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ABSTRACT
Parent family firms engage in corporate venturing (CV) as a strategy for renewal and

competitive advantage. As part of the venturing process, they provide organisational
sponsorship to imbue capital and resources to their new ventures. For this study, I
investigated seven parent family firms and their new ventures in order to generate a
set of research questions that outline a framework for discussion and analysis. Given
the exploratory nature of my research, | adopted an abductive multiple case study
method at five parent family firms with family ventures and two parent family firms
with non-family ventures. At each parent family firm | created case histories, data
tables and event histories while also performing open coding and selective coding of
data to provide within-case and cross-case analyses in order to reveal patterns in the
data. Finally, | created a visual representation of the propositions in a model of a more
nuanced theory of organizational sponsorship in the context of new business

incubation among parent family firms.

In this study | explored paradigms of paternalism, patronage and sponsorship to show
that parent family firms imbued their new ventures with dispositions and resources. |
propose that over generations parent family firms imbue long-lasting, transposable and
entrepreneurial dispositions while gently steering only family ventures toward
available opportunities and resources. Parent family firms put opportunities and
strategic resources in entrepreneurial capital within ‘easy reach’ and ‘full view’,
allowing family ventures to more easily overcome a liability of newness and acquire
legitimacy by choosing what is best in order to achieve power over their individual

fields.
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CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
1.1  Thesis Topic

The purpose of this thesis is to explore the process of corporate venturing at parent
family firms — specifically, organisational sponsorship in the context of new business
incubation. Previous studies have not fully investigated an entrepreneurial process
perspective at parent family firms (Nordqvist et al., 2013). I do this by employing an
abductive, multiple case study method at seven parent family firms to investigate
how these firms ‘sponsor’ both family and non-family new ventures. | ask the
following research questions to uncover possible patterns in the data on sponsorship
and transfer of capital/resources from parent family firms to family and/or non-
family ventures:

RQ1: How do parent family firms sponsor family and non-family venture(s), and do
they sponsor them differently?

RQ2: How do they transfer different types of capital/resources to their new ventures,
and do they transfer capital/resources to different types of ventures differently?

The first question pre-supposes existing literature that parent family firms act as
incubators for nascent entrepreneurs starting a business. The question asks ‘how’
parent family firms sponsor their ventures and specifically asks whether there are
different types of ventures — family vs. non-family — which they sponsor differently. |
asked this question in response to GEM Scotland 2014 survey data which deduced
that,

“The higher percentage of nascent entrepreneurs reporting a family business
as an incubator than existing entrepreneurs suggest that either family
businesses are particularly prolific incubators of spinoffs, of that family
business spinoffs have higher attrition than other start-ups.”

RQ2 asks about munificence, mechanisms and resources with which a parent family
firm transfers types of capital/resources to types of ventures. This question responds
to Amezcua et al. (2013) who investigated whether a resource munificent environment
could increase rather than decrease exit rate of new ventures. The authors (2013: 1646)
found a ““lack of clarity regarding the mechanisms and activities by which sponsorship
influences new organisational survival;” and they further suggest that the ability of a
new organisation to overcome a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy is *““highly
contingent on the types of services offered as well as the environment within which
they operate” (Amezcua et al., 2013, Stinchcombe, 1965). Using their framework of
sponsorship activities in field-building, networking and direct support, | asked how
parent family firms might utilize different types of mechanisms and activities to
transfer different types of capital/resources for different types of ventures to provide a
more-nuanced theory of sponsorship at parent family firms.

From the case data, first, | derive a set of propositions that relate firm-specific
constructs to the process of providing resource munificence in the context of new
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business incubation. Second, | propose a new construct in entrepreneurial habitus to
explain the long-lasting, transposable and entrepreneurial disposition that a parent
family firm imbues to its new venture(s) (Bourdieu and Nice, 1977). Third, | borrow
from extant literature in Thaler and Sunstein (2003) to suggest that the parent family
firm gently steers or ‘nudges’ its new venture(s) toward opportunities and strategic
resources in entrepreneurial capital. Finally, | suggest a model of munificence
proposing parent family firms provide an entrepreneurial habitus and gentle ‘nudging’
only to family ventures so they might overcome a liability of newness and acquire
legitimacy (Stinchcombe, 1965). As a result, this study proposes a model for further
testing to understand whether parent family firms “sponsor’ their new venture(s), how
parent family firms 'sponsor' their new venture(s) and how they ‘sponsor’ different
types of ventures in different ways.

Parent family firms may enable an entrepreneurial orientation and entrepreneurial
legacy at their new ventures; they may also enable sponsorship mechanisms and
sponsorship activities to help their new ventures overcome a liability of newness
(Amezcua et al., 2013). However, this study suggests that a parent family firm imbues
an entrepreneurial habitus only to family venture(s) in long-lasting, transposable and
entrepreneurial dispositions while it 'nudges’ only family venture(s) toward
opportunities and strategic resources by putting opportunities within “full view” and
‘easy reach’ of their family venture(s) (Bourdieu, 1971, Thaler and Sunstein, 2003,
Thaler Richard and Sunstein Cass, 2008).

Habitus is a Latin translation of the ancient Greek term, hexis, which directly translates
as a verb indicating having or possessing as in having a constitution for or possessing
a character of etc. (Klein, 1992). While habitus is commonly translated in modern texts
as ‘habit’, it is more precisely translated ‘state’ or “disposition’ by which the individual
might realize moral virtue or excellence at one’s designated function (Nederman,
1990, Ross, 1956). Aristotle developed the term in a contemplation of two kinds of
virtue or excellence — intellectual and moral (Ross, 1956). Intellectual virtue (or
excellence) develops as a result of teaching; moral virtue develops as a result of habit
or practice, and in the middle ages philosophers including Anselm and Buridan
resurrected the term, habitus, to reflect on it as a stable disposition to act or think in a
certain way (Faucher and Roques, 2018)

Present day philosophers continue to contemplate its meaning in relation to virtue or
excellence. In his early writings Bourdieu (1971a: 83) describes habitus as,

“A system of lasting, transposable dispositions which integrating past
experiences, functions at every moment as a matrix of perceptions,
appreciations, and actions and makes possible the achievement of infinitely
diversified tasks, thanks to analogical transfers of schemes permitting the
solution of similarly shaped problems.”

A ‘nudge’ according to Thaler and Sunstein (2003, 2008) is paternalistic by nature,
but it is paternalism which has great, positive effects upon those it acts upon while it
has little or no ill effects upon those who provide the action. As such, the authors
introduce the term libertarian paternalism for a ‘nudge’ (Thaler Richard and Sunstein
Cass, 2008, Thaler and Sunstein, 2003). By placing opportunities and resources within
‘full view’ and “easy reach’, libertarian paternalistic interventions ‘nudge’ individuals
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toward what is best for them without restricting their choices and without coercion;
the action should ‘nudge’ them towards what they would have chosen had they not
been subject to the specific limitations of rationality (Sugden, 2009, Simon, 1972).

This study contributes to the literature on family business, corporate entrepreneurship,
resource transfer, resource munificence, organisational sponsorship and trans-
generational entrepreneurship from parent firms. In this study, | refer to the construct
of organisational sponsorship to provide a framework for understanding resource
transfer and munificence in the context of new business incubation by parent firms
(Flynn, 1993a, Flynn, 1993b). However, | investigate paradigms of paternalism,
patronage and sponsorship to challenge existing theory which suggests that the
construct of organisational sponsorship singularly defines and delineates the process
of resource transfer and munificence from all types of parent firms to their new
ventures. Consequently, this study uses a multi-level approach to assess systemic
influences at parent family firms and their new venture(s) to generate a set of research
questions that outline a framework for discussion and analysis for this study. Further,
this study (1) attends to a resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, (2) reviews corporate
venturing at the firm, (3) reflects on social construct theory, (4) builds on recent
methodological work on organisational sponsorship and (5) links recent philosophical
work on soft paternalism from the behavioural economics and legal fields (Thaler and
Sunstein, 2003, Flynn, 1993a, Barney, 1991, Wolcott and Lippitz, 2007, Bourdieu and
Nice, 1977, Bourdieu, 1986).

The study also develops a model for further testing on the relationships which parent
family firms, types of resource capital, phenomenon of resource transfer and type of
new venture - both family and non-family ventures — have with each other. Finally,
this study discusses the limitations of the research, avenues for further research and
implications for entrepreneurs, family firms, non-family firms and educators wishing
to consider the multi-faceted phenomena of resource transfer and munificence among
parent firms with new venture(s).

This study proposes that parent family firms imbue lasting and transposable
entrepreneurial dispositions to non-coercively ‘nudge’ only family venture(s) toward
opportunities and strategic resources which are best for the family venture(s) to
overcome a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy (Stinchcombe, 1965, Bourdieu,
1971, Thaler and Sunstein, 2003). As a result, this study challenges existing
assumptions and paradigms of paternalism, patronage and sponsorship; it introduces a
new construct in entrepreneurial habitus, and it borrows from behavioural economics
and legal theory on libertarian, asymmetric or ‘soft’ paternalism to investigate the
process of trans-generational entrepreneurship at parent family firms (Sunstein and
Thaler, 2003, Bourdieu, 1989, Camerer et al., 2003).

Flynn (1993b: 20) defines ‘organisational sponsorship’ as,

“... a deliberate attempt to make available a significantly higher and more
stable level of resources for new organisations ... when organisations are
sponsored, their environment is enriched, providing legitimacy.”

The premise is that resource munificence in an entrepreneurial context should always
benefit a new venture that is attempting to overcome a liability of newness
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(Castrogiovanni, 1991, Stinchcombe, 1965). Studies have focused on types of
sponsorship in various contexts, including university incubators, venture capital,
franchising, etc., but few have focused on sponsorship mechanisms and sponsorship
activities general to all types of sponsorship to understand the complexities associated
with the phenomenon (Stinchcombe, 1965, Flynn, 1993a, Zimmerman and Zeitz,
2002, Suchman, 1995). Amezcua et al. (2013: 1646) investigated organisational
sponsorship among university incubators and found a ““lack of clarity regarding the
mechanisms and activities by which sponsorship influences new organisational
survival’’; they further suggest that the ability of a new organisation to overcome a
liability of newness and acquire legitimacy is ‘““highly contingent on the types of
services offered as well as the environment within which they operate” (Amezcua et
al., 2013, Stinchcombe, 1965). In other words, too much sponsorship in certain
environments is not necessarily a good thing for new ventures and may lead to an
increase in exit rates. Consequently, Amezcua et al. (2013: 1628) suggest,

“... a need for a more-nuanced theory of sponsorship that attends to the
mechanisms and conditions by which resource munificence is likely to alter
new organisation survival rates.”

While Amezcua et al. (2013) only consider sponsorship in the context of university
incubators, organisational sponsorship also occurs when a parent firm creates new
ventures (Reynolds et al., 2000). Cooper (1985) suggests that the role of universities
in the process of incubation and organisational sponsorship appears to be less direct
than is often assumed, and it is parent firms that have served as incubators in many
industry categories.

In this thesis, | extend research by academics, including Flynn (1993a; 1993b),
Amezcua et al. (2013), Bourdieu (1986) and Sunstein and Thaler (2003), from the
context of universities, university incubators, behavioural economics and legal theory
to the context of corporate entrepreneurship and corporate venturing at parent family
firms that engage in corporate entrepreneurship as a strategy for renewal and
competitive advantage and seem to ‘sponsor’ their new entrepreneurial ventures
(Zahra, 1993, Zahra and Sharma, 2004, Sharma and Chrisman, 2007). This thesis thus
investigates corporate entrepreneurship and venturing at parent family firms and asks,
‘Do parent family firms sponsor family and non-family entrepreneurial ventures the
same or differently?’

This thesis extends theory proposed by Amezcua et al. (2013) on varying empirical
mechanisms and activities of sponsorship from the realm of ‘university incubators’
and ‘new organisations’ to the realm of *parent family firms’ and ‘new ventures’. First,
I focus on sponsorship mechanisms and sponsorship activities from parent family
firms to understand sponsorship as a process involving resource transfer between a
parent firm and one or more new ventures. Second, | briefly investigate whether parent
family firms transfer different types of capital and transfer capital differently to family
and non-family new ventures. Third, | propose a new construct in an entrepreneurial
habitus, with which only a parent family firm transfers lasting, transposable and
entrepreneurial dispositions to only family venture(s). Fourth, I propose that only
parent family firms gently steer or ‘nudge’ their family new venture(s) toward
opportunities and strategic resources. Finally, with entrepreneurial capital. | propose a
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theoretical model of munificence which illustrates how the parent family firm imbues
an entrepreneurial habitus over generations while it gently ‘nudges’ only family
ventures toward available opportunities and strategic resources.

The objective of this study is to explore family and family entrepreneurship and build
on previous work by exploring entrepreneurial behaviours, entrepreneurial processes,
entrepreneurial resources and entrepreneurial opportunities at family firms because
as Rogoff and Heck (2003: 233) note, family is, ““the oxygen that feeds

the fire of entrepreneurship.” By doing so this study contributes to the literature in
three different ways. First, through the concept of family entrepreneurship this study
attempts to untangle complex and long-term relationships that characterize family
and family business. Second, trans-generational entrepreneurship as a strategy for
succession may result in habitual entrepreneurship occurring at the family and family
firm level (Habbershon and Williams, 1999). Third, while research in the study of
entrepreneurship and family business has increased dramatically over the past
decade, there are still significant gaps in the literature (Bettinelli et al., 2017). This
gap 1s continually important to reduce, because as most firms are family businesses,
family business founders are entrepreneurs. The family business must continually
demonstrate entrepreneurial behaviours and processes throughout its life cycle (Hoy
& Sharma, 2010).

This thesis attends to Dyer and Handler’s (1994) call to integrate entrepreneurship
and family business research by understanding cognition, process and behaviour in
the family and non-family firm contexts and by investigating how parent family firms
mediate or moderate the relationship between their new ventures and their
environment by creating a resource-munificent context to increase legitimacy and
growth at the new ventures. Further, this thesis attends to McKelvie et al. (2014: 340)
who propose there is a need to increase research on corporate entrepreneurship
strategies in family business because, “family involvement can result in the
development of resources unique to family businesses™ and relevant to corporate
entrepreneurship within the family firm. As previously noted, Nordqvist and Melin
(2010) propose entrepreneurship in family firms as the firm-level entrepreneurial
attitudes and activities that occur when a family is considerably involved in an
established organization (Bettinelli et al., 2017). According to Randerson et al.
(2015: 146) corporate entrepreneurship in family businesses brings to light the
intersection where family business and entrepreneurship overlap, and they note,
“Recently, the intersection of family business and entrepreneurship research
has led to some interesting results that refer to analysis of corporate
entrepreneurship in family firms.”

The authors (2015) note several streams of research relevant to family business and
entrepreneurship in corporate entrepreneurship already exist in a resource-based view
in familiness, trans-generational entrepreneurship in entrepreneurial succession,
family entrepreneurial orientation (FEO) and value creation frameworks in resource
transfer (Habbershon and Williams, 1999, Habbershon et al., 2010, Zellweger et al.,
2010, Barney, 1991). In familiness Habbershon and Williams (1999) suggest a
resource-based framework for investigating the ‘“family stuff’ relevant to the family
firm. In trans-generational entrepreneurship Nordqvist and Zellweger (2010)
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combine a resource-based view in familiness with entrepreneurial behaviours in EO
and FEO in order to explore the entrepreneurial process in corporate entrepreneurship
and succession at business families across the globe. Their research efforts have
arguably sparked international collaboration in entrepreneurial family business
research manifested in the STEP Project and similar collaborative efforts (Nordqvist
et al., 2008). In the role of resources and the transfer of resources as drivers of
entrepreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship at family firms, Sieger et al. (2011)
found that a firm’s human capital, social capital and reputation were positively related
to portfolio entrepreneurship and that their relevance changed along the various
stages of the portfolio entrepreneurship process suggesting that varying levels of
resources play a part in venturing at the family firm.

Taken as a whole, this research is important because it proposes several factors that
make family firms more effective at generational influence, opportunity recognition,
resource transfer and new venture legitimacy; upon further testing, it may explain how
a family firm might remain entrepreneurial across multiple generations — especially,
as Jaskiewics et al. (2015: 32) suggest, the founder’s influence, “dissipates in later
generations.” This study introduces the construct of an entrepreneurial habitus to
account for long-lasting, transposable and entrepreneurial dispositions as a function of
systemic family and systemic family firm influence. This study attempts to benefit
from an integrated approach through a multi-level research agenda by taking
individual traits measured in constructs and approaching the traits in terms of their
social construction through in-depth interviews (Forson et al., 2014).

1.2  Key Concepts and Constructs

Below | describe the key concepts and constructs to which | continually refer in this
thesis. In the following chapters, I provide a more thorough analysis of each concept
along with a discussion of its significance.

= Abduction
In this study, abduction plays the role of explorer of viable paths toward a
discovery of meaning (Yu, 1994). Peirce (1998) noted that it is abduction — not
induction or deduction — that can help to unveil the internal structure of
meaning.

= Corporate Entrepreneurship

Wolcott and Lippitz (2007: 75) define corporate entrepreneurship as “the
process by which teams at an established company conceive, foster, launch and
manage a new business that is distinct from the parent company but leverages
the parent’s assets, market position, capabilities or other resources.” While
this study follows definition proposed by Wolcott and Lippitz (2007) there are
many and often conflicting definitions of corporate entrepreneurship in the
literature (Sharma and Chrisman, 2007).
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Fields

Fields are relational, dynamic social microcosms that include both the totality
of actors and organisations involved in an arena of social or cultural production
and the dynamic relationships among them (DiMaggio, 1979, De Clercq and
Voronov, 2009b, Bourdieu and Nice, 1977). In this study, | incorporate
Bourdieu’s (2005b) concept of a field in an organisational context to provide a
framework that distinguishes between dominant and dominated agents who
attempt to usurp, restrict or monopolize power.

Firm / Organisation

Stinchcombe (1965: 142) defines the organisation as “a set of stable social
relations deliberately created with the explicit intention of continuously
accomplishing some specific goals or purposes” (Stinchcombe, 1965). | use
Stinchcombe’s definition in this study, and | use the terms ‘firm’ and
‘organisation’ interchangeably.

o Parent

| use the term ‘parent’ in this study to imply a generative relationship
between a late-stage parent firm and an early-stage new venture (Reynolds et
al., 2000). This relationship may or may not include a transfer of resources.

o Parent Family Firm

This study follows Chua et al. (1999: 25) in defining a family business as
a “business governed and/or managed with the intention to shape and pursue
the vision of the business held by a dominant coalition controlled by members
of the same family or a small number of families in a manner that is potentially
sustainable across generations of the family or families.”

To operationalize the concept, | use the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
(GEM) definition of a family firm: “if there is an existing business in which
one or more family members, including by blood, marriage, or adoption,
together own and control more than 50% of the business” (Reynolds et al.,
2000).

Forms of Capital
| refer to Bourdieu’s (1986) conception of cultural, social, economic and
symbolic capital and to Becker’s (1974) human capital.

o Entrepreneurial Capital

| operationalize Firkin’s (2001, 2003) forms of entrepreneurial capital,
which combine constructs created by Bourdieu (1977) and Becker (1974).
Firkin’s (2003) forms of capital include economic, social, cultural and human
capital.

Legitimacy

Legitimacy is the appraisal of or consent to action in terms of shared or
common values in the social system (Parsons, 1960). Research suggests that
legitimacy is a resource that the new venture must acquire (Zimmerman and
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Zeitz, 2002). | use the term “legitimation’ in reference to the process by which
a new venture acquires legitimacy (Beetham, 1991).

New Venture

A venture is a structure including objective form and subjective dispositions
that may “bind time and space - conceptualized as including not only rules but
resources as well” (Giddens, 1979, Sewell, 1992). Gartner (1984) provides
context for a venture in the individual, environment, process and organisation.

To operationalize the term ‘new’, as in new venture or new business, this study
refers to the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor term for ‘new business’ as, “an
established business that has paid salaries, wages, or any other payments to the
owners of the firm for more 3 months but less than 42 months” (Reynolds et
al., 2000).

Paternalism

In this study, a policy or practice counts as paternalistic if it is selected with
the goal of influencing the choices of the affected parties. Paternalism suggests
a degree of both agency and coercion. Recent research suggests that ‘soft’
forms of paternalism exist within social structures.

o0 Asymmetric Paternalism

Paternalism is asymmetric if it creates large benefits for those who make
errors, while it imposes little harm to those who are fully rational (Camerer et
al., 2003).

0 Libertarian Paternalism

In some situations, an agent must make a choice that will affect the choice
or direction of others. If there is no coercion and the choice makes individuals
objectively ‘better off’, then the paternalism is libertarian in regards to power
(Thaler and Sunstein, 2003, Sunstein and Thaler, 2003).

0 Choice Architect

A choice architect is an individual or organisation that has the
responsibility for organising the context in which people make decisions.
According to Sunstein and Thaler (2014), choice architects are “self-
consciously attempting to move people in directions that will make their lives
better — they nudge.”

o Nudge

A ‘nudge’ in this study refers directly to libertarian or asymmetric
paternalism. It consists of any aspect of the choice architecture that alters
people’s behaviour in a particular way without coercion and without forbidding
options or significantly changing their economic incentives (Thaler Richard
and Sunstein Cass, 2008).
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Power

Power is the social construct that allows organisations and families to be
ranked relative to one another because they control substantial
resources/capital with which they may engage in political competition
(Stinchcombe, 1965). Bourdieu suggests that power is culturally and
symbolically created and re-legitimized through the interplay of agency and
structure (Bourdieu and Nice, 1977).

Resource / Capital

Throughout this study, | use the terms ‘resources’ and ‘capital’
interchangeably, and | reference Sewell’s (1992: 9) definition of resources as
“anything that can serve as a source of power in social interactions.”

