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Abstract
In recent years, non-family managers (NFMs) in family firms have received increased scholarly
attention, and numerous papers related to this topic have been published. Since the last academic
review of NFMs in family firms (Klein and Bell 2007) was published a decade ago, an increasing
number of relevant papers have been published. However, an integrative understanding of NFMs
in family firms is still missing. An updated review in this area is useful for assessing the current
state of the literature and for proposing fruitful directions for further research. For these reasons,
this paper systematically reviews 118 papers relevant to the study of NFMs in family firms. The
findings from the sample are organized, synthesized and analyzed with the help of an integrative
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framework we developed based on Gersick et al.’s (1997) three-circle model separated into nine
different clusters. In addition, we identify a broad array of important future research avenues.
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1 Introduction
When family businesses grow older and larger, managerial processes and challenges tend to
increase in their number and complexity (Dekker et al. 2013; Songini 2006). Although controlling
families may have the ability to respond to increased managerial demands themselves, at least to
an extent, the empirical evidence shows that family business growth is often associated with the
employment of non-family managers (NFMs) (e.g., Dekker et al. 2015; Fang et al. 2015),
particularly when the controlling family is no longer willing or able to perform all of the firm’s
managerial tasks (Klein and Bell 2007). Although NFMs may bridge these gaps and help
professionalize the family business, their employment creates challenges. For instance, when
employing NFMs for the first time, typical problems associated with the separation of ownership
and control in line with agency theory (e.g., Fama and Jensen, 1983; Jensen and Meckling 1976)
may arise in the family firm (Chua et al. 2009). Thus, although the retention of an NFM often
represents an important step in the development of a family firm, it requires careful planning and
considerable effort to integrate NFMs (Klein and Bell 2007).
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Like family business research more generally (Gedajlovic et al. 2012), research on NFMs in family
firms has also increased significantly in recent years. Since the last review on NFMs in family
firms was published (Klein and Bell 2007), the research findings on this topic have multiplied.
Therefore, this paper sets out to present an updated review of research on NFMs in family firms.
We acknowledge that Tabor et al. (2017) recently published a review paper on non-family
members in family firms. However, unlike our paper, their review is not exclusively focused on
NFMs but also includes directors and other actors. Despite this broader research focus, their review
sample only includes 82 papers, whereas our review encompasses 118 papers. We thus assume
that our paper delivers a more comprehensive review of the literature on NFMs and thus represents
a useful extension of the review paper by Tabor et al. (2017). In particular, the framework we
develop below should contribute to a more holistic understanding of NFMs in family firms. In
addition to this framework, the present paper represents an updated and integrative review of the
NFM literature. This review should enable novice researchers in this field to gain a quick overview
of the state of the literature. The future research avenues identified in this paper can also serve as
a roadmap for further research on NFMs.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The second section focuses on developing working
definitions of the terms “family firm” and “NFM” in the context of this paper. The third section
details our review methods and introduces our integrative framework based on Gersick et al.
(1997). The fourth section presents our review findings and discloses details on the methods and
theories currently used in the literature to study NFMs in family firms. The main findings of this
literature are clustered with the help of the integrative framework. The fifth section of the paper
offers a critical analysis of the current state of the literature and identifies future research needs,
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again drawing on the integrative framework. The final section concludes the paper by describing
its most important contributions.

2 Working definitions
2.1 Family firms
The literature contains numerous definitions of the term “family firm” (e.g., O’Boyle et al. 2012;
Steiger et al. 2015). To gain a better understanding of the interaction between NFMs and other
actors in family firms in this paper, it is necessary to provide a working definition of the “family
firm.”
Family firms are often defined as business entities in which members from the same family operate
as owners or managers (Miller et al. 2007). For instance, Sciascia and Mazzola (2008) view firms
as family firms when there is family involvement in ownership and management. This involvement
can be measured as the percentage of equity held by family members and/or the percentage of
family internal managers (see also Steiger et al. 2015). From this perspective, family involvement
in firms can be considered as an essential factor that distinguishes family firms from other types
of firms. Similarly, Sharma (2004) has noted that many definitions of family firms center on the
extent of family involvement, which also seems to be a key component in many definitions of the
term “family business” (Steiger et al. 2015). Since the percentage of family involvement in
ownership, management and other aspects often varies from paper to paper, we define firms that
show “substantial” family involvement as family firms. Such family involvement can manifest in
ownership, management or other forms of influence in the firm. Arguably, this approach to
defining family firms may be considered broad, but in our view the definition needs to be
sufficiently broad to not exclude any relevant findings on NFMs in family firms from further
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analysis in our paper. At the same time, this rather broad definition of family firms still enables us
to distinguish family firms from non-family firms.
As indicated above, this review paper is interested in family firms whose management is partly or
completely in the hands of NFMs. Consequently, research on family firms whose management is
completely in the hands of family members is not relevant.

2.2 Non-family managers
NFMs are important in family firms, especially large family firms (Anderson and Reeb 2003). As
suggested by Klein and Bell (2007), NFMs can be defined as managers who do not have a blood,
marital or adoptive relationship with the owner family. The articles in the review sample use
various terms for NFMs, such as “professional manager”, “outside manager” and “external
manager”. As long as these terms complied with Klein and Bell’s (2007) NFM definition, the
articles that contained them were considered for inclusion in the review sample. In addition, NFMs
in all positions are considered, including non-family CEOs, CFOs and other types of managers.
The goal is to include all available research on NFMs in family firms to make this review as
comprehensive as possible.

3 Review methods
3.1 Systematic literature review
Similar to earlier review papers in the field of family business research (e.g., De Massis et al. 2013;
Feliu and Botero 2016; Goel and Jones 2016; Leppäaho et al. 2015; Pukall and Calabrò 2014), this
review paper uses systematic literature review methods to find, synthesize and critically analyze
the current findings in the literature (Booth et al. 2016; Jesson et al. 2011; Tranfield et al. 2003).
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Our identification of the relevant literature is based on a systematic keyword search in the
academic databases EBSCO Business Source Premier, ProQuest, Scopus, Wiley Online Library
and Web of Science. In total we relied upon two categories of key words representing NFMs and
family firms. For the NFM search we used the following keywords: “non-family manage*”, “nonfamily CEO*”, “nonfamily manage*”, “nonfamily CEO*”, “outside CEO*”, “professional
manage*”, “external manage*”, “external CEO*”, “outside manage*”, “non-family CFO*”,
“nonfamily CFO*”, “outside CFO*”, “external CFO*”, “non-family COO*”, “nonfamily COO*”,
“outside COO*”, “external COO*”, “non-family CIO*”, “nonfamily CIO*”, “outside CIO*”,
“external CIO*”, “non-family CTO*”, “nonfamily CTO*”, “outside CTO*”, “external CTO*”,
“non-family CMO*”, “nonfamily CMO*”, “outside CMO*” or “external CMO*”. To account for
keywords with various suffixes, we used asterisks. For example, the keywords “non-family
manage*” covered both “non-family manager” and “non-family managers”. In the same way, we
used the keywords “family firm*”, “family business*”, “family enterprise*”, “family controlled”
or “family-led” to search for various possible terms representing family firms. Like other review
papers in business-related research in general and family business research in particular (e.g., De
Massis et al. 2013; Devece et al. 2017; Hiebl 2018; Kontinen and Ojala 2011; Pukall and Calabrò
2014; Sageder and Feldbauer-Durstmüller 2018; Sageder et al. 2018), the search focused on
English-language journal articles. A preliminary list of 270 articles was created through this
database search. The articles in the preliminary list were further analyzed to assess whether the
articles indeed were concerned with NFMs in family firms. To perform this analysis, the working
definitions of “family firm” and “NFM” as developed above were considered as inclusion criteria
(Tranfield et al. 2003). Papers that did not meet these criteria were excluded. After this step, 167
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papers remained in the sample and were subjected to a quality threshold, as detailed in the next
section.

3.2 Quality threshold
As recommended in the literature on systematic literature reviews, a quality threshold is introduced
for papers to be included in the final sample of our review (Tranfield et al. 2003). Similar to other
review papers (e.g., Bouncken et al. 2015; Falkner and Hiebl 2015; Franco-Santos et al. 2012;
Ghadge et al. 2012; Sageder and Feldbauer-Durstmüller 2018; Sageder et al. 2018; Wang and
Chugh 2014), this quality threshold is operationalized as follows. Papers were included in the final
sample if they were published in journals that are either (i) listed in the latest edition (2015) of the
Journal Quality Guide of the Chartered Association of Business Schools (CABS) or (ii) have been
awarded an impact factor by Thomson Reuters as of 2016. Both inclusion in the CABS Journal
Quality Guide and inclusion in Journal Citation Reports by Thomson Reuters can be considered a
signal of academic quality (Falkner and Hiebl 2015; Ghadge et al. 2012) and therefore are useful
measures for operationalizing a quality threshold in review papers. One hundred and fifteen of the
abovementioned 167 papers passed this quality threshold.
After this step, the citations and references of the 115 papers deemed relevant for this review were
searched for further relevant work that was not identified through the keyword search. Search
engines, such as Google Scholar, were utilized to identify further articles. Three more papers that
passed the quality threshold were identified as relevant to the sample. Eventually, 118 papers were
included in our final sample (see Table A1 for details). These papers are marked with an asterisk
in our list of references.
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This sample also contains papers published in 2007 and earlier, most of which have already been
analyzed in Klein and Bell (2007). Eight of the papers included in our sample were also included
in the review paper by Klein and Bell (2007). These papers are small in number1 and are thus
included in our analysis to produce a review and integrative framework that is as comprehensive
as possible and that does not exclude findings simply because they have been analyzed before.
Of the 118 papers included in this review, 82 were identified as quantitative empirical papers, 21
were qualitative empirical papers, 11 were conceptual papers, one was a formal analysis and three
were mixed-method empirical studies. Not all of these papers exclusively focus on NFMs, but all
of them contain some relevant findings. In addition, papers not exclusively focusing on NFMs
were included to ensure that no findings regarding the research topic were neglected (see Table
A3 for details). Overall, an overview of our review sample (see Table A2 for details) shows that
the topic of NFMs in family firms is very much a timely one, since all but five papers in our review
sample were published in the year 2000 or later. We also tried to establish whether we could
identify an evolution in research topics over time. Since most papers were published in the 2000s
and can thus be regarded as rather recent, only some weak research trends could be identified. That
is, we see some evidence that research findings on antecedents of NFM employment in family
firms were more prominent in earlier research (e.g., Berenbeim 1990; Burkart et al. 2003; TsuiAuch 2004), while research on the outcomes of NFM employment for controlling families (see
cluster 7 below) and non-family investors (see cluster 9) has become more frequent recently. Other
topics such as NFM collaboration with the controlling family (cluster 4) and business outcomes of

