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The study of innovation in family firms is gaining more and more interest among 
researchers and academics. Although it is a relatively recent issue in the literature, 
there is not enough theoretical and empirical evidence of the existing relationship with 
other constructs, such as the case of business performance. Therefore, using a sample of 
1,400 family small businesses from 20 Latin American countries and applying a 
structural equations modeling of second order, which allows to know in greater depth 
the relationship between innovation and business performance. The fundamental 
objective of this empirical study is to investigate the relationship between innovation 
and business performance in family small business in Latin America. The results 
indicate that the innovation has a significant positive effect on the business performance 
of Latin American family small business. 
 
 

Contribution/ Originality: This study is one of very few studies, which have investigated the analysis, and 

discussion of the relationship between innovation and business performance in Latin American family small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The interest in the analysis and discussion about the importance of innovation in small and medium-size family 

enterprises (SMEs) is increasing constantly in the current literature of business and management sciences (Brines et 

al., 2013) especially since researchers, scholars and professionals in the field of family firms have seen the economic 

importance that this type of enterprises have any country of the world (Sharma, 2004) as well as the rise in the 

innovation skills that family SMEs have (Brouthers et al., 1998; Richbell et al., 2006; Le Breton-Miller and Miller, 

2008). More specifically, there is an increasing interest in analyzing the fundamental role of innovation in the 

business performance in this type of family enterprises (Kraus et al., 2012). 

Similarly, some investigations published in the current literature have considered the need to analyze in detail 

the innovation activities of small family firms not only to identify and explore new market opportunities but also to 

increase significantly their business performance, and continue with the success of the family enterprise through 

different generations (Zahra, 2005; Craig and Moores, 2006; Naldi et al., 2007; Kellermanns et al., 2012). Therefore, 
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there are several researches published in the current literature that have analyzed and discussed innovation in 

family SMEs from different contexts including business performance (e.g. (Litz and Kleysen, 2001; Gudmundson et 

al., 2003; Craig and Dibrell, 2006; Craig and Moores, 2006; Kellermanns and Eddleston, 2006; McAdam et al., 2010; 

Kellermanns et al., 2012)).  

Accordingly, other investigations published in the current literature establish the existence of significant 

differences in the relation between innovation and business performance when comparing family and non-family 

firms (e.g. Kraus et al. (2012)) and such differences are more evident between family and non-family SMEs (Brines et 

al., 2013). Moreover, in a research by Patel and Fiet (2011) it was established that family firms have several 

advantages that non-family ones do not have, especially those activities related to the exploitation of new 

opportunities that the market offers since family companies have some characteristics (i.e. long term orientation, 

low rotation of personnel, long term leadership and strong family bonds), that allow them to increase significantly 

their competitive advantages (Patel and Fiet, 2011) and improve their level of innovation and business performance 

(Sirmon and Hitt, 2003). 

In a more recent investigation published in the current literature, De Massis et al. (2013) made an extensive 

review of the literature, analyzed and organized the innovation activities of family firms but they focused only in the 

analysis of technological innovation and they did not consider other types of innovation in family SMEs. 

Consequently, there are few investigations in the current literature of business and management sciences that 

analyze the dimensions or factors of innovation and its relation with business performance (Padilla-Meléndez et al., 

2015). Due to the importance of this topic, the innovation and their relation with business performance within a 

context of family SMEs, this is a topic that must be widely analyzed and discussed by researchers, scholars and 

professionals in the field of marketing (Casillas and Acedo, 2007; Wright and Kellermanns, 2011).  

In this regard, the future of family SMEs will depend mostly on the level of innovation that the very 

organization has, since this will allow them not only to achieve a higher level of business performance, but also to 

survive in a globalized and highly competitive market (Xia, 2005). Likewise, considering there are relatively few 

investigations published in the current literature that analyze and discuss innovation and business performance in 

SMEs (e.g. (McDermott and Prajogo, 2012; Brines et al., 2013)) and there are even less researches focused in family 

firms (Dzikowski, 2012; Liu and Chen, 2014). The main contribution of this empirical research is the analysis and 

discussion of the relation between innovation and business performance in Latin American family SMEs, as 

recommended by Tuominen and Toivonen (2011); von Koskull and Fougere (2011); Perks et al. (2012); Brines et al. 

(2013); Laforet (2013) as well as Padilla-Meléndez et al. (2015). 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

There is in the current literature of business and management sciences an extensive debate and discussion 

among researchers and scholars, about the concept of family firm and there is no consensus about a specific 

definition that satisfies everyone (Wortman, 1994; Upton and Heck, 1997; Upton et al., 2001). Furthermore, 

previous investigations published in the literature have attempted to identify the intrinsic qualities and the essential 

nature of family enterprises to incorporate them in a single definition but with no results (Padilla-Meléndez et al., 

2015). Nonetheless, there seems to be a consensus among researchers and scholars that the essence of a family firms 

is a developed view for a by a coalition ruled and controlled by the members of one family, or by a small group of 

families who keep the ownership of the enterprise through the generations of the family or relatives (Chau et al., 

1999). 

Prior to this, Handler (1994) and Litz (1995) had already considered that in order to define accurately a family 

firm, it should have some considerations but these authors did not establish such considerations. Later, a research 

made by Sharma et al. (1997) concluded that the main conditions that enterprises should have in order to be 

considered as family firms were that the manager must be the owner, that the family has the control of the 
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enterprises, the influence of the family in the company’s decision making and that there is a transfer of the 

enterprise’s control to the next generations of the family. 

Moreover, family firms are different from others (non-family) because they have different resources and unique 

skills as a result of the constant interactions among family members, among businesses, among family members 

individually (Habbershon and Williams, 1999; Habbershon et al., 2003) and because they a have a socio-emotional 

richness (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007). Thus, some researchers and scholars have considered in their definition of 

family firm objective criteria such as the percentage of the family ownership of the enterprise, or the number of 

members of the family that take administrative posts (Dyer, 2006) whereas other researchers and scholars have 

considered subjective aspects such as whether managers believe that their enterprise can be considered as a family 

firm (Smith, 2007). 

These are the main characteristics that are usually considered by researchers and scholars in order to define a 

family enterprise besides the fact that family firms, particularly SMEs, usually do not make a strategic planning 

(Ward, 1987;1988; Brown, 1995; Silverzweig and D’Agostino, 1995; Rue and Ibrahim, 1996) but they plan a 

succession of the enterprise (Handler, 1994; Upton and Heck, 1997). This can be understandable since small family 

firms are usually considered in the literature as a hybrid between family and enterprise where both parts are equally 

important in terms of status that workers, employees and owners of enterprises have (Liu and Chen, 2014) since the 

most important thing of small family firms are not the families themselves that own the companies but rather the 

family business (Drucker, 1999).  

