TOP MANAGEMENT TEAM HETEROGENEITY, FAULTLINES AND ENTREPRENEURIAL ORIENTATION IN FAMILY FIRMS
I. INTRODUCTION

Overview
The environment that organizations face today is increasingly dynamic and competitive, leading the firms to frequently change and to be more entrepreneurial (Bettis & Hitt, 1995; Hamel, 2000). In this regard, several scholars have argued that the entrepreneurial efforts are central to firms’ profitability and growth (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Zahra, 1996; Ireland, Hitt, & Sirmon, 2003). These statements become even more relevant in the context of family firms, because they are the dominant organizational form in today’s corporate world (La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, & Shleifer, 1999), playing a crucial role in the economy and social well-being in different countries (Zahra, Hayton, & Salvato, 2004). 
However, the study of entrepreneurial activities in the context of family firms is not only a key to understand how family-controlled businesses remain competitive in today’s dynamic environment, but also to identify how these firms ensure the success across different generations. The desire and intention to sustain the longevity of the family business over generations is a distinctive characteristic and fundamental mission of many family businesses (Gersick, Davis, Hampton, & Lansberg, 1997; Sirmon & Hitt 2003; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005). The long-term survival necessarily requires family firms to engage in entrepreneurial activities in order to revitalize their business and stay competitive (Cruz & Nordqvist, 2010). Despite the importance of entrepreneurial orientation to the success and survival of family firms across generations, there has been a surprisingly small amount of research on entrepreneurship in family firms (Lumpkin, Brigham, and Moss, 2010). Particularly, little is known regarding how families influence their entrepreneurial activities and why some family firms are more successful at corporate entrepreneurship than others (Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Nordqvist, 2005; Salvato, 2004). Specifically, as noted by  Nordqvist and Melin (2010), the studies of entrepreneurship and  family  business  have developed independently to  a  great  extent,  but recently some indications suggest that they are now moving closer to each other  (Anderson,  Jack, & Drakopoulou, 2005).
A promising avenue that could fill this gap in the literature is the integration of strategic leadership perspective into research on family business and entrepreneurship. The strategic leadership field is rooted on Hambrick and Mason’s (1984) seminal article, and “focuses on the impact of characteristics of strategic leaders on the form, fate, and fortunes of firms by shaping what strategic choices they make, and why and when they make those choices” (Simsek, Heavey, Prabhakar & Huvaj, 2011, p. 284). Specifically, this approach appears as particularly useful for understanding how different configurations of family involvement affects the different organizational outcomes in family firms, inasmuch as a significant amount of the upper echelon executives are members of the family, as well as owners of the firm. 
Drawing on strategic leadership perspective, this research studies the composition of TMTs as an antecedent of entrepreneurial activities in family firms. In general, my dissertation proposes that despite the family involvement is the key feature that makes family firms unique and different, the heterogeneity of TMTs could contribute to engage the organization in entrepreneurial activities, and thus remain competitive in today’s dynamic environment and ensuring the success across different generations. Specifically, the heterogeneity of TMTs in family firms will be explored through the familial nature of the teams, tenure, age and number of generations of family involved in the business. Likewise, the research includes the notion of group faultlines, to study the potential disruptive behavior that can be generated into TMT as a consequence of the creation of homogeneous subgroups based on the alignment of demographic attributes (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). This novel approach offers a better way to understand why heterogeneity may have an impact on organizational outcomes. Furthermore, the dissertation includes the generation of family that currently has the decision power in the firm, i.e. generation in control, as a moderating variable. This variable was incorporated in the research to address another shortcoming identified in the literature on entrepreneurship in family firms (Hoy, 2006; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2010). Specifically, as suggested by Cruz and Nordqvist (2010, p. 34), the impact of the generational evolution of family firms must be considered in this kind of research because “family firms go through different stages depending on the generation in control and thus, the firms’ strategic behaviors often change from stage to stage” (Bammens, Voorderckers & Van Gils, 2008, Schulze, Lubatkin, & Dino, 2003; Gersick et al. 1997).
The research will be conducted using a sample of 643 Venezuelan firms of the following sectors: construction, manufacturing, retail trade, banking and service. Specifically, the sample will be selected from the directory of the Venezuelan American Chamber of Commerce and Industry (Cámara Venezolano Americana de Comercio e Industria, – VenAmCham), which includes the contact information and the names of the TMTs members.
Expected Contribution
In general terms, my dissertation makes several contributions to the entrepreneurship and the family business literature. Specifically, by combining insights from the literature on entrepreneurial orientation, family firms and strategic leadership, the research contributes to a better understanding on the different drivers of entrepreneurship in family firms. Particularly, the strategic leadership approach appears as particularly useful to identify how different configurations of family involvement affect entrepreneurial behavior in family firms. It is important to highlight that this aspect has been one of the shortcomings frequently reported by scholars in research on entrepreneurship in family firms (e.g. Chrisman et al., 2005a; Kellermanns et al., 2008), thus this dissertation contributes to fill this gap of the literature.
Moreover, this dissertation also contributes to the development of a theory of family business. In this sense, according to Chrisman et al. (2005a), there is currently no dominant theory of the family business and therefore, a good starting point to build a theory is to consider whether existing theories of the firm are applicable to explain family firm behavior. Indeed, this research contributes to this regard.
Furthermore, the dissertation addresses the impact of generational stages in family firms, which has been frequently neglected in research on entrepreneurship in family business (Hoy, 2006; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2010). Particularly, whereas researchers so far have mainly focused on comparing family and non-family businesses regarding certain determinants of entrepreneurial behavior, this dissertation will emphasize the differences among the group of family businesses. Particularly, this research pays attention to different types of family firms according to the generational stage that they show, rather than treating them as a homogenous group, providing a differentiated analysis in studying predictors of entrepreneurship in family firms.
The study may also provide novelty value in the characteristics of its sample. Specifically, most research on family firms and different organizational outcomes (e.g. firm performance, entrepreneurial behavior) have been carried out using samples of large quoted firms in United States and Europe. In this regard, my dissertation contributes to validate these findings considering private family firms at other cultural context.
Finally, the study could have important managerial implications. Particularly, the research contributes to a better understanding of the notion of "professionalizing" in family business, considering how the heterogeneity of TMTs influences the decisions regarding entrepreneurial behavior of this kind of firms.
II. LITERATURE REVIEW

This section reviews different theoretical approaches and past research, in the fields of family business, strategic leadership, and entrepreneurial behavior. Prior research is used to develop a theoretical framework to guide the study of the research issues. Specifically, the section is organized as follows. Firstly, some definitional issues regarding family business is introduced. Secondly, a brief overview of the existing literature on TMT heterogeneity and some insights to understand this notion in the specific context of family firms is provided. Finally, the literature on entrepreneurship and research that has examined entrepreneurial behavior in the context of family business is reviewed.