1

The fact that Klein and Bell (2007) included only eight papers that are also part of our review sample is because
when Klein and Bell (2007) reviewed the literature, (1) scholarly literature on non-family managers in family firms
was much more limited than today and (2) Klein and Bell (2007) also included a significant amount of practitioner
literature in their analyses. As is typical in systematic literature reviews (e.g., McKelvey and Lassen 2013), we opted
to exclude the practitioner literature because the findings reported in such literature cannot be expected to be as
rigorously assessed prior to publication as findings reported in peer-reviewed, academic journals.
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NFM employment (cluster 8) have attracted much research attention in all years included in our
review sample.
The papers included in the final sample were subject to a critical analysis reported in a narrative
way in the findings section. This narrative approach to the literature reviews is most appropriate
for our review paper because the final sample includes journal articles built on various
methodological approaches. A narrative synthesis of the literature is open to such diversity in terms
of the underlying methods (Denyer and Tranfield 2006; Denyer and Tranfield 2009; Tranfield et
al. 2003) and is thus used in this paper.

3.3 Integrative framework
To facilitate theory building in the domain of NFMs in family firms, this paper aims to consolidate
the existing research findings into an integrative framework. This framework is further used to
identify gaps and ambiguities in the understanding of NFMs in family firms. The framework is
built on the three-circle model of family firms (Gersick et al. 1997, 1999; Tagiuri and Davis 1996).
The three-circle model is a conceptual model of family business, which views family firms as a
complex system composed of three subsystems: (1) the family system, (2) the business system and
(3) the ownership system. This model is generally accepted as one of the primary frameworks for
conceptualizing family firms (Chua et al. 2003b; Litz et al. 2012; Moores 2009; Yu et al. 2012).
One of the strengths of the model is that it facilitates an understanding of the characteristics of the
family, business and ownership systems and how these systems interact to influence stakeholders,
family firm performance and other related factors (Gersick et al. 1999).
It is these interactions within the three-circle system in particular that make the system useful for
the analysis of NFMs. NFMs are usually only part of the business system because they are not
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members of the family and rarely have ownership rights (Gersick et al. 1997). However, NFMs
are likely to work with actors from all three systems: family members, other non-family
employees/managers and non-family owners of the firm. Thus, to analyze how NFMs act in a
family firm, it is useful to analytically separate the current research findings from future research
according to how NFMs collaborate with family members, non-family employees/managers and
non-family owners.
From a processual view and building on the work of Klein and Bell (2007), three phases of NFM
involvement in family firms can be distinguished. (1) Before actually working together, the
employment of NFMs may have various antecedents. Here, we view such antecedents as those
factors which may or may not lead to the employment of NFMs. In our paper, we combine the
current research findings on such antecedents with the three-circle model (Gersick et al. 1997,
1999). That is, the below review findings on the antecedents of NFM employment are clustered
into family antecedents, business antecedents and non-family owner antecedents. Consequently,
based on the three-circle model, we cluster the review findings by determining which of the three
circles prompted or prevented the employment of NFMs. (2) After being hired, NFMs work with
both family members and other actors in the family firm. The findings on this phase are also
clustered into three categories based on the three-circle model: working together with family
members, working together with non-family employees/managers, and working together with nonfamily owners. Again, we cluster the existing research findings on NFMs into these three
categories. (3) Eventually, the employment of NFMs has outcomes. The research findings on these
outcomes are grouped into family outcomes, business outcomes and non-family ownership
outcomes.
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As shown in Figure 1, our integrative framework for integrating the below review findings
ultimately contains nine clusters. As discussed, these clusters were developed by combining the
work of Klein and Bell (2007) and the framework by Gersick et al. (1997, 1999). In this manner,
we believe that the findings on NFMs in family firms can be systematically synthesized and that
significant amounts of findings on this theme in the literature can be presented in an organized
manner.

Fig. 1 Integrative Framework for Understanding NFMs in Family Firms

4 Review findings
4.1 Dominant theories to explain NFMs in family firms
In the reviewed papers, several theoretical frameworks were employed to explain the employment
of NFMs in family firms (see appendix Table A3 for details). Agency theory is the most frequently
applied theory: 81 papers in our sample draw on this theory. Most of these papers view the
controlling family as principals and the NFMs as agents. A key assumption of agency theory is
that principals and agents have self-serving and thus different goals and desires (Eisenhardt 1989;
Jensen and Meckling 1976). These differences can cause conflicts and impede the future
development of the company. To overcome these challenges, agency theory suggests that different
agency-control mechanisms can be introduced, including, most prominently, monitoring, incentive
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compensation and signaling by the agent (Chua et al. 2009; Siebels and zu Knyphausen-Aufseß
2012). Many of the reviewed papers analyze to what extent such mechanisms are introduced when
employing NFMs and how such mechanisms may be designed to best align the interests of NFMs
with those of the controlling family (e.g., Berenbeim 1990; Block 2011).
The second leading theory in our sample of reviewed papers is stewardship theory. In total, 21
papers refer to this theory. In contrast to agency theory, stewardship theory is based on the
assumption that human behavior is not self-interested but concerned with serving the needs of
others (Davis et al. 1997; Hernandez 2012). In family firms, NFMs’ stewardship behavior may for
instance manifest as the NFMs being more interested in the family firms’ long-term success than
in their personal career advancement (Hiebl 2015; Siebels and zu Knyphausen-Aufseß 2012).
Consequently, stewardship theory as applied to family firms often views members of the
controlling family and NFMs as adhering to the same set of goals. Papers on NFMs in family firms
therefore often view agency-control mechanisms such as monitoring as less effective or productive
in settings where NFMs show stewardship-like attitudes and contrast the applicability of agency
theory and stewardship theory in such settings (e.g., Blumentritt et al. 2007; Sciascia and Mazzola
2008).
Furthermore, 14 papers use the resource-based view as their theoretical basis. This theory
considers resources as the key to achieving competitive advantage and superior performance
(Barney 1991; Kraaijenbrink et al. 2010). Human resources can be seen as a source of competitive
advantage (Coff and Kryscinski 2011). Consequently, a number of reviewed papers analyze
whether and under which conditions NFMs can serve as sources of competitive advantage (e.g.,
Cruz and Nordqvist 2012; Hiebl 2014). Moreover, some of the reviewed papers utilize upper
echelons theory (5 papers; for an overview see Hambrick and Mason 1984; Tretbar et al. 2016) or
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the socioemotional wealth perspective (3 papers; for an overview see Berrone et al. 2012; GomezMejia et al. 2011) to investigate the relationship between family firms and their NFMs. Finally,
some papers apply social identity theory, social exchange theory or systems theory.

4.2 Cluster 1: findings on family antecedents
Before a family firm starts to work with NFMs, the employment of NFMs may have various
antecedents from the perspective of the owner family. Those antecedents are defined here as
factors that influence the likelihood of NFMs’ employment in family firms. We aim to determine
the characteristics of those factors; in other words, we ask the following question: What makes it
more (or less) likely that an owner family will hire an NFM? The findings related to these
antecedents are summarized in Table 1.
Table 1 Findings on family antecedents of NFM employment

Family antecedents
The owner family needs external
professional knowledge.
The owner family needs external
managerial experience.
Familism hinders NFMs' employment.
The owner family demands NFMs who
defend its interests in the firm.

