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CHAPTER 1 

About this Ph.D. dissertation 

 This dissertation focuses on two key elements of a corporate’s governance system, being (1) 

the overlap of memberships between ownership, management, and board of directors, a typical 

feature of non-listed or private (family) firms and small- or medium-size enterprises (SMEs) (e.g. 

managerial ownership, CEO duality, shareholding directors), and (2) the board of directors’ level 

of involvement in control, service, and strategic tasks (i.e. board task performance). The objective 

of this dissertation is to enhance the understanding of corporate governance (CG) in a non-listed 

firm context. For this purpose we conduct three empirical studies whose outline is inspired by the 

scholarly call to incorporate the idea that there is no one best way to govern and that CG must be 

tailored to the particular circumstances faced by a corporation. One contextual factor that is of 

particular interest in this dissertation is the presence of a family entity in the ownership, 

management, and/or board of directors of a private firm.  

 In the next section of this introducing chapter, we elaborate on the contextualized approach to 

CG. Subsequently, we discuss the research setting, that is, private (family) firms and SMEs. The 

Belgian institutional context in which these firms operate is described in a next step. We end this 

introducing chapter with a note on the conceptual frameworks that guide the empirical studies.  

1. A contextualized approach to corporate governance 

 Understanding (1) why firms do or do not adopt certain CG practices such as a board of 

directors that is actively involved in control, service, and strategic tasks, and (2) to what ends CG 

creates value for a corporation, are two intensively studied topics in organizational science that 

are also highly relevant for practitioners (Huse, 2007). Decades of research attention devoted to 

these intriguing research questions have made one thing clear: there are no universal answers. 

This is because the motives to adopt a CG practice as well as its contribution to firm outcome 

variables such as financial performance and entrepreneurship are conditional on an array of 

contextual factors. CG practices that are effective in one context may therefore not have the same 

merits in another context. Accordingly, the policy forum OECD postulates that “there is no single 

model of good corporate governance” (2015, p.10). CG is thus not suitable to a one-size-fits-all 

approach.  
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 At the same time, the fact that there is no single best way of designing CG does not mean that 

all ways are equally good. Hence, a pivotal task for researchers is to identify and to assess the 

relative importance of contextual factors affecting the choice for a certain CG practice and its 

value-creating potential (Aguilera et al., 2015; Huse, 2007). Filatotchev & Boyd (2009) state in 

this regard that CG research should aim to improve the understanding of “how the effectiveness 

of corporate governance practices is mediated by their fit or alignment with situational variables 

(i.e. context) arising in diverse organizational environments” (p.259). This in turn can improve 

policy prescriptions enshrined in the law or codes of good governance (Aguilera & Cuervo-

Cazurra, 2009). 

 Following this inquiry, contemporary academic research incorporates a contextualized 

approach to CG by relying on either a contingency framework or a configurational approach. 

Scholars that invoke a contingency framework seek to understand a firm’s CG system by 

separately analysing its constituent parts’ determinants and merits. They treat firms as loosely 

coupled aggregates whose separate CG components may be adjusted or fine-tuned incrementally 

once constraints have been overcome (Meyer, Tsui, & Hinings, 1993). Testable hypotheses are 

usually formulated in terms of associations between variables that are moderated (or mediated) 

by a single contextual factor (e.g. Minichilli et al., 2012). Analytically, in attempting to 

statistically isolate the net effect of each variable, the prevalent econometric methodology is a 

regression-based analysis with two- or three-way interaction effects. In contrast, a configurational 

approach is based on the assumption that components of CG fall into coherent patterns that are 

limited in number. This patterning occurs because CG components are interdependent and change 

only discretely or intermittently (Meyer et al., 1993). Configurational inquiry is therefore argued 

to represent a holistic stance, that is, parts of a firm’s governance system cannot be understood in 

isolation. Accordingly, configurational research seeks to generate typologies and/or taxonomies 

of CG that are developed conceptually or derived empirically (e.g. García-Castro, Aguilera, & 

Ariño, 2013; Misangyi & Acharya, 2014). Further, a configurational analysis acknowledges that 

various configurations of CG practices may lead to the same result (i.e. equifinality). 

 Both the contingency and configurational frameworks have contributed to a greater wealth of 

insights into understanding why corporations adopt certain CG practices and to what ends they 

add value to the firm. This contextualized approach in empirical endeavours is also reflected in 

theoretical discussions. That is, in addressing the complexities associated with a contextualized 
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approach to CG, scholars have begun to combine and/or integrate different – if not contrasting – 

theoretical perspectives in order to delineate the circumstances in which their foundations and 

assumptions will prevail. Roberts, McNulty, & Stiles (2005) argue in this regard that “theoretical 

pluralism rather than the substitution of one dominant theory by another is […] critical to the 

progress of governance research” (p.8).  

 Inspired by these new ways of looking at CG and its effect on firm outcomes – both 

theoretically and empirically – this dissertation aims to contribute to a better understanding of the 

complex puzzle of CG in a non-listed firm context. In the next section of this introducing chapter 

we elaborate on our choice for this type of firm. 

2. Private family firms and SMEs 

 Our focus on private family firms and SMEs is because of multiple reasons. First, private 

firms (i.e. firms that are not listed on a stock exchange market) comprise the majority of firms 

worldwide (La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, & Shleifer, 1999). A considerable amount of these 

private firms are controlled by a family and small- or medium-sized, meaning that they employ at 

most 250 employees and have a balance sheet total value less than 43 million euro or a turnover 

less than 50 million euro (European Commission, 2003). In Belgium, most recent figures by the 

European Commission (2015a) show that in 2014 SMEs accounted for approximately 99 percent 

of all enterprises (93 percent are micro-sized) and 67 percent of employment. Further, Lambrecht 

& Molly (2011) found that of all corporations in Belgium in 2010 (large and listed firms 

included), 77 percent can be considered as a family firm based on the European Commission’s 

(2015b) definition (i.e. the majority of voting rights (25 percent if the firm is listed) is in the 

hands of a family and at least one representative of the family is involved in the firm’s 

management or board of directors). 

 Second, since the initial idea behind CG originates from potential conflicts of interests that 

arise due to the separation of capital providers (i.e. shareholders) and those who control the 

capital (i.e. managers) in corporations, empirical studies have mainly focused on large, listed 

firms to test the appropriateness of CG theories. In the last decade, both scholars and practitioners 

have become increasingly aware that CG is also important in a private (family) firm context in 

which a separation between ownership and control is usually absent (e.g. the CEO is the firm’s 

controlling owner) (Carney et al., 2015; Uhlaner, Wright, & Huse, 2007). Nevertheless, more 
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research is needed to investigate whether the benefits and costs associated with the establishment 

of CG mechanisms in large, listed firms also hold for non-listed (family) firms and SMEs 

(McCahery & Vermeulen, 2008). 

 Third, we differentiate between family and nonfamily private firms and SMEs because family 

owners and managers are suggested to affect the choice for certain CG practices as well as their 

effectiveness in particularistic ways. Before elaborating on the underlying reasons for this, 

differentiating between family and nonfamily firms requires tackling the question how we define 

a firm as a family firm. In contrast to the unambiguous criteria set out by the European 

Commission (2015b) (see above), the academic literature provides a multitude of measures 

without consensus (Chua et al., 2012). Nonetheless, two approaches on how to define a family 

firm seem to emerge as dominant (Siebels & zu Knyphausen-Aufseß, 2012). On the one hand, the 

components-of-involvement approach sees it as sufficient condition that some kind of family 

involvement in ownership, management, and/or governance exists in order to qualify as a family 

firm (e.g. the European Commission’s (2015b) definition). On the other hand, the essence 

approach goes one step further and views of the involvement of a family as a necessary but 

insufficient condition to consider a firm as a family firm (De Massis et al., 2014). This is because 

family involvement variables cannot specify whether a family is willing to incorporate family-

based idiosyncrasies or preferences in decision-making processes. If this is not the case, what is 

the point in differentiating between family and nonfamily firms? Therefore, the essence approach 

focuses on whether family-based idiosyncrasies or preferences such as the creation and 

preservation of socioemotional wealth (SEW) (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011) influence the family 

firm’s vision and behaviour to distinguish between family and nonfamily firms. In this 

dissertation, we rely to a  high extent on the components-of-involvement. Specifically, in study 1 

and study 2 we rely on samples comprised of family and nonfamily private firms and apply the 

definitional criteria of the European Commission (2015b) to distinguish between them. In study 3 

we focus solely on family SMEs and make use of the essence approach to capture heterogeneity 

in the importance attached to SEW issues among them (Chua et al., 2012).  

 Returning to the question in what way CG is different in a family firm context compared to a 

nonfamily one, literature highlights two main distinguishing features (Siebels & zu Knyphausen-

Aufseß, 2012). A first feature – which is beyond the scope of this dissertation – is the governance 

of the family itself (i.e. relational or family governance) (Mustakallio, Autio, & Zahra, 2002). 
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Family governance practices such as informal family meetings, the family council, and the family 

constitution (Suess, 2014) but also the board of directors (Bammens et al., 2011) are attributed to 

play a crucial role in avoiding and mitigating destructive familial conflicts that may revolve 

around succession and promotion events (Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007) and in supporting 

cohesion and shared vision within the family (Berent-Braun & Uhlaner, 2012). How relational or 

family governance issues relate to the topics of CG investigated in this dissertation remains a 

topic of debate that has received increasing scholarly attention in recent years (for more 

information, see e.g. Gersick & Feliu, 2014). 

 A second feature is that the ownership and management of private family firms and SMEs 

tend to be in the hands of relatively few family members whose kin relations are likely – but not 

necessarily – characterized by long duration, mutual dependence, emotional closeness, and 

reciprocity (Arregle et al., 2007; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2011; Pearson, Carr, & Shaw, 2008). 

The combination of substantial family involvement in ownership and management (and the board 

of directors) and family members having a disproportionate impact on one another has been 

argued by scholars to enable family owners and executives to consider CG mechanisms as tools 

to strengthen the family’s influence on decision-making processes (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011; 

Schulze et al., 2001). In turn, the choice for certain CG practices as well as their effect on firm 

outcome variables may be different in some family firms relative to nonfamily firms.  

3. Belgian institutional context 

 As mentioned in the title of this dissertation, we focus on private family firms and SMEs that 

are located in Belgium. Specifically, our data samples for the empirical studies are comprised of 

limited liability companies (Naamloze Vennootschap / Société Anonyme). This type of non-listed 

company is legally required to establish a board of directors that operates in a one-tier 

governance system. Other obligations by law are to hold at least one board meeting each year, to 

appoint a minimum of three (two) directors if there are three or more (two) shareholders involved 

in the firm’s ownership, and to disclose the firm’s financial statements and names of the board 

members in the annual account. The annual account has to be deposited with the National Bank 

of Belgium within thirty days of approval by shareholders’ meeting. The information provided in 

the annual accounts is publicly available. 
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 The responsibility to select (and remove) directors resides with the private firm’s shareholders 

based on the one-share-one-vote principle (a simple majority is needed). Shares with multiple 

voting rights are not permitted under Belgian law. The composition of the board (e.g. the number 

of independent directors, CEO duality) and the board’s level of involvement in control, service, 

and strategic tasks are not regulated by any requirements (only auditors are not allowed to take up 

a position as director). Also the number of directorships held by directors is voluntary. Directors 

are appointed for a maximum of six years and their appointment can be renewed after this period. 

Further, there are no mandatory board committees (e.g. audit, remuneration, or nomination 

committee) for private limited liability companies.  

 Since 2005, Belgium has a corporate governance code (Code Buysse II) for non-listed firms 

which contains recommendations but not a legal obligation to comply (nor explain). It is for 

example recommended to appoint at least one independent director in the board, to establish a 

board of directors that actively participates in corporate decision-making processes, and that the 

different directorships held by a director do not create conflicts of interests or impair the 

director’s ability to devote requisite time and attention.  

4. Empirical studies 

 In this section we briefly elaborate on the three empirical studies included in this dissertation. 

In particular, we introduce the central research questions and discuss the theoretical rationales of 

the conceptual frameworks. An extended theoretical discussion and more information about the 

methodology and empirical results is provided in the respective chapters. 

4.1. Study 1 on the interrelationship between corporate governance mechanisms 

 Based on the idea that the level of board control task involvement reflects the value-protection 

potential of a board of directors and the level of service task involvement its value-creating 

potential (Huse, 2005, 2007; Kim & Ozdemir, 2014), the research question that guides the first 

empirical study of this dissertation (chapter 2) is: what drives the level of board control task and 

service task involvement in a private firm context? For this purpose, we develop a conceptual 

model that incorporates the level of board members’ involvement in multiple control tasks and 

service tasks as dependent variables. With regard to the determinants or independent variables, 

we take into account multiple factors and focus in particular on CEO duality (i.e. one individual 

executes CEO and board chairperson positions) in our theoretical discussion.  
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 Our focus on CEO duality as independent variable is because of two main reasons. One reason 

is that the agency theory proposition that CEO duality should be avoided to stimulate the level of 

board control task involvement or board monitoring (Dalton et al., 2007) – also a common 

recommendation in codes of good governance around the world (Aguilera & Cuervo-Cazurra, 

2009) – has not yet been empirically tested in a non-listed firm context. Similarly, the 

relationship between CEO duality and the level of board members’ involvement in the service 

task(s) has yet to be established in a private firm context. A second reason relates to our measure 

of board task performance. Scholars typically rely on board composition variables to measure the 

level of board task performance and, hence, invoke the assumption that being involved in control 

and service tasks is a direct function of directors’ demographic profiles. In fact, many empirical 

studies utilize CEO duality as a proxy for reduced board monitoring based on the agency-based 

prescription that duality contradicts the need for board members’ being independent from 

management in order to prevent managerial entrenchment (Krause, Semadeni, & Cannella, 2014). 

We instead address and measure board task performance in terms of actual board behaviour and 

differentiate between different types of control tasks (i.e. monitoring of management and 

monitoring of firm performance) and service tasks (i.e. advice and counsel, networking, and 

strategic participation). 

 Our central argument is that although CEO duality represents a constraint for directors to get 

involved in control tasks – as predicted by agency theory – two boards of directors with a CEO 

serving as its chairperson can have different levels of control (and service) task involvement. In 

this regard, we follow the dominant idea in current CG literature that the effectiveness of any one 

governance mechanism is dependent on other (internal and external) mechanisms of CG 

(Aguilera et al., 2008, Ward, Brown, & Rodriguez, 2009) and introduce the private firm’s 

ownership structure as moderating variable of the CEO duality–board task performance 

relationship. Specifically, we analyse the ownership structure of a private firm in terms of two 

dimensions, that is, whether or not ownership is concentrated (i.e. more than 50 percent) in the 

hands of a single controlling shareholder and the identity of the controlling shareholder (e.g. 

CEO, family).  

 To theorize on the link between the ownership-related variables and CEO duality and board 

control task and service task involvement, we rely on the attention-based view of the firm (ABV) 

(Ocasio, 1997). We acknowledge that the role of the firm’s ownership structure is also discussed 



8 

 

in agency theory. For instance, concentrated ownership is argued to substitute for board 

monitoring because controlling shareholders dispose of both the incentive and ability to monitor 

the firm and its management themselves (Dalton et al., 2007). Similarly, CEO ownership is 

suggested to aid in aligning the interests of executives with those of shareholders, hence 

mitigating the need for board monitoring to attain this goal (Dalton et al., 2007). However, as 

mentioned above, agency-based prescriptions such as avoiding CEO duality assume, at least 

implicitly, perfect substitutability between CEO duality and board monitoring. On the contrary, 

the ABV proposes that directors are boundedly rational and that their attention – defined as “the 

noticing, encoding, interpreting, and focusing of time and effort” (Ocasio, 1997, p.189) – to 

control and service tasks is not likely to be dichotomous in nature. Hence, the separation of CEO 

and board chairperson positions does not necessarily imply that board monitoring is optimal. This 

is due to the influence of contextual factors (Ocasio, 1997). We posit that the ownership structure 

of a private firm reflects one such contextual factor.  

4.2. Study 2 on corporate governance as an antecedent of innovativeness 

 Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) is an important construct in literature on entrepreneurship 

and has been the subject of investigation in numerous studies (Wales, Wiklund, & McKelvie, 

2015). It is generally conceived as an organizational strategic direction or orientation involving a 

willingness to innovate (i.e. innovativeness), to take risks, and to be more proactive than 

competitors toward new opportunities in order to create a ‘new entry’ (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). 

The new entry may be a new firm, a new product, service or technology, or a new market (Miller, 

2011). To create a new entry, the adoption of innovativeness in particular has been highlighted by 

prior studies as a salient and consistent facilitator in both family and nonfamily firm contexts 

(Casillas & Moreno, 2010; Rauch et al., 2009). The construct of innovativeness is argued to 

reflect a firm’s tendency to engage in and support new ideas, novelty, experimentation, and 

creative processes (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Stated differently, innovativeness is a firm-level 

strategic orientation that captures a firm’s innovative attitudes and behaviours (Covin & 

Lumpkin, 2011). Seeking out innovative opportunities is especially important in today’s business 

environment that is increasingly characterized by intense competition, a high pace of change, and 

shorter product and business model life cycles (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). This arises an 

important research question: what makes a firm more or less likely to adopt innovativeness as a 

firm-level strategic direction? 



9 

 

  In the second study of this dissertation (chapter 3), we address this question and introduce 

family versus nonfamily SME context and board control task and service task performance as 

drivers of the level of innovativeness. More specifically, we investigate the level of board control 

task and service task involvement as intervening variables in the relationship between family 

versus nonfamily SME context and the SME’s level of innovativeness. This conceptual model 

with board task performance as intervening variable is based on two streams of literature. On the 

one hand, it has been theoretically argued and empirically demonstrated that CG in family SMEs 

differs from CG in nonfamily SMEs (Carney, 2005). Both the composition of the board as well as 

the level of board control task and service task involvement have been shown to be contingent on 

the presence of a dominant (non)family coalition in the private firm’s ownership, management, 

and/or board of directors (Corbetta & Salvato, 2004; Zattoni, Gnan, & Huse, 2015). On the other 

hand, in the past decade there has been a growing consensus that boards of directors can play an 

important role in supporting a firm’s strategic orientation (Le Breton-Miller, Miller, & Bares, 

2015; Zahra, Neubaum, Huse, 2000). Combining these arguments, we expect that family versus 

nonfamily SME context indirectly affects the level of innovativeness through board task 

performance. This is a research path that so far received scarce attention by scholars who tend to 

examine a direct effect of family-based idiosyncrasies or preferences on innovative attitudes and 

behaviours. 

 To theorize on the interrelationships between a family versus nonfamily SME context, board 

control task and service task performance, and the level of innovativeness, we rely on a number 

of theoretical perspectives. To address the question why a family versus nonfamily SME context 

affects the level of board control task and service task we invoke the ABV (Ocasio, 1997). Our 

arguments for a significant relationship between board control task and service task involvement 

and the level of innovativeness are based on agency theory (Eisenhardt, 1989) and resource-based 

perspectives (i.e. resource dependence theory and the resource-based view of the firm) (Barney, 

1991; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), respectively. Combining these theoretical arguments leads us to 

hypothesize intervening effects of the two boards tasks in the relationship between family versus 

nonfamily SME context and the SME’s level of innovativeness. 
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4.3. Study 3 on corporate governance, entrepreneurial orientation, and family firm growth 

 In the third and last empirical study of this dissertation (chapter 4), we aim to explain a family 

firm’s growth rate in firm value, revenue, and market share by investigating the interrelationships 

between two strategic directions (i.e. EO and SEW preservation), board strategic task 

involvement, and the life cycle of the family firm (proxied by the size and the age of the family 

firm). Shedding more light on family firm growth and its determinants is important because of 

several reasons. From the perspective of the small- and medium-size family firm, an increase in 

firm value, revenue, and/or market share enhances the likelihood of firm survival (Casillas & 

Moreno, 2010). From the perspective of the family, achieving family firm growth is regarded “as 

a source of continuity and transgenerational wealth creation” (Stenholm, Pukkinen, & Heinonen, 

2015, p.1). Lastly, from a societal perspective, the supposed increased need for additional 

employees induced by firm growth enhances the rate of employment, amongst others.  

 To explain the interrelationships between EO, SEW preservation, board strategic involvement, 

family firm size, and family firm age, and how they jointly affect family firm growth, we conduct 

a configurational analysis by applying fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) as 

method of analysis. This method is quite different from traditional statistical techniques based on 

correlations. In this introducing chapter it suffices to mention that a configurational approach 

provides a unique language to describe relationships between variables (Fiss, 2011). Keywords 

within this language are calibration, sufficiency, necessity, conjunctural causation, equifinality, 

and causal asymmetry (Fiss, 2007).  

 With respect to theory, in the third empirical study we adopt an inductive, exploratory 

approach. Our starting point is that while prior research has explored the individual relationships 

between our variables of interest and firm growth, studies investigating their joint impact remain 

scarce. One reason for this gap in the literature is that interactions that go beyond two-way effects 

are exceedingly difficult to interpret. This limitation does not apply to fsQCA since this technique 

is not concerned with estimating average net effects of our variables on family firm growth (Fiss, 

2007). Instead, fsQCA enables a researcher to examine what (combinations of) variables are 

necessary and/or sufficient to achieve high family firm growth (Rihoux, 2006). Given the mixed 

empirical evidence on the main-effects of our variables, we formulate a general hypothesis: EO, 

SEW preservation, board strategic involvement, firm size, and firm age are insufficient but 
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nonredundant parts of different configurations which are themselves unnecessary but sufficient 

for higher family firm growth relative to competitors. How our findings complement and advance 

previous research findings and literature on entrepreneurship, SEW, governance, and life cycle 

effects in a family firm context will be elaborated on in a next step. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Study 1 – Board monitoring in a privately-held firm: When does CEO duality matter? The 

moderating effect of ownership 

Abstract 
1
 
2
 

Drawing from agency theory and the attention-based view of the firm, this study extends the 

understanding of the conditions under which CEO duality is negatively associated with board 

monitoring in a privately-held firm context. Measuring monitoring in terms of board members’ 

involvement in behavioural control, output control, and strategy control tasks (Huse 2005), 

results show that CEO duality is significantly negatively related only to the behavioural control 

task. In addition we show that this negative effect is contingent on whether ownership is 

concentrated in the hands of a controlling shareholder as well as the type of controlling 

shareholder. 
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1. Introduction 

 A privately-held firm is likely to be characterised by an overlap of memberships between 

ownership, management and board of directors. The overlap of these membership groups 

generates distinguishing governance features in a firm (Filatotchev & Wright, 2005). One 

overlapping membership that has been studied by governance scholars for decades is CEO 

duality – the practice of a single individual serving simultaneously as CEO and board chairperson 

(Finkelstein, Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009; Krause, Semadeni, & Cannella, 2014). In studying 

CEO duality’s consequences, scholars generally apply the “double-edged sword” aphorism as 

conceptualized by Finkelstein & D’Aveni (1994). On the one hand, based on agency perspectives 

(Eisenhardt, 1989a; Fama, 1980; Fama & Jensen, 1983; Jensen & Meckling, 1976), duality 

entrenches a CEO at the top of the organization, challenging a board’s ability to effectively 

monitor and discipline management. On the other hand, managerial perspectives (Donaldson & 

Davis, 1991; Eisenhardt, 1989b) highlight that the combination of the positions of CEO and 

board chairperson creates an unambiguous firm leadership structure, which may facilitate 

decision-making.  

 To empirically test these contradictory visions (Brickley, Coles, & Jarrell, 1997), one stream 

of research has focused on how, and in which circumstances, CEO duality affects firm financial 

performance (e.g. Baliga, Moyer, & Rao, 1996; Boyd, 1995; Braun & Sharma, 2007; Brickley et 

al., 1997; Chen, Lin, & Yi, 2008; Dahya, Garcia, & van Bommel, 2009; De Maere, Jorissen, & 

Uhlaner, 2014; Kang & Zardkoohi, 2005; Krause & Semadeni, 2013). However, findings tend to 

be inconsistent and often nonsignificant (Boyd, Haynes, & Zona, 2011; Dalton et al., 1998; 

Johnson, Daily, & Ellstrand, 1996; Krause et al., 2014). Following upon these mixed results, calls 

have been made for studies that take into account more proximal outcomes for monitoring 

effectiveness than firm financial performance to get a more fine-grained evaluation of the 

influence of CEO duality on board monitoring (Daily, Dalton, & Cannella, 2003; Deutsch, 2005; 

Hambrick, Werder, & Zajac, 2008; Krause et al., 2014). In line with this observation, several 

recent studies have put the agency prediction that CEO duality impedes board monitoring to an 

empirical test by exploring, for instance, its effect on the level of external audit fees (Desender et 

al., 2013), the time spent in board meetings on monitoring-related issues (Tuggle et al., 2010), 

and the extent of board members’ involvement in several monitoring-related tasks (Minichilli et 
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al., 2012; Minichilli, Zattoni, & Zona, 2009; Pugliese, Minichilli, & Zattoni, 2014; Westphal, 

1999; Zona & Zattoni, 2007).  

 Although these studies provide a wealth of insights, almost no attention has been devoted to 

examining the CEO duality–board monitoring relationship in a privately-held firm context. This 

is because the agency theory prediction that CEO duality negatively affects monitoring by board 

members is based on the rationale of a separation between ownership and management (Dalton et 

al., 2007; Fama & Jensen, 1983), whereas privately-held (family) firms are likely characterized 

by an overlap of memberships between ownership and management (and board of directors) 

(Tagiuri & Davis, 1996; Uhlaner, Wright, & Huse, 2007). In this article we examine to what 

extent CEO duality is an issue in the governance of a privately-held firm by introducing the 

typical ownership characteristics of privately-held firms as potential moderators of the effect of 

CEO duality on board monitoring. The first moderator relates to the influence of the level of 

ownership concentration in privately-held firms (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Uhlaner et al., 2007) 

whereas the second moderator considers the type of controlling shareholder since these firms are 

highly likely to be controlled by a family (IFERA, 2003). Because the CEO is likely also 

shareholder, and maybe the privately-held firm’s controlling owner-manager (Schulze et al., 

2001; Uhlaner et al., 2007) we include the level of CEO ownership as the third moderator in the 

analyses. 

 We use a dual theory lens to study the moderated CEO duality–board monitoring relationship. 

First, based on agency theory, we predict a negative relationship between CEO duality and board 

monitoring (Dalton et al., 2007; Fama, 1980; Fama & Jensen, 1983; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003). 

Next, we use insights from the attention-based view of the firm (ABV) (Ocasio, 1997; Simon, 

1947) to hypothesize that a privately-held firm’s ownership characteristics act as moderating 

variables. At its core, the ABV proposes that “what [board members] do depends on what issues 

they focus their attention on”, and that the “particular context or situation [board members] find 

themselves in” shapes and directs this allocation of attention (Ocasio, 1997, p.188). Based on the 

ABV logic, we identify the privately-held firm’s ownership structure as a factor influencing 

board members’ attention to monitoring activities (Davies, 2002; Desender et al., 2013; Heflin & 

Shaw, 2000; Sur, Lvina, & Magnan, 2013). This in turn affects the way CEO duality relates to 

board monitoring. 
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 We contribute to the literature by illustrating that in a privately-held firm, the impact of CEO 

duality on the board’s monitoring role needs to be considered in combination with the firm’s 

ownership structure. In addition we add to the literature that the negative impact of CEO duality 

on board monitoring differs according to the type of monitoring task. Our results support the 

applicability of the ABV (Ocasio, 1997; Simon, 1947) in the realm of corporate boards of 

directors (e.g. Pugliese et al., 2014; Tuggle et al., 2010). In additional analyses, we also study the 

association between CEO duality and several board service tasks (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; 

Huse, 2005), and we find no significant effect of CEO duality on any of the service tasks of a 

board of directors. In total, these results suggest that there is no one-size-fits-all negative 

relationship between CEO duality and a board’s control (and service) tasks in a privately-held 

firm context (Bhagal, Bolton, & Romano, 2008; Monks & Minow, 2011; Uhlaner et al., 2007). 

Instead, the type of board control task and the ownership structure should be taken into account in 

order to design guidelines for best governance practices. 

 The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In the next section, we review the 

literature and derive hypotheses. We then discuss the research population, the measurement of the 

dependent and independent variables, and the methods of analysis used. Next, we test the 

hypotheses using a sample of 384 privately-held firms located in Belgium. Finally, we discuss the 

findings and end with a conclusion. 

2. Literature review and hypotheses 

2.1. Board monitoring and CEO duality 

 From an agency perspective, the monitoring role of a firm’s board of directors refers to the 

responsibility of its members to control the behaviour of top management in order to ensure 

alignment of managerial and shareholders’ interests (Dalton et al., 2007; Fama, 1980; Fama & 

Jensen, 1983). To monitor effectively, a board of directors needs to operate independently from 

firm’s management (Dalton et al., 2007; Fama & Jensen, 1983). Therefore, it is argued that 

combining the positions of board chairperson and CEO is not a preferable board leadership 

structure (Finkelstein & D’Aveni, 1994). This is because the extra power duality affords a CEO 

(Cannella & Lubatkin, 1993; Finkelstein, 1992; Finkelstein & D’Aveni, 1994) enables the CEO 

to hinder board members in becoming involved in their monitoring role, for instance by 

controlling information flows (Brickley et al., 1997), by setting a rigid board meeting agenda 
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(Tuggle et al., 2010), or by creating norms in which it is inappropriate to question management’s 

effectiveness (Mace, 1971). 

 Empirical studies that link CEO duality with board monitoring tend to support this agency 

prediction. Desender et al. (2013) find a negative effect of CEO duality on the level of audit fees 

in French and Spanish publicly-listed firms, hereby probably reducing external monitoring by the 

auditor. In the studies of Minichilli et al. (2009, 2012), Pugliese et al. (2014), and Zona & Zattoni 

(2007), CEO duality is linked with the level of board members’ aggregate involvement in several 

monitoring tasks. Their results, based on samples of Norwegian and Italian privately-held and 

publicly-listed firms, show a consistent negative effect of CEO duality on board monitoring, 

although nonsignificant. Westphal (1999) adopts a similar approach, linking CEO duality with 

board members’ involvement in the monitoring of management in publicly-listed U.S. industrial 

and service firms. Analyses show that separation of CEO and board chairperson positions is 

significantly associated with higher levels of monitoring of management in these listed firms. 

Finally, in the study of Tuggle et al. (2010), a content analysis was performed on board meeting 

transcripts of publicly-listed firms in 18 U.S. industries, measuring the time spent on discussing 

monitoring-related issues. Results show that the likelihood of discussing monitoring-related 

issues is significantly reduced in case of CEO duality.  

 Based on these previous findings, we suggest a similar negative effect of CEO duality on 

board members’ involvement in monitoring in a privately-held firm context. Moreover, privately-

held firms are not exposed to the disciplining forces imposed by the market for corporate control 

(Jensen, 1993). This enhances the discretion of dual CEOs to entrench themselves within their 

respective firm (Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987). 

H1: CEO duality is associated with lower levels of board monitoring. 

2.2. Board monitoring, CEO duality and a privately-held firm’s ownership structure 

 We apply the ABV (Ocasio, 1997; Simon, 1947) to argue that the impact of CEO duality on 

board monitoring changes in relation to a privately-held firm’s ownership structure, which we 

model in this study in terms of concentration of ownership (i.e. more than 50 percent of the 

shares) in the hands of a controlling shareholder(s) as well as the type of controlling shareholder. 

The ABV logic puts forth three principles that regulate decision-makers’ (i.e. board members) 

allocation of attention (to monitoring) (Ocasio, 1997; Simon, 1947). The first is focused attention, 
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which posits that decision-makers attend to issues based on the focus of their attention. In other 

words, board members will perform their monitoring role only if they allocate time and effort to 

it. This process of allocating time and effort is determined by (i) situational and (ii) structural 

factors, and not by individual characteristics of the director, such as being independent from 

management – an assumption made by agency theory (Dalton et al., 2007). Instead, the ABV 

logic suggests that the context in which board members operate is the driving mechanism of what 

issues board members will focus on. First, the influence of situational factors is related to the 

principle of situated attention. According to this principle, board members’ attention to 

monitoring depends on the characteristics of the situations they confront themselves with 

(Ocasio, 1997). In this regard, the emphasis is on contextual elements that affect the extent to 

which monitoring is perceived as important to allocate attention to (e.g. declining firm 

performance, Pugliese et al., 2014; Tuggle et al., 2010). Second, the idea of structural factors 

refers to the principle of structural distribution of attention. This principle highlights the structure 

of board members’ mutual interactions. In relation to this, factors that affect the agenda or the 

formal structure of the meeting are considered important for board members’ allocation of 

attention to monitoring (Ocasio, 1997).  

 Accordingly, the notion of context driving the focus of board members’ attention is the basis 

for our hypotheses on the moderating influence of ownership characteristics on the CEO duality–

board monitoring relationship in a privately-held firm context. In the next paragraphs we argue in 

what way a privately-held firm’s ownership structure represents a situational and/or a structural 

factor that influences board members’ allocation of attention to monitoring. Our proposed 

conceptual model is illustrated in Figure 1. 