What is a family firm?
One of the main obstacles the research faces in the field of family business is the lack of a definition widely accepted by scholars, regarding what distinguishes a family firm from other types of organizations (Handler, 1989; Chrisman et al. 2005a). Specifically, the existence of a wide variety of definitions within the specialized literature has not allowed developing accurate estimations on the importance and impact that this kind of firms have on the economies of each country (Shanker & Astrachan, 1996). Moreover, this difficulty has also contributed to the fact that many empirical findings which compare the performance of family businesses to that of their non-family counterparts result elusive and contradictory. In this sense, just as reflected by the findings of Miller, Le Breton-Miller, Lester and Cannella (2007), the out-performance of family business is closely related to the way these firms are defined.
In general, family firms can be defined as business controlled and usually managed by family members (Shanker & Astrachan, 1996). In this regard, one of the approaches frequently used to define this type of organizations is based on the components of a family’s involvement in the business: ownership and voting control (e.g. La Porta et al., 1999; Anderson & Reeb, 2003), involvement of multiple generations (e.g Villalonga & Amit, 2006), active management by family members (e.g. McConaughy, Henderson, & Mishra, 1998), among others. Nevertheless, these approximations to the definition of family business have faced significant limitations regarding accuracy of the referred components. Specifically, according to Chrisman et al. (2005a), this type of definitions lacks of theory basis to explain how the family involvement leads different outcomes compared to non-family firms. These limitations have been attributed by some authors to the heterogeneity found in the universe of the family firms regarding family involvement (Sharma, 2004).
Another group of researchers have tried to elude these limitations focusing on the essence of a family firm, which has been conceptualized from different approaches that do not exclude themselves (Chrisman et al. 2005a). Specifically, Shanker and Astrachan (1996) define it as the influence that the family has on the strategic direction of the firm. Liz (1995) identifies the essence of a family firm as the intention of the family in keeping the business control of the family beyond current generation. Likewise, Chua et al. (1999) highlight that that it is necessary to include the behavior that shows the dominant coalition of the firm, which is manifested in the management, the government or both. On the other hand, Habbershon et al. (2003) add another element, by characterizing familiness as unique, inseparable, and synergistic resources and capabilities derived from family involvement in the business.
The main difference between both perspectives is what each of them considers as sufficient conditions so that an organization can be defined as a family business. Specifically, Chrisman et al. (2005a) state that the components of involvement approach assume implicitly that family involvement is sufficient to consider a firm as a family business. Conversely, for the essence approach, a certain form of family involvement is only one of the necessary conditions for an organization to be considered a family firm. Therefore, it is required that family involvement be directed towards determined types of behavior, such as maintaining control throughout different generations, maintaining participation in management and government, among others (Chrisman et al., 2005a). 
Likewise, another aspect considered by some authors as an obstacle in the advance towards a consensual definition of family business is related with the fact that several theoretical approaches treat family and non-family firms as dichotomous types of organizations and not as a continuous variable (Chrisman et al., 2005a). Precisely because of this, Shanker and Astrachan (1996) propose a definition of family firm taking into consideration three modes of family involvement. These authors suggest that family businesses can be narrowly defined as those in which the family retains voting control of the business and multiple generations of family members are involved in the daily management of the firm, while the broad definition only requires family to retain voting control over the strategic direction of the business (Sharma, 2004). Taking this work as a reference point, Astrachan, Klein and Smyrnios (2002) designed and validated a scale for assessing the family influence on any business organization (i.e. F-PEC scale). This instrument includes three sub-scales relative to power, experience, and family culture. This scale permits characterizing family firms in a continuous spectrum using the components ownership, governance, management, generation in charge, family values, and business values (Astrachan et al., 2002). According to Chrisman et al. (2005a), one of the main contributions of this framework is its potential to reconcile the components of involvement and essence approaches. Specifically, if the components are defined as a result of the influence the family exerts on the business, both approaches may converge.
Taking into consideration the aforementioned aspects, as well as the objectives and scope of this research, a family firm will be defined as “a business governed and/or managed with the intention to shape and pursue the vision of the business held by a dominant coalition controlled by members of the same family or a small number of families in a manner that is potentially sustainable across generations of the family or families” (Chua et al., 1999, p. 25). Thus, a family firm must meet three criteria: governed/managed by family, have a vision for the firm consistent with the strategic direction held by the family, and be potentially sustainable across multiple generations (Kellermanns, et al., 2008). According to Birley (2002), “this definition has the advantage of considering the attitudes and the behavior of both current and future generations toward family business ownership and management, focusing on more than just purely arbitrary quantitative measures” (as cited in Chua, Chrisman & Bergiel, 2009, p. 355). 
Furthermore, this definition allows identifying and measuring characteristics that difference the study entity from others, aspects that are critical when choosing any type of operational definition (Chua et al., 1999, p. 23). Also, Chua et al.’s (1999) definition is sufficiently inclusive as to enable different configurations of family involvement in the top management team and thus identify the possible relationship that exists between its heterogeneity and the entrepreneurial behavior of the family firms. 
TMT Heterogeneity in Family Firms: an Integrative View 
The upper echelon perspective: a brief overview
Since Hambrick and Mason’s (1984) seminal article appeared, a significant amount of research has been carried out with the intention of establishing the potential linkages between heterogeneity in top management teams and organizational outcomes (e.g. turnover, consensus, and performance).  This theoretical approach centers its attention on executive cognitions, values, and perceptions and on how these psychological elements influence the process of strategic choice and performance outcomes. Specifically, Hambrick and Mason (1984) suggested that the internal and external situations of organizations are filtered and interpreted through cognitive biases and values of the top management team’s members. Nonetheless, since these psychological constructs are difficult to measure, the upper echelon approach suggests that managers’ characteristics are reasonable proxies for underlying differences in cognitions, values, and perceptions (Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Carpenter, Geletkanycz & Sanders, 2004). 