Resource-based Theory

| use a resource-based view of the firm to include a range of financial and non-
financial assets a new venture may acquire and accumulate to overcome the
liability of newness and acquire legitimacy (Barney, 1991, Habbershon and
Williams, 1999, Firkin, 2001, Stinchcombe, 1965, Bourdieu, 1986).

Spinoff

A spinoff is “a new legal entity founded by one or more individuals seconded
or transferred (sometimes part-time) from a parent organisation” (De Cleyn
and Braet, 2009).

Sponsorship

Abercrombie and Hill (1976: 420) suggest that the concept of sponsorship is a
derivative of patronage. Sponsorship suggests the notion of a special
relationship with an individual of power and influence who protects the
sponsored entity from a hostile environment.

o0 Organisational Sponsorship

In this study, | reference Flynn’s (1988; 1993a; 1993b) construct of
organisational sponsorship, which he defines as the mediation of new
organisations and their environments through the application of new resources.

o0 Sponsorship Mechanisms

Sponsorship can buffer a new venture from its environment or serve as a
bridge to its environment. Buffering mechanisms protect a new venture and
limit its dependence on external resources (Hall, 1982). Bridging mechanisms
connect a venture to its environment providing connections, alignment and
legitimacy (Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002, Baum and Oliver, 1991).40T

0 Sponsorship Activities

Sponsorship activities buffer and/or bridge the new venture. Amezcua et
al. (2013: 1634) analyse sponsorship activities in the literature and consolidate
them into (1) networking activities, (2) field-building activities and (3) direct
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support activities. This study operationalizes Amezcua et al.’s (2013) forms of
sponsorship activities.

Networking links new ventures with external resource providers via structured
programs;
Field-building connects ventures to similar and new organisations in a field;

Direct support involves the direct transfer of knowledge, capital and labour to
new ventures.
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1.3  Background

Fewer than 50% of new ventures last more than 5 years, yet entrepreneurial new
venture activity remains an important source of new economic activity among nations
(Aldrich Howard and Ruef, 2006, Astrachan et al., 2003). Universities, governments
and organisations have established initiatives and incentives, including incubators and
accelerators, that support, nurture and protect new ventures. These initiatives and
incentives act as forms of sponsorship (Abercrombie and Hill, 1976a, Flynn, 1993a,
Flynn, 1993b). Sponsorship focuses on increasing the survival rates and decreasing the
exit rates of new ventures, and there is a general consensus around a causal model that
suggests that a resource-munificent context created via sponsorship decreases exit
rates (Castrogiovanni, 1991). However, there is a lack of clarity in the literature
concerning the heterogeneity of sponsorship types, contexts and environments.
Castrogiovanni (1991: 548) warns, ““Researchers should examine munificence
separately for each of several relevant resource pools or sub-environments wherever
possible.”” Yet since Flynn’s (1993a, 1993b) pioneering work on organisational
sponsorship, relatively little work has been conducted on resource transfer and
munificence as they relate to sponsorship.

One exception is the work by Amezcua et al. (2013) that focuses on the inter-
organisational phenomenon of sponsorship. Their study investigates the buffering and
bridging mechanisms at work in all contexts of sponsorship that allow new
organisations to acquire valuable resources and overcome a liability of newness
(Stinchcombe, 1965). They demonstrate that a ‘fit-based’ approach that accounts for
the heterogeneity of activities in the context of sponsorship and the heterogeneity of
environments more accurately predicts the success of sponsorship initiatives for new
ventures (Amezcua et al., 2013). In other words, they suggest that more munificence
does not equate to lower exit rates among new ventures. Amezcua et al. (2013: 1630)
focus their research on university incubators because they believe that university
incubators ““have achieved significant attention and considerable support as vehicles
for developing high potential firms.”” However, Cooper (1985) suggests that the role
of universities in the process of incubation appears to be less direct than is often
assumed, and it is business firms that have served as incubators in many industry
categories. Parent firms, whether family-owned or not, foster economic activity by
promoting and sponsoring entrepreneurial activity via new ventures (Astrachan et al.,
2003, Reynolds et al., 2000, Levie and Hart, 2008). Consequently, this study focuses
on the phenomenon of organisational sponsorship and how parent family firms
‘sponsor’ their new venture(s) toward legitimacy.

1.4  Research Gap and Research Questions

Though the concept of sponsorship is well established and the construct of
organisational sponsorship has become more established in the literature, researchers
have developed the concept in solitary contexts isolated from other forms of
sponsorship (Amezcua et al., 2013, Flynn, 1993a, Flynn, 1993b). Consequently, while
there is an abundance of research on individual types of sponsorship, including but not
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limited to venture capital, business incubation and franchising, Amezcua et al. (2013:
1646) note that, ““few attempts have been made to bridge the conversation by delving
deeper into the mechanisms of sponsorship more generally,”” to understand taken-for-
granted notions about the direct association between a resource-munificent
environment and new venture entry or exit rates within the context of venture capital,
new business incubation or franchising (see also Amezcua et al.,, 2013 and
Castrogiovanni, 1991). The result has been differentiation and fragmentation in the
ways organisational sponsorship actually works. As Amezcua et al. (2013: 1645) state,
“While the mechanisms are generally applicable to all types of sponsorship, the
empirical manifestations likely differ, depending on context.”” Consequently, there is a
gap in our understanding of how sponsorship manifests at parent family firms and their
new venture(s). Further, sponsorship among parent family firms is not well understood
from a process perspective. Do all parent family firms provide sponsorship? Do parent
family firms provide different types of sponsorship to different types of ventures?

This study addresses the hitherto unanswered questions of *how’ parent family firms
sponsor new ventures, ‘why’ they sponsor new ventures and ‘what’ resources they use
to sponsor them. It does so by delving into individual mechanisms (i.e., buffering and
bridging) and the associated activities (i.e., field-building, direct support, networking)
of organisational sponsorship, using a framework suggested by Amezcua et al. (2013).
I investigate the empirical manifestations of sponsorship in the context of new business
incubation at parent family firms. Amezcua et al. (2013) consider only the special case
of university incubators, yet organisational sponsorship also occurs when parent
family firms sponsor one or more new ventures (Flynn, 1993a, Flynn, 1993b). In this
study, I extend sponsorship theory from the realm of university incubators to the realm
of ‘parent family firms’ and their ‘new venture(s)’ to suggest that bridging and
buffering mechanisms, along with specific sponsorship activities, help only family
ventures acquire financial and non-financial resources to overcome a liability of
newness and acquire legitimacy (Amezcua et al., 2013, Stinchcombe, 1965).

Castrogiovanni (1991), Zimmerman and Zeitz (2002) and others suggest that an
intensive case study method might prove useful for a deep understanding of
munificence and legitimacy. Therefore, this study uses an intensive case study method
among five parent family firms with family ventures and two parent family firms with
non-family ventures located in the UK and the US to answer the following research
questions:

RQ1: How do parent family firms sponsor family and non-family venture(s), and do
they sponsor them differently?

RQ2: How do they transfer different types of capital/resources to their new ventures,
and do they transfer capital/resources to different types of ventures differently?

I ask research question (1) to determine how parent family firms provide organisational
sponsorship to their new venture(s) — both family and non-family ventures, and | ask
whether they sponsor different types of ventures differently. | ask research question
(2) to understand how the sponsorship process works at parent family firms and how
it differs between family and non-family ventures. These research questions establish
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a framework for understanding entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and entrepreneurial
legacy (EL) from a process perspective (Miller, 1983, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996,
Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a). If there is EO at the parent family firm, how does the
entrepreneur become ‘oriented’? If the parent family firm benefits from an
entrepreneurial legacy, what dispositions and resources are transferred and how are
they transferred to the entrepreneur (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a,
Bourdieu, 1986)?

1.5 Research Design and Methods

Few empirical studies have attempted to investigate organisational sponsorship by a
family firm as a process by which a new venture overcomes the liability of newness
and acquires legitimacy (Stinchcombe, 1965). In addition, few studies have attempted
to investigate whether parent family firms sponsor different types of new ventures in
different ways. Over many years, academic research in strategy and entrepreneurship
has tended to focus on the numbers, evolving into what Pettigrew (1992: 5) describes
as ““‘an exercise in comparative statistics” rather than an investigation into the
processual nature of corporate entrepreneurship, incubation and sponsorship (see also
(Corbett et al., 2013)817). In this study, I consider epistemological, philosophical and
methodological questions as well as assessing and analysing the data (Crotty, 1998,
Creswell et al., 2003). My research was driven largely by the question of ‘why’ parent
family firms sponsor their venture(s) and ‘how’ parent family firms sponsor their
venture(s). The exploratory nature of the study required data collection methods that
include questionnaires, interviews, observations and archives. These combined data
collection methods made it possible to use triangulation to substantiate my research
propositions and proposed model (Eisenhardt, 1989). To make sure | understood the
phenomenon of organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation,
| drew from a selection of seven firms to collect abductive data.

To give a detailed perspective on how sponsorship activities vary at parent family
firms, | chose a micro-level abductive and interpretive approach to investigate the
theory relating parent firm typology, resource transfer, munificence, sponsorship,
forms of capital and legitimacy and to suggest a model for testing around
organisational sponsorship, entrepreneurial capital and the legitimacy of new ventures
(Gephart, 2004, Flynn, 1993b, Flynn, 1993a, Meyer and Rowan, 1977, Bourdieu,
1986, Eisenhardt, 1989). This approach is often applied to historical events to identify
chronological structure and causal relationships over time (Kimberly and Bouchikhi,
1995, Suddaby and Greenwood, 2009).

Because sociologists attempt to uncover social structures in hierarchies and explain
social space and asymmetries, | chose several sociological theories to guide me on
both an ontological and epistemological level and to ground my research in my
investigation of what structure is, what social structures exist, why they exist and what
might interfere with my analysis or interpretation of them. Because | believe
interference by the sociologist in the design, gathering, interpretation and analysis of
the data is dangerous, | chose a philosophy of social constructionism supported by a
reflexive sociology as an integral part of my examination of the ‘epistemological
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unconscious’ and the “social organization’ of the disciplines because | believe there
might be the possibility of interference by the researcher in the design, gathering,
interpretation and analysis of the data (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992, Ozbilgin et al.,
2005). As part of this effort, | strove to judge each context by effectively removing the
sociologist from sociology, because, as Bourdieu (1977: 10) notes:

[1]t is not sufficient for anthropology to break with native experience and the
native representation of that experience; it has to make a second break and
question the presuppositions inherent in the position of an outside observer,
who in his preoccupation with interpreting practices, is inclined to introduce
in the object the principles of his relation to the object, as is attested by the
special importance he assigns to communicative functions.

Given my personal involvement in the green industry over many years, it was often
difficult to remove myself from the conversation while conducting semi-structured
interviews over a period of 36 months. However, | believe it was my association with
the green industry field combined with my ability to, as Bourdieu (1992: 10) notes,
“break with native experience”” which provided unusual depth and guidance.

Over a period of 36 months, | conducted 55 interviews at seven firms in the UK and
the US with CEQs, family owners, family members, employees and industry experts.
To organise and analyse the qualitative data, create case histories and tables and link
data to a particular case, | used NVIVO software. Within and cross-case analyses were
performed to induce propositions, and | collected additional data from archival
publications, documentation and personal histories to ensure the consistency and
quality of the data. In addition, | chose family firms entering at least their third
generation to control for founder influence at parent family firms.

Initially my research consisted of a “pilot’ case study that looked at trans-generational
entrepreneurship at a US parent family firm with several new ventures created over
three generations. The creation of this case study allowed me to see patterns in the data
that suggested that family firms might be proactive and strategic in how they created
and sponsored their new ventures. | refined this case study over a period of 24 months
with additional interviews and data collected from a wider circle of family members
and critical players. This case study contributed to refining my data collection,
especially pertaining to the content and process to be followed in later cases (Yin,
1981). The subsequent ‘main’ case study (Case A) represents 36 months of a combined
compilation of semi-structured interviews among family members at a single-family
firm who had founded more than eleven new ventures over three generations.

I conducted my analysis in six steps. First, | conducted a search of the green industry
field and construction field to find firms which had engaged in corporate
entrepreneurship activities. This data set of seven firms included individuals trying to
start both family and non-family new ventures. Second, | structured case study data
into an event history database to present a chronology of events and details about the
parent family firm and its venture(s) (Garud and Rappa, 1994). Third, through coding
and textual analysis of individual interviews, I identified the mechanisms used by the
parent family firm to bridge the new ventures to the environment and/or buffer the new
ventures from the environment (Gephart, 2004, Baum and Oliver, 1991, Zimmerman
and Zeitz, 2002, Hall, 1982). Fourth, | dug more deeply into the coding and textual
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analysis to investigate whether specific sponsorship activities were associated with
buffering and bridging mechanisms. In line with the literature on sponsorship activities
associated with buffering and bridging mechanisms, | looked for activities of field-
building, networking and direct support (Amezcua et al., 2013). Fifth, | separated
codes into dispositions imbued by the parent family firm to its new venture(s) and
munificence transferred by the parent family firm to its new venture(s). I searched for
codes that reflected dispositions in an EO and EL (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996,
Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a). | also searched for codes that reflected organisational
sponsorship in field-building, networking and direct support activities (Amezcuaet al.,
2013). In both searches | documented data in uncategorised dispositions and
uncategorised munificence for further analysis.

1.6  Structure of the Dissertation

This chapter has introduced the general concepts and constructs associated with this
research on the intra-organisational phenomenon of organisational sponsorship and the
question of how parent family firms sponsor their new venture(s). In this chapter, |
described gaps in the organisational sponsorship literature, briefly described the key
concepts and constructs of this study, listed the study’s research questions and
identified my research design and methodology.

Chapter Two reviews the literature in three parts. First, | review the literature on family
firms and their definition in the literature. There are many other definitions, but for
this study | operationalize the term ‘parent family firm’ using a Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) measure originally developed for the Raymond
Family Institute that defines the family firm as,

““an existing business that the respondents and one or more family members,
including by blood, marriage, or adoption, together owns and control more
than 50% of the business™ (Astrachan et al., 2002).

Second, | review the literature on ventures and venturing which, according to Gartner
(1986) is synonymous with the definition of the new organisation. For this study I use
the Strategic Planning Institute (SPI) (1978: 2) definition for a new venture to suggest
the new organisation must be an independent entity, or a new profit centre within a
company that has other established businesses. Third, I review the literature on social
space and social structures to present a framework for this study in the seminal work
of Pierre Bourdieu. Bourdieu (1973, 1977) outlines the search by individuals to
competitively accumulate cultural resources which establish the asymmetries upon
which social class and distinctions are based, and he argues that symbolic systems are
anchored in pre-existing culture — they shape our understanding of reality by
influencing our interactions and communications (Bourdieu and Nice, 1977,
DiMaggio, 1979). Further, individuals multiply and intensify symbolic systems and
asymmetries in order to increase their power over a field. | also review the literature
on ‘habitus’ and forms of capital within social spaces and social structures as each
concept relates to what Bourdieu (1977: 37) refers to as “aces in the pack™ and what
Wacquant (1993: 19) definitively calls “power over the field.”
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Chapter Three reviews the literature on old and new concepts and constructs of
paternalism, patronage and sponsorship. | start my review by presenting Abercrombie
and Hill (1976) and others who concisely define each concept of paternalism,
patronage and the associated concept of sponsorship. Next, | review the literature on
organizational sponsorship and reference the work of Flynn (1993a,b). For a review of
organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation, I frequently refer
to Amezcua et al. (2013) who hypothesize that resource munificence from
organisational sponsorship does not necessarily guarantee new venture survival. To
provide a framework for analysis, the authors suggest that parent organisations provide
sponsorship mechanisms and associated activities with which to sponsor new
organisations. In the following sections | review the literature on entrepreneurial
attitudes or dispositions in an entrepreneurial orientation (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996)
and entrepreneurial legacy (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a) at family and non-family firms.
Further, 1 review behavioural economics and legal theory to understand whether
‘sponsorship’ is the appropriate term for consideration of organisational sponsorship
in the context of new business incubation. Specifically, | review Thaler and Sunstein
(2003) who propose the construct of libertarian paternalism in a ‘nudge’ and Camerer
(2003) who proposes a similar construct in asymmetric paternalism. In the following
section, | review the literature on resource-based theory and forms of capital at the
firm (Firkin, 2001, Barney, 1991). Finally, | present a summary of dispositions and
resources at the parent family firm.

Chapter Four presents the study’s research philosophy, research design and research
setting. In this chapter, | report on the procedures used to gather, collect and measure
the data. Further, I discuss issues with respect to the quality of the data collected and
the ethical considerations around collecting data. Chapter Five reports the results of
my analysis after data collection, transcription and organisation. This chapter
summarizes individual cases as they relate to the thesis topic. Chapter Six presents an
analysis of the individual cases and a thematic structure that fits the data into
organisational nodes relevant to this study. Chapter Seven offers a discussion of the
data and presents a synthesis of the findings. It discusses applications of the findings
relevant to the literature on entrepreneurship, family business, entrepreneurial
approaches to succession, strategic management and general management. Finally
Chapter Eight discusses practical implications for entrepreneurs, family businesses
and policy makers. This chapter also presents the limitations of the study and makes
suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO - THEORETICAL UNDERPINNING

2.1 Introduction to the Chapter

The previous chapter presented an introduction to the thesis topic of organisational
sponsorship in the context of new business incubation while it also introduced research
gaps and questions for investigation and analysis. The previous chapter also offered a
brief overview of research design and methods while it also presented the reader with
the structure of the dissertation. This chapter continues the literature review with
references to typology, theory and context of family firms, ventures and venturing as
well as social spaces and social structures to familiarize the reader with the existing
literature on topics which provide the framework for this dissertation.

2.2  Typology, Theory and Context of Family Firms

A firm is a business organisation that exists to make profits, and the general theory of
the firm suggests that it exists to maximize profits (Penrose and Pitelis, 2002). In this
study, I use the terms “firm’, ‘company’, ‘business’ and ‘organisation’ interchangeably
in reference to an organisation that exists to maximize profits. The GEM definition of
afirmis,

. an established business that has paid salaries, wages, or any other
payments to the owners of the firm for more than 42 months™ (Reynolds et al.,
2000).

The GEM definition suggests that the firm exists not only to make profits but to also
pay salaries and wages to owners and employees. Consequently, it is in the best interest
of those who are owning and managing a functioning business to maximize profits and
sustain operations into the future.

| use the term “parent’ to denote an established firm of business in existence for more
than 42 months that begets a new business venture with similar knowledge and
resources available to that parent firm. Organisations can become parent firms by
many different means, but the most common ways are through the acquisition of
smaller companies, spinoff of subsidiaries or the creation of new venture(s) (Chrisman
etal., 2007).

This study attends to the type of resource capital that a parent family firm imbues to
its new venture(s) to suggest that parent family firms sponsor their new ventures
differently. However, | distinguish between family ventures and non-family ventures
to investigate the type and level of sponsorship activity, and | investigate the process
by which parent family firms imbue resources to family and non-family ventures. In
the following sections, | discuss the literature that supports this distinction.
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Definition of the Family Firm

Family businesses provide a winning mix of social, economic, cultural and symbolic
capital that gives them unique characteristics of structure and stability (Firkin, 2001,
Astrachan and Shanker, 2003). A popular definition by Chua et al. (1999: 25), which
I use in this study, defines the family firm as,

*“... a business governed and/or managed with the intention to shape and
pursue the vision of the business held by a dominant coalition controlled by
members of the same family or a small number of families in a manner that is
potentially sustainable across generations of the family or families.”

Family firms’ structure and stability allow them to take the risks necessary to start new
businesses and create employment (Astrachan et al., 2003, Davis and Tagiuri, 1989,
Litz, 1995).

While there are many other definitions in the literature that reflect the various
complexities and contexts in which family businesses are born, thrive and survive, in
this study | operationalize the term ‘parent family firm’ using a Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) measure originally developed by Astrachan et al.
(2002: 3) for the Raymond Family Institute that defines the family firm as,

“... anexisting business that the respondents and one or more family members,
including by blood, marriage, or adoption, together owns and control more
than 50% of the business.”

This GEM measure defines a business owned and managed by a nuclear family or
small group of families as a family business (Chrisman et al., 2003b, Reynolds et al.,
1999).

While there appears to be agreement among scholars that a business owned and
managed by a nuclear family is a family business, there is disagreement about what
makes a family business unique. Researchers believe that family firms exist because
of the economic and non-economic value created through the combination of family
and business systems (Chrisman et al., 2003a, Habbershon et al., 2003, Chrisman et
al., 2005). However, family members shape the family business in a way that the
family members of executives in non-family firms do not and cannot (Chua et al.,
1999, Lansberg, 1983). Chua et al. (1999) suggest two approaches to defining a firm
as a family business: according to the ‘components of involvement’ and according to
its ‘essence’. The ‘components of involvement’ approach means that family
involvement in the business is what makes a family business different from a non-
family business. A different approach based on ‘essence’ suggests that family
involvement is only a necessary condition, and two firms with the same degree of
family involvement may not both be family firms if either lacks intention, vision,
familiness and/or the behaviour that constitutes the essence of family business
(Chrisman et al., 2005, Habbershon et al., 2003, Chua et al., 1999). In this study, it is
the “‘essence’ of family business that provides the theoretical basis for investigating the
typology, sponsorship, resources and legitimacy of the family firms and new
venture(s) associated with it.
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An additional question is how to distinguish firms that are family-owned but not
managed by family, or family-managed but not family-owned. Further, there is the
question of ownership as it relates to the definition of a family firm. If a firm is wholly
owned by a family but treated as a passive portfolio investment, is it a family business?
As Chua et al. (1999) suggest, some firms behave like a family firm managed by a
nuclear family and some do not, but it is necessary to make a distinction to study family
firms. In this study, Case B for example, is a parent family firm majority-owned by a
nuclear family but managed by a non-family agent. It is my determination and the
determination of the family that Case B is a family business, based on the components
of its involvement and essence. | determine that Case C is a family firm based on both
components of involvement and essence, but the firm has created new ventures that
are both family-owned and non-family-owned. As a result, Case C may be classified
as a parent family firm, but it attends to resource transfer like a parent family firm in
accordance with the venture type.