2.2.1. Concentration of ownership  

 In a first step, we suggest that concentration of ownership in the hands of a controlling 

shareholder is a situational factor that reduces board members’ attention to monitoring. Prior 

research based on publicly-listed firms suggests that controlling shareholders possess the ability 

to monitor management beyond the board of directors (e.g. Desender et al., 2013; Fernández & 

Arrondo, 2005; Rediker & Seth, 1995) because a controlling shareholder has access to internal 

value-relevant information (Heflin & Shaw, 2000) and is able to interact with management more 

directly (Davies, 2002). In contrast, in firms with dispersed ownership, shareholders lack the
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Figure 1: Conceptual model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ability to coordinate monitoring efforts themselves and likely delegate monitoring tasks to the 

board members (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Shleifer & Vishny, 1997). We expect a similar effect in a 

privately-held firm context since in this type of firm, ownership in the hands of controlling 

shareholders can reach substantial levels (Uhlaner et al., 2007). Moreover, in literature it is 

suggested that privately-held firms’ controlling (family) shareholders likely rely more on social 

controls such as informal get-togethers and relational norms, than on contractual governance 

mechanisms such as a board of directors’ monitoring role (Huse, 1993; Jensen & Meckling, 

1976; Mustakallio, Autio, & Zahra, 2002; Siebels & zu Knyphausen-Aufseß, 2012; Uhlaner et 

al., 2007). Therefore, we hypothesize that concentration of ownership represents a situational 

factor for board members that reduces their allocation of attention to monitoring. This reduced 

attention mitigates the negative effect of CEO duality because the negative impact of CEO 

duality on board monitoring is likely reduced when board members are not motivated by 

controlling shareholders to monitor management in their behalf. 

H2: Concentration of ownership moderates the CEO duality–board monitoring 

relationship. Specifically, in privately-held firms with concentrated ownership CEO 

duality has a less negative effect on board monitoring compared to firms with 

dispersed ownership. 

CEO duality 
Board 

monitoring 

Concentration 

of ownership 

- Concentrated nonfamily ownership 

- Concentrated family ownership: small number of family members 

- Concentrated family ownership: large number of family members 

CEO 

ownership 



24 

 

2.2.2. Type of controlling shareholder  

 Based on the notion of Uhlaner et al. (2007) that “both ownership types as well as ownership 

dispersion need to be understood” (p.231) when it comes to governing a privately-held firm, we 

further distinguish between different types of controlling shareholders, that is, a nonfamily entity 

(i.e. an individual, a private equity investor, or a financial institution), an entity with a small 

number of family shareholders, and an entity with a large number of family shareholders (De 

Massis et al., 2013; Desender et al., 2013; Nordqvist, Sharma, & Chirico, 2014; Schulze et al., 

2001). In this section we focus on the two latter types of controlling shareholders. We distinguish 

between a small and a large number of controlling family shareholders because prior research 

suggests that concentrated ownership in the hands of a small number of family members has a 

different effect on the need for monitoring by the board than concentrated ownership in the hands 

of a large number of family members (Bammens, Voordeckers, & Van Gils, 2011; Lubatkin et 

al., 2005; Schulze et al., 2001; Schulze, Lubatkin, & Dino, 2003a, 2003b; Siebels and zu 

Knyphausen-Aufseß, 2012). That is, both types of controlling family ownership represent 

different situational factors for board members’ allocation of attention to monitoring. 

 On the one hand, it is argued in the literature that family shareholders are in a unique position 

to influence and monitor management beyond the board due to their close, long-term relationship 

with the firm and its management (Audretsch, Hülsbeck, & Lehmann, 2013; Chen & Nowland, 

2010; Feltham, Feltham, & Barnett, 2005; Jaskiewicz & Klein, 2007; McConaughy, Matthews, & 

Fialko, 2001; Pieper, Klein, & Jaskiewicz, 2008). Moreover, family members are assumed to care 

for one another (i.e. altruism) and therefore, they should refrain from actions that might harm the 

interests of the family firm (Schulze et al., 2003b; Lubatkin, Ling, & Schulze, 2007). However, 

recent developments in family business literature suggest that the likelihood of intrafamily 

convergence of interests decreases as family ownership passes on to members of second, third, 

and later family generations (Bammens et al., 2011; De Massis et al., 2013; Jaskiewicz & Klein, 

2007; Nordqvist et al., 2014; Schulze et al., 2001; Schulze et al., 2003a). Additionally, altruism 

will have less power to drive cooperative behaviours in later generation family firms (Lubatkin et 

al., 2005). Therefore, family firms owned by a large number of family members are argued to 

increasingly face agency threats (Schulze et al., 2003a, 2003b). It follows that the reliance on the 

board’s monitoring role is likely greater if a large number of family members is involved in the 

family firm’s ownership structure (Bammens, Voordeckers, & Van Gils, 2008). 
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 For these reasons, concentrated family ownership can be expected to moderate the relationship 

between CEO duality and board monitoring differently depending on the number of family 

members involved. If the controlling family ownership is in the hands of a large number of 

family members the reliance on the board to monitor is likely greater, compared to a situation in 

which controlling family ownership is in the hands of a small number of family shareholders. 

Hence, we hypothesize that in the latter context, CEO duality’s negative influence on board 

monitoring is mitigated to a higher extent by concentrated family ownership. 

H3: The moderating impact of concentration of ownership on the CEO duality–

board monitoring relationship depends on the type of controlling shareholder. 

Specifically, in privately-held firms with concentration of ownership in the hands of a 

small number of family shareholders, CEO duality has a less negative effect on 

board monitoring compared to firms with concentration of ownership in the hands of 

a large number of family shareholders. 

2.2.3. CEO ownership  

 In a last step, we discuss the moderating impact of CEO ownership on the CEO duality–board 

monitoring relationship. CEOs of privately-held firms are likely also shareholder, and may 

execute the role of owner-manager (Schulze et al., 2001; Uhlaner et al., 2007). On the one hand, 

the level of a CEO’s firm ownership can be argued to represent a situational factor that reduces 

board members’ allocation of attention to monitoring, since CEO ownership may be considered a 

proxy for an alignment of CEO and shareholders’ interests (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). This is 

because a shareholding CEO’s personal welfare varies directly with firm performance and hence, 

the CEO can be expected to increase his own diligence and avoid the temptation to lead the firm 

for reasons other than maximization of shareholder wealth (Jensen & Murphy, 1990).  

 On the other hand, a CEO who is both board chairperson and (controlling) shareholder may 

also represent a structural factor that reduces board members’ allocation of attention to 

monitoring. Prior research suggests that the higher a shareholder’s level of firm ownership, the 

more likely this shareholder is able to retain individuals in the board who will be able to respond 

to his or her action desires (Sur et al., 2013; Westphal & Zajac, 1995). Assuming that an owner-

manager does not want too much interference from the board on monitoring activities (van den 

Heuvel, Van Gils, & Voordeckers 2006), it follows that a board is less likely to monitor along 
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with increasing levels of CEO ownership because the owner-manager retains directors for other 

reasons than their monitoring abilities.  

 In sum, we suggest that along with higher levels of CEO ownership, board members will 

allocate less attention to monitoring. This in turn mitigates the negative effect of CEO duality. 

H4: The level of CEO ownership moderates the CEO duality–board monitoring 

relationship. Specifically, the higher the level of CEO ownership, the less negative 

the effect of CEO duality on board monitoring. 

3. Research method 

3.1. Sample  

A postal survey was sent in July-August 2011 to the CEOs of all non-listed, Belgian limited 

liability firms (Naamloze Vennootschap / Société Anonyme) with more than 20 employees that 

were registered in the Bel-First database of Bureau van Dijk in 2010 (N = 9,425). Belgian limited 

liability firms provide an interesting population for this study, as they have the legal obligation to 

establish a board of directors that operates in a one-tier governance system. Since 2005, Belgium 

has a governance code (Code Buysse II) for non-listed firms, which contains recommendations 

but not a legal obligation to comply. This permits privately-held firms to combine board chair 

and CEO positions if they wish to do so. Also the appointment of non-executive directors, term 

limits, and the number of directorships held by directors are voluntary. There is, however, a legal 

requirement to disclose the names of the board members, to disclose the financial statements of 

the firm, and to appoint a minimum of three directors for firms with three or more shareholders. 

Firms with less than 20 employees were omitted since boards of directors in these micro-sized 

firms are likely to only have a ‘rubber-stamp’ role (Gabrielsson, 2007; Mace, 1971; Stiles & 

Taylor, 2001). With respect to the survey, we considered, in line with previous studies examining 

board tasks (e.g. Minichilli et al., 2009, 2012; Pugliese et al., 2014; van den Heuvel et al., 2006; 

Zona & Zattoni, 2007), the firm’s CEO as key informant because s/he is knowledgeable about the 

issues investigated in our study. We (1) conducted a pre-test to fine-tune the questionnaire, (2) 

prepared a presentation letter, emphasizing the need for research on boards of directors and 

guaranteeing respondents’ anonymity, and (3) sent a reminder in October 2011. We received 755 

responses, resulting in an overall response rate of 8.01 percent. This percentage does accord with 

other Belgian survey-based studies collecting data on a wide range of governance practices (e.g. 
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Bammens et al., 2008; Huybrechts, Voordeckers, & Lybaert, 2013; Voordeckers, Van Gils, & 

van den Heuvel, 2007).  

 In a next step, we removed firms controlled by another corporation (N = 116), firms with a 

board of only 2 directors (N = 80), firms with missing data (N = 171), and outliers based on high 

scores for studentized residuals, leverage, and Cook’s D (N = 4) from our initial sample of 755 

privately-held firms. This results in a final sample of 384 privately-held firms. In order to test the 

representativeness of this final sample and the presence of nonresponse bias, we respectively 

used the following procedures. First, we collected archival data on firm size and firm profitability 

in 2011 for the firms in the population and compared the final sample (N = 384) for our analyses 

with the remaining population (N = 9,041) using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test. 

Results indicate that both groups do not differ in terms of value of total assets (p = 0.20) and 

return on assets (EBIT divided by value of total assets, p = 0.35). Second, following the argument 

that late respondents can be expected to be comparable to non-respondents (Kanuk & Berenson, 

1975), we distinguished between respondents from the first survey wave (N = 238) and 

respondents from the second survey wave (N = 146) and performed Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney 

tests and chi-square tests on the variables included in the analyses. The results revealed no 

significant differences on the majority of the variables, except output monitoring, firm size, firm 

age, and percentage of shareholding directors (all p < 0.01). In total, these findings suggest that 

nonresponse bias is not likely to affect our analyses. In addition we control for firm size, firm 

age, and percentage of shareholding directors in our analyses. Finally, common method bias 

concerns are alleviated since our independent variables represent objective data (Podsakoff et al., 

2003). Nevertheless, we conducted an unrotated factor analysis involving this study’s variables 

(i.e. the Harman’s one factor test) (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Results indicate that eight factors with 

an eigenvalue greater than 1 emerge from the data and that the largest single factor accounts for 

14 percent of variance. Thus, it appears unlikely that common method bias is a concern in this 

study. 

3.2. Dependent variable 

 Our dependent variable, board monitoring, has been argued to consist in multiple tasks (Huse, 

2005; Machold & Farquhar, 2013). These tasks are theoretically derived latent constructs 

denoting the collective cognitive outcomes of board members’ work (Forbes & Milliken, 1999; 
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Hillman & Dalziel, 2003). We follow the classification introduced by Huse (2005) and 

distinguish between the behavioural control, output control, and strategy control tasks. First, the 

behavioural control task refers to the direct observation and evaluation of management’s actions 

and behaviours (Fama & Jensen, 1983). Respondents were asked to indicate on a five-point 

Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), the extent to which board 

members are involved in: (i) evaluating the CEO’s efforts and behaviour, (ii) setting the CEO’s 

financial rewards, (iii) supervising the CEO, and (iv) setting management’s compensation. The 

behavioural control task variable was then computed as a mean of these items (α = 0.84). Second, 

the output control task pertains to monitoring of managerial interests by investigating firm 

financial and operational performance (Eisenhardt, 1985). Respondents were asked on a five-

point Likert scale the extent to which board members are involved in: (i) developing plans and 

budgets for the firm’s operations, (ii) overseeing that these operations are well organized, and 

(iii) collecting information about the financial position of the company. As we did for the 

behavioural control task variable, the output control task variable was then computed as a mean 

of these items (α = 0.74). Finally, the strategy control task represents the extent to which board 

members are involved in (i) monitoring and evaluating strategic decisions on a five-point Likert 

scale. 

 As mentioned earlier, we relied on the privately-held firm’s CEO as key informant for rating 

board members’ involvement in these three control tasks. Measuring the CEO’s perception of 

board monitoring raises concerns about self-attribution bias, that is, a CEO could downplay a 

board’s contribution because of their status and power (Pugliese et al., 2014). To assess these 

concerns, we tested whether CEO’s perception of board monitoring is affected by a potential 

proxy of CEO power and influence: CEO tenure (Pugliese et al., 2014; Shen, 2003). Correlation 

analysis (see Table 2) shows that there are no significant correlations between CEO tenure and 

the control tasks. Hence, we rule out the risk that CEO’s perception of board members’ attention 

is affected by self-attribution. 

3.3. Independent variables  

 CEO duality is defined as a CEO also being the chairperson of the firm’s board of directors. 

Following prior research, a dummy variable was used to code duality (duality = 1). To measure 

Concentration of ownership, we asked the respondents to categorize the largest, the second 
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largest, and the third largest shareholder of the privately-held firm either as a family (i.e. two or 

more shareholders that have family ties), an individual (i.e. a single shareholder who does not 

have shareholding relatives), a private equity investor (i.e. a company whose main objective is to 

provide capital), a financial institution (i.e. a bank or insurance company), or a corporation. Next, 

we asked the respondents to indicate these three largest shareholders’ level of ownership. We 

provided the following categories in the survey: less than 5 percent, 5 to 25 percent, 26 to 50 

percent, 51 to 65 percent, and more than 65 percent. Based on these categories, we created a 

dummy equalling 1 if the largest shareholder holds at least 51 percent of the privately-held firm’s 

total shares. In case no single shareholder owns at least 51 percent, the dummy equals 0, 

indicating dispersed ownership. As mentioned earlier, firms that are controlled by another 

corporation were removed from the final sample.  

 Based on the concentration of ownership dummy, we then further distinguished between the 

following Types of controlling shareholders: a nonfamily entity, an entity with a small number of 

family members, and an entity with a large number of family members. Privately-held firms with 

concentrated nonfamily ownership represent firms in which the controlling shareholder is an 

individual, a private equity investor, or a financial institution. To measure the dispersion of 

ownership among family members, we use as proxy the generational stage of family ownership 

(Gersick et al., 1997; Lansberg, 1999; Westhead, Howorth, & Cowling, 2001). We created a 

dummy variable that equals 0 for family firms in which the first generation, that is, a small 

number of family members, controls the majority of the shares, and 1 if the family firm can be 

classified as a second or later generation family firm in which a large number of family members 

are involved as controlling shareholders. In few cases (N = 15), the respondent indicated that both 

first and later family generations are present. We considered these firms as family firms 

controlled by a large number of family members. As a robustness check, we examined the 

correlation of this dummy variable with the total number of shareholders (family and nonfamily) 

involved in the privately-held family firm. Results show a correlation of 0.13 (p < 0.05).  

 Finally, the level of CEO ownership is measured as the percentage of the firm’s shares the 

CEO owns. We distinguish between the following categories: less than 5 percent, 5 to 50 percent, 

and more than 50 percent. The first category less than 5 percent is used as reference category in 

the regression analyses and indicates a situation in which the CEO holds no or a low level of firm 
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ownership. The category more than 50 percent indicates that the CEO is the firm’s controlling 

owner-manager.  

3.4. Control variables  

 With respect to the control variables, we include at industry level five dummy variables based 

on the firm’s Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) one-digit code. They comprise the 

Construction, Manufacturing, Transport, Trade, and (financial) Service industry sectors. The 

manufacturing sector is used as reference category. We control for Firm size and Firm age at the 

firm-level. Firm size was measured as the value of total assets in million euros, and a natural 

logarithmic transformation allowed adjusting for skewness. Firm age is measured as the natural 

logarithm of the number of years the firm has been incorporated. Firm size and firm age are 

included as proxies for the firm’s life cycle. The importance of board monitoring is likely to vary 

as the firm evolves through the corporate life cycle (Bammens et al., 2008; Lynall, Golden, & 

Hillman, 2003; Machold & Farquhar, 2013).  

 At the board level, we control for the number of Board meetings, the Board size, the 

Percentage of shareholding directors, the Percentage of independent directors, as well as the 

quadratic term of the percentage of independent directors. The number of board meetings is 

measured as the total number of meetings the firm’s board of directors had in 2011. It is 

winsorized at the top 1 percentile to mitigate the impact of outliers. A higher frequency of 

meetings may permit board members to discuss and explore monitoring issues in depth (Huse, 

2007). The size of the board is operationalized as the total number of board members. On the one 

hand, if the number of board members is too low, the board may not have sufficient competency 

to monitor (Zahra, Neubaum, & Huse, 2000). On the other hand, a too large number of directors 

may hamper genuine interactions and debate (Judge & Zeithaml, 1992). The percentage of 

shareholding directors is measured as the ratio of the number of board members holding shares 

relative to the total number of directors. Shareholding directors may be more motivated to 

perform monitoring because part of their personal wealth depends on the firm’s continuity and 

success (Huse, 2007). The percentage of independent directors is calculated as the proportion of 

independent directors relative to board size. An independent board member was defined in the 

survey as a director who has no (former) personal or professional relations with the firm (e.g. as 

supplier, costumer, or lawyer). Agency theory predicts that board members who are independent 
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from management are more likely to fulfil their monitoring role compared to non-independent 

board members (Fama, 1980; Fama & Jensen, 1983). We also take into account the quadratic 

term of this percentage since the net benefit for monitoring of adopting additional independent 

directors has been shown to decrease (e.g. Baysinger & Butler, 1985). Finally, we control for 

CEO tenure, which is measured as the natural logarithm of the number of years the CEO has 

been working in the firm as chief executive officer. A CEO with a long tenure likely has more 

power and may be more able to relax board monitoring (Shen, 2003). 

3.5. Methods of analysis 

 We estimate a number of ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models to test the effect of 

CEO duality on the three control tasks (H1). Next, we use the technique of moderated regression 

to examine the influence of the ownership structure variables on the CEO duality–board 

monitoring relationship (H2, H3, and H4). Subsequently, we calculate the marginal effect of CEO 

duality along with related robust standard errors for different values of the moderating variables 

(Brambor, Clark, & Golder, 2006; Kam & Franzese, 2007). In all OLS regression models, results 

for Cameron & Trivedi’s decomposition of IM-test and VIF tests indicate that the analyses do not 

suffer from non-normality or multicollinearity. 

3.6. Validity of the board’s control tasks 

 Before testing the hypotheses we conducted an orthogonally rotated exploratory factor 

analysis on the behavioural, output and strategy control task items mentioned in the previous 

section. The results (see Appendix A.1.) show that the strategy control task item can be 

considered part of the output control task since it does not constitute a separate factor but instead 

has a high loading on the output control task construct (β = 0.80). We therefore transformed the 

output control task by including the strategy control task item as an additional item. The 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the transformed output control construct now equals 

0.81 (initially it equalled 0.74). In addition, we computed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

on the behavioural control task and the transformed output control task constructs to evaluate 

these perceptual measures in terms of validity (Brown, 2006). Results (see A.2.) show that all 

standardized loadings of the constructs’ underlying items are significant at p < 0.01. The results 

also show a good model fit (χ² (15) = 41.66; χ²/df = 2.78; p < 0.01; CFI = 0.981; RMSEA = 

0.069; SRMR = 0.040). 
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4. Results 

 The descriptive statistics and the correlations of the variables are respectively presented in 

Table 1 and Table 2. Note that of the 244 privately-held firms with concentrated family 

ownership, we were able to retrieve data on the generational stage of family ownership only for a 

subsample of N = 181. Further, the correlation among CEO duality and behavioural control is 

significantly negative (p < 0.01), while there is no significant correlation between CEO duality 

and output control. 

 Table 3 reports the unstandardized OLS regression estimates for the effect of CEO duality on 

the behavioural control task and the output control task, as well as the moderating influence of 

the ownership variables (see A.3. for standardized OLS regression estimates). Robust standard 

errors are calculated in order to control for heteroscedasticity (White, 1980). In Model 1 and 

Model 5, we examine the direct effect of CEO duality along with the control variables on 

respectively the behavioural control task and the output control task. Results indicate that CEO 

duality has a negative and statistically significant (p < 0.01) effect on the behavioural control 

task, but does not significantly affect the output control task. This suggests that CEO duality is 

not harmful to the degree of output control, which implies that board members do allocate 

attention towards evaluating the firm’s performance and strategy, regardless of whether the CEO 

chairs the board. Moreover, this result shows that it is useful to distinguish between the different 

types of control tasks of the board in research designs. Hypothesis 1 is thus only confirmed with 

regard to the behavioural control task of the board, that is, the task of directly observing and 

evaluating management’s actions and behaviours. 

 Hypothesis 2 is tested in Model 2 and Model 6 using the interaction variable Concentrated 

ownership * CEO duality. At first glance, it appears that the results do not confirm our hypothesis 

because the interaction coefficients in both models are not significant at p < 0.05. However, to 

infer whether concentration of ownership has a meaningful moderating effect, we interpret the 

marginal effect of CEO duality for the different values of the concentration of ownership dummy 

and their related standard errors presented in Panel A of Table 4 (and depicted in Graph 1 of 

Figure 2). This is because X (CEO duality) can have a meaningful conditional effect on Y (the 

behavioural and output control tasks) for different values of the moderating variable Z 
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(concentration of ownership), irrespective of the magnitude and significance of the interaction 

term’s coefficient (Brambor et al., 2006; Kam & Franzese 2007).  

Table 1: Descriptive statistics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: N = 384; S.D. = standard deviation; 
a 
we were able to retrieve data on the number of family 

shareholders for 181 out of 244 firms with concentrated family ownership. 

Variable Mean S.D. Minimum Maximum 

Behavioural control 3.39 1.17 1 5 

Output control 3.82 0.91 1 5 

CEO duality 0.53 0.50 0 1 

Concentration of ownership 0.83 0.38 0 1 

  Concentrated nonfamily ownership  0.19 0.39 0 1 

  Concentrated family ownership 0.64 0.48 0 1 

     Concentrated family ownership: small  

     number of family members 
a
 

0.22 0.42 0 1 

     Concentrated family ownership: large  

     number of family members 
a
 

0.34 0.48 0 1 

CEO ownership: <5 percent 0.29 0.46 0 1 

CEO ownership: 5-50 percent 0.38 0.49 0 1 

CEO ownership: >50 percent 0.33 0.47 0 1 

Industry     

   Construction 0.14 0.35 0 1 

   Manufacturing 0.33 0.47 0 1 

   Transport 0.09 0.29 0 1 

   Trade 0.20 0.40 0 1 

   Service 0.24 0.43 0 1 

Firm size (millions) 30.40 90.24 0.63 778.67 

Firm age 30.34 17.58 2 106 

Board meetings 4.65 4.15 1 25 

Board size 4.43 1.80 3 13 

Percentage of independent directors 0.18 0.24 0.00 1.00 

Percentage of shareholding directors 0.56 0.32 0.00 1.00 

CEO tenure 12.97 9.71 1 40 
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Table 2: Pearson correlations 

Variable 1** 2** 3** 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

01. Behavioural control 1           

02. Output control -0.53 1          

03. CEO duality -0.20 -0.09 1         

  4. Concentration of ownership -0.12 -0.09 -0.13 1        

05. Concentrated nonfamily ownership  -0.08 -0.10 -0.08 -0.22 1       

  6. Concentrated family ownership -0.16 -0.15 -0.17 -0.61 -0.64 1      

07. Concentrated family ownership: small  

       number of family members  
-0.14 -0.21 -0.23 -0.27 -0.29 -0.47 1     

08. Concentrated family ownership: large  

      number of family members 
-0.04 -0.02 -0.02 -0.37 -0.40 -0.64 -0.39 1    

09. CEO ownership: <5 percent -0.04 -0.01 -0.26 -0.08 -0.30 -0.18 -0.12 -0.15 1   

10. CEO ownership: 5-50 percent -0.19 0.12 -0.12 -0.33 -0.15 -0.14 -0.21 -0.07 -0.50 1  

11. CEO ownership: >50 percent -0.24 -0.13 -0.38 -0.26 -0.14 -0.32 -0.34 -0.07 -0.45 -0.55 1 

12. Firm size 
a
 -0.04 -0.11 -0.24 -0.05 -0.08 -0.03 -0.18 -0.06 -0.31 -0.11 -0.18 

13. Firm age 
a
 -0.03 -0.02 -0.09 -0.05 -0.08 0.10 -0.14 -0.24 -0.03 -0.05 -0.08 

14. Board meetings -0.24 0.26 -0.12 -0.17 -0.01 -0.14 -0.22 -0.07 -0.03 -0.17 -0.20 

15. Board size -0.09 -0.10 -0.30 -0.09 -0.01 -0.06 -0.14 -0.01 -0.15 0.04 -0.19 

16. Percentage of independent directors -0.02 -0.02 -0.11 -0.02 -0.07 -0.04 -0.09 -0.04 -0.08 -0.02 -0.10 

17. Percentage of shareholding directors -0.19 -0.08 0.07 -0.14 -0.14 -0.01 -0.04 -0.06 -0.40 -0.41 -0.04 

18. CEO tenure 
a
 -0.05 0.02 0.33 -0.04 -0.23 0.21 -0.28 -0.04 -0.43 -0.02 -0.39 

Notes: N = 384; figures in bold are significant at p < 0.05 (two-tailed); 
a 

natural logarithmic transformation; industry dummies (construction, 

manufacturing, transport, trade, and service) not included. 
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Table 2: Pearson correlations (continued) 

Variable 12** 13** 14 15 16 17 18 

12. Firm size 
a
 1       

13. Firm age 
a
 0.21 1      

14. Board meetings -0.07 0.04 1     

15. Board size -0.33 -0.10 0.15 1    

16. Percentage of independent directors -0.11 -0.02 0.04 -0.22 1   

17. Percentage of shareholding directors -0.21 -0.01 0.09 -0.14 -0.13 1  

18. CEO tenure 
a
 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.08 -0.11 -0.15 1 

Notes: N = 384; figures in bold are significant at p < 0.05 (two-tailed); 
a 

natural logarithmic transformation; 

industry dummies (construction, manufacturing, transport, trade, and service) not included. 

 Moreover, Brambor et al. (2006) argue that “analysts cannot […] infer whether X has a 

meaningful conditional effect on Y from the magnitude and significance of the coefficient on the 

interaction term”, and that “if a multiplicative interaction model is employed, it is nearly always 

necessarily for the analyst to go beyond the traditional results table in order to convey […] the 

marginal effect of X on Y” (p. 74). Therefore, we use the relevant elements of the variance-

covariance matrix to recalculate the effect of CEO duality for the different values of the 

concentration of ownership dummy (Brambor et al., 2006).  

 In doing so, we find that the magnitude and significance level of CEO duality’s coefficient are 

reduced if ownership is concentrated in the hands of a controlling shareholder, compared to when 

ownership is dispersed (see Panel A in Table 4). This confirms Hypothesis 2, which suggested 

that the negative effect of CEO duality on behavioural control is mitigated when ownership is 

concentrated in the hands of a controlling shareholder. With respect to the output control task of 

the board, we find no moderating influence of concentration of ownership on the relationship 

between CEO duality and output control. 

 Hypothesis 3 is tested in Model 3 and Model 7 using the interaction terms Concentrated 

nonfamily ownership * CEO duality, Concentrated family ownership: small number of family 

members * CEO duality, and Concentrated family ownership: large number of family members * 

CEO duality. After recalculating the marginal effects and standard errors, results displayed in 
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Panel B of Table 4 (and depicted in Graph 2 of Figure 2) show that CEO duality’s negative effect 

on the behavioural control task becomes nonsignificant when ownership is concentrated in the 

hands of a nonfamily entity. To add robustness to this result, we ran parallel OLS models 

differentiating between the different types of shareholders that comprise the group of nonfamily 

controlling shareholders, that is, an individual, a private equity investor, or a financial institution. 

This model (see A.4.) confirms the results showed in Model 3 and Model 7 at the same levels of 

statistical significance. With respect to privately-held firms with concentrated family ownership, 

we find an analogous nonsignificant effect of CEO duality on behavioural control when the 

family firm is controlled by a small number of family members. However, when the firm is 

controlled by a large number of family members, CEO duality remains significantly negatively 

associated (p < 0.05) with lower levels of behavioural control. In other words, we find a different 

moderating effect of concentrated family ownership depending on the number of controlling 

family shareholders. The greater this number, the more CEO duality’s negative effect on 

behavioural control is similar to the coefficient we find in privately-held firms with dispersed 

ownership. This confirms Hypothesis 3. Furthermore, a robustness check (see A.5.) showed that 

this finding does not change when we control for the presence of a family CEO (Chrisman et al., 

2007). We thus show that to understand the moderating effect of concentration of ownership it is 

useful to take into account different types of controlling shareholders. While the negative effect 

of CEO duality on behavioural control was found significant in both privately-held firms with 

dispersed and concentrated ownership in Panel A of Table 4, differentiating between different 

types of controlling shareholders holding concentrated ownership in Panel B of Table 4 reveals 

that CEO duality is in fact only significantly negatively related to behavioural control when 

concentrated ownership is in the hands of a large number of family members. Analogous to our 

prior results, we do not find a moderating effect of ownership on the relationship between CEO 

duality and the output control task.  

 Finally, in Model 4 and Model 8, we include interaction effects of CEO ownership and CEO 

duality (CEO ownership: 5-50 percent * CEO duality, and CEO ownership: >50 percent * CEO 

duality) to test Hypothesis 4. Analogous to the method used to interpret the results of the previous 

hypotheses, we interpret the moderating effect of CEO ownership by considering the marginal 

effects and standard errors displayed in Panel C of Table 4 (and depicted in Graph 3 of Figure 2). 

Results show a significant negative effect of CEO duality on the behavioural control task when 
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Table 3: Results of regression on behavioural control and output control 

  Behavioural control Output control 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

Hypotheses:          

    CEO duality H1 
   -0.428*** 

(0.122) 

  -0.484** 

(0.227) 

  -0.569** 

(0.236) 

  -0.449** 

(0.224) 

-0.044 

 (0.131) 

0.414 

(0.275) 

0.314 

(0.284) 

-0.013 

 (0.223) 

 Concentration of ownership            

    Concentrated ownership   
    -0.157 

(0.156) 
   

0.142 

(0.164) 
  

    Concentrated ownership 

       * CEO duality 
H2  

0.082 

(0.255) 
   

 -0.538* 

(0.295) 
  

 Type of controlling shareholder          

    Concentrated nonfamily  

    ownership (ConNF) 
   

-0.020 

 (0.205) 
   

  0.246* 

 (0.199) 
 

    Concentrated family ownership: 

    small number of family members   

    (ConFS) 

   
-0.444 

 (0.302) 
   

-0.293 

 (0.347) 
 

    Concentrated family ownership:  

    large number of family members  

    (ConFL) 

   
-0.203 

 (0.186) 
   

-0.088 

 (0.197) 
 

    ConNF * CEO duality 

H3 

  
 0.394 

 (0.329) 
   

-0.331 

 (0.348) 
 

    ConFS * CEO duality   
 0.375 

 (0.396) 
   

-0.349 

 (0.457) 
 

    ConFL * CEO duality   
 0.121 

 (0.312) 
   

-0.263 

 (0.352) 
 

  CEO ownership          

    CEO ownership: 5-50 percent     
   -0.127 

   (0.185) 
   

    -0.057 

(0.188) 

    CEO ownership: >50 percent     
   -0.673*** 

   (0.242) 
   

0.053 

(0.258) 

    CEO ownership: 5-50 percent  

       * CEO duality 
H4 

   
    0.060 

   (0.275) 
   

0.089 

(0.286) 

    CEO ownership: >50 percent  

        * CEO duality 
   

    0.328 

   (0.326) 
   

-0.196 

 (0.366) 
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Notes: standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for heteroscedasticity; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithmic transformation. 