On the other hand, researchers and scholars have analyzed for many years the importance of innovation as an 

essential resource to obtain more competitive advantages (Dess and Picken, 2000) and as a business practice that 

produces different results (Crossan and Apaydin, 2010). Furthermore, innovation is regularly regarded in the 

literature as an idea, practice or object which is perceived as new by an individual (Rogers, 1983) and that is 

developed as an answer to the changes of the firms and market environment (Nohria and Gulati, 1996) which 

establishes a way of change for the organization (Damanpour, 1991) and that it can generate better results through 

the creation of new products, services or management techniques (Porter, 1990). 

In this regard, it is possible to identify in the current literature two main tendencies in the theoretical and 

empirical investigations that are published. There are components of innovation such as types of innovation, stages 

and dimensions of innovation or innovation factors that affect the adoption of innovation in enterprises (Rogers, 

1983) and the results of innovation which increase the ability of companies to survive and evolve through the 

adoption and implementation of innovation creating with this better results including a higher level of business 

performance (Regine and Lewin, 2000; Fuller and Moran, 2001; McKelvey, 2004; Surie and Hazy, 2006; Goldstein 

et al., 2008) or to be able to distinguish between innovation in family and non-family enterprises, and even 

discriminate between family and non-family small firms (Padilla-Meléndez et al., 2015). 

Regarding innovation and its results between family and non-family small business, some theoretical and 

empirical researches published in the current literature have provided evidence of the negative existing relation 

among small family firms in the investment in research and development (R+D) (Padilla-Meléndez et al., 2015) as 

Schmid et al. (2014) for example, found in an investigation that the force and investment in R+D is a lot higher in 

small family firms that are not managed by the family than those administered by the family. Likewise, Kotlar et al. 

(2014) proved that the objectives of profitability and control follow a logical sequence in small family firms, but 

family enterprises react with more strength when the negotiation power of the supplier is increased rather than 

when the expected levels of profitability have been reached by family enterprises (Padilla-Meléndez et al., 2015). 

Accordingly, other investigations have provided dissimilar empirical evidence regarding the results obtained 

from the adoption and implementation of innovation in family enterprises including business performance (Classen 

et al., 2014; De Massis et al., 2015; Matzler et al., 2015). Thus, Block et al. (2013) for example, analyzed the effects of 

the density of family firms in the results of regional innovation and did not significant results. In a similar trend, 
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Kraiczy et al. (2014) analyzed in detail how the organizational context of family enterprises interacts with the 

tendency of risk taking in the innovation of new products from executives. The researchers found that executives 

have a higher tendency to risk taking when they try to increase the portfolio or new, innovative products and, with 

this, obtain more and better business performance. 

Likewise, Clausen and Pohjola (2013) analyzed thoroughly how far family enterprises have moved forward in 

the incremental innovation of products, but did not find significant results, while (Shan and Jolly, 2013) concluded 

that the different technological abilities of family firms have a positive impact in the products innovation, which 

allows small family companies not only to increase significantly their production capacity, but also to invest every 

time more economic and financial resources in the development of innovation skills which improves significantly 

the level of business performance. 

Moreover, Matzler et al. (2015) established that the participation of the family in the management and 

governance of small family enterprises, usually have a negative impact in the adoption and implementation of 

innovation, but they also found a positive and significant influence in the results of innovation, including business 

performance, since the members of the family are not in favor of risk taking in the investment of innovation, but at 

the same time they are also more effective in the results of innovation (Matzler et al., 2015). Accordingly, Classen et 

al. (2014) found in their research significant differences between small family and non-family firms regarding the 

investment in innovation, innovation in products and processes, labor productivity and business performance.  

In a similar trend, Price et al. (2013) analyzed the existing relation between innovation and knowledge in small 

family and non-family firms. They found that small family firms that are more innovative have a higher level of 

business performance. Furthermore, Chrisman et al. (2014a) proposed a model in which families have a strong 

influence in the management of innovation and business performance, based almost entirely in the skill (discreteness 

to act) and satisfaction (willingness to act), which are to essential elements that clearly identify small family and 

non-family firms, which also create the existing heterogeneity among small family firms themselves (Padilla-

Meléndez et al., 2015). 

Chrisman et al. (2014b) analyzed in detail how the heterogeneity in the family itself that owns the enterprise 

(i.e. the management, continuity, community), and the relations need the multifaceted influence and potential of the 

family members, when the strategic decisions are analyzed regarding the results of innovation of small family and 

enterprises, such as business performance. Consequently, it is possible to consider that innovation in small family 

firms is the result of the creation of new ideas as a consequence of heterogeneity of the family members, which in 

turn produce more and better results such as business performance (Emmendoerfer and Helal, 2008). 

In this regard, the innovation considered as a business strategy can create more benefits to a small family firms, 

such as the increase of its market position (Mccann et al., 2001) which is generally considered in the literature as 

part of their long-term evolution (Barnett and Storey, 2000). However, small family firms have fewer opportunities 

to establish routines, technology and new products inside the organizations (De Jong and Vermeulen, 2006) since 

this kind of enterprises do not normally have a formal strategy in their production and management process (Huang 

et al., 2002). For this reason, Craig and Moores (2006) considered that the establishment of small family firms in any 

economy and society in the world, have an essential importance in both the practices and the innovation strategies 

as this can produce a higher level of business performance. 

In addition to what was previously mentioned, Aronoff (1998) had already considered that small family firms 

are more innovative and aggressive companies in the market, where they belong which allows them to obtain a 

higher level of business performance. Similarly, Hausman (2005) concluded that young small family firms are more 

innovative and have better level of business performance than more mature enterprises. Similar results were 

obtained by Koberg et al. (1996) as well as Craig and Moores (2006) when considering that innovation is closely 

linked to the stages of maturity of the organization itself, since in the early stages of existing the small family firms 

usually have a higher level of innovation and business performance. 
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On another research paper, Avermaete et al. (2003) concluded that mature small family firms have higher 

availability to introduce products that are partially or entirely new in the market section, where they participate 

whereas young small family firms have a higher tendency to introduce innovations that have a higher impact in the 

level of business performance. These results are very consistent with the ones obtained by Lumpkin and Dess 

(2001) who found in their research that both the increase in sales, the profit and the business performance are 

positively linked with the dynamism of the proactivity and innovation of small family firms. Therefore, considering 

the information presented above, it is possible to establish the following research hypothesis: 

 

H1: The higher level of innovation, higher level of business performance 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

An empirical research in small and medium-size enterprises in Latin America was carried out in order to 

answer the research hypothesis by taking as reference 1,400 small family firms in 20 Latin American countries in 

2011. The questionnaires were applied to 1,400 enterprises in two main parts: one was related to the innovation 

activities carried out by SMEs in the two years prior to conducting the survey, and the other one was related to the 

business performance achieved by SMEs in 2011. 