The upper echelon theory, “which was later called strategic leadership, in general suggests a positive relation between certain demographic characteristics of the top management teams and firm outcomes” (Certo, Lester, Dalton & Dalton, 2006, p. 813). Nonetheless, after more than 20 years of research, the empirical findings have been ambiguous and even contradictory.  Specifically, some researchers have obtained results that support the relationship between managerial characteristics and organizational performance (Carpenter et al., 2004). For example, Bantel and Jackson (1989) and Lyon and Ferrier (2002), found that heterogeneity in top management teams may be associated with innovation. Also, top management team heterogeneity has been positively linked with strategy formulation (e.g. Knight, Pearce, Smith & Olian, 1999) and strategic decision-making processes and related issues (e.g. Smith, Smith, Olian & Sims, 1994). On the other hand, another group of researchers has suggested that heterogeneity in top management teams generates tension and conflict which constrains the information exchange and therefore adversely affects firm performance (e.g. Chatman & Flynn, 2001; Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). 
Heterogeneity and faultline: two sides of the same coin
The traditional diversity approach investigates the heterogeneity within teams and its connection with different organizational outcomes (e.g. group cohesiveness, innovation, creativity, performance), through different measures of dispersion, such as the Blau index, the Euclidean distance or the standard deviation (Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Despite a rich history of research in this area, the findings have been contradictory and inconclusive, and therefore some scholars have suggested the need of using a more comprehensive approach to study group diversity (Bezrukova, Jehn, Zanutto & Thatcher, 2009). One of the more interesting advances in this regard is the one provided by the group faultline introduced by Lau and Murnighan (1998). This approach suggests that in order to have full understanding of the consequences of diversity it is necessary to take into account the configuration of team member attributes rather than the degree or type of diversity present in work teams (Jackson & Joshi, 2011; Sawyer, Houlette & Yeagley, 2006). 
Specifically, a group faultline can be defined as “hypothetical dividing lines that may split a group into subgroups based on one or more attributes” (Lau & Murnighan, 1998, p. 328). “This  partition  provides  the  impetus  for  group  members  with  different  demographics to differentiate themselves and potentially fracture into competing subgroups within the group” (Bezrukova et al., 2009, p. 35). The strength of a faultline depends on the number of salient attributes within a team, the extent to which these attributes are aligned, and the number of subgroups that are formed (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). These demographic alignments produce more direct and pervasive effects on group processes and outcomes, in comparison with the simplest dispersion of member differences (Lau & Murnighan 2005; Li & Hambrick, 2005; Bezrukova, Thatcher, Jehn, & Spell, 2012). Nevertheless, the studies have been less conclusive regarding the direction of the effects of faultlines. Specifically, some studies have reported negative impacts such as tension within the group and low performance. For example, Barkema and Shvyrkov (2007) found that strong faultline settings in TMTs are detrimental and decrease strategic innovation in the context of entering into new geographical areas. Although a significant number of studies have shown a negative relationship between faultline strength and team outcomes, other research has found that group faultlines can be associated with positive team outcomes. Gibson and Vermeulen (2003) showed that moderate faultlines are positively related to learning behavior, in opposition to teams with extremely high or weak faultlines. Similarly, Thatcher, Jehn, and Zanutto, E. (2003) found a curvilinear relationship between faultline strength and team outcomes such as morale, team learning and performance. 
The family involvement in top management team (TMT)
Family involvement is a broad construct with no precise definition (O'Boyle, Rutherford & Pollack, 2010). For this reason, the researchers have defined and operationalized this construct in different ways: family ownership, family members employed, and family members in top managerial positions, among others. Three theoretical streams of research have dominated the study of the family involvement and the way it influences different organizational outcomes: resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, agency theory and the stewardship theory.
Drawing on RBV of the firm, Habbershon and Williams (1999) developed a theoretical framework to identify possible advantages in the family firms. These authors introduced the notions of familiness by identifying the bundle of idiosyncratic internal resources and capabilities resulting from the involvement of the family in the firm and matching them with firms’ strategic capabilities. More specifically, Habbershon and Williams (1999, p.11) defined “familiness as the unique bundle of resources a particular firm has because of the systems interaction between the family, its individual members, and the business”.  Accordingly, many of the recent theoretical developments in the field of family firms have been based on the RBV (e.g., Eddleston, Kellermanns & Sarathy, 2008; Ensley & Pearson 2005). Specifically, the work of Eddleston et al. (2008) explores how reciprocal altruism (i.e. a family specific resource) and innovative capacity (i.e. a firm specific resource) contribute to the explanation of the family firm performance. The findings of these authors demonstrate that not only firm specific resources contribute to family firm performance, but also family relationships can be a source of advantage for family firm. Similarly, Ensley and Pearson (2005) suggest that certain dynamics created by the social relations produced in the family firms, result in TMTs with higher cohesion, potency, positive task conflict and shared strategic consensus. These authors distinguish between two categories of family business teams: teams with parental ties and teams consisting of family members, but without parental ties. Their main findings show that parental TMTs, with few exceptions, manage their behavioral processes more efficiently that non-family TMT (Nordqvist, 2005).
Regarding agency theory, this perspective assumes that family firms have fewer agency costs because the goals of a firm’s principals (owners) are aligned with its agents (managers) who are typically one and the same (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Dyer, 2006). In general, some authors suggest that the family members are expected to be altruistic toward each other as a result of kinship obligations that are part of the axiomatically binding normative moral order in most cultures (Stewart, 2003, as cited in Chrisman, Chua & Litz, 2004; Kellermans & Eddleston, 2002, 2004). Nevertheless, altruism can also lead to other agency costs, for example, free riding by family members, entrenchment of ineffective managers, or even predatory managers (Chrisman, et al., 2004). Thus, Schulze, Lubatkin, Dino and Buchholtz (2001, p. 102) highlight that “this agency threat is likely to be pronounced in family firms, because control over the firm's resources makes it possible for owner-managers to be unusually generous to their children and relatives”. Specifically, these authors indicate that generally the firms of this nature give their family members secure employment, as well as certain prerequisites and privileges that other employees in the same position do not perceive. Several studies have supported the premise that altruism can have a significant impact on the behavior and performance of family firms, because family relationships make more difficult to solve certain kinds of conflicts and consequently stop unproductive behaviors (Chrisman, Chua, Kellermanns & Chang, 2007; Schulze et al., 2001, 2003).
In contrast to the agency theory, the stewardship perspective considers organizational actors (i.e. managers and employees) as self-actualizing stewards whose individual goals are aligned with objectives of the organization such as sales growth, profitability, innovation, international expansion and company reputation (Davis, Schoormann, & Donaldson, 1997; Corbetta & Salvato, 2004). Accordingly, managerial motivation to improve organizational outcomes is generated by the belief that, along with the owners (principals), they (stewards) will benefit from the good performance of the organization (Davis et al., 1997). In this sense this perspective assumes that the manager behaves without self- interest; however, as pointed out by the literature on stewardship, this presumption does not preclude the presence of selfishness. Therefore the analysis of stewardship attitudes among managers suggests a combination of both altruism and self- interest (Mustakallio, Autio & Zahra, 2002; Schulze et al., 2003).  
