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A B S T R A C T

Internationalization is an important entrepreneurial strategy for promoting the long-term growth and surviva-
bility of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Family involvement in top management teams (TMTs) can
explain the heterogeneous behaviors of these firms’ international entrepreneurship process. This paper analyzes
the moderating effects of the family’s influence on the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and
internationalization with two TMT diversities found only in family firms: the family TMT ratio and generational
involvement. An analysis of 191 Spanish family SMEs indicated that entrepreneurial orientation plays a sig-
nificant role in explaining the degree of internationalization in family firms and that a diversely formed TMT
shapes this relationship. A high concentration of family members in managerial positions hinders the interna-
tional entrepreneurship process. This fact highlights the importance of hiring non-family managers to promote
internationalization. The results also reveal that involving multiple generations in decision-making hampers
entrepreneurial internationalization, generating control and coordination problems.

1. Introduction

Entrepreneurial orientation (EO), the firm’s disposition to en-
trepreneurship, is a key element in businesses’ internationalization
process (Jantunen, Puumalainen, Saarenketo, & Kyläheiko, 2005;
Javalgi & Todd, 2011; Liu, Li, & Xue, 2011; Ripollés-Meliá,
Menguzzato-Boulard, & Sánchez-Peinado, 2007). However, few studies
have analyzed factors affecting the relationship between EO and in-
ternational development in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs),
and even fewer have analyzed family firms (Calabrò, Campopiano,
Basco, & Pukkal, 2017; Hernández-Perlines & Mancebo-Lozano, 2016;
Hernández-Perlines, Moreno-García, & Yañez-Araque, 2016), although
such firms represent the most common form of business organization in
the world (Hiebl, Quinn, Craig, & Moores, 2018). The literature has
acknowledged that family firms differ in attitudes and behaviors when
internationalizing (Graves & Thomas, 2006) and in internationalization
strategies (e.g., Fernández & Nieto, 2006; Boellis, Mariotti, Minichilli, &
Piscitello, 2016). Family firms may behave differently depending on the
extent of family involvement in the business (Chrisman, Chua, & Steier,
2005; Kellermanns, Eddleston, Sarathy, & Murphy, 2012; Naldi,
Nordqvist, Sjöberg, & Wiklund, 2007). Furthermore, family involve-
ment is a variable used commonly to identify the family’s power to
shape a firm’s goals, strategies, and behaviors (Deephouse &

Jaskiewicz, 2013; Miller, Le Breton-Miller, & Lester, 2013).
Decision makers’ characteristics and attitudes are important de-

terminants of family SMEs’ internationalization (Arregle, Naldi,
Nordqvist, & Hitt, 2012; Calabrò, Torchia, Pukkal, & Mussolino, 2013;
Cerrato & Piva, 2012; Claver, Rienda, & Quer, 2008). However, the
relevance of individual managerial levels of knowledge and experience
remains largely unexplored in the international business literature
(Nielsen, 2010). In family SMEs, there is often an overlap between
ownership, the board of directors, and the top management team
(TMT), with the same family members involved at all levels (Segaro,
2012). TMT members in family SMEs participate directly in the design
and day-to-day implementation of firm strategy (Lubatkin, Simsek,
Ling, & Veiga, 2006; Sánchez-Marín & Baixauli-Soler, 2015), and they
carry out the entrepreneurship process (Sciascia, Mazzola, & Chirico,
2013). Moreover, it is common for SMEs to have family members in
TMT positions (Speckbacher & Wentges, 2012) that can spread the fa-
mily’s ideas and behaviors, directly influencing strategic choices and
decisions. Therefore, the family’s involvement in the firm offers a un-
ique environment in which to analyze whether and to what extent a
firm’s family character affects the firm’s internationalization
(Fernández-Olmos, Gargallo-Castel, & Giner-Bagües, 2016).

The family business literature has overlooked the importance of
family involvement in TMT positions despite its relevance (Minichilli,
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Corbetta, & MacMillan, 2010). Following the upper echelon theory
(Carpenter, Geletkanycz, & Sanders, 2004; Hambrick & Mason, 1984;
Hambrick, 2007), top managers’ strategic choices are influenced by
managers’ cognitive base and values, which influence the decision-
making process, shaping organizational outcomes. Organizations are
reflections of their TMTs, and firm-level decisions, including inter-
nationalization, depend substantially on team background, experience,
and values (Hiebl, 2014; Tihanyi, Ellstrand, Daily, & Dalton, 2000).
Thus, managers should possess knowledge that allows them to analyze
and process information efficiently in the complex and uncertain in-
ternationalization process (Nielsen & Nielsen, 2011; Ramón-Llorens,
García-Meca, & Duréndez, 2017). Previous research has recognized
TMT as an important decision-making group in organizations (Sánchez-
Marín & Baixauli-Soler, 2015; Vandekerkhof, Steijvers, Hendriks, &
Voordeckers, 2015) and has focused on whether demographic diversity
in managerial backgrounds is advantageous for firms, but the results
have been inconsistent (Cannella, Park, & Lee, 2008; Rivas, 2012).

The family firm context represents an interesting research stream
because these organizations’ singularity results in specific TMT diver-
sities and greater complexity than non-family firms (Ling &
Kellermanns, 2010; Sciascia et al., 2013). To date, family firm-specific
TMT diversities represent under-researched sources (Kraiczy, Hack, &
Kellermanns, 2014; Ling & Kellermanns, 2010), and research regarding
this aspect remains inconclusive (Sciascia et al., 2013). To shed light on
this issue, we analyze the moderating effects on the EO-inter-
nationalization relationship of the two main forms of TMT diversities
created by the family’s involvement (Arzubiaga, Maseda, & Iturralde,
2017; Kraiczy et al., 2014): the family TMT ratio (the diversity between
family and non-family managers) and generational involvement (the
diversity among generations of family members that work together in
the TMT). We consider that TMT diversities could relate to the firm’s
entrepreneurial internationalization, and a separate analysis of these
two family involvement measures provides a better understanding of
the diverse effects of the family’s influence on family SMEs’ interna-
tional development.