Accordingly, managers were asked to indicate if the enterprise had had innovation activities in the two previous 

years in order to measure the innovation activities. In order to measure the importance of innovation, managers 

were asked to evaluate the innovation in products, processes and management systems through a Likert-type scale 

of five positions from “1 = not important at all to 5 = very important” as limits, which was adapted from Zahra and 

Covin (1993); Kalantaridis and Pheby (1999); Frishammar and Hörte (2005) as well as Madrid-Guijarro et al. (2009). 

Moreover, the business performance was measured through a scale of three items (1: return of investment, 2: profits 

compared with the competitors, and 3: market participation compared with the competitors). This scale was adapted 

from Tan and Litschert (1994) and measured through a Likert-type scale of five positions from “1 = completely 

disagree to 5 = completely agree” as limits. 

Additionally, the reliability and validity of the innovation and business performance scales were evaluated with 

a Confirmatory Factorial Analysis (CFA) of second order, by using the method of maximum likelihood with the 

software EQS 6.2 (Bentler, 2005; Brown, 2006; Byrne, 2006). Furthermore, the reliability was measured through 

Cronbach’s alpha and the Composite Reliability Index (CRI) (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). The results obtained of the 

implementation of the FCA of second order are presented in Table 1 and they indicate that the model has a good 

adjustment of data (S-BX2 = 104.667; df = 28; p = 0.000; NFI = 0.980; NNFI = 0.988; CFI = 0.992; RMSEA = 

0.044), and the Cronbach’s alpha and the CRI values are higher than 0.7, which indicates the reliability of both 

scales which justifies the internal reliability of the scales used in the theoretical model (Nunally and Bernstein, 1994; 

Hair et al., 1995). 

Likewise, as evidence of the convergent validity the results obtained in CFA of second order show that all the 

items of the factors related are significant (p < 0.01), the value of all the standardized loads are above 0.60 (Bagozzi 

and Yi, 1988) and the Extracted Variance Index (EVI) of each pair of constructs of the theoretical model of 

innovation and business performance, has a value above 0.50 as it has been recommended by Fornell and Larcker 

(1981). These values indicate that the theoretical model has a good adjustment of data. 
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Table-1. Internal consistency and convergent validity of the theoretical model 

Variable Indicator 
Factorial 
Loading 

Robust t-
Value 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

CRI EVI 

Product Innovation 
(F1) 

INP1 0.958*** 1.000a 
0.962 0.963 0.928 

INP2 0.969*** 90.960 

Process Innovation 
(F2) 

INR1 0.953*** 1.000a 
0.900 0.901 0.899 

INR2 0.944*** 77.241 

Management 
System Innovation 
(F3) 

ISG1 0.957*** 1.000a 

0.969 0.970 0.915 ISG2 0.967*** 90.100 

ISG3 0.946*** 76.663 

Innovation 

F1 0.757*** 21.140 

0.858 0.859 0.671 F2 0.850*** 43.722 

F3 0.847*** 22.442 

Business 
Performance 

REN1 0.884*** 1.000a 
0.879 0.880 0.710 REN2 0.829*** 16.109 

REN3 0.815*** 16.218 

S-BX2 (df = 28) = 104.667; p < 0.000; NFI = 0.980; NNFI = 0.988; CFI = 0.992; RMSEA = 0.044 

                a = Parameters limited to that value in the identification process. 
                *** = p < 0.01 

 

The analysis of the discriminant validity of the theoretical model of innovation and business performance was 

measured through two tests, which are shown in Table 2. The first one is the reliability interval test (Anderson and 

Gerbing, 1988) which establishes that with an interval of 95% of reliability none of the individual latent elements of 

the matrix of correlation must have a value of 1.0. Secondly, the extracted variance test (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) 

establishes that the extracted variance between each pair of constructs is higher than their corresponding square 

covariance. Therefore, based on the results obtained from both tests, it can be concluded that that both 

measurements provide enough evidence of discriminant validity of the theoretical model. 

 
Table-2. Discriminant validity of the theoretical model 

Variables Innovation  Business Performance 

Innovation 0.671 0.107 

Business Performance 0.295  –  0.359 0.710 
Above the diagonal the estimated correlation of factors is presented with 95% confidence interval of the Family SMEs. Below diagonal, the estimated 
correlation of factors is presented with 95% confidence interval of the Non-Family SMEs. 

 

4. RESULTS 

In order to answer the research hypothesis presented in this empirical research, a structural equations model of 

second order was applied with software EQS 6.2 (Bentler, 2005; Brown, 2006; Byrne, 2006) in which the 

nomological validity of the theoretical model of innovation and business performance was examined through Chi-

square test, which compared the results obtained between the theoretical model and the measurement model. Such 

results indicate that the differences between both models are not significant, which can offer an explanation of the 

relationships observed among the latent constructs (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Hatcher, 1994). Table 3 shows 

these results in a more detailed way. 

 
Table-3. Results of the structural equation model 

Hypothesis Structural Relationship 
Standardized 
Coefficient 

Robust  t-
Value 

H1: Higher level of innovation, higher level of 
business performance. 

Innovation   →    Busin
ss P. 0.609*** 23.152 

S-BX2 (df = 22) = 104.665; p < 0.000; NFI = 0.980; NNFI = 0.984; CFI = 0.991; RMSEA = 0.066 
  *** = P < 0.01 
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Table 3 shows the results obtained from the implementation of the structural equations model of second order. 

Regarding the hypothesis H1, the results obtained (β = 0.609, p < 0.01), indicate that the innovation has positive 

and significant effects in the level of business performance of the small family firms from Latin America. Therefore, 

it is possible to assert that the different activities of innovation carried out by the small family firms, will have 

positive effects in their level of business performance. 