 

Controls:          

    Industry dummies  yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

    Firm size 
a
  

0.014 

(0.042) 

0.016 

(0.042) 

0.020 

(0.048) 

-0.007 

 (0.044) 

0.083* 

(0.046) 

0.085* 

(0.045) 

0.048 

(0.053) 

0.080* 

(0.048) 

    Firm age 
a
   

-0.094 

(0.077) 

-0.092 

(0.077) 

-0.129 

(0.080) 

-0.105 

 (0.077) 

    -0.029 

    (0.071) 

-0.024 

(0.071) 

0.004 

(0.084) 

-0.033 

(0.072) 

    Board meetings  
    0.054*** 

(0.014) 

    0.053*** 

(0.014) 

    0.045*** 

(0.013) 

    0.052*** 

(0.014) 

    0.062*** 

(0.016) 

    0.061*** 

(0.016) 

    0.052*** 

(0.016) 

    0.060*** 

(0.016) 

    Board size  
0.023 

(0.033) 

0.022 

(0.033) 

-0.014 

(0.036) 

0.014 

(0.034) 

-0.002 

(0.031) 

-0.002 

(0.031) 

-0.040 

(0.034) 

-0.003 

(0.032) 

    Percentage of independent directors  
0.457 

(0.667) 

0.466 

(0.667) 

0.481 

(0.759) 

0.646 

(0.690) 

    1.691*** 

(0.717) 

    1.620*** 

(0.615) 

    1.801*** 

(0.692) 

    1.745*** 

(0.877) 

    Percentage of independent directors^2  
-0.938 

(1.001) 

-0.946 

(1.001) 

-0.784 

(1.209) 

-1.041 

(1.053) 

   -3.125*** 

(1.057) 

   -3.027*** 

(0.847) 

   -2.797*** 

(0.992) 

   -3.188*** 

(0.877) 

    Percentage of shareholding directors  
    0.697*** 

(0.180) 

    0.678*** 

(0.183) 

    0.774*** 

(0.190) 

    0.693*** 

(0.198) 

0.349* 

(0.189) 

0.345* 

(0.190) 

0.578*** 

(0.202) 

0.351 

(0.214) 

    CEO tenure 
 a
  

0.038 

(0.038) 

0.039 

(0.064) 

0.072 

(0.071) 

0.101 

(0.072) 

0.062 

(0.070) 

0.057 

(0.067) 

0.085 

(0.075) 

0.075 

(0.077) 

N  384 384 321 384 384 384 321 384 

F  5.41*** 5.03*** 3.63*** 4.76*** 4.29*** 4.04*** 3.09*** 3.42*** 

Adjusted R²  0.112 0.106 0.106 0.124 0.088 0.091 0.094 0.081 

R²  0.142 0.144 0.159 0.163 0.119 0.126 0.148 0.122 
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Table 4: Moderating effect of concentration of ownership (Panel A), type of 

controlling shareholder (Panel B), and CEO ownership (Panel C) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: N = 384; 
a
 N =321; standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for heteroscedasticity; * p 

< 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 

the CEO holds less than 5 percent of the firm’s shares (p < 0.05). When the level of CEO 

ownership is between 5 and 50 percent, CEO duality remains significantly associated (p < 0.05) 

with lower levels of behavioural control, but the magnitude of its coefficient is somewhat 

reduced. Further, when the CEO owns 51 percent or more of the firm’s shares, the relationship 

between CEO duality and behavioural control becomes nonsignificant. This indicates that the 

behavioural control task is not affected by CEO duality when the CEO is at the same time the 

firm’s controlling owner-manager. These results confirm Hypothesis 4, and suggest that only 

when the CEO is not the controlling shareholder of the privately-held firm, CEO duality has a 

Panel A 

  
∂Behavioural control / 

∂CEO duality 

∂Output control /  

∂CEO duality 

Dispersed ownership 

H2 

-0.484*** 

-(0.227)*** 

-0.414*** 

-(0.275)*** 

Concentrated ownership 
-0.402*** 

-(0.138)*** 

-0.124*** 

-(0.143)*** 

Panel B 
a
    

  
∂Behavioural control / 

∂CEO duality 

∂Output control /  

∂CEO duality 

Dispersed ownership  
-0.569*** 

-(0.236)*** 

-0.314*** 

-(0.284)*** 

Concentrated nonfamily ownership 

 

H3 

-0.175*** 

-(0.233)*** 

-0.017*** 

-(0.218)*** 

Concentrated family ownership: 

small number of family members 

-0.194*** 

-(0.338)*** 

-0.034*** 

-(0.374)*** 

Concentrated family ownership: 

large number of family members 

-0.448*** 

-(0.222)*** 

-0.052*** 

-(0.238)*** 

Panel C 

  
∂Behavioural control / 

∂CEO duality 

∂Output control / 

 ∂CEO duality 

CEO ownership: <5 percent 

H4 

  -0.449**** 

-(0.224)*** 

-0.013*** 

-(0.223)*** 

CEO ownership: 5-50 percent 
-0.389*** 

-(0.166)*** 

-0.076*** 

-(0.192)*** 

CEO ownership: >50 percent 
-0.121*** 

-(0.245)*** 

-0.210*** 

-(0.260)*** 
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negative effect on board members’ involvement in behavioural control. Similar to our prior 

results, we do not find a moderating effect of CEO ownership on the CEO duality–output control 

relationship. 

 With regard to the control variables, effects are in line with our expectations. Two findings are 

particularly noteworthy. First, the behavioural and output control tasks are not affected by the 

same control variables, except for the positive effect of the number of board meetings (p < 0.01) 

and the positive effect of the percentage of shareholding directors (p < 0.01). In Model 5 to 

Model 8, it is shown that the size of the firm (p < 0.05) and the percentage of independent 

directors (p < 0.01) only positively affect the output control task. Second, we find that quadratic 

term of the percentage of independent directors has a significant negative effect on the output 

control task (p < 0.01). In combination with the positive regression coefficient on the percentage 

of independent directors (p < 0.01), this suggests an inverted U-shaped relationship between 

increasing the board with additional independent directors and the level of output control, that is, 

there appears to be an optimal percentage of independent directors (i.e. 27 percent in Model 5) 

after which board members’ involvement in the output control task starts to decline (e.g. 

Baysinger & Butler, 1985). 

4.1. Additional analyses  

 Besides the main analyses to test our hypotheses we also performed some additional analyses. 

First, we ran parallel OLS regressions on the output control task construct without the strategy 

control task item as well as on the strategy control item separately. Results (see A.6.) are in the 

same direction. Specifically, we do not find significant effects of CEO duality on the output 

control task without the strategy control task item or on the separate strategy control task item as 

well as no moderating effect of any ownership variable. 

 Second, besides the board monitoring-related control tasks, board literature generally 

acknowledges the existence of several service tasks board of directors fulfil in organizations 

(Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003). In the survey we included questions that 

relate to the following three service tasks (Huse, 2005; Minichilli et al., 2009; van den Heuvel et 

al., 2006): (i) advice and counsel, (ii) networking, lobbying and legitimating, and (iii) strategic 

participation. Respondents were asked to indicate on a five-point Likert scale the extent to which 

board members are involved in performing these tasks. Following the same steps as we set out for  
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Figure 2: Graphical representation of the moderating effect of concentration of ownership 

(Graph 1), type of controlling shareholder (Graph 2), and CEO ownership (Graph 3)  
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the monitoring tasks, we then analysed how CEO duality is associated with these service tasks 

separately as well as with the aggregate construct of these board service tasks, and whether the 

relationships are moderated by the ownership variables we included in previous analyses. Results 

(see A.7.) show that CEO duality does not significantly affect any of the service tasks, 

irrespective of ownership variables. This suggests that CEO duality is only a matter of concern 

for the board’s monitoring role in a privately-held firm context, and more specifically for the 

behavioural control task of the board.  

 Third, we checked whether main-effect and moderated effects of CEO duality differed across 

subsamples based on the industry-adjusted median value of firm size in terms of value of total 

assets (in 2011). We created a dummy variable that equals 0 if the firm’s size is below the median 

size of the industry, and 1 if otherwise. Next, we followed the partition approach suggested by 

Yip & Tsang (2007) and created interaction terms between CEO duality, each category of the 

subsample dummy variable, and each category of our moderators. These interaction terms were 

then entered in a regression model. Finally, we compared main-effect and moderated effects of 

CEO duality across the subsamples using Wald tests. Results (see A.8.) show that the effects of 

CEO duality do not differ in a statistically significant way between the two subsamples. This 

suggests that our results are not different in firms with a size below the industry median value 

compared to firms with a size above this value. 

 Fourth, we ran a two-stage least squares (2SLS) regression and employed the Hausman test to 

check for the possible presence of endogeneity, implying that board monitoring determines the 

type of board leadership. To assess whether endogeneity biases our results, we use the 

instrumental variables approach (Wooldridge, 2002). Appropriate instrumental variables should 

on the one hand be correlated with the potential endogenous regressor (i.e. CEO duality) and on 

the other hand not correlated with the error term of the explanatory equation (Semadeni, Withers, 

& Certo, 2014). Consistent with recommendations of econometricians (e.g. Wooldridge, 2002) 

we employed multiple instrumental variables. Specifically, CEO age and CEO founder status met 

the aforementioned selection criteria and are used as instrumental variables. We tested whether 

our instruments are exogenous based on the Sargan’s statistic (p = 0.76) and the Hansen J-

statistic (p = 0.75). These high p-values indicate that we cannot reject the null hypothesis that our 

instruments are exogenous, which is a necessary condition for the use of the Hausman test. In a 

next step, we estimated the first-stage logistic regression with CEO duality as dependent variable 
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and the two instruments along with two moderators (type of controlling shareholder(s), CEO 

ownership) and the control variables used in this study as independent variables (Semadeni et al., 

2014). The signs of the estimated coefficients on the instrumental variables are positive, which 

indicates that older CEOs and CEOs who are (co)founder of the firm are more likely to also hold 

the position of board chairperson. The chi-square statistic associated with our instruments in the 

first-stage regression is significant (p < 0.05), which alleviates concerns about weak instruments
3
. 

The Hausman test to assess endogeneity consists in adding both the observed variable CEO 

duality and the residuals we obtained based on the first-stage regression into the second-stage 

regression. Results (see A.9.) show that the residuals have no significant effect on behavioural 

monitoring, which suggests that there is no endogeneity problem and that our OLS estimates are 

robust.  

5. Discussion and conclusion 

 To evaluate the impact of CEO duality on firm outcome variables, extant empirical research 

has mainly explored its consequences for firm performance, but these findings tend to be mixed 

and inconsistent (Boyd et al., 2011; Dalton et al. 1998, 2007; Johnson et al., 1996; Krause et al., 

2014). This has led to academic calls to investigate outcome variables that are more proximal 

than firm performance (Daily et al., 2003; Deutsch 2005; Hambrick et al., 2008; Krause et al., 

2014). In this study, we show that in a privately-held firm context the effect of CEO duality on 

board members’ involvement in monitoring is contingent on the type of monitoring task and is 

moderated by the firm’s ownership structure. With respect to the type of monitoring task, our 

results demonstrate that CEO duality is significantly associated with lower levels of behavioural 

control, that is, the direct observation and evaluation of management’s behaviours, but unrelated 

to the board’s monitoring of the firm’s financial and operational performance and the monitoring 

of the firm’s strategy. In addition, we find that CEO duality is not significantly associated with 

the three different service tasks being advice, networking, and strategic participation (Hillman & 

Dalziel, 2003; Huse, 2005). CEO duality is thus only significantly negatively associated with one 

specific board task being the direct monitoring of a firm’s CEO and management.  

                                                           
3
 We also calculated the Cragg-Donald F-statistic by estimating an OLS regression equation with CEO duality as 

dependent variable and the two instruments as independent variables (e.g. Huybrechts et al., 2013). The F-statistic 

associated with our instruments is 18.73 (p < 0.01). This value is well above the recommended threshold of 10 and, 

therefore, provides additional support for our instruments being strong. 
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 Subsequently, we find that this negative effect of CEO duality on behavioural control is only 

significant in privately-held firms with dispersed (family) ownership. When ownership is 

concentrated in the hands of a controlling owner-manager (i.e. one individual is CEO, 

chairperson, and controlling shareholder), a nonfamily shareholder, or a small number of family 

members, board members’ involvement in behavioural control is not affected by CEO duality. In 

other words, two boards with CEO duality but different ownership characteristics may exhibit 

different levels of behavioural control. This latter finding confirms our hypotheses based on the 

ABV logic that board members selectively allocate attention to issues deemed important, 

dependent on situational and structural factors (Ocasio, 1997; Simon, 1947). We provide 

empirical evidence that the ownership structure of a privately-held firm is a relevant contextual 

factor that moderates the CEO duality–behavioural control relationship.  

 Relative to previous research on the CEO duality-board monitoring relationship, the approach 

that we adopt adds to the literature, as to our knowledge no previous study has looked at the 

moderating influence of ownership characteristics on the CEO duality–board monitoring 

relationship in a privately-held firm context. More importantly, we were able to test whether 

findings from prior studies conducted in a publicly-listed firm context hold in a privately-held 

firm context as well. First, in a general way, our finding that the influence of CEO duality on 

monitoring is contingent on the ownership structure of a privately-held firm confirms the view 

that board monitoring effectiveness emerges from a bundle of governance mechanisms, rather 

than from any single one (Desender et al., 2013; Fernández & Arrondo, 2005; Rediker & Seth, 

1995; Sundaramurthy, Mahoney, & Mahoney, 1997). Specifically, we show that a privately-held 

firm’s ownership structure is an important element of governance, as suggested by Uhlaner et al. 

(2007). Both the degree of ownership dispersion and the type of controlling shareholder need to 

be taken into account. Second, the nonsignificant effect of CEO duality on the output and strategy 

control tasks as well as on several service tasks – irrespective of ownership characteristics – 

indicate that there may be other explanatory variables more influential for board members’ 

involvement in these tasks than the structural duality or non-duality component of board 

leadership (Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Forbes & Milliken, 1999). This confirms prior research 

results of Minichilli et al. (2009, 2012), Pugliese et al. (2014), and Zona & Zattoni (2007), who 

find similar nonsignificant effects of CEO duality on a board’s control and service tasks in 

publicly-listed firms. 



45 

 

 Concerning policy implications, the results of our empirical study suggest that practitioners 

and policy makers should be aware that a one-size-fits-all approach for governance in privately-

held firms is not desirable (Bhagal et al., 2008; Monks & Minow, 2011; Uhlaner et al., 2007). 

CEO duality is likely more complex than the dichotomous conceptualization of dual CEOs 

having unchecked power and separated CEO and chair roles representing the essence of good 

governance (Gove & Junkunc 2013; Krause et al., 2014). Universalistic policy prescriptions in 

terms of separating the positions of CEO and board chairperson may lead to important 

shortcomings if they are implemented without taking into account the firm’s ownership structure 

and the different tasks embedded in different board roles. We therefore maintain that theory and 

empirical research can benefit from adopting a contingency approach to examine how the 

effectiveness of a single governance mechanism is linked to other existing governance traits in 

the privately-held firm. This, in turn, will likely prove very useful for designing and 

implementing corporate governance measures in particular situations.   

5.1. Limitations and future research 

 The results of the paper are subject to a number of limitations which also suggest avenues for 

future research. First, our study focuses on privately-held firms located in Belgium. Given the 

embeddedness of corporate governance structures (Aguilera & Jackson, 2003), generalizing our 

findings to other contexts and countries should be done with caution. Second, our study has a 

cross-sectional research design, and so it would not be appropriate to infer causality from these 

results, despite the fact that the endogeneity tests showed that our results are probably not biased 

by endogeneity. Future studies may seek to extend this line of research to longitudinal data. 

Third, because we only measure the level of board members’ involvement in monitoring, we are 

not able to make statements with respect to the quality of that monitoring.  

 In conclusion, our study emphasizes the importance of a contingency approach to analyse 

board of directors-related traits. A one-size-fits-all approach does not exist in governance. Future 

research aimed at increasing insights with respect to board of directors in privately-held firms 

may benefit from investigating the joint impact of board contingencies such as composition, 

structure, and control and service task involvement along with other firm-level and industry-level 

elements besides firm ownership. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Study 2 – Family versus nonfamily SMEs’ innovativeness: Exploring the intervening 

effect of board task performance 

Abstract 
4
 
5
 

Motivated by a lack of consensus in the current literature, this study examines whether family 

SMEs are more or less innovative than nonfamily SMEs. Specifically, we investigate the role of 

board control task and service task performance as intervening variables in the relationship 

between family versus nonfamily SME context and the SME’s level of innovativeness as a 

dimension of entrepreneurial orientation. We invoke the attention-based view of the firm to link 

family versus nonfamily SME context with board task performance, and draw from agency and 

resource-based theories to relate respectively board control task and service task performance to 

innovativeness. To estimate the intervening effect, we apply structural equation modeling on 

survey data collected from 249 SMEs. Results reveal that family SMEs are less innovative than 

nonfamily SMEs and that this is due to lower levels of board control task and service task 

performance in family SMEs rather than a direct effect of family influence. 
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1. Introduction 

 Since Miller’s (1983) seminal article on entrepreneurship, innovativeness as a dimension of 

the entrepreneurial orientation (EO) construct represents a key measure used by scholars to 

delineate innovative small and medium-size enterprises (SMEs) from more conservative ones. 

Whether innovations are incremental or radical, innovativeness reflects “a firm’s tendency to 

engage in and support new ideas, novelty, experimentation, and creative processes that may result 

in new products, services, or technological processes” (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996, p.142). Stated 

differently, innovativeness is a firm-level strategic orientation that captures an SME’s innovative 

attitudes and behaviours (Covin & Lumpkin, 2011). Maintaining a high level of innovativeness is 

highly valuable as prior research has demonstrated positive associations between this strategic 

orientation and the realization of exploitative and explorative innovations (Kollmann & 

Stöckmann, 2014) and critical SME performance outcomes such as profitability (Kellermanns et 

al., 2012; Rauch et al., 2009) and growth (Casillas, Moreno, & Barbero, 2010; Stenholm, 

Pukkinen, & Heinonen, 2015).  

 Given these demonstrated benefits, a stream of literature has developed that aims to identify 

the conditions under which firms do (not) adopt innovativeness (e.g. Boling, Pieper, & Covin, 

2015; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Engelen et al., 2014; Eddleston, Kellermanns, & Zellweger, 

2012; Lumpkin, Brigham, & Moss, 2010; Sciascia, Mazzola, & Chirico, 2013). One antecedent 

of innovativeness that has attracted considerable scholarly attention is family versus nonfamily 

involvement in the ownership and management of a firm (e.g. Craig, Dibrell, & Garrett, 2014; 

Dibrell & Moeller, 2011; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2011; Short et al., 2009; Zahra, Hayton, & 

Salvato, 2004; Zellweger & Sieger, 2012). Family and nonfamily SMEs quite plausibly vary in 

their level of innovativeness because family firms are governed by a unique set of preferences 

and goals not found in nonfamily firms (Basco & Pérez Rodríguez, 2011; Miller et al., 2015). 

However, as argued by De Massis et al. (2015), “whether family businesses are more or less 

innovative than comparable, nonfamily ones remain an open question, and contradictory results 

have been found in this regard” (p.2).     

 In particular, one stream of studies suggests that family firms present a context for 

innovativeness to thrive since family-based characteristics such as a long-term investment 

horizon (Lumpkin et al., 2010; Zellweger, 2007), a stewardship culture (Dibrell & Moeller, 2011; 
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Zahra et al., 2004), and the social capital created by familiness (Pearson, Carr, & Shaw, 2008; 

Salvato & Melin, 2008) facilitate family firms to engage in innovative behaviours (Kellermanns 

et al., 2012). In contrast to this positive perspective, another stream of studies argues that families 

tend to be conservative and avoid a risky strategic orientation such as innovativeness in order to 

protect family members’ socioemotional and financial wealth resided in the family firm (Gómez-

Mejía et al., 2011; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2011; Naldi et al., 2007). This heterogeneity in 

theoretical arguments is also reflected in empirical results, with findings demonstrating positive 

(Craig et al., 2014; Dibrell & Moeller, 2011), negative (Block, 2012; Kraiczy, Hack, & 

Kellermanns, 2015), as well as nonsignificant (De Cleyn & Braet, 2012; Short et al., 2009) 

connections between a family firm context and innovativeness.   

 Observing these contrasting theoretical perspectives and inconclusive empirical results, we 

examine the relationship between a family versus nonfamily firm context and innovativeness 

with a contingency approach in order to unravel underlying mechanisms of this relationship. 

Indeed, it may be that the presence of dominant family coalition does not affect the firm’s level 

of innovativeness directly; rather, it leads to idiosyncratic governance processes that in turn 

influence innovativeness. This is because corporate governance is generally recognized as a key 

determinant in the success and failure of all corporate activities (Filatotchev & Boyd, 2009) and 

family firms are attributed to use different governance mechanisms compared to nonfamily firms 

in order to accomplish their unique preferences and goals (Chrisman et al., 2013; Mustakallio, 

Autio, & Zahra, 2002). In this study we focus specifically on board task performance as an 

element of an SME’s corporate governance system. Inspired by prior research showing that (1) 

boards of directors can play an important role in supporting a firm’s strategic orientation 

(Gabrielsson, 2007a; Le Breton-Miller, Miller, & Bares, 2015; Zahra, Neubaum, & Huse, 2000; 

Zona, Zattoni, & Minichilli, 2013), and (2) the extent to which board members engage in control 

and service tasks varies across family and nonfamily SMEs (Corbetta & Salvato, 2004; Gubitta & 

Gianecchini, 2002; Huse, 2000; Zattoni, Gnan, & Huse, 2015), we develop and estimate a model 

with board control task and service task performance as intervening variables in the relationship 

between family versus nonfamily SME context and the SME’s level of innovativeness. 

 This model (see Figure 3) is embedded in a multi-theoretic perspective. We draw from the 

attention-based view of the firm (ABV) (Ocasio, 1997) to suggest that board members in family 

SMEs are provided with (dis)incentive and (dis)abilities not found in nonfamily SMEs to engage 
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in control and service tasks. Next, we invoke agency theory (Eisenhardt, 1989) and resource-

based perspectives (Barney, 1991; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) to link respectively board control 

task performance and service task performance with the SME’s level of innovativeness. 

Combining these theoretical arguments leads us to hypothesize intervening effects of the two 

board tasks in the relationship between family versus nonfamily SME context and the SME’s 

level of innovativeness. The model will be tested by applying structural equation modeling 

(SEM) on a sample of 249 Belgian non-listed SMEs who are active across various industries and 

legally required to set up a board of directors. 

 This study makes the following contributions to the literature. First, by examining board 

control task and service task performance as intervening variables in the relationship between 

family versus nonfamily SME context and the SME’s level of innovativeness, we contribute to a 

deeper understanding of why family SMEs are more or less likely than nonfamily SMEs to adopt 

innovativeness as a strategic orientation and reveal underlying mechanisms previously 

uncovered. As argued by Gudmundson et al. (1999), understanding why family and nonfamily 

firms adopt different strategic orientations to compete in the marketplace is crucial to gain a more 

complete understanding of the ubiquity of the family form of governance. Second, since the 

nature of our results give support to the applicability of the abovementioned theoretical 

perspectives to the relations investigated, we contribute (1) to the ABV by demonstrating that the 

presence of a (non)family dominant coalition
6
 is an important contextual condition driving board 

members’ performance of control and service tasks (e.g. Zattoni et al., 2015) and (2) to agency 

theory and resource-based perspectives by identifying innovativeness as a firm-level outcome an 

active board of directors is able to contribute to. Third, by investigating the board’s actual 

involvement in the control and service tasks, we respond to scholarly calls to focus on board 

behaviour rather than relying on board composition variables as proxies for board effectiveness 

(Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Forbes & Milliken, 1999) and support with empirical results that 

boards constitute an element of corporate governance with significant influence on innovative 

endeavours in an SME context (e.g. Gabrielsson, 2007a). 

                                                           
6
 Chua, Chrisman, & Sharma (1999) describe the dominant coalition as “the powerful actors in an organization who 

control the overall organizational agenda” (p.24). They also suggest that the dominant coalition does not refer to 

specific owners, managers, or family members but to the collection of senior decision-makers and top managers who 

have a principal role in shaping and pursuing the (non)family firm’s vision. 
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 The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In the next section, we review the 

literature on the interrelationships between a family versus nonfamily firm context, board task 

performance, and innovativeness, and subsequently derive our intervening effect hypothesis. In 

the third section we describe the research method, including data, measurement of variables, and 

statistical methods of analysis used. In the fourth and fifth section we respectively discuss the 

findings and draw a conclusion. 

 

Figure 3: Conceptual model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses 

2.1. Board task performance in family versus nonfamily SMEs 

A general distinction in board task performance made by scholars is between control task 

performance, that is, the monitoring of management and firm performance, and service task 

performance, that is, the provision of advice and preferential access to resources (Forbes & 

Milliken, 1999; Huse, 2005). Governance literature suggests that boards of directors perform 

these two tasks in family firms as well as in nonfamily firms (Bammens, Voordeckers, & Van 

Gils, 2011; Huse, 2000). Decades of scholarly work on boards has made clear that the level of 

board control task and service task performance is contingent on whether board members dispose 

Control/service 

task performance 

Innovativeness 
Family versus 

nonfamily SME 
H1a-b (indirect effect) 
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of proper abilities and incentives (Hambrick, Misangyi, & Park, 2015; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; 

Payne, Benson, & Finegold, 2009; Petrovic, 2008). These abilities and incentives derive from the 

directors’ individual characteristics as well as the context in which they operate (Minichilli et al., 

2012). 

Abilities and incentives on the level of the individual director typically include independence, 

expertise, motivation, and the ability to devote requisite time and attention (Hambrick et al., 

2015; Payne et al., 2009). Contextual factors that provide directors the ability and/or the incentive 

to perform the control and service tasks can reside inside as well as outside the boardroom 

(Petrovic, 2008). With respect to boardroom-related factors, a number of empirical studies have 

highlighted the importance of group-level processes such as effort norms, the use of knowledge 

and skills, and cognitive debates as drivers of board task performance (Minichilli, Zattoni, & 

Zona, 2009; Minichilli et al., 2012; Zattoni et al., 2015; Zona, 2015; Zona & Zattoni, 2007). Also 

the way in which directors mutually interact (Tuggle et al., 2010), their degree of evenness and 

inclusiveness in participating in discussions (Pugliese, Nicholson, & Bezemer, 2015), and their 

cohesiveness or ability to continue working together (Forbes & Milliken, 1999) have been 

identified as antecedents of the level of board control task and service task performance. 

Considering contextual factors outside the boardroom, prior research has underlined the 

importance of the firm’s ownership structure (Desender et al., 2013), the performance of the firm 

(Pugliese, Minichilli, & Zattoni, 2014), and external governance mechanisms (Aguilera et al., 

2015), amongst others. Furthermore, since contextual factors affect the director selection process 

(Withers, Hillman, & Cannella, 2012), they also influence directors’ individual characteristics. 

In this study, we argue that, in a family SME context, board members dispose of different 

abilities and incentives to execute control and service tasks compared to directors in nonfamily 

SMEs. This is because family entities have different expectations about the board’s role(s) than 

nonfamily entities (van den Heuvel, Van Gils, & Voordeckers, 2006). In turn, this will lead to 

dissimilar levels of board control task and service task performance in family SMEs relative to 

nonfamily SMEs. To theorize on this, we invoke the ABV (Ocasio, 1997). Applying the ABV to 

the understanding of the relationship between the involvement of family versus nonfamily 

entities in an SME and board task performance is particularly suitable because a key proposition 

of the ABV is that the extent to which board members distribute and regulate their attention to 

their tasks (i.e. level of board task performance) depends on the specific context or situation they 
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find themselves in – also referred to as the principle of situated attention (Ocasio, 1997). That is, 

contextual factors have a salient impact on the directors’ perceived need to engage in control and 

service tasks (Huse, 2007). The lower this perceived need, the less likely directors direct their 

attention to the particular task, regardless of their individual characteristics. In the subsequent 

paragraphs, we elaborate on the reasons why the involvement of a family entity in an SME 

represents such a contextual factor and how this affects board control task and service task 

performance. 

 On the one hand, extant literature offers rationales to expect a higher level of board control 

task and service task performance in family SMEs relative to nonfamily SMEs since the overlap 

between ownership, management, and board of directors that is typical of family SMEs leads to a 

board that is primarily composed of family members with substantial shareholdings (Gersick et 

al., 1997; Wilson, Wright, & Scholes, 2013). As family members are concerned with the 

preservation of the family’s socioemotional wealth (SEW) and reluctant to put their financial 

wealth resided in the family firm at risk (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011), family directors have clear 

incentives to engage in control and service tasks in order to avoid management misappropriation 

and to provide advice and access to resources, respectively. Also nonfamily directors in family 

firms are incentivized to support the family firm by engaging in control and service tasks since 

they are usually appointed based on their close, personal relationship with the family 

(Gabrielsson & Huse, 2005; Johannisson & Huse, 2000). Westphal (1999) shows for example 

that friendship ties between board members and management increase the likelihood of directors’ 

giving advice and counsel to managers, and Ng & Roberts (2007) state that nonfamily directors 

in family firms may be appointed based on their monitoring potential since engagement in the 

control task protects “the firm from the damaging aspects of family altruism and the family from 

the damage of managerial opportunism” (p.309).  

 In contrast, in nonfamily SMEs the proportion of shares owned by directors is relatively small 

(Wilson et al., 2013). Further, the appointment of directors in nonfamily SMEs is mainly driven 

by satisfying business needs, that is, nonfamily firms are less inclined to incorporate relational 

criteria in the selection of directors than family firms (Corbetta & Salvato, 2004; Fiegener et al., 

2000). This may reduce the level of board control task and service task performance if there is a 

lack of trust or goal incongruence between board and management (Huse & Zattoni, 2008; 

Zhang, 2013).  
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 On the other hand, literature also offers arguments to expect a lower level of board control 

task and service task performance in family SMEs relative to nonfamily SMEs. The close, long-

term relationship of a family with the firm and the overlap among shareholders, managers, and 

directors indicates that family members have access to internal information (Audretsch, 

Hülsbeck, & Lehmann, 2013) and possess a profound understanding of the firm’s wealth-creating 

processes (Raheja, 2005). This provides the family the necessary capabilities to be an effective 

monitor beyond the board of directors, hence disincentivizing directors to perform the control 

task in family firms (Desender et al., 2013). Studies that rely on the ratio of independent directors 

as a proxy for the level of control task performance show for example that boards in non-listed 

family firms on average have fewer independent directors than nonfamily firms (Brunninge & 

Nordqvist, 2004; Jaskiewicz & Klein, 2007). With regard to the service task, literature on 

familiness (Pearson et al., 2008; Salvato & Melin, 2008) suggests that the concurrent association 

of family members with the business and family systems results in profound knowledge of the 

business, strong motivation, a long-term perspective, and fruitful stakeholder relationships 

(Dawson & Mussolino, 2014). In turn, the family’s reliance on the board of directors to gain 

access to human and social capital resources is reduced since the family already possesses these 

resources (Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005). Boards that exist on paper but are in fact not 

involved in control and service tasks has also been referred to as ceremonial governance by the 

board in family firms (Kammerlander et al., 2015). 

 In sum, regardless of the direction of the association – positive or negative – extant literature 

suggests that a family SME context is an important factor that provides directors in this type of 

SME dissimilar abilities and incentives relative to directors in a nonfamily SME context. In turn, 

the level of board control task and service task performance can be expected to be different in 

family SMEs relative to nonfamily SMEs.  

2.2. Board task performance and innovativeness 

Although boards of directors that are actively involved in control and service tasks are 

suggested to facilitate corporate value-creation (Huse, 2007), there is still a quest for more 

empirical evidence on how they do so and to what ends. Extant research focuses mainly on the 

relationship between board composition in terms of its independence and outcome variables such 

as firm financial performance and strategic decisions such as R&D investments (e.g. Deutsch, 
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2005; Zona et al., 2013). Empirical evidence on these relationships, however, tends to be 

inconsistent and often nonsignificant (Hermalin & Weisbach, 2003; Johnson, Daily, & Ellstrand, 

1996). This has led to calls to study how boards actually work in order to gain more insight in 

their potential contributions (Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Forbes & Milliken, 1999). In response 

to these calls, a surge of empirical studies has emerged that captures boards’ level of performance 

of control and service tasks. Nevertheless, with the exception of Gabrielsson (2007a), we could 

not identify any study that looks at how board task performance is related to an SME’s strategic 

orientation with respect to innovation. Yet, there are theoretical insights offered by agency theory 

and resource-based perspectives to believe that a high level of board control task and service task 

performance is positively related to both family and nonfamily SMEs’ innovativeness.   

Innovativeness is a resource-consuming strategic orientation (Covin & Slevin, 1991) that also 

requires substantial commitment and support from the firm’s management (Zahra et al., 2000). 

From an agency theory point of view, nonfamily managers are assumed to be focused on short-

term performance while family managers are loss averse with respect to SEW (Eisenhardt, 1989; 

Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011). These preferences are incongruent with innovativeness that is a risky 

strategic orientation by nature and whose benefits for firm performance may only emerge in the 

long run and may be hampered by noneconomic family objectives (Duran et al., 2015). In this 

regard, a high level of control task performance can limit nonfamily managers’ short-termism 

(Hambrick et al., 2015) and family managers’ loss aversion with respect to SEW (Goel et al., 

2013). This in turn challenges CEOs in family and nonfamily SMEs to support innovativeness 

(Miller et al., 2015; Zahra, 1996). Gabrielsson (2007a) demonstrates for example a positive 

association between the level of board control task performance and CEOs’ commitment to an 

entrepreneurial posture in medium-size firms.  

The contributions of service task performance to innovativeness can be regarded from 

resource-based perspectives such as the resource dependence framework (Pfeffer & Salancik, 

1978) and the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm (Barney, 1991). Resource dependence 

theory suggests that the level of service task performance reflects directors’ ability to facilitate 

preferential access to resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Specifically, directors are argued to 

act as boundary spanners that could help the business to acquire important resources from the 

environment, thereby mitigating environmental uncertainty and reducing transaction costs 

associated with environmental interdependency (Hillman, Cannella, & Paetzold, 2000; Huse, 
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2007). For example, by engaging in service tasks such as networking, directors can help 

legitimize the SME vis-à-vis stakeholders (Brunninge & Nordqvist, 2004) and supply the SME 

with valuable information about how other firms deal with innovative endeavours (Hillman et al., 

2000). Hence, a high level of board service task performance can aid the SME to get access to 

managerial and financial resources such that innovativeness is supported and the associated risk 

is reduced. 