Relying on a sample of Spanish family firms, our results highlight
the importance of TMT composition in family SMEs for shaping the
relationship between EO and internationalization. Our study con-
tributes in several ways to the research and management practice of
family SMEs. First, we increase our knowledge of the upper echelons
theory by providing a more fine-grained understanding of the con-
sequences of two family firm-specific TMT diversities. We address the
call of previous studies by providing new empirical evidence for the
family’s involvement in firms’ managerial positions, in terms of inter-
nationalization (Cerrato & Piva, 2012; Mitter, Duller, Feldbauer-
Durstmüller, & Kraus, 2014; Segaro, Larimo, & Jones, 2014). Existing
studies have overlooked the effect of family involvement in TMTs, even
though a significant body of research literature suggests that the TMT is
an appropriate test of the family’s influence on businesses (Kraiczy
et al., 2014; Sciascia et al., 2013; Segaro et al., 2014). This study offers
an enhanced theoretical examination of upper echelon theory that al-
lows us to separate the benefits and drawbacks of family-specific TMT
diversities (De Massis, Kotlar, Campopiano, & Cassia, 2013) and pre-
sents a comprehensive picture of the configurations of family involve-
ment in management that are most favorable or adverse to turning EO
into a successful internationalization process. Second, this study ex-
tends the literature on internationalization and EO (e.g., Brouthers,
Nakos, & Dimitratos, 2015; Jantunen et al., 2005) by adding to the
small amount of research linking the entrepreneurship and interna-
tional business fields in the family firm context (Calabrò et al., 2017;
Hernández-Perlines & Mancebo-Lozano, 2016; Hernández-Perlines
et al., 2016). Our study is apparently the first that analyzes how en-
trepreneurial behavior’s effect in a firm’s internationalization may be
moderated due to family-related factors. This study’s setting is note-
worthy because Spain features a predominance of family-controlled
firms, which comprise around 90% of Spain’s active businesses in 2015

according to the Spanish Family Business Institute (Casillas, López,
Meroño, Pons, & Baiges, 2016). Third, this research contributes new
insights to the emergent literature on family firm heterogeneity (Chua,
Chrisman, Steier, & Rau, 2012; Miller, Minichilli, & Corbetta, 2013),
showing that family involvement in TMTs can be a more important
driver of variation, in terms of success, when turning EO into inter-
nationalization among family SMEs than was previously thought. By
focusing on family firm-specific TMT diversity sources, this research
extends the knowledge of the family business governance dimensions’
effects, which were identified as major factors in family firms´ hetero-
geneity (Li & Daspit, 2016; Pittino, Barroso-Martínez, Chirico, &
Sanguino-Galván, 2018).

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section, the theoretical
background is provided, and hypotheses are developed. The third sec-
tion provides empirical data collected from Spanish family SMEs, and
the fourth section validates the hypotheses through structural equation
modeling. The fifth section then presents the discussion. Finally, con-
tributions, limitations, and recommendations for future research are
provided.

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses development

2.1. Entrepreneurial orientation and internationalization

Firms’ inclination toward entrepreneurship is broadly con-
ceptualized as EO (Covin & Wales, 2012). Although the EO construct
was developed to explain entrepreneurial behaviors in domestic mar-
kets (Covin & Slevin, 1991), its use in an international context is jus-
tified (Covin & Miller, 2014). Internationalization is an entrepreneurial
act (Jantunen et al., 2005; Jones & Coviello, 2005; Liu et al., 2011; Lu &
Beamish, 2001) because it entails identifying and exploiting new
business opportunities in new environments (Ripollés-Meliá et al.,
2007) and combines risk acceptance and the ability to innovate
(Fletcher, 2004).

Previous studies have demonstrated EO’s positive effect on a firm’s
degree of internationalization (Jantunen et al., 2005; Javalgi & Todd,
2011; Liu et al., 2011; Ripollés-Meliá et al., 2007). These studies con-
clude that firms with higher EO are more likely to introduce new pro-
ducts, diversify activities, and prosper in unknown environments
(Brouthers et al., 2015; Dimitratos, Lioukas, & Carter, 2004). EO pro-
vides an important capability to build competitive advantage
(Brouthers et al., 2015; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003) because it facil-
itates the identification of new business opportunities (Webb, Ketchen,
& Ireland, 2010) and contributes to a firm’s continuity and success
(Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006). Firms with higher EO tend to be more
proactive and, thus, search for opportunities in new international
markets (Jantunen et al., 2005). According to Brouthers et al. (2015, p.
1165), SMEs with greater EO “will perform better in foreign markets
because they possess the capabilities needed to develop innovative
strategies that provide an advantage in the foreign market, identify and
use technologies that better align with foreign market customer needs,
and are willing to take business risks associated with adopting new
strategies and technologies in foreign markets.” Thus, the degree of
internationalization is a condition caused by firms’ entrepreneurial at-
titudes.

Although family firms represent an interesting setting due to their
characteristics and EO has been identified as a relevant factor affecting
family firms’ strategic decision-making processes (Basco & Voordeckers,
2015; Moreno & Casillas, 2008), the relationship between en-
trepreneurial behavior and internationalization in the family firm
context remains inconclusive, with very little research in this respect
(Calabrò et al., 2017; Hernández-Perlines & Mancebo-Lozano, 2016;
Hernández-Perlines et al., 2016). Some authors argue that family firms
are conservative, risk-averse, and reluctant to change (Fernández &
Nieto, 2005; Mitter et al., 2014), and, thus, are the opposite of en-
trepreneurial (Naldi et al., 2007). Nevertheless, family firms possess
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beneficial attributes such as the ability to make fast decisions, trusted
relationships, and a long-term orientation that can make them suc-
cessful in international environments (Fernández & Nieto, 2006;
Kontinen & Ojala, 2010; Lumpkin, Brigham, & Moss, 2010; Mitter et al.,
2014). This last attribute is especially important because it can take
years to generate profits in international markets (Zahra, 2003). These
positive and negative characteristics are generated by the family’s in-
fluence on firm management. Furthermore, family firms are not
homogenous in terms of strategic behavior because, depending on the
degree of family involvement, they may behave in different ways
(Botero, Thomas, Graves, & Fediuk, 2013). In this paper, we study the
role of the family’s involvement in TMT positions, since different
measures of the family’s influence could provide a better understanding
of how and to what extent families moderate EO’s effect on inter-
nationalization.

2.2. Family involvement in the top management team

Heterogeneity among family firms can be appreciated through
various factors, such as firms’ ownership structure, governance me-
chanisms, levels of professionalization, and the generation in charge of
the firm (Chrisman et al., 2005; Kellermanns et al., 2012; Sharma,
2004). This heterogeneity can also be perceived in family firms’ atti-
tudes and behaviors when facing internationalization (Segaro et al.,
2014; Siebels & Knyphausen, 2012). Calabrò et al. (2013, p. 511) as-
serted that “family involvement seems to be an important determinant
for the internationalization process”. This research focuses on the level
of family involvement in firms’ TMT, which is recognized as an im-
portant decision-making unit in organizations (Sánchez-Marín &
Baixauli-Soler, 2015; Vandekerkhof et al., 2015). Previous research has
analyzed family involvement in different governance bodies, such as
the board of directors, instead of the TMT. However, not all family
SMEs have a board because this is not always compulsory. Although
boards may be compulsory in some contexts, the role of the board of
directors in SMEs may vary greatly, ranging from a symbolic function to
active involvement in value-creating activities, such as strategic deci-
sion-making and access to valuable resources (Huse, 2007; McNulty &
Pettigrew, 1999; Westphal & Zajac, 1998). This view is corroborated by
evidence that many family SMEs do not make full use of their boards
(Institute for Family Business, 2016), with the board of directors role
usually replaced by informal controls (De Massis, Kotlar, Campopiano,
& Cassia, 2015). Conversely, in SMEs TMT managers are usually the
individuals who participate more directly in the daily design and im-
plementation of a firm’s strategy (Lubatkin et al., 2006; Sánchez-Marín
& Baixauli-Soler, 2015), carrying out the entrepreneurial processes
(Sciascia et al., 2013) and determining the depth and scope of inter-
nationalization and other international strategies (Aharoni, Tihanyi, &
Connelly, 2011). Therefore, the family’s influence over managerial
positions is an important explanation of firm behavior (Kellermanns
et al., 2012; Steier, 2003), and its importance has been overlooked
(Minichilli et al., 2010).