Framework for Assessing Parent Family Firms and Their New Venture(s)

This study examines the transfer of resources from a parent family firm to its new
venture(s) — both family and non-family ventures. A firm’s resources include all of the
assets, capabilities, organisational processes, firm attributes, information, knowledge,
etc. controlled by a firm (Barney, 1991). While a parent firm’s resources may function
as strengths that it can use to conceive and implement strategies, the new venture seeks
to accumulate resources in an attempt to overcome a liability of newness and acquire
legitimacy (Porter, 1981, Stinchcombe, 1965).

Resources underlie the sustained competitive advantage of organisations such that (1)
the firms within an industry may be heterogeneous with respect to the strategic
resources they control, and (2) the resources may not be perfectly mobile across firms
(Barney, 1991). A resource-based view (RBV) of the firm includes resources and
forms of capital that are valuable, rare, imitable and substitutable and that protect the
firm from environmental threats (Alvarez and Busenitz, 2001, Barney, 1991). Based
on Barney’s (1991) assumptions that strategic resources are heterogeneously
distributed across firms and these differences are stable over time, he suggests a link
between firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. The RBV model of the
firm examines the implications of both assumptions in order to analyse the sources of
sustained competitive advantage. The RBV of the firm suggests that all firms attempt
to protect themselves from environmental threats. However, an established
organisation attempts to protect itself from environmental threats to achieve a
sustained competitive advantage, while a new venture seeks protection from
environmental threats to overcome a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy
among shareholders (Barney, 1991, Stinchcombe, 1965).

While this study references an RBV framework for assessing the firm, it focuses on
the process by which a parent family firm transfers different types and levels of
resources to a new venture to ‘buffer’ it from environmental threats or to ‘bridge’ it to
resources. Further, the parent family firm may enact the activities associated with the
buffering and bridging mechanisms, including field-building, networking and direct
support, to imbue resources into their new ventures (Amezcua et al., 2013). An
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explanation of why a parent family firm might activate mechanisms and associated
activities to transfer resources to a new venture might seem somewhat redundant, since
a new venture needs all the help it can get to overcome a liability of newness; however,
Amezcua et al. (2013) suggest that resource munificence does not always improve the
chances of new venture survival; in fact, it might increase exit rates. While there is an
apparent competitive advantage conferred by transferring resources from the parent
family firm to their new venture(s), the transfer is conditional on how resources get
transferred.

2.3  Typology, Theory and Context of Ventures and Venturing
Entrepreneurship is often considered to be within the purview of individuals, since it
is often associated with the creation of something new and innovative (Lumpkin and
Dess, 1996, Kilby, 1971). Alternatively, entrepreneurship is considered to be within
the purview of small businesses and corporations (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990). More
recently, entrepreneurship has been considered in the context of the parent family firm
in the form of trans-generational entrepreneurship (Habbershon and Williams, 1999,
Zahra and Sharma, 2004, Nordqvist et al., 2008).

As Lumpkin (1996: 138) suggests, new entry or venturing is ““the essential act of
entrepreneurship and is primarily a firm-level phenomenon.” New entry or venturing
may refer to actions initiated by individuals, small businesses, units of large
corporations or parent firms, including parent family firms (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996).
New entry or venturing may materialize as part of a start-up organisation, through an
existing firm or, as Burgelman (1983) suggests, by ‘internal corporate venturing’. This
study follows Schumpeter (1942), who argued that entrepreneurship is dominated by
firms with more resources to devote to the act of innovation. In consequence, this study
analyses entrepreneurship at the firm/business unit level in the form of venturing at a
parent firm.

Ventures and Venturing
This study shares Gartner’s (1985: 697) perspective that,

*“... there are many different kinds of entrepreneur and many ways to be one,
and that the firms they create vary enormously as do the environments they
create them in.”

Figure 2.1 presents Gartner’s (1985: 698) framework for describing new venture
creation across four dimension — individual, environment, organisation and process.

Figure 2.1: Gartner's Framework for Describing New Venture Creation

INDIVIDUAL(S)

ENVIRONMENT _-= - ORGANIZATION

PROCESS

Source: Gartner (1985)
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Researchers must consider how one new venture differs from another and how
different combinations of variables make up each new venture (Van de Ven et al.,
1984). This study attends to the different combination of resources that allow the new
venture to overcome a liability of newness and achieve sustained competitive
advantage from within a parent family firm.

Definitions of the venture and venture creation often limit propositions to how all
things entrepreneurial differ from all things non-entrepreneurial (Gartner, 1985). This
duality, according to Giddens (1976), suggests a structure that opposes rather than
presupposes. While Giddens (1976) only warns about the dangers of duality, Bourdieu
(1977: 4) proposes that,

“... the objective-subjective duality might be overcome given a thorough
investigation of objective structures and subjective dispositions within which
these structures are actualized and which tend to reproduce them.”

Accordingly, Bourdieu (1977: 4) establishes a “third way’” by introducing the concept
of habitus that escapes from ““the ritual either/or choice between objectivism and
subjectivism in which the social sciences have allowed themselves to be trapped.”
Fowler (1997: 17) notes that Bourdieu ““locates the role of objective structures in
setting limits to agents’ choice of goals as well as blinkering their perceptions of
reality.” Sewell (1992: 4) also warns of the dangers of duality, but he suggests that
any structure (e.g., entrepreneurship or venturing) “must be regarded as a process —
not as a steady state.” | suggest in this study that the venture is a structure including
objective form and subjective dispositions that may, according to Sewell (1992: 6),
“bind time and space, [and] it must be conceptualized as including not only rules but
resources as well”” (Giddens, 1979).

According to Gartner, the definition of the new venture is synonymous with the
definition of the new organisation. The Strategic Planning Institute (SPI) (1978: 2)
suggests the new organisation must be an independent entity, or a new profit centre
within a company that has other established businesses, or a joint venture that satisfies
the following criteria:

i.  founders must acquire expertise in products, process, market and/or
technology;
ii.  results are expected beyond the year in which the investment is
made;
ii.  itis considered a new market entrant by its competitors;
iv. itisregarded as a new source of supply by its potential customers.

This definition is important because (1) it recognizes that individuals within the
organisation have expertise, (2) the organisation evolves over a period of time —
typically beyond a year, (3) the new venture is recognized within the context of its
environment, and (4) it is forced to seek out resources (Gartner, 1985). In this study, I
attend to all four points. With regard to the first point, I investigate the transfer and
munificence of resources in the context of a parent family firm’s incubation of a new
venture, thus satisfying the condition that individuals within the organisation have
and/or gain expertise. Referencing the second point, | investigate the evolution of the
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parent family firm and the new venture over time, and | operationalize the parent firm
using GEM definitions that satisfy the second condition. Referencing the third point, |
investigate the field of family business and individuals operating and creating new
ventures in the green industry field and construction field. Finally, | refer to
Stinchcombe (1965) to suggest that the new venture must overcome a liability and
acquire legitimacy; it does so by seeking out resources. Consequently, the definition
of the new venture is synonymous with the SPI definition of a joint venture, and this
study references the SPI definition of a joint venture in reference to the creation of a
new venture from within a parent family firm.

For this study, | operationalize the terms ‘new venture’ and ‘new business’ using the
GEM definition to suggest that a new venture is,

“... a running business that has paid salaries, wages, or any other payments
to the owners for more than three months, but not more than 42 months”
(Reynolds et al., 2000).

Critical to this study and referenced within the GEM operationalized definitions is the
suggestion that the individual entrepreneur and the new venture are more or less the
same in terms of the resources they possess and the resources they must acquire to
overcome a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy (Reynolds et al., 2000,
Stinchcombe, 1965).

Corporate Venturing

As Sharma and Chrisman (2007) suggest there are many and varied definitions that
refer to the process of creating a new business from within an established firm. These
terms include corporate venturing (Parsons, 1960), internal corporate venturing
(Burgelman, 1983), corporate entrepreneurship (Jennings and Lumpkin, 1989, Zahra,
1991), internal corporate entrepreneurship (Schollhammer, 1982) and intrapreneurship
(Pinchot 111, 1985), to name a few. While they all may seem to refer to the same animal
with different stripes, subtle and strategic differences differentiate the terms and
suggest a hierarchy of terminologies. This study investigates sponsorship in the
context of new business incubation at a parent family firm. In other words, this study
investigates sponsorship in the context of corporate entrepreneurship, more narrowly
defined as internal and external corporate venturing. It does not investigate strategic
renewal at the parent organisation.

The academic literature investigating the creation of new organisations within
established firms arguably surfaced when Peterson and Berger (1971) introduced it as
a strategy and leadership style adopted by large organisations to cope with increasing
levels of market turbulence (Peterson and Berger, 1971, Sakhdari, 2016). However, it
wasn’t until the 1980s that corporate entrepreneurship research and all its variations
became a topic of continued academic interest (Burgelman, 1983; Miller, 1983;
Pinchot, 1985). Initially, the concept of corporate entrepreneurship as a stand-alone
topic of research had a mixed reception because it was never differentiated from the
phenomena of innovation, new product development and renewal (Corbett et al.,
2013). Guth and Ginsberg (1990) and, more recently, Wolcott and Lippitz (2007) have
provided a widely agreed-on definition of corporate entrepreneurship and delineated
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the academic approach to research on the birth of new businesses within established
organisations (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990, Wolcott and Lippitz, 2007). Figure 2.2
depicts Guth and Ginsberg’s (1990: 7) suggestion that the de novo development of new
businesses within established firms is a process of corporate entrepreneurship; the
renewal of the key ideas on which organisations are built also reflects a process of
corporate entrepreneurship.

Figure 2.2: Research Framework for Corporate Entrepreneurship
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Corporate entrepreneurship thus encompasses (1) the birth of new businesses within
existing organisations (i.e., corporate venturing) and (2) the transformation of
organisations through the renewal of the key ideas on which they are built (i.e.,
strategic renewal) (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990). According to Sharma (2007), a typology
of the literature suggests that separate concepts of corporate venturing and strategic
renewal exist within the broad category of corporate entrepreneurship. Each concept
may stand alone depending on context, and Sharma and Chrisman (2007: 93) note that
strategic renewal and corporate venturing connote changes in either the strategy or the
structure of an existing corporation; the difference between the two is that,

““corporate venturing involves the creation of new businesses whereas
strategic renewal leads to the reconfiguration of existing businesses within a
corporate setting.”

This study examines only corporate venturing that results in the creation of
organisational entities within a parent family firm. Corporate venturing includes
dimensions and examples of internal and external corporate venturing. The dimensions
of internal corporate venturing, according to Sharma and Chrisman (2007), include
structural autonomy, the degree of relatedness, the extent of innovation and the nature
of sponsorship, while examples of external corporate ventures include joint ventures,
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spinoffs and venture capital initiatives. The hierarchy of terminology suggested by
Sharma and Chrisman (2007) in Figure 2.3 summarizes each concept.

Figure 2.3: Hierarchy of Corporate Entrepreneurship Terminology
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Source: Sharma and Chrisman (2007)

Corporate Venturing at Parent Firms

As previously stated, this study investigates sponsorship in the context of internal and
external corporate venturing at parent family firms; in other words, this study
investigates the process of corporate venturing and how it works at parent family firms.
The level of analysis is the parent family firm, since, as Miller (1983: 770) states,

“The entrepreneurial role stressed by Schumpeter . . . is socially vital but it
can be performed by entire organisations which are decentralized” (Miller,
1983).

To survive and transition, firms must engage in continuous cycles of internal creative
destruction (Schumpeter, 1942; Sharma and Manikutty, 2005). Covin and Slevin
(1991) suggest that the entrepreneurship paradigm may extend to the firm, and Zahra
(1991) argues that entrepreneurship within a firm is part of its ““generative capability.”
Therefore, entrepreneurship is a driving force for renewal as part of a firm’s internal
generative capability (Zahra, 2005). Generative capabilities may determine the
longevity and dynastic succession of the family firm; failure to initiate a ‘generative
capability’ may lead to what Miller (1993: 116) refers to as “strategic simplicity”
(Miller, 1993; Zahra, 2005). Strategic simplicity suggests a comfort level present at
most organisations in which cultures, systems and routines narrow to “mirror the
views and practices of a single group™ (Miller, 1993). According to Miller (1993:
274), “simplicity may trigger ultimate failure” at such an organisation. While the
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organisation is the unit of analysis for Miller and for this study, it would not be a leap
to suggest that the parent family firm as an organisation may exhibit the characteristics
of ‘strategic simplicity’ that might signal its demise (Sharma and Manikutty, 2005).
However, Patel and Fiet (2011) argue that family firms are in a better position than
other firms to discover new opportunities that exploit existing resources, while Sharma
and Salvato (2011: 1201) suggest that long-lived family firms ““explore new
opportunities while simultaneously exploiting the ones they already discovered or
created.”

Corporate Venturing at Parent Family Firms

This study contributes to an ever increasing scholarly interest in research integrating
entrepreneurship and family business because for a long period, each field developed
independently (Nordqvist and Melin, 2010). While Patel & Fiet (2011: 1180) note
that,

“The unique positioning of a family firm allows it to engage in a more
systematic practice of innovation than can be accomplished by a non-family
firm,”

Nordqvist and Melin (2010: 214) further specify,

“We can identify two separate, yet related dimensions that are important in the
study of entrepreneurship and family businesses — the dimensions of the
entrepreneurial family and the entrepreneurial family business.

Kellermanns et al (2006: 809) note that family firms must develop an entrepreneurial
mind-set and be willing to pursue opportunities through organisational change, and the
authors state that, ““entrepreneurial activities promote the continuity and success of
the family firm by contributing to growth in employment and wealth” (Kellermanns,
2006: 809). Further, Eddleston, Kellermanns and Zellweger (2012) contribute to the
literature on corporate entrepreneurship at family firms by suggesting stewardship
culture determinants positively affect corporate entrepreneurship at family firms.

Framework for Assessing Parent Family Firms and Their New Ventures

Determination must be made in this study to understand where the parent firm ends
and the new venture begins. GEM views entrepreneurship as a process rather than as
an event, and new business activity in venturing may be manifested in
entrepreneurship (Reynolds et al., 2000). Further, GEM collects data on the
proportion of individuals (1) expecting to start a new business, (2) actively trying to
start a business, (3) running their own young business, (4) running their own
established business, or (5) who have recently closed a business (Reynolds et al.,
2000).

While nascent entrepreneurs according to GEM expect to own a share of the business
they are starting, they must not have paid wages or salaries for more than three months.
Alternatively, new business owners act as owner-managers of a new business that has
paid wages or salaries for more than three month but less than 42 months (Reynolds et
al., 2000).
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While it is difficult to classify individuals as nascent entrepreneurs or new business
entrepreneurs in a study situated in the context of parent family and parent non-family
firms, this study considers only active managers of new business that has paid wages
or salaries for more than 3 months but less than 42 months while operating at the parent
firm.

Spinoff and Spin-out Ventures

Spinoff and spin-out ventures often reflect the dynamics of external corporate
ventures, and this study investigates spinoffs and spin-outs in the context of new
business incubation. However, there is some confusion in the literature between the
definitions of a spin-out and a spinoff; according to the literature, both are a distinctive
class of entrepreneurial entrants that inherit knowledge from public or commercial
incumbents through their founders (Agarwal et al., 2004). Spinouts are existing
entrepreneurial ventures by ex-employees of an incumbent firm and concern the
separation of an existing entity from the parent firm. Spinouts reflect a type of
corporate restructuring that occurs when a corporation breaks off parts or divisions of
itself to form a new corporation. The new company that is spun out typically brings
with it some of the parent company's assets and equipment. When a parent firm has a
stake in the equity of the newly formed company, the United States Securities and
Exchange Commission (SEC) determines that the new venture is a spinout company.

In contrast, a spinoff is a type of divestiture that includes the creation of an independent
company through the sale or distribution of new shares of an existing business or
division of a parent company. For the purposes of this study, I use the definition
proposed by De Cleyn and Braet (2009: 2): a spinoff is ““a new legal entity founded by
one or more individuals seconded or transferred (sometimes part-time) from a parent
organisation.” New ventures are completely new entrepreneurial ventures created
outside an existing organisation, and spinoff ventures can originate from either
academic research institutions or from business organisations. Wright et al. (2007)
distinguish among three types of spinoffs: (1) the venture capital-backed spinoff, (2)
the prospector spinoff and (3) the lifestyle spinoff. The authors argue that VVC-backed
spinoffs look mainly for investor acceptance and prioritize value creation and the
tradability of their assets over selling products or services in the short term; lifestyle
spinoffs typically seek market acceptance, and they usually bootstrap and look for
minimal costs and a fast time to break even; finally, prospector spinoffs seek investor
acceptance, market acceptance, or both (Wright et al., 2007)..

There is significant heterogeneity in types of new ventures; the best known among
spinoff types is arguably the academic research spinoff from a public research
organisation (PRO); such spinoffs originate from research institutions that wish to
commercialize their research results (Pirnay and Surlemont, 2003). The main
characteristic of the direct transfer spinoff is the formal transfer of a patent or
intellectual property from the parent institution to the spinoff venture (Yencken et al.,
2002). Closely related to the direct research spinoff investigated by Amezcua et al.
(2013) is the “tacit knowledge spinoff’, in which a new company is created out of and
with the support of a parent organisation. De Clyn and Braet (2009: 12) suggest that
with the tacit knowledge spinoff, there is no formal transfer of intellectual property or
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patents, and this type of spinoff primarily focuses on providing services.
Consequently, the investment in machinery and equipment is typically low, but
training and education costs are usually high (Pirnay and Surlemont, 2003, De Cleyn
and Braet, 2009). While this study extends theory proposed by Amezcua et al. (2013),
it investigates the business incubation of a tacit knowledge spinoff by a parent family
firm.

Family Business Spinoff Context

Family businesses create new businesses (Astrachan and Shanker, 2003). The GEM
UK 2014 data suggests that a family business background significantly increases (1)
the likelihood that an individual knows someone else who has started a business in the
last two years, (2) the likelihood that an individual believes there will be good
opportunities to start a business in the local area in the next 6 months and (3) the
likelihood that an individual believes that he or she has the skills, knowledge and
experience to start a business. It also (4) significantly lowers the fear of failure,
conditional on seeing opportunities (Levie, 2015). The GEM UK data report for the 3-
year period between 2012 and 2014 that 20% of new business owner/managers, 10%
of nascent business entrepreneurs and 13% of established business owner/managers in
the UK starting a new business reported that their business was developed by or
separated from an existing business controlled within their family. The equivalent
percentages for Scotland were 20%, 14% and 17% (Levie, 2015). The GEM UK 2015
data also report that these effects are stronger if the individual has worked in the family
business (Hart et al., 2015).

2.4 Typology, Theory and Context of Social Space and Social Structures

This section categorises and explains several theories on social space and social
structures. Bourdieu (1977) argues that all human action and interaction are interest-
driven and profit-driven, regardless of context, because individuals attempt to
maximize the accumulation of resources to acquire symbolic profits; their social
struggles to accumulate resources may increase their social standing and power over
the field. Therefore, the search by individuals to competitively accumulate cultural
resources establishes the asymmetries upon which social class and distinctions are
based, and he argues that symbolic systems are anchored in pre-existing culture — they
shape our understanding of reality by influencing our interactions and communications
(Bourdieu and Nice, 1977, DiMaggio, 1979). Further, individuals multiply and
intensify symbolic systems and asymmetries in order to increase their power over a
field. As such, language, knowledge, networks, skills, financial capital, etc. which
have been imbued to the individual via families, groups and/or institutions over years
or generations, allow the individual to increase his/her economic and cultural capital
while consolidating his power over a field at the expense of individuals without the
codes or dispositions to make possible the acquisition of cultural and/or economic
capital (DiMaggio, 1979). To understand this discriminatory system, Bourdieu (1977)
introduces the ancient Greek notion of ‘habitus’ to define the transfer of schemes
which allow divisions and power hierarchies in social space and social structures.
Bourdieu suggests in an interview with Wacquant (1993: 19) that discriminatory
practices at France’s Grand Ecoles lead not only to a cultural elite with favoured status
but a system of practices and structures which reproduces ‘differences and distances’
for children from this class.
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“I suspected from the outset that there exists a structural homology between
the Grand Ecoles and what | call the “field of power’, and that the originality
of these Grand Ecoles consists not in the mere fact that they reproduce the
ruling class by ensuring favoured access to positions of leadership for the
children from this class . . . but that their main function is to reproduce a
structure, that is, a system of differences and distances.”

Bourdieu (1971a) suggests a break from the objective-subjective duality and offers a
‘third way’ or ‘middle ground’ by introducing ‘habitus’ to suggest lasting and
transposable dispositions prescribed by social rules and structures and imbued to
individuals over time. Habitus provides a platform from which social laws and human
agency can be joined to present a middle ground from which to view the objective of
human activity which, according to Bourdieu (1971; 1977), is to monopolize different
kinds of capital and achieve power over a field.

For Bourdieu, social laws and individual mind-sets are linked relationally, and he does
not offer a theory of fields, a theory of capital, or a theory of habitus as stand-alone
concepts or perspectives (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992, Swartz, 2008). | review his
ethnographic and literary works on capital theory, habitus and fields within social
structures in relation to a struggle for power and creation of a system of ‘differences
and distances’ because they are central to this study (Navarro, 2006). Each concept
works with the others to generate social reality and capture social, economic and
symbolic positions. Bourdieu is best seen as a theorist of culture and stratification, and,
according to Lizardo (2004: 375), “class as lifestyle of subcultures that attempt to
sustain status through strategies of social closure.” This study attends to Bourdieu’s
complex thinking on habitus, forms of capital, field and symbolic power and links it
to the study of organisations — in particular, to the study of parent family firms and
their new venture(s). This study attempts to describe the unity of Bourdieu’s approach
as it relates to the creation of a social structure for symbolic power over a field and the
retention of power over a field by particular families, groups and/or institutions
because Bourdieu often warned of the appropriation and misrepresentation of his
theory, particularly by American and British sociologists, as an attack of the ‘French
Flu’ (Swartz, 2008, Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008, Lizardo, 2004).