Supporting studies
Number References
5
Burkart et al. (2003); Jayaram et al.
(2014); Lin and Hu (2007); LópezDelgado and Diéguez-Soto (2015);
Zona (2016)
4
Hiebl (2013); Hiebl (2014); Salvato et
al. (2012); Zhang and Ma (2009)
4
Chrisman et al. (2014); Fang et al.
(2015); Fang et al. (2016); Zhang and
Ma (2009)
2
Blumentritt et al. (2007); Hiebl (2014)

4.2.1 Infusion of professional knowledge and experience
During the growth phase of a family firm, family members may not be able to fulfill increasing
managerial requirements (Jayaram et al. 2014). Five papers suggested that the owner family,
particularly the founder generation, might not require a high level of professional management
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skills during the family firm’s establishment. As the family firm develops, however, its managerial
system becomes more complicated. The owner family may no longer be able to select appropriate
candidates from its ranks in sufficient numbers to fulfill all the firm’s managerial demands. To
successfully address various managerial challenges, the analyzed papers suggest that family firms
need a higher level of professionalization (Burkart et al. 2003; Jayaram et al. 2014; Lin and Hu
2007; López-Delgado and Diéguez-Soto 2015). NFMs who join family firms might be able to
provide external support with regard to the professionalization of the firm. In addition, family
managers (FMs) can improve their own managerial skills through their collaboration with NFMs
(Lin and Hu 2007; Zona 2016).
In addition, NFMs’ previous managerial experience was found to be very important from the
family’s perspective. Four papers indicated that families are more likely to hire NFMs with
extensive managerial experience because such NFMs can utilize their experience to acclimate to
the business as quickly as possible (Hiebl 2013, 2014; Salvato et al. 2012; Zhang and Ma 2009).
In particular, NFMs who have previous work experience in family firms seem quite valuable to
the family because those NFMs might have already tested several management methods in other
family firms and therefore might know which methods work well in family firms (Hiebl 2014).
4.2.2 Familism issues
According to Blumentritt et al. (2007) and Hiebl (2014), another essential criterion for the owner
family is the NFM’s willingness to integrate into the family firm and adjust their managing style
to the family’s preferences. This criterion can be linked to “familism,” which can be defined as the
owner family’s basic interests in its firm. Keeping the firm under the family’s control is often one
of those basic interests. Sometimes, the controlling family even maintains outdated strategies
because such strategies fulfill family-related economic or noneconomic goals (Blumentritt et al.
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2007; Hiebl 2014). If the importance of family-centered goals to the family is high or increasing,
the family might abandon even a highly qualified NFM and instead choose a manager who has a
similar cultural and/or educational background as the controlling family and who therefore is more
likely to share the family’s approach to managing the business (Chrisman et al. 2014; Fang et al.
2016; Zhang and Ma 2009). However, we could not find evidence for such familism issues
affecting NFM employment in large family firms. The papers discussing familism issues (see
Table 1) rather suggest that they are more likely to affect family firms of small or medium size.
For instance, based on an existing database drawing from surveys of 7,299 private small and
medium-sized family firms in the U.S., Fang et al. (2015) found that the higher the level of family
ownership, the lower the proportion of NFMs in family firms. In line with these familism notions,
Blumentritt et al. (2007) suggest that managerial competence and economic benefits play a
subordinate role, as long as NFMs have good relationships with the family and satisfy familyrelated goals. Consequently, it can be concluded from the literature that familism leads the family
to choose NFMs who can integrate into the family more easily and act in the family’s interest.

4.3 Cluster 2: findings on business antecedents
Like family antecedents, the employment of NFMs also has various business antecedents (see
Table 2). By business antecedents, we mean that the employment of NFMs is a consequence of
several business factors.
Four relevant papers provide evidence that a family firm’s competitive market situation increases
the likelihood it employs an NFM. These papers indicate that in highly competitive environments,
family firms can increase their competitive power through their NFMs’ professional management
skills and experience. The employment of NFMs is a reaction to the level of market competition
(Jaskiewicz and Luchak 2013; Lin and Hu 2007; Salvato et al. 2012; Zhang and Ma 2009).
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Table 2 Findings on business antecedents on NFMs’ employment
Supporting studies
Business antecedents
Number References
Competitive market situation increases
4
Jaskiewicz and Luchak (2013); Lin
the likelihood of employment of NFMs.
and Hu (2007); Salvato et al. (2012);
Zhang and Ma (2009)
Family firms' high financial capability
2
Bennedsen et al. (2007); Tsui-Auch
increases the likelihood of employment of
(2004)
NFMs.
2
Fang et al. (2015); Zhang and Ma
Family firms' size positively effects the
(2009)
employment of NFMs.
Better legal protection increases the
1
Burkart et al. (2003)
likelihood of employment of NFMs.
Another antecedent is firm size. Fang et al. (2015) found that firm size can mitigate the negative
relationship between high levels of family ownership and the employment of NFMs. Similarly,
Zhang and Ma (2009) argued in their conceptual paper that as they grow, family firms are more
likely to hire NFMs. Potentially correlated with firm size, family firms' financial capability also
emerges from our review as an important condition for NFMs' employment. According to the
findings of Bennedsen et al. (2007) and Tsui-Auch (2003), financial capability offers family firms
more flexibility regarding the employment of NFMs because it can be costly to attract and retain
valuable NFMs. In addition, Burkart et al. (2003) found that better legal protection can also
increase the possibility of NFM employment because it protects both the family and NFMs’ rights
within the family firm. Consequently, Burkart et al. (2003) argue that these protections can
mitigate agency problems between the controlling family and NFMs.

4.4 Cluster 3: findings on non-family owners’ antecedents
Non-family owners are defined as owners who have equity or voting rights in a family firm, but
are not members of the family. Thus, they may have their own interests in employing NFMs. The
findings regarding non-family owner antecedents are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3 Findings on non-family owners’ antecedents on NFMs’ employment

Non-family owners’ antecedents
The presence of non-family owners
increases employment of NFMs.

Supporting studies
Number References
2
Berenbeim (1990); Hillier and
McColgan (2009)

Two papers in our sample investigated this issue and found that non-family owners’ presence in
family firms increases the possibility of NFMs’ employment (Berenbeim 1990; Hillier and
McColgan 2009). The reason is that non-family owners may not have the same information as the
family owners (Hillier and McColgan 2009). As exemplified by Berenbeim’s (1990) multiple case
study, non-family owners may therefore push for the employment of NFMs since such NFMs can
represent the non-family owners’ interests inside the family firm, particularly when firm ownership
is dominated by family members.

4.5 Cluster 4: findings on working with family members
From a family’s standpoint, working with NFMs is different from working with family members.
This subsection analyzes the special features of collaboration between family members and NFMs,
which have already received a relatively high level of research attention.
4.5.1 Compensation issues
Fourteen papers indicate that family firms tend to pay NFMs more than FMs (see Table 4). Based
on a study of 529 U.S. small and medium-sized family firms, Michiels et al. (2013) suggest that
this finding is attributable to NFMs, unlike FMs, not showing the same high level of intrinsic
motivation. In addition, most NFMs do not own equity in family firms and consequently, they are
not very different from regular non-family employees. Therefore, NFMs are likely to choose an
employer who can offer a relatively high level of compensation—regardless of whether the firm
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is family- or non-family owned. From the perspective of family owners, Chen and Chen (2015)
and Chrisman et al. (2014) thus note that family firms need to provide higher compensation to
attract qualified NFMs. The analyzed papers suggest that this finding applies to both smaller and
larger family firms.

Adding details to these general findings, Gallego and Larrain (2012) and McConaughy (2000)
found that NFMs can also be motivated by business success, but this motivational effect is weaker
for NFMs than that for FMs. Owner families need to offer additional compensation, particularly
long-term compensation, to keep NFMs satisfied and motivated (Cui et al. 2016). NFMs’
satisfaction and motivation seem highly important because Michiels et al. (2013) suggest that
achieving and maintaining NFMs’ satisfaction increases NFMs’ loyalty to the family. However,
as indicated by Singla et al. (2014), in some situations, owner families need to offer NFMs a very
high level of compensation even before they know the NFMs’ ability and performance. This is
often the case when the family plans to enter new, unknown and risky ventures. One example for
this phenomenon is the internationalization of family firms (Singla et al. 2014). In addition, Young
and Tsai (2008) found that another reason the owner family offers higher compensation is to use
the NFM’s social capital, such as potential external business partners. However, one argument
against higher levels of compensation for NFMs than for FMs was suggested by Chua et al. (2009).
In their conceptual paper, Chua et al. (2009) argued that the owner family’s assessment of its
managers’ performances is mostly subjective. As a consequence, NFMs with the same abilities
and performances as FMs tend to be underrated and paid less if both NFMs and FMs operate in
the same family firm since an FM’s performance may generally be assessed more positively by
the owner family than an NFM’s performance.
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Table 4 Findings on working with family members

Working with family members
NFMs are paid more than FMs.

Supporting studies
Number References
14
Block (2011); Chen and Chen (2015); Chrisman
et al. (2014); Chua et al. (2003a); Combs et al.
(2010); Cui et al. (2016); Gallego and Larrain
(2012); Gomez-Mejia et al. (2003); McConaughy
(2000); Michiels et al. (2013); Michiels (2017);
Miller et al. (2014); Singla et al. (2014); Young
and Tsai (2008)

Familism hinders an NFM’s
performance.

12

Canterino et al. (2013); Cater and Schwab (2008);
Chang and Shim (2015); Chrisman et al. (2014);
Davis and Stern (1988); Gallo and Vilseca
(1998); Gurd and Thomas (2012); Hiebl (2013);
Miller et al. (2014); Singla et al. (2014); TsuiAuch (2003); Zhou et al. (2013)

NFMs have shorter tenures and
higher turnover than FMs.

12

Close relationships with owner
families help NFMs perform
better.
NFMs and FMs have different
expectations regarding the firms’
goals.
NFMs are less risk-averse than
FMs.
An NFM’s emotions toward the
family can influence their
performance.
NFMs are paid less than FMs.
The owner family may require
NFMs to have additional
knowledge that enables them to
advise the owner family about
non-firm related issues.