The upper echelon theory notes that firm outcomes reflect the
TMT’s actions (Carpenter et al., 2004; Hambrick & Mason, 1984;
Hambrick, 2007). This theory posits that strategic decisions made in the
firm are associated with TMT members’ cognition and values, because
such members are among the most powerful actors in the organization
(Hambrick, 2007). Decisions are influenced by managers’ cognitive
mental schemes, which are represented by their educational and func-
tional backgrounds, experiences, perspectives, values, and demographic
characteristics (Hiebl, 2014; Tihanyi et al., 2000). Situations are in-
terpreted differently, different actions are taken, and, thus, differences
in firm outcomes emerge from TMT composition (Hambrick, 2007).
Research on TMTs has analyzed how diversity of managers’ char-
acteristics and backgrounds influences firms’ outcomes (Rivas, 2012),
and, therefore, it is argued that the ideas and opportunities pursued are
shaped by TMT diversity (Beckman, 2006). Thus, the importance of

having diversity among TMT members’ skills, knowledge, and experi-
ences to improve problem-solving, facilitate new ideas, and ensure
proactive actions is highlighted (Talke, Salomo, & Kock, 2011). Firms
can gain significant competitive advantage from diversely formed TMTs
(Bunderson, 2003), because a more diverse TMT provides greater
creativity, superior problem-solving capacity, and the ability to in-
novate. A constructive dialogue exists among members in a diverse
TMT that fosters the emergence of diverse ideas, knowledge, and per-
spectives, which are not achievable in homogeneous TMT groups
(Sciascia et al., 2013; Talke et al., 2011). Thus, diverse TMTs are more
likely than homogeneous groups to be entrepreneurial and enter new
markets. However, excessive diversity can be harmful, as control and
coordination problems may arise (Sciascia et al., 2013), increasing a
TMT’s emotional conflicts and making cognitive integrations in a firm’s
internationalization strategy difficult (Jaw & Lin, 2009). For these
reasons, as well as the potential positive and negative outcomes
(Dahlin, Weingart, & Hinds, 2005; Joshi & Roh, 2009; Kraiczy et al.,
2014; Rivas, 2012), TMT diversity is considered a double-edged sword
(Ling & Kellermanns, 2010).

Family firms possess a unique source of TMT diversity not found in
other organizations because of family involvement in management
positions (Ling & Kellermanns, 2010). Researching TMTs in family
firms is important because a family’s influence can be manifested in
different forms (Kraiczy et al., 2014). Family firm-specific diversities
can be both advantageous and disadvantageous, because each source of
family firm-specific TMT diversity can have a different effect (Kraiczy
et al., 2014). Therefore, we must consider these diversities separately to
form a better understanding of family-induced TMT diversities (Kraiczy
et al., 2014). This paper analyzes the two most important family firm-
specific diversities created by family involvement in the TMT
(Arzubiaga et al., 2017; Kraiczy et al., 2014): the family TMT ratio or
diversity produced by the proportion of family members involved in the
TMT (Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Minichilli et al., 2010; Naldi et al., 2007)
and the diversity produced by generational involvement in the TMT
(Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Minichilli et al., 2010; Sciascia et al.,
2013) (see Fig. 1).

2.2.1. The moderating effect of the family TMT ratio
The family TMT ratio is the proportion of family members holding

TMT positions (Minichilli et al., 2010). Family members often share a
common culture, values, and norms transmitted from their parents and
relatives (Chua, Chrisman, & Sharma, 2003), which give them a strong
emotional attachment to the business that promotes their level of
commitment and involvement with the organization (Minichilli et al.,
2010). This higher commitment of family members may make inter-
actions among managers more frequent and direct (Gupta, Smith, &
Shalley, 2006), which improves information exchange and learning
from other firm members (Arzubiaga et al., 2017; Liu, Chen, & Tao,
2015). However, family members usually possess a common educa-
tional background, expertise, and experience acquired within the fa-
mily firm (Arzubiaga et al., 2017; Minichilli et al., 2010). Therefore, in
TMTs formed with a higher proportion of family members there is less
diversity of skills and knowledge.

Previous research has highlighted managers’ skills and experiences
as important factors enhancing firms’ internationalization processes

Entrepreneurial 
Orientation

Degree of 
Internationalization

Family TMT 
Ratio

Generational 
Involvement in TMT

H1 H2

Controls:
- Firm Size
- Firm Age
- Firm Industry
- FDI

Fig. 1. The analysis model.
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(Hsu, Chen, & Cheng, 2013; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2011; Tihanyi et al.,
2000), since TMT members with accumulated expertise can become
first movers in new environments, are oriented toward international
growth, and can process complex information as a team, facilitating
firms’ internationalization (Segaro et al., 2014). However, family
members often lack sufficient managerial skills and experience to
handle international strategies (Claver, Rienda, & Quer, 2009;
Fernández & Nieto, 2006; Muñoz-Bullón & Sánchez-Bueno, 2012). Ac-
cording to Naldi et al. (2007, p. 41), family firms “make decisions,
invest in new projects, and pursue new ventures in a more informal,
intuitive, and less calculated way”. Because the family itself may lack
sufficient human resources, the inclusion of non-family managers in the
TMT can address this shortage with extremely beneficial results
(Vandekerkhof et al., 2015). These non-family managers contribute to
the creation of a more diverse and heterogeneous pool of managerial
skills acquired outside the family firm. Non-family managers’ presence
in the TMT increases rationality and objectivity in the decision-making
process, promoting change and innovation (Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012),
and it can be essential in identifying foreign business opportunities,
because non-family managers utilize their networks and resources to
enter new foreign markets (Liang, Wang, & Cui, 2014). Thus, including
non-family managers fosters knowledge and expertise diversity in the
TMT that is superior to that of TMTs formed by family members that
possess a similar background and less international experience.

According to these arguments, involving non-family members in
family firms’ managerial positions increases the diversity among TMT
members, which tends to generate creativity, innovation, and quality
decision-making at the group level. Including non-family managers may
strengthen the positive relationship between EO and a firm’s inter-
nationalization. Conversely, a higher proportion of family members in
managerial positions decreases TMT diversity, tending to weaken col-
lective cognition, discussion, and decisions. Therefore, when the pro-
portion of family managers is higher, the positive relationship between
EO and the degree of internationalization is expected to be weaker.
Formally:

Hypothesis 1. A higher proportion of family members in the TMT interacts
with EO to negatively affect family SMEs’ degree of internationalization.