While Bourdieu conducted his ethnographic research among Algerian tribesmen and
their families who struggled for power in their communities, Bourdieu (1973) grounds
much of his theory in the context of the French education system, and he identifies a
stratified education system that exacerbates class inequality from generation to
generation. As a result, he suggests linguistic and cultural capital varies among
children of different class backgrounds (Bourdieu, 1971). Those who possess the
necessary linguistic and cultural capital typically find academic socialization to be a
simple extension of their early socialization and awareness, and those who do not
possess such capital are unable to according to Bourdieu (1977: 8) “crack the code”,
which often consigns them to circumstances similar to those of the rest of their class.
Following Bourdieu, this study treats the family firm’s early and sustained
socialization of the individual (family and non-family) imbued with *differences and
distances’.
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Bourdieu (1990: 21) also notes that it is the individual’s ability to have a “feel for the
game” through acquired dispositions passed down over time that allows him/her to
play his hand freely to acquire capital and convert capital to other forms of capital in
order to become rich in economic and cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1990a, Bourdieu,
1986, DiMaggio, 1979). Academic qualifications, money, awards, networks, friends,
etc. become a convertible currency by which a group or society (rather than an
individual agent) may exchange power, position or prestige in the form of symbolic,
economic, social or cultural capital; as such, generalized success and power within a
culture become the privilege of the individual dealt the best hand or as Bourdieu (1986;
1990a; 1990c) suggests — holding the *““aces in the pack.”

Just as economic wealth cannot function as capital until it is linked to an economic
apparatus, cultural competence (e.g., education, intellect, style of speech) cannot be
constituted as cultural capital until it is inserted into the objective relations between
the system of economic production and the system of producing the producers
(Bourdieu, 1986, Bourdieu, 1993a). As a result, when a society lacks the literacy and
educational system that would give its agents the histories, aptitudes and dispositions
that would allow the agent to have a ‘feel for the game’, then the resources that are
available to the agent can only be imbued in an incorporated state (Bourdieu and Nice,
1977). This study attends to the creation of a sponsorship model that suggests an
apparatus in which a parent family firm confers relative competence on the individual
agent and presents a system of economic production in the new venture within which
the individual agent might transform relative competence into varying forms of capital
traded or transformed for power within a field. Further, this study attends to
‘differences and distances’ imbued by the parent family firm to new ventures.

Fields

The concept of “field’ represents another pillar of Bourdieu’s extensive work on social
space and social structures. According to Bourdieu, a field is a relational and dynamic
social microcosm that is ever-changing, and when Bourdieu (1992: 22) suggests the
agent must have a ““feel for the game”’, it is the ‘game’ that suggests the field (Bourdieu
and Wacquant, 1992). The concept refers to both the totality of actors and
organisations involved in an arena of social or cultural production and to the dynamic
relationships among them (DiMaggio, 1979). Bourdieu (1971a: 161) notes that the
agents constituting the field may be described as ““so many forces which by their
existence, opposition, or combination determine its specific structure at a given
moment in time.” A field is according to Dewey (1998: 250) a context in which
““singular things act, but they act together . . . nothing acts in entire isolation.”

In an organisational context, a field may be characterized as a configuration of
relationships between nodes rather than just concrete entities to suggest there is
increased complexity in understanding a “field’ (Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008). As an
example, this study reflects a theory of practice within the green industry field —
specifically, organizational sponsorship in the context of new business within the
green industry field. Case C or Case D may represent ‘concrete entities’, but to
understand the structure and power relations within which Case C and Case D operate,
this study contemplates nodes which exist consisting of contributing structures and/or
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individuals within fields and between fields constituting structures (eg. governments,
lawyers, banks, consultants, employees etc).

Bourdieu’s proposed social system exists among fields within hierarchies. Hierarchies
depend on the social arrangements and social structures that sustain and reproduce
them among individuals (Bourdieu, 1977a, b). For Bourdieu, the social world can be
conceptualized as a group of fields of production, circulation and consumption of
cultural and material resources; examples of fields include arts, education, religion,
law, etc., each with its own set of rules, logic and forms of capital, and each with
individual struggles for power and position.

Power over a Field

The concept of wielding power over a field is important for Bourdieu, since every
aspect of social life is a constant struggle, but conscious and unconscious, for position
and power within a field (Bourdieu, 1986). Therefore, it is the primary interest of the
individual to accumulate, maximize and monopolize various resources and forms of
capital within a given field in an effort to amass power and position (DiMaggio, 1979).
Monopolization of power portends violence but according to Bourdieu (1973a: 73),
there is ““the legitimate violence which is characteristic of the field in question”
(Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008, Bourdieu, 1993b). Bourdieu sees power as culturally
and symbolically created; further, it is constantly re-legitimized through the interplay
of agency and structure, or habitus (Wacquant 2005: 316, cited in Navarro 2006: 16).

Organisational Fields

Emirbayer and Johnson (2008) examine Bourdieu’s work as a framework for inter-
organisational relations, and they reference earlier field and capital as familiar
concepts in organisational studies. For example, Scott (1994b: 206-7) claims like
previous claims about ‘nodes’ that ““organisations are in the same field if they take one
another into account’; further, the author suggests the concept of an organisational
field,

““... attends to organisations that are operating under similar conditions and
are for this reason likely to display similar characteristics and relationships —
structural equivalence and isomorphism — whether or not they engage in direct
exchanges.”

For this study, organisational fields exist not just in network relations of interactions,
but also in structural relations to create structures of power over the field.

Organisational Fields as Structures of Power
Emirbayer and Johnson (2008: 11) refer to a power struggle in organisational fields in
which different organisations,

“... can be said to engage in the struggles ongoing within that field as bearers
of different amounts and combinations of resources, some of which yield
greater advantages within that particular field than do others.”

As an example of structures of power within an organisational field, Hall (1951: 643)
notes that medical field specialists develop their own distinctive training, formal
associations, codes of ethics, language and distinctive prestige symbols as part of an
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institutionalized effort that reflects a model of the medical practitioner for each
distinctive field. Their institutionalized effort transmits a structure of “differences and
distances’ only accessible to those who possess the codes to interpret the symbols,
language and cultural capital thus constructing what Dimaggio (1979) suggest is a
differential and asymmetric construct of power over the field. As a result, specialized
training, specialized associations and special limitations on recruitment, etc. according
to Hall (1951: 643), reflects the mutually beneficial relationship supporting a hierarchy
of medical practitioners that is ““by no means unique to medicine.”

This study focuses on the construction and green industry fields in which there are
different relations to power enabled by structural ‘differences and distances’ that
reflect gross and subtle differences in power (Hall, 1951). Over generations parent
family firms operating in the construction and green industry fields create mutually
beneficial relations to allow them to acquire power over the field. Accumulation of
power, variations in power and transfer of power with the creation of structural
‘differences and distances’ arguably lead to power over the field with the accumulation
and transfer of forms of capital.

Forms of Capital

Capital theory is the ‘third pillar’ of Bourdieu’s work on social theory and structure.
In an organisational context according to Emirbayer and Johnson (2008: 8),

“The weapons used in a constant struggle for power and the imposition of
organising principles within a social structure are resources distributed across
the structure of the field in question.”

Bourdieu (1986) suggests that the individual mobilizes resources in the form of social
capital (e.g., networks and friendships), cultural capital (e.g., credentials and
education) and economic capital (e.g., money and property) to assure his or her
position in the social order. Bourdieu (1990) conceives of symbolic capital (e.g.,
legitimacy and prestige) as the legitimated result of all other forms of capital. Symbolic
capital reflects the resources available to an individual based on honour, prestige and
recognition, thus making symbolic capital according to Navarro (2006: 17), “a
subjective resource.” Bourdieu (1990) sees symbolic capital as a critical source of
power; when an agent holds symbolic capital and seeks to influence or alter the actions
of an agent who has less power, the first agent uses symbolic violence to impose
symbolic control and alter the hierarchical structure in which they operate (i.e., the
field).

This study suggested earlier in Section (2.2) that resources underlie the sustained
competitive advantage of organisations (Barney, 1991). Consequently, the idea of
capital can be extended to all forms of resources, and Navarro (2006: 16) reflects on
Bourdieu to comment, “Resources function as capital when they are a social relation
to power.” According to Bourdieu (1986) there is no dominant form of capital; in fact,
he suggests that all forms of capital are exchangeable and interchangeable and serve
to structure a social order in which individuals or groups may accumulate (and/or
transfer) varying types and levels of capital and, as a result, achieve varying types and
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levels of power and position within the social hierarchy with individual acts of
symbolic violence (Navarro, 2006).

This study considers how specific forms of capital function as resources that structure
and support an entrepreneurial context in new venture creation. Specifically, it is
entrepreneurial capital (a derivative of Bourdieu’s forms of capital) that a new venture
must acquire to achieve legitimacy (Firkin, 2001, Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002).

Entrepreneurial Capital

Understanding the role of the entrepreneur and the new venture in relation to resources
can be challenging (Brush et al., 2001). While it is often assumed that the essential
resource for any entrepreneurial event is financial, the most critical resources are
typically non-financial, such as people and information (Morris, 1998, Brush et al.,
2001). The various forms of entrepreneurial capital have been conceptualized in the
literature in relation to Resource-based Theory (RBT) and reflect a Resource-based
View (RBV) of the firm; this study does not deviate in this respect from the literature
(Firkin, 2001, Barney, 1991, Alvarez and Busenitz, 2001, Firkin, 2003).

While the practice of using individual forms of capital in the context of
entrepreneurship is not new, the introduction of entrepreneurial capital as a concept is
relatively new (Levie and Lerner, 2009). This study refers to Firkin’s (2003)
conception of entrepreneurial capital, yet there are variations on entrepreneurial capital
in the literature. Audretsch and Monsen (2008) call entrepreneurial capital a subset of
social capital, while Erikson (2002: 276) suggests that entrepreneurial capital is a
“multiplicative function of entrepreneurial competence and commitment.” Firkin
(2003) defines entrepreneurial capital as a derivative of Bourdieu’s (1986) forms of
capital. As discussed above, Bourdieu’s (1986) forms of capital include economic,
social, cultural and symbolic capital; as a result, Firkin’s (2003: 59) concept of
entrepreneurial capital includes economic, social, and cultural capital plus Becker’s
(1993) human capital, despite Bourdieu’s (2005a) assertion that this last form of
capital is “vague and flabby.”

Firkin’s (2001) entrepreneurial capital transposes Bourdieu’s sociological perspective
to an organisational context and builds on the RBT proposed by Barney (Barney, 1991;
Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001). Entrepreneurial capital, then, captures the significance of
entrepreneurial access to both financial and non-financial resources (Erikson, 2002,
Firkin, 2003). Depending on the amount and level of the capital that the entrepreneur
already possesses or can acquire, capital may either expedite or impede the
entrepreneur’s success (Harvey, 2011). Entrepreneurial capital influences strategies,
which in turn bear upon the capabilities developed in the young firm; thus, knowledge
bases, financial capital, social structures, goodwill, etc. influence the new venture’s
ability to overcome a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy (Cooper et al., 1994,
Cooper, 1985, Stinchcombe, 1965). However, this study reflects on recent findings by
Amezcua et al. (2013) that suggest that capital in certain amounts and forms of capital
may impede growth and success at the new venture and in turn increase exit rates
among new ventures in the context of new business. Figure 2.4 presents Firkin’s
(2003) forms of entrepreneurial capital while the following sections review the various
forms of entrepreneurial capital as a prelude to an analysis and understanding of their
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significance in the process of resource transfer from a parent family firm to its new
venture(s).

Figure 2.4: Firkin's Forms of Entrepreneurial Capital

ECONOMIC CAPITAL HUMAN CAPITAL
Financial Assets, IPR, Personal Dispositions,
Tangible and Intangible Knowledge, Know-How, Skills
Business Assets B and Capabilities
L =
|
SYMBOLIC CAPITAL" | /| /| SOCIAL CAPITAL
Reputation, "/ Connections, Networks,
Qualifications, Alliances and Relationships
Honors, Distinctions and
Associations

Source: Firkin (2003)

Cultural Capital

Bourdieu (1986) proposed cultural capital to extend the logic of economic analysis to
non-economic goods and services; the concept covers a variety of resources
representing symbolic elements and associated with social class, such as skills, tastes,
verbal capacity, mannerisms, aesthetic preferences, educational credentials, social
class attributes, and types of expertise. Bourdieu (1986) defines cultural capital as
existing in three states: (1) an objectified state, (2) an institutionalized state and (3) an
embodied state.

In an objectified state, cultural capital exists as cultural goods that have worth because
of how they are viewed in their material condition (Bourdieu, 1986, Firkin, 2001).
Cultural capital in an institutional state refers to educational certification (Firkin, 2003)
and qualifications that suggest to others that the entrepreneur has achieved a level of
competence. Firkin (2003) suggests that several forms of cultural capital in its
institutional state are similar to human capital, but as cultural capital, they exist in an
embodied state (Firkin, 2001, de Bruin, 1999). In an embodied state, cultural capital
exists as “long lasting dispositions of the mind and body”” (Firkin, 2005: 5). Bourdieu’s
(1977: 50) construct of habitus is the physical embodiment of cultural capital, and he
notes that ““habitus is the source of these series of moves which are objectively
organised as strategies without being the product of a genuine strategic intention.”
Habitus is passed along through shared and tacit knowledge, common language, etc.,
often through the family (DiMaggio, 1979, Bourdieu, 1986).

Bourdieu (2005b: 2) developed the concept of cultural capital and its physical
embodiment in habitus to account for the practices of men and women who found
themselves thrown into a capitalist colonial world with only pre-capitalist economic
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dispositions. The systematic inculcation that occurs through literacy and education
enables, according to Bourdieu (1977: 140), particular groups to practice a “primitive
accumulation of cultural capital.” However, Bourdieu asserts (1977: 142) systematic
inculcation through education may also serve to systematize and stereotype the
advantages of education such that ““academic qualifications — like money, have a
conventional, fixed value,” which has the effect of objectification among groups. In
other words, the individual with socially acceptable academic qualifications, status,
achievements, etc. may accumulate forms of capital in currency form (i.e., money,
connections, degrees, etc.) far faster than the individual agent without socially
acceptable forms of capital.

Human Capital

Becker (1993) argues that human capital is the accumulation of knowledge as a means
of production into which additional investment leads to additional output. Its meaning
is often associated with formal qualifications, skills and work experience (Firkin,
2001, Becker, 1964, Becker, 1993). The concept of human capital was developed
about the same time as Bourdieu’s (2005: 2) concept of cultural capital, but in the
context of entrepreneurship, the concepts are inclusive of one another (Firkin, 2003).
Human capital portrays the outcome of education as a return on an economic
investment, while cultural capital includes how the family, through its class, standing,
attitudes, knowledge, resources, networks, etc., influences the process and outcomes
of education (Firkin, 2001).

In an entrepreneurial context, Bruderl (1992) and Becker (1993) propose that there
exist (1) a general form of human capital conferred by an individual’s work experience
and education; (2) an industry-specific human capital consisting of knowledge,
training, experience and skills related to a particular social field or industry, and (3) an
entrepreneur-specific human capital that includes an individual’s previous experience
and family background in entrepreneurship (Becker, 1993, Firkin, 2001, Bruderl et al.,
1992). This study attends to all three forms of human capital in an entrepreneurial
context to investigate how parent firms sponsor their new ventures. Acquiring more
human capital provides individuals with increases in their cognitive abilities, which
suggests that the more the individual or group invests in human capital, the greater the
rate of return (Becker, 1964, Becker, 1993). Once individuals with high human capital
are part of the entrepreneurial process, it is assumed that they will have a superior
ability to exploit opportunities (Patel, 2011). As discussed above, however, it is not
always the case that more human capital results in better outcomes for new ventures
(Bourdieu, 1986, Hannan and Freeman, 1977, Castrogiovanni, 1991, Amezcua et al.,
2013).

Human capital is usually associated with various forms of knowledge. Davidsson
(2003: 306) asserts that previous knowledge plays a critical role in intellectual
performance, and tacit and explicit knowledge further define the construct (Polyani,
1976). Analysis by Davidsson and Honig (2003) suggests that while formal education
is a critical component of human capital, it is not the defining factor in entrepreneurial
growth or success. Rather, non-formal education in the form of labour experience,
management experience and entrepreneurial experience are significantly related to
entrepreneurial activity when controlling for industry and gender. Knowledge allows
individuals to increase their cognitive capabilities to produce efficient and productive
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activity (Mincer, 1974). Therefore, in the workplace, an individual with greater human
capital in the form of education or prior work experience should be more adept at
recognizing, accepting and/or exploiting resources and opportunities (Schultz, 1959,
Mincer, 1974, Davidsson and Honig, 2003).

Recognizing the significance of new ventures from parent organisations, Zahra, Van
de Velde and Larraneta (2007) empirically quantify the Knowledge Conversion
Capability (KCC) of new ventures’ potential among corporate spinoffs and university
spinoffs. KCC combines knowledge resources inherited from the parent firm with
others accumulated in the course of operations (Zahra et al., 2007). It is knowledge
transfer that binds the parent family firm to the new venture(s) while imbuing the new
venture(s) with knowledge (both tacit and explicit) to overcome a liability of newness
(Zahra et al., 2007, Reynolds et al., 2000).

Sirmon and Hitt (2003: 341) examine family firms and non-family firms to explore
how resources are managed to create a competitive advantage, and they suggest that
the integration of family and business “creates several salient characteristics,” yet
the effects of altruism in the family firm extend the cognitive abilities of successful
family members with education and knowledge (Schulze et al., 2002). Sirmon & Hitt
(2003) also suggest that family firms’ human capital is complicated by the close
proximity of a complex ‘dual relationship’ among and between family members, thus
creating a different context for the development of human capital than that found in
non-family firms (Dunn, 1995, Sirmon and Hitt, 2003). Given this complex
relationship and unique context, this study attends to all forms of human capital —
general, industry-specific and entrepreneurial — that exist at parent family firms. This
study also examines the interplay between human capital and social capital. Coleman
(1988) suggests that social relations within the family and the wider community have
been shown to be an important factor in the development of human capital.

Social Capital
According to Coleman (1988: 98), social capital is defined by its function, and as a
result,

“...itis not a single entity but a variety of different entities with two elements
in common - they all consist of some aspect of social structures, and they
facilitate certain actions of actors.”

Bourdieu (1986: 245) links social capital “to membership of a group’’; the amount of
social capital a person has depends on the size of his or her networks and on the volume
of capital that members of that network possess. In this way, social capital provides
both an individual and a communal good. In the context of new business incubation
by a parent firm, this study considers both the individually oriented view of social
capital as a bonding mechanism and the externally oriented view that it serves to bridge
social actors (Bourdieu, 1986, Adler and Kwon, 2002).

In an entrepreneurial context, Firkin (2001) finds that social capital is most commonly
used to accrue resources and benefits from wide-ranging relationships outside the
family dynamic, but he also suggests that relationships within the family provide a
second way that social capital is used in relation to entrepreneurial activity. Arregle et
al. (2007: 75) find that social capital falls into two broad categories, family and
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organisation, and they show that new venture firms take the parent firm’s
organisational social capital (OSC) and link it with the firm’s family social capital
(FSC) “through the mechanisms of isomorphic tendencies, shared organisational
identity, human resource practices and overlapping networks.”” Measures of social
capital measure the content and flow of social capital both within the family and
business system and between the family and the business system. Referring to
economic ends, Arregle et al. (2007) and Adler and Kwon (2002) define social capital
as the relationships between individuals and organisations that facilitate action and
create value. Their perspective on social capital includes three dimensions: (1)
structural social capital — the network connections between actors, (2) cognitive social
capital — shared representations, interpretations and systems between actors, and (3)
symbolic social capital — durable connections (Granovetter, 1992, Yli-Renko et al.,
2001). Critical to this study is the structural factor, since it refers to the transfer of
network connections between the parent firm and the new venture(s). The relational
factor is relevant to this study because the better the connections, the more likely it is
that the new ventures will survive uncertainty and overcome a liability of newness.
The cognitive factor is more difficult to quantify, but is important in this study for
understanding how social capital affects the growth and survival of the new ventures.
Nahapiet & Goshal (1998) suggest that the cognitive dimension consists of shared
language and shared narrative.

The perspective described in the preceding paragraph is a content perspective on social
capital. This study uses a process perspective because organisational sponsorship in
the context of new business incubation is by definition dynamic and process-oriented.
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) propose a process perspective for investigation that
includes four dynamic factors: (1) stability, (2) interaction, (3) interdependence and
(4) closure (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998, Arregle et al., 2007).

By enhancing the quantity and quality of relationships between organisations,
sponsorship increases organisations’ social capital; in turn, social capital increases the
likelihood of inter-organisational exchanges of resources and knowledge that
sponsored organisations can use to improve their competitive positions and survival
chances (Amezcua et al., 2013, Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). The process of new
business incubation provides specific ties to the sponsoring organisation that
contribute to the selection process within the environment (Fichman and Levinthal,
1991, Flynn, 1993b). These ties, both strong and weak, exist in the structural
relationships between individuals and act as a form of social capital (Davidsson and
Honig, 2003, Adler and Kwon, 2002). Social capital is a powerful resource for the new
venture, along with human, financial and symbolic capital (Nahapiet and Ghoshal,
1998, Flynn, 1993b). Flynn (1998a, 1998b) notes that while financial and human
capital may depreciate as a resource, social capital continuously accrues to the new
venture. Research suggests that entrepreneurs must develop and promote networks of
all kinds, and a parent firm must help in this endeavour through sponsorship activities
(Davidsson and Honig, 2003, Amezcua et al., 2013).