 

5. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

The results obtained in this empirical research allow us to conclude in three main aspects. Firstly, it is possible 

to measure the innovation in small family firms of Latin America through three dimensions: product innovation, 

process innovation, and management systems innovation. Thus, it is possible to conclude that innovation in small family 

firms of Latin America is where practically most of the changes or improvements take place regarding their 

products or services, their production processes and management systems. In other words, they develop an 

incremental innovation through which small family firms essentially accomplish only some changes or small upgrades 

to the products, processes and management systems that they currently have and, in most cases, they put aside the 

development of new products or services that do not exist in the market where they participate (radical innovation). 

Secondly, considering that most or all-small family firms of Latin America (and from anywhere else) have as 

one of their main goals and targets to increase their level of business performance, then they have to find existing 

different business strategies and choose the best one that fulfills their needs and structural organization. Therefore, 

it is possible to conclude that innovation can be considered as one of the business strategies that better suits to the 

organizational structure of small family firms in order to achieve a higher increase in their level of business 

performance as well as to survive in an unknown business environment and in a highly globalized and competitive 

market. 

Thirdly, if we take into account that innovation is regarded in the current literature not only as a business 

strategy, but also as one of the main intangible assets of small family firms then it is possible to conclude that when 

Latin American small family firms adopt or implement efficiently innovation activities of products or services, 

processes and management systems they will have higher possibilities of increasing significantly their level of 

business performance. This will provide them with basic and essential economic and financial resources not only to 

continue with the activities of incremental innovation, but also to implement new innovation activities such as the 

development of new products, processes and management systems. 

Similarly, the results of this empirical research also have a series of implications for both managers and/or 

owners of the small family firms and for the organization as a whole. The first one of them is that innovation 

activities carried out by Latin American small family firms are often an incremental innovation. That is why 

managers and/or owners of family SMEs have to try harder to implement a radical innovation, that is, to develop 

new products, processes and management systems that do not exist in the market where they participate. For that, 

they will have to invest a higher amount of economic resources for R+D, as well as take risks implied in this type of 

activities. Nonetheless, this will allow them to obtain a higher level of business performance. 

A second implication obtained from these results is that Latin American small family firms cannot consider 

innovation activities just as a business strategy, but rather as a series of everyday activities because innovation 

demands constant and permanent changes. That is why managers and/or owners of small family firms will have to 

adopt and implement innovation in a complete way in the functional areas or departments of the organization. In 

order to produce better results and a higher level of business performance it is necessary the participation of all the 

organization as a whole, it is the only way to streamline the innovation processes in products, processes and 

management systems. 

A third implication of the results obtained from this empirical research is that managers and/or owners of 

Latin American small family firms have to design and implement a series of training programs for executives, 
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employees and workers from the company or take advantage of the different training programs offered by business 

associations, international associations and government authorities from the three levels in each one of the 

countries of Latin America regarding the improvement of innovation activities and team work as this will allow 

small family firms not only to increase their level of business performance significantly, but also attain more and 

better competitive advantages than their main competitors and improving with this their market ranking. 

A final implication of the results in this empirical investigation is that managers and/or owners of Latin 

American small family firms have to create an organizational atmosphere that promotes the adoption and 

implementation of innovation activities in all the organization and try, as much as possible, to eliminate the 

attitudes of employees and workers towards the resistance to change that innovation needs and requires. At the 

same time, it is necessary that all the personnel of the enterprise adopts a positive and proactive attitude towards 

innovation activities that the small family firms will develop because if executives are not able to create an 

organizational culture of innovation then the growth of the level of business performance would be in danger as 

well as the very survival of the Latin American family enterprise. 

Additionally, this empirical research has a series of limitations that are important to consider. The first 

limitation is the one regarding the sample as only the small family firms that had between 5 and 250 workers were 

considered. That is why future investigations will have to consider those enterprises with less than 5 workers and 

more than 250 workers in order to verify the results obtained. A second limitation is that the questionnaire was 

applied only to small family firms from 20 countries in Latin America and an average of 70 questionnaires were 

applied in each country, which is not representative of every country. Future researches will need to apply the 

instrument of data collection in all the countries of Latin America and for a representative sample of each country to 

verify if the results obtained are similar to the ones presented here. 

A third limitation are the scales used to measure the innovation and business performance since only three 

dimensions and seven items were considered for the measurement of innovation and three items for the 

measurement of business performance. The following investigations will need to use other types of scales to confirm 

the results obtained. A fourth limitation is that only qualitative variables were considered to measure the innovation 

and the business performance activities so in the future it will be necessary to consider quantitative variables or 

hard data of the enterprises such as the investment in R+D and the number of registered patents in order to verify 

the existence or absence of significant differences in the results obtained. 

A fifth limitation is that the instrument to collect data was applied only to the managers and/or owners of the 

small family firms. This created the assumption that these executives had a wide knowledge about innovation 

activities and business performance of the organization. Future researches will need to apply the same questionnaire 

to a different population such as suppliers, clients and employees of the small family firms in order to confirm the 

results obtained. Finally, the last limitation is that high percentage of small family firms considered that the 

information requested was confidential so the results obtained do not necessarily reflect the reality in which Latin 

American small family firms live regarding the effects that innovation has in the business performance. 

 

Funding: This study received no specific financial support.    
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.  
Contributors/Acknowledgement: All authors contributed equally to the conception and design of the 
study. 

 

REFERENCES  

Anderson, J. and D. Gerbing, 1988. Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-step approach. 

Psychological Bulletin, 13(1): 411-423. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Aronoff, C.E., 1998. Megatrends in family business. Family Business Review, 11(3): 181-186. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Structural%20equation%20modeling%20in%20practice:%20A%20review%20and%20recommended%20two-step%20approach
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Megatrends%20in%20family%20business
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1998.00181.x


Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2018, 8(7): 986-998 

 

 
994 

© 2018 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Avermaete, T., J. Viane, E. Morgan and N. Crawford, 2003. Determinants of innovation in small food firms. European Journal of 

Innovation Management, 6(1): 8-17. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Bagozzi, R. and Y. Yi, 1988. On the evaluation of structural equation models. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

16(1): 74-94. View at Google Scholar   

Barnett, E.A. and J. Storey, 2000. Managers’ accounts of innovation processes in small and medium-sized enterprises. Journal of 

Small Business and Enterprise Development, 7(4): 315-325. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Bentler, P., 2005. EQS 6.1 structural equations program manual. Encino, CA: Multivariate Software. pp:15-30. 

