them. My analysis 

reveals that the firm shows a clear sense of when a certain level of risk taking is inevitable 

to make process and exploit new business opportunities. SGOM even encourages a cer-

tain level of personal RISK (Baird & Thomas, 1985) when dealing with entrepreneurial 

activities: “In each of those levels of responsibility, one has to take certain risks to ad-

vance the company.” Several interviewees supported this view. One manager explained: 

“I cannot imagine a manager in such a division who is not bold and willing to take a risk 

at some point.” Furthermore, RISK seems to support the other dimensions of EO, that is, 

INN and PRO at Alfa. For instance, substantial resource commitment to research and 

development, and investments in the foundation of new country units involve risk evalu-

ation and decision making under uncertainty. 
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3.4.2 Dominant family values (FV) at Alfa 

Following the proposition that “familiness” (Habbershon et al., 2003) represents 

a characteristic that may provide family firms with a unique competitive advantage, I 

strived to identify the dominant values at the family level of analysis (family values (FV) 

layer), that is, the values that are shared by the key family members involved in the busi-

ness (i.e., FDR, SGO, SGOM). Relying on archival data and ethnographic interviews with 

the owners of Alfa and following a process of iterative coding, two dominant value ori-

entations have been synthesized (fig. 5). First, the family appeared to emphasize the long-

term preservation of the business and the maintenance of family ownership across gener-

ations (FV1. Preservation). Second, I observed a strong preference of the owner family 

to act in the best interest of others and to delegate trust (FV2. Altruism). In this section, I 

separately illustrate selective evidence of each. 

Figure 5. Identifying family values at Alfa (inductive technique) 

 

FV1. Preservation, as a family-level value orientation, is reflected by a strong commit-

ment of the owner family toward the business, thus resulting in the enduring intention to 

maintain ownership across generations. As a strong indicator for this orientation, SGOM 

explained how he experienced the time of succession and illustrated the way he wants to 

manage the firm: 

My father has founded this firm and he has accomplished something amazing. So, as soon as I 

took over the business from my father, I understood this for me as I was taking it on kind of a 

fiduciary basis with the goal of passing it over to the next generation successfully. And that is what 

really drives me. Quite honestly, the fortune does not interest me at all. [...] It's not about the 

money, it's about this family business. [...] And it's an integral part of me and a part of the family, 

• “You really feel that [SGOM] accepted an inheritance which he cares about 
a lot. Just like he cares about keeping the business within the family.” 

• SGOM: “Sustainability is very important to me.” 
• SGOM: “It is about this firm. It is a part of me and of our family, and my 

goal is to pass it to the next generation successfully.” 
• SGOM: “I honestly do not care about my assets. It is not about the money.” 

• SGO: “My father [FDR] was able to give great responsibility to people he 
trusted.” 

• SGO: “I like to delegate and give responsibility to people.” 
• SGOM: “I believe that the most important thing is that collaboration is char-

acterized by trust, both-way. And I am the kind of person who gives trust, 
and even a leap of faith.” 

• “[SGOM] has to have the impression that you are an honest, trustworthy per-
son, so that he can give you trust.” 

Cultural sub-
stance: Family 
values (FV) 
layer 

1st order data (examples) 

FV1.  
Preservation 

FV2. Altruism 

2nd order cultural  
concepts Cultural layer 
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and my goal is to successfully pass that on to the next generation, and hopefully so that the next 

generation sees exactly as I do. 

Therefore, a strong commitment and a long-term planning horizon is evident for 

Alfa’s owner family. As with most family firms, there is not just a strategic horizon of 

three to five years but rather a transgenerational thinking which focuses on passing the 

business on to the next generation. Again, it is primarily the SGOM’s strong intentions to 

keep the business alive and healthy for the long run which I observed as the most domi-

nant indicator here, as it shows that he has an interest in firm performance and preserva-

tion beyond his working life. In his words: 

I wish that our firm stays a family business forever. That one day the next generation will, in an 

open and responsible manner, and carried by motivation and inspiration, lead [Alfa] into the future. 

Interestingly, the strong preference for preservation does not seem to come with a 

risk for stagnation at Alfa. As SGOM highlighted, it takes a willingness to design change 

and continuous growth rather than just managing the status quo to be able to pass the 

business on to the next generation. This has been confirmed by one nonfamily manager, 

explaining: 

Our ambitious goals have a lot to do with [SGOM]. […] that he wants to drive forth the firm which 

he took over as a heritage from his father. He wants to tie in with what his father has built by 

implementing own ideas, innovation, products, and entering new markets. He wants to continue 

this success story and he is a very ambitious and passionate person, I believe. 

As another facet of this preservation orientation, the owner family is strongly com-

mitted to the business, its history and hometown location. Although the company contin-

ues to expand to international markets with great speed (especially to Asian markets like 

China and India) and exhibits substantial growth rates, a down-to-earth attitude and an 

emotional attachment to the town in which both SGO and SGOM grew up seems to have 

survived. For instance, SGO describes herself as “a very down-to-earth person” and 

SGOM agrees, explaining: “My father, my sister and I are down-to earth people and 

rooted in our home town […].” This attitude eventually manifests in a commitment to 

keep the headquarter at the hometown location. When Alfa invested substantially in the 

expansion of its headquarter office, SGOM illustrated: “With this investment, we as a 

family make a long-term commitment to our location in this region.” 
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FV2. Altruism represents the second family-level value orientation which I observed as 

being dominant among Alfa’s owner family. It refers to a moral value that leads family 

members to act in the best interest of other family members (e.g., parent-child relation-

ship) and, possibly, in the best interest of nonfamily members with long-term involve-

ments in the business. My data revealed that altruism at Alfa’s owner family is reflected 

by high levels of trust, involvement, and benevolence, thus determining the nature of so-

cial relationships and, eventually, the management of the firm. In the founding period of 

Alfa, FDR immediately involved his wife, sister, and his sister’s partner in the business. 

FDR even named the firm after his daughter and, because of debt due to a previous busi-

ness that failed, he entrusted his sister’s partner with the founding of Alfa. In his biog-

raphy, FDR explains: 

Because of the debt, I had to keep in the background. The partner of my sister [...] helped me out 

of trouble. He agreed to provide his name as a business owner through a trust agreement. [...] After 

initially only family members were involved, I soon hired another employee for production and 

an office worker. Later, the production worker's brother and finally his wife followed. 

Furthermore, as SGO explained, in the early years of the firm, FDR valued em-

ployees as an extended part of the family: 

There was a strong mix of business and private life. Employees were even partly invited to Christ-

mas to our house. [...] Especially in the first years of the company it was like a big family; it was 

very important to take care of each other. 

SGO also revealed that, for FDR, trustful relationships and personalities that suit 

the firm were always more important than formal qualifications. Crucially, FDR strived 

for providing an environment of active involvement and delegated responsibility to em-

ployees he trusted: 

It was always important for my father [FDR] to get to know the personality behind an employee. 

That is why he also hired dropouts and gave great responsibility to them; as long as he was con-

vinced that their character suited the firm. 

FDR seems to have passed this attitude on to his children. For instance, SGO il-

lustrated her focus in matters of recruitment for a business she manages outside of Alfa: 

When concerned with the recruitment of new employees, I often pay attention to a break in their 

CV. It is important for me that applicants have gone through some difficult times in their life and 

know how to cope with it. Eventually, for me it is about the personality; one can always acquire 

new technical knowledge. 
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Although a substantial professionalization of management practices took place at 

Alfa as SGOM took over the firm from his father (“After the transition from [FDR] to 

[SGOM], an increasing professionalization became evident, especially due to our growth 

rates”), altruism still seems to affect how the dominant coalition of Alfa is formed. Spe-

cifically, SGOM illustrated a strong intention to gather people he can give freedom to act 

and responsibility to, thus forming a constructive basis for these people’s long-term en-

gagements in Alfa’s management: 

I am a person who gives a leap of faith, someone who gives great freedom to act, but I have to get 

the impression that this freedom is used wisely. […] However, my goal is to have people around 

me I can give trust to in the long-run. 

3.4.3 Dominant organizational culture mechanisms at Alfa 

Intending to bridge the micro-macro gap and find rich explanations on how fam-

ily-level preservation (FV1) and altruism (FV2) may enable the presence of high levels 

of EO at Alfa, I explored the dominant mechanisms of the firm’s organizational culture 

that operate between the family values and EO. The iterative process between data anal-

ysis, coding, literature enfolding, and writing revealed several concepts at two basic cul-

tural layers, that is, cultural substance and cultural forms (Trice & Beyer, 1993). While 

the substance layer represents the very core of Alfa’s organizational culture and captures 

the dominant values held within the firm’s dominant coalition, cultural forms embody the 

more salient concepts and refer to the organizational climates that are perceived by the 

organizational members. Within each cultural layer, specific concepts have been ex-

tracted from the informant’s perspectives (fig. 6). The cultural substance of Alfa is formed 

by dominant values (organizational values (OV) layer) such as OV1. Long-term orienta-

tion and OV2. Involvement orientation. The salient cultural forms (organizational climate 

(OCL) layer) have been observed to be represented by OCL1. Psychological safety cli-

mate and OCL2. Empowerment climate. In this section, I illustrate selective evidence of 

each of the specific cultural concepts identified. 
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Figure 6. Identifying organizational culture mechanisms at Alfa (inductive technique) 

 

Dominant organizational values (OV) at Alfa 

At the organizational level, the cultural substance of Alfa has been identified as consisting 

of two dominant value orientations. First, the 1st order data revealed that the firm strongly 

values a management approach characterized by future-oriented, sustainable, and long-

lasting decision-making (OV1. Long-term orientation). Second, I observed a strong pri-

ority for an inclusive management philosophy, valuing decentralized decision-making, 

transparency, and a shared understanding of Alfa’s vision (OV2. Involvement orienta-

tion). 

OV1. Long-term orientation, observed as being one of the dominant organizational val-

ues at Alfa, involves a shared strategic cognition (Ensley & Pearson, 2005) and a future-

oriented perspective among the firm’s dominant coalition. My data revealed that a strong 

priority for evaluating the long-term consequences of decisions and actions is common at 

the top management level, thus sharing the belief that planning and forecasting for the 

future is valuable for the firm. As the owner family has a strong orientation toward preser-

vation, sustainability and a conservation of Alfa’s long-term reputation represent an im-

portant aspect of the firm’s cultural substance. As Alfa’s self-image claims: 

• “[…] the firm will continue to plan for the long run and act sustainable.”  
• “Our global growth ought to be sustainable and ensure the long-term de-

velopment of our family firm.” 
• “[Alfa] is dominated by a certain continuity.” 
• “I have the aspiration that our decisions have to be long-term oriented.” 

1st order data (examples) 

OV1. Long-term 
orientation 

2nd order cultural  
concepts 

Cultural layers 

• “We ensure greatest possible transparency […]” 
• “Taking responsibility, delegating responsibility – that is top of the 

agenda.” 
• “If you want to prevent innovation, you have to make it a matter of the 

executive level only.” 
• “One important task of all managerial staff is to nurture the critical and 

creative potential of employees.” 

OV2. Involve-
ment orientation 

Cultural sub-
stance: Organiza-
tional values 
(OV) layer 

• “Sure, it happens that you make an investment decision that has negative 
impact on the annual result […]. But that is ok, it can happen.” 

• “We do not rely on our quarterly reports as much as other companies.” 
• “Our firm is characterized by a focus on long-term goals rather than 

working toward short-term success.” 

OCL1. Psycho-
logical safety  
climate 

• “I get the responsibility, and I benefit from a leap of faith.” 
• “To take responsibility is supported by our top management.” 
• “I believe everyone in a management position at [Alfa] is empowered to 

take responsibility. That is something that is very typical for our firm.” 
• “It is an essential factor how people get involved here. […] But that is a 

matter of trust, both-way. And I believe that is something that is very 
strong in this firm.” 

OCL2. Empow-
erment climate 

Cultural forms: 
Organizational 
climates (OCL) 
layer 
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We believe that in the future a company can only be successful if it does not neglect sustainability. 

In order to safeguard a positive external perception of our activities we make sure that our words 

and deeds are consistent. 

Consequently, both family and nonfamily managers try to implement decisions 

with the potential to establish the firm in a position which is desired for the future. Non-

family managers at Alfa are well aware of the overarching goal of the family to maintain 

long-term ownership and seem to acknowledge it even when concerned with short-term 

issues of revenue and profit. One manager indicated: 

Naturally, we have to make profit at the end of the day because otherwise we will not be able to 

pass this family business to the next generation. But we are very long-term-oriented. 

As another facet of Alfa’s long-term orientation, the importance of decisions and 

actions that are long lasting have been emphasized by the informants. The firm’s manag-

ers believe that a certain constancy is needed to pursue an enduring vision of how the firm 

ought to look in the future. Even in times of change and when concerned with decision 

making under conditions of uncertainty, it is considered important to avoid volatility and 

maintain a steadfast focus. Specifically, stability and change are considered as being two 

sides of the same coin. One manager explained: 

Indeed, I believe that it really is about this balance. Only because our very core is so strong and 

stable can we afford to take these risks, venture into new territory and initiate change continuously. 

Naturally, this is strongly supported by the long tenure of SGOM who shows a 

deep knowledge of the business and a strong commitment to the firm. Furthermore, the 

intention to create long-term employee retention indicates Alfa’s preference for continu-

ity. For instance, SGOM illustrated: “As a company of responsible and sustainable char-

acter, and in an industry where know-how plays a key role, we want to retain our employ-

ees over the long term”. 

Moreover, Alfa shows a strong link to its past and an interest in tradition and sta-

bility by recognizing the lasting effect of its founder. A strong symbol reflecting that 

orientation was the planting of a pear tree for the fortieth anniversary of the firm, thereby 

keeping alive the memory of the early days of the firm when the first products were man-

ufactured by the family in the home garden under a pear tree. This symbol and how it 

links past, present and future has been clearly illustrated by SGOM: 

The pear tree has a strong meaning for [Alfa]. It ought to serve as a symbol for how it all started 

and what we accomplished within the first 40 years. It also ought to serve as a starting point for a 

new future which builds upon the past and the present. 
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Consistent with a long-term perspective, Alfa also demonstrates a sense of pa-

tience for future rewards, and managers share the belief that some investments come to 

fruition only over an extended period and after some appreciable delay. This value results 

in a willingness to wait for some actions to unfold and enables a persistence when con-

cerned with strategic decision making. One manager illustrated: “We are able to say: ‘It 

may cost money now but in the long run, in 2020, it will pay off’. And that is great.” 

Again, this shared belief is supported by SGOM as highly autonomous individual whose 

satisfaction does not exclusively come from regular and immediate financial returns. Ra-

ther, as the most influential family member, he has the incentive to forgo today’s returns 

for a strong position of the firm in the future. 

OV2. Involvement orientation at Alfa reflects a certain emphasis on decentralized deci-

sion making, transparency, and trust when dealing with subordinates. Derived from the 

owner family’s emphasis on altruism, this organizational value orientation puts focus on 

involving employees in organizational processes and increasing responsibilities and chal-

lenges to be innovative and develop new ideas. The self-image of Alfa clearly illustrates 

that managers should strive for implementing such an approach within the organization, 

claiming: 

We encourage our employees not to take processes for granted, but to view them critically and to 

introduce their own ideas. Each individual can demand at all times the latitude necessary for such 

autonomous action. 

This has been confirmed by many interviewees. For instance, one manager elab-

orates on the perceived strength of this value orientation and the important role of trust: 

An essential factor is how people get involved here. […] But that is a matter of trust, both ways. 

And I believe that is something that is very strong in this firm. 

Consistent with this priority for trustful relationships and participation, Alfa’s 

managers find it important to work for the collective good rather than being exclusively 

interested in their own personal careers. As such, they consider a sense of belonging an 

important statement of identity and achievement. Managers at Alfa strongly accept its 

vision and demonstrate high levels of psychological ownership, thus being motivated by 

the meaningfulness of their jobs. This orientation is reflected by interviewees stating that 

“the basic vision of [Alfa], […], is indeed a very essential motivational factor” and “at 

the end of the day, it is important for me to do something meaningful. […] That is what 

really binds the people who work here”. Another manager illustrated the role of the family 

for employee’s identification with the firm: 
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“[…] an identification with this firm and its mission, that is what makes this job purposeful for 

me. […] that the products are relevant and that there is a family involved which has an idea and a 

clear vision of how to make a difference.” 

As another facet of involvement orientation at Alfa, I observed that Alfa’s man-

agers have a strong preference for giving subordinates the opportunity to pursue new ideas 

autonomously, experiment and make mistakes. The self-image of the firm claims: 

[Alfa] will embrace and promote change by providing the proper environment and tools, delegat-

ing responsibility and taking reasonable risks. All employees are invited to have the courage to 

challenge the status quo and accept accountability for their area of work and for the whole. 

As the interview data reveal, this orientation is shared among managers at Alfa, 

thereby especially acknowledging that mistakes and failure are an option when one is 

aspired to implement an involvement-oriented management philosophy. As the illustra-

tions of a member of the firm’s dominant coalition indicate, the aim of encouraging sub-

ordinates to experiment and to make creative mistakes seems to be taken seriously at Alfa: 

[…] we are aware that mistakes have to be made so that we learn. And then we also have to tell 

our teams ‘Hey, I made a mistake. What do we do now?’ And we all make mistakes. But why is 

that important? Because we want to conquer new waters, we want to explore new paths. And these 

paths, to create something new, that is just like with a child. Learning hurts sometimes. But we 

have to do it together. And that is why, in this firm, nobody gets punished for making mistakes. 

Dominant organizational climates (OCL) at Alfa 

Based on the cultural substance which has manifested at the organizational level, I ob-

served two dominant climates that have developed at Alfa. First, I identified a climate of 

management safety and patience which prepares the ground for investing in long-term 

ambitious projects and transports a sense of perseverance to pursue an enduring mission 

(OCL1. Psychological safety climate). Second, my data revealed a climate where non-

family managers and subordinates are actively empowered to act autonomously and in an 

entrepreneurial manner (OCL2. Empowerment climate). 

OCL1. Psychological safety climate at Alfa becomes evident in the long-term goals that 

are preferred over short-term gains and in the tolerance for failure and mistakes when 

operating in uncertain environments. For instance, SGOM emphasizing the importance 

of not getting discouraged from drawbacks seems to create a climate that mitigates man-

ager’s fear of getting punished for taking responsibility for risky initiatives. As SGOM 

explained: 
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I learned that not everything you decide is right and not everything you decide will work. And I've 

learned that this is extremely important, that you also make the mistakes and that is what try to 

give the employees here too. Because it's much worse if, when you face setbacks that happened, 

you get discouraged through it and be less confident, then that's the wrong reaction. [...] You have 

to have setbacks, you have to make mistakes as well. You just have to, that's the important thing, 

you have to learn from it. 

One manager illustrated that this is what she seeks to exemplify as well. In her 

words: 

And then I stood in front of the whole team and said: ‘We have made a mistake. I have made a 

mistake’. And I have made the experience that if you say so openly that people can handle it quite 

well. 

Eventually, this creates a climate that makes it possible for managers to speak up 

without being rejected. It even enables stories about initiatives that failed to be shared 

instead of relying exclusively on best practice. Another manager explained: 

Everyone always says what worked best, but that does not stop me from making the same 13 

mistakes [...]. In that sense, it's something that speeds up an incredible team. When I do a worst-

practice sharing and say, "You can save yourself that. It was super time consuming and the cus-

tomers did not like it in the end. We do not have to do that again.” 

Correspondingly, the basic belief that efforts made today will pay off in the future 

spurs managers at Alfa to dedicate the resources required for entrepreneurial behaviors 

over a long period of time, thereby creating a climate that allows for sticking to invest-

ment decisions that promise delayed payback. Such long-term investment decisions indi-

cate that the ambitious vision of Alfa (“Once we have decided to manufacture and market 

a product or a service, we want to become market leader in this particular segment, that 

means become the world’s no. 1 with regard to the market share”) was not just a slogan 

but includes the strategic pillars that shape resource allocations for the entrepreneurial 

opportunities the firm claims to exploit. One informant illustrated the importance of such 

a climate when trying to enter a new market that displays moderate short-term growth 

rates but a promising profit in the long run: 

In this case, it is not about having great profitability within the next two or three years. It is about 

occupying and developing a new market segment that will probably grow slowly but in the long 

term. […] and taking the risk without wanting to generate short term profit. 

Furthermore, strategic controls are applied as long-term and strategically relevant 

criteria for the evaluation of investments and business actions. As such, Alfa takes ac-
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count of the chaotic and often unpredictable nature of entrepreneurial activities by avoid-

ing a purely management-by-numbers approach and, consequently, rewards entrepreneur-

ial behaviors. It thus creates a climate in which managers can pursue new ideas without 

having to justify their action with numbers. Such a moderate emphasis on financial con-

trols has been clearly illustrated by SGOM: “I honestly do not care about the next quar-

terly report and I am also only partially interested in the annual accounts.” As a member 

of the firm’s dominant coalition commented, this approach is also highly valued by non-

family managers: 

We do not rely on our quarterly reports as much as other companies. […] We are different, and 

for me it would be a reason for termination if it was not like that. Because you cannot change the 

world in two days. 