2.2.2. The moderating effect of generational involvement in the TMT
Generational involvement is defined as the number of generations

simultaneously holding managerial positions in family firms
(Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006), and it can be a proxy for family
knowledge diversity in a family firm’s TMT (Sciascia et al., 2013).
Knowledge diversity is promoted by the different expertise and per-
spectives that family members from multiple generations bring
(Chirico, Sirmon, Sciascia, & Mazzola, 2011; Ling & Kellermanns,
2010). TMTs comprising different generations favor creativity and in-
novation more than those constituted by only one generation (Sciascia
et al., 2013). Moreover, experiences and knowledge tend to differ more
across generations than within a single generation (Chirico et al.,
2011), because individuals from different generations possess different
education backgrounds and expertise (Talke et al., 2011) and have
different social networks (Arregle, Hitt, Sirmon, & Very, 2007). A TMT
involving multiple generations can more easily identify and interpret
market opportunities (Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012). Concisely, generational
involvement increases the diversity of the TMT’s capabilities and skills,
promoting the effective identification and assessment of opportunities
and creative approaches to exploit them (Chirico et al., 2011). There-
fore, a higher generational involvement is likely to strengthen the po-
sitive relationship between EO and the degree of internationalization.

However, some authors warn that generational involvement can
have some drawbacks because family relationships may become more
complex (Sciascia et al., 2013). Different generations might have dif-
ferent visions and interests in the firm, possibly leading to conflict and
giving rise to control and coordination problems (Ling & Kellermanns,

2010; Sciascia et al., 2013). Relationship conflicts prevent consensus
around organizational goals (Michie, Dooley, & Fryxell, 2006). There-
fore, generational involvement can hinder the potential advantages of
expertise diversity in the TMT, making it difficult to integrate diverse
sources of knowledge (Sciascia et al., 2013).

The next generation’s involvement in the family firm is a primary
element assisting firms’ long-term orientation (Kellermanns, Eddleston,
Barnett, & Pearson, 2008). Incorporating new knowledge and per-
spectives into the knowledge and expertise of older generations may
ensure the incorporation of higher-quality ideas and strategies
(Arzubiaga et al., 2017). When new generations join the firm, they may
seek new ways to revitalize and expand the business (Cruz & Nordqvist,
2012; Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006) and may trigger new interna-
tional opportunities (Calabrò, Brogi, & Torchia, 2016; Mitter et al.,
2014). Generally, managers from second and subsequent generations
are better prepared and have upper-level education and external ex-
perience (Claver, Rienda, & Quer, 2007; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012;
Fernández & Nieto, 2006); thus, they have capabilities lacking in the
previous generation (Mitter et al., 2014). This superior training en-
hances their ability to analyze markets and competitors, thereby
handling the complexity of internationalization (Mitter et al., 2014).
The new knowledge added by incoming generations may combine with
older generations’ tacit knowledge and expertise to build the pool of
skills and capabilities needed to intensify internationalization’s effect
on EO. Thus, we conclude that the number of generations involved in
the TMT may strengthen the positive relationship between EO and fa-
mily firms’ degree of internationalization. Formally:

Hypothesis 2. A higher generational involvement in the TMT interacts with
EO to positively affect family SMEs’ degree of internationalization.

3. Research methodology

3.1. Sample and data collection

This study focuses only on family firms, because our primary ob-
jective involves analyzing different family characteristics’ effects, which
does not include comparing family and non-family firms (Casillas,
Moreno, & Barbero, 2011). The empirical research is based on data
from Spanish small and medium-sized family firms. According to the
Spanish Family Business Institute, around 90% of Spanish businesses in
2015 were family firms (Casillas et al., 2016). Family firms make a
great contribution to the Spanish economy, representing 60% of gross
domestic product and around 70% of employment in the private sector
(Casillas et al., 2016). This study’s sample was obtained from the SABI
(Iberian Balance Sheet Analysis System) database provided by Bureau
Van Dijk. Companies in this database must meet some conditions to
determine their eligibility for the sample. First, firms must belong to a
manufacturing industry. Second, they must have 10–250 employees to
be considered an SME. The European Union’s cut-off value for con-
sideration as an SME is 250 employees. Third, companies must be fa-
mily firms. Although there is not a concise or widely accepted definition
of family firms (Astrachan & Shanker, 2003), family involvement in
ownership and management have been highlighted as important attri-
butes (Chua, Chrisman, & Sharma, 1999). Therefore, companies in this
study are considered family firms if they meet two conditions (Arosa,
Iturralde, & Maseda, 2010): (1) majority ownership is controlled by a
single family (over 50% of shares); and (2) family members actively
participate in firm management. We determine whether firms meet
these two conditions by carefully examining shareholder composition
and TMT members’ identities. Moreover, the survey asked if they were
self-classified as family businesses to ensure that they consider them-
selves family firms (Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012). A total of 1963 firms that
met all the conditions were identified in the database. Finally, firms
with incongruent data or missing contact information were removed,
resulting in 1710 firms.
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Once the preliminary criteria were established, a formal, structured
questionnaire was developed to collect the required information. A
questionnaire is a suitable tool for this purpose due to difficulty in
obtaining information from non-listed firms. The questionnaire was
pretested with CEOs from several companies to ensure that the ques-
tions were clear and understandable before conducting telephone in-
terviews.

Data for this study were collected via telephone survey. Telephone
interviews were conducted by a professional survey agency to ensure
quality and a high response rate. The survey was directed to each firm’s
CEO because he or she is directly involved in the firm’s operations (Cruz
& Nordqvist, 2012) and is considered a reliable information source
(Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006). A total of 191 valid questionnaires
were completed, with a response rate of 11.17%. This response rate
approximates the rates obtained in other family firm research studies
(Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Segaro et al., 2014). We accounted for non-
response biases by obtaining secondary data in terms of randomly se-
lected non-respondent firms’ size and age. We then compared re-
spondent and non-respondent firms and did not discover any significant
differences. All responses were classified in the order in which they
were received to compare the answers provided by early and late re-
spondents. The responses were separated into two groups. No statistical
difference was noted between the two groups, suggesting that non-re-
sponse bias is not a problem in our study (Armstrong & Overton, 1977).

This study’s results may be threatened by common method bias,
because the survey was answered by a single informant at a particular
time (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Therefore, some adjustments were
made while developing the questionnaire to reduce potential problems.
First, common method bias can be a problem if informants edit their
answers to be more socially desirable or respond as they believe re-
searchers want them to respond (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). Therefore, respondents were informed in advance
that the survey was only for research purposes, and their anonymity
and the confidentiality of their answers were ensured. Second, an ex-
tensive survey was designed separating independent and dependent
variables in different sections, making a link between the different
concepts more difficult to detect (Kortmann, 2015) and forcing re-
spondents to think more carefully regarding the answers (Podsakoff
et al., 2003).