Economic Capital

Of all the social constructs defined by Bourdieu (1986), economic capital is the most
liquid and most easily converted into human, cultural or social capital (Adler and
Kwon, 2002). Bourdieu (1986: 242) defines economic capital as financial assets of any
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form that are “immediately and directly convertible into money and may be
institutionalized in the form of property rights.”” Cooper (1985: 371) argues that
economic capital in the form of financial capital is one of the most visible assets, and
it can, ““create a buffer against random shocks and allow the pursuit of more capital-
intensive strategies, which are better protected from imitation;” as a result, it
represents both tangible and intangible assets, and it is critical for growth and survival
of the new ventures. Currency, equipment, materials and stock are examples of
tangible assets for new ventures, while intellectual property rights in the form of
trademarks or patents are intangible assets. Firkin (2001) notes that sources of
economic capital for new business typically include family, friends, business
associates and institutional partners. A lack of economic capital is often implicated in
the closure of businesses (Firkin, 2001, Firkin, 2003).

Habitus

To explain the environment in which histories, aptitudes and dispositions are
inculcated to allow the individual or agent to “play his hand freely”’, Bourdieu (1977:
83) introduces the concept of ‘habitus’, which he defines as,

. a system of lasting, transposable dispositions which, integrating past
experiences, functions at every moment as a matrix of perceptions,
appreciations and actions and makes possible the achievement of infinitely
diversified tasks, thanks to analogical transfers of schemes permitting the
solution of similarly shaped problems.”

Habitus completes Bourdieu’s ‘theoretical triad’, which also includes fields and forms
of capital. Habitus refers to the physical embodiment of cultural capital and to the
deeply ingrained habits, skills and dispositions that we possess due to our life
experiences (Navarro, 2006). When Bourdieu (1971a) suggests that an agent must
have a ““feel for the game™, it is the habitus that allows the agent to ‘feel’. Habitus is a
by-product of socialization that reinforces what DiMaggio (1979) refers to as a
“theoretical deus ex machina’ that mediates societal structure and agency. Habitus,
according to Bourdieu, is the mind-set formed as the result of habits and dispositions
developed and modified with every life experience; it develops an individual’s
attitudes towards society and influences the way an individual reacts to the world
(Bourdieu and Nice, 1977).

Wacquant in Beckert et al. (2005:316) interprets habitus as,

“... the way society becomes deposited in persons in the form of lasting
dispositions or trained capacities and structures propensities to think, feel and
act in determinate ways, which then guide them in their creative responses to
the constraints and solicitations of their extant milieu.”

As Navarro (2006: 16) suggests, “Through habitus, social practices are neither the
mechanical imposition of structures nor the outcome of the free intentional pursuit of
individuals.” Therefore, habitus is not a structure but a set of durable dispositions that
form human behaviour and vary according to the social environment from which they
develop. Habitus is weighted towards the past in such a way that previous structures
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and rules are reinforced and conserved; habitus predisposes the individual to gravitate
towards that which is a best fit, and conversely, habitus predisposes the individual to
avoid environments and/or situations for which he is not well adapted (Lizardo, 2012:
4). While habitus may reinforce adhesion to rules and structures previously
established, Navarro (2006: 16) asserts that in a given environment ““it also stimulates
change and innovation,” particularly when it does not fit the social world in which it
finds itself (Lizardo, 2012).

Organisational Habitus

DiMaggio and Powell (1991b: 25-6) argued more than 25 years ago that the power of
habitus is that it “links micro- and macro-level process in organisational theory.”
Advancing their discussion, Emirbayer and Johnson (2008: 4) note that an
organisational habitus,

*“... i1sa mechanism linking individual action and the macro-structural settings
within which future action is taken. The habitus also links past fields to present
fields through the individual actors who move from one to the next.”

Emirbayer and Johnson (2008: 4) further note that,

*“... the role of the habitus in organisational life promises to shed considerable
light on how organisation structure is built up from the micro-processes of
individual behaviour.”

While the present study is not a theoretical exegesis of Bourdieu’s work, it offers an
empirical understanding of organisational habitus in the context of parent family firms’
incubation of their new ventures to arguably suggest that parent family firms may
incubate their family venture(s) differently from non-family venure(s).

Entrepreneurial Habitus

In the literature, De Clercq and Voronov (2009: 395) consider an entrepreneurial
habitus in the context of a practice perspective to draw from Bourdieu’s work and
suggest the gaining of legitimacy by a new entrant in a field is the enactment of an
‘entrepreneurial habitus’ in that an individual must be ‘legitimized’ within a socially
embedded process which includes expectations about ““fitting in”” with field rules and
“standing out” as a rule breaker (Bourdieu and Nice, 1977). While De Clercq and
Voronov (2009) examine the gaining of legitimacy by newcomers entering a field as
a socially embedded process which depends on how others view legitimacy, this study
views habitus in the context of entrepreneurship based on the existence and level of
capital that the individual and new venture possess relative to the field (Stringfellow
etal., 2014, Pret et al., 2016). As such, this study references Stringfellow et al. (2014)
in consideration of levels of capital which ‘legitimize’ the individual and their new
venture to suggest the construct of an ‘entrepreneurial habitus’ arguably represents
different constructs in different contexts.
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Legitimacy and a Liability of Newness

The literature on the concept of legitimacy draws from the eforts of Parsons (1960)
and Weber (1960) to address the forces that shape and empower individuals as they
navigate social norms and values. Parsons (1960) defines legitimacy as the,

*“... appraisal of action in terms of shared or common values in the context of
the involvement of the action in the social system” (Parsons, 1960).

However, definitions and concepts of legitimacy have been reified over many years
and have come to mean many things.

This study attends to the organisational significance of the concept of legitimacy that
Stinchcombe (1965) describes as an antidote to a new venture’s liability of newness,
and which Starr and MacMillan (1990: 83) refer to as “a critical ingredient for new
venture success.” This study also attends to the organisational construct of legitimacy
in terms of its symbolic power — capital in any of its forms as it is recognized in terms
of positive recognition, esteem, or honour by the relevant actors within a field
(Bourdieu, 2005a, Bourdieu, 1990b). Stinchcombe (1965) proposes that there is a
liability of newness at new organisations because a high degree of uncertainty and
vulnerability is associated with new ventures. He reflects on the challenges involved
when a new venture must consolidate resources and relationships while establishing
itself among existing organisations with more resources, more relationships and more
knowledge of the competitive landscape. Legitimacy acts as an antidote to a liability
of newness simply because it allows the new venture access to resources, effectively
acting like a resource itself (Stinchcombe, 1965, Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002). A lack
of resources, as Romanelli (1989: 370) points out, “restricts the amount of power that
an organisation can exercise over market and competitive conditions.” The new
venture may have limited ability to improve its environment, alter its course, and
establish legitimacy simply because it has limited power or no track record of success
(Hannan and Freeman, 1984, Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002). However, the parent
organisation — be it an accrediting group, a relational group, a regulatory group, or a
family group — may exert influence on another group, suggesting asymmetry, power
and the probability of interdependence (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Pfeffer and
Salancik (2003: 49) state,

“It is the fact of the organisation’s dependence on the environment that makes
the external constraint and control of organisational behaviour both possible
and almost inevitable,”

finding that groups that control vital resources or reduce the uncertainty of other
organisations hold the most power. The environmental resources and competitive
conditions at the time of founding and the strategies an organisation uses during its
early years to exploit environmental conditions to achieve legitimacy affect the
likelihood that a new venture will overcome difficulties (Romanelli, 1989).

Like the concept of organisational sponsorship, most treatments of the legitimacy
construct cover a divergent aspect of the phenomenon without defining it in context
(Suchman, 1995, Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002). As a result, the construct means many
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different things in many different contexts to many different scholars (Hybels, 1995).
The construct of legitimacy and the process by which a new venture acquires
legitimacy have arguably developed, as Suchman (1995: 571) states, into an

“... anchor-point of a vastly expanded theoretical apparatus addressing the
normative and cognitive forces that constrain, construct and empower
organisational actors.”

However, researchers understand that legitimacy, as highlighted by its foundation in
institutional theory, is necessary for the acquisition of resources at the new venture; as
a result, legitimacy is also necessary for the survival and growth of the new venture
(Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002, Starr and MacMillan, 1990).

Legitimacy is usually viewed retrospectively (e.g., the new venture has survived,
therefore, legitimacy must be present). Zimmerman and Zeitz (2002) suggest,
however, that it might be viewed pro-actively (e.g., the new venture must acquire
legitimacy to survive). Consequently, Zimmerman and Zeitz (2002) propose that
legitimacy is a resource crucial for new venture growth and enhanced by strategic
action taken by the new venture. Along with Scott (1995a), the authors outline an
environmental framework from which a new venture can derive and acquire four forms
of legitimacy: regulative, normative, cognitive and industry. While this study
investigates legitimacy in all its forms, there are no specific propositions related to
legitimacy except to note that it is an important resource that the new venture acquires
through the phenomenon of incubatory sponsorship.

Following Zimmerman and Zeitz (2002: 416), this study holds that legitimacy is a
relationship

“... between the practices and utterances of the organisation and those that
are contained within, approved of, and enforced by the social system in which
the organisation exists.”

Consequently, legitimacy is a social construct. A new venture attempts to acquire
legitimacy with symbolic violence, within the constraints of standard societal
procedures, norms of behaviour and rules of the game (Stinchcombe, 1965, Suchman,
1995, Bourdieu, 2005b). Systems of accounting, inventory control and other similar
activities reduce a liability of newness for the new organisation. Possibly more
important, as Stinchcombe (1965: 149) proposes, is the ““degree of initiative and sense
of responsibility” at the new venture for getting the job done in a timely and efficient
manner. Systems and disciplines signal to other organisations that the new venture is
legitimate and to be trusted, given their acceptance of similar systems and disciplines
that the field promotes. Legitimacy according to De Clerq and Veranov (2009a: 399)
““is in the eye of the beholder”’, and it is something a new venture must acquire because
new organisations rely on social relations — specifically, trust among strangers — for
payment and fulfilment of promises (Stinchcombe, 1965).

Studying legitimacy might require a reflexive turn, since research suggests according
to Suchman (1995: 571) that it can be viewed either from the outside ‘looking in’ or
from the inside ‘looking out’ (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992). A societal perspective
‘looking in” at the new venture might consider how the new venture subscribes to
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societal and business norms; these are the *constitutive beliefs’ from which the new
venture constructs its cultural definitions (Suchman, 1995, Meyer and Rowan, 1977)
Dimaggio & Powell, 1983, 1991). Alternatively, a managerial perspective from within
the new venture ‘looks out’ at the environment. The manager, as an agent, attempts to
recognize and extract resources from the environment to achieve survival, sales
growth, profitability and/or increased legitimacy (Suchman, 1995, Zimmerman and
Zeitz, 2002). The process of achieving legitimacy is purposeful, calculated and
strategic (Suchman, 1995) Pfeffer, 1981; Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). Consequently, the
managerial perspective depicts legitimacy as an operational resource that begets more
resources in an effort to achieve more legitimacy (Suchman, 1995, Zimmerman and
Zeitz, 2002, Ruef and Scott, 1998). The duality of strategic legitimation efforts by new
venture managers ‘looking out’ and structural/institutional efforts by society ‘looking
in” reinforce the definition of legitimacy as a resource that begets more resources
(Suchman, 1995).

This study studies how the new venture acquires legitimacy through the acquisition of
types and levels of capital from a parent firm (Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002). Suchman
(1995: 572) argues that organisations ““instrumentally manipulate and deploy
evocative symbols in order to garner societal support”, and Zimmerman & Zeitz
(2002: 421) give a name to the process of garnering societal support in ‘strategic
legitimation’. They find that organisations can exercise strategic choice to alter the
type and amount of legitimacy they possess by altering the type and level of resources
they acquire (Suchman, 1995). Further, they argue that organisations can take
proactive steps to acquire legitimacy.

Summary of Social Structures

A new venture’s acquisition of the precise type and amount of capital required within
an organisational field may determine legitimacy of the new venture(s). Different
organisational actors may operate differently within their fields, but according to
Bourdieu (1992: 108), they operate according to the “specific logic of the field”” as a
determinate of legitimacy. As a result, they attempt to preserve a dominant hierarchy
that is most favourable to them in order to secure or supplement their position within
that hierarchy; alternatively, they attempt to use their resources to transform the system
— in effect according to Bourdieu (1992:109), “to change the rules of the game”
(Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008). However, it is habitus in the form of lasting and
transposable dispositions that dictates the actions of individuals and organisations in
their attempts to acquire capital with which to exert power (Bourdieu, 1971).

According to Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992b), a distinction must be made between
the structure of the distribution of resources and capital in a field and the interactions
among organisations within that field (Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008). Emirbayer and
Johnson (2008: 18) argue that,

“... researchers have failed to elaborate on this distinction, instead imposing
their own understanding of what counts as relevant and real for the
organisation and so limiting their discussion of relations of interaction and
relations of structural force.”
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To avoid this shortfall, this study examines organisational fields of business in the
context of parent family firms, new venture creation and strategic legitimation.
Specifically, it focuses on the green industry and the construction industry to
investigate the interplay of field-specific habitus with varying types and levels of
capital. Most importantly, this study takes a reflexive turn to go beyond observing and
recording at face value the interplay and interaction of individual actors and
organisations within a given field, aiming to furnish a complete and unbiased
understanding of the social relations of interactions and the social relations of
structural forces at the parent firm and its new venture(s) (Bourdieu and Wacquant,
1992).

2.5  Conclusion

This chapter reviewed the literature on definitions of family firms, ventures and
venturing; this chapter also reviewed the literature on social space and social structures
to provide the reader with context for this study. While family firms provide the unit
of analysis for this study, different types of ventures provide the backdrop for
investigation. Social structures in fields, forms of capital and habitus provide the
pillars upon which the parent family firm sponsors their venture(s) to overcome a
liability of newness and acquire legitimacy in order for the family firm to achieve
power over the field (Bourdieu, 1989, Stinchcombe, 1965, Flynn, 1993a, Flynn,
1993b).

Chapter 3 continues the literature review for the reader to reflect on constructs of
organisational sponsorship and munificence which a family firm provides to its new
venture(s) — both family and non-family ventures.
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CHAPTER THREE - SPONSORSHIP AND MUNIFICENCE

3.1 Introduction to the Chapter

This chapter reviews the literature on sponsorship concepts and draws on fundamental
constructs associated with sponsorship and other initiatives intended to provide a
resource-munificent context because as Castrogiovanni (1991: 543) suggests there are
gaps in the study of munificence, and they note, “The resources available within an
environment influence the survival and growth of firms sharing that environment.”
This chapter also presents the literature to provide a structured presentation of various
constructs related to sponsorship in the context of new business incubation to
investigate how parent family firms sponsor their new ventures and identify whether
parent family firms sponsor different types of new ventures differently.

3.2 Typology, Theory and Context of Paternalism and Patronage

In this study, | refer to the concept of sponsorship and the construct of organisational
sponsorship to provide a framework for understanding how new business incubation
is provided by a parent family firm (Flynn, 1993a, Flynn, 1993b, Amezcua et al.,
2013). In doing so, | challenge the assumption that ‘organisational sponsorship’ is the
appropriate construct for new business incubation provided by a parent family firm.

The concept of sponsorship, which reflects inter-organisational and beneficial
relationships, remains somewhat inadequate and confusing to this day (Amezcua et
al., 2013). According to Abercrombie and Hill (1976), there has been insufficient
discussion and categorisation in the academic literature of phenomena related to inter-
organisational and beneficial relationships that emphasize efforts to resolve structural
imbalances of power and resources. The authors suggest that the categorisation of the
phenomena of paternalism, patronage and the associated concept of sponsorship is
often *slipshod’, possibly due to the lack of a systematic framework that could identify
the formal characteristics and contexts of each phenomenon (Abercrombie and Hill,
1976a, Camerer et al., 2003).

Paternalism

According to their definition of paternalism, Abercrombie and Hill (1976: 418)
propose,

“Paternalism pre-supposes unequal access to resources, which reflects
differences in the power of the various parties. The paternalist provides
resources which subordinates would be unable to find on their own which is
the basis of their dependence.”

The justification for paternalism arose in the early nineteenth century due to scepticism
about the abilities of certain categories of people to contract for themselves and make
decisions in their best interest (Camerer et al., 2003, Abercrombie and Hill, 1976a).
Paternalism was thought to be the appropriate way to protect ‘idiots’ or “minors’ who
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might otherwise do harm to themselves (Zamir, 1998). According to Thaler and
Sunstein (2003: 1162), ““a policy counts as paternalistic if it attempts to influence the
choices of affected parties in a way that will make choosers better off.”” The authors
assert that at times individuals make poor choices given limited information, limited
cognitive abilities and/or lack of willpower; in other words, they are at times
“boundedly rational” in their ability to make decisions (Thaler and Sunstein, 2003,
Simon, 1972).

The research on paternalism in a management or economic context dates back to
Weber (1968), who considered economic paternalism a form of legitimated authority
(Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008, Weber, 1968). However, the concept typically elicits
criticism and scepticism from historians, economists and social scientists depending
on whether the use of the concept is normative or structural (i.e., descriptive) (Thaler
and Sunstein, 2003, Dworkin, 2002, Fleming, 2005). As Fleming (2005: 1471)
explains,

“Ever since industrial paternalism became a phenomenon of analysis, it has
been understood as both a structural and normative system of workplace
control.”

This system is “structural’ in the sense that paternalism involves a set of relationships
in which the employer is in a position of intimate domination and the employee is in a
position of strong dependence (Bendix, 1956). It is ‘normative’ according to Newby
(1978: 29) in that paternalism,

“. .. creates a tendency to identify with a particular institution and its strength
lies in the fact that as subordinates come to accept these relationships as
legitimate so the prevailing ethos increases in strength.”

According to Abercrombie and Hall (1976: 413), paternalism in its normative form is
primarily an economic institution,

“. .. concerned with the manner of organising a productive unit and regulating
relationships between subordinates and the owners of the means of production
or their agents.”

This common understanding of paternalism holds that paternalism is negative because
it involves coercion; in other words, according to Cornell (2015: 1298), “it is bad
because it denies individuals the ability to make choices about their own lives.”

While | refer to the normative definition that is commonly used, | adopt a less
commonly used definition of paternalism as an economic and non-coercive construct
concerned with the organisation of production (Abercrombie and Hill, 1976a, Fleming,
2005, Thaler and Sunstein, 2003). It is a term that economists reject in its relation to
efficiencies, freedom of choice and bounded rationality, but that has received renewed
scrutiny in academic literature over the past decade (Simon, 1972, Thaler and Sunstein,
2003, Zamir, 1998, Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008).

Paradigms of Paternalism
In recent years, novel constructs of paternalism have emerged from the field of law
and behavioural economics to reflect the ways policy and strategy may help humans
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who deviate from pure rationality. To the extent that individuals often suffer from a
lack of self-control, excessive optimism, or a ‘status quo bias’ (i.e., a preference for
the current state), a soft paternalistic intervention in the form of a ‘nudge’ promises to
help them make better decisions consistent with their own interests (Whitman, 2010,
Thaler and Sunstein, 2003, Sunstein and Thaler, 2003). This emerging paradigm in
new paternalism is referred to in different forms, including ‘asymmetric paternalism’,
‘libertarian paternalism’, ‘cautious paternalism’ or ‘soft paternalism’, and different
names typically apply to different contexts (Camerer et al., 2003, Sunstein and Thaler,
2003, Thaler and Sunstein, 2003). Policies that reflect this new paradigm in
paternalism interfere only minimally or not at all with individuals. Policies that reflect
libertarian or asymmetric paternalism, for example, change the presentation of choices
or ‘nudge’ the individual in such a way that individuals who are less informed might
choose an option deemed better for them (O'Donoghue and Rabin, 1998, Camerer et
al., 2003, Thaler and Sunstein, 2003, Brock et al., 1988, Dworkin, 2002, Zalta et al.,
2003). Cornell (2015: 1299) suggests,

“By altering the conditions under which choices are made, we can encourage
people to make better choices — thereby improving their lives without coercing
them at all.”

For Thaler and Sunstein (2003: 1162), paternalism is wrong because it violates the
principle that one should respect individual freedom of choice; it is a coercive act.
Therefore, if coercive paternalism is wrong, then by extension, non-coercive
paternalism is not wrong according to the authors (Thaler and Sunstein, 2003, Cornell,
2015).

Asymmetric or libertarian paternalism is paternalistic because it helps individuals
achieve their own goals by essentially protecting them from themselves and *nudging’
them towards an option that promotes their welfare (Zalta et al., 2003, Sunstein and
Thaler, 2008, Camerer et al., 2003). In reference to the new paternalism, Sunstein and
Thaler (2003: 1162) state:

“Libertarian paternalism is a relatively weak and nonintrusive type of
paternalism, because choices are not blocked or fenced off. In its most cautious
forms, libertarian paternalism imposes trivial costs on those who seek to
depart from the planner’s preferred option. But the approach we recommend
nonetheless counts as paternalistic, because private and public planners are
not trying to track people’s anticipated choices but are self-consciously
attempting to move people in welfare-promoting directions.”