OCL2. Empowerment climate is referred to as the way nonfamily managers are actively 

empowered to contribute to Alfa’s strategic vision and, in turn, empower their subordi-

nates to make autonomous decisions and take responsibility for their field of action. Such 

a climate is strongly supported by the firm’s involvement orientation preparing the ground 

for delegating responsibility because it is based on the belief that employees can be trusted 

and that their creative potential can be exploited only when they are provided with a cer-

tain extent of freedom. 

In this context, my analysis reveals evidence for the use of personal rather than 

institutional power at Alfa (Davis et al., 1997). Because it is not too affected by the formal 

roles in the organization, the influence of managers at Alfa unfolds through the employ-

ees’ identification with their personal characteristics, their expert knowledge, and strong 

commitment to the firm’s vision and goals. This is particularly illustrated for SGOM of 

Alfa. Nonfamily managers refer to this person as “someone you look up to, a real entre-

preneur,” and “a man you can have a close relationship with.” As such, this choice of the 

type of power enhances intrinsic motivation to contribute to organizational goals. This 

has been observed as being a strong driver of the degree to which managers at Alfa 

demonstrate responsibility and autonomy in the initiation and execution of entrepreneur-

ial projects. One manager explained that “this family firm always encourages me to take 

responsibility.” However, it seems that this is not exclusively true for the top management 

level. A lower-level manager explained: 

Even as an employee who does not operate at management level, you can make a difference. […] 

and that is a highly motivating factor. […] My supervisor is always there for any questions, as a 

coach, providing feedback, but still letting me do my job autonomously. 
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Furthermore, an empowerment climate seems to be acknowledged by managers 

as a strong factor for Alfa’s long-term performance. One manager clearly illustrated that: 

Innovation and long-term success are the result of committed employees who bring new ideas and 

visions to the firm. In accordance with our culture, [Alfa] supports this approach across all divi-

sions. 

An empowerment climate also stimulates both managers and subordinates to co-

operate beyond departmental boundaries in a proactive manner and out of own initiative. 

One manager’s comment indicates that at Alfa, sharing information and ideas seems to 

take place without recourse to formal processes. In his words: 

For me, this is also a part of entrepreneurship. To be inquisitive about what is happening in other 

departments, to gain knowledge and develop a universalist thinking. […] This is really the case at 

[Alfa] – the departments are well connected. 

3.4.4 Stimulating EO at Alfa: A grounded model 

According to Corley and Gioia (2011), a grounded theoretical contribution must 

illustrate not only constituent concepts but also clarify the links among these concepts in 

order to provide an in-depth explanation for a phenomenon. Therefore, by assimilating 

the dimensions and themes displayed in Figures 4, 5 and 6 as well as considering the 

processes of social interaction that have been observed between Alfa’s key actors (i.e., 

the family, SGOM, the nonfamily dominant coalition, and nonfamily entrepreneurial 

managers), this section illustrates an emergent model of how the dominant cultural con-

cepts identified stimulate EO (fig. 7). Most notably, it suggests that stimulating EO is a 

three-step process. First, the key values shared among Alfa’s owner family find their way 

into the organization by mechanisms such as building a “quasi-family” (Karra, Tracey, & 

Phillips, 2006) and servant leadership behaviors of SGOM (P1. Transmission of family 

values). Second, mechanisms such as a written self-image, servant leadership of manag-

ers, and value-based recruitment principles support the transmission of deeply embedded 

organizational values (i.e. long-term orientation and involvement orientation) into salient 

organizational climates (P2. Transmission of organizational values). Third, these cli-

mates (i.e., psychological safety climate and empowerment climate) then constitute the 

salient cultural layer which nonfamily entrepreneurial managers act upon in order to stim-

ulate Alfa’s competitive orientation toward corporate entrepreneurship (P3. Organiza-

tional climates stimulating EO). 
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Figure 7. An emergent model of stimulating EO at Alfa 

 
 

P1. Transmission of family values 

For the transmission of family values into the business system, my data revealed two 

specific processes. First, as the members of the firm’s dominant coalition have been re-

cruited with the intention to build a quasi-family, the values shared among the family find 

their way into the business system (P1a. Building a quasi-family). Second, the way altru-

ism as a family value is transformed into a business-level involvement orientation appears 

to be particularly the result of servant leadership behaviors of SGOM, including role-

modelling, inspiring trust, and forming long-term family-like relationships (P1b. Servant 

leadership of SGOM). 

P1a. Building a quasi-family at Alfa is fostered by SGOM in the way that what Peredo 

(2003) calls a “spiritual kin-based business” is formed. For instance, SGOM claims “I 

wish that our growing international team remain a big family” and illustrated that, after 

succession, he started with the intention to build a management team which he can dele-

gate trust and responsibility to in the long term: 

Then, after succession, I put together a new management team, with whom I then worked together 

for a total of 14, 15 years. In this respect, we have worked together with a very stable management 

team for a long time. 

Having such a quasi-family team at the top management enables the firm to live 

up to what is valued within the family, thus stimulating stable organizational values to be 

formed based on what the family prioritizes. How seriously this is taken at Alfa has been 

emphasized by SGOM: 
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Our core values are extremely important to me. [...] If someone gets used to our values and the 

environment at Alfa and gets involved, then it works, but if you cannot do that, it will be more 

difficult. [...] My goal is to have people whom I can trust sustainably, not just in the beginning, but 

sustainably. And have people who confirm that and then, I have made the experience that it works 

really well. 

At Alfa, the close involvement of the quasi-family is underpinned by processes of 

decision making, delegating responsibility and having continuous and open debates. 

SGOM explains: 

We also have regular workshops. Not only do we have meetings where we discuss results, but also 

regularly, once a quarter, we have workshops where we talk intensively, talk to each other for two 

days, make strategic decisions, clarify things there and, I must say, over the years, it now works 

very well. [...] In this respect we have a very trusting and constructive cooperation on the one hand, 

but everyone also has responsibility and freedom for their area of responsibility because that is 

what should always come together: freedom and responsibility. And I have to say that works really 

well. 

A member of the firm’s dominant coalition confirms this view and refers to FDR 

in this context: “This comes a bit from the spirit of the founder. You take special care of 

the family members and that's what the employees are.” Consequently, building a quasi-

family with trustful and close relationships between family and nonfamily managers en-

ables the transmission of both preservation (FV1) and altruism (FV2) to be transformed 

into long-term orientation (OV1) and involvement orientation (OV2) at the organizational 

level because it makes the family values tangible and continuously relevant for the mem-

bers of the firm’s dominant coalition. As such, the family’s priority for preserving the 

firm is translated into a longer time horizon for management decisions and the family’s 

altruistic tendencies result in a strong priority for involving nonfamily organizational 

members. 

P1b. Servant leadership of SGOM has been observed as a second prevailing process of 

transmitting the core family values into the organization. SGOM has been described as a 

person who powerfully embodies Alfa’s core values and, consequently, mediates between 

family and business system. When asked about the roots of the culture they experience at 

Alfa, nonfamily managers emphasized the symbolic role of SGOM, describing him as “a 

key driver of our culture and, maybe even more importantly, the one who preserves it” 

and a person who “contributes considerably to our culture”. Based on this image, partic-

ularly the transmission of altruism (FV2) into involvement orientation (OV2) is stimu-
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lated by SGOM in the way that he builds intimate family-like relationships with the in-

tention to maintain a close interpersonal connection to nonfamily organizational mem-

bers. As SGOM illustrates, to inspire trust and authenticity, it is of high importance to 

transport a down-to-earth image of himself: 

It's such simple things too. I take it for myself when I fly around in Europe, I fly Economy Class, 

just as our employees do, and overseas we fly Business Class. And I do the same. I could say, "I 

want to fly First Class overseas, or fly Business Class in Europe." But I do not do it. [...] And I 

think the employees see that. Sure, I do not drive the average car, I have no average income. But 

what I mean by down-to-earth is that one does not live completely detached, but lives reasonably, 

lives properly. Of course, my family is doing very well, but that is also something that is important 

to us. That you are not so detached that you have no feeling for what is going on in the employees. 

Furthermore, indicating a clear link between family values and leadership, SGOM 

emphasizes that his behavior as a leader is a consequence of how he grew up: 

That is, just normal things, how to deal with each other, how to deal with people. I believe that my 

father has always exemplified that and that's how we grew up, and we do that accordingly today, 

that people are important and people are in the center and that it does not matter if someone is 

higher up in the hierarchy or below. 

Consequently, servant leadership behaviors of SGOM enables family-level altru-

ism to be transformed into a strong priority for involvement at the organizational level 

because it exemplifies that people can be trusted and should be involved in decision-

making and action: 

[The employee] can act on his own initiative to contribute toward processes in compliance with 

the set objectives and has the opportunity to make independent decisions. Conversely, the superior 

can trust his employees and delegate responsibility. 

Correspondingly, both FDR and SGOM have been described as charismatic lead-

ers which, according to Schein (2017), represents an important mechanism of culture cre-

ation and the most effective way for leaders “to get their message across” (p. 182). One 

manager illustrated: 

What I believe is rooted in the founding period is that very, very direct approach at eye level. Even 

a bit folksy, patriarchal, to know the faces, to know the names. To stand still and to face someone 

you do not know yet, "Who are you? The one or the one, or the one or the other?” That is certainly 

also the case. [FDR] was also an incredibly charismatic person and with immense warmth to peo-

ple. 
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P2. Transmission of organizational values 

As a second step, to make the cultural substance of Alfa explicit for organizational mem-

bers, I identified three specific processes which transfer the dominant organizational val-

ues into salient organizational climates. First, Alfa’s written self-image represents an im-

portant tool to communicate the firm’s core values throughout the entire organization 

(P2a. Written self-image). Second, servant leadership practices of managers make the 

values explicit and relevant for employees (P2b. Servant leadership of managers). Third, 

recruiting employees based on the dominant organizational values enhances the strength 

and stability of the organizational climates (P2c. Value-based recruitment principles). 

P2a. Written self-image of Alfa particularly highlights the importance of a culture-sen-

sitive management, thereby enhancing the relevance of the firm’s values for organiza-

tional practices: 

We know that certain values and virtues have contributed as much to the success of our company 

as have business strategies. These values have left an indelible stamp on [Alfa]’s character, and 

we consider them to be of fundamental importance […]. It is therefore a primary mission to revi-

talize these characteristic strengths of our company. 

Managers at Alfa not only seem to have high awareness of the self-image (“There 

is a self-image at [Alfa] which every employee knows and which is clearly communi-

cated”) but also acknowledge the importance of anchoring it in the organization. A mem-

ber of the firm’s dominant coalition explained: “It is the job of us managers to introduce 

[Alfa]’s self-image to our employees. And I believe it is of great value to deal with those 

things.” Another informant illustrated that SGOM puts high value on the communication 

of the self-image: “It is very important for [SGOM] that every employee working at [Alfa] 

adopts the values illustrated in our self-image booklet.” Furthermore, as SGOM ex-

plained, the broad overlap between family and business values manifests in the self-image 

booklet: “Our self-image booklet originally emerged from the values my father [FDR] 

grew up with. And how we, my sister and I, then also grew up.” As it includes a number 

of values that have been displayed to constitute both long-term orientation (e.g., “our 

unique characteristics will continue to form our identity in future”) and involvement ori-

entation (e.g., “critical discussions are possible at all times”), Alfa’s self-image serves as 

a powerful mechanism to make these implicitly held values explicit for organizational 

members, thereby supporting the development of both a psychological safety climate and 

an empowerment climate. 
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P2b. Servant leadership of managers has been observed to transform the organizational 

values into salient organizational climates by exemplifying the principle of involvement, 

trust, and empowerment. Consistent with the theory of servant leadership (Russell & 

Stone, 2002), my data revealed that managers are obligated to serve as role models at 

Alfa: “Managers set an example; they represent and back up their employees and respect 

our values in their everyday activities and also in decision-making processes.” Further-

more, one manager illustrated that providing opportunities for long-term engagements 

and career-growth is a key to success: 

At [Alfa], no position is a dead-end. If employees have the necessary strengths, we will at all times 

do our utmost to cultivate their talents. In discussions we examine and assess the performance of 

each individual in great detail. Open and honest communication contributes towards career ad-

vancement and also towards dealing with shortcomings. 

In this sense, servant leadership behaviors of Alfa’s managers stimulate subordi-

nates to improve for their own good, thus moving beyond the desires of the self-ego and 

building an organizational climate that generates employee’s perceptions of empower-

ment. As has been illustrated, managers at Alfa inspire followers and actively encourage 

to challenge the status quo and to express divergent viewpoints: “From what was so often 

called diversity, we will call a large part of our energy and our innovation. A good, col-

orful mix of nationalities, cultures, age groups, women and men brings a change of per-

spective in [Alfa]’s everyday work.” Another manager confirmed: “The firm is in contin-

uous exchange; there is joy of communication, willingness to discuss and even a willing-

ness to rub against each other. And then come to a compromise or come to a conclusion.” 

P2c. Value-based recruitment principles seem to be adopted at Alfa throughout the dom-

inant coalition to ensure the deeply embedded DNA of the firm is preserved. For instance, 

a member of the firm’s dominant coalition explained: “You really have the feeling that 

those values are shared, especially by the management. And we really pay attention to 

these values for the recruitment of managers.” A lower-level manager confirmed this per-

ception: “I believe that care is taken in the selection of executives. There have been atti-

tudes in the past where people have noticed that people do not suit [Alfa], that this is not 

our culture.” Value-based recruitment principles support the development and preserva-

tion of strong organizational climates, as management positions are filled with people 

who share a mindset that is consistent with the firm’s cumulative system of values. Con-

sequently, at Alfa, it is unlikely that people who work against the firm’s culture remain 

in key management positions over a significant period of time. SGOM illustrated: “We 
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even had to separate from some people over the years because they just did not live up to 

our values.” 

P3. Organizational climates stimulating EO 

Through effective processes of cultural transmission, a psychological safety climate and 

an empowerment climate have been cultivated at Alfa. I observed that nonfamily entre-

preneurial managers acting within these climates enables all three dimensions of EO to 

flourish. Specifically, first, INN is stimulated by triggering manager’s confidence, moti-

vation, and autonomy in decision-making and action (P3a. Stimulating INN). Second, 

PRO is particularly fostered by generating transparency and active empowerment (P3b. 

Stimulating PRO). Third, RISK is promoted by mitigating manager’s fear of taking re-

sponsibility for a risky activity, thus enabling the entrepreneurial nature of individuals to 

unfold (P3c. Stimulating RISK). 

P3a. Stimulating INN has been observed as being the result of providing managers with 

the patience needed for a new idea to gain value and activating all employees to contribute 

their own ideas and implement them in an autonomous manner. Specifically, INN is sup-

ported at Alfa by a psychological safety climate (OCL1) because manager’s feel they 

operate in an organizational environment which acknowledges that new ideas can gain 

value only through continuous learning and experimentation. On manager explained: “I 

have never been punished for trying to learn something through experimentation. […] 

This is a culture that infects the entire team.” As such, managers illustrated that they are 

given the management safety that is needed to put their ideas into reality, which provides 

them with more confidence and motivation to actually initiate an innovation project in 

the first place and to carry it through completion. In this respect, informants refer to 

SGOM as the personification of this climate, feeling that there is this one family manager 

who provides them with trust and long-term patient capital for their projects. One man-

ager explained: 

My department developed these new products. And that is a project where you just know that there 

will not be much turnover within the first few years. And that, of course, requires an entrepreneur, 

[owner-manager], with his vision, saying: ‘Yes, we focus on individual needs. That is a product 

which nobody knows in Europe. And that is my vision.’ It will not even pay off until 2020. But 

we take the risk and make the investment. And until 2025 we will get in areas where we see a 

return on investment. 

Moreover, an empowerment climate (OCL2) stimulates the proactive formation 

of visionary and empowered nonfamily individuals and teams trying to put an idea into 
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reality. Given that Alfa represents an organization with substantial annual growth rates, 

having more than 1700 employees and operating in more than 60 countries worldwide, 

naturally, an entrepreneurial SGOM alone is not sufficient to successfully exploit new 

business opportunities. Rather, INN at Alfa is stimulated by activating all employees to 

contribute their own ideas and implement them in an autonomous manner. This has been 

clearly illustrated by various informants. One manager stated: “I can act very entrepre-

neurial in my department which, I believe, has led to the launch of many new products in 

the past years.” Another informant explained that effective ideation processes exist in the 

firm: 

Innovation at [Alfa] really is about involving employees. We had a round table to discuss new 

ideas with our employees. […] There even was an incentive for expressing innovative product 

ideas. 

Furthermore, the proactive inter-unit cooperation that has been found to flow from 

higher levels of responsibility and trust results in effective information sharing between 

market-oriented and technical divisions at Alfa, thus ensuring the important match be-

tween customer needs and the firm’s technical capabilities is made. One manager con-

firmed: 

We [marketing department] always try to proactively transport the customer and distributor needs 

to the R&D department. […] We are in continuous exchange with our product developers. 

P3b. Stimulating PRO at Alfa has been observed as a result of generating feelings of 

managers freedom to act and make autonomous decisions. Particularly, PRO is supported 

by a psychological safety climate (OCL1) at Alfa in the way that it provides managers 

with the proper environment to plan for unpredictable events. The first mover ambitions 

of the firm, putting out the objective of always being one step ahead of the market, natu-

rally comes with high levels of uncertainty. Therefore, a feeling of managers that they 

have to provide a return on invest in no time, would lead to justification mechanisms and 

less transparency about what is really happing in the market, thus limiting a firm’s ability 

to stay flexible and adapt to market changes. In a psychological safety climate, however, 

managers can act without fear, adopting open communication practices and strategic flex-

ibility. One manager summarized: 

This long-term support is important, especially for the development of new products. And also 

when we decide to enter new segments in Asia. You can do this only when you have the long-term 

vision in mind. 
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Similarly, PRO at Alfa is stimulated by an empowerment climate (OCL2), giving 

nonfamily managers the freedom to make autonomous decisions when entering a new 

market in a first mover situation. Although it is at SGOM to decide whether or not a new 

market is entered in the first place (“It is difficult to get a product ready for the market at 

[Alfa] that [SGOM] does not believe in”), I observed that managers are provided with the 

freedom to respond to market changes and dynamics quickly, thus stimulating the entre-

preneurial potential of individuals. One manager illustrated that, when Alfa decides to 

open a new branch in an international market, the firm’s empowerment climate gets evi-

dent: 

You see that every time we open a new subsidiary. The management sends a bunch of people, puts 

them in a plane and says ‘please open Korea’. […] These organizations then basically act like a 

start-up. 

Similarly, the creation of a spin-off has been used as an organizational instrument 

to enable entrepreneurial managers to act more independently and enter a new segment 

outside the structural boarders of Alfa’s headquarter. As the CEO of the spin-off illus-

trated, the feeling of receiving active empowerment is an important factor for entrepre-

neurial action: 

In order to give focus to this new product segment and reduce systemic dependencies, we decided 

to spin off this business unit. We basically founded a corporate start-up […]. I really get the re-

sponsibility here, and a leap of faith from [SGOM], and I believe that entrepreneurship just has a 

lot to do with freedom and the responsibility to act. And this is what I get here. 

P3c. Stimulating RISK is evidenced by mechanisms such as creating an environment of 

confidence, trust and participation. For instance, I observed that a psychological safety 

climate (OCL1) supports RISK as it mitigates manager’s fear of getting rejected or pun-

ished for taking interpersonal risks. Managers at Alfa seem to perceive a climate in which 

management safety is provided to successfully implement a product development or new 

market entry project, and, consequently, they are more likely to be willing to take respon-

sibility for a risky initiative with high levels of uncertainty. One manager who was re-

sponsible for changing the pricing and promotion strategy of Alfa illustrated that this 

climate provides her with the confidence needed to implement the project successfully: 

At the moment, we take the risk to change our pricing and promotion strategy. We know that, in 

the short run, this will lead to declines in volumes and turnover. A CEO who would only be focused 

on quarterly reports or on the next annual report could not make such a decision. But he is long-

term-oriented. And it will pay off in the long run. 
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Correspondingly, manager’s strong perception of and experiences with trust and 

participation (OCL2) creates an environment that enables the entrepreneurial nature of 

individuals to unfold. Specifically, informants illustrated that RISK is supported, espe-

cially in the sense that nonfamily managers are willing to take personal risks when they 

feel they get responsibility and freedom to act. One manager stated: “The responsibility 

and decision-making independence that I have comes with the demand to act bold and 

out of own initiative.” As such, an empowerment climate seems to operate as a strong 

motivational factor at Alfa, anchoring a feeling that, even as a nonfamily manager, you 

can make a difference and significantly contribute to the long-term performance of the 

firm. Another informant confirmed: “This delegation of responsibility automatically sup-

ports boldness and risk taking; it enables the emergence of a pioneer spirit and entrepre-

neurial thinking.” 