The existence of common method bias was also checked using two
tests after gathering the data (Kortmann, 2015). First, exploratory
factor analysis was conducted following Harman’s single-factor test
(Harmann, 1967; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) to analyze whether a single
factor accounts for more than 50% of the variance. The first factor in
this case only accounted for 40% of the sample’s total variance, and
three factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 accounted for 68% of
the variance. Therefore, it is suggested that no threat of common
method bias exists (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) (Appendix A). Second, a
common method factor was included following the procedure applied
by Podsakoff et al. (2003) and Liang, Saraf, Hu, and Xue (2007), and
this factor was linked to all single-indicator constructs obtained from
the observed indicators (Kortmann, 2015). Subsequently, the indicator
variance, explained by the method factor, was compared to the variance
explained by the substantive construct. On average, the construct ex-
plained 73.82% of the variance, while the common method factor ex-
plained only 0.61%. The resulting ratio is 121.08%, and, thus, no
common method bias exists (Appendix B). As neither test indicated the
existence of common method bias, it is concluded that common method
bias was either absent or negligibly low (Kortmann, 2015).

The sample’s main descriptive statistics are summarized in Table 1.
The average firm in the sample has 110 employees and has operated

for almost 33 years. All firms in the sample belong to manufacturing
industries, and they are classified under six different industry types, in

order of importance: steel, food, chemical, furniture, electric, and tex-
tile industries.

3.2. Variable measurement

All variables were measured following the prior literature.
However, no broadly accepted measurement exists to measure the de-
pendent variable, the degree of internationalization (DOI). The ratio of
export sales is commonly used in SME research as a representative
measure of firms’ internationalization (Calabrò & Mussolino, 2013;
Graves & Thomas, 2006; Lu & Beamish, 2001). Exporting is considered
the most common entry mode in this firm type since SMEs do not
usually have subsidiaries abroad. However, internationalization con-
stitutes more than exports, and more comprehensive measures should
be used (Mitter et al., 2014). According to Sullivan (1994), measuring
the degree of internationalization using multiple items is re-
commended. Therefore, the DOI construct in this paper was measured
using a combination of two items to overcome the limitations asso-
ciated with the adoption of a single item. We followed the indications of
previous family firm research (Arregle et al., 2012; Zahra, 2003),
measuring the degree of internationalization as follows: (1) the ratio of

Table 1
Sample description.

Characteristics N=191 %

Firm size (employees) Between 11 and 50 employees 4 0.02
Between 51 and 100 employees 101 0.53
Between 101 and 150 employees 45 0.24
Between 151 and 200 employees 20 0.10
Between 201 and 250 employees 21 0.11

Firm age (years) Less than 10 years 3 0.02
Between 11 and 20 years 30 0.16
Between 21 and 30 years 52 0.27
Between 31 and 40 years 66 0.35
More than 40 years 40 0.21

Industry Chemical 39 0.20
Food 42 0.22
Electric 14 0.07
Steel 61 0.32
Furniture 24 0.13
Textile 11 0.06

FDI 0% 158 0.83
Between 1% and 10% 19 0.10
Between 11% and 20% 6 0.03
Between 21% and 30% 5 0.03
More than 31% 3 0.02

Foreign sales ratio 0% 41 0.21
Between 1% and 25% 73 0.38
Between 26% and 50% 37 0.19
Between 51% and 75% 21 0.11
Between 76% and 100% 19 0.10

Number of foreign countries 0 41 0.21
Between 1 and 25 115 0.60
Between 26 and 50 23 0.12
Between 51and 75 6 0.03
Between 76 and 100 4 0.02
More than 100 2 0.01

Family TMT ratio Between 0% and 20% 63 0.33
Between 21% and 40% 50 0.26
Between 41% and 60% 35 0.18
Between 61% and 80% 15 0.08
Between 81% and 100% 28 0.15

Generational involvement 1 generation 114 0.60
2 generations 71 0.37
3 generations 6 0.03
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foreign sales to total sales, which refers to the scale of firms’ interna-
tional sales, and (2) the number of foreign countries in which firms
operate, which refers to the scope of foreign activities.

The independent variable, EO, can be measured using several scales
(Covin & Wales, 2012). The choice of measurement must be based on an
understanding of the construct’s theoretical nature (Covin & Wales,
2012). We chose to measure EO using Covin and Slevin’s (1989, 1991)
three dimensions, because they comprise a broadly accepted and vali-
dated measure (e.g., Arzubiaga, Iturralde, Maseda, & Kotlar, 2018;
Casillas et al., 2011; Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012; Sciascia et al., 2013). This
measure was initially built based on the meaning of “being en-
trepreneurial” suggested by theory. EO was thus modeled as a second-
order reflective construct, formed by three first-order reflective con-
structs named innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking
(Arzubiaga et al., 2018; Covin & Wales, 2012). EO is a second-order
reflective construct that expresses changes in the underlying latent
construct as reflected in changes to the indicators (Arzubiaga et al.,
2018; Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003). Therefore, the component
variables of innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking were first
assessed through their corresponding measures, each with three items,
and then these three components were assessed as reflective indicators
of the second-order construct of EO (Covin & Wales, 2012). Thus, EO
was measured using “Type I” second-order factor specification (i.e.,
reflective first-order and reflective second-order) (Covin & Wales,
2012). Respondents assessed nine items on an 11-point Likert scale to
build all first- and second-order constructs. The CEO’s perspective
comprises an accepted approach to operationalizing firm-level EO in
the literature, especially when analyzing SMEs (Cruz & Nordqvist,
2012; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003).

This study analyzes two moderating variables. The family TMT ratio
is constructed from respondents’ indications of the number of family
members holding managerial positions and the total number of TMT
members. The family TMT ratio is obtained by dividing the number of
family managers by the total number of TMT members (Kraiczy et al.,
2014; Minichilli et al., 2010). This ratio can assume values of zero to
one. However, generational involvement was measured by the number of
generations simultaneously holding TMT positions (Chirico et al., 2011;
Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Kraiczy et al., 2014). One, two, or
three generations can be simultaneously involved in managerial posi-
tions, depending on the generations involved in the TMT. Therefore,
this variable can assume values from one to three.