6

Block (2011); Chen et al. (2013); Cheng et al.
(2015); Gomez-Mejia et al. (2001); Hillier and
McColgan (2009); McVey and Draho (2005);
Sraer and Thesmar (2007); Tsai et al. (2006); Tsai
et al. (2009); Tsui-Auch (2004); Visintin et al.
(2017); Westhead et al. (2001)
Berghoff (2013); Blumentritt et al. (2007);
Chittoor and Das (2007); Combs et al. (2010);
Hall and Nordqvist (2008); Zhu et al. (2013)
Berenbeim (1990); Del Giudice et al. (2013);
Dyer (1989); Poza et al. (1997); Poza et al. (2004)

5
4
3
1
1

Bennedsen et al. (2007); Huybrechts et al. (2013);
Jaskiewicz and Luchak (2013); Stanley (2010)
Barnett et al. (2012); Ji (2015);
Morris et al. (2010)
Chua et al. (2009)
Hiebl (2014)
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4.5.2 Tenure issues
Regardless of firm size, twelve papers found that, on average, NFMs have a shorter tenure than
FMs (see Table 4). From the perspective of NFMs, five papers also found that NFMs and FMs
usually have different expectations regarding the firm’s goals (Berenbeim 1990; Del Giudice et al.
2013; Dyer 1989; Poza et al. 1997; Poza et al. 2004). Most NFMs see their current job as a stepping
stone in their overall career. As a consequence, Block (2011) and McVey and Draho (2005)
suggest that NFMs focus more on short-term performance. The reason for this is that short-term
performance will later be associated with their achievements, which makes them more qualified
and valuable for succeeding positions and jobs. From the perspective of the owner family, Chen
et al. (2013) found that some owner families need NFMs only for a certain period of time. One
example of this phenomenon involves the specific challenges of a transgenerational succession
process. Once the succession has been successfully completed, family members can take over the
NFM’s position again, and the NFM can leave the family firm.
Five papers identified an NFM’s “poor performance” as one important reason for an NFM’s
shorter tenure in a family firm (Chen et al. 2013; Gomez-Mejia et al. 2001; Hillier and McColgan
2009; Sraer and Thesmar 2007; Tsai et al. 2009). To explain this finding, Gomez-Mejia et al. (2001)
and Hillier and McColgan (2009) provided evidence that family owners primarily need NFMs to
increase family firm performance. Thus, family owners and NFMs have a relationship that is
strictly business, and the close ties that are typical among family members most often cannot be
found between the family and NFMs. Given such missing ties, NFMs in family firms are more
likely than FMs to be removed from their positions when their performance is weaker than
expected.

20

4.5.3 Familism issues
Like in cluster 1, familism can cause also create obstacles to working with the family. Zhou at al.
(2013) reported that because NFMs are not part of the family, the trust and affinity between family
members outweigh the trust and affinity between family members and NFMs. Two other papers
(Cater and Schwab 2008; Miller et al. 2014) also noted that because of family firms’ lack of trust
in NFMs, they are not treated like FMs. This is one reason for Chang and Shim’s (2015) finding
that family owners try to keep NFMs under their close supervision, which can impede an NFM’s
performance.
There is also evidence in the reviewed papers that capable NFMs are often not chosen for major
roles because the controlling families prefer such positions to be held by family members. Davis
and Stern (1988) and Gallo and Vilseca (1998) found that NFMs are more likely to occupy lower
positions in the corporate hierarchy and have less influence on strategic decision-making than FMs.
Even if NFMs reach higher positions in family firms, they are more likely to be asked for
management advice but are not granted very much decision-making power. This is particularly
true when NFMs work with FMs (Gurd and Thomas 2012). Hiebl’s (2013) conceptual paper on
non-family CFOs supports such findings and argues that non-family CFOs are less likely to make
final business decisions than family CFOs. Thus, according to the current literature, NFMs seem
to act more like advisors and have less responsibility. Barnett et al. (2012) theoretically analyzed
this aspect from NFMs’ emotional perspective and argue that restrictions on NFMs create a sense
of unfairness, which fosters negative emotions among NFMs (such as depression or
disappointment) that may have a negative impact on their performance. Indeed, the reviewed
papers suggest that the stronger the abovementioned restrictions, the greater the impact (Chang
and Shim 2015; Chrisman et al. 2014).
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To improve NFMs’ performances, the literature suggests that family members and NFMs should
attempt to build close relationships with each other. Six papers found that close relationships
between owner families and NFMs can improve family firms’ performances (Berghoff 2013;
Blumentritt et al. 2007; Chittoor and Das 2007; Combs et al. 2010; Hall and Nordqvist 2008; Zhu
et al. 2013). For example, based on a historical case study of a long-standing German family firm,
Berghoff (2013) reported that if NFMs are careless about the family's interests, they can cause
conflict with family members, negatively affecting performance.
Adding to this line of inquiry, Blumentritt et al. (2007) and Hall and Nordqvist (2008) found that
once the family’s basic interests are fulfilled, NFMs can work relatively independently within the
family firm. Therefore, NFMs should attempt to balance the family’s interests and their own. From
the perspective of the family, Chittoor and Das (2007) report that NFMs who are included on the
board of directors or are offered a moderate ownership interest in the family firm would feel more
involved in the business and be closer to the owner family. Zhu et al. (2013) considered such
behavior from the family as benevolent leadership and found that this type of behavior can generate
close relationships between an NFM and the owner family. Such close relationships can affect an
NFM’s psychological ownership, which in this context refers to the degree to which an NFM feels
psychologically attached to their organization and work. NFMs who have a higher degree of
psychological ownership are more likely to display stewardship behavior and achieve better
performance. Ji (2015) and Morris et al. (2010) have also analyzed the relationship between NFMs
and the controlling family from the NFMs’ emotional perspective. They found that a closer
relationship offers an NFM positive feelings, such as satisfaction, which can strongly improve an
NFM’s performance.
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4.5.4 Other issues
In addition to the three dominant themes in this findings cluster discussed above, the literature
contains additional findings on the collaboration between family members and NFMs. According
to four papers in the sample, NFMs take higher risks than FMs (Bennedsen et al. 2007; Huybrechts
et al. 2013; Jaskiewicz and Luchak 2013; Stanley 2010). Jaskiewicz and Luchak (2013) analyzed
this issue conceptually and argued that FMs consider their firm part of the family. Therefore, they
are long-term oriented and internally focused. Family members thus prefer low-risk projects. Their
goal is to ensure their firms’ long-term existence and to maintain family control. In contrast,
Bennedsen et al. (2007) found that NFMs are more externally focused. According to their findings,
NFMs are more likely to seek the opportunity to challenge and prove themselves. Consequently,
they prefer projects that are risky but might lead to a high reward (Stanley 2010). Given the
differing risk preferences between FMs and NFMs, Huybrechts et al. (2013) note that in the
collaboration between NFMs and family members, an NFM’s preference for risky behavior may
lead to dissent regarding decision-making. In addition to these issues, Hiebl (2014) has shown that
to successfully collaborate with family members, NFMs may be expected to assist the owner
family with private matters such as financial or tax issues.

4.6 Cluster 5: findings on working with other non-family actors (none owners)
In this section, the special features of the collaboration between NFMs and non-family actors are
presented (see Table 5 for a summary). Here, we focus on non-family actors who are not owners
of the family firm, since we focus on NFMs’ collaboration with non-family owners in cluster 6. In
general, we find that in the current literature on NFMs, consideration of their collaboration with
other non-family actors is scarce.
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Table 5 Findings on working with non-family actors (none owners)
Working with non-family actors (nonowners)
NFMs need to engage in sufficient
communication with employees.

Supporting studies
Number References
3
Carrasco-Hernandez and
Sánchez-Martin (2007); Dyer
(1989); Sraer and Thesmar (2007)

As noted above, the current literature suggests that NFMs have shorter tenures than FMs.
Therefore, it may be difficult for NFMs to build long-term relationships with family firm
employees. For instance, Carrasco-Hernandez and Sánchez-Martin (2007) found that family firm
managers—particularly those in higher positions—could not spend enough time working with
their employees. This effect is even stronger for NFMs because they need to take more time for
communication with family members. However, a lack of communication between NFMs and
employees can lead to ambiguity and uncertainty among employees. This lack of communication
can increase difficulties in the management process. This difficulty is not a new phenomenon.
Dyer (1989) argued that to decrease such difficulties, NFMs in family firms should avail
themselves of opportunities to communicate with employees (e.g., by organizing group meetings,
newsletters, or informal lunches).
Sraer and Thesmar (2007) added that because of their shorter tenure and lack of communication
with employees, NFMs often experience difficulties in building a sustainable reputation among
employees. Consequently, employees might feel that their jobs are insecure, which can make
skilled employees more likely to leave. As a result, Sraer and Thesmar (2007) find that employees
in family firms managed by NFMs tend to be younger and less skilled. In addition, they report that
these employees are normally paid less and deliver lower productivity.
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4.7 Cluster 6: findings on working with non-family owners
This cluster was planned to analyze the interactions between non-family owners and NFMs.
Unfortunately, relevant information on this relationship was not found in any of the 118 papers
analyzed. Thus, the conclusion can be drawn that this field has not yet been researched.2

4.8 Cluster 7: findings on family outcomes
From the perspective of the family, working with NFMs has specific outcomes, which are
summarized in Table 6.
Table 6 Findings on family outcomes
Supporting studies
Family outcomes
Number References
NFMs' involvement has both positive and
4
Au et al. (2013); Barnett et al.
negative impacts on family succession.
(2012); Fang et al. (2015); Sonfield
and Lussier (2009a)
NFMs reduce disagreement and conflict
2
Edward and Meliou (2015); Sonfield
between family members.
and Lussier (2009a)
NFMs increase information asymmetries
1
López-Delgado and Diéguez-Soto
and conflicts of interest.
(2015)
Sonfield and Lussier (2009a) argue that conflicts can occur when family members with different
opinions participate in the same management processes. Their findings suggest that in such
situations, NFMs can act as intermediaries between family members and thus mitigate conflicts.
Edward and Meliou (2015) conceptually argued that NFMs can mitigate conflicts between family
members by taking over the decision-making process, either entirely or in part. In summary,
however, the reviewed findings suggest that such conflicts are not eliminated, but at least partially