3.5 Discussion and implications 

From an interpretivist single case study design, this article elaborates the adoles-

cent theory of EO in family firms by demonstrating that family values can be translated 

into high levels of EO through specific organizational culture mechanisms. Specifically, 

this study argues that the reason for the inconsistent and even opposite findings on EO in 

family firms is due to a lack of understanding of organizational mechanisms through 

which family characteristics manifest. While the current literature is simplistic in viewing 

family characteristics, such as family ownership, family governance, and generational 

involvement as either fostering or hindering EO (e.g., Zahra, 2005; Kellermanns et al., 

2008; Casillas et al., 2011; Chirico et. al., 2011; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Sciascia et al. 

2012; Revilla et al., 2016; Bauweraerts & Colot, 2017; Lee & Chu, 2017; Pimentel et al., 

2017), this article adopts a more holistic perspective. Specifically, it introduces a multi-

layer culture framework to illustrate its benefits for cutting across analytical levels of 

family and business and enabling the identification of specific business-level mechanisms 

that mediate between family values and firm-level EO. The grounded model presented in 

Figure 7 thus provides a novel addition to both the FB and entrepreneurship literature. By 

offering in-depth illustrations of cultural concepts, the underlying processes that mediate 

between the concepts, and how these stimulate entrepreneurship, I add to the emerging 

discussions on EO in family firms. 
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3.5.1 Implications 

To begin with, my study provides evidence for the presence of INN, PRO, and 

RISK in a second-generation family firm. It thus illustrates that FBs can preserve their 

entrepreneurial capacity across generations, or even more, enhance the pursuit for entre-

preneurial opportunities after succession (Zellweger & Sieger, 2012). As such, the find-

ings of my study are opposed to the suggestion of Martin and Lumpkin (2003) that EO 

gets replaced by family concerns over time. Furthermore, while the majority of prior re-

search suggested that family firms display lower levels of INN compared to their non-

family counterparts (Chang et al., 2010; Block et al., 2013), my study reveals that the 

unique characteristics of family firms are capable of creating organizational climates that 

stimulate the launch of new products and the development of advanced technologies. 

Similarly, scholars often characterized family firms as risk averse, conservative and re-

sistant to change (Carney, 2005; Schulze et al., 2002; Nordqvist et al., 2008; Short et al., 

2009; Zellweger & Sieger, 2012). My study exposes, however, that a fairly balanced level 

of RISK effectively supports entrepreneurial activities at Alfa. It therefore provides evi-

dence for the finding of Naldi et al. (2007) that RISK is positively associated with INN 

and PRO. Furthermore, it supports the suggestion of Zahra (2003, 2005) that a close in-

volvement of the family promotes RISK rather than leading to risk-avoiding strategic 

choices, especially when concerned with new market venturing and international expan-

sion. With respect to PRO, Alfa’s high levels may flow from the ‘hidden champion’ char-

acteristics of the firm. Operating in a small niche and being the strongest player in its core 

segment constitutes a situation where proactive first mover initiatives represent the most 

promising opportunity to grow. However, this does not necessarily mean that every mar-

ket leader has the capability to execute its growth ambitions and defend its competitive 

advantage as successfully as Alfa did over the last two decades. My findings also support 

the proposition of Zellweger and Sieger (2012) that family firms show higher levels of 

PRO when the family members that are not involved in the firm’s operations have a rather 

moderate influence on the business. In the case of Alfa, SGO is a member of the advisory 

board but does not significantly influence business decisions. Rather, the key strategic 

initiatives are strongly influenced by SGOM, the only family member actively involved 

in the firm’s operations. 

Among applying the concept of EO to the family firm context, my study particu-

larly focused on exploring the dominant organizational culture mechanisms that operate 

between family values and firm-level EO. Drawing on a multi-layer culture framework, 
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I extend the findings of prior research in the field by moving beyond a resource-based 

view (Zahra et al., 2004) and generic cultural configurations (Cherchem, 2017). Rather, I 

provide an in-depth illustration of how culture as a root metaphor (Adiguna, 2015) derives 

from the unique FB characteristics and manifests at distinct cultural layers. As such, this 

article offers a way to integrate adjacent theories into one explicit model operating to 

explain the process of how EO is stimulated in family firms. Specifically, my study un-

covered both family- and organizational-level cultural concepts and underlying processes 

that are linked to a number of prevailing theoretical perspectives, such as long-term ori-

entation, stewardship, and servant leadership. 

First, contributing to the current discussions on long-term orientation in family 

firms, the illustrations of my study revealed the phenomenon of extended time horizons 

for decision-making and action as a result of a long CEO tenure (Zahra, 2005; Keller-

manns et al., 2008; Lumpkin et al., 2010; Boling et al., 2016), high intentions to pursue 

long-term careers (Cater & Justis, 2009) and, consequently, greater interest in a firm’s 

long-term performance (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2006; Ensley, 2006; Zellweger, 

2007; Lumpkin et al., 2010). Furthermore, and this has also been identified for Alfa, this 

theoretical perspective includes the notion that FB owners pursue nonfinancial objectives 

as a result of the intention to pass the business on to the next generation (Lumpkin & 

Brigham, 2011; Berrone et al., 2012; Vazquez & Rocha, 2018). Therefore, there is a gen-

eral belief that such an orientation is likely to be found in FBs (Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 

2005; Kellermanns et al., 2008) and that it represents a crucial source of uniqueness for 

family firms (Short et al., 2009). 

Guided by the multi-layer culture framework, my study revealed long-term orien-

tation (OV1) and psychological safety climate (OCL1) to bridge the gap between the 

owner family’s priority for preservation (FV1) and firm-level EO. While, at the family 

level, a strong priority for preservation reflects an interest of the key family members in 

firm performance beyond the working life (Zellweger, 2007), a strong commitment to the 

firm (Miller & Shamsie, 2001; Astrachan et al., 2002; Klein et al., 2005; Zahra, 2005), 

and cross-generational thinking (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Casillas et al., 2011), long-

term-oriented values have been identified to be embedded among the firm’s dominant 

coalition. As such, the family’s priorities translate into long-term business perspectives 

among nonfamily managers. This is consistent with the conceptualization of Brigham et 

al. (2014) who argue that a long-term orientation represents a dominant logic, a shared 

cognitive map that determines decision making, practices, and procedures in family firms. 
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Furthermore, the specific values identified in this study do not limit long-term orientation 

to a future-oriented perspective, which is also in line with the propositions of Brigham et 

al. Rather, I found evidence for a multitemporal perspective (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 

2011) at Alfa, reflected by a preference for tradition, recognizing the lasting effect of the 

founder (Schein, 1995; Kelly, Athanassiou, & Crittenden, 2000), and an intention to pre-

serve the firm’s long-term reputation (Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005; Lumpkin et al., 

2008), thus bridging past, present, and future (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2011; Brigham 

et al., 2014). As a result, a psychological safety climate is cultivated throughout the or-

ganization to reduce manager’s fear of failure when engaging in long-term and risky ini-

tiatives. In this respect, the use of strategic controls represents a powerful tool to provide 

managers with the confidence to operate in uncertain environments. While financial con-

trols create shortened time horizons and risk avoidance (Zahra et al., 2004), reduce R&D 

expenditures (Jaeger & Baliga, 1985; Hoskisson & Hitt, 1988), and limit the pursuit of 

entrepreneurial opportunities (Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999), strategic controls avoid a 

purely management-by-numbers approach and, consequently, can reward entrepreneurial 

behaviors (Zahra, 1996). Consistent with prior research efforts, my study illustrates that 

managers demonstrating patience for future rewards and delayed payback (Le Breton-

Miller & Miller, 2006; Carney, 2005) can form a climate where investments in long-term 

but risky activities are made, such as R&D efforts and the pursuit of new markets (Miller 

& Le Breton-Miller, 2005), and more time for experimentation, creativity, and trend mon-

itoring is given (Lumpkin et al., 2010), thus effectively promoting entrepreneurial behav-

ior in a family firm (Zahra et al., 2004; Eddleston et al., 2012). Furthermore, by illustrat-

ing SGOM’s strong influence on business decisions, my study supports the proposition 

of Le Breton-Miller and Miller (2006) that entrepreneurial investments tend to be more 

generous where family members both manage and control the firm. 

Second, several cultural concepts illustrated in my study may be linked to stew-

ardship theory, which refers to a perspective that portrays humanistic relationships where 

nonfamily managers behave like stewards and, instead of being motivated by individual 

goals, naturally align with the principal’s (in case of this study, SGOM’s) interests (Davis 

et al., 1997; Corbetta & Salvato, 2004). As those situations stimulate pro-organizational 

behavior of nonfamily managers, it has been argued that stewardship-oriented cultures 

are more effective than their theoretical counterpart (James, Jennings, & Devereaux Jen-

nings, 2017), that is, agency-based cultures (i.e., rational, economic cultures in which 

organizational members are pure utility maximizers). Furthermore, due to productive 
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family to business relationships (Eddleston et al., 2012; Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007) 

and the fact that personal wealth is at stake for family business owners (Miller, Le Breton-

Miller, & Scholnick, 2008; Brumana et al., 2017), a stewardship perspective is common 

among successful family firms (Corbetta & Salvato, 2004; Miller et al., 2008; Davis, Al-

len, & Hayes, 2010; Neubaum, Thomas, Dibrell, & Craig, 2017). 

While prior research highlighted a variety of stewardship-like features to be ben-

eficial for the performance of family firms, my study enabled the identification of the 

specific processes through which stewardship tendencies at the family level may foster 

entrepreneurship. Particularly, involvement orientation (OV2) and empowerment climate 

(OCL2) have been identified to provide a conceptual bridge between family-level altru-

ism (FV2) and firm-level EO. Based on a self-actualizing model of man (Argyris, 1973; 

Corbetta & Salvato, 2004), Alfa’s owner family demonstrates strong preference for trust 

and responsibility, thus creating the basis for a ‘high trust’ organization (Jones, 1983). As 

Tagiuri and Davis (1996) argued, trust is likely to be higher in family firms due to tight 

family relationships characterized by less informal asymmetry. It has been observed in 

this study that altruism within the family may translate into the organization, requiring 

less structure and monitoring (Daily & Dollinger, 1992; Davis et al., 2010) and thus fos-

tering involvement-oriented values to manifest at the cultural substance layer. As involve-

ment orientation, which is consistent with what Walton (1985) and Lawler (1986) call a 

“high commitment” or “involvement-oriented” management philosophy, is put into prac-

tice by the FB’s dominant coalition, it creates an empowerment climate in which organi-

zational members operate. The procedure of cultural transmission illustrated in this study, 

going from family-level altruism over involvement-oriented organizational values to an 

empowerment climate, supports the causal chain that has been theoretically proposed by 

Corbetta and Salvato (2004). The authors explain (p. 359): 

When the model of man favoured by the owner family is the self-actualizing man, steward-princi-

pal behavior will prevail in the family firm. Employees/stewards will gain utility from fulfilling 

the purposes and objectives of the organization. Likewise, principals will design an organizational 

structure that is involvement-oriented and empowering. 

My study identified several specific practices that constitute an empowerment cli-

mate as being consistent with stewardship theory. For instance, representing the very core 

of a principal-steward relationship (Davis et al., 1997; Neubaum et al., 2017), managers 

at Alfa use personal rather than institutional power when dealing with subordinates, set-

ting an example through their own behaviors (Pearson & Marler, 2010) and providing 
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sound rationales for their decisions (Hernandez, 2012). Along with high levels of psycho-

logical ownership, relationships in this sense are characterized by altruistic tendencies 

(Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007) which provides opportunities for intrinsic rewards and 

creates collective responsibility for entrepreneurial initiatives (Neubaum et al., 2017). 

Furthermore, a climate characterized by empowerment and participation provides fresh 

perspectives and diverse voices, thus enhancing an FB’s ability to identify and exploit 

entrepreneurial opportunities rather than becoming rigid or stagnant (Sirmon, Arregle, 

Hitt, & Webb, 2008; Eddleston et al., 2012). 

Third, servant leadership behaviors have been identified as an effective mecha-

nism that links family values, organizational values, and organizational climates (see pro-

cesses P1b and P2b). This is consistent with Schein’s (2017) theory that leadership rep-

resents the most effective way to embed and transmit culture. The concept of servant 

leadership, although neglected in prior FB research, seems particularly relevant for our 

understanding of family firms because it may provide a powerful perspective to explain 

sociocultural dynamics in organizations. Specifically, servant leadership has been de-

scribed to include attributes such as empathy, awareness, pioneering, stewardship, vision, 

trust, and empowerment (Russell & Stone, 2002; Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Liden, 

Wayne, Zhao, & Henderson, 2008; Sendjaya, Sarros, & Santora, 2008; van Dierendonck, 

2011), which reveal apparent links to the cultural concepts identified in this study. As has 

been illustrated, it is likely that employees’ long-term perception of empowerment and 

management safety unfolds only through both family and nonfamily managers’ continu-

ous servant leadership behaviors. Consequently, the application of sociocultural perspec-

tives in further FB research may benefit from including attributes of servant leadership. 

To summarize, a variety of cultural concepts that have been inductively identified 

to nurture EO in family firms contribute to prevailing theoretical perspectives. Therefore, 

the study demonstrates that applying the concept of culture represents a promising theo-

retical lens to further decipher unique FB phenomena at multiple cultural layers (Trice & 

Beyer, 1993; Schein, 2017) while also being able to bridge family and business concepts. 

The in-depth illustrations that have been provided offer a useful starting point for future 

studies intending to examine the specific conditions under which EO can flourish in fam-

ily firms. 
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3.5.2 Limitations and future research 

There are three limitations of this study that merit discussion and open avenues 

for future research. First, the suggested model of cultural concepts stimulating EO in fam-

ily firms stems out of one revelatory case (Yin, 2014). Although the approach is adequate 

to provide an in-depth understanding of the ‘How’ and ‘Why’ and generate deep insight 

into one unique cultural context, avoiding a superficial conceptualization of culture 

(Schein, 2017) and answering the enduring call for adopting a constructivist philosophy 

in EO research (Randerson, 2016), the concepts that emerged from this study have to be 

applied and tested using more comprehensive research designs. Specifically, future re-

search ought to find a way to capture the richness and interaction of concepts that manifest 

at multiple cultural layers (i.e., cultural substance and forms; Trice & Beyer, 1993) in 

positivist and quantitative-oriented research. In doing so, I recommend to build on the 

findings of this study, thus viewing concepts from adjacent FB theories (e.g., long-term 

orientation, Brigham et al., 2014; stewardship, Davis et al., 1997; socioeconomic wealth, 

Berrone et al., 2012) through the theoretical lens of culture. 

Second, although the emergent model of this study illustrates the processes in-

volved in transmitting cultural concepts and stimulating EO, it does not explicitly con-

sider family dynamics. Future research may adopt a longitudinal research design to ex-

amine how the culture of a family firm changes in processes of succession, and how this 

affects EO. While my study illustrated that the culture of a second-generation family firm 

is able to preserve the firm’s entrepreneurial capacity, adopting the perspective of 

transgenerational entrepreneurship (Nordqvist et al., 2008; Basco, Calabrò, & Campopi-

ano, in press) illuminates a promising way to reveal how organizational culture mecha-

nisms are influenced by cross-generational dynamics. 

Third, while the dominant cultural concepts extracted from my data reflect the 

perspectives of the informants and seem to be particularly relevant for the FB context, 

naturally, other cultural paths for stimulating EO in family firms may exist. For instance, 

it is likely that an external orientation (Zahra et al., 2004) or a learning orientation (Wolff 

et al., 2015) effectively supports entrepreneurship. Although my analysis hints at other 

cultural concepts, these theoretical perspectives open promising avenues for further re-

search on EO in family firms. 
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3.6 Conclusions 

This study elaborates the adolescent theory of EO in FB research by exploring the 

unique culture of a second-generation family firm. Building on interpretivist single case 

study design, the article provides an in-depth understanding of the organizational culture 

mechanisms that operate between the family values and firm-level EO. Consistent with a 

multi-layer theory of culture (Schein, 2017), the interpretive framework that has been 

adopted enables the micro (family values)-macro (firm-level EO) gap to be bridged and 

allows for uncovering a model that cuts across analytical levels of family and business. 

The findings indicate that cultural mechanisms supportive of EO are triggered by family 

values of preservation and altruism and manifest at both a cultural substance (values) and 

a cultural forms (climates) layer. Specifically, organizational values of involvement ori-

entation and long-term orientation are transmitted by the owner-manager and the firm’s 

dominant coalition into salient organizational climates, such as psychological safety cli-

mate and empowerment climate. While the cultural substance and its transmission into 

climates is strongly influenced by the owner family, eventually, the dominant climates 

have been found to stimulate the firm’s competitive orientation toward corporate entre-

preneurship. The illustration of these processes in rich detail provides a novel addition to 

both the FB and entrepreneurship literature and seeks to motivate further research on how 

the unique conditions of family firms can create an environment where EO flourishes. 
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Appendix 3-A. Main body of interview guide 

Phase Objectives Informants Approach Questions* 

1 Finding evi-
dence for 
presence of  
EO 

Nonfamily en-
trepreneurial 
managers 

Deductive How important is innovation in context of the overall strategy of your firm? How 
exactly does continuous work on innovation look like in your firm? 
When focusing on new product development: How can one image the entire pro-
cess from idea to implementation to launch? Where does a new idea usually arise? 
Who makes the final decision about whether or not it will be implemented or 
launched? 
Now specifically to your unit: What is your role in this process? How do you per-
sonally operate when it comes to the identification and exploitation of a new busi-
ness idea? 
How would you describe the overall market and competitive strategy of your 
firm? What exact measures do you use to implement this strategy in your firm? 
How does that differentiate depending on the position your firm has in a certain 
market or segment? 
How important is boldness and risk-taking behavior considered in your firm? 
How does that look like in day-to-day operations? How do you cope with uncer-
tainty when it comes to entrepreneurial projects? Can you provide a specific ex-
ample? 
Now I would like to focus on a specific entrepreneurial project. What was special 
about it? Which were the major challenges? How did the project team operate? 
Which were the key success factors? 

2 Exploring 
the domi-
nant organi-
zational cul-
ture mecha-
nisms that 
stimulate 
EO; explor-
ing the roles 
of the key 
family 
members 

Nonfamily en-
trepreneurial 
managers and 
dominant coa-
lition 

Inductive In general, what are the aspects that motivate you most to work at Alfa? 
How could that be translated into values? What are the general values that you 
perceive as the most dominant at Alfa? Where do you think do these values origi-
nate from? Can you provide a specific example? 
What is done at Alfa to put these values into practice? Can you provide a specific 
example? 
We talked a lot about entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial projects in the last in-
terview. Which of the cultural aspects we talked about recently motivates units 
and employees to act as they do? Can you provide a specific example? 
From your point of view, what is so special about working in a family firm? How 
is that perceptible in day-to-day operations? Which role does the family play in 
the processes we discussed? Can you provide a specific example? 
How would you describe the personality and values of SGOM? How strong is the 
influence of this person on the firm? How is your personal relationship to this per-
son? 
How would you describe your leadership style? What are your key employee se-
lection criteria? What do you personally do to put the values we talked about into 
practice? 

3 Exploring 
the domi-
nant organi-
zational cul-
ture mecha-
nisms from 
the perspec-
tive of the 
key family 
members; 
exploring 
the domi-
nant values 
held within 
the family 

Family mem-
bers 

Inductive [Addressing SGOM] 
How important is the firm to your family? How is that manifested in everyday 
life? 
What are the key values you picked up from your family when you were young? 
How strongly did that influence your personality? How does that influence the 
culture of the firm? Can you provide a specific example? 
Now, when you think about the time of succession. How did you perceive this sit-
uation? How would you describe the personality of your father [FDR]? 
What drives you personally? What is your self-image as owner-manager? How 
would you describe your leadership style? What are your key employee selection 
criteria? 
Which degree of autonomy do you have when it comes to strategic decisions? 
How strongly do you delegate trust and responsibility? 
Where does a new idea usually arise? How do you pursue new business ideas? 
Which degree of risk-taking do you expect from your employees? How do you 
support this? Can you provide a specific example? 
[Addressing SGO] 
What are the key values you picked up from your family when you were young? 
How strongly did that influence your personality? 
What drives you personally? How would you describe your leadership style? 
What are your key employee selection criteria? 
How would you describe the personality of your father [FDR]? How did you per-
ceive the early years of the company? 
From your point of view: How strong are family and business connected? Which 
role do family interests play when it comes to business decisions? 
What is the role of the advisory board? What is your role in this setup? How 
strongly are you involved in the business as advisory board member? 
How autonomous can your brother [SGOM] act when it comes to investments and 
business decisions? Can you provide a specific example? 

* The questions may be thought of as narrative impulses. Due to the open and explorative design of the interview guide, additional 
questions were asked depending on the course of the interviews. Such a procedure may be understood as ‘spontaneous operationali-
zation’. 
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4 Stimulating Entrepreneurial Orientation in Family Firms: A Multi-
Layer Culture Model8 

 

Intending to advance our understanding of the heterogeneity of family firms in 

terms of EO, this study bridges the gap between family commitment and firm-level EO 

by considering long-term orientation and stewardship climate as organizational mecha-

nisms operating in a multi-layer culture model. From a quantitative study of 208 mature 

family firms, the findings provide evidence for EO to be supported by the proposed two-

step mediation process. Specifically, the study’s findings suggest that a strong family 

commitment toward the business stimulates EO only when passing through long-term-

oriented priorities among the firm’s dominant coalition and an organization-wide stew-

ardship climate. 