Through the RBV perspective, directors are viewed not only as resources through their 

networks, but also through their competency (Huse, 2007). That is, board members contribute to 

their firm’s competitive advantage through their professional and personal knowledge, skills and 

experience. Therefore, the RBV emphasizes the board’s service task of providing advice and 

counsel to management, that is, the collaboration between board members and managers (Huse, 

2007). Such collaborative ties have been shown to nurture stewardship and to support stewards in 

pro-organizational endeavours (Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003), bridge gaps in knowledge and 

skills of (family) managers (Gabrielsson & Huse, 2005), and mitigate the likelihood of family 

conflicts (Bammens, Voordeckers, & Van Gils, 2008; Goel et al., 2013). It follows that a high 

level of service task performance can be expected to facilitate commitment to innovativeness. 

2.3. Intervening effects 

In the sections above, we argued first that, compared to nonfamily SMEs, family SMEs will 

display a different level of board control task and service task performance. From an ABV, we 

argued that this is because a family SME context offers unique (dis)incentives and (dis)abilities 

for directors to become involved in both tasks. Subsequently, based on agency theory and 

resource-based theories, we expected that a high level of board control task and service task 

performance is positively associated with an SME’s innovativeness. Taking these arguments 

together, we propose that board control task and service task performance are intervening 

variables in the relationship between family versus nonfamily SME context and the SME’s level 

of innovativeness. We therefore hypothesize that: 

H1a: Family versus nonfamily context has an indirect effect on innovativeness 

through board control task performance as intervening variable. 

H1b: Family versus nonfamily context has an indirect effect on innovativeness 

through board service task performance as intervening variable. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1. Sample 

In July 2011 we sent a postal survey to the CEOs of all Belgian non-listed limited liability 

firms with more than 20 employees that were registered in the Bel-First database of Bureau van 

Dijk in 2010 (N = 9,425). We did not include firms with less than 20 employees in the target 

population for the survey since boards of directors in these small firms are likely to only have a 

‘rubber-stamp’ role (Gabrielsson, 2007b). Limited liability firms provide an interesting 

population for this study, as they are legally obliged to establish a board of directors that operates 

in a one-tier governance system. The responsibility to select directors resides with the firm’s 

shareholders based on the one-share-one-vote principle. Apart from the legal obligation to 

appoint a minimum of three (two) directors if there are three or more (two) shareholders, the 

composition of the board and its performance of control and service tasks are not regulated by 

any requirements.  

Following previous research on boards of directors (e.g. Pugliese et al., 2014), we targeted the 

CEO as key informant because s/he is knowledgeable about the issues investigated in this study. 

We (1) conducted a pre-test to fine-tune the survey, (2) prepared a presentation letter, 

emphasizing the need for research on boards of directors and guaranteeing respondents’ 

anonymity, and (3) sent a reminder in October 2011. We received 755 responses, resulting in an 

overall response rate of 8.01 percent. This response rate is in line with other Belgian survey-

based studies that have collected data on similar topics (e.g. Huybrechts et al., 2013). In a next 

step, we removed non-SMEs
7
 (N = 145), firms controlled by another corporation (N = 64), and 

firms with a board of only two directors (N = 75). Before deleting firms with missing data (N = 

222), we consulted the annual report for the fiscal year 2011 of SMEs that did not provide 

information in the survey about the presence of a family CEO and/or the number of family 

directors while declaring family involvement in ownership (N = 55). The annual report of 

                                                           
7
 In order to retain SMEs, we followed the guidelines of the European Commission (2003). Specifically, SMEs in our 

final sample had in 2011 a maximum number of 250 employees and a balance sheet total value of no more than 43 

million euro. 
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Belgian firms contains the name and living address of each board member and the CEO
8
. These 

steps lead us to retain a final sample of 249 privately-held SMEs. 

Nonresponse bias was assessed using the following procedure. We collected archival data on 

firm size and firm profitability in 2011 for all privately-held SMEs in the population of Belgian 

limited liability enterprises (N = 9,425). Subsequently, we applied the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-

sample test in order to examine differences between firms that participated in our survey (N = 

755) and those that did not (N = 8,670). Results show that no statistically significant differences 

were found in either sample with regard to value of total assets (p = 0.20) and return on assets 

(ROA) (EBIT divided by value of total assets, p = 0.35), which at least partially mitigates 

nonresponse concerns. 

3.2. Measures 

3.2.1. Dependent variable: Innovativeness. To measure innovativeness we rely on the EO scale 

proposed by Miller (1983) and Covin & Slevin (1989). Respondents were asked to indicate on a 

Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), the extent to which the firm 

(i) emphasizes innovations and R&D technological leadership, (ii) has launched many new lines 

of products or services in the past five years, and (iii) has dramatically changed product or service 

lines in the past five years. In a next step, we summed the items into one single index (α = 0.68). 

Innovativeness is thus defined as the joint exhibition of an inclination at the strategic decision-

making level favouring innovative attitudes (item 1) and observed innovative actions or 

behaviours (items 2 and 3). The underlying items of innovativeness (and the EO scale in general) 

have been used in numerous studies and exhibited high levels of validity and reliability (see 

George, 2011 for a discussion).  

3.2.2. Independent variable: Family versus nonfamily SME. Although there are no agreed-

upon operational criteria to label an SME as a family SME, most scholars agree that the family 

must be the dominant coalition within the SME with control over corporate decision-making 

                                                           
8
 We considered a director/CEO as a family director/CEO if (1) the name of the firm is similar to the name of the 

director/CEO, or (2) two directors have (one director has) the same name (as the CEO), or (3) the director/CEO lives 

on the same address as the firm’s address, or (4) two directors live (one director lives) on the same address (as the 

CEO). This procedure provided information for 42 out of 55 firms for which we consulted the annual report. 24 out 

of these 42 firms are retained in the analyses due to missing data on other variables. 
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(Chua et al., 1999). Family involvement in ownership, management, and/or the board of directors 

are considered salient indicators of family members’ disposal of the necessary authority to direct 

decision-makings and to pursue family-oriented goals in addition to economic objectives 

(Chrisman, Chua, & Sharma, 2005). In accordance, the current study identifies a family SME as 

one in which (a) a family holds more than 50 percent of ownership and a family member is the 

CEO, or (b) a family holds more than 50 percent of ownership and the SME is not managed by a 

family CEO but at least one family member resides in the board of directors. Family ownership 

was measured by asking the respondents to categorize the largest, second largest, and third 

largest shareholder of the firm either as a family (i.e. two or more shareholders that have family 

ties), an individual (i.e. a single shareholder who does not have shareholding relatives), a private 

equity investor (i.e. a company whose main objective is to provide capital), a financial institution 

(i.e. a bank or insurance company), or a corporation. Next, we asked the level of ownership of the 

three largest shareholders by providing categories in the survey and computed family ownership 

in terms of a dummy variable that equals 1 if a family holds an ownership level of more than 50 

percent, 0 otherwise. Family CEO and the number of family directors were measured by asking 

respondents whether the CEO is a family member and how many directors belong to the owning 

family. 

3.2.3. Intervening variables: Board control task performance and Board service task 

performance. The execution of control and service tasks are theoretically derived latent 

constructs denoting the collective cognitive outcomes of board members’ work (Forbes & 

Milliken, 1999). Our measures for these constructs are derived from the classification made by 

Huse (2005). Their underlying items have been used in multiple studies (e.g. Minichilli et al., 

2009, 2012; Pugliese et al., 2014; Zona & Zattoni, 2007). Specifically, to measure Board control 

task performance, respondents were asked to rate on a five-point Likert scale (1 = to a low extent; 

5 = to a high extent) the level of board members’ performance of: (i) developing plans and 

budgets for the firm’s operations, (ii) overseeing that these operations are well organized, (iii) 

collecting information about the financial position of the company, and (iv) monitoring and 

evaluating strategic decisions. The items were summed into one single index (α = 0.81). We did 

not include the behavioural control subtask (see Huse, 2005) in our measurement of board control 

task performance because a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) identified its underlying items as 
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problematic for the convergent validity of the construct (see below)
9
. Board service task 

performance is measured in a similar way, asking the respondents the extent to which board 

members perform (i) advising on management issues, (ii) advising on financial issues, (iii) 

advising on technical and operational issues, (iv) advising on market issues, (v) advising on legal 

issues and taxation, (vi) providing linkages to external stakeholders, (vii) providing legitimacy 

and reputation, (viii) promoting strategic initiatives, (ix) taking strategic decisions, and (x) 

participating in the implementation phase of strategic decision-makings. The items were also 

summed into one single index (α = 0.93). 

3.2.4. Control variables. At firm-level we control for Firm size, Firm age, ROA 2010 (sector-

adjusted), Export intensity, whether the firm operates in a High-tech industry, and the Number of 

shareholders. Firm size reflects the value of total assets in million euros, and a natural logarithm 

transformation allowed adjusting for skewness. Firm age is measured as the natural logarithm of 

the number of years the firm has been incorporated. Firm size and firm age are included as 

proxies for the SME’s life cycle. The importance of innovativeness and board task performance 

varies as an SME evolves through the corporate life cycle (Machold & Farquhar, 2013; Zellweger 

& Sieger, 2012). We take into account ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) (EBIT divided by value of 

total assets) since prior work indicates that profitability affects innovative efforts (Covin & 

Slevin, 1991) as well as board task performance (Pugliese et al., 2014). This financial parameter 

was obtained by consulting the SME’s annual report in the Bel-First database of Bureau van Dijk, 

which also enabled us to subtract this value from the industry’s median value of ROA 2010 

(based on the 5-digit NACEBEL industry classification). The inclusion of Export intensity and 

High-tech industry as control variables is because SMEs with high export intensity and SMEs 

that operate in a high-technology industry can be expected to be more inclined to innovate 

(Classen et al., 2014; Zahra et al., 2004). Export intensity represents an assessment of the 

percentage of revenue realized outside Belgium. Based on the Eurostat (2010) guidelines, we 

measure High-tech industry as a dummy variable that equals 1 if the firm produces medium- or 

high-technology products and/or provides a knowledge-intensive service, 0 otherwise. We also 

control for the Number of shareholders. A larger number of shareholders is associated with an 

increased reliance on the board to execute control and service tasks (Hermalin & Weisbach, 

2003). 

                                                           
9
 With the behavioural control task as intervening variable, results are not different from those reported in Table 7. 
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With respect to board-level variables we control for Board size, the quadratic term of Board 

size^2, Percentage of independent directors, the quadratic term of the Percentage of independent 

directors^2, and CEO duality. Board size is measured as the total number of board members. 

Theory suggests that a too low or high number of directors hinders innovativeness and board task 

performance (Huse, 2007; Zahra et al., 2000). Therefore, we also take into account the quadratic 

term of Board size^2. The Percentage of independent directors reflects the number of directors 

who have no (former) personal or professional relationship with the SME relative to the total 

number of board members. A higher ratio of independent directors is suggested to enhance 

innovativeness and board task performance (Huse, 2007; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011; Zahra et al., 

2000). We also take into account the quadratic term of the Percentage of independent directors^2 

since the benefit for board task performance of adopting additional independent directors has 

been shown to decrease (Baysinger & Butler, 1985). CEO duality is defined as a CEO also 

serving as chairperson of the board of directors. Following prior research, a dummy was 

computed that equals 1 if CEO and chairperson positions are combined, 0 otherwise (Gove & 

Junkunc, 2013). CEO duality is suggested to impede innovativeness and board task performance 

(Krause, Semadeni, & Cannella, 2014; Zahra et al., 2000).  

Finally, we take into account CEO tenure, measured as the natural logarithm of the number of 

years the CEO has been working as the firm’s CEO, and CEO founder, measured as a dummy 

that equals 1 if the CEO has founded the firm and holds more than 5 percent of shareholdings, 0 

otherwise. Boling et al. (2015) find an inverse U-shaped relationship between CEO tenure and 

EO. A founding CEO is suggested to significantly influence board task performance and the 

strategic orientation of a firm (Daily et al., 2002). 

3.3. Method of analysis 

We apply covariance-based structural equation modeling (CB-SEM) (Astrachan, Patel, & 

Wanzenried, 2014) using STATA 13.1 software to, in a first step, conduct a CFA to assess the 

measurement model fit and the convergent and discriminant validity of innovativeness, board 

control task performance, and board service task performance. In a second step, we set up 

structural models to estimate the hypothesized path relationships among the family versus 

nonfamily SME dummy, board control task performance and board service task performance, and 

innovativeness. Because of discriminant validity concerns (see below), we estimate separate 
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structural models that incorporate either board control task performance or board service task 

performance as intervening variable. Further, the control variables are included for all path 

estimations.  

To test whether the direct, indirect, and total effects of the family versus nonfamily SME 

dummy on innovativeness are significantly different from zero, we estimate bias-corrected 

bootstrap confidence intervals (Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Mathieu & Taylor, 2006). Applying 

bootstrapping to evaluate statistical inference of indirect effects differs from the Sobel test in the 

sense that it makes no assumption about the shape of the sampling distribution of the indirect 

effect, whereas the Sobel test assumes a normal distribution (Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Preacher 

& Hayes, 2008). We opt for a critical value of α = 0.05 to generate 95 percent bias-corrected 

confidence intervals based on k = 1000 replications (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). If zero is 

outside of the upper and lower limits of the confidence interval, the indirect effect is at least 

statistically significant at p < 0.05 (see Preacher & Hayes, 2008 for an explanation of how 

bootstrap confidence intervals are calculated). 

3.4. Analysis of common method variance 

In the case of a cross-sectional survey with a single respondent, common method variance 

(CMV) may bias the interpretation of the relationships between self-reported variables 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). There are three self-reported variables in this study: innovativeness, 

board control task performance, and board service task performance. All other variables represent 

objective data. To assess CMV, we conducted a CFA in which the items of the self-reported 

variables were loaded on their respective constructs as well as on a latent method factor (see 

Podsakoff et al., 2003). This latent method factor model had a poor overall fit (χ² (119) = 664.67; 

χ²/df = 5.58; p < 0.01) and also the fit indices (CFI = 0.800; RMSEA = 0.136; SRMR = 0.075) 

did not meet their recommended cut-off values (see Hair et al., 2010). This suggests that CMV is 

not likely to affect our findings. 

3.5. Assessing validity and reliability 

The convergent validity, discriminant validity, and reliability of innovativeness, board control 

task performance, and board service task performance were evaluated based on two CFA models. 

In one model, we included all three latent constructs and their respective items. The results 

revealed satisfactory fit (χ² (135) = 250.13; χ²/df = 1.85; p < 0.01; CFI = 0.966; RMSEA = 0.059; 
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SRMR = 0.068). We inspected the convergent validity based on the items’ standardized loadings 

and the average variance extracted (AVE) statistic. Results show that all items load significantly 

(p < 0.01). Except for one item of the innovativeness scale (ß = 0.37), all standardized loadings 

are also higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2010). The AVE for innovativeness equals 0.47
10

, for board 

control task performance 0.52, and for board service task performance 0.54, indicating adequate 

convergent validity. We assessed the reliability of the latent constructs based on their Cronbach’s 

alphas (see section ‘Measures’) and composite reliability (CR) scores. The CR for innovativeness 

equals 0.71, for board control task performance 0.81, and for board service task performance 

0.92, indicating sufficient reliability (Hair et al., 2010). Finally, to appraise discriminant validity, 

we checked whether the AVE statistics of the latent constructs were higher than the squared inter-

construct correlations (Hair et al., 2010). We find that this is not the case for the board control 

task performance and board service task performance constructs. Their heterotrait-monotrait 

(HTMT) ratio is also higher than 0.90, providing further evidence of weak discriminant validity 

(Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015). However, we maintain that measuring a single board task 

performance variable that incorporates control and service items is not appropriate given that 

different theoretical perspectives explain these board tasks’ determinants and contributions (see 

Hillman & Dalziel, 2003)
11

. Therefore, to mitigate discriminant validity concerns, we conduct 

separate structural models in which either board control task performance or board service task 

performance is taken into account as intervening variable.  

In an alternative CFA model, we allowed four additional items that pertain to the behavioural 

control subtask to load on the board control task performance construct. These items, which refer 

to the board’s observation and evaluation of management’s behaviours (Huse, 2005) are 

identified as problematic for the convergent validity of the control task performance construct 

                                                           
10

 The item addressing “emphasis on innovation and R&D technological leadership” is responsible for suboptimal 

validity of the innovativeness construct. However, although an AVE of 0.47 is below the threshold of 0.50, we did 

not adjust the innovativeness measurement scale because (1) the standardized loading of the item of interest is 

significant at p < 0.01, and (2) the CR of innovativeness is higher than 0.70. Furthermore, excluding this item from 

the innovativeness scale does not change the results. 

11
 Nonetheless, because the SEM models in Table 7 and Table 8 yield comparable results, we also estimated a model 

with an intervening variable that incorporates both the control and service tasks’ items. Interpretation of the results 

remains unchanged. 
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because they have standardized loadings below 0.50 and result in an AVE statistic of 0.36. 

Therefore, we decided not to include these four items in the measurement of board control task 

performance (Hair et al., 2010).  

4. Results 

Means and standard deviations of the variables of interest are presented in Table 5. In Table 5 

we also report on Wilcoxon rank-sum tests and chi-square tests to detect statistically significant 

differences in these variables between family and nonfamily SMEs. Results show that, on 

average, family SMEs are older, less likely to operate in a high-technology industry, and dispose 

of a board comprised of fewer directors that to a lesser extent perform control and service tasks. 

Further, in family SMEs, CEOs are more likely to chair the board, have longer tenure, and can be 

expected to be the family firm’s founder.  

 

Table 5: Descriptive statistics 

Variable 
All firms Family SMEs 

Nonfamily 

SMEs 

Test of 

signifi–

cant 

differ–

rence 
a
 Mean S.D. Min. Max. Mean S.D.  Mean S.D.  

Innovativeness 8.64 2.81 3 15 8.47 2.82 9.00 2.28 ns 
b
 

Family versus nonfamily SME 0.67 0.47 0 1      

Board control task performance 15.05 3.89 4 20 14.44 4.16 16.34 2.87 *** 

Board service task performance 33.74 9.88 10 50 32.79 10.78 35.75 7.31 * 

Firm size (million euro) 9.71 9.27 0.72  42.86 10.25 9.95 8.55 7.55 ns 

Firm age 39.93 35.37 1 271 42.66 34.74 34.18 36.21 *** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) (%) 0.22 7.50 -25.09 25.89 -0.23 7.04 1.16 8.36 ns 

Export intensity 0.26 0.30 0.00 1.00 0.25 0.29 0.29 0.33 ns 

High-tech industry 0.34 0.47 0 1 0.28 0.45 0.46 0.50 *** 

Number of shareholders 3.55 2.41 1 10 3.37 2.20 3.94 2.79 ns 

Board size 4.22 1.67 3 15 4.07 1.54 4.54 1.89 ** 

Pct of independent directors 0.18 0.24 0.00 1.00 0.19 0.25 0.17 0.24 ns 

CEO duality 0.57 0.50 0 1 0.63 0.48 0.43 0.50 *** 

CEO tenure 14.18 9.81 1 40 16.43 9.89 9.41 7.78 *** 

CEO founder 0.27 0.44 0 1 0.32 0.48 0.15 0.36 *** 

Notes: N = 249; N(family SMEs) = 169; N(nonfamily SMEs) = 80; S.D. = standard deviation, Min. = minimum 

value, Max. = maximum value; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; 
a 
Wilcoxon rank-sum and chi-square tests were 

used to detect statistically significant differences between family and nonfamily SMEs (two-tailed); 
b
 nonsignificant. 
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Table 6: Pearson correlations 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Innovativeness 1               

2. Family versus nonfamily  

    SME 
-0.09 1              

3. Board control task  

    performance 
0.21 -0.23 1             

4. Board service task  

    performance 
0.19 -0.14 0.81 1            

5. Firm size 
a
 0.03 0.07 0.14 0.09 1           

6. Firm age 
a
 0.00 0.21 -0.06 -0.07 0.23 1          

7. ROA 2010 (sector-adj.) 0.08 -0.09 0.04 0.01 0.05 -0.05 1         

8. Export intensity 0.24 -0.05 0.06 0.07 0.23 0.13 -0.04 1        

9. High-tech industry 0.05 -0.18 0.04 0.02 -0.01 -0.09 0.05 0.20 1       

10. Number of shareholders 0.02 -0.11 -0.07 -0.06 -0.02 0.12 0.02 0.01 0.20 1      

11. Board size 0.01 -0.13 0.04 0.09 0.20 0.16 -0.03 0.12 0.09 0.14 1     

12. Pct of independent dir. 0.13 0.02 -0.04 -0.01 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.08 0.12 0.01 0.07 1    

13. CEO duality -0.14 0.20 -0.08 -0.05 -0.14 -0.17 -0.01 -0.14 0.01 -0.07 -0.23 -0.14 1   

14. CEO tenure 
a
 0.12 0.36 -0.02 -0.02 0.04 0.11 -0.02 -0.10 -0.07 -0.13 -0.07 0.05 0.30 1  

15. CEO founder 0.11 0.18 0.01 0.03 -0.13 -0.29 -0.10 -0.07 -0.11 -0.19 -0.11 0.02 0.35 0.38 1 

Notes: N = 249; figures in bold are significant at p < 0.05 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm. 
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 Pearson correlations are presented in Table 6. We find that family versus nonfamily SME has 

no significant correlation with innovativeness and a significant negative correlation with both 

board control task performance and board service task performance. Board control task 

performance and board service task performance are positively correlated with innovativeness. 

4.1. Innovativeness as dependent variable 

 Model 1 in Table 7 and Model 2 in Table 8 show the results of the structural models with 

respectively board control task performance and board service task performance as intervening 

variables (see Appendix B.1. for standardized SEM estimates). The fit measures of both 

structural models have acceptable levels (Hair et al., 2010). As mentioned above, we assess the 

statistical inference of the total and direct effects of the family versus nonfamily SME dummy on 

innovativeness based on bootstrap analyses (Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Mathieu & Taylor, 

2006). Results across both models show that the family versus nonfamily SME dummy does not 

impact the SME’s level of innovativeness because the total effect is nonsignificant. Also the 

direct effect of the family SME dummy is not significant. The results indicate further that board 

control task performance (p < 0.01) and board service task performance (p < 0.01) are both 

significantly and positively related to innovativeness.  

 With respect to the control variables, we find an inverted U-shaped effect of board size. This 

indicates the existence of an optimal number of directors (i.e. 6 in Model 1 and Model 2) to 

support innovativeness. When boards have less or more than six directors, the level of 

innovativeness declines. Further, the significant, negative coefficient of CEO duality suggests 

that innovativeness is reduced if the CEO chairs the board. SMEs managed by long-tenured 

and/or founding CEOs have a higher level of innovativeness. Innovativeness is also positively 

associated with export intensity. 

4.2. Board control task performance and Board service task performance as dependent 

variables 

We find that family versus nonfamily SME context is significantly and negatively related to 

board control task performance (p < 0.01) as well as board service task performance (p < 0.05). 

This indicates that the levels of board control task and service task performance are lower in 

family SMEs relative to nonfamily SMEs. One finding is particularly noteworthy with regard to 

the control variables, that is, we find an inverted U-shaped relationship between the percentage of 
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independent directors and board control task performance. This indicates that an optimal 

percentage of independent directors exists for board control task performance (30 percent in 

Model 1), and that board control task performance declines if the percentage of independent 

directors is above or below this point. 

Table 7: SEM analysis with board control task performance as intervening variable 

Variable 

Model 1 

DV: Board control  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

Family versus nonfamily SME -2.114*** -0.439*** 

Board control task performance  -0.143*** 

Firm size 
a
 -0.695*** -0.291*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.173*** -0.133*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.008*** -0.029*** 

Export intensity -0.094*** -2.261*** 

High-tech industry -0.318*** -0.144*** 

Number of shareholders -0.090*** -0.036*** 

Board size -0.602*** -0.688*** 

Board size^2 -0.040*** -0.055*** 

Percentage of independent directors -4.553*** -2.056*** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -8.759*** -4.272*** 

CEO duality -0.631*** -0.935*** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.322*** -0.515*** 

CEO founder -0.376*** -0.877*** 

R² -0.117*** -0.203*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 87.563 (29) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² -3.019***  

CFI -1.000***  

RMSEA -0.000***  

SRMR -0.000***  

Bootstrap analyses of family versus 

nonfamily SME 
b
: 

  

Direct effect -0.439*** [-1.180; 0.388] 

Indirect effect -0.302*** [-0.650; -0.111] 

Total effect -0.740*** [-1.490; 0.057]  

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm; 

b
 bias-corrected p values based on bootstrapping with 1,000 replications (α = 

0.05). 
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Table 8: SEM analysis with board service task performance as intervening variable 

Variable 

Model 2 

DV: Board service  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

Family versus nonfamily SME -2.935*** -0.595*** 

Board service task performance  -0.049*** 

Firm size 
a
 -0.923*** -0.237*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.652*** -0.140*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.006*** -0.029*** 

Export intensity -0.824*** -2.233*** 

High-tech industry -0.186*** -0.108*** 

Number of shareholders -0.237*** -0.035*** 

Board size -0.309*** -0.587*** 

Board size^2 -0.005*** -0.049*** 

Percentage of independent directors -9.336*** -1.868*** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -16.761*** -3.851*** 

CEO duality -0.676*** -0.992*** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.235*** -0.550*** 

CEO founder -1.276*** -0.868*** 

R² -0.058*** -0.197*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 69.631 (29) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² -2.401***  

CFI -1.000***  

RMSEA -0.000***  

SRMR -0.000***  

Bootstrap analyses of family versus 

nonfamily SME 
b
: 

  

Direct effect  -0.595*** [-1.385; 0.218] 

Indirect effect -0.145*** [-0.400; -0.012] 

Total effect -0.740*** [-1.517; 0.037] 

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm; 

b
 bias-corrected p values based on bootstrapping with 1,000 replications (α = 

0.05). 

4.3. Intervening effects 

 Based on bootstrap analyses, we find a significant, negative indirect effect of the family versus 

nonfamily SME dummy on innovativeness through board control task performance (Model 1) as 

well as through board service task performance (Model 2). These results confirm Hypotheses 1a 
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Figure 4: Graphical presentation of structural equation modeling results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: Control variables were included in the analyses but are not shown for the ease of presentation; R² represents 

the percentage of variance in the construct explained by its predictors and control variables; the reported coefficients 

are based on two separate structural models that incorporate either control task performance or service task 

performance as intervening variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05,*** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 

  direct effect 

  indirect effect 

and 1b. The absence of significant total relationship combined with a significant indirect 

relationship has been referred to in the literature as a special form of intervening effect, that is, an 

indirect effect without mediation (see Mathieu & Taylor, 2006 for a discussion). As stated by 

Hayes (2009), “a failure to test for indirect effects in the absence of a total effect can lead you to 

miss some potentially interesting, important, or useful mechanisms by which X exerts some kind 

of effect on Y” (p.415). In particular, our findings suggest that, compared to a nonfamily entity, a 

family entity is not inherently less or more innovative. It is through reduced levels of board 
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control task performance and board service task performance that family SMEs are found to 

exhibit a lower level of innovativeness than nonfamily SMEs. Figure 4 graphically represents the 

SEM results discussed in this section. 

4.4. Additional analyses 

 To add robustness to our results we performed the following additional analyses. With the first 

additional analysis we want to add robustness to our claim that family influence drives the 

relationships in our model rather than an effect of concentrated ownership. For this purpose, we 

computed an additional dummy for nonfamily SMEs with concentrated ownership (i.e. a 

nonfamily entity owns more than 50 percent of total shares) (N = 47) and included this dummy 

along with the family SME dummy in the analyses outlined in Model 1 and Model 2 (firms 

without concentrated ownership become the reference group). Next, we conducted bootstrap 

analyses to assess whether there are significant differences in the direct, indirect, and total effects 

of the family SME dummy and the nonfamily SME with concentrated ownership dummy. Results 

(see B.2.) show that both dummies do not differ in their direct effect on innovativeness (both are 

nonsignificant) but have different indirect effects (p < 0.05) and different total effects (p < 0.05) 

in Model 1 and Model 2. This suggests that our operationalization of family versus nonfamily 

SME context is a good predictor of family influence. 

 Second, we distinguished in the group of family SMEs (N = 169) between those that are solely 

owned by a single family (N = 48) and those in which a minority shareholder is present (N = 

121). Next, we computed separate dummies for family SMEs with and without a minority 

shareholder, included these dummies simultaneously in the analyses outlined in Model 1 and 

Model 2, and conducted bootstrap analyses to assess whether there are significant differences in 

the direct, indirect, and total effects of family SMEs with a minority shareholder and family 

SMEs without a minority shareholder on innovativeness. Results (see B.3.) show that this is not 

the case for any effect in any model. This adds additional robustness to our measurement of 

family versus nonfamily SME context since variation in the level of family ownership, once a 

threshold of 51 percent of shares is in the hands of a family, does not appear to exert any 

influence. 

 Third, we distinguished between first generation and second or later generation family-owned 

SMEs and applied a similar procedure to detect significant differences in the direct, indirect, and 
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total effects of these two types of family SMEs on innovativeness. Generational involvement is 

generally considered a key aspect that addresses heterogeneity among family firms (Bammens et 

al., 2011). Data on generational involvement in ownership was available for a subgroup of family 

SMEs in our sample (N = 146). The effects of the dummies first generation family SMEs (N = 

59) and second or later generation family SMEs (N = 87) were compared based on bootstrap 

analyses. Results (see B.4.) show that board control task performance (p < 0.05) as well as board 

service task performance (p < 0.10) are to a greater extent reduced in first generation family 

SMEs relative to second or later generation family SMEs. However, we find no significant 

differences in the coefficients of these dummies’ direct, indirect, and total effects on 

innovativeness across any model. 

 Fourth and finally, to check for endogeneity, implying in our framework that innovativeness 

determines board task performance (i.e. reverse causality), we follow previous research that 

employs SEM to assess the fit of a model with contrasting directionalities (e.g. Bammens, 

Notelaers, & Van Gils, 2015) (see B.5.). While the hypothesized model (no direct effect 

included) in which the family versus nonfamily SME dummy determines board control task 

performance, which then determines innovativeness showed a good fit with the data (CFI = 

0.996; RMSEA = 0.029; SRMR = 0.004), a reverse model, in which the family versus nonfamily 

SME dummy determines innovativeness, which then determines board control task performance, 

showed relatively poor fit (CFI = 0.823; RMSEA = 0.204; SRMR = 0.014). With respect to board 

service task performance, fit indices of the hypothesized model (CFI = 0.968; RMSEA = 0.072; 

SRMR = 0.006) were similarly better than those of a reverse model (CFI = 0.958; RMSEA = 

0.082; SRMR = 0.007). These findings add robustness to our initial directional model with board 

control task performance and board service task performance as intervening variables in the 

relationship between family versus nonfamily SME context and innovativeness. Nonetheless, 

more robust approaches such as longitudinal work are required to further assess reverse causality 

issues. 

5. Discussion and conclusion 

 To address the question whether family firms are more or less innovative than their nonfamily 

counterparts, this study investigates possible underlying mechanisms that trigger differences in 

these firms’ likelihood to adopt innovativeness as a dimension of the EO construct (Lumpkin & 
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Dess, 1996). This is a topic in need of more research since scholars continue to disagree on 

whether family firms are more or less innovative than nonfamily firms (De Massis et al., 2015). 

So not only do we estimate direct and total effects of family versus nonfamily SME context on 

the SME’s level of innovativeness, we also examine an indirect effect by exploring the role of 

board task performance as an intervening mechanism that transmits the influence of the 

involvement of a family versus nonfamily entity on an SME’s level of innovativeness. 

 Our results reveal that (1) there are no significant direct and total effects of family versus 

nonfamily SME context on the SME’s level of innovativeness, (2) boards of directors in family 

SMEs engage significantly less in control task and service task performance compared to boards 

in nonfamily SMEs, (3) the level of board control task performance as well as board service task 

performance is significantly and positively associated with innovativeness, and (4) family 

influence is indirectly related to innovativeness, that is, family SMEs exhibit a lower level of 

innovativeness than nonfamily SMEs because of lower levels of board control task performance 

and board service task performance. In total, family entities are not inherently less or more 

innovative than nonfamily entities. The underlying mechanism that makes family SMEs on 

average less innovative than nonfamily SMEs is the reduced level of the board control task and 

service task performance in the former type of firm. This also means that family SMEs with 

active boards are likely not different from nonfamily SMEs when it comes to innovativeness as a 

strategic orientation to compete in the marketplace. 

 This conclusion adds to the debate on the effect of family-based characteristics on innovative 

endeavours in family firms (see Chrisman et al., 2015; De Massis, Di Minin, & Frattini, 2015; 

Duran et al., 2015). Prior studies often start from the assumption that differences in strategic 

orientations between family and nonfamily firms are caused directly by family-based 

characteristics such as resources created by familiness (Dawson & Mussolino, 2014) or the 

preference to be loss averse with respect to SEW issues (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011). We offer an 

alternative explanation related to the board of directors as an intervening mechanism that 

transmits a family’s influence on the firm’s innovativeness. As mentioned previously, our focus 

on board task performance was inspired by insights offered by a number of theories and prior 

work on corporate governance in (family) SMEs (Carney, 2005; Corbetta & Salvato, 2004; 

Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011; Huse, 2000). From a theoretical point of view, the significant and 

negative association between family involvement in ownership, management, and/or the board of 
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directors and the board’s level of control task and the service task performance provides 

additional support for the applicability of the ABV to explain board behaviour (e.g. Pugliese et 

al., 2014; Tuggle et al., 2010). That is, the presence of a dominant family coalition constitutes a 

contextual element that influences the level of board task performance (e.g. Zattoni et al., 2015). 