It is asymmetric in terms of power and in the sense that it helps individuals who are
prone to making irrational decisions while not harming those making informed,
deliberate decisions, and it differs from heavy-handed paternalism in attempting to
help individuals without limiting their freedom of choice (Loewenstein et al., 2007).
Asymmetric or libertarian paternalism is a weaker form of paternalism because choices
made by the individual or organisation are never blocked or prevented by the paternal
planner; the individual or organisation can always choose something else or ‘opt-out’
of a decision (Camerer et al., 2003, Sunstein and Thaler, 2003). Replacing
‘paternalism’ with ‘benevolence’ leaves nothing out of the definition, as ‘asymmetric’
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or ‘libertarian’ rounds out the construct to suggest an absence of coercion or restriction
on choice (Zalta et al., 2003)

According to Camerer et al. (2003), people exhibit ‘systematic mis-predictions’ in
terms of the costs or benefits of choices such that the degree of loss aversion seems
inconsistent with the actual experiences of gains and losses (Camerer et al., 2003). In
reference to Simon (1972), Camerer (2003) suggests these people are ‘boundedly
rational’ in their abilities: their rationality is limited by the information they have, the
cognitive limitations of their minds and the finite amount of time they have to make a
decision. Camerer et al. (2003) suggest a design of paternalistic policy that might
counteract the mistakes of the boundedly rational individual or organisation without
coercing or affecting free will. Such a policy or plan is ‘asymmetrically paternalistic’
if it creates large benefits for those who are boundedly rational and imposes little or
no harm on those who are fully rational (Camerer et al., 2003, Simon, 1972). Camerer
et al. (2003: 1211) summarize three policies that exist to (1) redistribute wealth (e.g.,
we tax the rich and give to the poor); (2) impose harm on the individual but provide
net social yields (e.g., eminent domain); (3) force or prevent choice for an individual’s
own good (e.g., we prevent children from eating candy for dinner every night). Their
primary interest is in the third policy, as they believe “it is possible to have one’s cake
and eat it too” if we replace paternalistic policies that prevent individuals from
behaving in their best interest with new policies that are asymmetrically paternalistic
if they create large benefits for those who make errors in behaviour (e.g., eating candy
for dinner every night) and impose little or no harm on individuals who are fully
rational (e.g., eating a balanced meal every night) (Camerer et al. 2003: 1212).

New paternalists often present their position as a middle ground between ‘hard’
paternalism and anti-paternalism (Whitman, 2010). The debate for new paternalists
like Camerer, Sunstein and Thaler is not whether paternalism should exist as a social
construct but how much paternalism should exist. Consequently, new paternalism
often exists on a spectrum or continuum ranging from strict to mild based on the cost
of the choice (Thaler and Sunstein, 2003, Whitman, 2010). With reference to
libertarian paternalism, Sunstein and Thaler (2003) note, “The libertarian paternalist
insists on preserving choice, whereas the non-libertarian paternalist is willing to
foreclose choice, but in all cases a real question is the cost of exercising choice.”

This study acknowledges the similarities between Camerer’s (2003) asymmetric
paternalism and Thaler and Sunstein’s (2003) libertarian paternalism. For the purposes
of this study reference is typically made to Thaler and Sunstein’s (2003) libertarian
paternalism.

Patronage

According to Abercrombie and Hill (1976: 414), patronage is a special relationship
with someone of superior power or influence who serves to protect against an insecure
or hostile environment. While paternalism is primarily an economic institution,
patronage is typically not. Patronage, which has long been associated with arts,
literature and medicine, is usually characterized as a non-economic ‘exchange of
favours’ and as a resource for networking and consulting when services are needed
(Abercrombie and Hill, 1976a, Hall, 1951). Patronage is based upon a personal
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relationship between two individuals, and true patronage according to Abercrombie
and Hill (1976: 425) may be found where there are,

“... sharp and contrasting differences in access to resources such that a patron
with ascribed, general values of prestige, generosity or kinship works to reduce
asymmetries and differences in access to resources.”

However, patronage relations vary in the degree of asymmetry; Abercrombie and Hill
(1976: 416) state that,

“... the more symmetrical is the exchange, the more equal are the parties in
access to power and resources, to the point at which, what appears to be a
patronage relation is in fact more like a market relation.”

Paradigms of Patronage

Abercrombie and Hill (1976) specifically suggest that sponsorship serves to protect or
preserve an individual or organisation from a hostile environment. Accordingly,
sponsorship reflects both social structures and organisational responses to structural
differences in access to resources and opportunities (Amezcua et al., 2013). In
professional careers, Abercrombie and Hill (1976: 423) assert that,

“... patronage — normally called sponsorship — is a central facet of an
institution that is sometimes thought to be dominated by the principles of
technical competence and achieved status.”

Consequently, the construct of sponsorship is closely associated with patronage. Hall
(1951: 336) discusses the professional patronage of interns by doctors in which
““sponsorship is the major social facet of a medical career;”” sponsors (doctors) control
access to prestigious appointments at the best hospitals and thus control the ability to
select members to succeed in their own environment. .

Table 3.1 below summarizes varying constructs, relations and sources of paternalism,
patronage and sponsorship according to Abercrombie and Hill (1976b).
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Table 3.1 Constructs and Sources of Paternalism, Patronage and Sponsorship

Social Construet | Economic Construct | Power Sources
Relation
Patermalism | Collective; Mormative & Strong power | (Abercrombiz & Hill,
regulates social structural; primanly | i the hands 197%a; Bendix, 1934;
relations; provides | an economic of paternal Brock et al., 1988;
normative institution; patron Camerer et al | 2003;
legitimacy; azymmetry of Dworkin, 2002;
connective form exchange favouring Femmberg, 1986; Fleming,
of social employer; 2005; Newby, 1978;
organization; inefficient; limited Pellegrini & Scandura,
diffuses social ivolvement; 2008; Sunstein & Thaler,
relations; *whole | institutiomalized & 2003; Thaler & Sunstein,
man’; total nermative as svstem 2003; VanDeVeer, 1980;
involvement matures; tending Weber, 19468; Falta ot al
toward 2003; Zamir, 1928)
orgznisational mls
Patronage Highly personal; | INot an economic Less power {Abercrombie & Hill,
individualistic; institution; than is 1976a; Amezcus et al |
face to face; characterized by an | present inthe | 2013; Hall, 1951; Wolf,
interstitial; exchange of favours; | context of 19647
perzonal bond; reduces asymmetries | paternalism
protects and access to
individuals TEEOUTCES;
against nsecurity; | asymmetry of
partizl rather than | exchange favours
long term client; depends on
madequacy of
formal mstrtutional
framework
Sponsorship | Feduces Mixed evidence of | Less power (Amezcua et al., 2013;
azvmmetries and | effectivensss; inter- | than is Castrogiovanni, 1991;
access to organizational prezent inthe | Flynn, 19933, c)
resources; highly | phenomenon context of
personal; patronage
individualistic;
face to face;
mnterstitial;
perzonal bond;
protects
individuals
against nsecurity

Source: (Abercrombie and Hill, 1976b)

Organisational Sponsorship

Flynn (1993a: 129) proposes the construct of organisational sponsorship to suggest a
mutually beneficial relationship that “is a deliberate attempt to make available a
significantly higher and more stable level of resources to selected firms.” While
Flynn’s (1993a, b) studies provide a comprehensive investigation of the process of
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organisational sponsorship, there is only a brief and limited discussion of the construct
in the literature. According to Flynn (1993a: 129-130), organisational sponsorship
exists in the context of government agencies, business firms and universities that
establish a support structure for new ventures “with the aim of increasing the
likelihood of their survival.” In the nascent stage of organisational development,
sponsorship from a parent firm may provide resources and protect the new venture
from environmental threats. Organisational sponsorship is an organisation’s attempt to
mediate the relationship of a new venture to its environment by providing resources,
and Flynn (1993b: 52) notes, “when organisations are sponsored, their environment
is enriched, providing legitimacy” (Flynn, 1993b, Stinchcombe, 1965). Flynn (1993b)
suggests that sponsorship (1) supports the initial development of industries compatible
with the local infrastructure; (2) enriches the local infrastructure through direct and
indirect support and (3) requires firms to include mechanisms for organisational
learning to overcome benevolent dependence resulting from sponsorship.
Organisations recognize sponsorship as an antidote to a liability of newness at a local
level because sponsorship increases the amount and level of resources available to an
entrepreneur, and resources are important in helping a new venture survive if those
resources are valuable, rare and imperfectly imitable (Barney, 1991, Stinchcombe,
1965). Further, those resources may provide a strategic and sustained competitive
advantage, especially during the early development of the new organisation.
Organisational sponsorship suggests an allocation of resources in response to
asymmetric differences in access to resources — typically scarcity; as a result,
organisational sponsorship is consistent with a tenet of the population ecology
literature that suggests that certain mechanisms of sponsorship mediate the
relationship of a new organisation and its local environments (Flynn, 1993b, Flynn,
1993a, Castrogiovanni, 1991, Hannan and Freeman, 1977).

Perhaps surprisingly in the light of the above discussion, recent research reveals that
resource munificence from organisational sponsorship does not guarantee new venture
survival, and in fact a resource-rich environment created by sponsorship may increase
rather than decrease the exit rate of new ventures (Amezcua et al., 2013). Amezcua et
al. (2013: 1629) suggest there is a “lack of clarity regarding the mechanisms by which
sponsorship influences organisational survival” and they reference Castrogiovanni
(1991: 548) to assess munificence relevant to the particular resource pool or sub-
environment most relevant to a specific research purpose.

Organisational Sponsorship in the Context of New Business Incubation

Staw and Szwajkowski (1975) argued that munificence in all its forms is an important
variable that affects organisations and that more research examining munificence as
an independent variable is needed. Since their suggestion, researchers have examined
munificence concepts and contexts, but their research is based on the assumption that
more munificence is always better. However, Castrogiovanni (1991) and more
recently Amezcua et al. (2013) contend that a lack of research in the study of
munificence has limited theoretical development, and Castrogiovanni (1991: 542)
suggests that “over abstraction and conceptual ambiguity continue to cloud research
on munificence.” While Castrogiovanni (1991) notes that the application of new and
additional resources in an entrepreneurial context should always benefit new firms,
Amezcua et al. (2013: 1629) suggest that existing theories overlook heterogeneity, and
they hypothesize that resource munificence “is not necessarily predictive of
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organisational survival,” and they suggest a “‘more-nuanced’ theory of organisational
sponsorship including specific mechanisms and activities that, “attends to the
mechanisms and conditions by which resource munificence is likely to alter new
organisation survival rates.”

Munificence as an act of organisational sponsorship is intended to buffer a new venture
from a hostile environment while providing the new venture with external resources.
Organisational sponsorship thus becomes synonymous with incubation (Flynn, 1993a;
1993b). Access to business incubators is typically limited to local entrepreneurs with
ideas for new ventures.

Mechanisms of Organisational Sponsorship

Sponsored organisations may be temporarily protected from competition so that they
may, according to Flynn (1993b: 54), stabilize and develop resources to allow ventures
to “stand on their own.” Management may ‘buffer’ the new organisation from
competition and/or ‘arrange smooth adjustments’ (i.e., ‘bridge’) the new organisation
based on environmental conditions (Hannan and Freeman, 1984). Hall (1951) suggests
that buffering is an action by which a sponsor protects a new venture or spinoff and
reduces dependency on the environment. Alternatively or together with buffering,
sponsorship can ‘bridge’ a new venture or spinoff to provide connections and relations
as a support activity for early development (Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002, Hall, 1951).
Flynn (1993a) finds that both the bridging and buffering mechanisms mediate the
relationship of new organisations to their local environment; these mechanisms
increase the probability of new venture survival. In population ecology literature,
sponsorship buffers the organisation from environmental pressures, thus allowing
‘blind variation’ to occur while providing access to resources that would otherwise be
unavailable to the new organisation (Fichman and Levinthal, 1991, Hannan and
Freeman, 1977). Sponsorship also bridges the new venture by encouraging it to
actively engage with the environment in ways that attract resources and knowledge
and allow resources to flow to the organisation. Initially, buffering and bridging
sponsorship mechanisms enable new organisations to overcome a liability of newness
and small size (Stinchcombe, 1965). Amezcua et al. (2013) hypothesize that the
buffering and bridging mechanisms, in conjunction with field-building, networking
and direct support activities, facilitate the active transfer of resources and opportunities
to a new venture, and they provide a theoretical framework for investigation of
organisational sponsorship depicted in Figure 3.5.
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Figure 3.5 Model of Organizational Sponsorship and New Organisation Survival

Geographic founding density
|
1
1

Networking services H1)
+
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Field-building services +b New organization survival

Y

Direct support services

Source: Amezcua et al. (2013)

Their causal model depicts hypothesized interactions between geographic founding
density and each sponsorship activity; interaction between geographic founding
density and sponsorship services relate to new organisation survival (Amezcua et al.,
2013).

However, the authors consider organisational sponsorship mechanisms and activities
only in the context of new business incubation at college-based incubators, while the
present study considers sponsorship mechanisms and associated activities in the
context of parent family firms and their new venture(s). Extrapolating from the domain
of college incubators to parent family firms, these mechanisms and activities might
allow parent firms to buffer and/or bridge their new venture(s) from or to the
environment to allow them to overcome a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy
(Flynn, 1993a, Amezcua et al., 2013). As Amezcua et al. (2013: 1632) state,

“Regardless of its form (e.g. small business loans, venture capital, incubation)
sponsorship focuses on increasing survival rates. In other words, sponsorship
varies most critically in regard to the mechanisms by which it mediates the
relationship between new organisations and their environment.”

And the authors (2013: 1632) further explain,

“Each mechanism is distinguishable by its assumptions related to the
relationship of founding environment to new organisations and the role that
sponsorship must play to mediate that relationship.”

Local governments and institutions have supported a bustling industry that incubates
and sponsors new business development. Local incubators base their model of
sponsorship on the assumption that more is better in terms of resources. Amezcua et
al. (2013: 1492) propose that there is a direct relationship between sponsorship
activities, geographic founding density and survival rates among sponsored new
ventures, and they conclude that assumptions related to the utility of the sponsorship
associated with new venture survival require “a more-nuanced theory of
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sponsorship,” which suggests that existing theories of resource munificence do not
adequately consider resource types or contexts. Moreover, Castrogiovanni (1991: 548)
argues that ““researchers should examine munificence separately for each of several
relevant resource pools.”

In the context of the inter-organisational phenomenon of sponsorship, Amezcua et al.
(2013: 1629) note that,

“. .. thereis a lack of clarity regarding the mechanisms by which sponsorship
influences organisational survival and the environmental conditions . . . under
which those mechanisms are most appropriate.”

They offer a nuanced theory of organisational sponsorship that examines munificence
in relation to the mechanisms by which new organisations develop, and they suggest
that sponsorship mediates the relationship between a new organisation and its
environment relative to the individual mechanisms used by a parent firm. Policies such
as training, loans, office space, tax shelters, etc. serve to buffer a new organisation
from its environment. Policies such as networking, knowledge-gathering, facilitating
relationships, etc. serve to bridge a new organisation to external resource providers to
attract resources and knowledge. Table 3.2 below summarizes the differences between
mechanisms.
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Table 3.2 Sponsorship Mechanisms

Buffering Mechanism

Bridging Mechanism

Sponsorship Environment

Potential competition

Potential stakeholders

Sponsorship Role

Provide protective
environ.

Provide connective

environ.

Sponsorship Activities

Tax shelter, office space,
training, consulting,
loan, etc.

Memberships,

associations, networking,

investments, etc.

(Amezcua et al., 2013)

Activities of Organisational Sponsorship
Specific sponsorship activities are associated with buffering and bridging mechanisms.
These include networking, field-building and direct support activities (Amezcua et al.,
2013). Networking refers to the activity of connecting organisations via sponsorship
to external resource providers. Field-building activities connect organisations with
other like-minded organisations, and direct support refers to the transfer of knowledge
(both tacit and explicit), capital and labour to new organisations. These activities
combine to enhance the nascent organisation’s legitimacy and probability of survival
(Weber, 1978, Stinchcombe, 1965). Table 3.3 summarizes individual sponsorship
activities and provides their source.
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Table 3.3 Activities of Organisational Sponsorship

Service General Mechanism | Sources
Assumpiions Assumpiions
Networking | connecting Bridge (Baum, Calabrese, &
organisations via Silverman, 2000; Briderl &
sponsorship to Preisendidrfer, 1908: Sorenson
external resource & Stuart, 20010)
providers
Field- contiect Bridge (Lounsbury, Ventresca, &
building organisations with Hirsch, 2003; Rao, Morrill, &
other like-minded Zald, 2000; Wry, Lounsbury,
organisations & Glynn, 2011)
Direct transfer of Buffer (Baum & Oliver, 1991; Miner,
Support knowledge (both and/or Amburgey, & Stearns, 1990;
tacit and explicit), _ Phan, Siegel, & Wright, 2003)
capital and labour | Bridge
to new
organizations

(Amezcua et al., 2013)

Summary of Paradigms and Perspectives on Paternalism and Patronage

According to Abercrombie and Hill (1976: 413), there has been a failure in the
literature to develop a comprehensive and analytical framework that identifies the
formal characteristics of the relationship between paternalism and patronage, ““in such
a way that each can be categorised.”” The authors also lament a lack of appreciation
for the extent to which relationships of paternalism and patronage can be found in a
variety of cultural settings. Jackman (1994: 10) suggests that “paternalism is a time-
worn term that has had indefinite meaning in common usage.”” Because the definitions
of paternalism and patronage are based on simple and self-evident qualities, the
categorisation of the phenomena according to Abercrombie and Hill (1976b: 413), *“is
often somewhat unsystematic and slipshod.”

This study refers to paternalism and patronage as they relate to resource munificence
in the context of new business incubation. Amezcua et al. (2013) hypothesize that
buffering and bridging sponsorship mechanisms, along with the associated activities
of field-building, networking and direct support, facilitate the active transfer of
resources to a new venture. What remains unknown is whether these same mechanisms
and associated activities of organisational sponsorship also serve to actively transfer
entrepreneurial dispositions from a parent family firm to its new venture(s).

3.3 Typology, Theory and Context of Entrepreneurial Dispositions
This section discusses several dispositions in mind-set which reflect an entrepreneurial
orientation of the venturing individual and organisation. Dispositions suggest the
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tendency of an individual or organisation to act in a particular way, and this study is
specifically concerned with whether there are lasting and transposable dispositions
which exist in the individual and at the organisation.

Entrepreneurial Orientation

To understand how entrepreneurship functions within social spaces and social
structures, this sub-section reviews entrepreneurial orientation (EO) at parent firms.
According to Lumpkin & Dess (1998: 136), venturing and new entry explain what
entrepreneurship consists of, whereas EO describes how venturing is undertaken. EO
Is an important concept for addressing how parent firms engage in change and strategic
renewal to maintain their strategic competitive advantage (Serrano et al., 2006).
According to Lumpkin and Dess (1996: 136), EO ““refers to the processes, practices
and decision-making activities that lead to new entry””, and EO can be successfully
undertaken by “purposeful enactment.”” EO is contingent upon external factors,
including the industry field and/or business environment, and internal factors,
including the organisation structure (as in the case of a parent firm). Thus, EO involves
the intentions, actions and behaviours of key players functioning in a dynamic,
generative process aimed at new-venture creation (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Gartner,
1985). Some of the factors associated with EO when a firm engages in new entry are
autonomy, innovativeness, risk-taking, pro-activeness and  competitive
aggressiveness. This is consistent with Gartner’s (1985) suggestion that EO is within
the purview not only of the individual, but also of the new venture and the corporate
venture.

The literature on entrepreneurial orientation (EO) has been widely acknowledged since
Lumpkin and Dess (1996) arguably revived and revised Miller’s 1983 article to
propose the theoretical model depicted in Figure 3.6. For the investigation of
entrepreneurial dispositions and to understand ‘how’ new entry is undertaken at parent
family firms, this study considers only Miller’s (1983) dimensions of an EO in
autonomy, innovativeness and risk-taking.
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Figure 3.6 Theoretical Model of an Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)
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Structurs
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Firm resources
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characturestics

Source: (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996)

This study considers only three dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation as proscribed
by Miller (1983) in that individuals and firms may be (1) innovative, (2) pro-active
and (3) risk-taking (Covin and Slevin, 1991, Jennings and Lumpkin, 1989, Lumpkin
and Dess, 1996). The parent firm is risk-taking in that it is willing to support high-risk
ventures in regard to investment decisions; it is innovative in that the parent firm tends
toward innovative leadership, and it is proactive in that the parent firm may
aggressively compete with rivals (Covin and Slevin, 1991, Miller, 1983, Lumpkin and
Dess, 1996).

Cruz and Nordgvist (2012) hypothesize that while entrepreneurial families need to
have an entrepreneurial orientation toward their business activities, EO is subject to
generations (Habbershon and Pistrui, 2002). The authors (2012: 33) suggest that while
EO is strong in the first generation, EO is,

“more subject to interpretations of the competitive environment in the second
generation and that the third generation and beyond, access to non-family
resources drives EO to a greater extent.”

To account for this change at the family firm, Zellweger et al. (2012: 136) introduce
the construct of family entrepreneurial orientation (FEO) to shift level of analysis from
the firm to the parent family firm and find evidence of extended entrepreneurial
activity across generations, *“. . . which is missed when focusing exclusively on the firm
level.”” According to the authors, FEO may exist as a family firm level construct to
understand attitudes and mind-sets of the parent family affect entrepreneurial activity
at the family firm level (Zellweger et al., 2012). In short, the authors build on
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Habbershon and Pistrui (2002) to focus on the family as the engine for entrepreneurial
activity and trans-generational wealth across generations.

Entrepreneurial Legacy

Jaskiewicz et al. (2015) state that no behavioural theory to date explains how families
nurture entrepreneurship across generations, and they suggest that the imprinting of an
entrepreneurial legacy provides an entrepreneurial process. Entrepreneurial legacy is
the rhetorical reconstruction of past entrepreneurial experiences to engage next-
generation owners in strategic activities that foster entrepreneurial action (Jaskiewicz
etal., 20154, Jaskiewicz et al., 2015b). Further, the authors suggest that entrepreneurial
legacy has implications for imprinting through story-telling and/or active involvement
in order to nurture trans-generational entrepreneurship. In their theoretical framework
depicted in Figure 3.7 family members in entrepreneurial firms expressed how
narratives about the family’s entrepreneurial history “motivate and give meaning to
entrepreneurship” (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015: 36). The authors categorised narratives
into three dimensions: (1) strategic education, (2) entrepreneurial bridging and (3)
strategic transition, to suggest large and cohesive families with an entrepreneurial
legacy imprint their EL on the next generation, provide their children with a strategic
education and engage in entrepreneurial bridging to help their successors seize
entrepreneurial opportunities (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a). Figure 3.7 presents their
theoretical model of an entrepreneurial legacy.