However, stewardship theory does not lack of critics. For some authors, the problems exposed in this perspective are inherent in the concept of altruism, on which the theory rests. In the context of family firms, altruism could contribute to building a competitive advantage at the beginning of the business and the business could use family members regardless of their suitability for the job (Schulze et al., 2003; Habbershon, 2006). However, once the business grows, it will require professionally trained managers, who can face dynamic and competitive environments, which are not necessarily available in the familial system. In these circumstances, the altruism of the principal might hinder the establishment of meritocracy in the business and thereby increase agency costs. Moreover, Mustakallio et al. (2002) note that while altruism in family firms could reduce some agency costs it could also generate other costs, such as those resulting from nepotism.
Entrepreneurial Orientation and Family Firms
Entrepreneurial orientation (EO): a brief overview
The notion of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) is closely linked to strategic management and the strategic decision making process that provides organizations with a basis for entrepreneurial decisions and actions (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin & Frese, 2009). Specifically, this construct “may be viewed as the entrepreneurial strategy-making processes that key decision makers use to enact their firm’s organizational purpose, sustain its vision, and create competitive advantages” (Rauch et al., 2009, p.763). 
The origins of the EO construct can be found in Miller and Friesen’s (1978) work; they initially identified eleven strategy making process dimensions. Later, Miller (1983) gave the operationalization of the EO construct through three dimensions: innovation, risk-taking and proactiveness. In particular, innovativeness refers to the “pursuit of creative or novel solutions to challenges confronting the firm, including the development or enhancement of products and services, as well as new administrative techniques and technologies for performing organizational functions” (Knight, 1997, p. 214). Proactiveness is an “opportunity-seeking, forward-looking perspective characterized by the introduction of new products and services ahead of the competition and acting in anticipation of future demand” (Rauch et al., 2009, p.763). While that “risk taking involves taking bold actions by venturing into the unknown, borrowing heavily, and/or committing significant resources to ventures in uncertain environments” (Rauch et al., 2009, p. 763).
On the other hand, Covin and Slevins (1989) and Miller (1983) proposed a linkage between entrepreneurial orientation of the firms and the taxonomies of the suggested strategies by Miles and Snow (1978) and Mintzberg (1973). Specifically, Covin and Slevin (1989) state  that entrepreneurial firms are those in which their TMTs are inclined to take business-related risks to favor change and innovation, thus  to get a competitive advantage for the firm, as well as competing aggressively with others firms. This kind of entrepreneurial orientation, according to the authors, is similar to those of Miles and Snow’s (1978) prospector firms and Mintzberg’s (1973) entrepreneurial organizations. Whereas the conservative firms are those in which the TMTs styles are risk-averse, non-innovative, and reactive. According to Covin and Slevin (1989), this type of strategic orientation is close to the defender firms of Miles and Snow (1978) and Minztberg’s (1973) adaptive organizations.
Afterwards, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) drawing on the work of Miller’s (1983) suggested two additional dimensions to operationalize entrepreneurial orientation: competitive aggressiveness and autonomy. The competitive aggressiveness is the intensity of a firm’s effort to outperform rivals, which are also characterized by a strong offensive posture as an answer to competitive threats (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Rauch et al., 2009). While the autonomy is defined by Rauch et al. (2009) as the independent action undertaken by entrepreneurial leaders or teams directed at bringing about a new venture and guiding it to success. 
Another aspect that requires to be highlighted regarding the EO construct is related to the one-dimensional or multi-dimensional condition of the concept. This issue has become an important source of debate in this study field. Particularly, some scholars have argued that the entrepreneurial orientation construct is a one-dimensional concept (e.g., Covin & Slevin, 1989; Knight, 1997) and consequently, the different dimensions of EO should relate to the organizational outcomes in similar ways. In contrast, recent studies (e.g., Lumpkin & Dess, 2001; Covin et al., 2006) suggest that the dimensions of EO may occur in different combinations, and each of them representing a different and independent aspect of the multi-dimensional concept of the EO. In this sense, the meta-analysis conducted by Rauch et al., (2009) support the idea that EO dimensions (i.e. innovation, risk-taking, proactiveness) have equal importance in explaining business performance.
Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) in family firms
Two opposing views have prevailed in the literature that explores entrepreneurship in family business (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010; Lumpkin et al., 2010). One of them suggests that family firms present a creative context, dynamic and change oriented that promotes the entrepreneurial behavior in the organization. Particularly, the proponents of this position state that “the long-term nature of family firms’ ownership allows them to dedicate the resources required for innovation and risk taking, thereby fostering entrepreneurship” (Zahra et al., 2004, p. 363). In opposite view, other scholars claim that family involvement in firms is a constraint to entrepreneurial efforts (Chirico, Sirmon, Sciascia & Mazzola, 2011). This perspective suggests that family firms are conservative, risk-averse and inflexible organizations in which entrepreneurship seems to be obstructed by elements related to the family tradition and the power dynamics created inside the families (Nordqvist & Melin, 2010).
Both theoretical perspectives have found some empirical evidence. For instance, Kellermanns, Eddleston, Barnett and Pearson (2008) studied the way certain characteristics of the CEO (i.e. tenure and age) and the family involvement influence the entrepreneurial behavior. Their findings suggest that generational involvement is a strong predictor of entrepreneurial behavior. Zahra (2005), adopting a broad definition of entrepreneurial risk taking, studied 209 manufacturing family firms and found that family involvement in the ownership and management promote entrepreneurship, whereas long tenures of CEO founders have the opposite effect. Moreover, Gómez-Mejía et al. (2007) argue that family firms may be risk willing and risk averse at the same time. Specifically, these authors state that for family firms, the primary reference point is the loss of their socio-emotional wealth, and to avoid those losses, family firms are willing to accept a significant risk to their performance; yet, at the same time, family businesses avoid risky business decisions that might aggravate that risk. In opposite view, Naldi, Nordqvist, Sjoberg, and Wiklund, (2007) found that family firms take less risks compared to non-family businesses. Similarly, McConaugby, Matthews & Fialko (2001) suggest that the family-owned business use less risky capital structures. Martin and Lumpkin (2003) found that the founding generations are more motivated regarding the entrepreneurial activities, but over the time, they replace them with family concerns, which lead to a decrease of entrepreneurial activities.

III. HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

Based on the literature review presented in the previous section, I developed a set of hypotheses related to the heterogeneity in the TMT composition of family firms and its relationship with the entrepreneurial behavior. The hypotheses are supported on the idea that senior managers dominate the processes related to strategic decisions, and thus the composition of TMT can be considered an antecedent of organizational outcomes (Hambrick & Mason 1984).   
In the context of family firms, the statement that “an organization is a reflection of its top executives” (Hambrick & Mason 1984, p. 193) gains more importance since a significant amount of the upper echelon executives are members of the family, as well as owners of the firm. Precisely, the study of heterogeneity of the TMT in this kind of organizations implies taking into consideration the salient elements related to the family involvement in the business. In this regard, my research considers the following variables related to familial nature of the firms: the proportion of family managers in top managerial positions, family generations in the TMT, and the family generation in control, as moderator between the heterogeneity of TMT, and entrepreneurial behavior. Furthermore, I have included two additional variables: TMT organizational tenure, and the faultlines inside the team. Specifically, the tenure as job-related variable was included because it is predictable that family managers show long organizational tenure as a consequence of their familiar ties; whereas the faultlines were used to study the potential disruptive behavior that can be generated into TMTs, as a consequence of the creation of homogeneous subgroups based on the alignment of demographic attributes (Lau & Murnighan, 1998). The figure 1 summarized the research model that I proposed.
FIGURE 1
Research model
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Familial Nature of TMT
Little research has been developed regarding the relationship between the composition of TMTs and the entrepreneurial behavior in family firms. Nevertheless, it is possible to find certain general evidence in this direction. For instance, Minichilli, Corbetta and MacMillan (2010) find support for a hypothesized U-shaped relationship between the ratio of family members in the TMT and firm performance. This finding has a special importance regarding heterogeneity of the TMTs in family firms, by suggesting that the best performance can only be achieved in teams composed merely by family managers or non-family managers. Likewise, other studies focused principally on the entrepreneurial activities (e.g. Salvato, 2004; Zahra, 2005; Kellermanns et al., 2008) have found that the family involvement in management has a positive influence on entrepreneurial behavior.
Another group of scholars (e.g. Schulze et al., 2001, 2003) emphasize in the “dark side” of the family participation in the business. In this regard, Miller, Le Breton-Miller and Lester (2011), state that the family involvement, in both management and ownership, can make that the strategic decisions of the business shape themselves according to the family agenda, which implies providing stability, secure income and even careers to family members, and preserving family control. This situation may force family firms to adopt a conservative position towards their investments, avoiding initiatives that might jeopardize family control of the firm by current and later generations (Miller et al., 2011).  The findings of Naldi et al. (2007) and McConaughy et al. (2001) suggest this possibility.
However, it is important to refer that the promoters of the “dark side” of the family participation in the businesses do not consider explicitly the inclusion of non-family managers as an alternative. Nevertheless, as Sciascia and Mazzola (2008) suggest, hiring non-family managers with prior developed capabilities could be a way to overcome the problems associated to completely familial management structures. Specifically, these authors state that the incorporation of non-family managers can facilitate the acquisition of new knowledge by promoting constant flow of information from diverse sources, as well as it generates positive effects for the recognition of new opportunities. Additionally, the non-family managers also provide new social networks, which give the opportunity to family firms to have access to different sources of resources. These considerations are completely aligned with the ideas suggested by the scholars who promote diversity in the TMTs (e.g. Wiersema & Bantel, 1992; Hambrick, Cho, & Chen, 1996; Pitcher & Smith, 2001).
Considering the arguments suggested previously, I propose two competing hypotheses to evaluate the impact of TMTs heterogeneity on entrepreneurial behavior in family firms:  
Hypothesis 1a: There will be a positive relationship between the heterogeneity regarding the involvement of family and non-family managers in TMT and the entrepreneurial behavior in family firms.
Hypothesis 1b: There will be a negative relationship between the heterogeneity regarding the involvement of family and non-family managers in TMT and the entrepreneurial behavior in family firms. 
TMT Tenure
Finkelstein et al. (2009, p. 90) state that the studies examining the associations between executives tenure and organizational strategies “have been quite consistent in their findings”, showing generally an inverse relation between executive tenure and organizational change. Likewise,  these authors state that top executive tenure is not only related to the strategic change, but also to the specific type of strategy pursued by the executives. These authors base this statement on the findings of some studies (e.g. Chaganti & Sambharya, 1987; Barker & Mueller, 2002), that associate executive tenure to the strategic taxonomy suggested by Miles and Snow (1978). Specifically, Finkelstein et al. (2009) point out that long-tenure executives tend to pursue “Defense” strategies, which are emphasized on the stability and efficiency in the organizations. Whereas those short-tenure executives are more exposed to pursue “Prospector” strategies, which are emphasized on the product or market innovation and they characterize the entrepreneurial firms (Finkelstein et al., 2009).
Regarding family firms, little research has been developed related to the relationship between the organizational tenure of the top executives and different organizational outcomes; therefore it is not possible to find specific empirical evidence in this field. However, the possible existence of familial bonds among the members of the dominant coalition suggests that the family executives could have long organizational tenures. This characteristic could also exist in non-family managers, since some authors have indicated that family firms show higher stability and labor safety than non-family firms (Lee, 2006). These statements could suggest that the organizational tenure is a key antecedent of entrepreneurial activities in this kind of organizations. Hence, I suggest the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: There will be a positive relationship between tenure heterogeneity within TMT and the entrepreneurial behavior in family firms.
The rationale behind this hypothesis is that homogenous TMTs, in terms of tenure, are inclined to adopt more conservative strategic positions and consequently less entrepreneurial. More specifically, long tenures may create an internal organizational environment that inhibits the creativity and innovativeness, which derive precisely from the healthy questioning of ideas and concepts (Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2004); whilst the heterogeneous TMTs are more receptive to change, innovation and the search for new opportunities.
Multigenerational TMT
Age
Some scholars have suggested that young managers are more disposed to pursue aggressive strategies; whereas senior managers look for more information to evaluate different situations and they require more time to take action (Hambrick, 1994; Horwitz, 2005). In this sense, Wiersema and Bantel (1992) state that as people age, their flexibility decreases, and rigidity and resistance to change increases. Likewise, Zimmerman (2008) refers that heterogeneity in the age of the TMT increases the variety of perspectives used in strategic decisions, as the group has access to a broader set of information and different points of view. Nonetheless, other groups of scholars (e.g. O'Reilly, Caldwell & Barnett, 1989; Williams & O'Reilly, 1998) have suggested that age heterogeneity in a group can be also associated to communication problems, lower levels of social integration, and conflicts. Furthermore, Levesque and Minniti (2006) suggest that entrepreneurial behavior is contingent on intrinsic characteristics of the organizational decision makers, that is, the TMT. Thus, the age of dominant coalition can be considered a key antecedent of entrepreneurial activities. In this regard, Parker (2006) found that younger entrepreneurs adjust their expectations faster than older entrepreneurs. More specifically, older managers have less capacity for dealing with challenging situations and to identify new ideas and opportunities, which could be the reason for adopting more conservative strategic positions (Herrmann& Datta, 2006; Parker, 2006). Considering the different points of view suggested by scholars, I propose the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 3: There will be a negative relationship between age average of TMT and the entrepreneurial behavior in family firms. 
Hypothesis 4a: There will be a positive relationship between age heterogeneity within TMT and the entrepreneurial behavior in family firms.
Hypothesis 4b: There will be a negative relationship between age heterogeneity within TMT and the entrepreneurial behavior in family firms.
Generations involved in the family firm
Much research in the field of family business has focused on how the mix of different family generations could affect organizational outcomes. Specifically, several scholars suggest that multigenerational family involvement is positively related to entrepreneurial activities (e.g. Salvato, 2004; Zahra, 2005; Kellermanns & Eddleston 2006; Kellermanns et al. 2008). For example, Kellermanns and Eddleston (2006) state that the multigenerational involvement favors the cohesion within the family and promotes the search of opportunities that guarantee the growth and sustainability of business across generations. Therefore, the inclusion of younger generations in the familial business can represent the driving force for a change and innovation. In addition, these generations can have tendency of perceiving easier the importance of entrepreneurial behavior to the long-term survival of the firm (Kellermanns et al., 2008).  Considering this aspects, I hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 5: There will be a positive relationship between the heterogeneity regarding the number of family generations involved in the family ﬁrm and the entrepreneurial behavior.
TMT Faultlines 
Minichilli et al. (2010) introduce the notion of group faultlines to explain their hypothesized U-shaped between the ratio of family members in the TMT and firm performance. These authors suggest that the most obvious division to appear in the TMTs of family firms is that related to the condition of being or not part of the family. Specifically, Minichilli et al. (2010), drawing on the group dynamic perspective, state that the coexistence of family and non-family members could produce “schisms”, which cause emotional disagreements and tensions into the group. These conflicts lead to a disruptive behavior as well that consequently affects firm performance. Particularly, when both groups are balanced regarding its composition (i.e. a strong faultline), the conflict and dysfunctional behavior increases. Meanwhile, when there are few members of one group or the other, the minority faction has less power to affect the decisions and the organizational outcomes (Minichilli et al., 2010, p. 210). In this regard, it is important to note that these scholars use the faultline perspective only from a theoretical point of view. Indeed, their research does not operationalize the group faultline in the sample used.