2

Of course, an alternative explanation for not having identified any findings in this cluster is that potentially relevant
papers were excluded from our sample because they did not pass our quality threshold. However, even if such papers
did exist, given they did not pass the quality threshold, their findings may not have been as rigidly developed as those
included in our sample, thus warranting their exclusion.
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transferred from conflicts between family members to conflicts between family members and
NFMs.
In contrast to these findings, López-Delgado and Diéguez-Soto (2015) report that by taking over
management decisions from family members, NFMs become independent from the controlling
family, at least to a certain degree. Consequently, information asymmetries between NFMs and
the family may emerge. Those information asymmetries can increase the conflicts between NFMs
and the family (López-Delgado and Diéguez-Soto 2015). Therefore, López-Delgado and DiéguezSoto (2015) consider NFMs to serve a “conflict transferring” function.
In addition to these conflict issues, family outcomes from employing NFMs could be identified
(Au et al. 2013; Sonfield and Lussier 2009a; Fang et al. 2015). First, Sonfield and Lussier (2009a)
found that during succession processes, NFMs can temporarily assume managerial responsibility
when the succeeding generation either is too young or has insufficient managerial skills. According
to Sonfield and Lussier (2009a), such NFM assignments can often be found when succession plans
are not available. Thus, because they have more managerial experience, NFMs can alleviate family
concerns about succession. Similarly, Au et al. (2013) found that senior NFMs can help master
transgenerational succession by mentoring the upcoming generation. However, NFMs’ influence
on business succession may also have negative consequences for the family. Fang et al. (2015)
explain that NFMs may interpret transgenerational succession as a threat to their own careers—
particularly when an NFM is well suited for the position reserved for the next generation. Fang et
al. (2015) suggest that in such situations, NFMs may try to hinder the succession process for their
own interests. In addition, Barnett et al. (2012) studied this succession issue. They argued that
whether NFMs support or hinder succession is dependent on NFMs’ perception of the procedural
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justice climate in family firms. If their perception is positive, NFMs support succession; otherwise,
they hinder it.

4.9 Cluster 8: findings on business outcomes
This cluster focuses on the business outcomes caused by NFMs’ employment (see Table 7 for a
summary). In general, the available findings in the literature are very rich on such business
outcomes. Therefore, we concentrate on the outcomes that were the most intensively discussed in
the literature.
4.9.1 Performance outcomes
Twenty-six papers in our sample analyzed the effect of NFM employment on family firm
performance. Seventeen of these papers found that family firms with NFMs achieve better firm
performance (see the studies marked with a plus sign in Table 8). These papers used both financial
and nonfinancial measures of performance. For financial performance, return on equity (RoE),
return on assets (RoA) and return on investment (RoI) were adopted as measures (e.g., Bennedsen
et al. 2007; Chang and Shim 2015; Eklund et al. 2012; Kang and Kim 2016). In terms of
nonfinancial performance measures and in line with results on financial indicators, Cucculelli et
al. (2014) found that family firms with NFMs achieve higher total factor productivity than family
firms with only FMs (Cucculelli et al. 2014). Furthermore, based on a multiple case study of six
SMEs in India, Jayaram et al. (2014) report that family firms with NFMs have significantly better
supply chain management, which also leads to better nonfinancial performance.
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Table 7 Findings on business outcomes

Business outcomes
NFMs have an impact on
family firm performance.

NFMs cause changes in
financial management
techniques.

NFMs implement
organizational changes.

NFMs professionalize
family firms.
NFMs increase family
firms’ innovativeness.
NFMs provide external
financial resources and
contacts.
NFMs help family firms
achieve business growth.

Supporting studies
Number References
26
Anderson and Reeb (2003); +Bennedsen et al. (2007);
+Berghoff (2013); Binacci et al. (2015); +CabreraSuárez and Martín-Santana (2013); +Caselli and
DiGiuli (2010); +Chang and Shim (2015); +Cucculelli
et al. (2014); +Dekker et al. (2015); +Eklund et al.
(2012); +Gordini (2016); Jaskiewicz and Luchak
(2013) +Jayaram et al. (2014); +Kang and Kim (2016);
Kowalewski et al. (2010); +Lien and Li (2014); +Lin
and Hu (2007); López-Delgado and Diéguez-Soto
(2015); Mehrotra et al. (2013); +Miller et al. (2014);
Minichilli et al. (2010); Minichilli et al. (2015);
+
Sciascia and Mazzola (2008); +Wu (2013); +Yeoh
(2014); Zhou et al. (2013)
18
Amore et al. (2011); André et al. (2014); Chrisman et
al. (2012); Di Giuli et al. (2011); Feldman et al.
(2014); Filbeck and Lee (2000); Gallo and Vilseca
(1998); Kang et al. (2017); Lardon et al. (2017);
Pazzaglia et al. (2013); Prencipe et al. (2011); Robb et
al. (2006); Scholes et al. (2010); Sonfield and Lussier
(2009a); Sonfield and Lussier (2009b); Sraer and
Thesmar (2007); Steijvers and Niskanen (2013); Yang
(2010)
13
Carey et al. (2000); Cerrato and Piva (2012); Claver et
al. (2009); D'Angelo et al. (2016); Hiebl et al. (2012);
Khalil et al. (2011); Kraus et al. (2016); Mensching et
al. (2016); Minetti et al. (2015); Mitter et al. (2014);
Pongelli et al. (2016); Vandekerkhof et al. (2015);
Yeoh (2014)
6
Cerrato and Piva (2012); Dekker et al. (2015); Salvato
et al. (2010); Tsui-Auch (2003); Tsui-Auch (2004);
Tsui-Auch and Lee (2003)
5
Classen et al. (2012); Cruz and Nordqvist (2012);
Diéguez-Soto et al. (2016); Gulbrandsen (2005);
Vandekerkhof et al. (2015)
3
Classen et al. (2012); Claver et al. (2009); Sonfield
and Lussier (2009a)
2

Hing et al. (2013); Sonfield and Lussier (2009a)

+

The studies marked in this table with a plus sign report that family firms with NFMs perform better than
family firms without NFMs.
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The professionalization of family firms could be one reason for positive performance. Six papers
found that by hiring NFMs, family firms gain professional management knowledge (Cerrato and
Piva 2012; Dekker et al. 2015; Salvato et al. 2010; Tsui-Auch 2003; Tsui-Auch 2004; Tsui-Auch
and Lee 2003). These papers suggest that family firms improve their management processes with
the help of such professional knowledge. In addition to knowledge infusion, NFMs help family
firms achieve growth by offering financial and nonfinancial resources that can facilitate the family
firm’s entrance into new markets (Hing et al. 2013).
Furthermore, five papers found that family firms with NFMs are more innovation friendly. They
are willing to accept new technologies or management principles, which in turn can help improve
performance (Classen et al. 2012; Cruz and Nordqvist 2012; Diéguez-Soto et al. 2016;
Gulbrandsen 2005; Vandekerkhof et al. 2015). Based on the reviewed paper, this effect seems to
be especially prominent in small or medium-sized family firms, which may be because the first
NFMs working for smaller family firms may have a larger effect than NFMs in large firms with a
long history of employing NFMs. According to Classen et al. (2012), Claver et al. (2009) and
Sonfield and Lussier (2009a), NFMs can also bring additional financial resources and business
contacts to family firms, which may also help explain an NFM’s positive impact on family firm
performance.
Six of the 23 relevant papers (Anderson and Reeb 2003; Kowalewski et al. 2010; López-Delgado
and Diéguez-Soto 2015; Mehrotra et al. 2013; Minichilli et al. 2015; Zhou et al. 2013) report
findings not in line with the dominant view suggesting NFMs have a positive impact on family
firm performance. Anderson and Reeb (2003) found that family firms with FMs outperform family
firms with NFMs. According to Anderson and Reeb (2003), one reason for these findings could
be that FMs see themselves as stewards of family firms. Consequently, they may understand family
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firms better than NFMs and may be able to build a more effective organizational family firm
structure. Kowalewski et al. (2010) offered a similar view. Through their research on important
financial indicators such as RoE, RoA and RoI of 217 Polish family firms, FMs are found to deliver
better performance than NFMs. Minichilli et al. (2015) added that during financial and economic
crises, family firms with FMs outperform family firms with NFMs to an even greater extent.
López-Delgado and Diéguez-Soto (2015) explained the superior performance of FMs through
agency theory: because of increasing information asymmetries and conflicts between NFMs and
the family, family firms with NFMs achieve lower performances than family firms with FMs.
Three papers (Binacci et al. 2015; Jaskiewicz and Luchak 2013; Minichilli et al. 2010) neither
fully support nor fully deny this dominant view. Minichilli et al. (2010) found that family firms
with either a high or a low ratio of NFMs perform better than family firms with a strong
representation of both NFMs and FMs. As a reason for this finding, Minichilli et al. (2010) suggest
that in cases of a strong representation of both NFMs and FMs, competition between these two
fractions may hamper family firm performance. Based on the analysis of 584 survey responses,
Binacci et al. (2015) take a similar view and suggest that there is an inverted U-shaped relationship
between the share of NFMs in the management team and firm performance. According to their
findings, to maximize firm performance, the share of NFMs in the management team should not
be too much smaller or larger than the share of FMs in the team. In a conceptual investigation,
Jaskiewicz and Luchak (2013) adopt a slightly different perspective. They argue that excessive
NFM power can threaten family values, causing family members to withdraw their support for
NFMs and fight for the family’s rights instead of focusing on family firm profitability. Jaskiewicz
and Luchak (2013) further argue that family firm performance also depends on business strategy.
If conservation strategies are needed, hiring FMs should bring better firm performance. If, however,
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market-driven strategies are appropriate, hiring NFMs should result in better firm performance
because of NFMs’ external focus.
When combining our findings on the performance outcomes of NFM employment and the size of
the analyzed firms across the reviewed studies, we found a potential interaction effect. That is, in
contrast to studies on larger entities, we could not identify any studies showing a negative
relationship between NFM employment and firm performance for small family firms.
Consequently, NFM employment may interact with firm size in predicting firm performance. It
can thus be concluded that NFM employment may more consistently result in increased firm
performance among small family firms than among larger family firms. Potentially, such a
relationship is due to the first few NFMs making a larger difference in small family firms than in
large family firms that might have a longer history of employing NFMs.
4.9.2 Changes in financial management
According to our analysis of the reviewed papers, NFMs appear more likely than FMs to use
financial management tools and products (e.g., Di Giuli et al. 2011; Gallo and Vilseca 1998;
Sonfield and Lussier 2009b; Sraer and Thesmar 2007). First, Amore et al. (2011), Robb et al. (2006)
and Lardon et al. (2017) found that NFMs are more risk-taking and tend to use more debt financing,
particularly when family firms lack cash to invest. Debt financing obtained by NFMs is more likely
to benefit family firms (Kang et al. 2017). However, Filbeck and Lee (2000) added that when
NFMs take greater risks, they utilize fewer risk-adjustment techniques, potentially leading to
investment failure. Furthermore, André et al. (2014) found that family firms with NFMs can make
better high-tech acquisition decisions with the help of more relevant information on possible hightech mergers and acquisitions (M&A) obtained by NFMs.