The control variables used in this study are firm size, age, industry,
and foreign direct investment (FDI). Firm size is a proxy of the amount
of resources available for the internationalization process; large firms
should have a greater amount of managerial, productive, and financial
resources that contribute to increasing their presence in foreign markets
(Cerrato & Piva, 2012). As in previous SME studies, size was a con-
tinuous variable measured as a logarithmic transformation of the firm’s
number of employees (Calabrò & Mussolino, 2013; Cerrato & Piva,
2012; Chen, Hsu, & Chang, 2014; Fernández & Nieto, 2005, 2006). Firm
age is a commonly used control variable in internationalization studies
(Cerrato & Piva, 2012; Fernández & Nieto, 2006; Mitter et al., 2014).
Age is primarily used to control for a firm’s business experience, be-
cause firms with more years of performance have gathered more ex-
perience and knowledge (Cerrato & Piva, 2012). Firm age is a con-
tinuous variable measured as a logarithmic transformation of the years
a firm has been in existence (Chen et al., 2014). Firm industry is also
assumed to affect the degree of internationalization (Segaro et al.,
2014). Firms were categorized into six different industries—chemical,
food, steel, electric, furniture, and textiles—and controlled using
dummy variables (Segaro et al., 2014; Singla, Veliyath, & George,
2014). The FDI variable is used to control for foreign direct investment
or assets that firms control abroad. Previous family firm research stu-
dies have used the foreign assets to total assets ratio to measure FDI
(Bhaumik, Driffield, & Pal, 2010; Singla, George, & Veliyath, 2017).
Although our sample firms are family SMEs and their main activity in
foreign markets is exporting, the level of FDI might also influence the
degree of internationalization.

4. Analyses and results

4.1. Validity and reliability

The proposed model has been analyzed using structural equation
modeling based on a partial least squares method (PLS). The PLS ap-
proach is appropriate for investigating complex relationships with
moderating variables (Chin, 1998). The SmartPLS version 2 software
was applied in the empirical analyses (Kortmann, 2015). The analysis
used a two-stage process: (1) assessment of the measurement model’s
reliability and validity and (2) appraisal of the proposed structural
model (Acedo & Galán, 2011; Barclay, Higgins, & Thompsom, 1995).

Three different tests were conducted to analyze the reliability and

Table 2
Construct reliability and convergent validity.

Construct Initial Loading Final Loading Structural Coefficients CR CA AVE

DEGREE OF INTERNATIONALIZATION 0.8972 0.7710 0.8135
DOI1 0.908 0.909
DOI2 0.896 0.895

ENTREPRENEURIAL ORIENTATION 0.8785 0.8418 0.7193
INNOVATIVENESS 0.859 0.8772 0.7898 0.7043
EO1 0.815 0.814
EO2 0.840 0.842
EO3 0.862 0.861
PROACTIVENESS 0.829 0.8761 0.7189 0.7796
EO4 0.811 0.863
EO5 0.869 0.902
EO6 0.629 –
RISK-TAKING 0.755 0.8719 0.7785 0.6947
EO7 0.798 0.796
EO8 0.889 0.890
EO9 0.810 0.811

Note: CR= composite reliability; CA=Cronbach’s alpha; AVE=average variance extracted.
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validity of the reflective constructs’ measurement scales (Acedo &
Galán, 2011; Hulland, 1999; Kortmann, 2015): individual item reli-
abilities, the convergent validity of measures related to individual
constructs, and discriminant validity. First, individual item reliability
examines each item’s loading for reflective constructs. The items’
loadings should be greater than 0.7, because the item and construct’s
shared variance must be greater than the variance between the con-
struct and its error (Carmines & Zeller, 1979; Hulland, 1999). Table 2
illustrates the results. Note that one item loads below the 0.7 cut-off.
Thus, item 6 of the EO included in the proactiveness construct was
removed. The model also includes a second-order construct, EO. The
structural coefficients, in this case, can be taken as factor loadings (Doll,
Xia, & Torkzadeh, 1994). The three structural coefficients of the EO
construct in the proposed model are greater than 0.7, and, thus, no
problems exist with the second-order constructs.

Second, convergent validity is analyzed to determine internal con-
sistency through composite reliability (CR) and Cronbach’s alpha
(Kortmann, 2015); both statistics must be greater than 0.7 (Hulland,
1999; Nunnally, 1978). The average variance extracted (AVE) must also
be analyzed, and its recommended value is greater than 0.5 (Acedo &
Galán, 2011; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The second-order construct’s
AVE was calculated following the work of Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt,
(2014). As Table 2 reveals, convergent validity is fulfilled in the pro-
posed model, as all parameters are above the cut-off points.

Third, discriminant validity is evaluated through the AVE (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981). A construct must share more variance with its in-
dicators than with other model constructs. Thus, the two constructs’
individual AVEs should be greater than the squared correlation between
the two constructs. This condition must be fulfilled in the present model
between DOI and EO. Table 3 presents the correlation matrix, with
values for the AVE’s square root on the diagonal. Note that the required
condition is met.

4.2. Assessment of the structural model

Once the measurement model has been verified, the structural
model can be assessed by examining the relationships between con-
structs and the model’s predictive capacity. Various tests are then
conducted to validate the overall structural model, because the PLS
does not supply a specific index (Chin, 1998; Kortmann, 2015). Fol-
lowing Hair et al. (2014), we used “bootstrapping” with 5000 sub-
samples to calculate the proposed relationships’ t-statistics. Table 4 il-
lustrates the results.

The direct effect of EO on family firms’ degree of internationaliza-
tion is positive and statistically significant (β=0.234; t=3.728;
p < 0.001). The results suggest that firms with higher entrepreneurial
orientation are more internationalized. However, results partially sup-
port the hypotheses regarding family involvement. The moderating
effect produced by the family TMT ratio is negative and significant, as
expected (β=−0.183; t=3.306; p < 0.001); thus, Hypothesis 1 is
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Table 4
Results of structural equation modeling.

Path Coefficients

Hypothesis Predicted
Sign

(ẞ) t-value Support

EO - DOI 0.234 3.728*** –
H1: Moderation effect family

TMT ratio in EO-DOI
– −0.183 3.306*** Yes

H2: Moderation effect
generation involvement
in EO-DOI

+ −0.145 2.651** No

Note: R2 DOI= 0.298; Q2 DOI= 0.229.
***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.
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corroborated. It is suggested that EO’s effect on the level of inter-
nationalization is lower in firms with a higher proportion of family
members in the managerial team. However, the moderating effect
produced by generational involvement is negative and statistically
significant (β=−0.145; t=2.651; p < 0.01) and not positive, as
hypothesized (Fig. 2). Thus, Hypothesis 2 is rejected.

The degree of internationalization’s explanatory power
(R2=0.298) exceeds the recommended value proposed by Falk and
Miller (1992), in which R2 should be greater than 0.1. A Q2 test was
conducted to evaluate the constructs’ predictive relevance (Chin, 1998)
using a blindfolding procedure (Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009); as
the corresponding Q2 values are positive, the hypothesized model has a
strong predictive capacity overall (Henseler et al., 2009; Kortmann,
2015).