Further, the positive relationship between board task performance and innovativeness proves the 

appropriateness of agency theory and resource-based perspectives in considering board control 

task and service task performance as important drivers of an SME’s strategic orientation. This 

corroborates previous research that has primarily concentrated on the effects of board 

composition variables instead of considering the impact of actual board behaviour on firm-level 

outcomes (e.g. Zahra, 1996; Zahra et al., 2000). More importantly, we respond to the call in 

literature to provide empirical evidence on how boards can facilitate the creation of value in 

SMEs (Huse, 2007).  

 In addition to the relevant role played by board task performance, our findings suggest that 

two board composition variables and CEO characteristics also exert a significant influence on an 

SME’s level of innovativeness. With respect to board composition, board size has a curvilinear 

effect and CEO duality (i.e. the combination of board chairperson and CEO positions) has a 

negative effect on innovativeness. The fact that these board composition variables still have a 

significant influence when board task performance is also included in the model suggests that 

both a demographic and a behavioural approach can explain a board of directors’ contribution to 

an SME’s innovativeness. Additionally, the significant effects of CEO tenure and a CEO being 

the SME’s founder indicate that CEOs have the power to direct the SME’s innovativeness. This 

highlights the importance of managerial characteristics for innovative attitudes and behaviours 

(e.g. Boling et al., 2015; Kammerlander & Ganter, 2015), while also suggesting that the influence 

of a board of directors on innovativeness does not totally eliminate management’s influence.  

 Finally, concerning practical implications, the central finding of our study that a high level of 

board control task and service task performance contributes to an SME’s level of innovativeness 

indicates that decision-makers should be aware that boards’ monitoring of firm performance and 

strategic decisions on the one hand, and provision of advice and counsel, engagement in 

networking, and participation in strategic decisions on the other hand, can significantly increase 

the likelihood of the SME displaying innovative attitudes and behaviours. Recommendations by 

policy makers should hence not only focus on the composition of boards (as is often done in 
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codes of governance), but also stress that empowering the board of directors in order to execute 

control and service tasks is equally, if not more, important.  

5.1. Limitations and future research  

 Like any study, this study is subject to a number of limitations which also suggest avenues for 

future research. First, we rely on a single respondent per observation. Although this is an often 

used method to gather survey data on board task performance (e.g., Minichilli et al., 2009, 2012; 

Pugliese et al., 2014; Zahra et al., 2004) and our evaluation of CMV shows favourable results, 

future research can add robustness to our findings by employing alternative sampling procedures 

that allow for the combination of CEOs’ perceptions with directors’ assessments of board task 

performance and innovativeness.  

 Second, we relied on a dichotomous classification based on involvement in ownership, 

management, and/or board of directors to distinguish between family and nonfamily SMEs. This 

dichotomous approach has been criticized to curtail heterogeneity among family firms (Chua et 

al., 2012) while involvement variables are suggested to detect only the ability of families to 

produce family-based particularistic attitudes and behaviour and not their willingness to do so 

(De Massis et al., 2014). In our additional analyses, we advanced these limitations by examining 

family generational involvement in the ownership of an SME and the presence of a minority 

shareholder as sources of heterogeneity among family SMEs, and by detecting a different impact 

of nonfamily SMEs with concentrated ownership on innovativeness. Nonetheless, a continuous 

measurement of family influence based on, for instance, the degree of importance attached to 

SEW goals (e.g. Vandekerkhof et al., 2015), may shed additional light on the conditions under 

which family SMEs become distinct from their nonfamily counterparts with respect to innovative 

attitudes and behaviours.  

 Third, we concentrated on business-orientated board control and service tasks. However, 

Basco & Pérez Rodríguez (2009) suggest that boards in family firms, in addition to business-

oriented tasks, may also get involved in family-oriented tasks, such as succession planning and 

the maintenance of family relationships (Bammens et al., 2011). The performance of such family-

oriented tasks may require time and effort that otherwise could have been invested in the control 

task and the service task. Further, the assurance of efficient involvement of a family in a family 

firm has also been attributed to be goal of family governance practices such as the family charter 
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or family code of conduct, family meetings, and the family constitution (Kammerlander et al., 

2015). Future research could address to what extent family-oriented tasks and family governance 

practices influence the relationships investigated in this study. 

 Finally, our study has a cross-sectional research design, and so it would not be appropriate to 

infer causality from the results. Although our endogeneity test of a model with contrasting 

directionalities showed that the path relations are probably not biased by reverse causality, future 

research may verify whether our interpretations and conclusions also hold when longitudinal data 

is taken into account. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Study 3 – A configurational analysis of family firm growth: Strategic direction, 

governance, and firm life cycle 

Abstract 
12

 
13

 

To achieve family firm growth, several authors argue for a fit between organizational strategies, 

processes, and structures (Chrisman et al., 2013). Following this argument, this study explores 

the combinations of different strategic directions (entrepreneurial orientation, socioemotional 

wealth preservation), governance (board strategic involvement), and firm life cycle (firm size, 

firm age) that exist among 152 family SMEs that achieve higher growth relative to competitors. 

Our application of fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) reveals the existence of 

different alternative configurations of conditions that explain why some family SMEs (do not) 

achieve higher growth relative to competitors. 
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1. Introduction 

 Family firms represent the majority of all companies worldwide (Astrachan & Shanker, 2003; 

La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanez, & Shleifer, 1999) and contribute extensively to a country’s economic 

production and employment (IFERA, 2003). Most of these family firms are small or medium-size 

(SME) and privately-held (Corbetta & Montemerlo, 1999). An important challenge facing the 

great majority of non-listed family SMEs is to make the required investments to support growth 

in order to survive (Habbershon, Nordqvist, & Zellweger, 2010; Ward, 1997). One potential 

avenue for family SMEs to achieve growth is by adopting an entrepreneurial orientation (EO) 

(Chirico et al., 2011; Kellermanns et al., 2008). EO refers to a firm-level strategic direction that 

involves a propensity to develop innovations, to take risks, and to be more proactive than 

competitors toward new opportunities (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). 

Entrepreneurially oriented family SMEs are argued to have the ability to be the first to market a 

new product or service that matches changed customer preferences and to use this first-mover 

advantage to achieve superior performance (Rauch et al., 2009). 

 In the literature it is further suggested that in order to fully benefit from adopting an EO, a 

family firm needs to cope with family-based idiosyncrasies that constrain this propensity to 

behave entrepreneurial (Lumpkin, Steier, & Wright, 2011; Nordqvist, Habbershon, & Melin, 

2008; Nordqvist & Melin, 2010). More specifically, family members may be inclined to stick to 

path-dependent traditions and avoid risky innovations to protect the family’s socioemotional 

wealth (SEW) endowments in the family firm (Chirico & Nordqvist, 2010; Hall, Melin, & 

Nordqvist, 2001; Naldi et al., 2013). Indeed, SEW preservation as a “frame of reference that 

family-controlled firms use to make major strategic choices and policy decisions” (Berrone, 

Cruz, & Gómez-Mejía, 2012, p.2) has been theoretically argued (De Massis, Frattini, & 

Lichtenthaler, 2013; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011) and empirically demonstrated (Schepers et al., 

2014) to substantially mitigate the effect of EO on family firm performance. This is because 

family members’ willingness to preserve SEW induces them to be loss averse with regard to 

family control and family influence in the firm (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007), which contradicts 

with needs for acquiring finance, expertise, and experience from outside the family firm 

(Kellermanns, Eddleston, & Zellweger, 2012b; Vandekerkhof et al., 2015) and with needs for 

committing to the entrepreneurial vision (Chirico et al., 2011) in order to effectively translate EO 

into family firm growth. 
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 These observations from the literature raise three questions that are mentioned in extant family 

business literature as interesting avenues for future research, but have so far only received limited 

attention (Berrone et al., 2012; Chrisman et al., 2013). A first question that arises, based on the 

finding that the relationship between EO and family firm growth is negatively moderated by 

SEW preservation, is whether SEW preservation inhibits family firm growth in all circumstances. 

Within the limited literature that so far focused on the relationship between SEW preservation as 

a “noneconomic reference point for decision-making” (Berrone et al., 2012, p.4) and family firm 

growth as an economic outcome, two opposing perspectives have developed. Some scholars 

claim that SEW preservation jeopardizes family firm growth because the owning family’s pursuit 

of its socioemotional interests represents an agency cost for nonfamily stakeholders (Bammens, 

Voordeckers, & Van Gils, 2011; Schulze et al., 2001). Other scholars however argue that SEW 

preservation does not hinder family firm growth because the long-term perspective attached to 

SEW preservation – including the willingness to pass on the family legacy – encourages growth 

(Cruz, Justo, & De Castro, 2012). In this study, we attempt to reconcile these two opposing 

perspectives by adopting a configurational approach to suggest that the growth implications of 

SEW preservation depend on the fit between SEW preservation and multiple contextual factors.  

 A second question that arises is whether there are governance mechanisms upon which the 

family firm can rely to diminish the tension between EO and SEW preservation such that the 

concurrent existence of these strategic directions does not result in inferior family firm growth. 

Indeed, it has been long argued that the coexistence of business and family interests make family 

firms a ripe context for conflicts (Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007). In this regard, based on 

literature suggesting that the board of directors can play a crucial role in resolving conflicts that 

pertain to strategic choices within family firms (Bammens et al., 2011; Siebels & zu 

Knyphausen-Aufseß, 2012), we introduce the board of directors’ involvement in its strategic role, 

defined as the degree of the board’s involvement in interactive strategizing with the CEO 

(Hendry, Kiel, & Nicholson, 2010). As denoted by Hendry et al. (2010), interactive strategizing 

involves ongoing social exchanges between organizational actors which enables them to argue 

for their own interpretations of strategy as well as to negotiate these interpretations. 

  Third and last, acknowledging that the contributions of strategic directions and governance 

mechanisms to family firm growth vary across the family firm’s life cycle (De Massis et al., 

2014a; Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2013; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Uhlaner, Wright, & Huse, 
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2007), we study to what extent the joint effects of EO, SEW preservation, and board strategic 

involvement on family firm growth are contingent on the size and age of the family firm as 

proxies for the latter’s life cycle? 

  To answer these three research questions, this study adopts a configurational approach to 

examine the combinatorial effects of EO, SEW, board strategic involvement, firm size, and firm 

age on family firm growth and the nature of their complementarities. A configurational approach 

suggests that “organizations are best understood as clusters of interconnected structures and 

practices” (Fiss, 2007), that is, organizational fit and competitive advantage depend not on a 

single condition but instead on synergistic relationships between multiple attributes or conditions 

(Fiss, 2011; Ketchen, Thomas, & Snow, 1993; Meyer, Tsui, & Hinings, 1993; Miller, 1996). 

Hence, increased understanding of family firm growth can be better achieved by identifying 

distinct configurations of conditions than by seeking to uncover relationships that hold across all 

family firms. Following this line of thought, we employ a set-theoretic method, that is, fuzzy-set 

qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA), to analyse and identify configurations of conditions 

that explain why some family firms achieve higher growth relative to competitors, based on a 

sample of 152 privately-held family SMEs located in Belgium. QCA differs from regressional 

techniques in the sense that it distinguishes between necessary and sufficient conditions, detects 

multiple paths to an outcome (i.e. equifinality), and reveals different configurations of conditions 

that lead to the presence versus the absence of an outcome (i.e. causal asymmetry) (Fiss, 2007, 

2011; Ragin, 2000, 2006b). QCA is also more instrumental to examine synergistic relations 

between a multitude of conditions, whereas interactions in regression analyses that go beyond 

two-way effects are exceedingly difficult to interpret (Fiss, 2007). The conditions of interest in 

this study are the family firm’s strategic direction(s) captured by EO and SEW preservation, its 

governance in terms of board strategic involvement, and its life cycle phase in terms of family 

firm size and age.  

 We contribute to the literature in several ways. First, by applying the fsQCA method we are 

able to provide empirical evidence on the complex interrelations between EO, SEW, board 

strategic involvement, and firm life cycle and how they jointly affect the growth rate of family 

SMEs. As such, we respond to scholarly calls to shed more light on how family-based and 

entrepreneurial variables interact with governance mechanisms and the family firm’s life cycle to 

produce firm-level economic outcomes (Basco & Pérez Rodríguez, 2009; Chrisman et al., 2013). 
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Second, instead of relying on family involvement in ownership, management, and/or board of 

directors to proxy a family’s willingness to preserve its SEW in the family SME (e.g. Gómez-

Mejía et al., 2007; Naldi et al., 2013; Sciascia, Mazzola, & Kellermanns, 2014), we use a direct, 

continuous measure of the extent to which SEW considerations are deemed important (e.g. Goel 

et al., 2013; Schepers et al., 2014; Vandekerkhof et al., 2015). As such, we adhere to the 

dominant view in family business literature that SEW is an important issue that differentiates not 

only family firms from nonfamily firms, but also family firms from other family firms (Miller & 

Le Breton-Miller, 2014; Schulze & Kellermanns, 2015). Third, we provide evidence with 

empirical results on the value-creating potential of a board of directors in a non-listed family 

SME context (Huse, 2007). By taking into account a board’s strategic involvement, we consider 

the actual impact of this board role on family firm growth instead of relying on board 

composition variables as proxies for board effectiveness (see Forbes & Milliken, 1999 and 

Roberts, McNulty, & Stiles, 2005 for a discussion). In addition, we focus on the strategic role of 

the board. This board role remains relatively unexplored (see Pugliese et al., 2009). 

 The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In the next section, we start with an 

overview of extant literature on the effect of EO and SEW on the growth of family firms and, 

subsequently, discuss the literature on how a board’s strategic involvement and the family firm’s 

life cycle relate to EO and SEW as well as each other. We derive our hypothesis in the third 

section of the paper. Next, we describe the fsQCA method, the research population, and the 

measurement and calibration of the conditions and outcomes investigated in this study. In the 

fourth section we test the hypothesis based on a sample of 152 privately-held family SMEs 

located in Belgium. Finally, in section five we discuss the findings and end with a conclusion. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. Entrepreneurial orientation 

 The concept of EO is a widely researched topic in entrepreneurship literature. Based on 

Miller’s (1983) definition of an entrepreneurial company as “[a firm] 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), EO has developed as a firm’s tendency to 

favour actions with uncertain outcomes (Anderson et al., 2015). This tendency involves three 

dimensions that are used consistently in the literature: innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-
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taking (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Miller, 2011; Rauch et al., 2009). Innovativeness reflects a 

propensity to engage in and support new ideas, novelty, experimentation, and creative processes. 

Proactiveness refers to a posture of anticipating and acting on future wants and needs in the 

marketplace. Risk-taking is associated with a willingness to commit resources to projects where 

the outcomes are unknown.  

 Over the last decade, numerous studies have assessed the effect of EO on the performance of 

family firms. Several studies provide evidence of a significant positive effect of the aggregate EO 

construct in terms of innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking on family firm profitability 

(e.g. Chirico et al., 2011; Schepers et al., 2014) and family firm growth (e.g. Kellermanns et al., 

2008). Other studies that link the individual dimensions of EO with family firm performance 

show mixed findings. For instance, Naldi et al. (2007) find a negative effect of risk-taking on 

family firm profitability. Casillas, Moreno, & Barbero (2010) and Casillas & Moreno (2010) 

demonstrate a nonsignificant effect of proactiveness on family firm growth.  

 These ambiguous findings with respect to the individual dimensions of EO have led scholars 

to incorporate a contingency approach to argue that the family firm performance implications of 

innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking may be different across different types of family 

firms. For example, Casillas et al. (2010) find that proactiveness influences growth negatively in 

family firms managed by a first-generation family CEO, while proactiveness has a positive effect 

in second or subsequent-generation managed family firms. Casillas & Moreno (2010) further 

show that a high level of family involvement in management positively moderates the 

relationship between innovativeness and family firm growth. At the same time, the opposite is 

true for the relationship between risk-taking and growth. That is, in family firms in which family 

involvement in management is high, the effect of risk-taking on growth becomes negative. 

Kellermanns et al. (2012a) observe that while innovativeness generally has a positive effect on 

family firm growth and profitability, family firms with a low degree of generational ownership 

dispersion benefit the most from innovativeness. Schepers et al. (2014) find that the positive 

effect of EO on family firms’ financial performance decreases and eventually becomes 

nonsignificant as the level of importance attached to SEW preservation increases. Finally, 

Chirico et al. (2011) demonstrate that maintaining a participative strategy is key to unlock 

performance benefits of adopting EO in family firms in which multiple generations are involved 

in management. 
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 These findings indicate that “polarized debate over family firms being either a positive or 

negative context for entrepreneurship may obfuscate the complexity of realizing performance 

benefits from entrepreneurship in family firms” (Chirico et al., 2011, p.319). These findings 

further suggest that family-based idiosyncrasies should be viewed as potentially one of the most 

important influences on the relationship between entrepreneurial endeavours and family firm 

performance (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010).  

2.2. Socioemotional wealth 

 Literature on SEW suggests that family firms are typically motivated by, and committed to, 

the preservation of their SEW, referring to family members’ affective endowments (Berrone et 

al., 2012; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011). According to Berrone et al. (2012), these affective 

endowments comprise five dimensions, that is, family control and influence, identification of 

family members with the firm, binding social ties, emotional attachment of family members, and 

renewal of family bonds through dynastic succession (i.e. the FIBER dimensions). It is argued in 

the literature that gains and losses in SEW is the primary frame of reference that family firms use 

to make strategic decisions and choices (Berrone et al., 2012; Morgan & Gómez-Mejía, 2014). In 

other words, the socioemotional reference point for making decisions is often prioritized over an 

economic reference point (Berrone et al., 2012; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011). This does however 

not mean that socioemotional issues and economic outcomes are by definition incompatible. As 

Berrone et al. (2012) state, “not necessarily […] all decisions driven by maximization of 

socioemotional endowments will lead to economic loss. Although it might not be intentional, 

certain decisions, especially those that are long-term, based on socioemotional aspects, have the 

potential of becoming the source of a competitive advantage” (p.14). Indeed, the family’s 

willingness to preserve SEW endowments in the family firm has been shown to have favourable, 

“bright side” as well as unfavourable, “dark side” consequences for business-related outcomes 

(Kellermanns et al., 2012b; Naldi et al., 2013).  

 With respect to “bright side” consequences, Cruz et al. (2012) demonstrate for instance that 

retaining employment for relatives, being an indicator of the family’s willingness to preserve 

family control and influence, positively affects sales growth of small and micro-size family firms. 

This is because the shared interests, norms, and values derived from kinship ties facilitate fast 

decision-making which, in turn, enables family firms to swiftly identify and capitalize on 
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opportunities that enhance the family firm’s performance. Other indicators of SEW preservation 

such as sustaining a positive image and reputation and perpetuating the family dynasty can also 

be expected to benefit family firm growth since they imply a long-term investment horizon 

(Naldi et al., 2013). On the other hand, “dark side” consequences of SEW preservation may also 

occur. Relational inertia can arise due to parental altruism and managerial entrenchment (Cruz, 

Gómez-Mejía, & Becerra, 2010; Gómez-Mejía, Nuñez-Nickel, & Gutierrez, 2001). A family can 

exercise favouritism towards kin over more capable skilled individuals, engendering adverse 

selection problems (Schulze et al., 2001; Schulze, Lubatkin, & Dino, 2003). Further, a desire to 

preserve SEW has been shown to lead family members to place their needs above of nonfamily 

stakeholders (Gordon & Nicholson, 2008) and to behave conservatively (Zahra, 2005). In turn, 

these agency-related issues can jeopardize family firm performance (Bammens et al., 2011).  

 When it comes to predicting the effect of SEW preservation on family firm growth, the studies 

discussed above suggest that it is not clear whether SEW preservation and family firm growth are 

complementary or substitutional. Our position is that the implications for growth of SEW 

preservation can therefore not be determined in isolation. In the following sections, we suggest 

that these implications vary depending on whether the family firm disposes of a board of 

directors that is actively involved in interactive strategizing with the CEO and the phase of the 

family firm’s life cycle. 

2.3. Board strategic involvement 

 It is suggested in the governance literature that by being involved in strategy, board members 

can substantially contribute to a (family) firm’s value-creating processes (see Pugliese et al., 2009 

for a comprehensive overview). Specifically, board members can affect firms’ strategic decision-

making processes in two ways (Fiegener, 2005; Hendry & Kiel, 2004; Huse, 2005; Stiles, 2001). 

First, board members may engage in activities such as evaluating past strategic decisions, 

reviewing strategic plans, and monitoring management and firm performance – also referred to as 

“strategy control” (Hendry & Kiel, 2004). Second, board members may also be proactively 

involved in strategic decision-making by engaging in activities such as ratifying strategic 

proposals, asking questions about important strategic issues, and helping to formulate, assess, and 

decide upon strategic alternatives – also referred to as “interactive strategizing” (Hendry et al., 
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2010). In this paper, we define board strategic involvement in terms of interactive strategizing 

between the board of directors and the CEO. 

 There are several arguments to suggest that a board of directors’ involvement in interactive 

strategizing with the CEO is especially important in privately-held family SMEs. First, because 

privately-held family SMEs tend to be less diversified, less complex, and often characterized by 

limited managerial resources, the board’s contributions may be particularly relevant for family 

firm performance (Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Judge & Zeithaml, 1992). Second, discussing and 

assessing strategic issues is considered by CEOs of family SMEs as the most important task that 

board members should engage in (van den Heuvel, Van Gils, & Voordeckers, 2006). 

 Literature on participative strategy offers insights into how a board’s strategic involvement in 

the form of interactive strategizing affects the relationships between EO, SEW preservation, and 

family firm growth. A participative strategy indicates that effective strategic decisions are made 

through joint decision-making, that is, decision-making processes in which more than one 

individual is actively involved, rather than through autocratic processes by a CEO (Covin, Green, 

& Slevin, 2006; Dess, Lumpkin, & Covin, 1997; Eddleston, Otondo, & Kellermanns, 2008). The 

participative strategy lens means that the choice for strategic directions is the result of the 

inclusion of various internal stakeholder views in the decision-making process (Collier, Fishwick, 

& Floyd, 2004). This corresponds with our interpretation of board strategic involvement as 

ongoing social exchanges in which board members (i.e. family members and outside directors) 

and the CEO communicate, persuade, and negotiate (Hendry et al., 2010).  

 Previous studies highlight two benefits of maintaining a participative strategy when it comes 

to firm performance. First, having open discussions with multiple stakeholders who share their 

ideas, knowledge, and experiences enables the examination of entrepreneurial opportunities from 

different angles (Burgelman & Hitt, 2007; Floyd & Lane, 2000; Rindova & Fombrun, 1999). In 

turn, the likelihood that the most promising entrepreneurial opportunity is selected is increased 

(Jehn, 1995; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Miller, 1993). Stated differently, interactive strategizing 

likely ensures the most effective vetting of entrepreneurial opportunities such that the positive 

implications of EO for family firm growth are magnified (Chirico et al., 2011). Second, a 

participative strategy also reduces relational conflicts between participants since it offers a 

context in which frustrations can be shared and misunderstandings resolved, while also fostering 
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commitment and the feeling of one’s worth and importance to the (family) business (De Clercq, 

Dimov, & Thongpapanl, 2010; Ibrahim, Soufani, & Lam, 2001; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). In the 

context of this study, this suggests that interactive strategizing between board members and 

management may be a mechanism to curb “dark side” consequences of SEW preservation 

(Schulze et al., 2001; Siebels & zu Knyphausen-Aufseß, 2012). 

2.4. Family firm life cycle 

 The implications for firm growth of strategic directions and decision-making styles have been 

argued to vary across different phases of the firm life cycle (Eddleston et al., 2013; Le Breton-

Miller & Miller, 2013; Leenders & Waarts; 2003; Miller & Friesen, 1984). To identify the phase 

of the (family) firm life cycle, various measures are used in the literature. In this study we opt for 

family firm size and family firm age as indicators of the family firm life cycle because the size 

and age of a firm have been demonstrated to significantly impact a firm’s growth rate. In 

particular, numerous assessments of the relationships between the size, the age, and the growth 

rate of a firm reveal that the proportional rate of firm growth decreases with firm age and firm 

size (e.g. Evans, 1987; Fariñas & Moreno, 2000; Yasuda, 2005). 

 As family firms become older and larger, Miller & Friesen (1984) posit that they follow a 

progression through five phases: birth, growth, maturity, revival, and decline. With respect to 

strategy, attempts to innovate likely predominate during the birth and growth phase (Klepper, 

1996). Indeed, the birth phase refers to the period during which the young and small family firm 

tries to generate distinctive competences in order to grow. The dominant concerns are producing 

and selling a new product or service and entering the marketplace (Jawahar & McLaughlin, 

2001). When a family firm subsequently enters the growth phase, innovation remains high as 

increasing effort is devoted to process innovation relative to product innovation (Klepper, 1996). 

Le Breton-Miller & Miller (2013) state in this regard that young and small family firms, which 

tend to be owned and run by the founder (Gersick et al., 1997), favour the pursuit of “sound 

business practices over indulging short-term, family-centric whims” (p.1392). Miller & Le 

Breton-Miller (2011) corroborate this line of reasoning by demonstrating that, compared to 

nonfamily firms, the level of EO in family founder firms is not different while it is significantly 

lower in post-founder family firms. Thus, the family firm growth benefits of being innovative, 
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proactive, and risk-taking are likely higher for young and small family firms than for older and 

larger family firms (Miller & Friesen, 1984). 

 As family firms become older and larger and enter later phases of the firm life cycle, the 

emphasis shifts from innovation to capitalizing on efficiency to achieve family firm growth 

(Scott, 1971; Miller & Friesen, 1984). Family members also start to have greater ability to serve 

family needs through the business (Gersick et al., 1997; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2011). 

Capitalizing on efficiency and the family’s preoccupation with SEW can be complementary and 

support family firm growth because the strong attachment to family and business, conferred by 

SEW, bonds family members together (Cruz et al., 2012), thereby increasing their trustworthiness 

and commitment (Zahra et al., 2008). However, the involvement of family members from 

different generations and/or branches of the family in older and larger family firm can also lead 

to conflicts if family members of later generations have different SEW priorities (Vardaman & 

Gondo, 2014). Le Breton-Miller & Miller (2013) state in this regard that “schisms may arise as 

family owners with the business at heart must vie against those with parochial intentions for 

personal and family branch wealth, status, jobs, or financial security for the children” (p.1395). In 

turn, such family-related conflicts can jeopardize family firm growth (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 

2013; Siebels & zu Knyphausen-Aufseß, 2012). 

 With regard to decision-making processes, growing organizational complexity during the 

family firm life cycle alters the decision-making style. A participative decision-making style in 

the form of interactive strategizing between board of directors and management may be 

especially beneficial for family firm growth in larger and older family firms since the 

participation of family members from multiple generations and family branches in decision-

making processes mitigates the likelihood of conflicts (Eddleston et al., 2008; Le Breton-Miller 

& Miller, 2013). In a similar vein, Miller & Friesen (1984) argue that the likelihood of entering 

into the decline phase is mitigated if board members and management “come together to analyse 

problems and to generate and evaluate different solution alternatives in a systematic […] way” 

(p.1174). In contrast, in young and small family firms, where the influence of the owner-manager 

is frequently pervasive (Gersick et al., 1997), family disputes and pressures are argued to have 

less repercussions (Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2013), reducing the need for a participative 

strategy. 
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3. Hypothesis 

 The previous sections indicate that a deeper understanding of family firm growth can be 

gained by investigating the joint influence of a family firm’s strategic direction (EO, SEW 

preservation), governance (board strategic involvement), and its phase in the organizational life 

cycle (firm size and firm age). To derive our hypothesis, we now consider how these 

organizational conditions work together based on fsQCA as a set-theoretic method. Set-theoretic 

approaches allow that the relationship between a condition and an outcome can be understood 

through the examination of subset relations (see Fiss, 2007 and Fiss, Marx, & Cambré, 2013 for 

more information). This requires the formulation of implication hypotheses rather than 

covariance hypotheses (Thiem, Baumgartner, & Bol, 2015). While a covariance hypothesis 

reflects a proposition about the direction (positive or negative) of the relationship between a 

regressor and a regressand, an implication hypothesis links a condition with an outcome to form a 

proposition about the sufficiency and necessity of that condition to achieve the outcome (Thiem 

et al., 2015).  

 On the one hand, a necessary condition denotes that an outcome can only be obtained if the 

condition in question is present (i.e. a high level) or absent (i.e. a low level) (Fiss, 2007). In the 

context of this paper, the presence of necessary conditions would mean that higher family firm 

growth relative to competitors can only be achieved if a particular condition is present or absent. 

Our literature review suggests however that there are no unequivocal theoretical reasons or 

empirical evidence to assume that a high or low level of EO, SEW preservation, board strategic 

involvement, firm size, or firm age is necessary in order to achieve higher family firm growth 

relative to competitors. On the other hand, a condition that is sufficient denotes that the condition 

can by itself produce the outcome, that is, it does not need to be combined with other conditions 

(Fiss, 2007). However, as our literature review suggests, the family firm growth implications of 

EO, SEW preservation, board strategic involvement, firm size, and firm age depend on one 

another. It is therefore unlikely that any of these conditions is able to produce, on its own, higher 

family firm growth relative to competitors.  

 The absence of any necessary or sufficient condition to achieve higher family firm growth 

relative to competitors indicates that our conditions of interest will form multiple configurations, 

each combining at least two different conditions. This has also been referred to as individual 
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conditions being insufficient but nonredundant parts of different configurations which are 

themselves unnecessary but sufficient for the occurrence of the outcome (i.e. INUS conditions; 

Fiss et al., 2013). Hence, we hypothesize that: 

H1: EO, SEW, board strategic involvement, firm size, and firm age are INUS 

conditions for higher family firm growth relative to competitors. 

4. Methodology 

4.1. Fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) 

 While an in-depth explanation of the fsQCA method is beyond the purpose of this study (see 

Fiss, 2007, 2011; Ragin, 2000, 2006b; Rihoux, 2006; Schneider & Wagemann, 2012 for more 

information), we briefly explain the central features of fsQCA that pertain to the current study in 

this section. First, applying fsQCA requires the mapping of firms in terms of their multiple 

memberships in sets of organizational attributes or conditions. This process requires the 

transformation (also referred to as calibration) of the conditions according to three qualitative 

thresholds: full membership, the crossover point, and full non-membership (Fiss, 2007; Ragin, 

2008). Decisions about full membership and non-membership involve an assessment of what 

values are generally considered high and low, respectively. The crossover point is the score that 

indicates maximum ambiguity, that is, a firm has a degree of membership 0.5 and also a degree 

of non-membership 0.5. Identifying the values of full membership, the crossover point, and full 

non-membership is unequivocal when measurement scales suggest clear cut-off points, such as 

seven-point Likert scales, with 1 being the lowest and 7 being the highest possible score (Ragin, 

2008). Otherwise, identifying qualitative thresholds should be based on theoretical or substantive 

criteria external to the data (Ragin, 2008). In section 4.3. we provide more information about the 

calibration of the conditions and outcomes of interest in this study.   

 A second key feature of the fsQCA method is that it relies on Boolean algebra to compute a 

‘truth table’ which reports all the logically possible combinations of the conditions, including 

those that are empirically observed in our sample and those that are not (Greckhamer et al., 2008; 

Ragin, 2006b). Since we investigate k = 5 conditions, the truth table has 2
k
 = 32 rows or 

combinations of conditions (i.e. configurations). The researcher is now required to (1) set a priori 

minimum thresholds for consistency and frequency of cases per configuration in order to identify 

configurations that lead to higher family firm growth relative to competitors, and (2) specify the 
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assumptions on which difficult counterfactual analysis (see below) will be based (Greckhamer et 

al., 2008). Following Ragin (2006b), we set the minimum acceptable frequency to two cases per 

configuration in this study. This number ensures that we still capture 94 percent of the 152 cases 

for the analysis, which is above the 75-80 percent recommendation (Ragin, 2008). With respect 

to consistency, defined as the “degree to which the cases sharing a condition or combinations of 

conditions agree in displaying the outcome in question” (Ragin, 2006a, p.292), we identified all 

configurations (with two or more cases) that have a minimum raw consistency of >0.75 and/or a 

PRI consistency of >0.75 (Ragin, 2006a, 2008). In addition, the lowest acceptable overall 

consistency as well as the consistency for each solution is set at >0.75 (Misangyi & Acharya, 

2014; Ragin, 2006b, 2008).  