Figure 3.7 Theoretical Model of an Entrepreneurial Legacy (EL)

New Family
Wenture(s)

Source: Jaskiewicz et al. (2015)
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Strategic education is the education and work experience that may be strategically
relevant to entrepreneurial opportunities at the parent family firm. The authors argue
that in families that possess an entrepreneurial legacy, *“. . . children receive a strategic
education — both formal and experiential that helps them recognize entrepreneurial
opportunities” (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a). Entrepreneurial bridging allows the younger
generation to apply their strategic education working side by side with an older
generation. Entrepreneurial bridging thus allows “entrepreneurial leaps’ that allow
successors to engage in multiple entrepreneurial behaviours in a short amount of time.
According to Jaskiewicz et al. (2015: 42), families that possess an entrepreneurial
legacy of bridging overcome the problems of overcapacity suggested by Penrose
(1959) to provide business model change at the parent family firm. Finally, strategic
transition is defined as a formal transition of ownership that protects the valuable and
rare key resources needed for entrepreneurship.

Theory suggests that early environmental influences remain imprinted into adulthood,
and family firms have the opportunity to imprint entrepreneurial behaviours and
beliefs on the next generation (Marquis and Tilcsik, 2013). While some families
engage in entrepreneurship, they may lack a reputation for engaging in entrepreneurial
behaviour (Bertrand and Schoar, 2006, Bloom and Van Reenen, 2007). In Figure 3.8
Jaskiewicz et al. (2015: 45) introduce the construct of entrepreneurial legacy and
dimensions associated with the construct in a model to help explain trans-generational
performance at parent family firms.

Figure 3.8 Dimensions of an Entrepreneurial Legacy
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Source: Jaskiewicz et al. (2015)

3.4 Typology, Theory and Context of Firm Resources

This study draws on resource-based theory (RBT) and considers a resource-based view
(RBV) of parent firms and their new ventures (Barney, 1991, Levie and Lerner, 2009).
It attends to (1) the type of resources that a parent firm transfers to a new venture, (2)
the type of munificence with which a parent family firm might gently steer or ‘nudge’
a new venture toward legitimacy and (3) the “field” in which a parent family firm
operates (Bourdieu, 1986, Firkin, 2001, Abercrombie and Hill, 1976a, Barney, 1991).
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This study uses Barney’s (1991) definition of an RBV of the parent firm and new
venture to examine the process of resource transfer and munificence from a parent firm
to new venture(s), suggesting that firm resources allow the new venture(s) to overcome
a liability of newness and sustain a competitive advantage (Stinchcombe, 1965).
However, theories that reflect an RBV of the firm must be reviewed in context. This
section (1) provides a brief review of definitions of resources in the literature, (2)
reviews the closely related constructs of RBT and ‘familiness’ to suggest that they
both provide a competitive advantage for a new venture in the transfer of resources,
and (3) reviews the context in which RBT operates (Habbershon and Williams, 1999,
Barney, 1991).

Resources

I use the terms ‘resources’ and ‘capital’ interchangeably, and I reference Sewell’s
(1992: 92) definition of resources as ““anything that can serve as a source of power in
social interactions” (Sewell, 1992, Giddens, 1979). The reason I use Sewell’s (1992)
definitions and not Daft’s (1983) definition (which defines firm resources as including
all of the assets, capabilities, organisational processes, firm attributes, information,
knowledge, etc. controlled by the firm in order to improve its efficiency and
effectiveness) is that Daft’s (1983) definition is firmly rooted in strategic management
theory and makes no reference to power. While the present study makes clear reference
to strategy, it leans heavily on Bourdieu’s forms of capital with reference to the
accumulation of power and ‘power over the field (Bourdieu and Nice, 1977, Bourdieu,
1986). This study also makes reference to the population ecology of organisations as
suggested by Hannan and Freeman (1977); in their recent study, Amezcua et al. (2013)
refer to Hannan and Freeman (1977) to develop a set of hypotheses relating
organisational sponsorship, geographic founding density and the survival rates of
sponsored organisations to show that the social conditions of resource munificence
and high founding density may increase rather than decrease exit rate of new ventures.

This study adopts an RBV of the firm which includes the financial and non-financial
assets a new venture may acquire and accumulate to overcome a liability of newness
and acquire legitimacy (Barney, 1991, Habbershon and Williams, 1999, Firkin, 2001,
Stinchcombe, 1965, Bourdieu, 1986). While Barney (1991) refers to forms of capital
or resources in organisational capital, physical capital and human capital, | use Firkin’s
(2001) definition of entrepreneurial capital because it suggests a direct link to
Bourdieu’s (1986) forms of capital in cultural, social, economic and symbolic capital
and to Becker’s (1974) human capital.

RBV of the Firm

It is arguably the work of Penrose (1959) that introduced the theory on firm resources
and a resource-based view of the firm; the theory introduced after Penrose (1950)
attempted to understand and explain how firms could sustain superior performance.
Since Penrose (1959), theoretical work on resources at the firm has been positioned
relative to a (1) strategic competitive performance (SCP) (Porter (1979), (2) neo-
classical micro-economics (Ricardo, 1982) and (3) evolutionary economics (Nelson &
Winter, 1982). While these three theories differ in their assumptions, they share the
assumption that resources and capabilities ““. . . may be heterogeneously distributed
across firms and ... these differences may be long lasting” (Barney, 2001: 644).
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Porter’s (1979; 1985) work in strategic competitive advantage draws from industrial
economics and focuses on market power and industry structure to provide an
explanation of sustained superior performance at the firm. He suggests that firms
obtain sustained competitive advantages by implementing strategies that exploit their
internal strengths and resources by responding to environment opportunities while
neutralizing strategies the expose the firm to external threats and internal weakness.

The work of Ricardo (1982) in neo-classical economics and neo-classical price theory
focuses on how market forces determine the quality, quantity and price of goods and
services in a market. His work suggests that resources or ‘factors of production’ are
elastic in supply and respond to principles of supply and demand, and when demand
for a particular resource increases, the price for the resource will also increase.

The work of Nelson and Winter (1982) in evolutionary economics suggests that
competition is a selection mechanism in which only effective and efficient routines
generate competitive advantages for the firm; routines that are not efficient or effective
are abandoned. Consequently, routines are an example of firm resources and
capabilities. Based on the assumption that capabilities are the ability of the firm to use
its resources to generate competitive advantage, then definitions of routines and
capabilities are indistinguishable (Barney, 2001).

Empirical research on resource-based theory is typically performed in the domain of
strategic management, and Barney (1991) examines the link between firm resources
and sustained competitive advantage to identify the attributes that resources must
possess to be considered a source of sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 1991.:
105). While his theory has been positioned relative to other theories on resources over
the years, including neo-classical and evolutionary economics, he positions his
resource-based view of the firm relative to SCP-based models of competitive
advantage (Porter, 1979; 1985). This view begins with the assumption that firm
resources may be heterogeneous and immaobile; however, not all firm resources hold
the potential for sustained competitive advantage. According to Barney (1991) and
Barney and Clark (2007: 57), to have this potential,

“Afirm resource (1) must be valuable, in the sense that it exploits opportunities
and/or neutralizes threats in a firm’s environment, (2) must be rare among a
firm’s current and potential competition, (3) must be imperfectly imitable and
(4) must be able to be exploited by a firm’s organisational processes.”

Figure 3.9 presents Barney’s (1991: 112) assumptions about the relationship of a
firm’s resource heterogeneity and immobility to sustained competitive advantage
given firm resources that are valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable and sustainable.
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Figure 3.9: Resource Heterogeneity/ Immobility and Sustained Competitive
Advantage
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Source: (Barney, 1991)

A Resource-based Framework for Assessing Parent Family Firms

In that the resources and capabilities, a firm controls or seeks to control can be viewed
as bundles of tangible and intangible assets, Habbershon et al. (1999: 5) suggest that
“family stuff”” provides a lens through which an RBV approach establishes a proper
framework for understanding the competitive advantages of family firms. The “family
stuff”” includes a firm’s management skills, its organisational processes and routines
and the information and knowledge it controls. The competitive advantage of family
firms thus cannot be discussed without reference to a firm’s strategies, resources and
capabilities (Habbershon & Williams 1999: 5). While Habbershon et al. (1999: 12)
consider the socially complex resources found in family firms, including (1) deeply
embedded informal and formal decision-making processes in family management, (2)
mentoring between parents and children and/or (3) stakeholder relationships in
families, they state that,

“The most ironic category of resource advantage found in family firms is that
associated with causal ambiguity. Causal ambiguity exists when the link
between the resources controlled by a firm and a firm’s sustained competitive
advantage is not fully understood”” (Habberson & Williams 1999: 12).

Causally ambiguous resources bundled together in familiness may only be identified
with systematic analysis of the change that took place (Habbershon and Williams,
1999). Missing from the literature is an in-depth understanding of how new venture
creation and familiness at the parent family firm are linked. This study conforms to a
‘familiness’ model in that it considers the individual resources that a parent family
firm transmits to a new venture for sustained competitive advantage and trans-
generational success.
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A Resource-based Framework and Organisational Sponsorship

Ulrich and Barney (1984) note that organisational success in a resource dependent
perspective allows the organisation to modify its power relations with other
organisations. While Barney’s (1991) resource-based view of the firm borrows heavily
from and extends the literature on the strategic management of the organisation, this
study assumes that a resource-based view of the firm must also support the concepts
of organisational sponsorship and the related notion of patronage at the parent firm
since, according to Amezcua et al. (2013: 1631) ““both allude to resource-based social
arrangements.” A resource-based social arrangement in an organisational context
suggests the accumulation of capital in an effort to achieve power over a field as
discussed in Section 2.4 (Weber, 1947; Bourdieu, 1977).

3.5  Summary of Dispositions and Resources at the Parent Family Firm
In summary, dispositions and resources combine at the parent family firm to achieve
performance and competitive advantage across generations. Dispositions may exist in
behaviour of an EO and EL of the family firm while resources may exist in forms of
capital and familiness at the family firm. However, as Serrano et al. (2006: 3) suggest,
to combine family business and entrepreneurship views about performance and to
capture the essence of entrepreneurial activity at family firms there must be an
understanding as to, ““who is evaluating the performance and [understanding]
differences between performance assessments by family and non-family
stakeholders.” To provide researchers a framework from which to measure
performance Serrano et al. (2006) build on earlier work from Habbershon and Pistrui
(2002) to create a model of trans-generational entrepreneurship at the family firm
which is the subject of the next sub-section.

Trans-generational Entrepreneurship

Trans-generational entrepreneurship according to Habbershon and Pistrui (2010)
refers to a family’s mind-set and capabilities that allow it to continue their
entrepreneurial legacy of social and economic wealth creation across generations. As
such, the trans-generational approach provides researchers with a framework
according to Serrano et al. (2006: 3), ““. . . to capture the essence of entrepreneurial
activity and the resulting performance in family firms in terms of monetary and non-
monetary performance.” The authors suggest this construct may carry a competitive
advantage in that it creates family-influenced social and economic wealth across future
generations of family. In their analysis entrepreneurial mind-sets are seen as attitudes
and beliefs orienting an individual toward entrepreneurial activities while capabilities
refer to the resources which the parent family may possess to enhance entrepreneurial
activity and create a competitive advantage for the parent family firm (Habbershon
and Pistrui, 2002, Zellweger et al., 2012). As mentioned at the beginning of Section
3.4 Habbershon et al. (1999: 12) consider the socially complex resources found in
family firms, and they label causally ambiguous resources bundled together as
‘familiness’.

Causally ambiguous resources bundled together in familiness may only be identified
with systematic analysis of the change that took place (Habbershon and Williams,
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1999). Missing from the literature is an in-depth understanding of how new venture
creation and familiness at the parent family firm are linked. This study conforms to a
‘familiness’ model in that it considers the individual resources that a parent family
firm transmits to a new venture for sustained competitive advantage and trans-
generational success.

3.6 Conclusion

This chapter summarized the concepts of paternalism, patronage and the associated
concept of sponsorship to suggest that patronage is a response to a liability of newness,
while paternalism is typically a coercive act meant to protect those who are less
informed and/or less capable (Abercrombie and Hill, 1976b). This chapter also
reviewed the construct of libertarian or asymmetric paternalism to show it gently steers
or nudges individuals toward a better alternative without affecting their free will
(Camerer et al., 2003, Thaler and Sunstein, 2003, Sunstein and Thaler, 2008). Finally,
this chapter characterized organisational sponsorship as an inter-organisational and
mutually beneficial relationship with less asymmetry in power than patronage (Flynn,
1993a, Flynn, 1993b). Organisational sponsorship may provide buffering and/or
bridging mechanisms that mediate the relationship between new organisations and the
environment (Flynn, 1993a). Noted in Section 3.2 Amezcua et al. (2013: 1632) reflect
on buffering and bridging mechanisms as they relate to sponsorship activities;
according to the authors, sponsorship activities include field-building, networking and
direct support activities. However, Amezcua et al. (2013: 1298) considered only the
context of university incubators to suggest ““the need for a more-nuanced theory of
sponsorship that attends to the mechanisms and conditions by which resource
munificence is likely to alter new organisations survival rates.”

Figure 3.10 presents a conceptual model of extant literature explained in Chapter Two
and Chapter Three to suggest that parent family firms imbue dispositions of an EO and
an EL while they also imbue munificence through field-building, networking and
direct support sponsorship activities.
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Figure 3.10 Conceptual Model of Extant Literature
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While Amezcua et al. (2013) consider heterogeneity in types of applied resources and
founding environmental conditions, this study extends their theory to heterogeneity in
types of parent firms, types of ventures, types of dispositions as well as types and levels
of applied resources. This study attends to limitations in the literature surrounding
processes and practices with which a parent family firm sponsors their venture(s) and
provides trans-generational entrepreneurship with a thorough investigation of existing
constructs in dispositions of an EO and an EL at seven parent family firms and their
associated family and non-family venture(s) (Habbershon et al., 2010, Jaskiewicz et
al., 2015a, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). Further, this study attends to the provision of
types and levels of applied resources with a thorough investigation of the provision of
entrepreneurial capital at seven parent family firms and their associated family and
non-family venture(s) (Firkin, 2001, Bourdieu, 1986).

While the literature presented in Chapter Three is heavily weighted towards studies of
incubational sponsorship at university incubators, this study considers heterogeneity
in types of firms and types of ventures and focuses on the process and practice by
which a parent family firm imbues long-lasting entrepreneurial dispositions as well as
varying types and levels of resources to both family and non-family new venture(s) to
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help them overcome a liability of newness, acquire legitimacy and achieve power over
the field (Flynn, 1993a, Flynn, 1993b, Stinchcombe, 1965, Bourdieu, 1989).
Consequently, Figure 3.10 as a model of extant literature arguably raises more
questions than it answers for the purposes of this study. Some of the questions that it
raises include process and practice with which a parent family firm might imbue
dispositions such that they are long-lasting and entrepreneurial over generations. Is
there something more substantial than an orientation or legacy with which a parent
family firm imbues long-lasting and entrepreneurial dispositions? In terms of
resources, are there types and levels with which a parent family firm supports their
new venture(s)? When a parent family firm imbues resources to their new venture(s),
do they purposefully steer their venture? And, what type of venture do they steer? Does
the parent family firm steer their family and non-family venture with similar resources
toward similar goals?

To answer these questions and other questions in this study, the following chapter
presents a methodological framework to (1) present an investigation of organisational
sponsorship at parent family firms, (2) distinguish between family ventures and non-
family ventures operating at parent family firms, and (3) investigate how parent family
firms sponsor their family and non-family ventures.
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CHAPTER FOUR - METHODOLOGY

4.1 Introduction to the Chapter

“Methodological objectivism . . . is necessary to pass from the opus operatum
to the modus operandi, from the statistical regularity or algebraic structure to
the principle of the production of this observed order, and to construct the
theory of practice, or, more precisely the theory of the mode of generation of
practices, which is the precondition for establishing an experimental science
of the dialectic of the internalization of externality and the externalization of
internality, or, more simply, of incorporation and objectification.”” (Bourdieu,
1977:49)

This section explains the research methodology of this study for the investigation of
organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation in this study. It
also explains why specific concepts and constructs were chosen to examine resource
transfer. First, this chapter identifies the research aims and objectives of the study by
examining the relevant philosophical paradigms (Section 4.2). The following section
(4.3) details the study’s research philosophy in social constructionism while Section
4.4 discusses research perspectives and paradigms informing methodology. Section
4.5 in Research Strategy discusses methodology in grounded theory, and Section 4.6
informs on research process. Section 4.7 provides careful consideration of both
research setting and case selection while Section 4.8 explains the data collection
process and describes how the pilot interviews and main case study were conducted.
Section 4.9 details how the relevant constructs for data sampling and analysis were
operationalized, and Section 4.10 provides an overview of the data analysis process
which centred on qualitative data gathered using semi-structured interviews. Section
4.11 gives the reader a brief overview of the quality of the data and ethical
considerations while the following section (4.12) provides a summary of the chapter
in conclusion.

4.2  Research Aim and Objective

This research investigates organisational social structures in habitus, forms of capital
and power over a field that parent family firms imbue to their family and non-family
venture(s). This research also investigates paradigms of paternalism, patronage and
sponsorship with which a parent family firm may buffer and/or bridge family and non-
family venture(s) from or to its environment. By asking each research question
presented in Section 1.1 and Section 1.4, the overall purpose of this research is to
understand whether parent family firms provide sponsorship to all their venture(s),
understand what kind of sponsorship parent family firms provide their new venture(s),
understand how this process works at parent family firms, and understand how this
process works between family and non-family ventures. Consistent with the aims of
this research, the objectives of this study are to extend the construct of organisational
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sponsorship to parent family firms and their new venture(s), uncover types of
sponsorship provided by a parent family firm, and determine whether the sponsorship
process differs between family and non-family venture(s) at the parent family firm.

4.3  Research Philosophy

This section describes the philosophical assumptions behind the approach taken by
this study. For reference there are three principal concepts for consideration: the first
is ontology which addresses the nature of organizational phenomena. The second is
epistemology which addresses the nature of knowledge about the phenomena, and the
third is methodology which addresses the ways of studying the phenomena.
Combining these philosophical assumptions provides the reader with an understanding
how the researcher approached the research of the phenomena.

Guba and Lincoln (1989: 83) suggest that ontological assumptions are those that ask,
“What is the nature of reality?”” However, entrepreneurship research has often been
said to lack paradigms on which to base research and a philosophical identity of its
own (Mayfield and Weaver, 1997). An ontology that views the world as “unchanging
and immutable” as Pittaway (2005: 18) suggests, presents a problem because of the
pre-paradigmatic position of entrepreneurship research, even as terms including
‘entrepreneurship’, ‘small business’ and ‘family business’ are still somewhat
unresolved in the literature (Grant and Perren, 2002).

This study suggests an ontology which consists of a social world of meanings in which
individuals inhabiting this world have their own thoughts, interpretations and
meanings. Investigation of this world by the researcher is manifested in the use of
research methods and techniques of an interpretive design such as interviews in order
to interpret the respondents’ feelings and inner thoughts.

Epistemology is according to Crotty (1998: 3), “a way of understanding and
explaining how we know what we know.”” Epistemology is also “concerned with
providing a philosophical grounding for deciding what kinds of knowledge are
possible and how we can ensure that they are both adequate and legitimate”
(Maynard, 1994:10) in Crotty, Ibid, 8). The epistemological stance used in this study
is constructionism. Constructionism is defined by Crotty (1998: 42) as,

“the view that all knowledge and therefore, all meaningful reality as such is
contingent upon human practices, being constructed in and out of interactions
between human beings and their world and developed and transmitted within
an essentially social context.”

Entrepreneurship in a family firm context is an emerging academic field which also
draws on theoretical frameworks from other disciplines. Further, it may be depicted as
a disruptive social force focused on the social transfer of power at the individual level
and at the organisational level through the accumulation of resources (Firkin, 2001).
Within this context, individuals create, modify and interpret their world as they act and
interact within and outside social spaces, social structures and their social reality
(Schumpeter, 1942). To reflect an individual’s ability to create, modify and interpret
their world, this study incorporates a philosophical framework of social
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constructionism to provide an understanding that society is created within the
structures, institutions and meaning of everyday life (Peirce, 1998, Schumpeter, 1942,
Yu, 1994, Crotty, 1998).

Philosophy of Social Constructionism

Knowledge in the social world is arguably intangible and reflects the consciousness of
that which constructs it; from this perspective knowledge is created within the
structures of everyday life, which implies that reality is socially constructed (Crotty,
1998). Where knowledge in an objective reality and a subjective interpretation merge
into a single perspective, Crotty (1998: 42) introduces a ‘constructionist’ lens with
which to interpret interactions between human beings and the world, and he proposes,

“. .. all knowledge, and therefore all meaningful reality as such, is contingent
upon human practices, being constructed in and out of interaction between
human beings and the world and developed and transmitted within an
essentially social context.”

Consequently, any object (e.g. a degree, a euro, a tractor, etc.) may be interpreted as
such only if other beings agree to the interpretation, and generations of interpretation
create a social meaning (Crotty, 1998, Goethals and Sorenson, 2007). Activities of
interpretation and meaning take place through a ‘socio-cultural process’ and require
what Berger and Luckmann (1966, 1991: 13) called a ‘social constructionist’
perspective that emphasizes the shared processes by which individuals and groups
construct their reality (Dodd and Anderson, 2007, Morgan and Smircich, 1980).