Section 4.1 of this chapter provides an introduction to the topic and highlights the 

purpose of this study. In section 4.2, I review the current state of research on EO, intro-

duce the key variables and the conceptual model guiding this study, and present the hy-

potheses. Section 4.3 then illustrates the methods employed, including a presentation of 

the sampling and data collection, and the measures used. The results are presented in 

section 4.4. The chapter closes with a discussion of the implications and limitations of the 

study (section 4.5) and conclusions (section 4.6). 

 

                                                             
8 The dataset and further supplementary material associated with this study are presented in a separate data 
article (see Appendix I). 



 
   104 

4.1 Introduction 

As the competitive landscape of the twenty-first century becomes increasingly 

dynamic and uncertain, FBs must be more flexible in their strategic behavior and adapt 

to environmental complexity more quickly to enable the exploitation of development op-

portunities (Zahra, Hayton, Neubaum, Dibrell, & Craig, 2008). By increasing revenue 

streams and improving profitability, EO has been found to be critical to performance and 

survival of family firms (Rogoff & Heck, 2003; Salvato, 2004; Zahra, 2005; Kellermanns 

& Eddleston, 2006; Naldi et al., 2007; Short et al., 2009; Zellweger & Sieger, 2012). As 

a firm-level strategic posture, EO refers to decisions concerned with revitalizing a firm’s 

competitive profile, emphasizing innovation, recognizing growth opportunities, and cre-

ating new business (Zahra, 1996; Sirmon & Hitt, 2003). For an FB to stay competitive, it 

is of utmost importance to create organizational conditions supportive of EO. 

Despite the importance of EO for firm survival, little is known about why some 

family firms are able to preserve their entrepreneurial capacity while others are not. To 

date, the field of EO research in family firms is characterized by a complex and frag-

mented body of knowledge (Hernández-Linares & López-Fernández, 2018). Although it 

has been argued that, based on the intimate connection between family and business, there 

are inimitable resources that may lead to competitive advantage for family firms, research 

is undecided on whether the distinctive characteristics of FBs foster (e.g., Upton, Teal, & 

Felan, 2001; Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Rogoff & Heck, 2003; Zahra et al., 2004; Zahra, 

2005; Eddleston et al., 2012) or hinder (e.g., Carney, 2005; Chrisman et al., 2005; Zahra, 

2005; Naldi et al., 2007; Nordqvist et al., 2008; Short et al., 2009; Chang et al., 2010; 

Zellweger, Sieger, & Muehlebach, 2010) EO. In this respect, prior works in the field fo-

cused on the role of family-level traits such as generational involvement (Kellermanns et 

al., 2008; Casillas et al., 2010; Chirico et al., 2011; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Sciascia et 

al., 2012; Cherchem, 2017), CEO tenure (Boling et al., 2016), and family involvement in 

ownership (Zahra, 2005; Block, 2012; Zahra, 2012), management (Casillas & Moreno, 

2010; Casillas et al., 2011; Revilla et al., 2016), and governance (Miller & Le Breton-

Miller, 2011; Bauweraerts & Colot, 2017; Lee & Chu, 2017; Pimentel et al., 2017) to 

understand how EO can flourish in family firms. However, the family system by itself is 

not a source of competitive advantage. Rather, it is the interaction with the business sys-

tem that creates value. Therefore, while family-level characteristics reflect the uniqueness 

of the FB context, investigating how these characteristics directly influence EO represents 
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a rather simplistic theoretical perspective that limits our understanding of the heterogene-

ity of FBs in terms of EO. Particularly, it falls short of providing explanations of the 

specific business-level processes through which the intimate connection between family 

and business may be translated into high levels of EO. Thus, the reason for the currently 

inconsistent and even opposite findings in the field may flow from a lack of understanding 

of organizational mechanisms through which family-level characteristics manifest. Since 

FB research has begun to embrace the heterogeneity of family firms, a novel perspective 

is needed to uncover the ‘How’ and ‘Why’ in the process of stimulating EO. 

This research is motivated by the insights and suggestions of two works. First, the 

recent mapping of the field of EO research in family firms by Hernández-Linares and 

López-Fernández (2018) revealed a striking dominance of considering family character 

or family involvement as antecedents of EO in empirical studies and reported that most 

studies found no direct influence. Consequently, the familiness-EO relationship is likely 

to be more complex. Second, to gain a better understanding of how EO can flourish in 

family firms, this study is inspired by the suggestion of Zahra et al. (2008) that scholars 

should focus on uncovering the specific organizational culture mechanisms that mediate 

between familiness and organizational outcomes such as EO (p. 1050): 

[...] though prior research has highlighted the potential benefits of familiness, we need to empiri-

cally investigate the mechanisms of a family firm’s culture and identify other organizational out-

comes which might be associated with these characteristics. Future research should address the 

following important questions: Is a high commitment to the firm by the family positively related 

to entrepreneurship? 

To add knowledge to our understanding of the heterogeneity of family firms in 

terms of EO, this study focuses on the role of sociocultural dynamics and business-level 

contributions in the process of stimulating entrepreneurship. As such, it intends to exploit 

the great potential that lies in adopting the concept of culture as a theoretical lens framing 

FB characteristic and cutting across analytical levels of family and business (Heck, 2004; 

Fletcher et al., 2012; Adiguna, 2015). Given that the culture of an FB is considered 

stronger and more influential for organizational processes and behaviors than that of non-

family firms (Duh et al., 2010), and represents its only sustainable, inimitable competitive 

advantage (Barney, 1986), the concept appears to be surprisingly underrepresented in FB 

research to date, especially in the context of entrepreneurship (López-Fernández et al., 

2016; Arz, 2017). Not much progress has been made since Schein (1995) introduced his 

theory of culture to the FB context. 
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Following Schein’s (1995, 2017) conceptualization, the term culture represents a 

theoretical abstraction and a family of concepts, including a variety of social patterns that 

manifest at multiple layers and, together, are able to integrate people into one group. To 

make this abstract concept observable, two layers, that is, values and climates, are of 

particular interest for cultural studies. While values are embedded at a deep layer of cul-

ture, representing the invisible ideas that people have about how things should work (Geh-

man et al., 2013), climate is referred to as the very surface of culture, as it incorporates 

people’s overall perception of the visible products of a group’s environment (Schneider 

et al., 2013). Adopting this multi-layer conceptualization of culture as a theoretical frame-

work, this article puts explicit focus on the family-business interaction to explain how EO 

can flourish in family firms. In doing so, it seeks to answer the question of how organi-

zational culture mechanisms can transform the intimate connection between family and 

business into high levels of EO. 

Specifically, consistent with the multi-layer structure proposed by Schein (2017), 

this study conceptualizes a two-step mediation model to explain how family commitment 

culture (FCC), reflected by the degree to which the dominant family members feel pride, 

loyalty, and unity toward the business (Astrachan et al., 2002; Klein et al., 2005), is trans-

formed into high levels of EO through the organizational culture mechanisms of long-

term orientation (LTO) and stewardship climate (SCL). Building on the work of Brigham 

et al. (2014), this study conceptualizes LTO in terms of a cultural value orientation among 

a firm’s dominant coalition reflected by three dimensions: futurity, continuity, and perse-

verance. Inspired by Neubaum et al. (2017), I relied on stewardship theory to conceptu-

alize SCL as an organizational climate concept that represents a collective phenomenon 

resulting from ongoing reciprocal stewardship (Pearson & Marler, 2010) and that is re-

flected by five dimensions: organizational identification, shared vision, collectivism, low 

power distance, and intrinsic motivation. EO, in this study, is operationalized as a multi-

dimensional second-order construct reflected by innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk 

taking (Miller, 1983; Covin & Slevin, 1989; George & Marino, 2011). 

The article adds to the controversial debate on EO in family firms by highlighting 

the role of organizational culture mechanisms in transmitting FCC into high levels of EO. 

By using comprehensive, multidimensional second-order measures for LTO and SCL, 

and adopting the concept of culture as a theoretical lens framing these business-level 

mechanisms, the study provides a way to shed new light upon how an intimate family-

business interaction may nurture an organizational environment supportive of EO. The 
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paper thus extends prior research in the field that has explored the association between 

culture and entrepreneurship in family firms (e.g., Zahra et al., 2004; Discua Cruz et al., 

2012; Eddleston et al., 2012; Cherchem, 2017). 

4.2 Theoretical framework and hypotheses 

4.2.1 EO and family firms 

EO represents a popular approach for conceptualizing entrepreneurship at the firm 

level and has been used extensively in prior research (Rauch et al., 2009). It derives from 

the work of Miller (1983), who defines an entrepreneurial firm as “one that engages in 

product-market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up 

with ‘proactive’ innovations, beating competitors to the punch” (p. 771). This original 

conceptualization includes innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking as three key di-

mensions reflecting a firm’s strategic posture toward entrepreneurship (George & Ma-

rino, 2011; Wales, 2016). As the unique resources and capabilities of family firms provide 

an interesting context for studying EO (Nordqvist et al., 2008), scholars see the research 

streams of entrepreneurship and FB moving more closely together (Heck, Hoy, 

Poutziouris, & Steier, 2008; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; López-Fernández et al., 2016). 

There is an ongoing debate in the field over whether the distinctive characteristics of 

family firms hinder or foster EO (Sharma et al., 1997; Salvato 2004; Kellermanns & Ed-

dleston, 2006; Naldi et al., 2007; Kellermanns et al., 2008; Casillas et al., 2010; Lumpkin, 

Brigham, & Moss, 2010). While some scholars conclude that family firms appear to take 

fewer risks (Zahra 2005; Naldi et al., 2007; Nordqvist et al., 2008; Short et al., 2009; 

Pimentel et al., 2017), be less innovative (Chang et al., 2010; Pimentel et al., 2017) and 

demonstrate less competitive aggressiveness (Nordqvist et al., 2008) than nonfamily 

firms, others argue that the specific context of an FB provides an environment where 

entrepreneurship flourishes (e.g., Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Rogoff & Heck, 2003; Zahra et 

al., 2004; Zahra, 2005). 

Among comparing family and nonfamily firms, research that seeks to understand 

the heterogeneity of family firms in terms of EO has gained momentum within the last 

decade. In the course of these research efforts, scholars heavily relied on structural fam-

ily-level characteristics but neglected the contribution of nonfamily organizational mem-

bers and the role of organizational-level sociocultural dynamics in the process of stimu-

lating EO. For instance, research suggested that the differences between single- and mul-

tigenerational family firms are an important influential factor to EO (Kellermanns et al., 

2008; Casillas et al., 2010; Chirico et al., 2011; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Sciascia et al., 
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2012; Cherchem, 2017). Furthermore, prior research showed interest in the influence of 

family involvement in ownership (Zahra, 2005; Block, 2012; Zahra, 2012), management 

(Casillas & Moreno, 2010; Casillas et al., 2011; Revilla et al., 2016), and governance 

(Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2011; Bauweraerts & Colot, 2017; Lee & Chu, 2017; Pimen-

tel et al., 2017) on EO and its relationship with performance. However, as empirical find-

ings are diverse and partly conflicting, it is difficult to reach any consistent conclusions. 

Consequently, more research is needed to add knowledge to our understanding of the 

particular conditions of family firms that nurture entrepreneurship. 

This study is motivated by the belief that there are deeply embedded cultural 

mechanisms of family firms that, when uncovered, are able to shed new light upon the 

question of how EO can flourish within the specific context of FBs. While aspects of 

family involvement provide a major source of uniqueness and competitive advantage for 

family firms, it may not be satisfactory to explain why some family firms are more entre-

preneurial than others. Rather, this study investigates whether LTO among the dominant 

coalition and an organization-wide SCL, representing effective organizational culture 

mechanisms of mature family firms, can explain how high levels of family commitment 

can lead to a firm-level competitive orientation toward entrepreneurship. 

4.2.2 Family commitment culture (FCC) as a source of uniqueness in family 
firms 

A number of scholars has emphasized that there are inherent resources and capa-

bilities through which family firms, when compared to nonfamily firms, are able to create 

and sustain relative advantages (Tokarczyk et al., 2007; Zahra et al., 2008). Those inher-

ent resources of FBs have often been referred to as “familiness”, arguing that the interac-

tion among family and business systems results in unique internal capabilities that make 

FBs distinctive (Habbershon et al., 2003). As interactions between family and firm have 

a relevant impact on the dominant values and decision-making processes in FBs 

(Nordqvist et al., 2008), the degree of commitment that the family demonstrates toward 

the business has been argued to be a key factor for the development of a family firm’s 

culture (Astrachan et al., 2002; Klein et al., 2005) and represents an important source of 

uniqueness for FBs. As Carlock and Ward (2001, p. 51) emphasize, “family commitment 

is what makes a family business – a family business.” 

 Family commitment derives from the concept of organizational commitment, 

which refers to an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organ-

ization by believing in its goals, purposes, and values, thus willing to contribute to the 
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organization and demonstrating a strong desire to maintain organizational membership 

(Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974; Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). In the FB 

context, family commitment incorporates the overlap of family and business values 

(Klein et al., 2005), with the dominant family members as key drivers in that process. The 

culture of family firms is to a great extent formed by the values of significant family 

members involved in the organization (Klein, 1991), and the vision that the family has of 

itself (Carlock & Ward, 2001). 

In this study, FCC is adopted in terms of a cultural value orientation that manifests 

at the family level of analysis and reflects the degree to which the family feels loyalty and 

pride toward the business. Following Carlock and Ward (2001) and Astrachan et al. 

(2002), FCC includes the degree of a family’s belief and support of the organization’s 

goals and visions, as well as a willingness to contribute to and a desire for a long-term 

relationship with the organization. Consistent with the multi-layer structure of culture 

proposed by Schein (2017), FCC represents a deeply embedded layer that forms the cul-

ture of a family firm. As such, it is seen as a key source for the presence of unique cultural 

patterns that manifest at the organizational level of analysis. 

4.2.3 Organizational culture mechanisms in family firms 

For the purpose of this study, organizational culture is adopted as a theoretical 

lens to capture the complexity of social life in family firms, thus cutting across analytical 

levels of family and business and bridging the gap between FCC and firm-level EO. As a 

two-layered phenomenon, consisting of (i) dominant values shared among a firm’s dom-

inant coalition and (ii) salient climates that are perceived by organizational members 

throughout the organization, it facilitates generating a deeper understanding of how famil-

iness is translated into a competitive advantage. Since FCC relates to the emotional long-

term attachment of the family to the business, this article conceptualizes long-term orien-

tation and stewardship climate as organizational culture mechanisms that may be trig-

gered by FCC in family firms. 

Long-term orientation (LTO) 

LTO is characterized by a long-term horizon for decision-making and action, and refers 

to priorities, goals, and concrete investments that come to fruition after an extended pe-

riod of time (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2006). There is a general belief that such an 

orientation is likely to be found in FBs (Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005; Kellermanns 

et al., 2008) as the managers are concerned with succession and transgenerational goals 
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(Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Casillas et al., 2011), tend to have longer tenures (Zahra, 2005; 

Kellermanns et al., 2008; Boling et al., 2016), higher intentions to pursue long-term ca-

reers (Cater & Justis, 2009) and, consequently, greater interest in a firm’s long-term per-

formance (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2006; Ensley, 2006; Zellweger, 2007; Lumpkin et 

al., 2010). FBs have been argued to exist for the lasting legacy of the family and therefore 

tend to have a sustained strategy over a longer period of time (Ensley, 2006). Furthermore, 

as successful firms have been described as those capable of sustained strategic focus 

(Mintzberg, 1987), acting in the long-run interests of both the firm and its stakeholders 

(Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005), LTO may also result in competitive advantage for 

FBs (Short et al., 2009). 

Despite the great potential of LTO for explaining outcomes in FBs, the construct 

is an underdeveloped and fragmented area of research (Lumpkin et al., 2010). Prior re-

search operationalized LTO in different ways and across different levels of analysis, such 

as at the individual (Bearden, Money, & Nevins, 2006) or national (Hofstede, 2010) level. 

At the organizational level, a limited number of studies examined the role of LTO, and 

these vary widely in their approach. Most of them used proxies rather than direct measures 

to assess the role of time and time horizon in organizations (Zahra et al., 2004; Zellweger, 

2007; Shi, Sun, & Prescott, 2012). Drawing on the conceptual arguments made by Lump-

kin and Brigham (2011), Le Breton-Miller and Miller (2011), and Brigham et al. (2014), 

this study conceptualizes LTO as a holistic multitemporal construct at the level of the 

organization. Specifically, it adopts the idea of LTO as a time-sensitive concept reflected 

by three dimensions: futurity (i.e., the belief that comprehensive monitoring, planning and 

forecasting is essential to accomplish a desired future), continuity (i.e., the belief that 

there are forces from the past that influence the future), and perseverance (i.e., the belief 

that it takes time, persistence, and hard work for some actions to gain value). Conse-

quently, in contrast to the majority of prior conceptualizations, this study does not limit 

LTO to a future-oriented phenomenon in family firms. Rather, as Brigham et al. (2014) 

argue, it is the bridging of past, present, and future that makes LTO a potential source of 

uniqueness for family firms. 

Furthermore, this study builds upon the view that LTO represents a dominant logic 

(Brigham et al., 2014), a shared cognitive map that determines decision making, practices, 

and procedures in the management of family firms (Prahalad & Bettis, 1986; Bettis & 

Wong, 2003). Combining this perspective with Schein’s (2017) multi-layer culture the-

ory, LTO is operationalized as a set of futurity-, continuity-, and perseverance-oriented 
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values that are shared among the members of an FB’s dominant coalition (i.e., “the pow-

erful actors in an organization who control the overall organizational agenda”, Chua et 

al., 1999, p. 24) and, as the dominant coalition controls the organization’s agenda, con-

stitute a multitemporal value orientation at the firm level of analysis. 

Stewardship climate (SCL) 

While the agency perspective theorizes a principal-agent relationship within family firms 

in terms of a rational, economic situation in which both parties are considered pure utility 

maximizers, stewardship theory offers a contrasting perspective by portraying more hu-

manistic relationships where nonfamily managers behave like stewards and, instead of 

being motivated by individual goals, naturally align with the principal’s (owner-man-

ager’s) interests (Davis et al., 1997; Corbetta & Salvato, 2004). As, in those situations, 

managers generally perceive greater utility in cooperation than defection, they are likely 

to demonstrate pro-organizational behavior even where the principal-steward interests are 

not aligned (Davis et al., 1997). Consequently, managers who find themselves in a stew-

ardship situation are motivated not to accomplish individual goals but to maximize or-

ganizational performance, thereby feeling a sense of purpose and accepting the organiza-

tion’s vision and objectives. It has been argued that there is greater effectiveness of stew-

ardship over agency governance (James et al., 2017). 

In the FB context, the deep connection between family and business makes organ-

izational practices consistent with stewardship theory likely to be evident (Miller et al., 

2008; Eddleston et al., 2012; Neubaum et al., 2017). The fact that personal wealth is at 

stake for family business owners leads to a strong desire to keep the business healthy for 

the long run (Miller et al., 2008; Brumana, Minola, Garrett, & Digan, 2017). It has been 

argued that, due to productive family to business relationships (Eddleston et al., 2012; 

Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007), a stewardship perspective is common among successful 

FBs (Corbetta & Salvato, 2004; Miller et al., 2008; Neubaum et al., 2017) and may even 

represent the ‘secret sauce’ for competitive advantage of family firms (Davis et al., 2010). 

Consequently, over the last two decades, an increasing number of scholarly works relied 

on stewardship theory to explain organizational outcomes of FBs (Madison et al., 2015). 

Similar to LTO, most of those works use proxies to operationalize a stewardship perspec-

tive, such as family involvement on the board (Sciascia et al., 2012), managerial attitudes 

toward the natural environment (Craig & Dibrell, 2006), altruism (Eddleston & Keller-

manns, 2007; Eddleston, Kellermanns, & Sarathy, 2008), organizational identification 

(Vallejo, 2009; Madison, Kellermanns, & Munyon, 2017), empowerment (James et al., 
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2017), trust, and value commitment (Davis et al., 2010). Much of the work in this area 

provides a unidirectional examination of the family firm leader practicing stewardship. 

However, this perspective may not be satisfactory to explain stewardship as a source of 

uniqueness and competitive advantage for FBs. Pearson and Marler (2010, p. 1117) point 

out that “stewardship most likely will not be an effective competitive advantage unless it 

is embraced and institutionalized as an implicit way of functioning, and as such, cannot 

be easily imitated.” 