Likewise, other researchers (e.g. Morck & Yeung 2003; Sonfield  & Lussier, 2009) have also suggested indirectly that the heterogeneity in the composition of the TMTs in this type of firms can lead to the creation of factions that affect the performance of the business.  For example, Sonfield and Lussier (2009) refer that the non-family managers can trigger too much firm growth, which in turn could weaken the financial and managerial control exercised by the family. Specifically, the fear of losing the “control” of the business can cause that family managers discourage non-family executives in terms of innovation and creativity and thus stifle desirable company growth (Sonfield & Lussier, 2009). Taking into consideration the aspects suggested before, I contend:
Hypothesis 6: Higher levels of TMT faultlines will be negatively associated with entrepreneurial behavior in family firms.
Generation in control as moderator
As Cruz and Nordqvist (2010) state, family firms go through different stages depending on the generation in control, and thus their strategic behavior change from stage to stage (Bammens et al. 2008; Schulze et al., 2003). Specifically, the founding generation of family firms can be considered necessarily entrepreneurial, because they have created and developed the family business (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Zahra et al. 2004). However, as the time passes the motivations of founding leaders are more focused on building the legacy for their descendents and preserve the family wealth, and therefore frequently they become conservative in their decisions (Sharma, Chrisman, & Chua, 1997; Zahra, 2003). In sum, the founders become less innovative and risky, focusing on succession issues and maintaining family wealth and thereby reducing their entrepreneurial behavior (Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006, p.4). As the family firms move to the second generation, these tend to adopt a more professional style of management, in comparison with the more paternalistic, informal, and subjective management style that characterize the first-generation family firms (Dyer, 1988). Second generation managers face different challenges, associated generally to changes in the external conditions of the business (Cruz & Nordqvist,  2010). In this regard, some scholars suggest that the second generations tend to push for new ways of doing things, for they have to rejuvenate, recreate, and reinvent the firm in order to sustain the same level of growth and financial inheritance of the previous generation (Kepner, 1991; Jaffe & Lane, 2004). 
When the firm moves to third and beyond generations the relationship between the family and the business, change considerably. Specifically, there are a larger number of family shareholders, the ownership is further fractionalized, and generally the firm is managed by non-family members (Gersick et al. 1997).  The presence of a larger number of family shareholders means necessarily that many of them do not participate actively in the family business, and thus they will behave more as rational diversified investors, focusing on short term benefits such as dividend (Schulze et al., 2003). On the other hand, when the family firms are managed by non-family executives, it is necessary to implement formal control systems and structures, reducing the flexibility of a firm to adapt to unpredictable external pressures (Bammens et al. 2008; Cruz  &  Nordqvist,  2010). Therefore, several scholars (e.g. Cruz & Nordqvist, 2010; Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006) have suggested that from the third generation decreases the entrepreneurial behavior in family firms.
Following the arguments previously referred, I suggest that, entrepreneurial behavior  increases from the first generation to the second but it starts to decrease as the family firm moves to the third and later generation. Hence: 
Hypothesis 7: The generation in control will moderate the relationship between TMT heterogeneity and the entrepreneurial behavior in family firms. This relationship will be stronger for second-generation family firms than for first- and third-and-later-generation family firms. 
IV. METHOD 
Sample and Data Collection The sample for this research will be selected from the directories of the Venezuelan American Chamber of Commerce and Industry (Cámara Venezolano Americana de Comercio e Industria – VenAmCham). Specifically, this database includes the contact information and the names of the TMTs members of 1056 firms. Nevertheless, given that my sample will only include Venezuelan family firms, a first process of database refinement has been carried out. Consequently, the multinational corporations and those firms without any contact information (i.e. mailing addresses and phone contact) were excluded. This process reduced the dataset to 643 firms mainly from the following sectors: construction, manufacturing, retail trade, banking and service. 
Specifically, for gathering the required data for the research, the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the referred firms will be interviewed . Particularly, the CEOs will be the key informant of TMTs regarding the dependent variable (i.e. entrepreneurial behavior) and the family features of the firm, while the information about the demographic characteristics of TMTs will be collected from the Human Resources (HR) department of each company. In this sense, it is important to indicate that using the CEO as a key interlocutor on strategic issues has been recommended by several authors (e.g. Hambrick, 1981; Zanhra & Covin, 1993). Particularly, Hambrick (1981, p. 271) notes that when “researchers attempt to indentify the current strategy of an organization through other executives different than chief executives, less accurate information can be received.” However, using a single informant can be also associated with the common variance problem. In order to reduce this concern, the following actions will be taken: first, carrying out the interview will guarantee the direct participation of the CEOs in providing data. In fact, the data from interviews rather than mailed surveys gives more confidence regarding who provided the data (Bowman & Ambrosini, 1997). Second, I will collect independent and dependent variables from different respondents. Particularly, as mentioned early, the information related to entrepreneurial behavior will be gathered from CEOs, whereas the TMT characteristics will be gathered from the HR departments. 
	The first step for gathering the information will be sending a letter by e-mail addressed to the CEOs and the HR Directors, inviting them to participate in the research. This communication will include the purpose of the study, a brief description on content of interview, the approximate length of it, as well as a confidentiality statement regarding the information provided. Likewise, to encourage the participation of the firms in the study, the companies will be invited to a seminar to present the most relevant findings of the research. Moreover, to reinforce this process, some telephone calls will be made and additional electronic mailing will be sent to encourage the non-respondents firms to take part in the research. 
	The questionnaire to be used for the interviews will be developed in English and translated into Spanish. Furthermore, the questionnaire will be reviewed by three scholars specialized in entrepreneurship, strategic management, and organizational behavior to ensure construct validity. Likewise, the revised version of the questionnaire will be pre-tested by interviewing five senior executives of family firms. This kind of procedure has been reported in similar studies (e.g. Escriba-Esteve, Sanchez-Peinado & Sanchez-Peinado, 2009; Chirico et al., 2011). 
	Finally, there are two additional points to be considered regarding the research design of this study. The first of them is related to the inclusion of the firms in the final sample. Specifically, not all 643 firms included in the dataset can be considered family firms. Hence, the definition of family firms referred in Chapter 2 will be operationalized according to two criteria widely used in studies of this nature: ownership and self-definition (Casillas et al., 2010; Naldi et al., 2007). The ownership refers to an objective criterion, whilst self-definition is a subjective criterion; through this, the senior executive will provide their own perception of the familial condition of the firm (Astrachan et al. 2002; Chua et al., 1999). In this sense, the questionnaire to be used in the interviews with the CEOs will include the following questions:  a) whether one family or more than one has the control of the ownership of the firm; b) whether this business could be considered a family firm (Naldi et al., 2007; Casillas et al., 2010). Both questions must be answered positively for the firm to be considered a family business and consequently to be included in the sample. The second aspect to be considered is the identification of the team members. In this regard, this research will follow the recommendations suggested by Pettigrew (1992) and therefore, the CEOs will identify senior executives involved in decisions related to entrepreneurial activities. Specifically, the questionnaire to be used in the interviews with the CEOs will include an item based on the study of Bantel and Jackson (1989), who follow this procedure to identify the members of the TMTs.
Dependent Variable
Entrepreneurial behavior: The entrepreneurial orientation construct will be measured through  the original nine-item scale developed by Covin and Slevin (1989). In this regard, Kellermanns et al. (2008) note that although other measures of entrepreneurial behavior does exist in the literature (e.g., Zahra, 1996; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), this scale is frequently used by scholars to study entrepreneurial behavior in the family firm context (e.g. Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Naldi et al., 2007; Cruz &   Nordqvist, 2010). Likewise, a factor analysis will be conducted to determine whether EO dimensions represent different constructs.
Independent Variables
Familial nature of TMT: The operationalization of this variable will be done by following the proposal of Minichilli et al (2009). Firstly, the CEO will identify the members of the TMT, according to the previously referred specifications. Then, this respondent will indicate which of the members of the TMT have family ties. Also, this information will be validated with the data provided by HR Directors. Specifically, the variable will be measured as a dummy variable, coded “1” if the member of the TMT has family ties and “0” if otherwise.  Likewise, since hypothesis 1 is proposed in terms of heterogeneity and it is a categorical variable, the heterogeneity will be measured through Blau’s (1977) index, as suggested by Harrison and Klein (2007):
[image: ] 
Where:
F is the set of categories (family member and non-family member). 
S is the proportion of TMT in each category i.
i takes on values 1 to 2 (in this case) representing both categories.
	The Blau index may vary within 0 and 1, indicating for values closer to 1 a higher heterogeneity among the TMT, while for values closer to 0, it will indicate that the TMT is dominated by one category.
TMT Tenure: The number of years that members of the TMT have spent in the organization will be requested directly to HR Departments of the firms, once the CEO indentifies the members of the TMT.  Likewise, the heterogeneity among the TMT will be measured through coefficient of variation (i.e., the standard deviation divided by the mean), as recommended by some scholars for interval data with theoretically fixed zero point (e.g. Harrison & Klein, 2007; Bantel & Jackson, 1989).  In this sense, as mentioned by Harrison and Klein (2007; p. 14), “the coefficient of variation captures the asymmetry that is fundamental to the conceptualization of diversity-as-disparity. Disparity reflects both the distances between unit members and the dominance of those who have higher amounts of a particular attribute”.  Specifically, the formula for coefficient of variation (CV) is the following:

Where:
: is the average tenure in the TMT.
Ti: is the tenure of member i of TMT
n:  number of members of TMT.
TMT Age: The age of the members of the team will be requested directly to the HR Department of the firms, once the CEO identifies the particular members of the TMT. As in the case of tenure, the heterogeneity among the TMT will be measured through the coefficient of variation as it is recommended for interval variables (Bantel & Jackson, 1989).
Generations involved in the family firm: This variable will be measured as a dummy variable, coded “0” if there is only one generation working in the firm and “1” if there are two or more generations involved in the management of the firm. Likewise, the heterogeneity will be measured through Blau index, since it refers to a categorical variable. 
 TMT Faultlines:  The Fau calculation suggested by Thatcher at al. (2003) and developed in more detail by Zanutto, Bezrukova and Jehn (2011) will be used to measure the faultline strength. This statistic measures faultline strength as the proportion of total variation in overall group characteristics explained by the strongest group split” (Zanutto et al., 2011, p. 706). Specifically, the Fau formula is the following:

Where:
Xijk is the value of the j th characteristic of the i th member of subgroup k
X.j. is the overall group mean of characteristic j
X.jk is the mean of characteristic j in subgroup k
 is the number of members of the kth subgroup (k = 1, 2) under split g. 
Fau is larger than zero and less than or equal to one. The larger values indicate greater faultline strength.

Generation in control: To determine the generation in charge of the company, the survey will include a question for the CEO to indicate the generation currently having the decision power in the firm. This definition is consistent with previous studies that have focus on generational issues in family firms (e.g. Bammens et al. 2008; Cruz &   Nordqvist, 2010). Specifically, I will recode this variable in three categories: first generation, second generation, third and subsequent generations.
Control Variables:  Five control variables will be included in the research: firm age, firm size, industry, gender, and size of the TMTs. I will control for company age, for some scholars have suggested (e.g., Zahra et al., 2004) that older organizations could perform less entrepreneurial activities as a result of the bureaucratic structures likely to characterize them (Tasi, 2001; Zahra et al., 2004).  Firm age will be measured as the natural log of the number of years since the firm’s inception (Anderson & Reeb, 2003). Firm size will be included, since large firms could have access more easily to external resources, and thus it can affect the entrepreneurial activities (Chirico et al. 2011; Zahra & Nielsen, 2002). Specifically, this variable will be measured through the logarithm of number of full-time employees. To account for industry effects, I will use five dummy variables that reflect the industry classification used in the database on which I will base the sample: construction, manufacturing, retail trade, banking and service. Further, I will control for gender of TMT, since the entrepreneurial activities are more often associated with men than women (Olson et al. 2003; Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2010). Finally, previous research recommends that TMT size must be controlled in the analysis, as the measures of heterogeneity and group faultline are size dependent (Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Hambrick & D'Aveni, 1992; Bezrukova et al. 2007). The size of TMT will be measured through the logarithm of number of members that constitute the team (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992). 
Analyses
All hypotheses will be tested using hierarchical regression analysis. The significance of each step will be evaluated through the change in F ratio and will be also interpreted betas with t values. All hypotheses will be tested using hierarchical regression analysis. Specifically, the control variables will be entered in the first step, while the different independent variables will be introduced in the following stages. To examine the hypothesis regarding moderation, multiplicative terms will be introduced in the last step. In this regard, it is important to note that this procedure is recommended for comparing successive regression models and to determine the significance that each one has above and beyond the others. 
	Moreover, the significance of each step will be evaluated through the change in F ratio and will be also interpreted betas with t values. Regarding the moderator effects (i.e. hypothesis 6) will be considered the recommendations suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986). Likewise, the variance inflation factors will be computed for each model to identify multicollinearity problems.
Table 1 summarizes the measurement of dependent and independent variables, as well as the references used to operationalize them. Likewise, the Appendix 1 and 2 show respectively the questionnaires will be used to gather the data from CEOs and HR Directors.
TABLE 1
Constructs and Measures
	Constructs
	Measures
	Studies

	Family firm


	Two different criteria: ownership and self-definition 
	Adapted from Casillas, Moreno & Barbero (2010) and Naldi et al. (2007) 

	TMT



	CEOs identify the members of the TMT involved in decisions related to entrepreneurial activities
	Based on Bantel & Jackson (1989)

	Dependent Variable

Entrepreneurial Orientation 

	

Nine-items and seven-point scale
	

Adapted from Covin & Slevin (1989) and Naldi et al. (2007)

	Independent Variables

	
	

	Familial Nature of the TMT

	Proportion of members of TMT with family ties
Blau index

	Based on Minichilli et al., (2009) and  Harrison &Klein (2007)

	TMT Tenure

	Amount of years that members of the TMT have spent in the organization
Coefficient of variation (CV)

	Based on  Bantel & Jackson (1989) and  Harrison & Klein (2007)  

	TMT Age

	Age of the members of TMT
Coefficient of variation (CV)
	Based on  Bantel & Jackson (1989) and  Harrison & Klein (2007)
  

	Generations Involved in the Family firm
	Number of generations   currently working in the family ﬁrm
Blau index
	Based on Kellermanns & Eddleston (2006), Kellermanns et al. (2008) and Harrison & Klein (2007)
  

	Faultline

	Fau calculation
	Based on Thatcher at al. (2003) and Zanutto et al. (2011)


	Generation in control

	Generation currently having the decision power in the firm
	Based on Bammens et al. (2008) and Cruz &  Nordqvist (2010).
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Introductory Statement: The interview is divided in three parts and it will have a total length of approximately 45 minutes. The first part includes general questions on demographics characteristics. The second part addresses questions regarding the firm and its senior management team. Finally, part three includes some questions related to the behavior of the firm in the last three years.
Section I
	
1
	
Your Name:
	
__________________________________________________

	

2
	

Current position title: 
	

__________________________________________________

	

3
	

Work in the firm since:
	

__________________________(fill in)

	

	
	

	4
	Age:
	__________________________years old.

	

5
	

Gender:
	

________ Male              ________ Female

	

6
	

Are you the founder or co-founder of this company? 