 Based on the thresholds for consistency and frequency of cases, the fsQCA methodology 

computes ‘complex’, ‘intermediate’, and ‘parsimonious’ solutions (Ragin, 2006b). For this 

purpose we use the current version of the fsQCA software package 2.5. which relies on the 

Quine-McCluskey algorithm. The complex solution displays the configurations of conditions that 

are sufficient for observing higher family firm growth relative to competitors without any 

counterfactual analysis, while the intermediate and parsimonious solutions display the 

configurations of conditions sufficient for our outcome based on the application of respectively 

easy and difficult counterfactual analysis (Fiss, 2011; Ragin, 2008). Easy counterfactual analysis 

investigates, based on empirical instances, whether a condition leading to higher family firm 

growth relative to competitors also explains not-higher family firm growth relative to 

competitors, or whether the inverse of a condition similarly leads to higher family firm growth 

relative to competitors. If this is the case, the condition of interest is redundant and removed in 

the intermediate solution (Fiss, 2011). In a difficult counterfactual analysis, a researcher asks 

whether the removal of a condition makes a difference. For example, if theoretical or substantial 

knowledge links a high level, not a low level, of a condition to an outcome and an empirical 

instance of a low level of that condition is lacking, then the solution can be simplified by 

removing that condition in the parsimonious solution (Fiss, 2011). With regard to the difficult 

counterfactual analysis, we make assumptions only for those conditions for which theory and/or 

extant empirical evidence is rather clear that their presence should (not) lead to family firm 

growth. Specifically, high firm size and high firm age are assumed to be absent for higher family 

firm growth relative to competitors. Existing theory and empirical evidence for the remaining 
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conditions, that is, EO, SEW preservation, and board strategic involvement suggests that no such 

strong assumption should be made
14

.  

 Applying difficult counterfactual analysis allows to differentiate between core and peripheral 

conditions. Core conditions are those that are part of both intermediate and parsimonious 

solutions. Peripheral conditions are those that are eliminated in the parsimonious solution and 

thus only appear in the intermediate solution (Ragin, 2008). According to Fiss (2011), core 

conditions can be considered as being more important for an outcome relative to peripheral 

conditions which may even be expendable or exchangeable. In line with prior studies (e.g. Fiss, 

2011; Misangyi & Acharya, 2014), we report in this study the intermediate solution and denote 

the presence or absence of the conditions as follows: core conditions are denoted by                       

      (present) and  (absent) while peripheral conditions are denoted by ⦁ (present) and  

(absent). Blank spaces in a solution indicate a situation in which the condition may be either 

present or absent (Fiss, 2011).  

4.2. Sample  

 A postal survey was sent to 2,595 non-listed limited liability firms located in the northern part 

of Belgium (Flanders), employing maximum 250 employees. At the end of 2012, the first wave 

of the survey was sent to the CEOs (e.g. Kellermanns et al., 2008; Zellweger et al., 2012) of these 

companies, followed by a second wave begin 2013. These firms form a random sample of a 

population of firms registered in the Bel-First Database of Bureau Van Dijk that we identified as 

family firms using four criteria: (1) the name of one of the directors is similar to the name of the 

firm, (2) two directors have the same name, (3) one director lives on the same address as the 

company address, (4) minimum two directors live on the same address. When a firm complied 

with at least one of these criteria, we included it in the population. However, the usual “family 

firm identifying questions” based on ownership, influence on strategic decisions, and perception 

conditions (Chua, Chrisman & Sharma, 1999) were also included in the questionnaire in order to 

identify ex-post family firms in line with accepted definitions in family business literature 

(Rutherford, Kuratko, & Holt, 2008; Westhead & Howorth, 2007). By means of this survey, data 

on several indicators of family firm growth, EO, SEW preservation, board of directors, family 

                                                           
14

 Difficult counterfactual analysis does not change the nature of the solutions computed by fsQCA. It solely serves 

the purpose of distinguishing between core and peripheral conditions. 
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firm size, and family firm age was collected. A response rate of 10.33% resulted in 268 

responses. This percentage is in line with other Belgian survey-based studies collecting data on 

non-listed family firms (e.g. Bammens, Voordeckers, & Van Gils 2008; Voordeckers, Van Gils, 

& van den Heuvel 2007).  

 Nonresponse bias was assessed using the following procedures. First, we consulted the Bel-

First database of Bureau van Dijk to collect archival data on firm size and firm age in 2012 and 

growth of value of total assets and growth of profitability between 2012 and 2013 for all 2,595 

non-listed limited liability firms located in the northern part of Belgium (Flanders) that employ 

maximum 250 employees. Subsequently, we applied the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test 

in order to examine differences between firms that participated in our survey (N = 268) and those 

that did not (N = 2,327). Results show that there are no statistically significant differences 

between these two groups with regard to firm size (number of employees, p = 0.552), firm age (p 

= 0.543), growth of value of total assets (p = 0.412), and growth of profitability (EBIT divided by 

value of total assets, p = 0.204). Second, based on the argument that late respondents can be 

expected to be comparable to non-respondents (Kanuk & Berenson, 1975), we also employed 

Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney tests to compare data on EO (p = 0.862), SEW (p = 0.335), board 

strategic involvement (p = 0.118) obtained from first wave and second wave respondents. Here 

again, no significant differences were found. In total, nonresponse bias is not likely to affect our 

results.  

 To attain our final sample for the analyses we first classified a firm as a family firm if: (1) at 

least 50 percent of the shares are owned by a family, or (2) the CEO perceives the firm as a 

family firm, or (3) strategic choices or succession decisions are significantly influenced by a 

family. Next, we removed nonfamily firms (N = 30), firms with less than 5 or more than 250 

employees (N = 12), and firms with missing data (N = 74). These steps led us to retain a final 

sample of 152 family SMEs. Based on a question we included in the survey asking whether the 

respondent is the CEO or another person employed in the family firm to which we addressed the 

survey, we tested in a next step for significant differences in the data obtained from CEOs (N = 

115) and other individuals (N = 37) by using Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney tests. No statistically 

significant differences were found in either sample on any of the variables analysed in this study. 
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4.3. Measures and calibration of set memberships 

 As mentioned earlier, the application of fsQCA as a set-theoretic method requires the 

calibration of our conditions according to three qualitative thresholds: full membership, the 

crossover point, and full non-membership (Fiss, 2007; Ragin, 2000). Table 9 summarizes the 

underlying measures of each condition and the calibration thresholds for each fuzzy set. In Table 

9 we also report descriptive statistics of the conditions (see Appendix C.1. for Pearson 

correlations). 

4.3.1. Higher family firm growth relative to competitors. The outcome of interest in the 

current study is higher family firm growth relative to competitors, which we assess through three 

items regarding growth of (i) firm value, (ii) firm revenue, and (iii) market share. Specifically, 

respondents were asked to rate on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = much worse, 4 = just as 

good/bad, 7 = much better) whether the growth of family firm value, revenue, and market share 

was better, just as good or bad, or worse than those of its competitors in the past three years 

(Mahto et al., 2010). Next, the average score on these three items was calculated. The evaluation 

of (family) firm growth based on self-report has been widely documented in previous studies 

(e.g. Chirico et al., 2011; Eddleston et al., 2013; Naldi et al., 2007; Wiklund, Patzelt, & Shepherd, 

2009; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). We use 7, 5.01, and 3 as thresholds for full membership, 

crossover point, and full non-membership. This means that we consider family firms with a score 

of 7 (‘much better growth than competitors’) as fully in, family firms with a score less than 7 but 

higher than 5.01 (‘better growth than competitors’) as more in than out, family firms with a score 

less than 5.01 but higher than 3 (‘little better than or similar to competitors’) as more out than in, 

and family firms with a score less than 3 (‘little worse, worse, or much worse than competitors’) 

as fully out of the set membership of family firms with higher growth relative to competitors.   

4.3.2. Not-higher family firm growth relative to competitors. As mentioned earlier, fsQCA 

has the advantage that it detects causal asymmetry, that is, conditions that lead to higher family 

firm growth relative to competitors may be different from conditions that lead to not-higher 

family firm growth relative to competitors. Hence, we also seek to understand how our conditions 

combine into configurations that explain not-higher family firm growth relative to competitors. 

This is accomplished by taking the converse of the outcome (e.g. Misangyi & Acharya, 2014). 
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That is, membership in the set of family firms without high growth is captured by the thresholds 

3, 5.01, and 7 for full membership, crossover point, and full non-membership, respectively. 

4.3.3. EO. EO is defined in line with earlier studies in terms of the degree of the family firm’s 

innovativeness, proactiveness, and willingness to take risks (e.g. Boling, Pieper, & Covin, 2015; 

Chirico et al., 2011). We use the nine-item EO scale proposed by Miller (1983) and Covin & 

Slevin (1989) to capture each individual dimension. This scale is the most commonly employed 

EO measure and has exhibited high levels of validity and reliability in numerous studies (see 

Covin & Wales, 2012 and George, 2011 for a discussion). Next, we calculated the average score 

on these nine items. We use the Likert-scale scores of 7, 4.01, and 1 as thresholds for full 

membership, crossover point, and full non-membership. This means that we consider family 

firms with a score of 7 (‘very important’) as fully in, family firms with a score less than 7 but 

higher than 4.01 (‘important or little important’) as more in than out, family firms with a score 

less than 4.01 but higher than 1 (‘little unimportant or unimportant’) as more out than in, and 

family firms with a score of 1 (‘very unimportant’) as fully out of the set membership of EO
15

. 

4.3.4. SEW preservation. The level of SEW preservation was measured by asking respondents 

the level of importance the family firm attaches to (i) independence in ownership, (ii) 

independence in management, (iii) creating and saving jobs for the family, and (iv) maintaining 

family traditions and family character of the business  (e.g. Goel et al., 2013; Schepers et al., 

2014; Vandekerkhof et al., 2015). A seven-point Likert scale was provided in the survey (1 = 

very unimportant, 7 = very important) and an average score calculated. The level of importance 

attached to the preservation of independence in ownership and management can be considered as 

proxies for the family’s willingness to exercise influence and control (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007). 

The willingness of family members to create or save jobs for the family and to maintain the 

family character of the firm pertains to the perpetuation of the family dynasty in the firm (Goel et 

al., 2013). As thresholds for full membership, crossover point, and full non-membership we use, 

similar to the calibration of EO, 7, 4.01, and 1.  

                                                           
15

 These thresholds for full membership, crossover point, and full non-membership differ from the ones we use to 

calibrate family firm growth. This is because we are interested in higher growth relative to competitors rather than 

growth relative to competitors. Focusing on higher family firm growth relative to competitors supports our 

consideration of firm-level conditions as antecedents because the firm and its competitors are probably affected by 

similar environmental influences. 
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4.3.5. Board strategic involvement. We assess board members’ level of interactive strategizing 

based on respondents’ indication on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = to a low extent, 7 = to a high 

extent) of board members’ involvement in: (i) offering advice and help to the CEO with respect 

to the formulation of the firm’s strategy, (ii) listening to the CEO’s concerns with regard to 

strategy, (iii) asking the CEO critical questions about strategic decisions, (iv) arbitrating when 

there are disputes about strategy, and (v) challenging the CEO’s opinions concerning strategy. 

These items are taken from scales introduced by van den Heuvel et al. (2006) and Westphal 

(1999). The average score on these five items was calculated in a next step. Analogous to the 

calibration of EO and SEW preservation, we use 7, 4.01, and 1 as thresholds for full membership, 

crossover point, and full non-membership. 

4.3.6. Firm size. We measure the size of the family firm in terms of the number of employees 

(e.g. Casillas et al., 2010; Casillas & Moreno, 2010; Chirico et al., 2011). To derive meaningful 

thresholds for full membership, crossover point, and full non-membership, we undertook the 

following steps. First, we gathered data on the number of employees for the fiscal year 2012 of 

all non-listed limited liability companies located in Flanders, employing 5 to 250 employees, for 

which data was available in the Bel-First database of Bureau van Dijk (N = 14,226). Second, we 

calculated the 80
th

 and 20
th

 percentiles of the number of employees for five different industries, 

that is, industry (N = 61), trade (N = 31), retail (N = 2), construction (N = 31), and service (N = 

27). These industry categories were provided in the survey and correspond with different sections 

in the NACEBEL 2008 classification scheme
16

. As recommended by Fiss (2007, p.1186), family 

firms with a number of employees above (below) the 80
th 

(20
th

) percentile of their respective 

industry were coded as having full membership (full non-membership). We use the halfway mark 

of these thresholds as the crossover point (Ragin, 2008). 

4.3.7. Firm age. The age of the family firm is measured as the number of years the family firm 

has been in existence since incorporation (Schepers et al., 2014; Zellweger & Sieger, 2012). To 

derive meaningful thresholds, the 80
th

 and 20
th

 percentiles of the number of years since 

                                                           
16

 In the Bel-First database of Bureau van Dijk, every firm is assigned an industry section based on its primary 

activity. This industry section is based on the NACEBEL 2008 classification scheme, which follows the NACE Rev. 

2 guidelines set out by the European Parliament in 2006 (Belgian Federal Government, 2013). Specifically, 

‘industry’ corresponds with section C, ‘trade’ with section G, ‘retail’ with section I, ‘construction’ with section F, 

and ‘service’ with section E, section H, and sections J to N.  
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incorporation were calculated for the whole sample of non-listed, limited liability companies 

located in Flanders, employing 5 to 250 employees (N = 14,226). We did not calculate industry-

specific values for firm age since the number of years since incorporation were highly similar 

across the different industries. That is, family firms considered as young in one industry are 

unlikely to be considered as old in another industry. This leads to the use of 31, 19.51, and 8 as 

thresholds for full membership, crossover point, and full non-membership, respectively. 

4.4. Common method variance, validity, and reliability 

Relying on self-reported data implies the potential for the occurrence of common method 

variance (CMV) (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To evaluate the extent of CMV, the Harman’s one-

factor test was conducted. Accordingly, we performed an unrotated exploratory factor analysis on 

the items of the self-reported variables growth, EO, SEW preservation, and board strategic 

involvement (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). The basic assumption of this test is that if a substantial 

amount of CMV is present, a single factor will emerge from the factor analysis. Results show the 

presence of six factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1. Together they explain 74 percent of the 

variance in the items, with the first and largest factor explaining 29 percent. This result indicates 

that CMV is not a pervasive problem in our study. 

The convergent validity, discriminant validity, and reliability of family firm growth, EO, SEW 

preservation, and board strategic involvement were evaluated using partial least squares structural 

equation modeling (PLS-SEM) (see Astrachan, Patel, & Wanzenried, 2014 and Hair et al., 2014 

for a discussion). First, as recommended by Hair et al. (2014), we inspected the convergent 

validity of these constructs based on the items’ loadings and the average variance extracted 

(AVE) statistic. Specifically, Hair et al. (2014) suggest the removal of items with loadings lower 

than 0.70. The result was the elimination of five items, that is, four items from the EO scale and 

one item from the SEW preservation scale
17

. The AVE statistic for family firm growth equals 

0.73, for EO 0.62 (previously it equalled 0.50), for SEW preservation 0.62 (previously it equalled 

0.50), and for board strategic involvement 0.92. These scores indicate adequate convergent 

validity since the AVE statistic should be higher than 0.50 (Hair et al., 2014). In a second step, to 

evaluate discriminant validity, we checked whether the AVE statistics of the constructs were 

                                                           
17

 Specifically, two items that measure proactiveness and two items that measure risk-taking were removed from the 

EO scale. From the SEW scale the item “independence in management” was removed. 
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Table 9: Original variables, measures/set calibrations, and descriptive statistics 

Variable Question in survey / measure 

Thresholds Descriptive statistics 

Full 

member-

ship 

Cross-

over 

Full non-

member-

ship 

Mean S.D. Min. Max. 

Higher family 

firm growth 

relative to 

competitors 

Indicate on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = much worse; 4 = just as good or 

bad; 7 = much better) the performance of the firm relative to competitors in 

the past three years with respect to: (i) growth of the firm’s value, (ii) 

growth of market share, (iii) growth of revenue / average score  

7 5.01 3 4.73 1.02 2.33 7 

EO 
Seven-point Likert scale with items derived from Covin & Slevin (1989) and 

Miller (1983) / average score 
7 4.01 1 4.16 1.23 1 7 

SEW 

preservation 

Indicate on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = totally disagree, 7 = totally agree) 

the extent to which the firm attaches importance to: (i) independence in 

ownership, (ii) independence in management, (iii) creating and saving jobs 

for the family, (iv) maintaining family traditions and family character of the 

firm are important objectives / average score 

7 4.01 1 4.61 1.30 1.33 7 

Board 

strategic 

involvement  

Indicate on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = very low, 7 = very high) the 

extent to which the board of directors: (i) offers advice and help to the CEO 

with respect to the formulation of the firm’s strategy, (ii) listens to the 

CEO’s concerns with regard to strategic issues, (iii) arbitrates when there are 

disputes about strategic issues, (iv) challenges the CEO’s opinions 

concerning strategic topics, (v) asks the CEO critical questions about 

strategic decisions / average score 

7 4.01 1 3.51 2.17 1 7 

Firm size 

Number of employees / number of employees in 2012 

Sector: industry 

Sector: trade 

Sector: retail 

Sector: construction 

Sector: service 

 

56 

28 

25 

41 

38 

 

32.01 

17.01 

15.51 

24.01 

22.01 

 

8 

6 

6 

7 

6 

 

39.59 

24.90 

20 

30.26 

32.56 

 

33.22 

15.95 

7.07 

20.06 

38.30 

 

5 

5 

16 

5 

5 

 

138 

87 

26 

81 

173 

Firm age Number of years since incorporation / 2012 - year of incorporation 31 19.51 8 29.35 13.05 6 102 

Notes: S.D. = standard deviation, Min. = minimum value, Max. = maximum value.
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higher than the squared inter-construct correlations (Hair et al., 2014). The Fornell-Larcker 

criterion shows this is indeed the case, that is, there is good discriminant validity. An alternative 

assessment of discriminant validity using the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio was also 

examined (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015). The largest HTMT ratio equalled 0.33, which is 

well below the recommended threshold of 0.90 (Henseler et al., 2015). Thus, overall discriminant 

validity was achieved. Finally, we assessed the reliability of the latent constructs based on their 

Cronbach’s alphas and composite reliability (CR) scores. The removal of four items from the EO 

scale and one item from the SEW preservation scale result in Cronbach’s alphas of 0.85 

(previously it equalled 0.88) and 0.70 (previously it equalled 0.65), respectively. The Cronbach’s 

alpha for family firm growth equals 0.82 and for board strategic involvement 0.98. With regard to 

the CR scores, for family firm growth it equals 0.89, for EO 0.89 (previously it equalled 0.90), 

for SEW preservation 0.83 (previously it equalled 0.79), and for board strategic involvement 

0.98, indicating sufficient reliability since the CR score should be higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 

2014). 

5. Results 

5.1. Regression analysis 

 Prior to conducting our fsQCA analysis, we performed an ordinary least squares regression 

analysis in order to check whether the five conditions of interest in this study had an effect on 

family firm growth. Results (see C.2.) show a marginally significant positive effect of EO (p = 

0.07) and a significant positive effect of SEW preservation (p = 0.03) on family firm growth. 

Board strategic involvement, firm size, and firm age are nonsignificantly related to family firm 

growth. Although adding two-way and/or three-way interaction effects among our conditions 

may lead to different regression results, the relative absence of significant main-effects suggests 

the need to study the contributions of EO, SEW preservation, board strategic involvement, firm 

size, and firm age to family firm growth from a configurational perspective. In particular, we 

explore potential interactions among our conditions in greater detail using fsQCA as a set-

theoretic method. 

5.2. Analysis of necessity 

By definition, a necessary condition denotes that higher family firm growth relative to 

competitors can only be obtained if that condition is present (or absent) (Fiss, 2007). An 
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argument for necessity is supported when it can be demonstrated that instances of (not-)higher 

family firm growth relative to competitors overlap substantially with a subset of instances of the 

condition in question. The fsQCA software package 2.5. provides a formal analysis of necessity 

by calculating the consistency and coverage of the presence (e.g. high EO) and absence (e.g. not-

high EO) of each condition in relation to an outcome. Schneider & Wagemann (2012) posit that 

the consistency and coverage thresholds for considering a condition as necessary need to be 

higher 0.90 and 0.80, respectively. As shown in Table 10, none of our conditions passes these 

thresholds when higher family firm growth or not-higher family firm growth relative to 

competitors are taken into account as outcome. We therefore conclude that none of our variables 

represent a necessary condition in the analysis.  

Table 10: Analysis of necessary conditions 

Condition 

Higher family firm growth 

relative to competitors 

Not-higher family firm growth 

relative to competitors 

Consistency Coverage Consistency Coverage 

Strategic direction     

   High EO 0.81 0.65 0.66 0.70 

   Not-high EO 0.63 0.59 0.67 0.82 

   High SEW preservation 0.87 0.61 0.74 0.68 

   Not-high SEW preservation 0.55 0.61 0.58 0.86 

Governance     

   High board strategic involvement 0.62 0.61 0.53 0.68 

   Not-high board strategic involve. 0.67 0.52 0.69 0.71 

Firm life cycle     

   High firm size 0.70 0.55 0.65 0.68 

   Not-high firm size 0.60 0.56 0.57 0.72 

   High firm age 0.78 0.55 0.73 0.68 

   Not-high firm age 0.54 0.61 0.51 0.75 

Note: N = 152. 

5.3. Configurations for higher family firm growth relative to competitors 

 The results shown in Table 11 represent the three configurations of conditions (i.e. solution 1, 

2, and 3) found to be sufficient for higher family firm growth relative to competitors. The overall 
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solution consistency is 0.80 and the overall solution coverage 0.55. The latter indicates that the 

three configurations of conditions account for 55 percent of membership in higher family firm 

growth relative to competitors. This value is substantive, yet it also indicates that our 

configurations contain other elements not taken into account in this study that relate to family 

firm growth (Fiss, 2011). Each of the three solutions shows that at least four conditions need to 

be present or absent in order to achieve higher family firm growth relative to competitors. This 

means that the presence or absence of a single condition is insufficient to obtain this outcome. In 

combination with our finding that none of our conditions are necessary, we confirm hypothesis 

H1 in which we predicted that EO, SEW preservation, board strategic involvement, firm size, and 

firm age are INUS conditions for higher family firm growth relative to competitors.   

 With respect to the first solution, labelled “younger, smaller family firm (FF) with inactive 

board and focus on EO”, we find that young and small-sized family firms achieve higher growth 

relative to competitors if they exhibit a high level of EO in combination with a low level of board 

strategic involvement. Solution 2, labelled “younger FF with inactive board and focus on EO and 

SEW”, indicates that higher growth relative to competitors can also be achieved (i.e. equifinality) 

if young family firms exhibit a high level of EO and SEW preservation combined with a low 

level of board strategic involvement. Hence, a participative strategy, reflected in a high level of 

board strategic involvement, does not appear to mitigate the tension between these strategic 

directions for younger family firms such that higher growth is enabled (see section 2.3.). Finally, 

solution 3, labelled “older, larger FF with active board and focus on SEW”, suggests that family 

firms with a high level of SEW preservation achieve higher family firm growth relative to 

competitors if they have an old age, a large size, and a high level of board strategic involvement.  

Solutions 2 and 3 thus indicate that family firms that indulge family-based preferences are not 

necessarily restricted in their likelihood to grow. Specifically, to make SEW preservation 

complementary with higher family firm growth relative to competitors, younger family firms 

need to adopt EO and dispose of board that is not actively involved in interactive strategizing. In 

contrast, in the context of an older and larger family firm, SEW preservation is complementary 

with higher family firm growth relative to competitors if the level of board strategic involvement 

is high. 
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Table 11: Configurations for higher family firm growth relative to competitors  

Variable 

Solutions 

1 

“younger, smaller 

FF with inactive 

board and focus on 

EO” 

2 

“younger FF with 

inactive board and 

focus on EO and 

SEW” 

3 

“older, larger FF 

with active board 

and focus on 

SEW” 

Strategic direction    

   EO ⦁   

   SEW preservation  ⦁   

Governance    

   Board strategic involvement   
 

Firm life cycle    

   Firm size    

   Firm age    

Consistency 0.84 0.81 0.83 

Raw coverage 0.25 0.33 0.37 

Unique coverage 0.02 0.05 0.20 

Overall solution consistency 0.80   

Overall solution coverage 0.55   

Notes: N = 152. The frequency cut-off was set at 2. The consistency cut-off was set at 0.75. Black 

circles indicate the presence of a condition, and white circles indicate its absence. Large circles 

indicate core conditions, small ones refer to peripheral conditions. Blank spaces indicate ‘do not 

care’. 

5.4. Configurations for the absence of higher family firm growth relative to competitors  

 In Table 12 we report the three equifinal configurations of conditions (i.e. solutions 4, 5, and 

6) found to be sufficient for the absence of higher family firm growth relative to competitors. 

According to solution 4, labelled “FF not focused on EO and SEW”, the absence of higher family 

firm growth relative to competitors is explained by a concurrent exhibition of low levels of EO 

and SEW. Solution 5, labelled “younger FF with inactive board and no focus on EO”, indicates 

that the absence of higher family firm growth relative to competitors is also explained by a low 
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level of EO in combination with a low level of board strategic involvement, and a young firm 

age. Finally, solution 6, labelled “older, smaller FF not focused on SEW” suggests a third path 

leading to the absence of higher family firm relative to competitors. 

Table 12: Configurations for the absence of higher family firm growth relative 

to competitors 

Variable 

Solutions 

4 

“FF not focused 

on EO and SEW” 

 

5 

“younger FF with 

inactive board and 

no focus on EO” 

6 

“older, smaller FF 

not focused on 

SEW”  

Strategic direction    

   EO    

   SEW preservation    

Governance    

   Board strategic involvement    

Firm life cycle    

   Firm size    

   Firm age    

Consistency 0.92 0.93 0.95 

Raw coverage 0.49 0.33 0.32 

Unique coverage 0.09 0.05 0.03 

Overall solution consistency 0.91   

Overall solution coverage 0.57   

Notes: N = 152. The frequency cut-off was set at 2. The consistency cut-off was set at 0.75. Black 

circles indicate the presence of a condition, and white circles indicate its absence. Large circles 

indicate core conditions, small ones refer to peripheral conditions. Blank spaces indicate ‘do not 

care’. 

5.5. Robustness checks 

 We conduct several robustness checks to verify if our solutions hold under different minimum 
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thresholds for consistency and the frequency of cases per configuration (Schneider & Wagemann, 

2012; Skaaning, 2011). First, we performed sensitivity analyses to examine whether our solutions 

are robust to the use of alternative thresholds for consistency while retaining the frequency 

threshold of two cases per configuration. For this purpose, we tested if our results were robust if 

the lowest acceptable overall consistency of 0.75 (see section 4.1.) was changed to 0.85. For the 

presence of higher family firm growth relative to competitors, this resulted in fewer solutions (i.e. 

two instead of three) that bear close resemblance to solutions 1 and 3 in Table 11 (see C.3.). 

Specifically, in solution 1 the core condition low level of SEW is added, while in solution 3 the 

core condition low level of EO is added. The reduced number of solutions is not surprising as a 

more demanding consistency threshold means that less cases can be used in the fsQCA analysis 

(Skaaning, 2011). The fact that we do not derive fundamentally dissimilar configurations from 

these sensitivity analyses is more important, hence adding robustness to our initial results. With 

respect to the absence of higher family firm growth relative to competitors, the overall 

consistency shown in Table 12 equals 0.90, which is well above 0.85. Therefore, no sensitivity 

analysis was performed with an alternative threshold for overall consistency. 

 Second, we also conducted sensitivity analyses to examine whether our findings are robust to 

the use of alternative thresholds for frequency while retaining the consistency thresholds 

mentioned in section 4.1. For this purpose, we changed the minimum acceptable frequency from 

two cases per configuration to three cases per configuration (Ragin, 2006b; Skaaning, 2011). 

Setting the frequency threshold to three ensures that we still capture 83 percent of the 152 cases 

for the analysis (Ragin, 2008). Fewer solutions emerge for the presence of higher family firm 

growth relative to competitors that are however not different from those reported in Table 11 

(solution 2 and solution 3) (see C.4.). With respect to the absence of higher family firm growth, 

also fewer solutions emerge that are similar to those reported in Table 12 (solution 4 and solution 

5; in the latter the peripheral condition high firm size is added) (see C.5.).   

6. Discussion and conclusion 

 Growth is argued to be an important outcome for family SMEs because it increases the 

likelihood of survival and enables future family generations to join the firm (Habbershon et al., 

2010; Ward, 1997). To achieve growth, scholars argue for the need for (family) firms to achieve a 

fit between organizational strategies, processes, and structures (Casillas et al., 2010; Chrisman et 
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al., 2013; Ketchen et al., 1993; Meyer et al., 1993; Miller, 1993, 1996). An additional dimension 

that family firms need to take into account pertains to family-based idiosyncrasies such as SEW 

preservation (Berrone et al., 2012; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2011). A salient impact of family-based 

preferences on the family firm’s decision-makings and economic performance can be particularly 

expected in a non-listed SME context, where ownership tends to be highly concentrated in the 

hands of a single family and memberships between ownership, management, and board of 

directors likely overlap (Tagiuri & Davis, 1996; Uhlaner et al., 2007). However, in spite of the 

notion that increased understanding of family firm growth can be gained by identifying clusters 

of organizational phenomena, extant empirical evidence on these clusters remains limited. A 

major reason for this shortcoming is the fragmentation of scholarly insights. Several theoretical 

perspectives have been developed and numerous antecedents uncovered, but there is only little 

conversation between these perspectives and antecedents. Hence, as Chrisman et al. (2013) 

postulate, “a configurational approach to organization with its emphasis on complex systems of 

interdependency […] might offer even greater potential to enhance our understanding of family 

firms” (p.1256).  

 To shed more on light on the interrelationships between organizational strategies, processes, 

and structures and their effect on family firm-level outcomes, the current study examines how 

two strategic directions, being EO and SEW preservation, combine with the board of directors’ 

involvement in interactive strategizing with the CEO and the family firm’s size and age to 

produce higher family firm growth relative to competitors. For this purpose, we applied the 

fsQCA methodology (Fiss, 2007, 2011; Ragin, 2006b). We argue that the use of fsQCA helps to 

resolve the fragmentation and inconsistency of findings from prior research since the inclusion of  

a multitude of conditions in the fsQCA analysis does not hinder the interpretation of their 

interrelations as is the case for estimating interaction terms that go beyond two-way effects in 

regression-based analyses (Fiss, 2007; Thiem et al., 2015). Hence, we provide new insights that 

fuel continuing debates over SEW preservation engendering either agency or stewardship 

behaviours (Kellermanns et al., 2012b) and family firms being either a positive or negative 

context for entrepreneurial endeavours (De Massis et al., 2013). These insights also address our 

research questions formulated in the introduction of this study. 

 One insight that we derive from our analyses is that a high level of EO and SEW preservation 

represent two key strategic directions for family firms to achieve growth. Family firms may adopt 
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one of them (solutions 1 and 3 in Table 11) but may also combine them (solution 2 in Table 11) 

to compete in the marketplace. The concurrent existence of a high level of EO and SEW 

preservation is thus not necessarily incongruent when it comes to improving a family firm’s 

economic performance (e.g. Schepers et al., 2014), and SEW preservation does not inhibit family 

firm growth in all circumstances. What matters is the level of board strategic involvement and the 

family firm’s life cycle to reap the fruits of adopting EO and SEW preservation. This brings us to 

a second insight derived from our analyses, namely that board strategic involvement does not 

appear to mitigate the presumed tension between EO and SEW preservation. On the contrary, 

solution 2 shows that young family firms achieving higher growth than competitors exhibit a high 

level of EO and SEW preservation combined with a low level of board strategic involvement. In 

growing family firms that are young, small, and entrepreneurially oriented, the level of board of 

board strategic involvement is similarly low. Only in growing family firms that are large, old, and 

focused on SEW preservation, board strategic involvement is high.  

 Our focus on the board of directors was inspired by prior studies suggesting that the board can 

resolve conflicts that pertain to strategic choices within family firms (e.g. Bammens et al., 2011; 

Siebels & zu Knyphausen-Aufseß, 2012). The lack of support for this rationale may indicate on 

the one hand that there are other governance mechanisms besides the board of directors upon 

which a family relies to bargain on different strategic directions (see e.g. Kotlar & De Massis, 

2013). On the other hand, the often cited reason for a tension between EO and SEW preservation, 

that is, family firms prioritizing the retaining of family control over strategic decisions are 

hesitant to share control with nonfamily managers who have entrepreneurial skills (Chrisman et 

al., 2015) may not hold for young family firms. After all, young family firms are likely controlled 

and managed by a founding family member whose entrepreneurial skills led to the foundation of 

the family firm in the first place (Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2011).    

 In conclusion, combining a configurational way of thinking with fsQCA as method of analysis 

suggests that focusing on the joint and interdependent effects of multiple growth predictors is 

particularly fruitful to develop an integrative model of family firm growth that is broad in scope 

yet parsimonious in its solutions. Although the configurational way of thinking has been present 

at a theoretical level in family business literature (Basco & Pérez Rodríguez, 2009, 2011; 

Nordqvist, Sharma, & Chirico, 2014) and in recent empirical work (Casillas et al., 2010; Chirico 

et al., 2011), the use of fsQCA enables further empirical exploration of configurations of 
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conditions that explain more profoundly family firm-level outcomes (Fiss et al., 2013). The 

fsQCA research method is also able to take the heterogeneity among family firms more fully into 

account (Chua et al., 2012). Indeed, viewing family firms as being characterized by 

heterogeneous configurations formed by variate levels of importance attached to entrepreneurial 

and family-based strategic directions, governance, and family firm life cycle will allow to “gain a 

more holistic understanding of how a family firm is organized and performs” (Nordqvist et al., 

2014, p.203). With respect to theory, we posit that joint approaches combining different 

theoretical frameworks can help to improve understandings of family firms (De Massis et al., 

2014b). This study offers one attempt by combining literature streams on EO (Casillas et al., 

2010; Chirico et al., 2011), SEW (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007, 2011), participative strategy (Covin 

et al., 2006; Dess et al., 1997; Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007), and family firm life cycle 

(Eddleston et al., 2013; Le Breton-Miller & Miller, 2013). In addition, the detection of causal 

asymmetry by fsQCA can contribute to a more accurate understanding of relationships between 

variables. In turn, this may sustain the development of a more general theory of family influence 

(De Massis et al., 2014b).    