Block, J., D. Miller, P. Jaskiewicz and F. Spiegel, 2013. Economic and technological importance of innovations in large family 

and founder firms: An analysis of patent data. Family Business Review, 26(2): 180-199. View at Google Scholar  

Brines, S., D. Shepherd and C. Woods, 2013. SME family business innovation: Exploring new combinations. Journal of Family 

Business Management, 3(2): 117-135. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Brouthers, K.D., F. Andriessen and I. Nicoleas, 1998. Driving blind: Strategic decision making in small companies. Long Range 

Planning, 31(1): 130-138. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Brown, R., 1995. Family business: Rethinking strategic planning. Paper Presented at the 40th Annual International Council of 

Small Business, Sydney, Australia, June. 

Brown, T., 2006. Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research. London: The Guilford Press. pp: 25-53. 

Byrne, B., 2006. Structural equation modeling with EQS, basic concepts, applications, and programming. London: LEA 

Publishers. pp: 32-85. 

Casillas, J.C. and F. Acedo, 2007. Evolution of the intellectual structure of family business literature: A bibliometric study of 

FBR. Family Business Review, 20(2): 141-162. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Chau, J.H., J.J. Chrisman and P. Sharma, 1999. Defining the family business by behaviour. Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice, 23(4): 19-39. View at Google Scholar   

Chrisman, J.J., J.H. Chau, A. De Massis, F. Frattini and M. Wright, 2014a. The ability and willingness paradox of family firm 

innovation. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 32(3): 310-318.  

Chrisman, J.J., H. Fang, J. Kotlar and A. De Massis, 2014b. A note on family influence and the adoption of discontinuous 

technologies in family firms. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 32(3): 384-388.  

Classen, N., M. Carree, A. Gils and B. Peters, 2014. Innovation in family and non-family SMEs: An exploratory analysis. Small 

Business Economics, 42(3): 595-609. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Clausen, T.H. and M. Pohjola, 2013. Persistence of product innovation: Comparing breakthrough an incremental product 

innovation. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 25(4): 369-385. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Craig, J. and C. Dibrell, 2006. The nature environment and firm performance: A comparative study. Family Business Review, 

18(2): 105-122.  

Craig, J. and K. Moores, 2006. A 10-year longitudinal investigation of strategy, systems, and environment on innovation in 

family firms. Family Business Review, 19(1): 1-10. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Crossan, M.M. and M. Apaydin, 2010. A multi-dimensional framework of organizational innovation: A systematic review of the 

literature. Journal of Management Studies, 47(6): 1154-1191. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Damanpour, F., 1991. Organizational innovation: A meta-analysis of effects of determinants and moderators. Academy of 

Management Journal, 34(3): 555-590. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

De Jong, J.P.J. and P.A.M. Vermeulen, 2006. Determinants of product innovation in small firms: A comparison across industries. 

International Small Business Journal, 24(6): 587-609. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

De Massis, A., F. Frattini and U. Lichtenthaler, 2013. Research on technological innovation in family firms: Present debates and 

future directions. Family Business Review, 26(1): 10-31. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

De Massis, A., F. Frattini, E. Pizzurno and L. Cassia, 2015. Product innovation in family vs. Non-family firms: An exploratory 

analysis. Journal of Small Business Management, 53(1): 1-36. View at Publisher 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Determinants%20of%20innovation%20in%20small%20food%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14601060310459163
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=On%20the%20evaluation%20of%20structural%20equation%20models
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Managers’%20accounts%20of%20innovation%20processes%20in%20small%20and%20medium-sized%20enterprises
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/eum0000000006848
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Economic%20and%20technological%20importance%20of%20innovations%20in%20large%20family%20and%20founder%20firms:%20An%20analysis%20of%20patent%20data
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=SME%20family%20business%20innovation:%20Exploring%20new%20combinations
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/jfbm-01-2012-0002
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Driving%20blind:%20Strategic%20decision%20making%20in%20small%20companies
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0024-6301(97)00099-x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Evolution%20of%20the%20intellectual%20structure%20of%20family%20business%20literature:%20A%20bibliometric%20study%20of%20FBR
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2007.00092.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Defining%20the%20family%20business%20by%20behaviour
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Innovation%20in%20family%20and%20non-family%20SMEs:%20An%20exploratory%20analysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-013-9490-z
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Persistence%20of%20product%20innovation:%20Comparing%20breakthrough%20an%20incremental%20product%20innovation
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2013.774344
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=A%2010-year%20longitudinal%20investigation%20of%20strategy,%20systems,%20and%20environment%20on%20innovation%20in%20family%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2006.00056.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=A%20multi-dimensional%20framework%20of%20organizational%20innovation:%20A%20systematic%20review%20of%20the%20literature
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00880.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Organizational%20innovation:%20A%20meta-analysis%20of%20effects%20of%20determinants%20and%20moderators
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/256406
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Determinants%20of%20product%20innovation%20in%20small%20firms:%20A%20comparison%20across%20industries
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0266242606069268
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Research%20on%20technological%20innovation%20in%20family%20firms:%20Present%20debates%20and%20future%20directions
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0894486512466258
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12068


Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2018, 8(7): 986-998 

 

 
995 

© 2018 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Dess, G.G. and L.C. Picken, 2000. Changing roles; leadership in the 21st century. Organizational Dynamics, 28(3): 18-34. View at 

Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Drucker, P.F., 1999. Era of great change management. China: Shanghai Translation Publishing House. pp: 10-54. 

Dyer, W., 2006. Examining the family effect on firm performance. Family Business Review, 19(4): 253-273. View at Google Scholar | 

View at Publisher 

Dzikowski, P., 2012. Developing innovation potential of a medium sized family business functional in a global supply chain. 

Management Journal, 16(1): 101-113. View at Google Scholar   

Emmendoerfer, M.L. and D.H. Helal, 2008. Family business: A space for generation ideas and products. In Carrieri, A.P., 

Saraiva, L.S. and Grzyboviski, D. (Eds.), Family business: A Mosaic in Brazil. University of Passo Fundo. 

Fornell, C. and D. Larcker, 1981. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error. 

Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1): 39-50. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Frishammar, J. and S. Hörte, 2005. Managing external information in manufacturing firms: The impact of innovation 

performance. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 22(3): 251-266. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Fuller, T. and P. Moran, 2001. Small enterprises as complex adaptive systems: A methodological question? Entrepreneurship & 

Regional Development, 13(1): 47-63. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Goldstein, J., J. Hazy and J. Silberstang, 2008. Complexity and social entrepreneurship: A fortuitous meeting. Emergence: 

Complexity & Organization, 10(3): 9-24. View at Google Scholar   

Gómez-Mejía, L.R., K.T. Haynes, M. Nuñez-Nickel, K.J.L. Jacobson and J. Moyano-Fuentes, 2007. Socio-emotional wealth and 

business risk in family-controlled firms: Evidence from Spanish olive oil mills. Administrative Science Quarterly, 52(1): 

106-137. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Gudmundson, D., E. Hartman and C. Tower, 2003. Innovation in small businesses: Culture and ownership structure do matter. 

Journal of Development Entrepreneurship, 8(1): 1-17. View at Google Scholar   

Habbershon, T.G. and M. Williams, 1999. A resource-based framework for assessing the strategic advantages of family firms. 

Family Business Review, 12(1): 1-25. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Habbershon, T.G., M. Williams and I. Macmillan, 2003. A unified systems perspective of family firm performance. Journal of 

Business Venturing, 18(4): 441-448. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Hair, J.F., R.E. Anderson, R.L. Tatham and W.C. Black, 1995. Multivariate data analysis with readings. Edinburgh Gate: 

Prentice-Hall. pp: 727-761. 

Handler, W.C., 1994. Succession in family business: A review of the research. Family Business Research, 7(2): 133-158. View at 

Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Hatcher, L., 1994. A step-by-step approach to using the SAS system for factor analysis and structural equation modeling. 

London: SAS Institute Inc. pp: 59-87. 

Hausman, A., 2005. Innovativeness among small businesses: Theory and propositions for future research. Industrial Marketing 

Management, 34(8): 773-782. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Huang, X., G.N. Soutar and A. Brown, 2002. New product development processes in small and medium-sized enterprises: Some 

Australian evidence. Journal of Small Business Management, 40(1): 27-42. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Kalantaridis, C. and J. Pheby, 1999. Processes of innovation among manufacturing SMEs: The experience of Bedfordshire. 

Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 11(1): 57-78. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Kellermanns, F.W. and K. Eddleston, 2006. Corporate entrepreneurship in family firms: A family perspective. Entrepreneurship 

Theory and Practice, 30(6): 809-830. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Kellermanns, F.W., K. Eddleston, R. Sarathy and F. Murphy, 2012. Innovativeness in family firms: A family influence 

perspective. Small Business Economics, 38(1): 85-101. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Koberg, C.S., N. Uhlenbruck and Y. Sarason, 1996. Facilitators of organizational innovation: The role of life-cycle stage. Journal 

of Business Venturing, 11(1): 133-145. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Changing%20roles;%20leadership%20in%20the%2021st%20century
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Changing%20roles;%20leadership%20in%20the%2021st%20century
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0090-2616(00)88447-8
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Examining%20the%20family%20effect%20on%20firm%20performance
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2006.00074.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Developing%20innovation%20potential%20of%20a%20medium%20sized%20family%20business%20functional%20in%20a%20global%20supply%20chain
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Evaluating%20structural%20equation%20models%20with%20unobservable%20variables%20and%20measurement%20error
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3151312
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Managing%20external%20information%20in%20manufacturing%20firms:%20The%20impact%20of%20innovation%20performance
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0737-6782.2005.00121.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Small%20enterprises%20as%20complex%20adaptive%20systems:%20A%20methodological%20question?
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/089856201750046801
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Complexity%20and%20social%20entrepreneurship:%20A%20fortuitous%20meeting
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Socio-emotional%20wealth%20and%20business%20risk%20in%20family-controlled%20firms:%20Evidence%20from%20Spanish%20olive%20oil%20mills
http://dx.doi.org/10.2189/asqu.52.1.106
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Innovation%20in%20small%20businesses:%20Culture%20and%20ownership%20structure%20do%20matter
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=A%20resource-based%20framework%20for%20assessing%20the%20strategic%20advantages%20of%20family%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1999.00001.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=A%20unified%20systems%20perspective%20of%20family%20firm%20performance
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0883-9026(03)00053-3
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Succession%20in%20family%20business:%20A%20review%20of%20the%20research
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Succession%20in%20family%20business:%20A%20review%20of%20the%20research
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1994.00133.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Innovativeness%20among%20small%20businesses:%20Theory%20and%20propositions%20for%20future%20research
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2004.12.009
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=New%20product%20development%20processes%20in%20small%20and%20medium-sized%20enterprises:%20Some%20Australian%20evidence
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1540-627x.00036
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Processes%20of%20innovation%20among%20manufacturing%20SMEs:%20The%20experience%20of%20Bedfordshire
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/089856299283290
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Corporate%20entrepreneurship%20in%20family%20firms:%20A%20family%20perspective
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00153.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Innovativeness%20in%20family%20firms:%20A%20family%20influence%20perspective
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-010-9268-5
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Facilitators%20of%20organizational%20innovation:%20The%20role%20of%20life-cycle%20stage
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(95)00107-7


Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2018, 8(7): 986-998 

 

 
996 

© 2018 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Kotlar, J., H. Fang, A. De Massis and F. Frattini, 2014. Profitability goals, control goals, and the R&D investment decision of 

family and nonfamily firms. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 31(6): 1128-1145. View at Google Scholar | View at 

Publisher 

Kraiczy, N., A. Hack and F. Kellermanns, 2014. New product portfolio performance in family firms. Journal of Business 

Research, 67(6): 1065-1073. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Kraus, S., M. Pohjola and A. Koponen, 2012. Innovation in family firms: An empirical analysis linking organizational and 

managerial innovation to corporate success. Review of Management Science, 6(3): 265-286. View at Google Scholar | View at 

Publisher 

Laforet, S., 2013. Innovation characteristics of young and old family-owned businesses. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise 

Development, 20(1): 204-224. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Le Breton-Miller, I. and D. Miller, 2008. To grow or to harvest: Governance, strategy and performance in family and lone 

founder firms. Journal of Strategy and Management, 1(1): 41-56. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Litz, R., 1995. The family business: To ward definitional clarity. Proceedings of the Academy of Management. pp: 100-104. 