31

Family firms with NFMs were also found to maintain higher cash holdings than those without
NFMs (Steijvers and Niskanen 2013). Steijvers and Niskanen (2013), however, also highlight that
higher cash holdings may reflect NFMs’ higher levels of independence, which can be detrimental
to the family firm. They mention that such independence in the form of cash holdings enables
NFMs to pursue their own interests, but at the cost of the family firm because high cash holdings
enable NFMs to invest in projects they consider profitable but that in reality may be unprofitable
to the family firm. Similarly, Feldman et al. (2014) found that family firms with NFMs are more
likely to perform divestitures and that these divestitures are of lower value than those made by
family firms with FMs. As members of the family, FMs attempt to avoid divestitures, which may
reduce their firms’ scope. Only when the foreseeable benefits of a divestiture obviously exceed its
losses will FMs decide to undertake it. In contrast, Feldman et al. (2014) suggest that NFMs do
not consider this issue from the family perspective, and the divestitures that NFMs pursue have
lower value. Family firms with NFMs were also found to have a greater tendency to engage in
earnings management (Pazzaglia et al. 2013; Prencipe et al. 2011). According to Yang (2010),
NFMs’ short-term performance significantly affects their compensation and tenure, which often
causes NFMs to focus on short-term performance. With the help of earnings management, NFMs
may achieve “better” short-term results to secure their future careers.
4.9.3 Changes in organizational management
NFMs tend to be more externally oriented than FMs (e.g., Jaskiewicz and Luchak 2013). Family
firms can be influenced by their NFMs in this direction. Ten papers in our sample found that to a
certain degree, family firms with NFMs are more likely to internationalize (Claver et al. 2009;
Cerrato and Piva 2012; D'Angelo et al. 2016; Kraus et al. 2016; Mensching et al. 2016; Minetti et
al. 2015; Mitter et al. 2014; Pongelli et al. 2016; Vandekerkhof et al. 2015; Yeoh 2014). Regardless
32

of their internationalization, NFMs’ involvement results in increasing separation of ownership and
managerial control in family firms (e.g., Bennedsen et al. 2007). Carey et al. (2000) found that this
separation makes family firms with NFMs more likely to hire external auditors. In a similar fashion,
Hiebl et al. (2012) found that family firms with NFMs are more likely to build management
accounting departments so that the owner family can track NFMs’ work process using the
information produced by those departments.

4.10 Cluster 9: findings on outcomes for non-family owners
NFMs’ involvement in family firms may also have outcomes for non-family owners. Research on
such outcomes is very scarce in the extant literature, which is why Table 8 includes only one
relevant finding on these outcomes.
Based on a study of 35 Italian family firms, Dawson (2011) found that private non-family investors
are more likely to invest in family firms if there are NFMs because family firms with NFMs are
more likely to be professionalized. Non-family owners or non-family investors seem to prefer such
family firms since NFMs are more willing to include external investment and represent non-family
owners’ interests in the family business (Pongelli et al. 2016).
Table 8 Findings on outcomes for non-family owners

Outcomes for non-family owners
NFMs' presence increases the possibility
of non-family owners' investment.

Supporting studies
Number References
2
Dawson (2011); Pongelli et al.
(2016)

5 Future research agenda
As shown in Section 4, there is a large variety of findings on NFMs in family firms. To allow for
a quick overview of the most frequently discussed findings in this literature, we synthesized these
33

findings into a model as displayed in Figure 2. This model again draws on the nine clusters of
findings identified above. The model indicates—via the thickness of the arrows—that some
relationships have already received much research attention, while other relationships have
garnered little to no attention to date. Consequently, we can draw on this model to identify underresearched areas with regard to NFMs in family firms. In addition, from the above analysis of the
current state of the literature on NFMs in family firms, some ambiguities in the current literature
also emerged. To develop a more comprehensive understanding of NFMs in family firms, we now
discuss the most pressing needs for further research and again draw on our integrative framework
for doing so in a systematic way. An overview of these future research avenues is shown in Table
9.
Note that in terms of addressing most of the following research needs, various theoretical angles
could be used. While we were able to identify the most dominant theories in the study of NFMs in
family firms in the present literature, our analysis of the large array of findings on NFMs did not
yield a clear picture as to which theories would be more or less well suited for the study of NFMs.
Consequently, it seems unlikely that a “single grand theory” accounting for all phenomena of NFM
employment will emerge in the future either. It seems more likely that a variety of theories suited
for specific aspects of NFMs employment will remain instead.
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Fig. 2 Model of existing findings on NFMs in family firms

The review findings in cluster 1 suggest that exaggerated “familism” can be a severe obstacle to
the employment of NFMs, even if such employment is sorely needed by the family firm for
business reasons (e.g., Chrisman et al. 2014; Zhang and Ma 2009). Although this negative impact
of “familism” has been emphasized by several papers, solutions to overcome such an “obstacle”
are still not widely acknowledged and therefore need further research.
Moving to cluster 2, the findings provide evidence that high levels of market competition and
family firms’ greater financial resources increase the likelihood of NFMs’ employment (e.g.,
Jaskiewicz and Luchak 2013; Lin and Hu 2007). As a part of the business system, employees also
have an impact on NFMs who may change their behavior in response to employee demands, for
example, by making new work plans to increase employee satisfaction, which can directly
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influence their performance (Sraer and Thesmar 2007). Thus, the following question arises: Is it
possible that non-family employees (indirectly) influence NFMs’ employment? If the controlling
family considers non-family employees as a determinant for firm’s performance, they may choose
NFMs who can better manage manager-employee relationships. This question is particularly
important to family firms with valuable employees who have the potential to increase the family
firm’s performance. Research into these questions therefore would be meaningful and necessary.
Another interesting topic for further research is situated in cluster 3. Because NFMs emerge from
our review as being better able to represent non-family owners’ rights, non-family owners are more
likely to prefer some NFMs to be part of the family firm’s management team (Berenbeim 1990).
However, additional favorable characteristics of NFMs for non-family owners were not identified
from the current literature. Like family owners, non-family owners play an influential role in
family firms, particularly when they have large ownership shares (Dawson 2011). They are usually
interested in the family firm’s important decisions, if these decisions are relevant to the firm’s
further development as it directly relates to them (Dawson 2011). Because NFMs can help with a
firm’s development and represent non-family owners’ rights, NFMs’ employment can be
considered as one such decision (Berenbeim 1990). Therefore, non-family owners are likely to
expect certain competences from NFMs. However, we know little about whether these
competences differ from family owners’ expectations. If so, how can dissent between family and
non-family owners about necessary NFM competences be overcome? Obviously, such questions
are primarily relevant to larger family firms, since non-family owners tend to have more and larger
ownership stakes in large family firms than in smaller family firms (Ben-Amar and André 2006).
However, many—also smaller—family firms share the objective of business growth (Ben-Amar
and André 2006). To achieve growth, they may need an infusion of external capital by non-family
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owners (Klasa 2007). Thus, for family firms that are growing or have already become large, the
above questions are of great and ever-increasing relevance.
Table 9 Overview for future research
Cluster
1. Family antecedents
2. Business antecedents
3. Non-family owners’
antecedents

4. Working with family
members

5. Working with nonfamily actors (none
owners)
6. Working with nonfamily owners
7. Family outcomes

8. Business outcomes

9. Outcomes for nonfamily owners

Future research possibilities
How can exaggerated familism be overcome in cases in
which it is necessary to hire NFMs?
How do non-family employees influence the possibility of
NFMs’ employment?
What competences do non-family owners expect from
NFMs? Do these competences differ from family
owners’ expectations? If so, how can such dissent on
necessary NFM competences be overcome?
How can non-family owners help alleviate the exaggerated
familism that can hinder necessary NFM engagement?
How can issues in the collaboration between the family and
NFMs that result from exaggerated familism be
resolved?
How does an NFM’s tenure and experience influence their
performance in family firms?
If there are several NFMs working in the same family firm,
how does one NFM influence the performance of the
other NFMs? How does this influence differ from the
influence of the controlling family?
How can non-family owners positively or negatively
influence an NFM’s performance?
What factors can influence NFMs’ attitudes about family
firms’ succession? How can the positive impacts of
NFMs on the family succession process be secured and
enhanced?
How can NFMs effectively influence the performance of
non-family employees? How do employees show
performance differences when working with NFMs vs.
FMs?
What advantages, disadvantages or other changes can NFMs
bring non-family owners? Under what conditions can
these be realized?