6.1. Limitations and future research 

 Like any study, this study is subject to a number of limitations. First, like any methodology, 

fsQCA has its limitations in its own right. One limitation is that apparently small changes in 

calibration or the choice of cut-off values regarding frequency and consistency thresholds can 

lead to significant changes in the solutions obtained (Fiss, Sharapov, & Cronqvist, 2013). As a 

robustness check, we advanced this limitation by examining the impact of different cut-off values 

concerning frequency and consistency thresholds, and we found that in some situations fewer 

solutions emerged that are however not substantially different from those reported in Table 11 

and Table 12. Another limitation of fsQCA is that although core and peripheral conditions give 

an expression of the relative importance of conditions, an exact figure of how much more or less 

important a condition is for an outcome to occur is not computed.  

 Second, our study has a cross-sectional research design. This means that we cannot explore 

causality. Future studies may replicate the models with longitudinal data that accounts for 

potential variances in the conditions and outcomes over time. For this purpose, García-Castro & 
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Arinõ (2013) have recently developed a novel approach to apply set-theoretic methods to panel 

data.  

 Third, we only had information about the family’s intention to continue family control and 

influence and to renew family bonds to the firm through dynastic succession (the F- and R-

dimensions of the SEW umbrella construct; Berrone et al., 2012). Future studies could examine 

whether other SEW dimensions, that is, identification of family members with the firm, binding 

social ties, and emotional attachment of family members (referred to as the I-, B-, and E- 

dimensions; Berrone et al., 2012) have different combinatorial effects as those we find in this 

study. In a similar vein, Vardaman & Gondo (2014) argue that more research is needed to gain 

insights into whether family firms prioritize one dimension over the other and whether family 

firms would preserve one form or the other if they happen to be in conflict.  

 Finally, we have analysed the interrelations between five organizational conditions that pertain 

to the family firm’s strategic direction, governance by the board of directors, and firm life cycle. 

For future studies it may be interesting to investigate other family firm-level phenomena (e.g. 

family governance practices) and/or to include environmental conditions in the analysis (e.g. 

environmental hostility and dynamism).  
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CHAPTER 5 

Conclusion 

 In this dissertation we have conducted three empirical studies with the purpose of enhancing 

existing knowledge about (1) why non-listed firms (do not) adopt certain corporate governance 

(CG) practices and (2) to what ends CG creates value for a corporation. We specifically focused 

on two CG practices, that is, the overlap of memberships between ownership, management, and 

board of directors, a typical feature of non-listed, small- or medium-size (family) enterprises 

(SMEs), and the board of directors’ level of involvement in control, service, and strategic tasks. 

These CG practices were linked with each other as well as with firm-level outcomes related to 

innovation and growth. Throughout the studies, we have followed the dominant idea in current 

literature that the adoption of a CG practice as well as its effectiveness is conditional on an array 

of contextual factors such as the presence of dominant family coalition. The results of the 

empirical studies do not only make important contributions to the academic literature, but also 

provide practical guidelines for private firms and policy-makers. In this concluding chapter, we 

summarize the main results of the studies, further elaborate on the implications for theory and 

practice, and discuss avenues for future research.  

1. Summary of results 

 In the first empirical study of this dissertation (chapter 2) we investigated what drives the level 

of board control task and service task involvement in non-listed firms and focused in particular 

on CEO duality as antecedent. Based on a sample of 384 private (family) firms, we reveal that 

CEO duality is negatively related to the board’s level of behavioural control task involvement if 

the private firm’s ownership is dispersed or concentrated in the hands of a large number of family 

shareholders (proxied by second or later generational involvement in ownership). We also show 

that CEO duality has no effect on the board’s level of output control task involvement nor its 

level of service task involvement – irrespective of the private firm’s ownership structure. These 

findings add nuance to the agency proposition that CEO duality represents a constraint on board 

monitoring (Krause, Semadeni, & Cannella, 2014). That is, it appears that the negative effect of 

CEO duality on board control task involvement is contingent on the type of board control task as 

well as the ownership structure of the private (family) firm.  
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 With respect to the private firm’s ownership structure, our finding that CEO duality does not 

affect the board’s level of behavioural control task involvement when ownership is concentrated 

in the hands of (1) a nonfamily entity, (2) a small number of family members, or (3) the CEO (i.e. 

the CEO is the board’s chairperson as well as the firm’s controlling owner-manager) indicates 

that there are substitutive relationships between monitoring of management by the board, 

monitoring of management by blockholders, and managerial ownership. These substitutive 

relationships have been found in large, listed firms as well (e.g. Rediker & Seth, 1995) and thus 

also apply to a private (family) firm context. Furthermore, the different moderating effects that 

we find for the two categories of concentrated family ownership (i.e. small number versus large 

number of family members) confirm the proposition in family business literature that families 

increasingly rely on the board of directors to perform control tasks as the likelihood of 

intrafamily convergence of interests decreases due to the dispersion of ownership among family 

members (e.g. Bammens, Voordeckers, & Van Gils, 2008; De Massis et al., 2013).  

 In the second empirical study of this dissertation (chapter 3), we also examined the level of 

board control task and service task performance and took these variables into consideration as 

intervening variables in the relationship between family versus nonfamily SME context and the 

SME’s level of innovativeness. The central finding that we observe, based on a sample of 249 

SMEs, is that family SMEs exhibit a lower level of innovativeness compared to nonfamily SMEs 

due to reduced levels of board control task and service task performance in family SMEs (i.e. an 

indirect effect). In contrast with prior studies (see De Massis, Frattini, & Lichtenthaler, 2013 for 

an overview), we do not find direct and total effects of family involvement in ownership, 

management, and/or the board of directors on the SME’s level of innovativeness. Further, 

alternative ownership structures within the subsample of family SMEs, proxied by generational 

involvement and the presence of a minority shareholder, do not change these interpretations. 

Family entities are thus not inherently less or more innovative than nonfamily entities. The 

underlying mechanisms that make family SMEs less innovative than nonfamily SMEs are the 

different levels of board control and service task performance in family SMEs. 

 In addition to board task performance, we also find statistically significant effects of board 

size (curvilinear), CEO duality (negative), CEO tenure (positive), and founder status of the CEO 

(positive) on an SME’s level of innovativeness. The significant effects of board size and CEO 

duality indicate that a ‘demographic approach’ can also explain a board of directors’ contribution 
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to an SME’s level of innovativeness. The main premise behind a demographic approach is that 

the essential intermediary behavioural processes among directors (e.g. interactions, information 

sharing) in reaching a high level of board task performance occur naturally (see Basco & 

Voordeckers, 2015 for more information). With regard to board size for instance, it is generally 

argued that small boards of directors lack the expertise and diversity of skills necessary to 

contribute to strategic decision-makings, while a too high number of directors engenders the 

formation of coalitions and hampers communication, cohesion, and trust (Zahra, Neubaum, & 

Huse, 2000). Further, the significant effects of several CEO characteristics when board of 

directors-related variables are also included in the model suggest that the influence of a board on 

innovativeness does not render management’s influence obsolete.   

 Finally, in the third empirical study of this dissertation (chapter 4) we aimed to uncover 

configurations of conditions that explain family firm growth. The conditions under investigation 

pertain to the firm-level. In particular, we examined the interrelations between two strategic 

directions or orientations (entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and socioemotional wealth (SEW) 

preservation), board strategic involvement as a governance mechanism, and firm size and age as 

proxies for the family firm’s life cycle. Extant studies on family firm growth have uncovered 

numerous antecedents, but insights into their potential synergistic effects remain limited. We 

argue that this deficiency can, in part, be explained by the dominant estimation method applied, 

being linear regression. Based on a sample of 152 family SMEs, in the last study of this 

dissertation we conducted a configurational analysis as an alternative way to analyse interaction 

effects. 

 Our results, based on fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA), reveal the existence 

of three equifinal configurations of conditions that explain higher family firm growth relative to 

competitors. Each of these configurations contains four conditions. In addition, none of these four 

conditions is present in each configuration and, sometimes, their association (i.e. high or low 

level) with growth is reversed in another configuration. This indicates that no single condition is 

sufficient or necessary to achieve family firm growth. In broad terms, the following private 

family firms are shown to achieve higher growth relative to competitors: (1) young ones that 

maintain a high level of EO and dispose of a board of directors that is not actively involved in 

interactive strategizing with the CEO, and (2) old, large ones that maintain a high level of SEW 

and dispose of a board of directors that is actively involved in its strategic task. We also analysed 
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configurations of conditions that explain the absence of higher family firm growth relative to 

competitors. Interestingly, the nature of these configurations is not the inverse of the ones 

explaining family firm growth (i.e. causal asymmetry). Specifically, family firms that do not 

achieve higher growth relative to competitors are either (1) not focused on EO and SEW, or (2) 

maintain a low level of EO in combination with an inactive board and a young age, or (3) 

maintain a low level of SEW in combination with a small firm size and an old age. 

2. Implications for theory 

 Our results advance at least two streams of literature: research on CG (in particular, board of 

directors), and research on family firms. While implications for theory of our empirical studies 

are also outlined in the respective chapters, in this section we provide a holistic overview of those 

contributions. 

 We contribute to literature on CG by providing a more fine-grained picture of (1) why a board 

of directors in a non-listed firm context actively performs its control, service, and strategic tasks, 

and (2) how board task performance creates value for the private firm. By capturing the actual 

behaviour of a board of directors in terms of its level of board task performance, we invoke the 

assumption that demographic variables such as CEO duality (overlap between management and 

board of directors), shareholdings directors (overlap between ownership and board of directors), 

and CEO ownership (overlap between management and ownership) are not perfect proxies for 

what boards do (van Ees, Gabrielsson, & Huse, 2009). Stated differently, the level of board 

control and service task performance is not a direct function of the board’s demographic profile. 

Employing a non-executive director as board chairperson does not necessarily imply that a board 

is highly involved in its control task. Finding significant relationships between board composition 

variables and firm-level outcomes is therefore highly challenging. Indeed, several meta-analyses 

have demonstrated that such endeavours fail to yield clear, consistent results (e.g. Dalton et al., 

1998). Therefore, we argue that research on boards ideally focuses on what a board of directors 

actually does in addition to the demographic profiles of its individual members.  

 Furthermore, we believe that studying what boards actually do implies the need for a 

contextualized approach in order to acknowledge that directors’ engagement in control, service, 

and strategic tasks is conditional not only on their individual characteristics, but also on the 

context in which they operate. Indeed, if demographic variables such as CEO duality explain a 
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limited amount of variance in what boards do, then contextual factors need to be examined. Such 

factors can reside inside the boardroom (e.g. the way directors interact with each other; Pugliese, 

Nicholson, & Bezemer, 2015) or outside the boardroom (e.g. firm performance; Tuggle et al., 

2010). We do not claim to make a trade-off between individual and contextual factors. In this 

regard we follow Lubatkin et al. (2007) who argue that academic research on board behaviour 

should refrain from adopting an oversocialized (i.e. only context matters) or an undersocialized 

(i.e. context does not matter) view. When developing theoretical frameworks to conceptualize 

board behaviour, scholars that combine theories instead of favouring one over the other are likely 

most successful in generating detailed insights into board behaviour. In the first and second 

empirical study of this dissertation we exemplify this endeavour by invoking agency theory, the 

resource-based view of the firm, resource dependence theory, and the attention-based view of the 

firm (ABV).  

  Applications of agency theory, the resource-based view of the firm, and resource dependence 

theory within the literature on board task performance highlight antecedents on the individual-

level. These factors relate to directors’ independence from executives, shareholdings, expertise or 

education, and network or social capital, amongst others (Hambrick, Misangyi, & Park, 2015). It 

is further assumed by these theories that the more board members possess these attributes, the 

higher the level of board task performance. This assumption is nuanced in the ABV (Ocasio, 

1997, 2011). In particular, the ABV suggests that directors’ attributes such as independence are 

necessary but insufficient to lead to a high level of board task performance. That is, directors’ 

attributes are relevant, but they also need to be brought into use. The ABV proposes in this regard 

that contextual factors are key to trigger directors’ attention to their tasks. In this dissertation we 

identified the private firm’s ownership structure in terms of the degree of ownership dispersion 

and the type of controlling shareholder (i.e. family versus nonfamily) as important contextual 

factors outside the boardroom. In sum, agency theory, resource-based perspectives, and the ABV 

on their own yield an incomplete picture of board behaviour. Taking simultaneously into account 

their propositions will result in a more profound understanding of board behaviour. We argue that 

such an aspiration is the essence of a contextualized approach to CG. 

 A contextualized approach to explain board behaviour is also suitable to study the merits of 

board task performance. The adoption of a contingency or a configurational framework in order 

to examine the interdependencies of CG practices and to understand each practice’s contribution 
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to firm-level outcomes has become mainstream in the literature (e.g. Aguilera et al., 2015; 

García-Castro, Aguilera, & Ariño, 2013; Kim & Ozdemir, 2014; Misangyi & Acharya, 2014). In 

this dissertation we conform to this view and investigated how board control and service 

performance relate to innovativeness while taking into account the antecedents of these board 

tasks (chapter 3) and how board strategic task involvement combines with EO, SEW, and the 

firm life cycle to produce family firm growth (chapter 4). One notable result that emerged from 

the configurational analysis in chapter 4 is that family firm growth can be explained by the 

presence of a ‘passive’ board of directors when the family firm is young and entrepreneurially 

oriented. Thus, under certain circumstances, a board of directors that is not actively involved in 

its strategic task adds value to the private firm. One explanation may be that the family firm’s 

need for and expectation of the board to perform its strategic task is equally low because strategic 

issues are discussed during (informal) family meetings (Kotlar & De Massis, 2013). Hence, the 

low level of strategic task performance satisfies this aspiration and board effectiveness arises 

(Huybrechts et al., 2016). Scholars should thus be reluctant to assign a normative meaning to the 

level of board task performance. 

 We also contribute to research on family firms. First, our finding that there is no direct or total 

effect of family versus nonfamily involvement in an SME and the SME’s level of innovativeness 

suggests that family entities do not display less or more innovative attitudes and behaviours than 

nonfamily entities (chapter 3). This insight challenges theoretical rationales proposing a negative 

or positive association between the presence of a dominant family coalition and a firm’s level of 

innovativeness based on family-based idiosyncrasies. For instance, literature on SEW argues that 

family firms are less innovative than nonfamily firms because families are loss averse with regard 

to family control and therefore hesitant to share control with nonfamily managers who have the 

skills to realize innovations (Chrisman et al., 2015). Another stream of literature suggests the 

opposite, namely that family firms are more innovative than nonfamily firms because family 

members have a long-term investment horizon, behave as stewards, and dispose of unique 

resources and capabilities such as social and patient capital (Sirmon & Hitt, 2003). We unravel to 

some extent this complexity surrounding the family firm–innovativeness relationship by showing 

that it is reduced levels of board control and service task performance in family SMEs relative to 

nonfamily SMEs that renders family SMEs on average less innovative. This means that the board 

of directors as an element of a private firm’s CG system represents a proper context to explore 
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the advantages and disadvantages of family firms relative to their nonfamily counterparts when it 

comes to innovativeness. 

 A second contribution to family firm literature relates to our adoption of a configurational 

approach and our application of fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) (chapter 4). 

Current family firm research continues to strive for a more general theory of family influence and 

the adoption of a configurational approach has recently been suggested to represent a highly 

promising avenue to achieve this goal (Chrisman et al., 2013; Nordqvist, Sharma, & Chirico, 

2014). This is because the two core assumptions of a configurational approach, being (1) the idea 

of equifinality, and (2) organizational elements have a tendency to fall into few coherent patterns 

that change only intermittently, are compatible with the need to acknowledge heterogeneity 

among family firms and to study the fit between family and business systems (Basco & Pérez 

Rodríguez, 2009; Kammerlander et al., 2015). We posit that fsQCA represents a method of 

analysis that is able to attain these goals. Furthermore, since fsQCA informs the researcher on 

which conditions are (in)sufficient and/or (un)necessary in relation to an outcome, family firm 

scholars can increase understandings of the conditions under which family influence affects a 

firm’s decision-making process. De Massis et al. (2014) state in this regard that “the sufficiency 

condition for family involvement to produce family-oriented particularistic behaviour in a firm 

requires the presence of both ability and willingness. […] The omission of this sufficiency 

condition in commonly used theoretical models employed to explain how family involvement 

affects firm behaviour can result in theoretical limitations and empirical indeterminacy” (p.344).  

3. Implications for practice  

 This dissertation also has several implications for policy-makers and practitioners. First, it is 

too rudimentary to consider the separation of CEO and board chairperson positions as the essence 

of good CG in private firms. The splitting of chairperson and CEO roles (and, perhaps, increasing 

a board’s independence vis-à-vis management in general) appears to have little repercussions for 

board members’ engagement in control and service tasks. Companies are thus better allowed 

flexibility when it comes to choosing a certain board leadership structure. Cuomo, Mallin, & 

Zattoni (2015) argue that the flexibility granted to firms to establish CG in turn enables a firm to 

better pursue its objectives. This flexibility is also reflected in the Belgian code of governance for 

non-listed firms, that is, Code Buysse II. In this code it is stated that, although CEO duality is 
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preferably avoided, this depends on “the legal form, the size, and the growth phase of the 

company” (Code Buysse II, 2009, p.26). We praise this awareness that CEO duality is too 

idiosyncratic for all private firms to adopt the same board leadership structure under the guise of 

best practice. Another contingency factor that could be acknowledged by Code Buysse II is the 

private firm’s ownership structure. 

 A second implication for practice is that boards of directors in private family firms and SMEs 

have the potential to improve these firms’ likelihood of displaying innovative attitudes and 

behaviours as well as their growth rate. We specifically demonstrated that this economic value-

creating potential of a board is to a high extent conditional on whether its members are actively 

involved in control, service, and/or strategic tasks. Practitioners should be aware that substantial 

board task performance does not simply evolve but results from continuous improvements and 

deliberate choices (Nadler, 2004). Literature suggests that deliberate improvement is generated 

by the recruitment of knowledgeable and reputable directors, regular board evaluations, the CEO 

and directors agreeing on the extent to which directors influence management’s decisions and the 

firm’s direction, adequate board agenda management to ensure lively discussions during formal 

meetings, the provision of the right amount and type of information, and a boardroom culture that 

simulates inquiry (Nadler, 2004). Further, when the costs (i.e. time, money) associated with these 

improvements outbalance the merits of a high level of board task performance, a ‘passive’ board 

of directors does not necessarily destroy firm value (chapter 4). 

 Finally, the configurational analysis presented in our third empirical study (chapter 4) enabled 

us to develop an empirical typology of family SMEs that achieve higher growth relative to 

competitors, based on their strategic orientation(s), board strategic task involvement, and firm life 

cycle. Our provision of detailed profiles of growing family SMEs represents a tool for other 

family SMEs to assess their growth opportunities and challenges.  

4. Future studies 

 Aside from answering several research questions, this dissertation also raises some new ones 

that may be interesting for future studies. Some of them are formulated in previous chapters by 

discussing how the limitations related to our empirical studies open up avenues for further 

research. Bearing in mind a contextualized approach to CG, in this section we elaborate on the 

generalizability of our conclusions, board (and managerial) behaviour, and family influence. 
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 A first research question relates to the Belgian institutional context in which the private firms 

of our sample operate, that is, to what extent are our conclusions generalizable to other 

institutional contexts? Or, put differently, what macro-level variables that are idiosyncratic to the 

Belgian context have affected our results? In our view, one variable that matters is the one-tier 

governance system of Belgian private firms. In the alternative, a two-tier governance system (e.g. 

China, Denmark, the Netherlands, Germany), executives and non-executives sit in two separate 

boards, that is, the management board and the supervisory board, respectively. While the former 

aspires to support management to optimize the firm’s daily operations, the latter’s purpose is to 

monitor and control management. Because members of the two boards generally do not overlap, 

the two-tier system allows for the control and service tasks being performed by separate boards of 

directors (Adams & Ferreira, 2007). This contrasts with the one-tier system in which executives 

and non-executives sit together and are simultaneously occupied with the control and service 

tasks. Future research could investigate whether the contribution of board task performance to 

firm-level outcomes such as innovativeness and growth is different in firms adopting a one-tier 

board model as compared to firms adopting a two-tier board model. For instance, the greater 

exchange of information between executives and non-executives in one-tier boards (Adams & 

Ferreira, 2007) may allow for a better understanding of the firm’s need for the board to perform a 

certain task. On condition that the actual level of board task performance is aligned with this need 

(Huybrechts et al., 2016), boards in one-tier contexts may become more effective than boards in 

two-tier contexts. 

 A second research question relates to our capturing of board behaviour in terms of directors’ 

level of control, service, and strategic task performance, that is, is the examination of what boards 

actually do sufficient to open up the ‘black box’ of the internal workings of a board (Roberts, 

McNulty, & Stiles, 2005)? We suggest in this regard that emphasis on board task performance as 

a group-level construct is a necessary starting point when studying boards of directors, but that 

there remains a lot to discover. For example, between input variables such as the presence of 

dominant family coalition and output variables such as board task performance there are so-called 

boardroom dynamics that presumably link this input to output (Pettigrew, 1992). Scholars have 

specifically argued to focus on the nature of directors’ interactions as an indicator of boardroom 

dynamics (see e.g. Pugliese et al., 2015). Although this kind of research is challenging to conduct 

since it requires a researcher to get access to board meetings (e.g. by attending them in person or 
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by videotaping them), shedding more light on internal processes of the board is likely very 

fruitful to further open up the ‘black box’ of a board’s workings. 

 We further argue that when examining boardroom dynamics, future studies can especially 

benefit from invoking principles offered by a behavioural theory of the firm (Cyert & March, 

1963). These principles include bounded rationality, satisficing behaviour, routinization of 

decision-making processes, and political bargaining (see van Ees et al., 2009). Emphasis is thus 

placed on the effects of limited cognitive capacity, past behaviour, previous experience, shared 

beliefs on the current decision-making process, and the relative power and relationships among 

various coalitions of organizational actors on board task performance (van Ees et al., 2009). 

These principles also apply to managerial behaviour. In this dissertation we captured managerial 

behaviour by relying on demographic proxies such as tenure, founder status, and being a family 

member. Future studies that combine measures of board behaviour and managerial behaviour 

(e.g. leadership style) can significantly increase understandings of decision-making processes in 

companies. 

 A third and last research question relates to our focus on business-oriented CG mechanisms in 

this dissertation, that is, to what extent is the relationship between family influence and family 

firm-level outcomes such as innovativeness and growth affected by governance of the family 

itself? The relevance of effective family governance practices such as family constitutions, family 

councils, and family meetings has long been recognized because the sustainability of family firms 

depend not only on the success of the business but also on the functionality of the family 

(Mustakallio, Zahra, & Autio, 2002). Family governance practices are specifically argued to 

“make the rewards and demands of family participation in the business clear, to communicate 

opportunities for family involvement in the business, to ease the flow of information to create 

trust and minimize manipulation by family members and, above all, to foster a sense of belonging 

to the business among the extended family” (Suess, 2014, p.139). To our knowledge, relatively 

few studies have focused on how family governance interacts with business governance to 

improve the long-term success of the family firm (e.g. Gnan, Montemerlo, & Huse, 2015). In this 

regard, future research could investigate to what extent the two governance systems are 

complementary or substitutable. For instance, if effective family governance boosts a strong 

shared vision among family owners and the family CEO regarding the future of the family firm, 

does this mitigate the need for board monitoring to align managers’ and owners’ interests? 
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Appendix A 

 

A.1. Table with results from an orthogonally rotated (varimax) exploratory factor analysis on the 

behavioural, output, and strategy control task items. 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 

Behavioural control task   

   Item 1 0.86 0.20 

   Item 2 0.91 0.11 

   Item 3 0.85 0.25 

   Item 4 0.47 0.46 

Output control task   

   Item 1 0.19 0.83 

   Item 2 0.21 0.76 

   Item 3 0.22 0.69 

Strategy control task   

   Item 1 0.20 0.80 

 

Factor Variance Proportion Cumulative 

Factor 1 2.71 0.34 0.34 

Factor 2 2.70 0.34 0.68 

  Note: N = 384.  

 

A.2. Table with results from a confirmatory factor analysis on the behavioural control task and 

the transformed output control task constructs. 

 Factor 

loading 
a
 

Loading’s 

significance 

 
Fit indices 

Behavioural control task     

   Item 1 0.84 ***   

   Item 2 0.86 ***  χ² (15) = 41.66*** 

   Item 3 0.85 ***  Normed χ² = 2.78 

   Item 4 0.55 ***  CFI = 0.981 

Output control task    RMSEA = 0.069 

   Item 1 0.77 ***  RMSEA 90% CI 
b
 = [0.045; 0.094] 

   Item 2 0.70 ***  SRMR = 0.040 

   Item 3 0.65 ***   

   Item 4 0.75 ***   

Notes: N = 384; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; 
a
 standardized factor loadings; 

b
 confidence 

interval.
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A.3. Tables with standardized OLS regression coefficients and their 95 percent confidence intervals (CI). 

Behavioural monitoring 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 Coefficient 95% CI Coefficient 95% CI Coefficient 95% CI Coefficient 95% CI 

Hypotheses:         

    CEO duality (H1) 
-0.189*** 

(0.054) 
[-0.295; -0.083] 

-0.213** 

(0.100) 
[-0.411; -0.017] 

-0.251** 

(0.104) 
[-0.286; -0.080] 

-0.198** 

(0.099) 
[-0.393; -0.004] 

  Concentration of ownership           

    Concentrated ownership   
-0.057 

(0.056) 
[-0.166; 0.054]     

    Concentrated ownership 

       * CEO duality (H2) 
  

0.036 

(0.113) 
[-0.185; 0.105]     

  Type of controlling shareholder         

    Concentrated nonfamily  

    ownership (ConNF) 
    

-0.007 

(0.076) 
[-0.157; 0.142]   

    Concen. family own.: small   

    number of family members   

    (ConFS)  

    
-0.163 

(0.111) 
[-0.380; 0.055]   

    Concen. family own.: large  

    number of family members  

    (ConFL)  

    
-0.085 

(0.078) 
[-0.239; 0.069]   

    ConNF * CEO duality (H3)     
0.106 

(0.088) 
[-0.068; 0.280]   

    ConFS * CEO duality (H3)     
0.122 

(0.129) 
[-0.132; 0.376]   

    ConFL * CEO duality (H3)     
0.041 

(0.105) 
[-0.166; 0.247]   

  CEO ownership         

    CEO ownership: 5-50 percent       
-0.055 

(0.080) 
[-0.213; 0.103] 

    CEO ownership: >50 percent       
-0.275*** 

(0.099) 
[-0.470; -0.080] 

    CEO ownership: 5-50 percent  

      * CEO duality (H4) 
      

0.020 

(0.827) 
[-0.160; 0.200] 
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Notes: standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for heteroscedasticity; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithmic transformation. 

 

 

 

    CEO ownership: >50 percent  

       * CEO duality (H4) 
      

0.126 

(0.125) 
[-0.120; 0.371] 

Controls:         

    Industry dummies yes yes yes yes 

    Firm size 
a
 

0.016 

(0.049) 
[-0.080; 0.113] 

0.019 

(0.049) 
[-0.078; 0.115] 

0.023 

(0.056) 
[-0.087; 0.132] 

-0.008 

(0.050) 
[-0.107; 0.091] 

    Firm age 
a
  

-0.064 

(0.053) 
[-0.168; 0.040] 

-0.062 

(0.053) 
[-0.166; 0.041] 

-0.088 

(0.055) 
[-0.196; 0.020] 

-0.042 

(0.053) 
[-0.176; 0.032] 

    Board meetings 
0.209*** 

(0.053) 
[0.104; 0.313] 

0.203*** 

(0.053) 
[0.098; 0.307] 

0.174*** 

(0.051) 
[0.073; 0.275] 

0.199*** 

(0.053) 
[0.094; 0.303] 

    Board size 
0.036 

(0.050) 
[-0.062; 0.133] 

0.033 

(0.050) 
[-0.065; 0.130] 

-0.021 

(0.054) 
[-0.128; 0.086] 

0.021 

(0.051) 
[-0.079; 0.120] 

    Percentage of independent  

    directors 

0.098 

(0.142) 
[-0.182; 0.378] 

0.099 

(0.143) 
[-0.181; 0.380] 

0.103 

(0.162) 
[-0.216; 0.422] 

0.138 

(0.147) 
[-0.152; 0.428] 

    Percentage of independent  

    directors^2  

-0.132 

(0.142) 
[-0.410; 0.147] 

-0.133 

(0.142) 
[-0.412; 0.146] 

-0.110 

(0.170) 
[-0.445; 0.224] 

-0.146 

(0.148) 
[-0.438; 0.145] 

    Percentage of shareholding  

    directors 

0.197*** 

(0.051) 
[0.097; 0.297] 

0.191*** 

(0.052) 
[0.090; 0.293] 

0.219*** 

(0.054) 
[0.113; 0.324] 

0.196*** 

(0.056) 
[0.086; 0.306] 

    CEO tenure 
 a
 

0.031 

(0.052) 
[-0.071; 0.133] 

0.031 

(0.052) 
[-0.071; 0.134] 

0.058 

(0.058) 
[-0.055; 0.171] 

0.082 

(0.058) 
[-0.031; 0.196] 

N 384  384  321  384  

F 5.41***  5.03***  3.63***  4.76***  

Adjusted R² 0.112  0.106  0.106  0.124  

R² 0.142  0.144  0.159  0.163  
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A.4. Table with marginal effects of CEO duality on the behavioural control and output control 

tasks when differentiating between the different types of controlling shareholders that comprise 

the group of nonfamily controlling shareholders, that is, an individual, a private equity investor, 

or a financial institution. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

Notes: N = 384; standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for heteroscedasticity; * p < 

0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 

 

A.5. Table with marginal effects of CEO duality on the behavioural control and output control 

tasks for different types of controlling shareholders when family CEO is taken into account as 

control variable in Model 3 and Model 7 in Table 3. The effect of family CEO on behavioural 

control as well as output control is nonsignificant. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Notes: N = 384; standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for heteroscedasticity; * p < 

0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 

 
∂Behavioural control / 

∂CEO duality 

∂Output control /  

∂CEO duality 

Dispersed ownership 
-0.569*** 

-(0.236)*** 

-0.314*** 

-(0.284)*** 

Concentrated nonfamily ownership: 

individual 

-0.219*** 

-(0.350)*** 

-0.052*** 

-(0.237)*** 

Concentrated nonfamily ownership: 

private equity investor 

-0.370*** 

-(0.360)*** 

-0.073*** 

-(0.226)*** 

Concentrated nonfamily ownership: 

financial institution 

-0.747*** 

-(0.698)*** 

-0.505*** 

 (0.593)*** 

Concentrated family ownership: 

small number of family members 

-0.194*** 

-(0.338)*** 

-0.034*** 

-(0.374)*** 

Concentrated family ownership: 

large number of family members 

-0.448*** 

-(0.222)*** 

-0.052*** 

-(0.238)*** 

 
∂Behavioural control / 

∂CEO duality 

∂Output control /  

∂CEO duality 

Dispersed ownership 
-0.602*** 

-(0.238)*** 

-0.200*** 

-(0.197)*** 

Concentrated nonfamily ownership 
-0.190*** 

-(0.233)*** 

-0.020*** 

-(0.160)*** 

Concentrated family ownership: 

small number of family members 

-0.124*** 

-(0.349)*** 

-0.061*** 

-(0.275)*** 

Concentrated family ownership: 

large number of family members 

-0.407*** 

-(0.200)*** 

-0.022*** 

-(0.175)*** 
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A.6. Table with marginal effects of CEO duality on the output control task without the strategy 

control task item (left) and the separate strategy control task item (right) for concentration of 

ownership (Panel A), type of controlling shareholder (Panel B), and CEO ownership (Panel C). 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: N = 384; standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for heteroscedasticity; * p < 

0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 N =321. 

 

 

 

Panel A 

 
∂Output control without 

strategy task item /  

∂CEO duality 

∂Strategy control /  

∂CEO duality 

Dispersed ownership 
-0.293*** 

-(0.191)*** 

-0.221*** 

-(0.261)*** 

Concentrated ownership 
-0.130*** 

-(0.109)*** 

-0.065*** 

-(0.127)*** 

Panel B 
a
   

 

∂Output control without 

strategy task item /  

∂CEO duality 

∂Strategy control /  

∂CEO duality 

Dispersed ownership 
-0.212*** 

-(0.199)*** 

-0.174*** 

-(0.263)*** 

Concentrated nonfamily ownership 
-0.099*** 

-(0.171)*** 

-0.207*** 

-(0.237)*** 

Concentrated family ownership: 

small number of family members 

-0.110*** 

-(0.283)*** 

-0.126*** 

-(0.332)*** 

Concentrated family ownership: 

large number of family members 

-0.036*** 

-(0.183)*** 

-0.036*** 

-(0.191)*** 

Panel C 

 
∂Output control without 

strategy task item /  

∂CEO duality 

∂Strategy control /  

∂CEO duality 

CEO ownership: <5 percent 
-0.043*** 

-(0.180)*** 

-0.089*** 

-(0.212)*** 

CEO ownership: 5-50 percent 
-0.041*** 

-(0.142)*** 

-0.100*** 

-(0.164)*** 

CEO ownership: >50 percent 
-0.218*** 

-(0.186)*** 

-0.300*** 

-(0.225)*** 
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A.7. Table with marginal effects of CEO duality on the separate service task constructs (advice 

and counsel, networking, and strategic participation) and the aggregate service task construct for 

concentration of ownership (Panel A), type of controlling shareholder (Panel B), and CEO 

ownership (Panel C). 