Building on the idea that collective stewardship may create a powerful competi-

tive advantage but permeates the organization only through reciprocal stewardship be-

haviors between leaders and followers, Neubaum et al. (2017) position the concept in the 

organizational climate literature and conceptualize an SCL measure. Consistent with the 

works of Pearson and Marler (2010) and Neubaum et al. (2017), this study conceptualizes 

stewardship as a collective organizational-level phenomenon, and, more specifically, as 

an organizational climate concept (Schneider et al., 2013). Organizational climate, in gen-

eral, is widely understood as the employee’s perception of an organization’s visible envi-

ronment and “its link to thoughts, feelings and behaviors of organizational members” 

(Denison, 1996, p. 644). It thus represents what Schein (2017) defines as the most salient 

layer of culture. Inspired by the work of Neubaum et al. (2017) and the basic ideas of 

stewardship as illustrated by Davis et al. (1997), this study argues that there are multiple 

dimensions that reflect the presence of an SCL in family firms. Specifically, it uses five 

dimensions to capture the phenomenon of SCL: organizational identification (i.e., high 

levels of psychological ownership which flow from an emotional attachment to the or-

ganization), shared vision (i.e., strong identification of members with the organization’s 

strategy and objectives), collectivism (i.e., embracing and rewarding collaboration, shared 

responsibility, and the pursuit for accomplishing the collective good), low power distance 

(i.e., high levels of equality and inclusion, which are based on mutual trust and often 

manifest in flat hierarchies), and intrinsic motivation (i.e., employee’s motivation based 

on higher order needs, such as personal growth, self-actualization, and the meaningful-

ness and significance of work tasks) (Davis et al., 1997; Sinkula, Baker, & Noordewier, 

1997; Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2009; Vallejo, 2009; Hernandez, 2012; Neubaum et al., 

2017). 
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4.2.4 Hypotheses 

Inspired by the work of Schein (2017), this study integrates the concepts of FCC, 

LTO, and SCL into a multi-layer culture model to explain how a “familiness” can be 

transformed into a firm-level competitive orientation toward entrepreneurship. Specifi-

cally, it suggests that each concept represents a distinct cultural layer, ranging from the 

deeply embedded (values of family and dominant coalition) to the more salient (organi-

zational climate) cultural patterns. Following this perspective leads to a two-step media-

tion model (fig. 8) which proposes that FCC stimulates EO through a two-step process. 

First, the presence of FCC makes it more likely for LTO to be present (a1) which, in turn, 

stimulates SCL to become observable in a family firm (a3). Consequently, as a first step, 

LTO mediates between FCC and SCL (a1 x a3). Second, SCL, as the most salient layer of 

culture, determining the way organizational members act and make decisions, is likely to 

foster EO (b2). Therefore, as a second step, SCL mediates between LTO and EO (a3 x b2). 

Figure 8. A two-step mediation model of stimulating EO in family firms 

 

 

FCC and SCL: The mediating role of LTO 

Consistent with the multi-layer culture framework guiding this study, a sociocultural fam-

ily-business interaction is likely to manifest in the translation of family commitment into 

values shared among the firm’s managers. As the culture is to a large extent rooted in the 

family heritage and tradition (Heck, 2004) and family members promulgate the founder’s 
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values by taking active and long-term roles in management (Hall et al., 2001), the fam-

ily’s priorities and preferences find their way into the firm’s dominant coalition. Particu-

larly, a family’s intimate relationship with the business manifests in noneconomic goals 

and cross-generational thinking which are likely to foster the presence of long-term man-

agement priorities. In turn, because a climate represents a collective phenomenon that 

develops through continuous leader-follower interaction within the organization, it is 

likely to be cultivated based on what the dominant coalition holds as important. As, in 

this case, the link between FCC and SCL may not be direct, LTO should mediate between 

the two concepts. 

As a first sufficient condition for this mediation effect, FCC should positively in-

fluence LTO. It has been argued that LTO is more likely to be demonstrated if family 

values are integrated into the business system (Lumpkin & Brigham, 2011). When a fam-

ily values strong commitment and is willing to make personal investments in the business, 

it will be more concerned about the future of the business (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 

2006). To Carlock and Ward (2001), a family should define its degree of commitment 

based on whether it has an interest in maintaining long-term ownership, which will also 

result in succession planning at some point. This implies that a strong commitment natu-

rally comes with a long-term-oriented decision of making the business a part of the fam-

ily’s life over a significant period of time. With high levels of FCC, planning and fore-

casting for the future, and decision-making based on business continuity and image 

preservation will become very personal for family members. Business achievement and 

perseverance then derives from family pride, loyalty, and tradition (Brockhaus, 2004). As 

a family then gets strongly attached to the business’ mission and is proud to be a part of 

it (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2006; Lumpkin & Brigham, 2011), family business owners 

and managers are likely to display visionary leadership behaviors that stimulate a long-

term oriented dominant logic among the firm’s dominant coalition. Under those condi-

tions, it is likely that managers will prioritize long-term profitability over short-term gains 

and use patient capital to accomplish an enduring mission for the long-run benefit of fam-

ily members (Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005; Zellweger, 2007). The family member’s 

commitment to their firm is therefore expected be positively associated with long-term 

priorities in the management. In summary, these observations suggest the following hy-

pothesis: 
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Hypothesis 1: In a family business, the presence of a strong commitment of the 

family toward the business embeds long-term-oriented values among the domi-

nant coalition (a1). 

As a second sufficient condition for the proposed mediation effect, FBs that dis-

play high levels of LTO are likely to form an SCL. Firms that highly value a management 

approach for the long run invest deeply to attain its core vision and mission. To many FB 

executives with long tenures, the vision is very personal (Carney, 2005) and reflects the 

continuity of a family’s history and reputation (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2006). As 

such, it serves as a strong symbol which employees can identify with and, consequently, 

it is likely that this vision is widely shared throughout the organization and high levels of 

organizational identification can be observed when an LTO is evident. Furthermore, an 

LTO among the dominant coalition flows from concerns for later generations of the fam-

ily which will need talented, motivated and loyal staff. Thus, those firms find it important 

to make significant investments in the people who operate the business. Furthermore, 

there often is an emotional attachment that long-term-oriented owner-managers feel for 

those who work for them (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2006) which leads to strong stew-

ardship motives, and, in turn, fosters a climate of organizational identification, collectiv-

ism and intrinsic motivation. The concerns for the future prospects and continuity of their 

business also leads managers to exhibit stewardship tendencies such as investing in local 

communities and making long-term commitments to employees (Miller et al., 2008; 

Lumpkin & Brigham, 2011). Therefore, long-term priorities among the management may 

lead to a continuous leader-follower interaction that is characterized by trust and involve-

ment, and, in turn, fosters a climate of low power distance. In summary, those arguments 

lead to the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: In a family business, the presence of long-term-oriented values 

among the dominant coalition cultivates a stewardship climate throughout the or-

ganization (a3). 

As a consequence of the positive FCC-LTO and LTO-SCL links, and, again, based 

on the assumptions that flow from the multi-layer culture structure, LTO should operate 

as a mediator for the link between FCC and SCL. As, within this model, family commit-

ment should be stronger associated with the dominant coalition’s values than with the 

organizational climate, it is unlikely that a direct link between FCC and SCL can be ob-

served. Rather, based on the arguments made above, I expect that the more a family 
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demonstrates FCC, the more likely the dominant coalition of the firm will develop an 

LTO and, subsequently, will enhance the likelihood of an SCL to be cultivated throughout 

the organization. Based on this logic, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 3: In a family business, long-term orientation mediates the relation-

ship between family commitment culture and stewardship climate (a1 x a3). 

LTO and EO: The mediating role of SCL 

Building on the suggestion that an LTO among the dominant coalition cultivates a per-

ceived organizational climate of steward-like practices and behaviors (hypothesis 2), such 

a climate a is then likely to positively influence EO in family firms. For instance, when a 

low power distance is practiced in a firm, different viewpoints and diverse voices are 

tolerated. This creates a climate where employees are allowed to participate, speak up 

freely, and contribute their innovative thoughts without fear of repercussions. A partici-

pative environment is based on the belief that employees can be trusted and that human 

capital is a major asset in the entrepreneurial process. Consistent with stewardship theory, 

this can result in low levels of formal control and relatively loose monitoring systems 

(Carney, 2005; Eddleston et al., 2012). Hence, FBs with high levels of SCL are able to 

make intuitive decisions when new business opportunities arise and invest in entrepre-

neurial activities in a less formal and calculated way, which may give them more flexi-

bility and speed (Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005; Naldi et al., 2007; Short et al., 2009). 

Similarly, an SCL can produce the kind of entrepreneurial passion throughout the 

organization that is needed for successful new business creation. EO relies on proactive 

contributions of nonfamily organizational members as new business opportunities often 

emerge spontaneously within a certain market environment, and operational-level em-

ployees tend to have a deeper understanding of the market and customer needs. If these 

employees identify with the organization, share its vision and objectives, and display high 

levels of intrinsic motivation as a result of reciprocal stewardship, they will be more likely 

to put personal interests aside for the sake of the firm’s success, be willing to take personal 

risks to accomplish organizational objectives, and anticipate entrepreneurial opportunities 

that may contribute to the long-term well-being of the firm. Consequently, it is likely for 

some new ideas to be implemented in an SCL whereas the very same ideas may not even 

get recognized in an agency-based climate. 

Furthermore, collectivism as an essential dimension of SCL is likely to contribute 

to better inter-unit collaboration and limit the emergence of a silo mentality which is often 
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considered one of the major barriers for entrepreneurial action in mature firms. As com-

panies grow, the organizational structures and processes get more complex, and employ-

ees’ scope of responsibility is then often narrower and more specified. Cross-functional 

thinking, which is needed for most entrepreneurial activities where a number of divisions 

is involved, often gets lost under those conditions. Collectivism can help to overcome 

these difficulties as it naturally encourages proactive information exchange, thorough dis-

cussions of strategic options from multiple perspectives, and, consequently, comprehen-

sive strategic decision-making for initiatives associated with EO (Lyon et al., 2000; Ed-

dleston et al., 2012). Taken together, these observations suggest the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 4: In a family business, the presence of a stewardship climate through-

out the organization has a positive impact on firm-level entrepreneurial orientation 

(b2). 

Based on the positive associations that have been hypothesized above and follow-

ing the recent debate on whether LTO and EO can be compatible in family firms (e.g., 

Lumpkin et al., 2010), the link between LTO and EO is likely to be complex and not 

necessarily direct. In line with prior culture studies adopting a multi-layer model (e.g. 

Homburg & Pflesser, 2000; Vora, Vora, & Polley, 2012), I argue that LTO must pass 

through another variable, that is, a salient and organization-wide layer of culture that may 

intervene between long-term oriented values among the dominant coalition and firm-level 

EO. Therefore, as a second step of the proposed two-step mediation model, this study 

suggests that the LTO-EO relationship can better be explained by introducing SCL as a 

mediator. More specifically, for an FB seeking to create competitive advantage in terms 

of EO, displaying high levels of LTO among the dominant coalition is not sufficient. 

Rather, it is the presence of a climate cultivated through ongoing reciprocal stewardship 

that enables LTO to be transformed into high levels of EO. Furthermore, an increase of 

LTO can intensify SCL and raise the likelihood of EO improving. In summary, this leads 

me to the following: 

Hypothesis 5: In a family business, stewardship climate mediates the relationship 

between long-term orientation and entrepreneurial orientation (a3 x b2). 
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4.3 Methods 

4.3.1 Sampling and data collection 

The data of this study was gathered via a web-based survey addressing the owners 

and CEOs of German FBs. For the purpose of this study, I define FBs as privately held 

organizations where ownership resides within one family (Litz, 1995; Chua, Chrisman, 

& Sharma, 1999), this family is represented in the management team and substantially 

influences the key decisions and direction of the firm (Sharma, Melin, & Nordqvist, 

2014), and the business is perceived to be an FB by the leading representative of the firm 

(Ram & Holliday, 1993). I used Orbis database to identify those firms. To arrive at the 

final target population, I applied a number of inclusion criteria. First, because family in-

fluence on the business is likely to be stronger for the headquarter rather than for subsid-

iaries, I selected only firms that are headquartered in Germany. Second, as I intend to 

investigate EO in mature family firms, I included only firms that were founded before 

1994 (i.e. are at least 25 years old), have at least 25 employees, and a revenue of at least 

€ 5 million. Third, only those firms in which shareholders are one or more private persons 

or a family known by name, and in which a shareholder is also a manager, were selected. 

Consistent with the FB definition guiding this article, application of those criteria in-

creases the possibility of creating a sample that is narrowly focused on FBs. The remain-

ing 3,997 firms were then cross-referenced with various published directories and indi-

vidual company websites to ensure the accuracy of the data and identify email addresses. 

Due to incorrect addresses, firm failures, or firm policies against completing mail surveys, 

I eliminated another 442 firms from the list which resulted in a final target sample of 

3,555 firms. 

Data collection took place between December 2017 and February 2018. I used a 

key informant approach at the top management level of analysis. An invitation and a link 

to a web-based survey were sent by email to the owners or CEOs of the firms identified. 

After several reminders, the study yielded 404 responses for an initial response rate of 

11.4%. However, of those, I eliminated responses with missing data. Furthermore, as the 

questions are related to the perceived strategic focus and culture of the firm, only ques-

tionnaires completed by a person in an ownership or top management position were in-

cluded in the study sample. This is adequate because these positions determine the stra-

tegic direction and their cognitive maps are considered to represent the essential aspects 

of all members of the organization (Lyles & Schwenk, 1992). As such, they provide in-

formation that is as reliable and valid as multiple informants (Zahra & Covin, 1993). Of 
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the respondents included in the sample, 83.5% were family member owners and CEOs, 

and 16.5% were nonfamily member CEOs. Although a family firm approximation was 

used for the creation of the target population, it is likely that nonfamily firms were in-

cluded. Therefore, consistent with prior research efforts (e.g., Craig & Dibrell, 2006; 

Naldi et al., 2007; Zahra et al., 2008; Dibrell & Moeller, 2011; Zellweger, Kellermanns, 

Chrisman, & Chua, 2012; Hoffmann, Wulf, & Stubner, 2016), the respondents were asked 

to classify themselves as being a family business, thereby using two questions: (1) “Are 

ownership and management control of the company dominated by one family?” and (2) 

“Do you consider your business to be a family business?”. This procedure yielded a final 

sample of 208 useful responses for an effective response rate of 5.9%. This response rate 

is comparable to previous family firm research relying on the collection of primary data 

(e.g. Chrisman, Chua, & Litz, 2004; Hoffmann et al., 2016). 

I tested for differences between early and late respondents to control for potential 

nonresponse bias (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). This procedure is performed under the 

assumption that late respondents are more similar in nature to nonrespondents than early 

respondents. T-tests showed no significant differences with regard to the employed 

measures and, consequently, non-response bias is not a serious issue in this study. To 

further mitigate concerns, I compared the final sample with the initial population in terms 

of firm age, size, and sales. The comparison revealed that the respondents were similar in 

age, size, and sales composition to the firms in the population. 

4.3.2 Measures 

To the extent possible, the measures used in this study were derived from prior 

research. When measures and items for a construct were not available, the items were 

conceptually derived from profound theoretical conceptualizations. Translation of the 

questionnaire from English to German involved two persons who are fluent in both Ger-

man and English. By adopting the method of back-translation (Brislin, 1980), it was en-

sured that there was no loss of information within the translation process. Pre-testing of 

the questionnaire involved eight individuals, of whom one was a business owner. The 

pre-test respondents were interviewed for feedback regarding the clarity and intent of the 

survey items, thereby especially evaluating measures that include new questionnaire 

items. The results served to refine the questionnaire and were implemented prior to final-

izing the research instrument. To minimize bias in the responses, the questionnaire in-

cluded different question formats and scale anchors. Further, it contained reverse coded 
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items to minimize acquiescence bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 

The items for the variables employed for this study are provided in Appendix 4-A. 

Entrepreneurial orientation (EO). Consistent with the suggestion of George and Marino 

(2011), EO was measured as a multidimensional second-order construct reflected by three 

dimensions, namely innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking. All items reflecting 

the EO dimensions were adopted from Covin and Slevin (1989) and Knight (1997), and 

measured using 5-point semantic differential type scale. 

Family commitment culture (FCC). Consistent with the works of Zahra et al. (2008) and 

Segaro, Larimo, and Jones (2014), I measured FCC adopting the family culture dimension 

of the F-PEC Scale of family influence (Astrachan et al., 2002; Klein et al., 2005) which 

is based on the family business commitment questionnaire (Mowday et al., 1979; Carlock 

& Ward, 2001), thereby however removing two items of the original scale because of 

their focus on the individual rather than the family level of analysis. I employed a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 “not at all” and 5 “to an extreme extent”. 

Long-term orientation (LTO). Inspired by the conceptualization of Brigham et al. (2014), 

I measured LTO as a second-order construct reflected by three dimensions: futurity, con-

tinuity, and perseverance. For all items reflecting those dimensions, I employed a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 “not at all” and 5 “to an extreme extent”. While the items for 

continuity and perseverance are entirely new conceptualizations, four of the five futurity 

items were adopted from Hoffmann et al. (2016) based on the work of Covin and Slevin 

(1989). 

Stewardship climate (SCL). Drawing on the conceptualizations of Sinkula et al. (1997) 

and Neubaum et al. (2017), I measured SCL as a second-order construct reflected by five 

dimensions: shared vision, organizational identification, collectivism, low power dis-

tance, and intrinsic motivation. Again, for all items reflecting those dimensions, I em-

ployed a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “not at all” and 5 “to an extreme extent”. 

Control variable. As scholars suggested that differences between single- and multi-gen-

eration family firms may influence EO (e.g., Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Keller-

manns et al., 2008; Casillas et al., 2011; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012), LTO (e.g. Cater & 

Justis, 2009), and SCL (e.g., Pearson & Marler, 2010), and the link between culture and 

EO (Cherchem, 2017), I included generational involvement as a categorical variable to 

test if the hypothesized relationships differ across different types of FBs. Thus, I included 

a single-item question in the survey instrument that asked respondents to indicate how 
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many generations were currently involved in the management of their family firm (one 

generation or multiple generations). 

4.4 Analysis and results 

Intending to follow the call for greater statistical rigor in family business research 

(Debicki, Matherne, Kellermanns, & Chrisman, 2009), the data analysis of this study fol-

lows a two-step procedure: assessing measurement models using both exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), followed by assessing path rela-

tionships using covariance-based structural equation modeling (SEM) (Anderson & 

Gerbing, 1988). SEM is particularly suitable for testing the hypotheses of this study be-

cause mediated relationships are anticipated (Monsen & Boss, 2009). Furthermore, it is 

able to handle second-order constructs, simultaneously incorporates observed and latent 

constructs, informing conceptual modifications where required, and accounts for the bias 

effects of random measurement error in the latent constructs (Shook, Ketchen, Hult, & 

Kacmar, 2004). For CFA and SEM, the statistical software AMOS 25.0 was employed 

and the Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation method was used. As a sufficient condi-

tion for the use of ML estimation method, I observed satisfying values of skewness (< 

3.0) and kurtosis (< 10.0) for the items included in the model9, thus indicating that there 

is no extreme violation of univariate normality (Kline, 2005). However, as the Mardia 

test (Mardia, 1970) indicates a violation of multivariate normality (c.r. = 17.05), the sig-

nificance test of the c2 might be affected.10 Therefore, the Bollen–Stine bootstrap has 

been applied “to correct for the standard error and fit statistic bias [. . .] due to the non-

normal data” (Enders, 2005, p. 620). The model fit was assessed using c2/df, the compar-

ative fit index (CFI), the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA), and the 

standardized root mean residual (SRMR). In general, a value of 2.0 or lower for c2/df, a 

value of .90 or higher for the CFI, a value of .08 or lower for the RMSEA, and a value of 

.10 or lower for the SRMR are said to indicate adequate fit (Premkumar & King, 1994; 

Hu & Bentler, 1999; Weston & Gore, 2006). To specifically test the hypothesized medi-

ating effects, this study follows the SEM approach as suggested by MacKinnon, Lock-

                                                             
9 Two items of the FCC scale have been eliminated due to violation of univariate normality. 
10 Bentler (2005) suggests a multivariate c.r. value of > 5.00 to be indicative of non-normally distributed 
data. However, it is noteworthy that statistical tests intended to detect violation of multivariate normality, 
such as the Mardia (1970) test, are limited by the fact that slight departures from normality could be statis-
tically significant in a large sample (n = >200) and, therefore, should be interpreted with caution (Kline, 
2005). 
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wood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets (2002) and James, Mulaik, and Brett (2006), and re-

cently applied by Wang (2008) and Kollmann and Stöckmann (2014) in the EO context. 

For a more rigorous test, I also conducted bootstrap analysis as suggested by Shrout and 

Bolger (2002) and Zhao, Lynch, and Chen (2010) to clarify the statistical significance of 

the mediating effects. This method has also recently been applied by Schneider, Ehrhart, 

Mayer, Saltz, and Niles-Jolly (2005) and Kollmann and Stöckmann (2014). Furthermore, 

I conducted multigroup analysis to control for a potential effect of generational involve-

ment on the hypothesized relationships. 