Similar to our cluster 1 findings, we also identified exaggerated familism as a factor that may
hinder the successful collaboration between the family and NFMs in cluster 4 (e.g., Cater and
Schwab 2008). Thus, the question arises as to how to solve problems caused by familism during
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the collaboration. Familism in the context of NFMs has not been researched in depth. It is mostly
unclear what NFMs and the family should do when confronted with familism. In addition to
familism, tenure issues were discussed above in cluster 4. In general, NFMs appear to have shorter
tenures than FMs. The reasons come from both the family and the NFMs themselves (e.g., Block
2011; Chen et al. 2013). We do have a small amount of knowledge about the influence of tenure
on an NFM’s performance. As noted by Huybrechts et al. (2013) and in line with upper echelons
theory (Hambrick and Mason 1984), NFMs become less risk-taking with increasing tenure. Thus,
if family firms plan to expand their business to an unknown market, new NFMs may be more
likely to undertake this strategy than old NFMs. From this perspective, it seems possible that NFMs
can influence family firms’ business strategy because of their tenure. Consequently, NFMs may
show different performances because of their different tenures. The ability to answer such
questions could help family firms better manage NFMs’ employment. Therefore, the relationship
between an NFM’s tenure and their performance should be further researched.
Cluster 5 was aimed at determining the interaction between NFMs and other non-family actors
(none of them owners). However, the results are very limited. The relevant papers only address
non-family employees but not interactions between various NFMs. Related research suggests that
NFM characteristics can affect their effectiveness in working as a team (Campion et al. 1993).
Thus, the following question arises: If several NFMs work in the same family firm, how can they
influence each other’s performances? How is this influence of other NFMs different from the
influence of the family? The answers to these questions could help family firms increase an NFM’s
performance in situations involving multiple NFMs.
As shown in our above review, in cluster 6, we did not identify relevant papers regarding the
collaboration between NFMs and non-family owners. Tagiuri and Davis (1996) conceptually
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argued that family members are the core of family firms and that research interest usually centers
on this core. This may explain why non-family owners have not been a very popular field for
family business research, at least in the context of family firms’ collaboration with NFMs. As we
already know from cluster 3, non-family owners have their own interests and impact on family
firms (Berenbeim 1990). Since non-family owners expect NFMs to represent their rights in family
firms, the question arises whether NFMs are subject to specific requirements while working
together with regard to those rights? If the presence of NFMs is vital for non-family owners’ rights,
how can non-family owners help alleviate the exaggerated familism that can hinder necessary
NFM engagements? Research on these questions could aid in better understanding NFMs’
employment, particularly from the perspective of non-family owners.
In cluster 7, we identified conflicting results. NFMs can either support or impede the family
succession process (e.g., Sonfield and Lussier 2009a; Fang et al. 2015). The perception of the
procedural justice climate is identified as a factor that can influence NFMs’ attitudes toward
succession (Barnett et al. 2010). Through the analysis of the 118 papers in our sample, we conclude
that such factors are only briefly or partly mentioned in different papers. Since NFMs can be
extremely important to the family succession process, it would be meaningful to have a better
understanding of such factors (e.g., Sonfield and Lussier 2009a).
Similar to cluster 2, cluster 8—which is focused on the business outcomes attributable to NFMs—
lacks research on family firm employees as part of the business system. Sraer and Thesmar (2007)
suggest that encouraging family firm employees can increase their own performance and
consequently increase family firm performance. This result may, however, be contingent on the
presence or absence of NFMs. The question arises whether family firm employees continue to be
encouraged when FMs are replaced by NFMs. Similarly, it would be interesting to explore how
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non-family employee performance is influenced by changing NFMs. To help family firms enhance
their employees’ performances, these questions need further research.
Finally, as discussed in cluster 9 above, Dawson (2011) found that the presence of NFMs increases
the possibility of non-family owners investing in family firms. This field is clearly underresearched, but it is necessary, since non-family owners play an influential role in family firms
according to many perspectives, the most prominent of which is the financial perspective (Dawson
2011; Pongelli 2016). Particularly for family firms with high proportions of non-family ownership
stakes, non-family owners’ collaboration with NFMs could be essential, and therefore warrants
substantial further research, as indicated in Table 9.

6 Conclusions and limitations
This paper makes two contributions to the literature. First, we present an updated and integrative
understanding of NFMs in family firms by analyzing and synthesizing the findings of the existing
literature. We systematically categorized existing findings into relevant clusters and identified a
broad array of valuable and relevant ideas for future research. Therefore, we hope this paper can
serve as a roadmap for further research on NFMs.
Second, we developed and applied an integrative framework for our understanding of NFMs in
family firms. To do so, we combined Gersick et al.’s (1997) three-circle model with a processual
view of NFMs (Klein and Bell 2007) so that both the three subsystems of family firms and the
chronological sequence of collaboration with NFMs are considered when analyzing NFMs.
In addition to these research contributions, our comprehensive review of the literature on NFMs
also holds some implications for family business practice—in particular for controlling families
pondering the employment of NFMs. Foremost, a clear majority of studies analyzing the
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performance impacts of NFMs concludes that the presence of NFMs leads to increased business
performance. Due to the tendency of management research journals to favor the publication of
significant results over non-significant results, which means that non-significant results are underrepresented in many systematic review papers (Kunisch et al. 2018), this finding cannot necessarily
be interpreted as indicating that family business performance automatically or universally benefits
from NFM employment. However, our review findings seem to at least suggest that, usually,
family business performance is not harmed by NFM employment. Similarly, the reviewed
literature mostly agrees that NFMs can support the overall professionalization of family firms,
especially in regards to financial management techniques (see cluster 8 above). At the same time,
the reviewed literature also suggests that such outcomes of NFM employment may be contingent
upon various moderating variables, which must be kept in mind by controlling families when
employing NFMs. For instance, the findings reviewed in cluster 4 suggest that in order for NFMs
to perform well, controlling families usually have to pay NFMs more than FMs and establish open
and trustful relationships with NFMs. This line of findings also points to challenges for the
controlling family, indicating that controlling families need to limit an overly strong family
orientation and remain open to non-family actors’ potentially differing views on the family firm
and their less risk-averse business conduct (see cluster 4). In addition, the reviewed literature also
indicates that, when employing NFMs, controlling families need to prepare for potential agency
conflicts that arise from the separation of ownership and control over the family business.
Like any research paper, this paper is also subject to several limitations. First, similar to other
review papers, our findings are contingent upon the construction of our review sample. Stated
differently, alternative sampling procedures and quality thresholds may have led to different
conclusions—although the large size of our review sample leads us to believe that the findings we
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present here are sufficiently comprehensive. Second, due to the large number of papers included
in our review (118), the findings included in these papers stem from different countries and
jurisdictions. Consequently, the overall findings presented in this paper may not necessarily apply
to every given cultural or institutional context (see Welter 2011; Wright et al. 2014). Culture and
regulations at a national level may influence the behavior of family firms in different ways (cf.
Basco et al. 2018; Chakrabarty 2009). The studies included in our final sample were conducted
within specific geographic areas, mostly without explicitly considering national or cultural
differences. In addition, our own analyses of potential effects considering the region of data
collection and the respective study results did not identify any obvious associations. Consequently,
the findings discussed above are mostly presented without reference to cultural or regulatory
influences. However, we note that some of our review findings exclusively stem from developed
countries. For instance, the first three clusters addressing the antecedents of NFM employment are
predominantly based on studies conducted in such developed markets. While not as focused as our
review findings in the first three clusters, the results reviewed for the other six clusters mostly stem
from research on developed countries. Consequently, for many findings on NFMs in family firms,
we do not yet know whether they also hold for emerging countries. Therefore, to obtain a
comprehensive view on NFMs in family firms worldwide, more research on NFMs in emerging
countries seems necessary. In particular, findings on NFMs in family firms located in South
America, Africa and the Middle East are scarce to date. Finally, the papers in our final sample used
different research methods. As already mentioned in Section 3, the included papers are based on
highly divergent samples, ranging from samples involving a single family firm to samples with
more than a thousand family firms. Some of the papers are also conceptual. As a narrative overview,
we synthesized the findings regardless of their different samples. These synthesized findings thus
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lack statistical generalizability. To overcome this statistical barrier, it would be reasonable to
conduct meta-analyses in this area.
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Appendix
Table A1 Keyword search and selection process

Search tools
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Wiley
EBSCO
ProQuest
Web of Science
Subtotals
Analysis of
citations and
references
Total

Keyword search
hits
156
71
37
5
1
270

Removed based on
Title/abstract/
Quality
text/language/duplicates
threshold
-31
-31
-59
-1
-13
-18
0
-2
0
0
-103
-52

Table A2 Overview of articles included in the sample
Research methods
QuantiQualiConFormal
Total
tative
tative
ceptual
analysis
Decades articles
1980s
2
1
1
1990s
3
2
1
2000s
34
20
10
2
1
2010s
79
60
9
8
Total
118
82
21
11
1

