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Literature on Effect of Family Involvement
Family involvement’s controversial influence on 
success in international markets.  (Dyer & Handler 
1994; Brockaus 1994; McConaughy 1994; Story;1998)

But is relationship non-monotonic: performance first 
increasing, then decreasing with level of family 
ownership? (Anderson & Reeb 2003)

Hypothesis 1:  Family firms perform at least as well as 
non-family firms on both financial measures and in 
terms of sales growth in the marketplace. 

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between founding-
family holdings and firm performance is non-monotonic 
in relation to family ownership level. 



International Strategy Choices & Outcomes

Family firms late responders (Gallo and Garcia Pont, 1988 
& 1996), so less aggressive on internationalisation 
configurations such as Calori et al (2000)? 

Hypothesis 3: Family firms (depending on the level of 
control) are more ‘inward’ orientated than non-family firms.

Hypothesis 4: Family firms are less likely to perform well 
internationally, when pursuing more aggressive 
international options.



Calori et al (2000) configurations as extended by 
Leknes and Carr (2004)
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Family Firms by Ownership Levels (Matched against 65 Public Cos)

Robert Bosch
Bertelsmann
Publix Supermarkets 
Otto Group
Boehringer -Ingelheim
Heraeus Holding 
H&M
Levi Strauss

Molson
Carrefour Group
Pinault-Printemps
Viacom
Roche
Weyerhaeuser
Bombardier
L’Oreal
Lagardere Group
General Dynamics
Magna
Heineken
Henkel group
Illinois Tool Works
Dillards
Thomson Corp
Interbrew
Ass’ British Foods
Estee Lauder Cos
Bollore
Porsche
Wm. Wrigley Jr
Hyundai Motor Co
Tyson Food
Clear Channel Comm
ERG

J.Sainsbury
Karstadt Quelle
Wal-Mart
Ford
BMW
LVMH
Comcast Corp
Sodexho Alliance
Winn-Dixie Stores
SAP
FEMSA
McGraw Hill
Carnival
Swatch
Albert-Culver
Fiat

Ito-Yokado
Motorola
Novartis
Bougyues
Gap Inc
Groupe Danone
Anheuser-Busch
Marriott Int
Dollar General
Nordstorm
Pernod-Ricard
Masco
Grupo Financiero
Cemex

Completely privateAbove 50% ownershipBetween 30 and 50% 
ownership

Less than 30% 
ownership

PrivatePublicly Traded



Final Categorisation of all Family and Non-family Firms
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Family and Non-family Performance & Benchmarks
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Source:  Thomson One Banker. 
* Mean differences for RoCE tested statistically significant, based on SPSS, significance level 0.005, 
based on 2-tailed test, equal variances not assumed (t=2.84). Similarly for Profit / Sales margins at 
significance level of 0.001, equal variances not assumed (t=3.32). N=340 for non-family and 325 for 
family companies.



Family and Non-family Performance & Benchmarks
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Industry Analysis – Average RoCE (’03-’99)
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Ownership and Performance (’99-’03)
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Family and Non-family Internationalisation
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Average RoCE ’03-‘99
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Average Sales Growth
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Ratio of Global Players to International Challengers for 
Different Levels of Ownership
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Features of 10 Yr Top RoCE Quartile Performers
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All Variables Against RoCE 1999-2003 for 65 Non-
family Firms
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Multilinear Regression Analysis. All Variables Against 
RoCE 1999-2003 for 65 Family Firms.
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Five Year RoCE Averages (%)
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Conclusions

Our evidence supports Hypothesis 1.  Family firms exhibited higher 
capital expenditure/sales ratios and more profitable, even over the 
longer term. 

Contrary to Hypothesis 2 that performance first increases as family 
ownership increases but then decreases, we found an ultimately 
positive (albeit inconsistent) performance relationship at the higher 
levels of family ownership.

Contrary to Hypothesis 3, we found family firms adopted 
disproportionately more aggressive worldwide options, as compared 
to non-family firms.  And even more so, at higher levels of family 
control.  

Contrary to Hypothesis 4 family firms were not less likely to perform 
well internationally, when pursuing more international options.