4.4.1 Measurement model 

For a first step in creating a valid measurement model bespoke to the context of 

the study, I used EFA to uncover the theorized constructs or create more meaningful con-

structs in relation to my data. As both the EO and FCC construct have withstood vigorous 

testing of their properties in terms of validity and reliability, a robust factor structure for 

each construct has been identified through EFA. For EO, the theorized three-factor model 

was uncovered, and for FCC, the eight items that have been utilized loaded on a single 

factor, thus also confirming the theorized measure. LTO and SCL, by contrast, represent 

rather novel measures. Consequently, EFA displayed more complex factor structures for 

these constructs which required conceptual modifications to be made. Following Hair, 

Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1995), I used a cutoff point of <.30 for loadings to remove 

items which did not significantly load onto a factor, and also removed cross-loaded fac-

tors. Applying these criteria, three items of the futurity dimension and one item of the 

continuity dimension had to be eliminated in order to create a robust three-factor model 

for LTO. For the SCL construct, two dimensions (use of personal power and involvement 

orientation) of the original scale developed by Neubaum et al. (2017) had to be removed, 

along with one item of the organizational identification dimension. In turn, the dimension 

of shared vision developed by Sinkula et al. (1997) was added to the SCL construct, thus 

resulting in a robust five-factor structure. 

The second stage of measurement validation requires the application of CFA, es-

pecially to validate the newly formed constructs of LTO and SCL. All items showed sat-

isfying factor loadings. Therefore, no further items had to be removed from the measure-

ment model. Using the model fit indexes illustrated above, the analysis shows that the 

proposed multifactor measurement model adequately fits the data: c2 = 929.009, df = 672, 

Bollen-Stine bootstrap p-value = .09, c2/df = 1.382, CFI = .933, RMSEA: .043, SRMR = 
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.058. Once the overall CFA model has been accepted, each construct is evaluated sepa-

rately by assessing the psychometric properties. Reliability was examined by assessing 

both Cronbach’s alpha (Peter, 1979) and composite reliability (CR; Fornell & Larcker, 

1981). All constructs show satisfying Cronbach’s alpha and CR values of above .60 (Hair, 

Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). Convergent validity was assessed by using 

the average variance extracted (AVE; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). All the AVEs for first-

order factors used in this study were above .40. Furthermore, I verified that for each latent 

variable, the AVE by its measure is larger than the maximum shared variance (MSV) with 

any other latent variable (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). At the same time, no interfactor cor-

relation is above the critical level of .65 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) and the square root 

of the AVE of each latent variable is larger than its correlation with any other latent var-

iable, thus showing evidence for discriminant validity. The results of the measurement 

analysis are displayed in Table 18. 

As I collected data for dependent and independent variables from identical inform-

ants using a single survey instrument, I controlled for common method bias (Organ & 

Greene, 1981). In line with Podsakoff and Organ (1986) and Podsakoff et al. (2003), I 

conducted Harman’s single-factor test to first asses the possibility of common influence 

across all responses. All items included in the measurement model were entered into an 

EFA and multiple factors emerged, but no single factor accounted for the majority of the 

variance in the measures. Of the eleven factors that are identified, the main factor ac-

counted for only 20.49% of the total variance. This suggests that a mono-method is un-

likely, and that the study’s data can be accepted as valid (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). 

Furthermore, I performed CFA to identify and isolate potential method effects (Podsakoff 

et al., 2003). Each of the 40 items underlying the latent variables are also represented as 

an indicator of a large common variance factor in the CFA model. The analysis shows 

that the proposed multifactor measurement model displays improved model fit when 

compared to the common variance factor model (c2 = 3279.398, df = 777, Bollen-Stine 

bootstrap p-value = .000, c2/df = 4.221, CFI = .349, RMSEA: .125, SRMR = 1.523). 

Consequently, common method bias is not an issue in this study.



    

Table 18. Descriptive statistics, reliability, and validity tests 

 Mean SD Cr. α AVE MSV CR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Innovativeness 2.94 1.10 .81 .60 .27 .82 (.78)            
2. Proactiveness 3.58 .87 .80 .57 .31 .80 .52 (.75)           
3. Risk taking 2.94 .84 .79 .55 .31 .79 .42 .55 (.74)          
4. Continuity 4.18 .67 .70 .51 .27 .75 -.00 -.06 -.09 (.72)         
5. Futurity 3.91 .76 .61 .45 .32 .62 -.02 .15 .02 .52 (.67)        
6. Perseverance 4.19 .65 .83 .62 .32 .83 .12 .04 -.03 .52 .57 (.79)       
7. Organizational identification 4.47 .59 .63 .50 .34 .65 .18 .31 .12 .27 .53 .37 (.70)      
8. Low power distance 4.09 .67 .69 .43 .31 .69 .27 .32 .14 .16 .26 .26 .56 (.65)     
9. Collectivism 4.18 .64 .81 .62 .40 .83 .04 .21 .09 .38 .41 .29 .58 .40 (.79)    
10. Intrinsic motivation 3.62 .71 .90 .76 .39 .90 -.08 .03 .06 .24 .38 .30 .53 .39 .51 (.87)   
11. Shared vision 3.59 .70 .86 .61 .40 .86 .02 .12 .08 .30 .46 .43 .57 .45 .63 .62 (.78)  
12. Family commitment culture 4.53 .60 .90 .53 .08 .90 .03 .09 .08 .19 .27 .18 .23 .15 .29 .08 .17 (.73) 

 

 

124 



 
   125 

4.4.2 SEM model: Hypotheses testing 

The SEM model in this study, consisting of four latent constructs (i.e., FCC, LTO, 

SCL, and EO) and representing a two-step mediation model, resulted in an adequate fit 

and the model fit indexes were: c2 = 990.936, df = 721, Bollen-Stine bootstrap p-value = 

.08, c2/df = 1.374, CFI = .930, RMSEA: .043, SRMR = .066. As a necessary condition 

for two-step mediation, FCC positively influences LTO (a1 = .29, p < .01), LTO is posi-

tively associated with SCL (a3 = .63, p < .001), and SCL is positively associated with EO 

(b2 = .32, p < .05). The results of the significance tests of the indirect effects derived from 

applying bootstrap analysis with k = 5,000, bias corrected, and a 95% confidence interval 

(Shrout & Bolger, 2002; Zhao et al., 2010) underline the idea of two-step mediation as 

well. Both the effect of FCC on SCL through LTO (a1 x a3 = .17, p < .01) and the effect 

of LTO on EO through SCL (a3 x b2 = .22, p < .05) are significant. Moreover, the direct 

effects between FCC and SCL (a2 = .07, n.s.), FCC and EO (c’ = .07, n.s.), and LTO and 

EO (b1 = -.19, n.s.) are not significant, which provides evidence for the proposed complete 

mediation structure. Against this background, all hypotheses, H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5, 

are supported. Figure 9 presents the results of the SEM model. 

Figure 9. SEM model’s results 

 

n = 208, *p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001. Standardized parameter estimates. Simplified version of the 
actual model. 
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4.4.3 Results of control variable 

To verify the stability of the hypothesized multi-layer culture model, this study 

used a multigroup analysis to test if there are any differences in the hypothesized rela-

tionships across two generic types of FBs: single-generation (n = 72) and multi-genera-

tion (n = 136) family firms. I used Anderson and Gerbing’s (1982) c2 difference test to 

evaluate if the differences are statistically significant across groups. First, the uncon-

strained model (where all paths were allowed to vary freely across groups) was tested and 

resulted in c2 = 1995.007, df = 1442. Second, seven constrained models were tested and 

compared with this unconstrained model. Model A (where only the path of FCC to LTO 

is specified as equal across groups) resulted in c2 = 1997.079, df = 1443. Model B (where 

only the path of LTO to SCL is specified as equal across groups) resulted in c2 = 

1995.462, df = 1443. Model C (where only the path of SCL to EO is specified as equal 

across groups) resulted in c2 = 1995.007, df = 1443. Model D (where both the paths of 

FCC to LTO and LTO to SCL are specified as equal across groups) resulted in c2 = 

1997.345, df = 1444. Model E (where both the paths of FCC to LTO and SCL to EO are 

specified as equal across groups) resulted in c2 = 1997.345, df = 1444. Model F (where 

both the paths of LTO to SCL and SCL to EO are specified as equal across groups) re-

sulted in c2 = 1995.463, df = 1444. Model G (where all the paths are specified as equal 

across groups) resulted in c2 = 1997.345, df = 1445. The c2 of each constrained model 

was not significantly higher than the unconstrained model, indicating there was no differ-

ence in the hypothesized relationships across single- and multi-generation family firms. 

The results of the multigroup analysis are reported in Table 19. 
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Table 19. Results of multigroup analysis by generational involvement 

 c2 df ∆ c2 ∆ df Statistical 
significance 

Unconstrained model 1995.007 1442 - - - 
Constrained model A: The path of FCC to LTO is speci-

fied as equal across groups 1997.079 1443 2.072 1 n.s. 

Constrained model B: The path of LTO to SCL is specified 
as equal across groups 1995.462 1443 .455 1 n.s. 

Constrained model C: The path of SCL to EO is specified 
as equal across groups 1995.007 1443 .000 1 n.s. 

Constrained model D: The paths of FCC to LTO and LTO 
to SCL are specified as equal across groups 1997.345 1444 2.338 2 n.s. 

Constrained model E: The paths of FCC to LTO and SCL 
to EO are specified as equal across groups 1997.079 1444 2.072 2 n.s. 

Constrained model F: The paths of LTO to SCL and SCL 
to EO are specified as equal across groups 1995.463 1444 .456 2 n.s. 

Constrained model G: All the above paths are fixed as 
equal across groups 1997.345 1445 2.338 3 n.s. 

n = 208; including 72 single-generation family firms, and 136 multi-generation family firms. 
∆ c2: difference in c2 value between models; ∆ df: difference in the number of degrees of freedom; n.s.: nonsignificant. 

EO: entrepreneurial orientation; LTO: long-term orientation; SCL: stewardship climate; FCC: family commitment 
culture. 

4.5 Discussion 

The findings of this study are an important contribution to the literature on EO in 

family firms. As, to date, research is undecided on why some FBs are able to preserve 

their entrepreneurial capacity while others are not, this study provides a better understand-

ing of the organizational-level processes through which EO can flourish in family firms. 

Challenging the suggestion that family characteristics are satisfactory to understand the 

heterogeneity of family firms in terms of EO, the article moves beyond variables such as 

family involvement, ownership, and governance, and rather finds a way to access the 

sociocultural mechanisms of FBs by integrating FCC, LTO, and SCL into a multi-layer 

culture model in the tradition of Schein (2017). The results of the SEM model support the 

theorized two-step mediation process, indicating that FCC, as a family-level value orien-

tation, reflected by the degree to which a family feels loyalty and pride toward the busi-

ness and strives for an intimate connection between family and business, can stimulate 

EO only when it nurtures a culture characterized by LTO and SCL throughout the organ-

ization. 

4.5.1 Implications 

The study’s findings extend a number of insights that have been generated by prior 

studies in the field. First, the question of whether the intimate connection between family 

and business may foster or hinder EO has been a major focus of prior research. Yet to 
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date, results are mixed. For instance, while Zahra (2005) and Casillas and Moreno (2010) 

suggest that family involvement positively influences EO, Bauwereaerts and Colot (2017) 

found that EO declines beyond moderate levels of family involvement. Similarly, schol-

ars have discussed the importance of commitment among family members and the role 

each plays in stimulating family firm performance (Corbetta & Salvato, 2004) and stra-

tegic flexibility (Zahra et al., 2008). Intending to bridge the gap between family-level 

characteristics and firm-level EO, this study adds to the list of potential advantages of 

family firms by illustrating how organizational culture mechanisms, reflected by LTO 

and SCL, operate between the FCC-EO link to explain how a strong commitment of the 

family toward the business can stimulate entrepreneurship. As such, the study’s results 

point to EO as a result of collective efforts of both family and nonfamily organizational 

members. 

Second, there is a recent debate in the field on whether LTO and EO are funda-

mentally opposed to one another or if they can be generally compatible. Due to a tendency 

to preserve family rituals, tradition, and wealth, and create cross-generational stability 

(Lumpkin, Martin, & Vaughn, 2008), LTO may tend to make FBs more conservative, 

less flexible, and adverse to change, leading to greater caution and conservative decision-

making processes (Hall et al., 2001; Schulze, Lubatkin, & Dino, 2002; Short et al., 2009; 

Gentry, Dibrell, & Kim, 2016). On the other hand, a growing body of research indicates 

that LTO is associated with stronger performance of FBs, making it a key source of com-

petitive advantage (e.g., McConaughy, Matthews, & Fialko, 2001; Chrisman, Chua, & 

Steier, 2002; Zahra, 2003; Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005; 

Martinez, Stöhr, & Quiroga, 2007). For instance, LTO could make a firm more tolerant 

for experimentation (innovativeness), encourage pioneering and anticipation of future 

trends and technologies (proactiveness), and allow time to reduce uncertainty before act-

ing (risk taking) (Lumpkin et al., 2010). This study supports the latter view and sheds 

new light upon the LTO-EO link as it argues that LTO, reflected by a dominant coalition’s 

preference for futurity, continuity, and perseverance, does not directly influence EO. Ra-

ther, a climate of collective stewardship has to be cultivated throughout the organization 

to exploit the potential of LTO as a source of competitive advantage for FBs. 

Third, a limited number of prior works has investigated how stewardship tenden-

cies may influence EO in family firms (e.g., Eddleston et al., 2012; Pittino, Martínez, 

Chirico, & Galván, 2018). For instance, Eddleston et al. (2012) conceptualized a stew-

ardship culture reflected by employee human capital, comprehensive strategic decision 
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making, participative government, and LTO, and found a positive direct link between 

LTO and EO. While these insights are contrary to the results of this study’s SEM model, 

the substantial differences in terms of the operationalization of these variables ought to 

be considered, especially with regard to the question of whether LTO and stewardship are 

separate but related concepts. 

Fourth, from a multigroup analysis, this study shows that generational involve-

ment does not influence the links included in this study’s model. Whereas Cherchem 

(2017) argues that FB culture evolves and varies across generations, and that therefore 

generational involvement can influence the culture-EO link, the findings of my study 

suggest that both single- and multi-generation family firms may benefit from an intimate 

connection between family and business as well as an organizational culture characterized 

by long-term priorities and stewardship tendencies. This provides evidence for the ro-

bustness of the conceptualized multi-layer culture model as it indicates that the proposed 

two-step mediation process stimulates EO at various stages of a family firm’s life cycle. 

As such, the study’s results challenge the suggestion of Le Breton-Miller, Miller, and 

Bares (2015) that EO is positively related to the presence of a founder but negatively 

related to involvement of later family generations in management. 

Fifth, while Schein’s (2017) conceptualization of culture as a family of concepts 

that manifest at multiple layers is one of the most referred to, efforts to use this as a 

specific theoretical lens in empirical research are scarce. Rather, the majority of scholars 

relied on instruments like the competing values framework (Cameron & Quinn, 2006) to 

explore the link between generic types of organizational cultures and EO (e.g., Brettel et 

al., 2015; Cherchem, 2017). This study adds to the literature on EO in family firms by 

moving beyond the understanding of culture as a robust generic concept which runs in 

danger of oversimplifying its complexity as a multi-level social phenomenon. Rather, in-

tending to capture the uniqueness and full richness of the FB context, the article follows 

Schein’s (2017, p. 8f.) suggestion that “we must avoid the superficial models of culture 

and build on the deeper, more complex anthropological models.” 

4.5.2 Limitations and research avenues 

Although this study gained several valuable insights, some limitations and avenues 

for further research exist. First, the study’s empirical setup is within the specific national 

context of Germany, which may be a factor limiting the generalizability of the results. 

For future research, it could be interesting to verify the findings within other national 
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contexts or conduct comparative studies with a cross-country analysis. As Fayolle, Basso, 

and Bouchard (2010) note, the differences between the cultures of nations could be a 

distinct influential factor of EO. Second, while the conceptualized FB culture has been 

found to be supportive of EO, we do not know whether EO positively influences the per-

formance of the FBs in my sample. Although a number of prior studies provided evidence 

for a positive EO-performance link (Rauch et al., 2009), this remains an avenue for further 

research in the field, as this link may not be as clear in the FB context (Schepers, Voor-

deckers, Steijvers, & Laveren, 2014). Third, I operationalized EO, LTO, and SCL in terms 

of multidimensional reflective second-order constructs. While for EO, this approach has 

been suggested to be best suited when seeking to capture Miller’s (1983) and Covin and 

Slevin’s (1989) original definition of EO as a strategic posture (George & Marino, 2011), 

the constructs employed for LTO and SCL represent rather novel measures and thus may 

need further refinement. Fourth, I relied on a single informant approach for the collection 

of my data. Although the cognitive maps of top managers are considered to represent the 

essential aspects of all members of the organization (Lyles & Schwenk, 1992) and several 

tests indicated that common method bias is not a serious issue in this study, future re-

search might consider collecting data from multiple respondents, or getting responses 

from members at different levels within the family firm. 

4.6 Conclusions 

The present study contributes to the question of how a strong commitment of the 

family toward the business can create an organizational environment where EO flour-

ishes. By integrating FCC, LTO, and SCL into a multi-layer culture model that cuts across 

analytical levels of family and business, the findings indicate that high levels of FCC 

foster EO only when a culture characterized by LTO and SCL is nurtured throughout the 

organization. Specifically, as theorized for the two-step mediation process, LTO mediates 

the FCC-SCL link, and LTO fosters EO only when passing through SCL. The model is 

applicable to both single- and multi-generation family firms, indicating that LTO and 

SCL, operating as organizational culture mechanisms in family firms, enable keeping the 

entrepreneurial spirit alive even when later generations are involved. 



 
   131 

Appendix 4-A. Measures used in this study 

Entrepreneurial orientation (EO construct) 
Innovativeness 

In general, the top managers of my firm favor… 
1. A strong emphasis on the marketing of tried and true products or services (left anchor, coded 1);  

a strong emphasis on R&D, technological leadership, and innovations (right anchor, coded 5) 
How many new lines of products or services has your firm marketed in the past 5 years? 
2. No new lines of products or services (left anchor, coded 1); very many new lines of products or services 

(right anchor, coded 5) 
3. Changes in product or service lines have been mostly of a minor nature (left anchor, coded 1); changes in 

product or service lines have usually been quite dramatic (right anchor, coded 5) 
Proactiveness 

In dealing with its competitors, my firm… 
1. Typically responds to actions which competitors initiate (left anchor, coded 1); changes in product or service 

lines have usually been quite dramatic (right anchor, coded 5) 
2. Is very seldom the first business to introduce new products/services, administrative techniques, operating 

techniques etc. (left anchor, coded 1); is very often the first business to introduce new products/services, ad-
ministrative techniques, operating techniques etc. (right anchor, coded 5) 

In general, the top managers of my firm have… 
3. A strong tendency to “follow the leader” in introducing new products or ideas (left anchor, coded 1); a strong 

tendency to be ahead of other competitors in introducing novel ideas or products (right anchor, coded 5) 
Risk taking 

In general, the top managers of my firm have… 
1. A strong proclivity for low-risk projects (with normal and certain rates of return) (left anchor, coded 1); a 

strong proclivity for high-risk projects (with chances of very high returns) (right anchor, coded 5) 
In general, the top managers of my firm believe that… 
2. Owing to the nature of the environment, it is best to explore it gradually via careful, incremental behavior 

(left anchor, coded 1); owing to the nature of the environment, bold, wide-ranging acts are necessary to 
achieve the firm's objectives (right anchor, coded 5) 

When confronted with decision-making situations involving uncertainty, my firm… 
3. Typically adopts a cautious, 'wait-and-see' posture in order to minimize the probability of making costly deci-

sions (left anchor, coded 1); typically adopts a bold, aggressive posture in order to maximize the probability of 
exploiting potential opportunities (right anchor, coded 5) 

Family commitment culture (FCC construct) 
(five-point Likert scale – 1 representing “not at all” to 5 representing “to an extreme extent”) 
To what extent do you agree with the following? 

1. The family feels loyalty to the family business.* 
2. The family is proud to tell others that they are part of the family business. 
3. The family agrees with the family business goals, plans, and policies. 
4. The family really cares about the fate of the family business.* 
5. There is so much to be gained by participating with the family business on a long-term basis. 
6. The family supports the family business in discussion with friends, employees, and other family members. 
7. Family and business share similar values. 
8. The family members share similar values. 
9. The family members are willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected to help the 

family  
business be successful. 

10. The family has influence on the business. 

*Item has been eliminated due to violation of univariate normality. 
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Appendix 4-A. (continued) 

Long-term orientation (LTO construct) 
(five-point Likert scale – 1 representing “not at all” to 5 representing “to an extreme extent”) 

Futurity 
To what extent do you agree with the following? 
1. Forecasting and evaluating the long-range consequences is valuable for the firm. 
2. The management in our firm focuses in particular on long-term profitability. 
3. Long-term goals have priority over short-term goals among our management.* 
4. The management in our firm invests deeply into the long-term development of employees.* 
5. The management in our firm emphasizes long-term investments.* 

Continuity 
To what extent do you agree with the following? 
1. The management in our firm values decisions and actions that are long lasting.* 
2. The management in our firm values a strong link to the past/ the firm’s history. 
3. The management in our firm values constancy to pursue an enduring mission. 
4. Preserving reputations for the longevity of the business is important to our management. 