Litz, R. and R.F. Kleysen, 2001. Your old men shall dream dreams, your young men shall see vision: Toward a theory of family 

firm innovation with help from the Brubeck family. Family Business Review, 14(4): 335-352. View at Google Scholar | View at 

Publisher 

Liu, L. and X. Chen, 2014. Management innovation for Chinese family business. Journal of Management and Strategy, 5(1): 88-

92. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Lumpkin, G.T. and G.G. Dess, 2001. Linking two dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation to firm performance: The 

moderating role of environment and industry life cycle. Journal of Business Venturing, 16(1): 429-451. View at Google 

Scholar | View at Publisher 

Madrid-Guijarro, A., D. Garcia and H. Van Auken, 2009. Barriers to innovation among Spanish manufacturing SMEs. Journal of 

Small Business Management, 47(4): 465-488. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Matzler, K., V. Veider, J. Hauntz and C. Stadler, 2015. The impact of family ownership, management, and governance on 

innovation. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 32(3): 319-333. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

McAdam, R., R. Reid and N. Mitchell, 2010. Longitudinal development of innovation implementation in family-based SMEs: 

The effects of critical incidents. International Journal of Entrepreneurship & Behavior Research, 15(1): 437-456. View at 

Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Mccann, J.E., A.Y. León-Guerrero and J.D. Haley, 2001. Strategic goals and practice of innovation family businesses. Journal of 

Small Business Management, 39(1): 50-59. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

McDermott, C.M. and D.I. Prajogo, 2012. Service innovation and performance in SMEs. International Journal of Operations & 

Production Management, 32(2): 216-237. View at Google Scholar   

McKelvey, B., 2004. Complexity science as order creation science: New theory, new method. Emergence: Complexity and 

Organizations, 6(4): 2-27. View at Google Scholar   

Naldi, L., M. Nordqvist, K. Sjoberg and J. Wiklund, 2007. Entrepreneurial orientation, risk taking and performance in family 

firms. Family Business Review, 20(1): 33-47. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Nohria, N. and R. Gulati, 1996. Is slack good or bad for innovation? Academy of Management Journal, 39(5): 1245-1264. View at 

Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Nunally, J.C. and I.H. Bernstein, 1994. Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. pp: 35-90. 

Padilla-Meléndez, A., J. Diéguez-Soto and A. Garrido-Moreno, 2015. Empirical research on innovation family business: 

Literature review and proposal of an integrative framework. Review of Business Management, 17(56): 1064-1089. View 

at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Patel, P. and J. Fiet, 2011. Knowledge combination and the potential advantages of family firms in searching for opportunities. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35(6): 1179-1197. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Profitability%20goals,%20control%20goals,%20and%20the%20R&D%20investment%20decision%20of%20family%20and%20nonfamily%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12165
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12165
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=New%20product%20portfolio%20performance%20in%20family%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.06.005
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Innovation%20in%20family%20firms:%20An%20empirical%20analysis%20linking%20organizational%20and%20managerial%20innovation%20to%20corporate%20success
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11846-011-0065-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11846-011-0065-6
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Innovation%20characteristics%20of%20young%20and%20old%20family-owned%20businesses
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14626001311298493
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=To%20grow%20or%20to%20harvest:%20Governance,%20strategy%20and%20performance%20in%20family%20and%20lone%20founder%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17554250810909419
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Your%20old%20men%20shall%20dream%20dreams,%20your%20young%20men%20shall%20see%20vision:%20Toward%20a%20theory%20of%20family%20firm%20innovation%20with%20help%20from%20the%20Brubeck%20family
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2001.00335.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2001.00335.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Management%20innovation%20for%20Chinese%20family%20business
http://dx.doi.org/10.5430/jms.v5n1p88
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Linking%20two%20dimensions%20of%20entrepreneurial%20orientation%20to%20firm%20performance:%20The%20moderating%20role%20of%20environment%20and%20industry%20life%20cycle
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Linking%20two%20dimensions%20of%20entrepreneurial%20orientation%20to%20firm%20performance:%20The%20moderating%20role%20of%20environment%20and%20industry%20life%20cycle
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0883-9026(00)00048-3
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Barriers%20to%20innovation%20among%20Spanish%20manufacturing%20SMEs
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627x.2009.00279.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=The%20impact%20of%20family%20ownership,%20management,%20and%20governance%20on%20innovation
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12202
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Longitudinal%20development%20of%20innovation%20implementation%20in%20family-based%20SMEs:%20The%20effects%20of%20critical%20incidents
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Longitudinal%20development%20of%20innovation%20implementation%20in%20family-based%20SMEs:%20The%20effects%20of%20critical%20incidents
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/13552551011071887
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Strategic%20goals%20and%20practice%20of%20innovation%20family%20businesses
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0447-2778.00005
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Service%20innovation%20and%20performance%20in%20SMEs
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Complexity%20science%20as%20order%20creation%20science:%20New%20theory,%20new%20method
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Entrepreneurial%20orientation,%20risk%20taking%20and%20performance%20in%20family%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2007.00082.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Is%20slack%20good%20or%20bad%20for%20innovation?
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Is%20slack%20good%20or%20bad%20for%20innovation?
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/256998
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Empirical%20research%20on%20innovation%20family%20business:%20Literature%20review%20and%20proposal%20of%20an%20integrative%20framework
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Empirical%20research%20on%20innovation%20family%20business:%20Literature%20review%20and%20proposal%20of%20an%20integrative%20framework
http://dx.doi.org/10.7819/rbgn.v17i56.1915
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Knowledge%20combination%20and%20the%20potential%20advantages%20of%20family%20firms%20in%20searching%20for%20opportunities
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00497.x


Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2018, 8(7): 986-998 

 

 
997 

© 2018 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Perks, H., T. Gruber and B. Edvardsson, 2012. Co-creation in radical service innovation: A systematic analysis of micro level 

processes. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 29(6): 935-951. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Porter, M., 1990. The competitive advantage of nations. New York: McMillan. pp: 22-89. 

Price, D.P., M. Stoica and R.J. Boncella, 2013. The relationship between innovation, knowledge, and performance in family and 

non-family firms: An analysis of SMEs. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship, 2(1): 14. View at Google Scholar | View 

at Publisher 

Regine, B. and R. Lewin, 2000. Leading at the edge: How leaders influence complex systems. Emergence: Complexity and 

Organizations, 2(2): 5-23. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Richbell, S., H. Watts and P. Wardle, 2006. Owner managers and business planning in the small firms. International Small 

Business Journal, 24(5): 496-514. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Rogers, E., 1983. The diffusion of innovation. New York: The Free Press. pp: 22-65. 