 

Notes: N = 384; standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for heteroscedasticity; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 

0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 N =321. 

 

 

 

 

 

Panel A 

 
∂Advice and 

counsel / ∂CEO 

duality 

∂Networking /  

∂CEO duality 

∂Strategic 

participation /  

∂CEO duality 

∂Service task /  

∂CEO duality 

Dispersed ownership 
-0.166*** 

-(0.224)*** 

-0.225*** 

-(0.298)*** 

-0.058*** 

-(0.234)*** 

-0.145*** 

-(0.210)*** 

Concentrated ownership 
-0.091*** 

-(0.116)*** 

-0.089*** 

-(0.138)*** 

-0.002*** 

-(0.117)*** 

-0.063*** 

-(0.104)*** 

Panel B 
a
 

 

∂Advice and 

counsel / ∂CEO 

duality 

∂Networking /  

∂CEO duality 

∂Strategic 

participation /  

∂CEO duality 

∂Service task /  

∂CEO duality 

Dispersed ownership 
-0.159*** 

-(0.228)*** 

-0.259*** 

-(0.299)*** 

-0.021*** 

-(0.233)*** 

-0.138*** 

-(0.211)*** 

Conc. nonfamily ownership 
-0.081*** 

-(0.206)*** 

-0.290*** 

-(0.284)*** 

-0.228*** 

-(0.212)*** 

-0.165*** 

-(0.181)*** 

Conc. family ownership: 

small no. of family members 

-0.026*** 

-(0.280)*** 

-0.016*** 

-(0.313)*** 

-0.103*** 

-(0.315)*** 

-0.048*** 

-(0.277)*** 

Conc. family ownership: large 

no. of family members 

-0.111*** 

-(0.206)*** 

-0.040*** 

-(0.219)*** 

-0.042*** 

-(0.176)*** 

-0.077*** 

-(0.173)*** 

Panel C 

 
∂Advice and 

counsel / ∂CEO 

duality 

∂Networking /  

∂CEO duality 

∂Strategic 

participation /  

∂CEO duality 

∂Service task /  

∂CEO duality 

CEO ownership: <5 percent 
-0.087*** 

-(0.188)*** 

-0.090*** 

-(0.248)*** 

-0.068*** 

-(0.212)*** 

-0.083*** 

-(0.170)*** 

CEO ownership: 5-50 percent 
-0.311*** 

-(0.151)*** 

--0.370**** 

-(0.188)*** 

-0.147*** 

-(0.151)*** 

-0.273*** 

-(0.140)*** 

CEO ownership: >50 percent 
-0.193*** 

-(0.213)*** 

-0.095*** 

-(0.230)*** 

-0.208*** 

-(0.196)*** 

-0.176*** 

-(0.182)*** 
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A.8. Table with main-effects and moderated effects of CEO duality on behavioural control and 

output control in two subsamples of observations. These subsamples are constructed based on 

whether the firm’s size is below or equal/above the industry-adjusted median value of firm size 

in terms of value of total assets (in 2011). We compare main-effects and moderated effects of 

CEO duality across the subsamples using Wald tests. 

Notes: N = 384; standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for heteroscedasticity; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 

0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 N =321. 

 
Behavioural 

control (BC) 

Output control 

(OC) 
Wald test 

CEO duality * Small 
-0.399*** 

-  (0.144)**** 

-0.169*** 

-(0.119)*** BC: p = 0.51 

OC: p = 0.29 
CEO duality * Large 

-0.510*** 

-  (0.151)**** 

-0.023*** 

-(0.110)*** 

CEO duality * Dispersed * Small 
-0.196*** 

-  (0.260)**** 

-0.312*** 

- (0.172)*** 
 

BC: p = 0.10* 

OC: p = 0.15 CEO duality * Dispersed * Large 
-0.779*** 

--  (0.269)***** 

-0.213*** 

-(0.333)*** 

CEO duality * Concentrated * Small 
-0.431*** 

- -(0.153)**** 

-0.246*** 

-(0.127)*** BC: p = 0.79 

OC: p = 0.10* 
CEO duality * Concentrated * Large 

-0.479*** 

-- (0.162)**** 

-0.005*** 

-(0.113)*** 

CEO duality * Dispersed * Small 
 a
 

-0.278*** 

-  (0.266)**** 

-0.313*** 

- (0.178)*** BC: p = 0.16 

OC: p = 0.22 
CEO duality * Dispersed * Large 

 a
 

-0.797*** 

-(0.294)*** 

-0.150*** 

- (0.346)*** 

CEO duality * Nonfamily concentrated * Small 
 a
 

-0.070*** 

-(0.243)*** 

-0.052*** 

-(0.178)*** BC: p = 0.94 

OC: p = 0.10* 
CEO duality * Nonfamily concentrated  * Large 

 a
 

-0.098*** 

-(0.277)*** 

-0.448*** 

-(0.184)*** 

CEO duality * Family concentrated: small no. * Small 
a
 

-0.502*** 

-(0.252)*** 

-0.365*** 

- (0.216)*** BC: p = 0.85 

OC: p = 0.99 
CEO duality * Family concentrated: small no. * Large 

a
 

-0.573*** 

-(0.322)*** 

-0.367*** 

- (0.243)*** 

CEO duality * Family concentrated: large no. * Small 
a
 

-0.423*** 

-(0.235)*** 

-0.074*** 

-(0.226)*** BC: p = 0.67 

OC: p = 0.99 
CEO duality * Family concentrated: large no. * Large 

a
 

-0.568*** 

-(0.283)*** 

-0.074*** 

-(0.173)*** 

CEO duality * CEO ownership: <5 pct. * Small 
-0.142*** 

-(0.286)*** 

-0.181*** 

- (0.203)*** BC: p = 0.34 

OC: p = 0.30 
CEO duality * CEO ownership: <5 pct. * Large 

-0.495*** 

-(0.268)*** 

-0.104*** 

-(0.212)*** 

CEO duality * CEO ownership: 5-50 pct. * Small 
-0.277*** 

-(0.185)*** 

-0.079*** 

-(0.160)*** BC: p = 0.63 

OC: p = 0.45 
CEO duality * CEO ownership: 5-50 pct. * Large 

-0.397*** 

-(0.213)*** 

-0.082*** 

-(0.179)*** 

CEO duality * CEO ownership: >50 pct. * Small 
-0.613*** 

 (0.204)*** 

-0.261*** 

-(0.185)*** BC: p = 0.98 

OC: p = 0.66 
CEO duality * CEO ownership: >50 pct. * Large 

-0.618*** 

-(0.228)*** 

-0.167*** 

-(0.155)*** 
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A.9. Table with two-stage least squares (2SLS) regression to perform the Hausman test. This 

includes a first-stage logistic regression with CEO duality as dependent variable, and a second-

stage linear regression with behavioural monitoring as dependent variable. In the second-stage 

stage regression, the error terms (r) of the first-stage regression are included. 

Notes: standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for heteroscedasticity; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

(two-tailed); 
a
 suppressed category is dispersed ownership; 

b
 suppressed category is CEO ownership: <5 

percent; 
c
 natural logarithm.  

First-stage logistic regression   
 

Second-stage linear regression   

CEO age 
-1.037*** 

-(0.018)*** 

 
CEO duality 

-0.305*** 

-(0.133)*** 

CEO founder 
-1.558*** 

-(0.583)*** 

 
r 

-0.158*** 

-(0.173)*** 

Concentrated nonfamily 

ownership 
 a
 

-1.499*** 

-(0.651)*** 

 Concentrated nonfamily 

ownership 
 a
 

-0.212*** 

-(0.182)*** 

Conc. family ownership: small 

no. of family members 
a
 

-1.475*** 

-(0.710)*** 

 Conc. family ownership: small 

no. of family members 
a
 

-0.111*** 

-(0.228)*** 

Conc. family ownership: large 

no. of family members 
a
 

-1.110*** 

-(0.439)*** 

 Conc. family ownership: large 

no. of family members 
a
 

-0.112*** 

-(0.160)*** 

CEO ownership: 5-50 percent 
b
 

-0.987*** 

-(0.416)*** 

 
CEO ownership: 5-50 percent 

b
 

-0.083*** 

-(0.183)*** 

CEO ownership: >50 percent 
b
 

-3.664*** 

-(1.647)*** 

 
CEO ownership: >50 percent 

b
 

-0.041*** 

-(0.300)*** 

Industry dummies -yes***  Industry dummies -yes*** 

Firm size 
c
 

-0.791*** 

-(0.094)*** 

 
Firm size 

c
 

-0.025*** 

-(0.063)*** 

Firm age 
c
 

-0.892*** 

-(0.182)*** 

 
Firm age 

c
 

-0.161*** 

-(0.086)*** 

Board meetings 
-1.020*** 

-(0.032)*** 

 
Board meetings 

-0.046*** 

-(0.014)*** 

Board size 
-0.765*** 

-(0.079)*** 

 
Board size 

-0.060*** 

-(0.059)*** 

Pct. of independent directors 
-0.031*** 

-(0.053)*** 

 
Pct. of independent directors 

-0.021*** 

-(1.001)*** 

Pct. of independent directors^2 
-9.802*** 

-(24.365)*** 

 
Pct. of independent directors^2 

-0.495*** 

-(1.324)*** 

Pct. of shareholding directors 
-0.699*** 

-(0.347)*** 

 
Pct. of shareholding directors 

-0.736*** 

-(0.222)*** 

CEO tenure 
c
 

-1.818*** 

-(0.353)*** 

 
CEO tenure 

c
 

0.211** 

(0.154)** 

N -321*** 
 

N -321*** 

χ² (19) -112.38*** 
 

F -3.66*** 

Pseudo R² -0.253*** 
 

R² -0.161*** 

Likelihood-ratio test: 

CEO age = 0 and  

CEO founder = 0 

χ² (2) = 6.72 

p < 0.05 
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Appendix B 

B.1. Tables with standardized SEM regression coefficients and their 95 percent confidence 

intervals. 

 

Variable 
DV: Board control  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

Family versus nonfamily SME -0.259*** [-0.380; -0.139] -0.056*** [-0.184; 0.071] 

Board control task performance   -0.204*** [0.078; 0.330] 

Firm size 
a
 -0.154*** [0.020; 0.287] -0.097*** [-0.218; 0.025] 

Firm age 
a
 -0.134*** [-0.155; 0.128] -0.019*** [-0.091; 0.130] 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.024*** [-0.116; 0.163] -0.072*** [-0.043; 0.186] 

Export intensity -0.011*** [-0.114; 0.136] -0.275*** [0.158; 0.392] 

High-tech industry -0.001*** [-0.129; 0.127] -0.039*** [-0.173; 0.095] 

Number of shareholders -0.011*** [-0.141; 0.119] -0.001*** [-0.115; 0.115] 

Board size -0.313*** [-0.737; 0.110] -0.455*** [0.061; 0.849] 

Board size^2 -0.281*** [-0.075; 0.636] -0.496*** [-0.875; -0.117] 

Percentage of independent directors -0.315*** [0.018; 0.612] -0.226*** [-0.547; 0.094] 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -0.355*** [-0.634; -0.076] -0.250*** [-0.039; 0.539] 

CEO duality -0.063*** [-0.206; 0.080] -0.205*** [-0.333; -0.077] 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.039*** [-0.109; 0.187] -0.173*** [0.057; 0.289] 

CEO founder -0.031*** [-0.126; 0.187] -0.161*** [0.021; 0.301] 

R² -0.117***  -0.203***  

Model fit indices:     

χ² (df) (p-value) 87.563 (29) (p < 0.01)   

Normed χ² -3.019***   

CFI -1.000***   

RMSEA -0.000***   

SRMR -0.000***   

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm. 
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Variable 
DV: Board service  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

Family versus nonfamily SME -0.162*** [-0.290; -0.034] -0.082*** [-0.210; 0.046] 

Board control task performance   -0.167*** [0.040; 0.295] 

Firm size 
a
 -0.088*** [-0.057; 0.232] -0.080*** [-0.198; 0.038] 

Firm age 
a
 -0.028*** [-0.168; 0.112] -0.021*** [-0.090; 0.133] 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.010*** [-0.140; 0.161] -0.075*** [-0.042; 0.191] 

Export intensity -0.050*** [-0.068; 0.167] -0.269*** [0.152; 0.386] 

High-tech industry -0.017*** [-0.151; 0.117] -0.036*** [-0.170; 0.098] 

Number of shareholders -0.055*** [-0.181; 0.071] -0.007*** [-0.110; 0.124] 

Board size -0.034*** [-0.371; 0.438] -0.386*** [-0.009; 0.780] 

Board size^2 -0.034*** [-0.302; 0.370] -0.445*** [-0.829; -0.061] 

Percentage of independent directors -0.239*** [-0.066; 0.544] -0.202*** [-0.524; 0.120] 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -0.257*** [-0.540; 0.026] -0.221*** [-0.073; 0.514] 

CEO duality -0.013*** [-0.160; 0.133] -0.215*** [-0.344; -0.087] 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.028*** [-0.168; 0.111] -0.186*** [0.071; 0.301] 

CEO founder -0.072*** [-0.092; 0.237] -0.155*** [0.012; 0.298] 

R² 0.058**  0.197**  

Model fit indices:     

χ² (df) (p-value) 69.631 (29) (p < 0.01)   

Normed χ² -2.401***   

CFI -1.000***   

RMSEA -0.000***   

SRMR -0.000***   

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm. 
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B.2. Tables with SEM analyses with board control/service task performance as intervening 

variables. We differentiate in the group of nonfamily SMEs (N = 80) between nonfamily SMEs 

with concentration of ownership (i.e. more than 50 percent of the shares in the hands of a single 

controlling shareholder) (N = 47) and nonfamily SMEs with dispersed ownership (N = 33). 

Bootstrap analyses (1000 replications, α = 0.05) are conducted to test whether there are 

significant differences in the effects of the family SME dummy and the nonfamily SME with 

concentration of ownership dummy. 

Variable 
DV: Board control  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

Family SME  -2.278*** -0.024*** 

Nonfamily SME with concen. of own. -0.293*** -0.518*** 

Board control task performance  -0.153*** 

Firm size 
a
 -0.635*** -0.318*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.058*** -0.057*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.011*** -0.025*** 

Export intensity -0.136*** -2.603*** 

High-tech industry -0.026*** -0.201*** 

Number of shareholders -0.024*** -0.010*** 

Board size -0.748*** -0.829*** 

Board size^2 -0.047*** -0.063*** 

Percentage of independent directors  4.943***  -2.632 *** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -8.266*** -4.277*** 

CEO duality -0.477***  -1.197 *** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.159*** -0.564*** 

CEO founder -0.255*** -1.067*** 

R² -0.117*** -0.206*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 88.501 (31) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² 2.855  

CFI 1.000  

RMSEA 0.000  

SRMR 0.000  

Bootstrap analyses of differences 

between two types of SMEs 
b
: 

  

Direct effect  p = 0.154  

Indirect effect p = 0.023  

Total effect p = 0.001  

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm; 

b
 bias-corrected p values. 
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Variable 
DV: Board service  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

Family SME -5.212*** -0.108*** 

Nonfamily SME with concen. of own. -3.100*** -0.631*** 

Board control task performance  -0.051*** 

Firm size 
a
 -1.062 *** -0.275*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.268*** -0.062*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.014*** -0.026*** 

Export intensity -1.559*** -2.545*** 

High-tech industry -0.559*** -0.177*** 

Number of shareholders -0.282*** -0.020*** 

Board size -0.075*** -0.718*** 

Board size^2 -0.031*** -0.057*** 

Percentage of independent directors  9.371***  -2.351 *** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -14.677*** -3.758*** 

CEO duality -0.145***  -1.263 *** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.386*** -0.608*** 

CEO founder -1.483*** -1.030*** 

R² -0.066*** -0.202*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 73.090 (31) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² 2.358  

CFI 1.000  

RMSEA 0.000  

SRMR 0.000  

Bootstrap analyses of differences 

between two types of SMEs 
b
: 

  

Direct effect  p = 0.118  

Indirect effect p = 0.049  

Total effect p = 0.026  

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm; 

b
 bias-corrected p values. 
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B.3. Tables with SEM analyses with board control/service task performance as intervening 

variables. We differentiate in the group of family SMEs (N = 169) between family SMEs without 

a minority shareholder (N = 48) and family SMEs in which a minority shareholder is present (N = 

121). Bootstrap analyses (1000 replications, α = 0.05) are conducted to test whether there are 

significant differences in the effects of these two types of family SMEs. 

   

Variable 
DV: Board control  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

Family SME without minority owner -2.247*** -0.626*** 

Family SME with minority owner -2.068*** -0.375*** 

Board control task performance  -0.142*** 

Firm size 
a
 -0.704*** -0.278*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.166*** -0.143*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.008*** -0.029*** 

Export intensity -0.091*** -2.258*** 

High-tech industry -0.323*** -0.137*** 

Number of shareholders -0.095*** -0.028*** 

Board size -0.599*** -0.692*** 

Board size^2 -0.040*** -0.055*** 

Percentage of independent directors 4.616** -1.966*** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -8.848*** -4.144*** 

CEO duality -0.628*** -0.932*** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.318*** -0.510*** 

CEO founder -0.381*** -0.885*** 

R² -0.117*** -0.204*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 87.956 (31) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² 2.837  

CFI 1.000  

RMSEA 0.000  

SRMR 0.000  

Bootstrap analyses of differences 

between two types of family SMEs 
b
: 

  

Direct effect  p = 0.474  

Indirect effect p = 0.884  

Total effect p = 0.880  

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm; 

b
 bias-corrected p values.  



160 
 

Variable 
DV: Board service  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

Family SME without minority owner -3.380*** -0.779*** 

Family SME with minority owner -2.781*** -0.533*** 

Board service task performance  -0.049*** 

Firm size 
a
 -0.953*** -0.225*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.628*** -0.150*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.007*** -0.030*** 

Export intensity -0.818*** -2.231*** 

High-tech industry -0.202*** -0.101*** 

Number of shareholders -0.257*** -0.027*** 

Board size -0.318*** -0.591*** 

Board size^2 -0.004*** -0.050*** 

Percentage of independent directors -9.544*** -1.780*** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -17.060*** -3.725*** 

CEO duality -0.665*** -0.988*** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.221*** -0.544*** 

CEO founder -1.295*** -0.876*** 

R² -0.059*** -0.198*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 70.059 (31) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² 2.260***  

CFI 1.000***  

RMSEA 0.000***  

SRMR 0.000***  

Bootstrap analyses of differences 

between two types of family SMEs 
b
: 

  

Direct effect  p = 0.562***  

Indirect effect p = 0.742***  

Total effect p = 0.738***  

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm; 

b
 bias-corrected p values.  
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B.4. Tables with SEM analyses with board control/service task performance as intervening 

variables. We differentiate in the group of family SMEs (N = 148) between first generation 

family SMEs (N = 59) and second or later generation family SMEs (N = 87). Bootstrap analyses 

(1000 replications, α = 0.05) are conducted to test whether there are significant differences in 

the effects of these two types of family SMEs. 

 

Variable 
DV: Board control  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

First generation family SME  -3.095*** -0.591*** 

Second or later generation family SME  -1.605*** -0.328*** 

Board control task performance  -0.157*** 

Firm size 
a
 -0.580*** -0.257*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.154*** -0.034*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.006*** -0.025*** 

Export intensity -0.112*** -2.511*** 

High-tech industry -0.207*** -0.271*** 

Number of shareholders -0.046*** -0.002*** 

Board size -0.617*** -0.774*** 

Board size^2 -0.040*** -0.059*** 

Percentage of independent directors -5.648*** -2.853*** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -9.112*** -4.500*** 

CEO duality -0.306*** -1.209*** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.176*** -0.580*** 

CEO founder -0.706*** -1.168*** 

R² -0.127*** -0.235*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 91.382 (31) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² 2.948***  

CFI 1.000***  

RMSEA 0.000***  

SRMR 0.000***  

Bootstrap analyses of differences 

between two types of family SMEs 
b
: 

  

Direct effect  p = 0.600***  

Indirect effect p = 0.110***  

Total effect p = 0.052***  

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm; 

b
 bias-corrected p values.  
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Variable 
DV: Board service  

task performance 
DV: Innovativeness 

First generation family SME -5.238*** -0.836*** 

Second or later generation family SME -1.676*** -0.503*** 

Board service task performance  -0.046*** 

Firm size 
a
 -0.789*** -0.203*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.808*** -0.047*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.018*** -0.026*** 

Export intensity -1.321*** -2.433*** 

High-tech industry -0.062*** -0.241*** 

Number of shareholders -0.192*** -0.003*** 

Board size -0.129*** -0.671*** 

Board size^2 -0.016*** -0.053*** 

Percentage of independent directors -10.216*** -2.437*** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -16.504*** -3.830*** 

CEO duality -0.376*** -1.240*** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.074*** -0.611*** 

CEO founder -2.498*** -1.164*** 

R² -0.074*** -0.220*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 73.636 (31) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² 2.375***  

CFI 1.000***  

RMSEA 0.000***  

SRMR 0.000***  

Bootstrap analyses of differences 

between two types of family SMEs 
b
: 

  

Direct effect  p = 0.528***  

Indirect effect p = 0.140***  

Total effect p = 0.065***  

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm; 

b
 bias-corrected p values.  
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B.5. Tables with SEM analyses of models with contrasting directionalities in which family versus 

nonfamily SME determines innovativeness, which then determines board control/service task 

performance.  

Variable DV: Innovativeness 
DV: Board control 

task performance 

Family versus nonfamily SME -0.740***  

Innovativeness  -0.327*** 

Firm size 
a
 -0.192*** -0.719*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.108*** -0.478*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.030*** -0.008*** 

Export intensity -2.274*** -0.602*** 

High-tech industry -0.099*** -0.573*** 

Number of shareholders -0.023*** -0.085*** 

Board size -0.602*** -0.654*** 

Board size^2 -0.049*** -0.050*** 

Percentage of independent directors -1.406*** -4.685*** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -3.023*** -9.520*** 

CEO duality -1.025*** -0.461*** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.561*** -0.114*** 

CEO founder -0.931*** -0.076*** 

R² -0.169*** -0.114*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 83.747(29) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² 2.888***  

CFI 0.823***  

RMSEA 0.204***  

SRMR 0.014***  

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm. 
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Variable DV: Innovativeness 
DV: Board service 

task performance 

Family versus nonfamily SME -0.740***  

Innovativeness  -0.739*** 

Firm size 
a
 -0.192*** -1.016*** 

Firm age 
a
 -0.108*** -1.076*** 

ROA 2010 (sector-adjusted) -0.030*** -0.002*** 

Export intensity -2.274*** -0.796*** 

High-tech industry -0.099*** -0.543*** 

Number of shareholders -0.023*** -0.239*** 

Board size -0.602*** -0.048*** 

Board size^2 -0.049*** -0.033*** 

Percentage of independent directors -1.406*** -9.958*** 

Percentage of independent directors^2 -3.023*** -18.709*** 

CEO duality -1.025*** -0.128*** 

CEO tenure 
a
 -0.561*** -0.502*** 

CEO founder -0.931*** -0.399*** 

R² -0.169*** -0.114*** 

Model fit indices:   

χ² (df) (p-value) 70.218 (29) (p < 0.01)  

Normed χ² 2.421***  

CFI 0.958***  

RMSEA 0.082***  

SRMR 0.007***  

Notes: N = 249; DV = dependent variable; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed); 
a
 natural logarithm. 
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Appendix C 

 

C.1. Table with Pearson correlations 

Notes: N = 152; figures in bold are significant at p < 0.05 (two-tailed). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Family firm growth 1      

2. Entrepreneurial orientation -0.23 1     

3. Socioemotional wealth preservation -0.23 0.27 1    

4. Board strategic involvement -0.11 0.23 -0.17 1   

5. Family firm size -0.07 0.05 -0.04 0.03 1  

6. Family firm age -0.03 0.05 -0.05 0.02 0.04 1 
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C.2. Table with ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analysis with family firm growth as 

dependent variable. The Cameron & Trivedi’s decomposition of IM-test indicates that the OLS 

regression analysis does not suffer from heteroscedasticity or skewness. All variance inflation 

factors (VIF) are below 1.12. 

 

 

 

  

 

Notes: N = 152; standard errors (between brackets) adjusted for 

heteroscedasticity; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Family firm growth 

Entrepreneurial orientation 
-0.125*** 

-  (0.069)**** 

Socioemotional wealth preservation 
-0.142*** 

-  (0.064)**** 

Board strategic involvement 
-0.019*** 

-  (0.038)**** 

Family firm size 
-0.128*** 

-  (0.110)**** 

Family firm age 
-0.090*** 

-(0.196)*** 
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C.3. Table with fsQCA solutions for higher family firm growth relative to competitors based on 

an alternative threshold for overall consistency that equals 0.85 instead of >0.75 (threshold for 

frequency of cases per configuration is 2).  

 Solutions 

Variable 

1 

“younger, smaller 

FF with inactive 

board and focus on 

EO but not SEW” 

2 

“older, larger FF 

with active board 

and focus on SEW 

but not EO” 

Strategic direction   

   EO   

   SEW preservation  ⦁ 

Governance   

   Board strategic involvement 
 

 

Firm life cycle   

   Firm size   

   Firm age   

Consistency 0.87 0.88 

Raw coverage 0.21 0.31 

Unique coverage 0.10 0.20 

Overall solution consistency 0.86  

Overall solution coverage 0.41  

Notes: N = 152. The frequency cut-off was set at 2. The consistency cut-off 

was set at 0.85. Black circles indicate the presence of a condition, and white 

circles indicate its absence. Large circles indicate core conditions, small ones 

refer to peripheral conditions. Blank spaces indicate ‘do not care’. 
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C.4. Table with fsQCA solutions for higher family firm growth relative to competitors based on 

an alternative threshold for frequency of cases per configuration that equals 3 instead of 2 

(thresholds for raw, PRI, and overall consistency are set at >0.75).  

Variable 

Solutions 

1 

“younger FF with 

inactive board and 

focus on EO and 

SEW” 

2 

“older, larger FF 

with active board 

and focus on 

SEW” 

Strategic direction   

   EO   

   SEW preservation ⦁   

Governance   

   Board strategic involvement  
 

Firm life cycle   

   Firm size   

   Firm age   

Consistency 0.81 0.83 

Raw coverage 0.33 0.37 

Unique coverage 0.17 0.20 

Overall solution consistency 0.80  

Overall solution coverage 0.53  

Notes: N = 152. The frequency cut-off was set at 3. The consistency cut-off 

was set at 0.75. Black circles indicate the presence of a condition, and white 

circles indicate its absence. Large circles indicate core conditions, small ones 

refer to peripheral conditions. Blank spaces indicate ‘do not care’. 
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C.5. Table with fsQCA solutions for the absence of higher family firm growth relative to 

competitors based on an alternative threshold for frequency of cases per configuration that equals 

3 instead of 2 (thresholds for raw, PRI, and overall consistency are set at >0.75).  

Variable 

Solutions 

1 

“FF not focused 

on EO and SEW” 

2 

“younger, larger 

FF with active 

board and no focus 

on EO” 

Strategic direction   

   EO   

   SEW preservation   

Governance   

   Board strategic involvement 
 

 

Firm life cycle   

   Firm size  ⦁ 

   Firm age 
 

 

Consistency 0.92 0.93 

Raw coverage 0.49 0.25 

Unique coverage 0.28 0.04 

Overall solution consistency 0.91  

Overall solution coverage 0.53  

Notes: N = 152. The frequency cut-off was set at 3. The consistency cut-off 

was set at 0.75. Black circles indicate the presence of a condition, and white 

circles indicate its absence. Large circles indicate core conditions, small ones 

refer to peripheral conditions. Blank spaces indicate ‘do not care’. 
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Nederlandstalige samenvatting 

(Summary in Dutch) 

 Dit doctoraat focust op twee elementen van het bestuur (corporate governance) van Belgische 

niet-beursgenoteerde naamloze vennootschappen: (1) de overlap tussen aandeelhouderschap, 

management, en lidmaatschap van de raad van bestuur (RvB) en (2) de mate waarin de leden van 

de RvB actief betrokken zijn in het uitvoeren van de controlerende en adviserende rollen. Het 

doel van dit doctoraat is om meer inzicht te krijgen in het bestuur van private of niet-

beursgenoteerde familiale ondernemingen en KMO’s
18

. Om dit doel te realiseren worden drie 

empirische studies uitgevoerd die elk vertrekken vanuit de idee dat er geen optimale manier van 

besturen bestaat. De vraag of de overlap tussen bovenvermelde entiteiten (bijvoorbeeld: de CEO 

is voorzitter van de RvB) en een hoge activiteitsgraad van de RvB waarde creëert voor de 

onderneming is namelijk afhankelijk van contextfactoren. Eén contextuele factor dat centraal 

staat in dit doctoraat is de aanwezigheid van een familie als controlerende aandeelhouder (i.e. een 

familie heeft de meerderheid van de aandelen in handen). 

 Meerdere onderzoeksvragen worden behandeld in dit doctoraat. De eerste empirische studie 

onderzoekt het effect van een overlap tussen aandeelhouderschap, management, en/of 

lidmaatschap van de RvB op de globale activiteitsgraad van de leden van de RvB. De tweede 

studie gaat na of familiale KMO’s meer of minder innovatief zijn dan niet-familiale KMO’s en of 

de activiteitsgraad van de RvB hiervoor een verklaring biedt. In de derde en laatste studie worden 

verschillende strategieën, de activiteitsgraad van de RvB, en de levenscyclus van de onderneming 

in verband gebracht met de mate waarin een familiale KMO groei realiseert. Om een antwoord te 

formuleren op deze vragen worden statistische analyses uitgevoerd op data die werden verzameld 

door middel van enquêtes en het consulteren van jaarrekeningen in de Bel-First database van 

Bureau van Dijk. De Belgische naamloze vennootschappen waarop we onze analyses baseren zijn 

actief in verschillende sectoren (industrie, handel, transport, diensten, bouw). 

 De onderzoeksresultaten genereren verscheidene nieuwe inzichten. Ten eerste, raden van 

bestuur die worden voorgezeten door de CEO zijn minder actief in het superviseren en evalueren 

van de prestaties van de CEO (de mate van monitoren van het bedrijf en de strategie blijft 

                                                           
18

 Kleine of middelgrote ondernemingen. 
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ongewijzigd). Dit is echter afhankelijk van de aandeelhoudersstructuur van de private 

onderneming (studie 1). Ten tweede, een actieve invulling van de controlerende en adviserende 

rollen door de leden van de RvB verhoogt de mate waarin een KMO innovatief is (i.e. de 

inclinatie van een onderneming om zich in te laten met en het realiseren van product– en/of 

procesinnovaties) (studie 2). Ten derde, de RvB in familiale KMO’s is gemiddeld genomen 

minder actief in het uitvoeren van de controlerende alsook de adviserende rol waardoor familiale 

KMO’s minder innovatief zijn in vergelijking met niet-familiale KMO’s (studie 2). Ten vierde, 

familiale KMO’s die hogere groei realiseren dan concurrenten hebben één van volgende 

profielen: (1) jonge leeftijd, gefocust op ondernemerschap (i.e. realiseren van innovaties, 

proactief zijn, risico’s nemen) en een niet-actieve RvB, of (2) oude leeftijd, veel werknemers, 

gefocust op het uitspelen van het familiaal karakter van de onderneming en een actieve RvB.  

 Met deze inzichten levert dit doctoraat relevante bijdragen tot de academische literatuur alsook 

de praktijk. De voorbije decennia is er consensus ontstaan onder academici en beleidsmakers dat 

een contextuele aanpak noodzakelijk is om de gevolgen van besturingspraktijken te bestuderen. 

Praktijken die een meerwaarde betekenen voor één onderneming kunnen redundant zijn in een 

andere onderneming. Een belangrijke taak voor onderzoekers is daarom te achterhalen welke 

contextuele factoren een invloed hebben op de effectiviteit van besturingspraktijken zoals een 

actieve RvB. Dit doctoraat wijst specifiek op het belang van de identiteit van de controlerende 

aandeelhouder(s) (i.e. familie versus niet-familie), de nagestreefde strategische oriëntatie, en de 

grootorde van de onderneming wanneer corporate governance in verband wordt gebracht met 

performantievariabelen. Verder toont dit doctoraat aan dat een configurationele benadering een 

doeltreffend denkkader biedt voor onderzoekers om de context waarin een onderneming opereert 

holistisch te benaderen. Tenslotte blijkt uit de analyses dat de mate waarin de RvB de 

controlerende en adviserende rol actief uitvoert alsook de meerwaarde van deze rollen voor 

bedrijfsperformantie niet perfect samenvallen met de demografische profielen van de individuele 

bestuurders (bijvoorbeeld: aantal externe leden). Om een effectieve RvB te bewerkstelligen dient 

rekening te worden gehouden met de significante invloed van bovenvermelde contextuele 

factoren. 

     