Perseverance 
To what extent do you agree with the following? 
1. The management in our firm beliefs that efforts made today will be valuable in the future. 
2. The management in our firm demonstrates patience for future rewards. 
3. Persistence is important to our management. 

Stewardship climate (SCL construct) 
(five-point Likert scale – 1 representing “not at all” to 5 representing “to an extreme extent”) 

Organizational identification 
To what extent do the following statements reflect the beliefs of the employees of your company? 
1. The company’s successes are the employees’ successes. 
2. When someone praises the company, it feels like a personal compliment. 
3. Employees feel a sense of “ownership” for this organization rather than just being an employee.* 

Collectivism 
To what extent do the following statements reflect the beliefs of the employees of your company? 
1. Cooperation among team members usually helps solve problems. 
2. Team-based work provides the best work performance. 
3. Teamwork is central to an effective organization. 

Low power distance 
To what extent do you agree with the following statements about managerial decision-making behaviors in your 
company? 
1. Managers make most decisions without consulting subordinates. (reverse coded) 
2. Managers frequently use authority and power when dealing with subordinates. (reverse coded) 
3. Managers do not delegate important tasks to employees. (reverse coded) 

Shared vision 
To what extent do you agree with the following? 
1. There is a commonality of purpose in my organization. 
2. There is a total agreement on our organizational vision across all levels, functions and divisions. 
3. All employees are committed to the goals of this organization. 
4. Employees view themselves as partners in charting the direction of the organization. 

Intrinsic motivation 
To what extent are employees in your organization satisfied with various facets of their job? 
1. The extent that supervisors express appreciation to subordinates. 
2. The extent that supervisors give credit to subordinates for their work. 
3. The extent that supervisors give praise to employees for good job performance. 

*Item has been eliminated due to low factor loading during exploratory factor analysis. 
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5 Discussion and conclusions 

In this thesis, I present three studies which investigate the relationship between 

OC and CE from different angles and with different priorities, each striving to shed light 

upon the two overarching research questions: 

1) What are the dominant cultural patterns of family firms that create an organ-

izational environment where CE flourishes? 

2) How exactly do these cultural patterns operate and interact in the process of 

stimulating CE? 

In this section, I conclude this thesis briefly by summarizing the results and con-

tributions of each study, and also illustrate the contribution of this thesis as a whole. Based 

on the central findings of the three studies, I then discuss research avenues that seem 

promising to gain a better understanding of the OC-CE relationship in the future. 

5.1 Summary of results and contributions 

Implementing a strategic posture toward entrepreneurship has been identified as 

being both a key competitive advantage and a major challenge for mature enterprises. 

Building on the suggestion that CE is able to enhance firm performance (Rauch et al., 

2009), the goal of this thesis is to investigate which and how specific patterns of OC can 

be supportive of CE. In doing so, it employs different methods, organizational contexts, 

and conceptual models related to this holistic research topic. 

Chapter 2 presents a comprehensive analysis of the diverse theoretical predictions and 

empirical findings that characterize the investigation of the OC-CE relationship in prior 

research. The study includes both conceptual and empirical papers that examined the link 

between cultural mechanisms and different facets of CE, such as CV, EO, and strategic 

renewal, and considers multiple organizational contexts. As such, it seeks to create a ho-

listic understanding of the current state of knowledge that may serve as a useful starting 

point for further research on the topic. Drawing on the method of structured literature 

review and realist synthesis, I identified 46 relevant papers through a systematic search 

in two databases, extracted the specific cultural mechanisms that have been empirically 

found or conceptually argued to nurture CE, and synthesized the extracted data into an 

explicit conceptual framework. By integrating both a technical (eight generic OC dimen-

sions conceptualized by Detert et al., 2000) and a practical (two basic layers of culture as 
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conceptualized by Schein, 2017) perspective, the framework enables moving beyond the 

abstract nature that characterizes OC and creating an in-depth understanding of the spe-

cific cultural patterns that nurture CE. 

Specifically, the study shows that, within each of the eight generic OC dimensions, 

there are explicit patterns that manifest at different cultural layers (i.e., assumptions, val-

ues, artifacts, and climates) that have been found to stimulate entrepreneurship in mature 

enterprises. For instance, it is not a change orientation (located at the right end of the OC 

dimension ‘stability vs. change’) itself that is able to support CE. Rather, within this OC 

dimension, it is the underlying values, such as a commitment to learning, tolerance of risk 

and failure, and an open-mindedness, in interaction with explicit new knowledge creation 

and continuous experimentation that stimulate CE. Similarly, an emphasis on shared con-

trol and coordination manifests in an open communication climate, loose control systems, 

and participative government, thus positively affecting a firm-level competitive orienta-

tion toward entrepreneurship. 

However, based on the synthesis conducted in this study, I identify several limita-

tions that characterize the current state of knowledge and thus illuminate promising ave-

nues for future research. Among those avenues, there are two that explicitly motivated 

my further studies on the topic. First, I encourage research to adopt a realist perspective 

and make use of qualitative approaches to expand the understanding of the underlying 

cause of the OC-CE relationship. In this thesis, I followed this avenue by conducting an 

interpretivist single case study in chapter 3. Second, I urged research to contribute to 

predictive validity by carrying out more positive and quantitative-oriented studies inves-

tigating the OC-CE relationship within specific contexts, such as family firms. This ave-

nue has been followed in chapter 4, thereby also building on the qualitative insights that 

have been generated in chapter 3. 

Chapter 3 presents an interpretivist single case study (Stake, 2005; Gioia et al., 2012; 

Leppäaho et al., 2016) that seeks to unravel the complexity and inherent social processes 

of OC in family firms, and to offer a deeply contextualized and real-life perspective on 

the phenomenon. Adopting a multi-layer theory of culture as interpretive framework 

(Schein, 2017), it explores the unique OC mechanisms that operate between family-level 

values and firm-level EO in a German family firm owned and managed in second gener-

ation. From a qualitative content analysis of both archival data and ethnographic inter-
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view data, the study enables the lived experiences and subjective perspectives of the in-

formants to be captured, thus illustrating, in rich detail, how the specific cultural concepts 

that derive from the unique FB context stimulate EO in the firm. As the study builds upon 

two existing concepts (i.e., EO and OC) and, at the same time, seeks to create a new way 

of understanding the essence of OC and the OC-EO link in family firms, the research 

approach is partly deductive (theory inspired) and partly inductive (data inspired). 

 Guided by the question of how the dominant OC mechanisms of family firms can 

transform family-level values into high levels of EO, the findings of the study provide in-

depth insights into two key aspects. First, I illustrate the dominant cultural concepts that 

emerged from the data and manifest at different layers (Schein, 2017) and levels of anal-

ysis. At the family level, altruism and preservation have been identified as being the most 

dominant value orientations shared among the key family members. As a result, the cul-

tural substance of the firm, consisting of long-term-oriented and involvement-oriented 

values, is formed by both the dominant family members and the firm’s nonfamily domi-

nant coalition. At the most salient cultural layer, a psychological safety climate and an 

empowerment climate became evident, representing the way organizational members per-

ceive and experience the social interaction between leaders and followers when con-

cerned with entrepreneurial projects. Second, these patterns are then brought in motion 

by presenting a grounded model that illustrates links among the concepts and the specific 

underlying processes that emerged from the data. Ultimately, the model shows a top-

down process of cultural transmission, in which members of the family and the firm’s 

nonfamily dominant coalition both form the cultural substance of the firm and transfer 

this substance into the more salient organizational climates. Specifically, I identified the 

forming of a ‘quasi-family’, servant leadership behaviors of both the second-generation 

owner-manager and nonfamily managers, the written self-image of the firm, and value-

based recruitment principles of managers as dominant processes of cultural transmission. 

 The insights that have been generated with inductive and interpretivist logic elab-

orate the adolescent theory on EO in family firms. Particularly, the study provides evi-

dence for the presence of EO in a second-generation family firm, indicating that FBs can 

preserve their entrepreneurial capacity across generations. By moving beyond formal 

characteristics and resources of FBs, such as CEO tenure and age, family ownership and 

governance, it offers a more holistic account and demonstrates that those characteristics 

can trigger OC mechanisms that effectively stimulate EO. Furthermore, the dominant cul-

tural concepts identified show several links to widely recognized FB theories, such as 
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long-term orientation and stewardship. The study thus also adds to these theories and 

shows that the concept of OC can be used effectively as a theoretical lens to further deci-

pher unique FB phenomena at multiple cultural layers. 

Chapter 4 presents a positivist, quantitative-oriented study that analyzes data from 208 

German family firms to investigate how the cultures of family firms are able to transfer 

the intimate connection between family and business into high levels of EO. Specifically, 

drawing on the insights that have been generated in chapter 3, it bridges the gap between 

family commitment and firm-level EO by considering long-term orientation and steward-

ship climate as organizational mechanisms operating in a multi-layer culture model. 

While the current literature is rather simplistic in viewing family-level characteristics as 

either fostering or hindering EO, the study conceptualizes a two-step mediation model 

that offers a way to explain the ‘How’ in the process of stimulating EO in family firms. 

Consistent with the multi-layer theory of Schein (2017), the causal chain in the model is 

hypothesized to be from values through climate to strategic posture, so that long-term 

orientation and stewardship climate should represent effective organizational mediators 

that explain the relationship between family commitment and EO. 

 To test the hypotheses, I conducted an online survey addressing the CEOs and 

owners of mature German family firms across different industries. The data of the 208 

firms who provided full responses and classified themselves as being a family firm were 

then analyzed by factor analytical procedures and covariance-based structural equation 

modeling with the statistical software AMOS 25.0. The results support the hypothesized 

relationships, suggesting that a strong family commitment toward the business stimulates 

EO only when passing through long-term-oriented priorities among the firm’s dominant 

coalition and an organization-wide stewardship climate. Furthermore, results of multi-

group analysis show no differences in the relationships across two generic types of family 

firms (i.e., single-generation and multi-generation family firms), thus providing evidence 

for the stability of the multiple-layer culture model at various stages of an FB’s life cycle 

and challenging the assumption that EO is positively related to the presence of a founder 

but negatively related to involvement of later generations in management. 

 As there is an ongoing debate in the field on the heterogeneity of family firms in 

terms of EO, this study adds to the literature by creating a better understanding of why 

some family firms are able to stimulate EO while others are not. Specifically, motivated 

by the belief that it is not the family system itself that may lead to a competitive advantage 
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but rather its interaction with the business system, the study’s findings show that a strong 

family commitment can foster EO only when triggering OC mechanisms of long-term-

orientation and stewardship climate throughout the organization. In this respect, as entre-

preneurial activities are the result of collective organizational efforts, it is only the varia-

ble at the most salient layer of culture (i.e., stewardship climate) that has an immediate 

positive effect on EO in family firms. Consequently, long-term-oriented values among a 

family firm’s dominant coalition are only capable of stimulating EO when passing 

through an organizational climate characterized by a shared vision, organizational iden-

tification, collectivism, low power distance, and intrinsic motivation. Similarly, in line 

with Schein’s (2017) theory of different cultural layers, the shared values at the family 

level of analysis, which include a strong commitment to the firm and an overlap between 

family and business values, do only positively affect the presence of a stewardship climate 

when passing through long-term oriented values. The results of the two-step mediation 

model of the study thus extend the literature on OC (e.g., Cherchem, 2017), family com-

mitment (e.g., Astrachan et al., 2002; Zahra et al., 2008), long-term orientation (e.g., 

Brigham et al., 2014), stewardship climate (e.g., Neubaum et al., 2017), and EO (e.g., 

Zahra et al., 2004; Eddleston et al., 2012) in family firms. 

With regard to this thesis’ goal to investigate how OC can stimulate entrepreneur-

ship in mature FBs, I contribute to the literature in two specific ways. First, the thesis lays 

an important groundwork for making OC as a root metaphor (as embodied in the notion 

that organizations are cultures; Smircich, 1983) accessible for both CE and FB research. 

Adopting OC as a family of concepts with different patterns that manifest in cultural sub-

stance and forms (Schein, 2017) at both the family and business level allows for a better 

understanding of culture as a result of complex social interaction within an organization. 

Although the majority of cultural studies refer to Schein’s (2017) conceptualization, ac-

tual application of the author’s core ideas in empirical research is scarce. Rather, most 

scholars adopted a resource-based view of culture (consistent with the view that organi-

zations have cultures; Smircich, 1983), arguing that OC represents a manageable variable 

and strategic resource for competitive advantage (Adiguna, 2015), something a firm can 

use and manipulate intentionally to promote entrepreneurship (e.g., Zahra et al., 2004; 

Brettel et al., 2015; Cherchem, 2017). While this view seems beneficial for managerial 

practice because research is able to provide managers with prescriptions of pro-entrepre-

neurship OC configurations, it leaves much of the essence of culture unclear. For instance, 
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the widely used competing values framework developed by Cameron & Quinn (2006) 

offers four generic culture types based on two dimensions (stability vs. change, internal 

vs. external orientation) and its operationalization includes items that pay attention to 

aspects like structure, strategic orientation, and leadership. Although, eventually, all those 

aspects are linked to culture and the framework incorporates a brought range of organi-

zational phenomena, it falls short of capturing aspects of social interaction within a spe-

cific context, thus leaving us with the questions: Where does the culture actually come 

from? Through which processes is it formed and maintained? And how does the deeply 

embedded cultural substance interact with the more salient cultural forms? By moving 

beyond an instrumental perspective of OC, this thesis shows how cultural patterns that 

derive from the unique characteristics of family firms manifest at different layers and 

illustrates both the interactions between these layers and its effects on CE/EO. 

Second, the multi-layer culture approach allows for integrating adjacent FB theo-

ries into one framework as a way to investigate how the organizational architecture of 

family firms enables EO to flourish. It thus provides a novel addition to the literature on 

EO in family firms by considering multiple theoretical perspectives and illustrating how 

an OC based on family values and commitment can effectively support entrepreneurial 

behaviors and activities. Particularly, the approaches adopted in chapters 3 and 4, that is, 

the combination of interpretivist case study research and positivist, quantitative-oriented 

causal analysis, represent valuable complements for offering a deeper understanding of 

the ‘How’ in the process of stimulating EO. Specifically, the conceptual model and hy-

potheses presented in chapter 4 are to a large extent motivated by what I inductively ob-

served from the analysis of the qualitative data collected in chapter 3. As it offers both a 

grounded model based on theoretical generalization (inductive/ data driven) and the as-

sessment of a conceptual model based on statistical generalization (deductive/ theory 

driven), this thesis as a whole provides a holistic and valuable work examining the link 

between OC and entrepreneurship in family firms from different perspectives. 

5.2 Avenues for future research 

The investigation of the role of OC for stimulating CE in family firms has been 

pointed out as an important stream of research (cf., López-Fernández et al., 2016; Arz, 

2017; Kuratko, 2017). Although each individual study presented in this thesis has trig-

gered its own further questions that may contribute to a better understanding of the topic, 

and those have been pointed out in the respective chapters, there are some avenues for 
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future research that flow from the thesis as a whole. Therefore, I conclude this thesis by 

suggesting three research opportunities for scholars intending to engage in the field. 

First, the empirical chapters of this thesis concentrate on investigating the effects 

of specific cultural patterns on EO in German family firms. For cultural studies to be 

useful, the results have to interpreted with respect to the specific context that has been 

chosen. In the case of this thesis, this context is Germany (national context), family firms 

(organizational context), and CE/EO (strategic context). However, drawing explicit com-

parisons between different contexts has not been in focus of this thesis (although study 3 

included family firm types, i.e., single- vs. multigenerational family firms, as a control 

variable). Therefore, in order to extend the scope of this thesis, I encourage further re-

search to conduct comparative studies at different levels of analysis. At a macro level, 

comparing OC models across different national cultures seems promising to gain a better 

understanding of whether there are significant differences in the effects of certain OC 

patterns on CE between countries. For instance, Engelen et al. (2014) compared the ef-

fects of four generic OC configurations (based on the competing values framework, Cam-

eron & Quinn, 2006) on EO between Germany and Thailand as representatives of West-

ern European and Asian national cultures, thereby examining cultural differences with 

respect to individualism and power distance. Here, considering insights from the Global 

Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) program (House et al., 

2004) may serve as a solid foundation to decide on useful national cultural contexts to 

compare. Similarly, different industries may constitute unique contexts worth comparing 

(Fayolle et al., 2010). For instance, significant differences are expectable when compar-

ing dynamic and competitive industries with relatively stable and conservative industries. 

Therefore, one could ask: Do the effects of OC on CE differ between dynamic and stable 

industries? Is there a significant moderating effect of industry type, i.e., do results differ 

between manufacturing and services industries? At a micro level, OC models could be 

compared across different types of firms, such as family vs. non-family firms. For in-

stance, Zahra et al. (2004) found that the effects of four key OC dimensions on CE are 

stronger in family than in non-family firms. Future works could strive to verify this result, 

especially for OC patterns that have been argued to be unique to FBs (cf., chapter 4). 

Finally, at the deepest level, scholars could follow the fragmentation approach of OC 

described by Martin (1992) to compare different subcultures within one firm. In the con-

text of CE, it would be beneficial to compare the dominant cultural characteristics found 

in exploration (i.e., CE) units with those observed in exploitation (i.e., administration) 
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units. However, it could be more adequate for such an approach to be located within the 

research domain of ambidexterity (cf., Turner et al., 2013). 

Second, this thesis focuses on EO as a sub-domain of the more holistic phenome-

non of CE. As such, it understands CE as a firm-level strategic posture. Although this 

perspective has been used extensively in prior research to indicate the degree to which a 

firm acts entrepreneurial (Rauch et al., 2009), other CE domains would benefit from ap-

plying OC as a theoretical lens in future research (cf., fig. 1-1). For instance, representing 

an emerging domain in the CE literature, the concept of strategic entrepreneurship calls 

for an integrative approach of strategic management and entrepreneurship to adapt to en-

vironmental change and exploit new business opportunities. As such, it views CE as being 

more than an unplanned by-product of a firm’s strategic actions (Burgelman, 1983a). Ra-

ther, for a firm to engage in CE, a firm has to show a certain level of purposefulness and 

intentionality toward entrepreneurship (Ireland et al., 2009). Scholars intending to engage 

in the field could ask: What are the specific OC patterns that support the management in 

applying creativity and entrepreneurial thinking to the development of their core strategy 

(i.e., a CE strategy)? How does OC support firms in developing an explicit vision on how 

entrepreneurial a firm strives to be (i.e., a strategy for CE)? Similarly, the domain of in-

trapreneurship would profit from a cultural perspective on the process of supporting in-

dividuals and teams to act entrepreneurial within an organizational environment charac-

terized by efficiency-oriented structures and processes. The domain therefore provides an 

opportunity to draw a stronger connection between the organizational and the individual 

level of analysis. In this respect, I encourage scholars to investigate the specific role of 

the founder in forming an OC and the challenge of keeping an entrepreneurial OC alive 

as companies grow and the founder retires. Furthermore, OC as a theoretical lens could 

be applied to the domain of corporate venturing (CV), especially to internal CV, as it 

faces the challenge of creating new business within an environment that is most likely to 

be focused on optimizing and administering existing business. In contrast to external CV, 

which focuses on investments in startups, acquisitions, and joint ventures, internal CV 

strongly relies on the degree to which the OC of a firm stimulates organizational members 

to create new business from the inside. Consequently, scholars could ask: How does OC 

support internal CV units in creating new business from the inside? Does the subculture 

of internal CV units significantly differ from the subcultures of other divisions of a firm? 

Finally, the transformational facet of CE, captured by the domain of strategic renewal, 

ought to be recognized as an interesting field of research for cultural studies. Specifically, 
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the transformation of existing business, a redefinition of a firm’s relationship with its 

markets and competitors in order to create competitive advantage (Covin & Miles, 1999), 

is likely to succeed only when there is an adequate change of the firm’s OC taking place 

to support this transformation. For instance, a retailer seeking to shift a significant part of 

its business to an e-commerce unit will benefit from adjusting its dominant organizational 

values and implementing a climate that supports organizational members in coping with 

the increased speed that comes with digital business. Furthermore, as the intention to 

transform its own business involves a difficult and highly entrepreneurial decision-mak-

ing process for mature firms, it could be an interesting task for research to identify the 

patterns of OC which support an organization in developing strategic renewal initiatives 

in the first place. In this context, open-mindedness and learning orientation (Sinkula et 

al., 1997; Real et al., 2014), willingness to change (Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Da-

yan et al., 2016), and an external orientation (Zahra et al., 2004; Brettel et al., 2015) could 

be relevant cultural aspects to consider. 

Third, the studies presented in this thesis are cross-sectional. Although this seems 

adequate for the purpose of this thesis, future research could put stronger emphasis on 

investigating the dynamics of OC at different stages of a firm’s lifecycle. Especially when 

adopting the concept of strategic renewal, research would benefit from exploring the 

changes of cultural patterns within an organizational transformation process. Further-

more, the specific dynamics of generational involvement and succession in family firms 

could play a key role in explaining how an OC is formed and revised over time, thus 

providing insight on why an FB is more entrepreneurial in one generation than in another. 