We separately analyzed the moderating effect generated by firms
with only one generation in the TMT to increase our understanding of
generational involvement. Thus, we created a dummy variable that
assumes a value of one when a firm only has members from one gen-
eration, and zero when multiple generations hold managerial positions.
The results indicate that firms with members from only one generation
produce a positive moderation (β=0.127; t=2.067; p < 0.025).
Thus, when only one generation manages a firm, EO’s effect on the
degree of internationalization improves. Alternatively, as tested in
Hypothesis 2, when multiple generations simultaneously hold man-
agerial positions, this generates a negative moderating effect.

4.3. Robustness check

To examine our results’ robustness, we estimated structural models
with some subsamples of firm characteristics (Gruber, Heinemann,
Brettel, & Hungeling, 2010). First, we divided the sample by age (older
and younger firms), taking the mean as a reference. Firms with 32.9 or
more years were classified as older firms, obtaining a subsample of 101
firms. Conversely, firms with less than 32.9 years were classified as
younger firms, obtaining a subsample of 90 firms. The results in the
older firms subsample indicate that the EO-internationalization re-
lationship is significant (β=0.265; t=2.599; p < 0.005), the mod-
erating effect of the family TMT ratio is significant (β=−0.280;
t=3.628; p < 0.001), and the moderating effect of generational in-
volvement is significant (β=−0.232; t=2.130; p < 0.025). The re-
sults in the younger firms subsample indicate that the EO-inter-
nationalization relationship is significant (β=0.225; t=2.535;
p < 0.01), the moderating effect of the family TMT ratio is significant
(β=−0.193; t=2.111; p < 0.025), and the moderating effect of
generational involvement is significant (β=−0.187; t=2.150;
p < 0.025). Analyzing the results obtained, which produced only
minimal differences in the path coefficients for the two subsamples, we
can conclude that the robustness test carried out is consistent.

Second, the original sample was divided into two groups by industry
(low technology and high technology sectors). Low technology sectors
include textile, steel, and furniture industries, and the subsample in-
cluded 96 firms. High technology sectors include chemistry, electric,
and food industries, and the subsample included 95 firms. The results of
the subsample of low technology sectors indicate that the EO-

internationalization relationship is significant (β=0.286; t=2.779;
p < 0.005), the moderating effect of the family TMT ratio is significant
(β=−0.169; t=2.255; p < 0.025), and the moderating effect of
generational involvement is significant (β=−0.156; t=1.924;
p < 0.05). The results of the subsample of high technology sectors
indicate that the EO-internationalization relationship is significant
(β=0.275; t=3.043; p < 0.005), the moderating effect of the family
TMT ratio is significant (β=−0.266; t=3.357; p < 0.001), and the
moderating effect of generational involvement is significant
(β=−0.176; t=2.132; p < 0.025). Analyzing the results obtained,
which also produced minimal differences in the path coefficients for the
two subsamples, we can conclude that the robustness test carried out is
consistent.

To sum up, given that the analysis of different subsamples reveals
that subsamples are also significant and with minimal differences in the
path coefficients, we can assert that our results are robust.

5. Discussion

This study attempts to shed new light on the debate regarding the
extent to which family TMT involvement influences the relationship
between EO and the internationalization of family SMEs. We analyzed
family involvement in and influence on the firm by focusing on two
family firm-specific diversities in the TMT (i.e., the family TMT ratio
and generational involvement in the TMT). As argued during hy-
potheses development, the upper echelon theory (Carpenter et al.,
2004; Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Hambrick, 2007) supports the idea
that firm outcomes can be predicted by TMT composition. Diversely
formed TMT groups may possess a wider pool of skills, knowledge,
experiences, and values, which may positively influence business out-
comes such as internationalization. Our results partially support the
proposed hypotheses and reveal unexpected and interesting findings,
extending our understating of family firms’ entrepreneurial behavior
and internationalization.

Our results indicate that EO plays a significant role in explaining
family firms’ degree of internationalization, as previous studies in-
dicated (Calabrò et al., 2017; Hernández-Perlines & Mancebo-Lozano,
2016; Jantunen et al., 2005; Javalgi & Todd, 2011; Liu et al., 2011;
Ripollés-Meliá et al., 2007). Furthermore, family firm-specific TMT
diversities shape the effects of the family firm’s entrepreneurial or-
ientation on the degree of internationalization. The family TMT ratio
negatively moderates the relationship between EO and degree of in-
ternationalization, as the relationship is weaker when a higher pro-
portion of family members hold positions in the TMT. Thus, an ex-
cessive level of family involvement in the TMT could limit diversity in
knowledge and multiple perspectives about internationalization stra-
tegies. The family may not possess sufficient human resources for TMT
positions, and, therefore, non-family members’ participation in the
TMT, bringing different expertise and backgrounds, might help family
firms overcome this shortage (Calabrò et al., 2013; Segaro et al., 2014).
Thus, SMEs that wish to internationalize may need to consider the in-
clusion of external managers’ skills and background to enhance EO’s
effect on internationalization.

Higher generational involvement was expected to positively mod-
erate EO’s effect on internationalization. Generational involvement in-
creases the knowledge and diversity of experiences in the TMT
(Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006; Ling & Kellermanns, 2010). However,
the opposite effect was revealed; a higher number of generations in-
volved generated a negative moderating effect. Consequently, genera-
tional involvement does not always act as a catalyst in the relationship
between EO and degree of internationalization. Several reasons may
explain this situation. One explanation is that vision, interests, and
expectations of business outcomes can differ between generations,
leading to problems in control and power (Bammens, Voordeckers, &
Van Gils, 2008; Ling & Kellermanns, 2010; Sonfield & Lussier, 2004).
Conflicts between generations can hamper the constructive debate

Entrepreneurial 
Orientation

Degree of 
Internationalization

Family TMT 
Ratio

Generational 
Involvement in TMT

H1: -0.183***

0.234***

H2: -0.145** R2 = 0.298

Fig. 2. Results of structural equation modeling.
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promoted by a diverse TMT, hindering the assessment, acceptance, and
incorporation of others’ ideas (Sciascia et al., 2013). Jaw and Lin (2009)
asserted that a heterogeneous TMT may be more creative in solving
problems related to foreign markets, but when multiple generations are
involved in the decision-making team, this can impede group co-
operation and cognitive integration toward a firm’s global strategy.
Thus, Chirico et al. (2011) indicated that persistent conflict affects fa-
mily firms’ entrepreneurial efforts, and, consequently, a participative
strategy is crucial to ensure value-creating co-alignment among in-
dividuals across generations.