Articles in the
final sample
94
11
6
3
1
115
3
118

Size of sample firms
Mixed S
1
1
1
19
2
34
3
55

M L
1
2 3
22 23
60 46
85 72

N.A.
1
5
9
15

Data source

Position of NFMs

Primary Secondary n.a. CEO CFO not specified
1
1
2
3
2
1
14
17
3
12
3
19
40
36
8
35
9
36
58
53
12 47
14
58

Table A3 Details of articles included in the sample
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L

CEO
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L
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M
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Barnett et al. (2012)

Conceptual
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L
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Research Methods
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Sample
3 family firms, India

Size of Sample Firms
L
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(2012)

Research Methods
Quantitative

Position of NFMs
CEO

Applied Theories
Agency theory

Quantitative

Sample
Size of Sample Firms
720 firms controlled by
SML
families, foreigners, the
state and shareholder
coalitions, Argentina, Brazil
and Chile
104 firms, Spain
SML

Gallo and Vilaseca
(1998)
Gomez-Mejia et al.
(2003)
Gomez-Mejia et al.
(2001)
Gordini (2016)

CFO

Agency theory

Quantitative

253 family firms, Spain

SML

CEO

Agency theory

Quantitative

276 firms, Spain

SM

Not specified

Agency theory

Quantitative

630 family firms, Italy

SM

CEO, CFO

Agency theory

Gulbrandsen (2005)

Quantitative

496 firms, Norway

SML

Not specified

Agency theory, managerial capitalism

Gurd and Thomas
(2012)
Hall and Nordqvist
(2008)
Hiebl (2013)

Mixed

103 family firms, Australia

SM

CFO

Agency theory

Qualitative

SM

CEO

Cultural theory, symbolic interactionism

Conceptual

5 case studies, 95
interviews, Sweden
Conceptual

n.a.

CFO

Hiebl (2014)

Qualitative

L

CFO

Hiebl et al. (2012)

Quantitative

ML

Not specified

Hillier and McColgan
(2009)

Quantitative

ML

CEO

Agency theory, stewardship theory, resource-based
view
Agency theory

Hing et al. (2013)

Qualitative

15 firm case studies, 20
interviews, Austria
479 firms, Austria; 418
firms, Germany
683 family firms from 1993
to 1995, 659 in 1996, 608 in
1997 and 545 in 1998, UK
1 overseas Chinese family
firm, Malaysia
740 firms, Belgium

Agency theory, stewardship theory, resource-based
view, social role theory
Resource-based view

L

Not specified

Not specified

SML

CEO

Agency theory

Huybrechts et al. (2013) Quantitative
Jaskiewicz and Luchak
(2013)
Jayaram et al. (2014)

Conceptual

Conceptual

n.a.

CEO

Prospect theory

Qualitative

SM

Not specified

Not specified

Ji (2015)

Quantitative

n.a.

Not specified

Not specified

Kang and Kim (2016)

Quantitative

6 manufacturing firms,
India
550 non-family managers
of 550 family firms, China
426 firm years of an
average of 39 large family
firms from 2001 to 2011,
Korea

L

CEO

Agency theory
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Research Methods
Quantitative

Size of Sample Firms
L

Position of NFMs
CEO

Applied Theories
Agency theory

ML

CEO

Not specified

Quantitative

Sample
426 firm years of large
family firms from 2001 to
2011, Korea
153 auditor resignations,
US
217 firms, Poland

Khalil et al. (2011)

Quantitative

Kowalewski et al.
(2010)
Kraus et al. (2016)

ML

CEO

Agency theory, resource-based view

Quantitative

426 family firms, Germany

ML

CEO

Socioemotional wealth

Lardon et al. (2017)

Quantitative

367 family firms, Belgium

SM

CEO

Agency theory

Lien and Li (2014)

Quantitative

205 listed firms, Taiwan

ML

Not specified

Agency theory, resource-based view

Lin and Hu (2007)

Quantitative

n.a.

CEO

Agency theory

López-Delgado and
Diéguez-Soto (2015)
McConaughy (2000)

Quantitative

375 firms from 1991 to
2000, Taiwan
113 family firms, Spain

SM

Not specified

Agency theory, stewardship theory

Quantitative

82 family firms, US

L

CEO

Agency theory

McVey and Draho
(2005)
Mehrotra et al. (2013)

Qualitative

63 family firms, US

L

Not specified

Agency theory

Quantitative

1,367 firms, Japan

ML

Not specified

Not specified

Mensching et al. (2016)

Quantitative

n.a.

CEO

Socioemotional wealth

Michiels et al. (2013)

Quantitative

Survey of 126 managers,
Germany, Austria and
Switzerland
529 family firms, US

SM

CEO

Agency theory

Michiels (2017)

Quantitative

124 family firms, Belgium

SM

CEO

Agency theory

Miller et al. (2014)

Quantitative

893 family firms, Italy

ML

CEO

Agency theory, behavioral agency theory

Minetti et al. (2015)

Quantitative

ML

Not specified

Agency theory

Minichilli et al. (2015)

Quantitative

20,000 manufacturing
firms, Italy
219 firms, Italy

ML

CEO

Prospect theory

Minichilli et al. (2010)

Quantitative

113 family firms, Italy

ML

Not specified

Agency theory, resource-based view

Mitter et al. (2014)

Quantitative

479 firms, Austria

ML

Not specified

Morris et al. (2010)

Mixed

Pazzaglia et al. (2013)

Quantitative

1st stage: 650 interviews of SML
entrepreneurs; 2nd stage:
103 family firms with nonfamily managers; 3rd stage:
92 non-family firms, US
1,254 family firms, Italy
ML

Agency theory, stewardship theory, resource-based
view
Social capital theory

CEO

Pongelli et al. (2016)

Quantitative

204 family firms, Italy

CEO

M

Not specified

Agency theory, stewardship theory, behavioral
Agency theory
Agency theory
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Poza et al. (1997)

Research Methods
Quantitative

Sample
26 family firms, US

Size of Sample Firms
ML

Position of NFMs
Not specified

Applied Theories
Not specified

Poza et al. (2004)

Quantitative

ML

Not specified

Prencipe et al. (2011)

Quantitative

868 executives and family
members, US
135 listed firms, Italy

n.a.

CEO

Agency theory, systems theory, resource-based
view
Agency theory, stewardship theory

Robb (2006)

Mixed

1 family firm, New Zealand L

Not specified

Agency theory

Salvato et al. (2010)

Qualitative

1 family firm, Italy

L

Not specified

Agency theory, stewardship theory

Salvato et al. (2012)

Quantitative

100 CEOs, Italy

ML

CEO

Agency theory

Scholes et al. (2010)

Quantitative

104 family firms, Europe

SML

Not specified

Agency theory, stewardship theory

Sciascia and Mazzola
(2008)
Singla et al. (2014)

Quantitative

620 family firms, Italy

SM

Not specified

Agency theory, stewardship theory

Quantitative

101 firms, India

SML

CEO

Agency theory

Sonfield and Lussier
(2009a)

Quantitative

SML

Not specified

Agency theory

Sonfield and Lussier
(2009b)

Quantitative

SML

Not specified

Agency theory

Sraer and Thesmar
(2007)
Stanley (2010)

Quantitative

SML

Not specified

Not specified

Conceptual

593 family firms, Croatia,
Egypt, France, India,
Kuwait and the US
159 family firms, US; 116
family firms, France; 40
family firms, India; 50
family firms, Croatia
2,973 observations over 7
years, France
Conceptual

n.a.

Not specified

Not specified

Steijvers and Niskanen
(2013)
Tsai et al. (2006)

Quantitative

2,591 family firms, US

SM

CEO

Agency theory

Quantitative

ML

CEO

Agency theory

Tsai et al. (2009)

Quantitative

SML

CEO

Agency theory

Tsui-Auch (2003)

Qualitative

SM

Not specified

Not specified

Tsui-Auch (2004)

Qualitative

304 listed firms (63 family
firms), Taiwan
424 non-financial firms,
Taiwan
2 cases of suppliers,
Singapore
2 family firms, Singapore

L

Not specified

Not specified

Tsui-Auch and Lee
(2003)

Qualitative

n.a.

Not specified

Upper echelon theory

Vandekerkhof et al.
(2015)
Visintin et al. (2017)

Quantitative

221 firms, Singapore; 345
firms, Korea; 330 firms,
Hong Kong; 141 firms,
Taiwan; 1,240 firms, Japan
145 family firms, Belgium

SM

Not specified

Upper echelon theory, social identity theory

8,253 observations of 917
family firms from 2000 to
2010, Italy

ML

CEO

Agency theory

Quantitative
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References
Westhead et al. (2001)

Research Methods
Qualitative

Sample
427 firms, UK

Size of Sample Firms
n.a.

Position of NFMs
CEO

Applied Theories
Resource-based view

Wu (2013)

Quantitative

ML

CEO

Agency theory, stewardship theory

Yang (2010)

Quantitative

Firms publicly listed on the
Taiwan Stock Exchange,
Taiwan
3,914 firms, Taiwan

ML

CEO

Agency theory

Yeoh (2014)

Quantitative

120 family firms, Malaysia

SM

CEO

Upper echelon theory

Young and Tsai (2008)

Quantitative

ML

CEO

Agency theory, human capital theory

Zhang and Ma (2009)

Conceptual

314 family firm years,
Taiwan
Conceptual

n.a.

Not specified

Upper echelon theory

Zhou et al. (2013)

Quantitative

1,624 firms, China

ML

Not specified

Agency theory

Zhu et al. (2013)

Quantitative

166 family firms, China

SML

Not specified

Zona (2016)

Quantitative

Survey of 104 CEOs of
family firms, Italy

L

CEO

Stewardship theory, theory of psychological
ownership
Upper echelon theory
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