A great example is provided by Hall et al. (2001). Based on a longitudinal case study (the 

authors followed two FBs over a period of two years to observe the ongoing change pro-

cesses in real time), they argue that cultural patterns need to be questioned and changed 

on a continuous basis by both family and nonfamily members in order to support radical 

entrepreneurial change in family firms. 
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5.3 Conclusions 

In conclusion, this thesis has built on OC as a theoretical lens integrating a variety 

of both family- and business-level concepts to show how cultural patterns can stimulate 

a strategic posture toward entrepreneurship in mature family firms. As an organizational 

environment supportive of CE represents a key competitive advantage in the 21st century, 

it is of outmost importance for research to contribute to the question of why some mature 

organizations are able to stimulate innovation, proactive opportunity-recognition, and 

risk-taking behaviors, while others get stuck in ‘over-engineered’ processes, structures, 

and hierarchies, which, eventually, inhibit them to act entrepreneurial. This thesis has 

demonstrated that, although the concept of OC remains an abstraction and a rather frag-

mented field of research, this so called ‘software’ component of an organizational archi-

tecture can be employed as a useful framework to investigate the antecedents of CE. 
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Appendix I: Survey data on organizational culture and entrepreneurial  
orientation in German family firms11 

  

This data article describes a dataset of 208 cases representing assessments of en-

trepreneurial orientation and organizational culture variables obtained from a web-based 

survey addressing owners and/or CEOs of German family firms. It includes data on five 

dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation (innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking, au-

tonomy, competitive aggressiveness), three dimensions of long-term orientation (futurity, 

perseverance, continuity), six dimensions of stewardship climate (organizational identi-

fication, collectivist orientation, power distance, involvement orientation, use of personal 

power, intrinsic motivation), three dimensions of learning orientation (commitment to 

learning, shared vision, open-mindedness), willingness to change, error management cul-

ture, and family commitment culture. Additionally, firm-level attributes (e.g., industry, 

age, size) and top management-level characteristics (e.g., generational involvement, in-

volvement of the founder) are included. 

Data is available either as comma-separated values (CSV) (.csv) or in the statisti-

cal data format provided by the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (.sav). 

The Word file included in the supplementary material contains the full phrasing of the 

survey items. 

                                                             
11 This data article is published under an open access license. The original publication Arz & Kuckertz 
(2019) appeared in: Data in Brief, Vol. 24, 103827, which can be found at the following address: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dib.2019.103827. 
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Specifications Table 

Subject area Strategy and Management 
More specific subject 
area 

Family Firms, Entrepreneurial Orientation, Organizational Culture 

Type of data Comma-separated Values (CSV) (.csv) and Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) (.sav) 

How data was acquired Web-based survey 
Data format Raw, filtered, and partially analyzed 
Experimental factors Raw data obtained from a web-based survey addressing owners and 

CEOs of German family firms; incomplete cases are eliminated. 
Experimental features Measures include entrepreneurial orientation, family commitment 

culture, long-term orientation, stewardship climate, learning orienta-
tion, willingness to change, and error management culture. 

Data source location Germany 
Data accessibility Mendeley Data 

 
 
Value of the Data 

• The dataset includes entrepreneurial orientation and organizational culture variables 

in family firms that may be examined using statistical methods such as linear regres-

sion, factor analysis, or structural equation modeling. 

• The data on entrepreneurial orientation in family firms allows for comparisons with 

other studies in the field and may inform potential meta-analyses. 

• The dataset includes firm-level descriptive attributes such as industry, age, size, and 

prior performance as well as top management-level characteristics such as generational 

involvement, involvement of the founder, and CEO tenure. These fields may allow for 

comparisons of between-group differences from this sample to parallel samples in 

other similar studies elsewhere. 

 

Data 

Understanding family firms is an important area of investigation in management research 

and economics (Kuckertz & Prochotta, 2018). The German economy is a suitable setting 

to analyze such businesses, given that it is largely shaped by small and medium sized 

enterprises (“German Mittelstand”), which are quite often family owned. Equally, many 

larger corporations headquartered in Germany are controlled by families as well. These 

firms are often said to be characterized by a specific organizational culture determined by 

the family in control – a phenomenon, which has not yet been sufficiently understood and 

which allows for a plethora of research opportunities (Arz, 2017). 
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Against this background, researchers collected data to illustrate organizational 

culture and entrepreneurial orientation in German family firms. To aid data collection, a 

family firm is defined as 

• a privately held firm where ownership resides within one family, 

• where this family is represented in the management team and substantially 

influences the key decisions and direction of the firm, and 

• the business is perceived to be a family firm by the leading representative of 

the firm. 

The dataset contains self-reported responses of individual study participants. Ta-

ble I-1 summarizes the variables in the dataset.12 All variables represent either family-, 

firm- or top management-level concepts or attributes that have been assessed by the owner 

and/or CEO of a particular German family firm (key informant approach). 

Table I-1. Variables, variable types, type of questions, and value labels 

Field(s) Variable(s) Variable 
type Type of question Value labels 

INN1... 
INN3* 

Reported position between two po-
lar adjectives of three innovative-
ness items 

Ordinal 5-point semantic 
differential 

- 

PRO1... 
PRO3* 

Reported position between two po-
lar adjectives of three proactiveness 
items 

Ordinal 5-point semantic 
differential 

- 

RIS1... 
RIS3* 

Reported position between two po-
lar adjectives of three risk taking 
items 

Ordinal 5-point semantic 
differential 

- 

AUT1... 
AUT6* 

Reported agreement with six auton-
omy items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

COMP1... 
COMP2* 

Reported position between two po-
lar adjectives of two competitive ag-
gressiveness items 

Ordinal 5-point semantic 
differential 

- 

FCC1... 
FCC10* 

Reported agreement with ten family 
commitment culture items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

CONT1... 
CONT4* 

Reported agreement with four conti-
nuity items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

FUT1... 
FUT5* 

Reported agreement with five futur-
ity items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

PER1... 
PER3* 

Reported agreement with three per-
severance items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

OI1... 
OI3* 

Reported agreement with three or-
ganizational identification items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

COLL1... 
COLL3* 

Reported agreement with three col-
lectivist orientation items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

LPD1... 
LPD3* 

Reported agreement with three 
power distance items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

* For the inventory of each of the available items, refer to supplementary material (Mendeley Data). 

                                                             
12 The survey instrument includes reverse coded items. However, in the data files (both .csv and .sav), 
these items have already been recoded by the researchers. 
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Table I-1. (continued) 

Field(s) Variable(s) Variable 
type Type of question Value labels 

IO1... 
IO3* 

Reported agreement with three  
involvement orientation items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

UPP1... 
UPP3* 

Reported agreement with three use 
of personal power items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

IM1... 
IM3* 

Reported agreement with three  
intrinsic motivation items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

CTL1... 
CTL3* 

Reported agreement with three  
commitment to learning items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

SV1... 
SV4* 

Reported agreement with four 
shared vision items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

OM1... 
OM3* 

Reported agreement with three 
open-mindedness items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

WTC1... 
WTC4* 

Reported agreement with four  
willingness to change items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

EMC1... 
EMC15* 

Reported agreement with 15 error 
management culture items 

Ordinal 5-point  
Likert scale 

1: not at all – 5: to an extreme 
extent 

FB1 Family ownership Nominal Single-choice 
question 

1: yes; 2: no 

FB2 Perception of firm as being a family 
business 

Nominal Single-choice 
question 

1: yes; 2: no 

GI Generations involved in the family 
firm 

Nominal Single-choice 
question 

1: One generation, 2: two 
generations, 3: multiple gen-
erations (more than two) 

IF Involvement of the founder Nominal Single-choice 
question 

1: yes; 2: no 

Control_role Role of respondent in the firm Nominal Single-choice 
question 

1: owner, 2: owner and CEO, 
3: CEO 

Control_indus-
try 

Industry of the firm Nominal Single-choice 
question 

1: Automotive, 2: Real Es-
tate, 3: Bio/ Medical Tech-
nology, 4: Electronics Indus-
try, 5: Chemicals/ Pharma-
ceuticals, 6: Energy/ Re-
sources, 7: Financial Ser-
vices, 8: Trade, 9: 
IT/Software/ Internet, 10: En-
gineering, 11=Media, 12: 
Professional Services,  
13: Telecommunications, 14: 
Transport/ Logistics, 19: Oth-
ers 

Control_CEO 
tenure 

Tenure of current CEO Ratio Open question Years 

Control_age Age of the firm Ratio Open question Years since foundation 
Control_size Total number of employees relative 

to competitors 
Ordinal Classification 

question 
1: bottom 20%, 2: next low-
est 20%, 3: middle 20%, 4: 
next highest 20%, 5: top 20% 

Control_prior 
performance1 

Total sales growth over the most re-
cent year compared to industry  
competitors 

Ordinal Classification 
question 

1: bottom 20%, 2: next low-
est 20%, 3: middle 20%, 4: 
next highest 20%, 5: top 20% 

Control_prior 
performance2 

After-tax return on sales over the 
most recent year compared to  
industry competitors 

Ordinal Classification 
question 

1: bottom 20%, 2: next low-
est 20%, 3: middle 20%, 4: 
next highest 20%, 5: top 20% 

* For the inventory of each of the available items, refer to supplementary material (Mendeley Data). 

Table I-2 contains the descriptive statistics of the variables in the data set and re-

ports the results of appropriate validity and reliability tests. 
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Table I-2. Descriptive statistics, validity, and reliability tests 

 Mean SD Cr. α AVE CR Item-to-total 
correlation 

Factor loading  
(EFA) 

Factor loading  
(CFA) 

Innovativeness 2.94 1.10 .81 .60 .82    
INN1 2.67 1.32    .56 .78 .64 
INN2 3.23 1.29    .70 .88 .85 
INN3 2.92 1.29    .71 .88 .82 

Proactiveness 3.58 .87 .80 .57 .80    
PRO1 3.64 1.00    .63 .84 .70 
PRO2 3.41 1.08    .68 .87 .82 
PRO3 3.69 1.02    .62 .83 .74 

Risk taking 2.94 .84 .79 .55 .79    
RISK1 2.87 .96    .60 .82 .68 
RISK2 3.08 1.01    .62 .83 .77 
RISK3 2.88 1.04    .66 .86 .78 

Competitive aggressiveness 2.82 .57 .64 .57 .71    
COMP1 2.90 1.03    .47 .86 .50 
COMP2 2.74 1.07    .47 .86 .95 

Autonomy 4.15 .57 .82 .44 .82    
AUT1 4.14 .77    .62 .76 .68 
AUT2 4.08 .79    .63 .77 .71 
AUT3 3.69 .92    .62 .76 .71 
AUT4 4.36 .71    .54 .69 .60 
AUT5 4.13 .82    .67 .80 .76 
AUT6 4.50 .70    .39 .53 .46 

Continuity 4.24 .58 .67 .41 .73    
CONT1 4.43 .71    .30 .53 .47 
CONT2 3.65 1.09    .46 .71 .53 
CONT3 4.29 .75    .65 .86 .81 
CONT4 4.60 .62    .53 .78 .70 

Futurity 4.03 .61 .76 .40 .76    
FUT1 3.58 .98    .44 .63 .48 
FUT2 4.24 .81    .58 .75 .57 
FUT3 4.10 .86    .51 .72 .61 
FUT4 4.06 .83    .51 .71 .68 
FUT5 4.18 .78    .61 .79 .77 

Perseverance 4.19 .65 .83 .62 .83    
PER1 4.25 .69    .64 .83 .72 
PER2 3.99 .82    .73 .89 .84 
PER3 4.32 .74    .70 .87 .80 

Organizational identification 4.30 .54 .71 .45 .71    
OI1 4.54 .65    .52 .78 .70 
OI2 4.40 .72    .55 .81 .62 
OI3 3.97 .66    .53 .79 .69 

Collectivism 4.18 .64 .81 .62 .83    
COLL1 4.26 .65    .52 .74 .58 
COLL2 4.09 .81    .76 .91 .87 
COLL3 4.19 .79    .75 .90 .88 

Involvement orientation 4.07 .61 .74 .48 .73    
IO1 4.19 .71    .51 .77 .58 
IO2 3.89 .82    .61 .84 .67 
IO3 4.13 .73    .57 .82 .81 

Low power distance 4.09 .67 .69 .43 .69    
LPD1 3.89 .92    .51 .80 .69 
LPD2 4.23 .79    .52 .80 .67 
LPD3 4.14 .85    .48 .76 .60 

Use of personal power 3.87 .54 .44 .36 .55    
UPP1 4.06 .72    .32 .85 .76 
UPP2 4.04 .70    .44 .88 .70 
UPP3 3.51 .91    .10 .27 .08 

n = 208; SD: standard deviation, Cr. α: Cronbach’s Alpha, AVE: average variance extracted, CR: composite reliabil-
ity, EFA: exploratory factor analysis, CFA: confirmatory factor analysis 
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Table I-2. (continued) 

 Mean SD Cr. α AVE CR Item-to-total 
correlation 

Factor loading  
(EFA) 

Factor loading  
(CFA) 

Intrinsic motivation 3.62 .71 .90 .76 .90    
IM1 3.54 .80    .79 .91 .85 
IM2 3.72 .74    .84 .93 .91 
IM3 3.61 .79    .80 .91 .86 

Commitment to learning 4.14 .72 .87 .63 .87    
CTL1 4.22 .81    .76 .88 .88 
CTL2 4.12 .83    .75 .87 .89 
CTL3 4.13 .86    .67 .81 .67 
CTL4 4.10 .87    .73 .85 .72 

Shared vision 3.59 .70 .86 .61 .86    
SV1 3.80 .80    .66 .81 .74 
SV2 3.55 .87    .74 .86 .82 
SV2 3.59 .79    .73 .86 .79 
SV4 3.41 .87    .69 .83 .76 

Open-mindedness 3.63 .64 .54 .38 .59    
OM1 4.04 .79    .49 .86 .75 
OM2 3.62 .88    .40 .83 .74 
OM3 3.23 .99    .19 .46 .17 

Willingness to change 3.86 .67 .77 .55 .82    
WTC1 4.08 .78    .66 .86 .82 
WTC2 4.06 .79    .80 .91 .92 
WTC3 3.83 .84    .58 .79 .68 
WTC4 3.49 1.03    .39 .58 .43 

Error management culture 3.73 .51 .86 .33 .86    
EMC1 3.69 .91    .63 .75 .74 
EMC2 3.77 .93    .65 .76 .75 
EMC3 3.53 .93    .53 .67 .66 
EMC4 3.83 .77    .49 .60 .54 
EMC5 4.13 .81    .55 .66 .63 
EMC6 4.32 .70    .51 .63 .59 
EMC7 3.84 .89    .59 .72 .68 
EMC8 3.92 .79    .59 .71 .67 
EMC9 4.25 .74    .62 .72 .68 
EMC10 3.42 .93    .65 .77 .75 
EMC11 3.10 .90    .43 .40 .30 
EMC12 3.54 .93    .29 .22 .13 
EMC13 3.31 .94    .27 .21 .13 
EMC14 3.66 .97    .32 .30 .19 
EMC15 3.62 .92    .54 .57 .51 

Family commitment culture 4.53 .60 .91 .57 .93    
FCC1 4.82 .54    .73 .81 .79 
FCC2 4.57 .81    .58 .67 .63 
FCC3 4.64 .63    .74 .81 .79 
FCC4 4.74 .65    .79 .85 .84 
FCC5 4.30 .90    .71 .76 .73 
FCC6 4.58 .71    .80 .85 .84 
FCC7 4.56 .68    .73 .79 .77 
FCC8 4.37 .84    .69 .75 .72 
FCC9 4.46 .88    .79 .83 .80 
FCC10 4.26 1.14    .56 .62 .57 

n = 208; SD: standard deviation, Cr. α: Cronbach’s Alpha, AVE: average variance extracted, CR: composite reliabil-
ity, EFA: exploratory factor analysis, CFA: confirmatory factor analysis 
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Experimental Design, Materials, and Methods 

 

Experimental design 

Whenever possible, the measures contained in the provided dataset were borrowed from 

prior research. When measures and items for a construct were not available, the items 

were conceptually derived from profound theoretical conceptualizations. To minimize 

bias in the responses, the questionnaire included different question formats and scale an-

chors. Further, it contained reverse coded items to minimize acquiescence bias. 

Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) was measured as a reflection of five dimensions, 

namely innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking, autonomy, and competitive aggres-

siveness. All items reflecting the individual dimensions were adopted from Covin and 

Slevin (1989), Lumpkin and Dess (1996), and Knight (1997). Items for innovativeness, 

proactiveness, risk taking, and competitive aggressiveness were measured using 5-point 

semantic differential type scale. For autonomy items, researchers employed a 5-point Lik-

ert scale ranging from 1 “not at all” and 5 “to an extreme extent”. 

Family commitment culture (FCC) was measured by adopting the family culture 

dimension of the F-PEC Scale of family influence (Astrachan et al., 2002; Klein et al., 

2005) which is based on the family business commitment questionnaire (Mowday et al., 

1979; Carlock & Ward, 2001), thereby however removing two items of the original scale 

because of their focus on the individual rather than the family level of analysis. Research-

ers employed a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “not at all” and 5 “to an extreme 

extent”. 

The operationalization of long-term orientation (LTO) was inspired by the con-

ceptualization of Brigham et al. (2014). Researchers measured LTO as a second-order 

construct reflected by three dimensions: futurity, continuity, and perseverance. For all 

items reflecting those dimensions, a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “not at all” and 

5 “to an extreme extent” was employed. While the items for continuity and perseverance 

are entirely new conceptualizations, four of the five futurity items were adopted from 

Hoffmann et al. (2016) based on the work of Covin and Slevin (1989). 

The stewardship climate (SCL) concept is based on the conceptualization of 

Neubaum et al. (2017) and was measured as a second-order construct reflected by six 

dimensions: organizational identification, collectivist orientation, low power distance, in-

volvement orientation, use of personal power, and intrinsic motivation. Again, for all 
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items reflecting those dimensions, a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “not at all” and 

5 “to an extreme extent” was employed. 

For the concept of learning orientation (LO), researchers relied on Sinkula et al. 

(1997) and employed three dimensions: Commitment to learning, shared vision, and open 

mindedness. Again, for all items reflecting those dimensions, a 5-point Likert scale rang-

ing from 1 “not at all” and 5 “to an extreme extent” was utilized. 

Finally, to consider an organizational culture orientation toward change and toler-

ance for failure, the data includes measures on willingness to change (Kellermanns & 

Eddleston, 2006) and error management culture (Van Dyk et al., 2005). Again, for all 

items reflecting those dimensions, researchers employed a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 “not at all” and 5 “to an extreme extent”. 

 

Materials 

Survey data was collected via an anonymous self-administered web-based questionnaire 

addressing the owners and/or CEOs of German family firms. Data is available either as 

comma-separated values (CSV) (.csv) or in the statistical data format provided by the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (.sav). Furthermore, a Word file con-

tains the full phrasing of the survey items. All files can be accessed via Mendeley Data. 

 

Methods 

Relying on the family firm definition provided above, researchers used the Orbis database 

maintained by Burau van Dijk to identify German family firms. To arrive at the final 

target population, the following inclusion criteria apply: 

• Only firms headquartered in Germany were selected. 

• Only mature firms, that is, firms that were founded before 1994 and are at least 

25 years old, have at least 25 employees, and a revenue of at least € 5 million 

were considered for data collection. 

• Only those firms in which shareholders are one or more private persons or a 

family known by name, and in which a shareholder is also a manager, were 

selected. 

The remaining 3,997 firms were cross-referenced with various published directo-

ries and individual company websites to ensure the accuracy of the data and identify email 

addresses. Due to incorrect addresses, firm failures, or firm policies against completing 
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mail surveys, researchers were forced to delete 442 firms from the list which resulted in 

a final target sample of 3,555 firms. Data collection took place between December 2017 

and February 2018 and relied on the key informant approach at the top management level 

of analysis. An invitation and a link to a web-based survey were sent by email to the 

owners and/or CEOs of the firms identified. To mitigate ethical concerns in survey re-

search, we aimed at protecting research participants by providing full transparency on the 

purpose and motivation of the research and ensuring the anonymity of research partici-

pants during and after completing the survey (i.e., at no time can conclusions be drawn 

about the participants or individual statements).  

After several reminders, the study yielded 404 responses for an initial response 

rate of 11.4%. However, of those, researchers eliminated responses with missing data. 

Furthermore, as the questions are related to the perceived strategic focus and culture of 

the firm, only questionnaires completed by a person in an ownership or top management 

position were included in the study sample. Moreover, the respondents were asked to 

classify themselves as being a family business, thereby using two questions: (1) „Are 

ownership and management control of the company dominated by one family?” and (2) 

“Do you consider your business to be a family business?”. This procedure yielded a final 

sample of 208 useful responses for an effective response rate of 5.9%. 
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