Rue, L.W. and N.A. Ibrahim, 1996. The status of planning in smaller family owned business. Family Business Review, 9(1): 29-

43. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Schmid, T., A. Achleitner, M. Ampenberger and C. Kaserer, 2014. Family firms and R&D behaviour: New evidence from a large-

scale survey. Research Policy, 43(1): 233-244. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Shan, J. and D.R. Jolly, 2013. Technological innovation capabilities, product strategy, and firm performance: The electronic 

industry in China. Canadian Journal of Administrative Science, 30(3): 159-172. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Sharma, P., 2004. An overview of the field of family business studies: Current status and directions for the future. Family 

Business Review, 17(1): 1-36. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Sharma, P., J.J. Chrisman and J.H. Chau, 1997. Strategic management of the family business: Past research and future challenges. 

Family Business Review, 10(1): 1-35. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Silverzweig, S. and N. D’Agostino, 1995. A promising workshop model. Family Business Review, 8(3): 221-238. View at Google 

Scholar | View at Publisher 

Sirmon, D.G. and M.A. Hitt, 2003. Managing resources: Linking unique resources, management and wealth creation in family 

firms. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 27(4): 339-358. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Smith, M., 2007. Real managerial differences between family and non-family firms. International Journal of Entrepreneurial 

Behaviour and Research, 13(5): 278-295. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Surie, G. and J. Hazy, 2006. Generative leadership: Nurturing innovation in complex systems. Emergence: Complexity and 

Organizations, 8(5): 13-26. View at Google Scholar   

Tan, J. and R. Litschert, 1994. Environment-strategy relationship and its performance implications: An empirical study of 

Chinese electronics industry. Strategic Management Journal, 15(1): 1-20. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Tuominen and M. Toivonen, 2011. Studying innovation and change activities in KIBS through the lens of innovative behavior. 

International Journal of Innovation Management, 15(2): 393-422. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Upton, N. and R.K.Z. Heck, 1997. The family business dimension of entrepreneurship. In Sexton, D.L. and Smilor, R.A. (Eds.), 

Entrepreneurship 2000. New York: Upstart Publishing. pp: 67-105. 

Upton, N., E.J. Teal and J.T. Felan, 2001. Strategic and business planning practices of fast growth family firms. Journal of Small 

Business Management, 39(1): 60-72. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

von Koskull, C. and M. Fougere, 2011. Service development as practice: A rhetorical analysis of customer-related arguments in a 

service development project. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 27(2): 205-220. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Ward, J.L., 1987. Keeping the family business healthy. New York: Jossey-Bass Inc. pp: 12-54. 

Ward, J.L., 1988. The special role of strategic planning for family business. Family Business Review, 1(2): 105-117. View at Google 

Scholar | View at Publisher 

Wortman, M.S., 1994. Theoretical foundations for family-owned business: A conceptual and research-based paradigm. Family 

Business Review, 7(1): 3-27. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Co-creation%20in%20radical%20service%20innovation:%20A%20systematic%20analysis%20of%20micro%20level%20processes
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2012.00971.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=The%20relationship%20between%20innovation,%20knowledge,%20and%20performance%20in%20family%20and%20non-family%20firms:%20An%20analysis%20of%20SME
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/2192-5372-2-14
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/2192-5372-2-14
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Leading%20at%20the%20edge:%20How%20leaders%20influence%20complex%20systems
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327000em0202_02
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Owner%20managers%20and%20business%20planning%20in%20the%20small%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0266242606067275
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=The%20status%20of%20planning%20in%20smaller%20family%20owned%20business
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1996.00029.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Family%20firms%20and%20R&D%20behaviour:%20New%20evidence%20from%20a%20large-scale%20survey
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.08.006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Technological%20innovation%20capabilities,%20product%20strategy,%20and%20firm%20performance:%20The%20electronic%20industry%20in%20China
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cjas.1256
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=An%20overview%20of%20the%20field%20of%20family%20business%20studies:%20Current%20status%20and%20directions%20for%20the%20future
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2004.00001.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Strategic%20management%20of%20the%20family%20business:%20Past%20research%20and%20future%20challenges
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1997.00001.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=A%20promising%20workshop%20model
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=A%20promising%20workshop%20model
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1995.00211.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Managing%20resources:%20Linking%20unique%20resources,%20management%20and%20wealth%20creation%20in%20family%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1540-8520.t01-1-00013
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Real%20managerial%20differences%20between%20family%20and%20non-family%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/13552550710780876
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Generative%20leadership:%20Nurturing%20innovation%20in%20complex%20systems
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Environment-strategy%20relationship%20and%20its%20performance%20implications:%20An%20empirical%20study%20of%20Chinese%20electronics%20industry
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150102
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Studying%20innovation%20and%20change%20activities%20in%20KIBS%20through%20the%20lens%20of%20innovative%20behavior
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/s1363919611003209
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Strategic%20and%20business%20planning%20practices%20of%20fast%20growth%20family%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0447-2778.00006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Service%20development%20as%20practice:%20A%20rhetorical%20analysis%20of%20customer-related%20arguments%20in%20a%20service%20development%20project
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2010.07.002
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=The%20special%20role%20of%20strategic%20planning%20for%20family%20business
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=The%20special%20role%20of%20strategic%20planning%20for%20family%20business
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1988.00105.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Theoretical%20foundations%20for%20family-owned%20business:%20A%20conceptual%20and%20research-based%20paradigm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1994.00003.x


Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2018, 8(7): 986-998 

 

 
998 

© 2018 AESS Publications. All Rights Reserved. 

Wright, M. and F.W. Kellermanns, 2011. Family firms: A research agenda and publication guide. Journal of Family Business 

Strategy, 2(4): 187-198. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

Xia, G., 2005. Thought of Chinese family business management innovation. Northern Economic and Trade, 5(2): 94-95. View at 

Google Scholar   

Zahra, S., 2005. Entrepreneurial risk taking in family firms. Family Business Review, 18(1): 23-43. View at Google Scholar | View at 

Publisher 

Zahra, S. and J. Covin, 1993. Business strategy, technology policy and firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 14(6): 

451-478. View at Google Scholar | View at Publisher 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Views and opinions expressed in this article are the views and opinions of the author(s), Asian Economic and Financial Review shall not be responsible or 
answerable for any loss, damage or liability etc. caused in relation to/arising out of the use of the content. 

  

https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Family%20firms:%20A%20research%20agenda%20and%20publication%20guide
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2011.10.002
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Thought%20of%20Chinese%20family%20business%20management%20innovation
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Thought%20of%20Chinese%20family%20business%20management%20innovation
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Entrepreneurial%20risk%20taking%20in%20family%20firms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2005.00028.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2005.00028.x
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=Business%20strategy,%20technology%20policy%20and%20firm%20performance
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250140605