	



________ Yes                ________ No

	
7
	
Are you a relative of the owners of this company? 

	

________ Yes                ________ No

	
8
	
If yes, please mention what kind of kinship you have with the owners of the company (e.g. consanguineous, parent in-law) 
	





__________________________________________________

	

9
	

Do you own company stocks?

	

________ Yes      Percentage ________

________ No   




Section II
	
10
	
Company name:
	
___________________________________________________

	
	
	

	11
	How many people are employed by this company?
	

___________________________________________________

	
12
	
Which of the following best describes your industry? 


	
	(a) Construction
	(       )

	
	(b) Manufacturing                                     
	(       )

	
	(c) Retail Trade                                         
	(       )

	
	(d) Banking and Insurance    
	(       )

	
	(e) Services                                                
	(       )

	
	(f) Others, specify
	_____________________________________

	

13
	

When was this company founded?

	


______________________________________________(fill in)

	
14
	
The following statements describe this firm: 

(a) One family (or more than one family) has the control of the ownership of the business

Yes___________________                 No____________________

(b) This firm could be considered a family business

Yes___________________                 No____________________


	
	
	

	15
	Now, think of the members of your top management team. Please, tell me their names and their positions. List only those members who are regularly involved in decisions pertaining to products & services, marketing, delivery systems & operations, and general management & administration. Please, mention only individuals involved in these decisions on an ongoing basis and who have had this role for at least one year. Be sure that the positions designate one person only.



	
	Name
	Title

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	

	
	

	16
	Please tell me, which members of the TMT that you just mentioned have family ties with the owners of the firm. Specify which kind of kinship.

	
	

	
	Name
	Family Ties
	Kind of kinship

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Yes (  )
	No (  )
	

	

17
	

How many family generations are currently working in the firm:

(a) One generation                  _____________________________

(b) Two or more generations  _____________________________


	
18
	
Currently, which generation has the decision power (i.e. control of the business) in the firm?

(a) First generation                             ______________________________

(b) Second generation                         ______________________________

      (c ) Third and subsequent generations ______________________________




Section III

Instructions: Following, I will mention nine pairs of statements, and you will have to indicate to each pair which of the two statements is most true for your firm. To assess the statements, will be used a scale from 1 to 7. Where, one (1) will indicate strong agreement with the first statement, while a seven (7) will indicate strong agreement with the second statement and a four (4) will indicate both are equally true. Likewise, the numbers in between (i.e. 2, 3, 5 or 6) represent different degrees of agreement with one out of the two statements. 
Please, for the assessment of each pair of statements, consider the activities of the firm in the last three years.
	

  First statement  more true

	


	

Equally true
	
	

Second statement more true

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7































	19
	In general, the top managers of the company favor:

	
	A strong emphasis on the marketing tried and true products or services
	
	
	
	
	
	A strong emphasis on R&D, technological
leadership, and innovations

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	

	
	How many new kinds of products or services has your firm introduced in the past 3 years?

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	No new products or services
	
	
	
	
	
	A lot of new products/
services

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	

	21
	There has been small changes of the present products/
Services
	
	
	
	
	
	The changes of the company’s products/
services have been radical

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	


	
	In dealing with its competitors, the firm:


	22
	Normally responds to actions which competitors initiate
	
	
	
	
	
	Typically initiates changes upon which the competitors react

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	

	23
	Is very seldom the first business to introduce new products/
services, administrative techniques, methods of production, etc.
	
	
	
	
	
	Is very often the first business to introduce new products/
services, administrative techniques, methods of production, etc.

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	



	24
	Typically, seeks to avoid competitive clashes, preferring a “live-and-let-live”  posture
	

	
	
	
	
	Typically, adopts a very competitive orientation, “'undo the competitors” position

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	

	

	
In general, the top managers of firm have:

	

	25
	A strong proclivity for low risk projects (with normal  and certain rates of return)
	
	
	
	
	
	A strong proclivity for high risk projects (with chances of very high returns)

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	

	
	In general, the top managers of the firm believe that:

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	26
	The business environment of the firm is such that is better to explore it carefully and gradually in order to achieve the company’s objectives
	
	
	
	
	
	The business environment of the firm is such that fearless and powerful measures are needed to obtain  the firm’s objectives

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	

	27
	When confronted with decision-making situations involving uncertainty, the firm:

	

	
	Typically adopts a cautious “wait and see” posture in order to minimize the probability of making costly decisions
	
	
	
	
	
	Typically adopts a bold, aggressive position in order to maximize the probability of exploiting  potential opportunities

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


Thank you very much for your time 
[bookmark: _Toc324575043][bookmark: _Toc324662909]Appendix 2: Questionnaire Design for Interviews with HR Directors

Instruction: Once CEOs have identified members of senior management teams will be asked HR Directors the demographic information of these members, including CEO.
Section I

	1
	Name:
	____________________________________________

	

2
	

Current position title: 
	

____________________________________________

	

3
	

Work in the firm since:
	

______________________________________(fill in)

	

	
	

	4
	Age:
	_____________________________________years old

	

5
	

Gender:
	

______________ Male          ______________ Female

	

7
	

Are you a relative of the owners of this company? 

	

_________ Yes       _________No

	8
	If yes, please mention what kind of kinship you have with the owners of the company (e.g. consanguineous, parent in-law) 
	



____________________________________________

	





















1
	
















Section II


Company name:

	





















____________________________________________

	
	
	

	2
	How many people are employed by this company?
	____________________________________________

	

3
	

Which of the following best describes your industry? 

	
	(a) Construction
	(       )

	
	(b) Manufacturing                                     
	(       )

	
	(c) Retail Trade                                         
	(       )

	
	(d) Banking and Insurance    
	(       )

	
	(e) Services                                                
	(       )

	
	(f) Others, specify
	__________________________________________

	

4
	

When was this company founded?

	

      ___________________________________(fill in)

















Does family involvement make difference?



Section III
Please, provide me the following information regarding senior executives of this firm:
	Name
	Current position title
	Gender
	Age
	Year joined the firm
	Family ties with the owners of the firm
	Kind of kinship

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
	

	
	
	Male (  )    Female (  )
	
	
	Yes ( )
	No (  )
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