Another explanation for generational involvement’s negative effect
may rely on managers’ different visions and perspectives resulting from
their age. Firms with more than one generation involved in manage-
ment positions may not have gone through a succession process yet,
and, thus, senior managers in these firms are likely to be older.
Conversely, firms with only one generation might have already gone
through a succession process, and, thus, it is expected that these firms’
managers will be younger. Previous research indicates that managers’
age influences strategic decision-making (Herrmann & Datta, 2005;
Tihanyi et al., 2000). Age can indicate the extent of experience, but it
can also signal managers’ propensity for risk-taking (Herrmann & Datta,
2005). TMT members’ age has been negatively associated with high-risk
decision-making and with the capacity to analyze new information
(Suárez-Ortega & Álamo-Vera, 2005). However, younger directors are
more likely to adopt riskier strategies (Hambrick & Mason, 1984).
Empirical evidence suggests that a lower age of managers is positively
related to internationalization strategies (Fernández-Ortiz & Fuentes-
Lombardo, 2009; Herrmann & Datta, 2005; Tihanyi et al., 2000). Thus,
it is expected that firms with managers from different generations will
have older managers that are likely to be more averse to implement
risky strategies such as internationalization. Therefore, generational
involvement could negatively affect the relationship between EO and a
firm’s internationalization.

6. Contributions, limitations, and future research

This study contributes to the literature on family firms and man-
agement practices in several ways. First, we contribute theoretically to
increasing our knowledge of the upper echelons theory by increasing
our understanding of two family firm-specific TMT diversities induced
by family influence. Although the TMT represents a good way of testing
family involvement in the business, previous research has largely
overlooked the influence of family involvement in the TMT (Kraiczy
et al., 2014; Sciascia et al., 2013; Segaro et al., 2014). We have focused
on the family TMT ratio and generational involvement as two important
TMT diversities found only in family firms. These two family firm-
specific diversities were previously used to analyze innovation issues in
family firms (Arzubiaga et al., 2017; Kraiczy et al., 2014), but not in the
relationship between EO and internationalization. Accordingly, we
have contributed to enhancing our knowledge of upper echelons theory,
distinguishing between the benefits and drawbacks of family firm-spe-
cific TMT diversities (De Massis et al., 2013). The family’s influence
plays an important role in strategic decision-making and shapes the
existing positive relationship between EO and the firm’s degree of in-
ternationalization. The diverse formation of TMTs with different ex-
pertise, experience, and knowledge may not result always beneficial, as
in the case of generational involvement. The expected positive effect
was negative. This is an example of how diversity in the TMT can be a
double-edged sword. More research is needed to address generational
involvement’s different implications in strategic decision-making, such
as internationalization.

Second, our study contributes to the international business and
entrepreneurship literature by increasing knowledge in this joint re-
search field. There has been very little research linking firms’ en-
trepreneurial behaviors and the internationalization of family firms
(Calabrò et al., 2017; Hernández-Perlines et al., 2016). However, these

studies do not analyze how the effect of entrepreneurial orientation in
internationalization may vary because of family influence. Due to the
overlap of owners and managers in family SMEs, these organizations
represent an interesting setting, because they can behave differently
when making an entrepreneurial strategic decision, such as inter-
nationalization. Therefore, future research should extend our knowl-
edge of the entrepreneurial internationalization of family firms.

Third, our research contributes to the emergent research stream of
family firm heterogeneity (Chua et al., 2012; Miller, Minichilli et al.,
2013). Family involvement in the TMT can be an important determi-
nant explaining the heterogeneous behaviors of family firms. Our study
adds evidence of the significant role of the TMT in important govern-
ance dimensions of family firms, which have been previously identified
as the most important factors in family firms’ heterogeneity (Li &
Daspit, 2016; Pittino et al., 2018).

Fourth, our study contributes to the research on family SMEs.
Family SMEs are the most common type of business, but their process of
internationalization has not been deeply developed despite its im-
portance (Mitter et al., 2014; Segaro et al., 2014). We test our hy-
potheses with a sample of firms from Spain, a country where almost
90% of firms are considered family firms (Casillas et al., 2016). It
should also be interesting to analyze the entrepreneurial inter-
nationalization of family firms and its variations due to the influence of
family-related factors in other settings.

Our findings have meaningful managerial implications for the ef-
fective composition of TMTs, to improve the entrepreneurial interna-
tional process. It is necessary to enhance our understanding of how the
family may (or may not) contribute to family firms’ entrepreneurial
internationalization. Specifically, our study highlights that the presence
of family managers and multiple generations in TMT positions adds
more complexity to managerial tasks, hampering the entrepreneurial
process in international markets. To alleviate this situation, it could be
important to introduce non-family managers into TMTs, because they
possess external market knowledge and experiences that can enhance
the effect of entrepreneurial orientation in international expansion.
Non-family managers can also mitigate problems among family mem-
bers by adding a more rational perspective to the business. The si-
multaneous involvement of more than one generation in the TMT may
decrease cooperation and increase conflict, which can hinder initiatives
for international entrepreneurship because their vision and objectives
may not align, causing coordination and control problems. Owner-
managers should carefully assess the benefits of a balanced TMT com-
position through careful integration of non-family and family members
into the business to provide a strong and collaborative relationship.

Although this research provides important insights for the literature it
also has some limitations. Empirical data were obtained only from Spanish
family SMEs, which makes generalizing our findings difficult, as the re-
sults may vary across countries. Thus, more research is needed using data
from different countries to verify and generalize our results. On the other
hand, this research is based on cross-sectional data, which captures firms’
situations at a particular moment, and, thus, causal relationships may be
questionable. Future studies could investigate the composition of TMTs
and their effect on the EO-internationalization relationship over time in a
longitudinal study, to provide additional evidence to test whether the
findings are sustained over time. Therefore, future research could address
the limitations of this study analyzing data from diverse countries and
providing information from different timeframes.
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Appendix A. Harman’s Single-Factor Test

Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative% Total % of Variance Cumulative%

1 4.006 40.062 40.062 4.006 40.062 40.062
2 1.605 16.048 56.110
3 1.200 12.002 68.113
4 0.706 7.062 75.175
5 0.668 6.679 81.854
6 0.538 5.376 87.229
7 0.408 4.077 91.307
8 0.339 3.386 94.692
9 0.283 2.826 97.518
10 0.248 2.482 100.000

Appendix B. Common Method Bias Analysis

Substantive Factor Common Method Factor

Construct Item Loading R1 Signf. R1 Loading R1² Loading R2 Signf. R2 Loading R2²

EO - Innovativeness EO1 0.81 21.01 0.6626 0.13 2.81 0.0161
EO2 0.84 27.75 0.7090 0.07 1.46 0.0044
EO3 0.86 36.86 0.7413 0.00 0.05 0.0000

EO - Proactiveness EO4 0.86 19.31 0.7448 0.09 1.60 0.0079
EO5 0.90 52.40 0.8136 0.05 0.90 0.0024

EO - Risk-taking EO7 0.80 18.23 0.6336 0.06 1.24 0.0036
EO8 0.89 34.35 0.7921 0.05 1.08 0.0026
EO9 0.81 22.71 0.6577 0.07 1.72 0.0053

Degree of Internationalization DOI1 0.91 52.75 0.8208 −0.10 2.24 0.0092
DOI2 0.90 48.97 0.8064 −0.10 3.22 0.0094

Average 0.7382 0.0061
Ratio 121.08
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