Entrepreneurship as Social Constructionism

Social constructionism has become increasingly emergent in the social sciences as an
important philosophical perspective in which as Alvesson and Karreman (2011: 15)
note,

“reality is precisely socially constructed, [and] the important thing for
research therefore, becomes to explore how these social constructions
happen.”

Recent research situates the practices of the entrepreneur within a ‘socio-cultural
process’ (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000, De Clercq and VVoronov, 2009c). Critical to
an organisational understanding of socially embedded practices in entrepreneurship,
De Clerq and Voronov (2009b) added an organisational dimension to a social
constructionist epistemology to examine entrepreneurs’ attempts to respond to the
circumstances imposed by their surrounding social reality. Drawing from Bourdieu,
the authors discuss an entrepreneur’s ability to conform or “fit in” with social reality
with their ability to innovate or ‘stand out’ from social reality suggesting to De Clerq
and Voronov (2009b: 398), “A possible tautological relationship which the
entrepreneur must meet. Accordingly, the authors envision entrepreneurship as a
socially embedded process in which the entrepreneur must manage objective realities
and subjective interpretations while connected to their position in structures of power
relations (De Clercq and VVoronov, 2009a). To do this De Clercq and VVoronov (2009c:
395) propose that cultural and symbolic capital may shape abilities of the entrepreneur
to attain legitimacy, “and, in turn, how the interplay between newcomers’ legitimacy
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and success influences the extent to which the structure of fields becomes reinforced
or transformed.” These intertwined practices encompass the essence of the
entrepreneurial act while providing legitimacy for the ‘newcomer’ entering a new field
(De Clercg and Voronov, 2009c). This practice perspective of entrepreneurship
embedded in social constructionism enriches entrepreneurship research by allowing
an examination of the social processes that constitute an entrepreneurial undertaking
(Hjorth and Steyaert, 2004, De Clercq and VVoronov, 2009c).

Also critical to a philosophical understanding of entrepreneurship as a social discipline
is an understanding of the agency/structure dualism, which has generated substantial
debate in the social sciences (Downing, 2005). While this study investigates the
agency/structure dualism as it relates to entrepreneurship in the context of parent
family firms and their new venture(s), it also challenges this dualism with the help of
Bourdieu and his reinterpretation of the Aristotelian concept of habitus. According to
Bourdieu (1986), habitus provides the researcher a ‘third way’ or ‘middle ground’
situated somewhere between agency and structure that makes it possible to investigate
both individual minds and social laws that connect the entrepreneur with social reality
in their attempt to acquire legitimacy (Bourdieu, 2005a, Bourdieu and Nice, 1977,
Stinchcombe, 1965). De Clercq and Voronov (2009: 396) posit that, “Gaining
legitimacy requires an artful navigation of rules, norms and objective conditions that
facilitate some actions while inhibiting others™, and they propose habitus as a ‘third
way’ to navigate. To develop legitimacy, ‘newcomers’ enact field-specific habitus (De
Clercg and Voronov, 2009c).

Lindegren and Packendorff (2009: 34) state that “entrepreneurship emerges
dynamically in social interaction between people,” and Fletcher (2006: 433) urged
researchers to recognize that entrepreneurs often give ““an expression of relationship
to the culture, society and the institutions (of capitalism, family, market, economy,
enterprise discourse) in which they have been produced.” According to Stayaert and
Horjt (1997: 30), the entrepreneurial process is “a complex web of reciprocal
interactions between closely connected, culturally embedded actors,” and social
constructionism provides an opportunity to explore its complexities (Lindgren and
Packendorff, 2009). Fleetwood (2005: 203) summarizes the ontological concept
supporting social constructionism for this study suggesting, “Because | believe
organisations are socially constructed via discourse etc. | will use a method that
deconstructs this discourse.”

4.4  Research Paradigms and Perspectives informing Methodology
As Kuhn (1962: 10) pointed out,

“Normal science means research firmly based upon one or more past scientific
achievements that some particular scientific community acknowledges for a
time as supplying the foundation for its further practice.”

There are generally accepted scientific paradigms that reference paternalism and
patronage; few recognize patronage and paternalism in the context of
entrepreneurship. And fewer still recognize entrepreneurship in the context of parent
family firms as they provide sponsorship to their new ventures (Flynn, 1993a). As
such, research questions and research methodologies in this study reflect on existing
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paradigms of sponsorship (Kuhn, 1962). According to Kuhn (1962) paradigm shifts
are the consequence of a series of conscious decisions to pursue a neglected set of
questions, and this section elaborates on the methodology behind the research which
challenges existing paradigms of sponsorship at parent family firms and their new
venture(s).

In their 2013 article Amezcua et al. (2013, p. 1629) called into question many taken-
for-granted assumptions and paradigms about entrepreneurship — specifically, the
effectiveness of sponsorship mechanisms and activities that support entrepreneurship
— to suggest that a resource-munificent environment created via sponsorship may
increase rather decrease the exit rate of entrepreneurial new ventures. Further, they
suggested a more-nuanced view might be necessary to understand resource transfer
among incubated ventures. This study uses a social constructionist perspective and
the practice of reflexive sociology to understand the vagaries, complexities, processes
and paradigms associated with sponsorship in the context of new business incubation
at parent family firms (Bourdieu, 1990b, Bourdieu, 1990a, Berger and Luckmann,
1991)

By defining entrepreneurship as starting a business, GEM researchers have treated
entrepreneurship in a functionalist manner, which implies that research often takes an
objectivist view of the world as if it consists of objective reality, when in fact
entrepreneurship is concerned with causing disruption and “creative destruction’ and
is more concerned with changes in social spaces, social structures and social reality
(Burrell and Morgan, 1979, Schumpeter, 1934, Reynolds et al., 2005).
Entrepreneurship research has often been said to lack paradigms on which to base
research and a philosophical identity of its own (Mayfield and Weaver, 1997). As an
emerging academic field lacking established paradigms, research in entrepreneurship
borrows from other more established academic fields and, according to Brush et al.
(2003, p. 311), ““can be characterized as multi-disciplinary and application-oriented.”
As a multi-disciplinary domain, it draws on theoretical frameworks from many other
disciplines (Grant and Perren, 2002).

Entrepreneurship in a family firm context is also an emerging academic field which
also draws on theoretical frameworks from other disciplines. Further, it may be
depicted as a disruptive social force focused on the social transfer of power at the
individual level and at the organisational level through the accumulation of resources
(Firkin, 2001). Within this context, individuals create, modify and interpret their world
as they act and interact within and outside social spaces, social structures and their
social reality (Schumpeter, 1942). To reflect an individual’s ability to create, modify
and interpret their world, this study incorporates a philosophical framework of social
constructionism to provide an understanding that society is created within the
structures, institutions and meaning of everyday life (Peirce, 1998, Schumpeter, 1942,
Yu, 1994, Crotty, 1998).

As Pittaway (2005: 18) suggests, functionalist and realist beliefs “provide little
opportunity for the ‘entrepreneurial’ function to change society in unpredictable
ways.”” An ontology that views the world as *““unchanging and immutable™ as Pittaway
(2005: 18) suggests, presents a problem because of the pre-paradigmatic position of
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entrepreneurship research, even as terms including ‘entrepreneurship’, ‘small
business’ and “family business’ are still somewhat unresolved in the literature (Grant
and Perren, 2002). An interpretive approach to entrepreneurship research might
address the shortcomings of a functionalist approach by introducing what Pittaway
(2005: 19) describes as “greater diversity in social meaning.” While a positivist
epistemology may be more appropriate to the ‘hard’ sciences, in which things often
interact with mathematical precision, the reality of social spaces and social structures
in which individuals act and react is usually subjective and messy (Burrell and Morgan,
1979, Benton and Craib, 2010). Burrell and Morgan (1979) present a matrix of
sociological paradigms presented in Figure 4.11 which arguably suggests
entrepreneurship research may exist in all four paradigms, but the analytical tools used
for this study suggest a more ‘“interpretive’ paradigm.

Figure 4.11: Burrell and Morgan (1979) Matrix of Sociological Paradigms
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While Burrell and Morgan (1979) characterize the functionalist paradigm as an
objectivist view of the world with an orientation toward stability, the interpretivist
view of the organizational world is characterized by a more subjectivist view of the
world subject to change (Morgan and Smircich, 1980). An interpretive approach to
entrepreneurship research might address the shortcomings of a functionalist approach
by introducing what Pittaway (2005: 19) describes as “greater diversity in social
meaning.” The focus of interpretive research is to arguably provide new ways to
understand a social phenomenon; as in this study on entrepreneurial dispositions and
paradigms of paternalism at family firms, research generates new or conceptual
understanding (Hall and Nordqvist, 2008, Nordqvist et al., 2009). Consequently,
interpretive research ‘generalizes' in an analytical and theoretical sense (Yin, 1994).

Regarding family firm research, Nordquvist et al. (2009: 295) suggest,

“Many aspects of family business which make them unique are appropriately
rendered comprehensible through in —-depth and detailed interpretive
research.”

The authors note that methods which allow for in-depth investigation are important for
a richer and deeper understanding of family businesses because of their inherent
heterogeneity and complexity (Nordqvist et al., 2009). Further, Nordqvist et al. (2009)
note that an interpretivist perspective may provide insight not only on interactions
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between business development and family complexities but also interpret the how and
why this is the case (Nordqvist et al., 2009).

4.5 Research Design

This study was a qualitative analysis of detailed, qualitative data gathered using semi-
structured interviews, open-ended questions and historical data on the phenomenon
and processual nature of organisational sponsorship at parent firms in the context of
new business incubation.

Miles and Huberman (1979) suggested that the collection of qualitative data may
provide rich, holistic and contextualized information, but the authors also noted the
pitfalls of strictly qualitative analysis for certain types of evidence. Further, they
warned that qualitative research often does not transcend simple storytelling (Miles,
1979). However, Yin (1994) pointed out that through systematic methodology,
qualitative research may overcome these shortcomings. This study therefore, used
qualitative analysis to develop a theory about how organisational sponsorship unfolds
and progresses and whether it does so differently at different types of parent firms
(Edmondson and McManus, 2007, Flynn, 1993a).

The purpose of acquiring qualitative data is to establish meaning from the view of the
participants, to identify shared patterns and to explore the perspectives and judgments
of individuals within their environments (Creswell et al., 2003, Creswell et al., 2007).
The choice of qualitative analysis is justified by the adoption of (1) a social
constructionist philosophical paradigm, (2) this study’s need for reflection on the
objective-subjective duality and the “collective unconscious”, and (3) a call for rich,
detailed and qualitative data to shed light on the phenomenon of organisational
sponsorship in the context of new business incubation (Bourdieu, 2005a, Bourdieu and
Nice, 1977, Flynn, 1993a).

It is also significant that most quantitative studies collect data that refer to a fixed point
in time, while the present study investigated the impact of time and change in time on
firm creation and firm performance and considered how dispositions and capital
change over time (in degree of disposition, amount of available capital, type of capital
etc.) (Bourdieu, 1986; Shaw, 2008, p.137). Qualitative analysis was appropriate for
analysing these changes, and Table 4.4 below arguably justifies this choice by
comparing quantitative and qualitative research approaches (Mack et al., 2005).
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Table 4.4 Comparison of Qualitative and Quantitative Research Methods

characteristics of a population

Quantitative Qualitative
General framework Seeks to confirm hypotheses | Seeks to explore phenomena
about phenomena
Instruments use a more nigid | Instruments use a more flexible,
style of eliciting and tterative style of eliciting and
categorising responzes to categorising responzes to questions
guestions, surveys, and
structured observation
Quantifies variation Uzez zemi-stmuctured methods such as
in-depth interviews, focus groups, and
participant observation
Analytical objectives | To predict cansal To describe variation
relationships
To describe the To describe and explain relationships

Clozed-ended Mumerical
{obtained by assigning
mumerical values to
responses)

To describe individual experiences

Qruestion format

Open-ended

Data format

Textual (obtained from audictapes,
videotapes, and field notes)

Fleability in stody
dezign

Study design 13 stable from
beginning to end

Some azpects of the study are flexible
(for example the addition, exclosion,
or wording of particular interiew
questions)

Participant responses do not
influence or determine hbw
and which questions
researchers ask next

Participant responses affect how and
which questions researchers ask next.
Desizn iz iterative - data collection and
rezearch questions are adjusted.

Study design is subject to
statistical assumptions and
conditions

Source: (Mack et al., 2005)

However, interpreting other people’s articulation of memories of past events, subject
as these are to faulty memory, self-censorship in the presence of non-family members,
self-censorship to preserve relationships with family members, and other biases there
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is acknowledgement of the weaknesses of this method. Using case evidence, construct
tables and testability measures to build a strong bridge from qualitative evidence to
theory-testing research, this study makes every attempt to include rigorous focus and
methods in research design and methodology (Eisenhardt, 1989, Eisenhardt and
Graebner, 2007). From qualitative data rigorously gathered and analysed, this study
seeks to understand organisational sponsorship for the introduction of a more-nuanced
theory of organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation by
starting with the following research questions:

RQ1: How do parent family firms sponsor family and non-family venture(s), and do
they sponsor them differently?

RQ2: How do they transfer different types of capital/resources to their new ventures,
and do they transfer capital/resources to different types of ventures differently?

4.6  Research Strategy
Methodology, according to Crotty (1998: 3) is,

“the strategy, plan of action, process or design lying behind the choice and use
of particular methods and linking the choice and use of the methods to the
desired outcomes.”

Methodology aims to describe, evaluate and justify the use of particular methods, and
this study incorporates a grounded theory methodology in strategy and plan of action
as a process to interpret theoretical outcomes (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, Strauss and
Corbin, 1994). Grounded theory methodology derives its theoretical underpinnings
from Pragmatism and the writings of Dewey (1925) and Mead (1934) suggesting
change in phenomena. Therefore, change through process is an important phenomena
built into the method (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). To analyse data this study adopted a
research strategy which reflected more constructionist assumptions that something is
going on and based on existing definitions, understandings and vocabularies, there
might be a better way of understanding them.

Strauss and Corbin (1994: 275) suggest that ““theory should be grounded in interplay
with data and developed through the course of actual research” and this analytic
approach also known as the ‘constant comparative method’ is, according to Glaser and
Strauss (1967: p. vii) ““a general method of [constant] comparative analysis.” An
important distinction between grounded theory and more ‘general’ theory
development rests in the abductive nature of grounded theory development specifically
due to the interplay with data collected in the actual research (Strauss and Corbin,
1994, Glaser and Strauss, 1967, Cassell et al., 2017). Strauss and Corbin (1990)
suggest the following assumptions summarized below on which grounded theory
methodology is predicated:
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i.  The need to go to the field to discover what’s really going on;

ii.  The relevance of theory to the development of a discipline;

iii.  The complexity and variability of phenomena and of human action;

iv.  The belief that persons are actors responding to problematic situations;

v.  The assumption that persons act on the basis of meaning;

vi.  The understanding that meaning is defined and redefined through interaction;
vii. A sensitivity to the evolving and unfolding nature of events (process);
viii.  An awareness of the interrelationships among conditions (structure), action

(process), and consequences (Moghaddam, 2006).

Critical to the methodological structure of this study is the ability to introduce existing
theory into the analysis, and Strauss (1987: 72) suggests,

“Theory may be generated initially from the data, or, if existing (grounded)
theories seem appropriate to the area of investigation, then these may be
elaborated and modified as incoming data are meticulously played against
them.”

Further, Strauss and Corbin (1994: 273) comment,

““Researchers can also usefully carry into current studies and theory based on
their previous research, providing it seems relevant to these — but again, the
matching of theory against data must be rigorously carried out™

From qualitative data this study seeks to understand organisational sponsorship in the
context of new business incubation, and this study includes the use of semi-structured
interviews as well as documented reports, reviews and company histories available to
the researcher to provide data for analysis. Theory-building from cases fundamentally
depends on cases (Eisenhardt, 1989, Yin, 1994, Yin, 2009). Yin (1981, 1984)
described the design of case study research, and he has described a replication logic
which stresses validity and reliability in research design to case study research.
Building theory from case study research Eisenhardt (1989: 536) comments, ““A priori
specification of constructs can also help to shape the initial design of theory-building
research.” The use of the case study methodology provides a comparative method for
developing grounded theory which relies on a continuous comparison of data and
theory beginning with collection of the data (Strauss and Corbin, 1990, Eisenhardt and
Graebner, 2007).

This study involves multiple case studies and numerous levels of analysis (Yin, 1981,
Eisenhardt, 1989, Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). While single case studies describe
the instance of a phenomenon, multiple case studies provide a stronger base for theory
building (Yin, 1994, Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). This method is valuable because
it permits researchers to measure existing constructs more accurately, and she
(1989:536) notes that if these constructs become more important as the study
progresses, “then researchers have a firmer empirical grounding for the emergent
theory.”
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In theory building from cases, researchers explore multiple cases, and their analysis
typically begins with a longitudinal history of each case as in Chapter 5 of this study.
Following longitudinal histories, there is cross-case analysis of the cases as in Section
5.9 and 6.2 of this study. Eisenhardt (1989) notes, confusion remains as to distinctions
among qualitative data, abductive logic and case study research. In response to this
confusion, she (1984) and others developed cross-case analysis techniques which are
arguably ubiquitous in the design of research strategies. To further segment the data,
separate tables in this study summarize evidence for each theoretical construct. These
‘construct tables’ as Eisenhardt (2007: 29) calls them, indicate how the focal construct
Is ‘measured’ to increase the testability of the theory and bridge the data from
qualitative evidence to ‘theory-testing research’.

Critical during the development of measures is a commensurate thought-process
around emergent theory as Eisenhardt (1984: 2018) suggests. Finally, as theory
develops the researcher incorporates other literature. Like Eisenhardt (2018: 287), |
believe in

“knowing the literature, and then, looking for a problem or question where
there’s no known answer. It’s almost impossible to find those problems without
knowing the literature.”

Itis in the interplay with the data collected in the actual research during this study that
certain patterns developed such that existing (grounded) theories seemed appropriate
to the area of investigation (Strauss, 1987). Some patterns presented what this
researcher interpreted to be existing theory while other patterns introduced a mystery;
at no point did the research subscribe to an assumption of non-theoretical naiveté as a
means of being open (Alvesson and Kérreman, 2007, Strauss and Corbin, 1990).
Eisenhardt (2007: 25) emphatically states that, “while laboratory experiments isolate
the phenomena from their context, case studies emphasize the rich, real world context
in which the phenomena occur.” It is precisely the ‘rich, real world phenomena’ which
suggests that existing literature plays a significant part in the abduction of data and
isolation of existing constructs in the data. In fact, existing theory in an EO and an EL
played a significant part in theoretical abduction given the existence of their
dimensions in the data. Appendix 9.3 lists data in dimensions of an EL and an EO for
reference (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a, Miller, 1983, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). | strongly
believe that it is only through the categorization of existing data that one can ‘zero in’
on unsubstantiated data (or as | call it in this study — ‘uncategorized data’) in order to
understand a problem for which there is no answer; | believe Eisenhardt (1989: 536)
reflects a somewhat similar belief suggesting, ““A priori specification of constructs can
also help to shape the initial design of theory-building research.” Consequently, I do
not profess ‘enforced ignorance’ of prior constructs as Gioia and Pitre (1990)
recommended, and | do not profess pure inductive and linear reasoning as Eisenhardt
(1989) and many others recommended in early literature on qualitative positivism.
Instead, I profess Peircian logic in abductive linking of theory and data as part of this
study because as Eisenhardt (2018: 287) suggests, “I believe in knowing the literature,
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and then looking for a problem in which there is truly no known answer.” According
to Piekkari and Welch (2017: 345),

“The process of abductive inference is triggered by a surprising observation
that we make. It is surprising because our existing frames and preconceptions
do not seem to offer an adequate explanation for it. Abduction is the process
of finding a theoretical explanation for this empirical puzzle.”

To justify abductive linking of theory and data for this study, | dug deeper into
Eisenhardt’s methodology and logic and came to understand that in more recent
literature she arguably presents evidence of abductive reasoning in methodology to
explain new phenomena. A strong example includes MacDonald and Eisenhardt
(2019) in which the authors utilize the existing construct of ““parallel play’” from child
development literature in order to isolate and understand why their data indicated that
some entrepreneurs effectively designed business models while others did not
(McDonald and Eisenhardt, 2019). The authors (2019: 29) note,

“Our core contribution is the dynamic process of parallel play by which
entrepreneurs effectively design business models in nascent markets. In the
child development literature (Parten, 1932; Rubin, Bukowski, and Parker,
1998), parallel play is a way that pre-schoolers learn about a new world.”

Another example of abductive reasoning in methodology from Eisenhardt is in
Graebner and Eisenhardt (2004) in which the authors utilize the existing construct of
““courtship™ to isolate and understand the data suggesting organizational acquisition
as courtship. Therefore, theory-method fit in this study follows more recent work of
Eisenhardt et al. (2004, 2019) to reflect a qualitative and abductive methodology. As
such, | challenge the dichotomy of induction/theory-building and
deduction/hypothesis testing with abductive reasoning as a foundation for inquiry in
which the abductive process reinforces the significance of a theoretical background
and beginning of the research process (Cassell et al., 2017). In other words a priori
knowledge and linkage of existing theory introduces a flexible research design to allow
the researcher to capture surprises and follow ‘ah ha” moments as they arise from the
data (Cassell et al., 2017). As Piekkari and Welch (2017: 354) in The Sage Handbook
of Qualitative Business and Management Research Methods suggest,

Abduction is the process of providing a theoretical explanation of this
empirical puzzle. According to this model of inquiry, it is precisely our existing
theories and conceptualizations that enable us to be surprised, and to seek an
explanation for the observations that do not fit.

Van Maanen et al. (2007: 1149) point out that,

As a foundation for inquiry, abduction begins with an unmet inquiry and works
backward to invent a plausible world or a theory that would make surprise
meaningful.
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Consequently, a starting point of abduction allows the researcher to utilize existing
theory and build from there to, according to Piekkari and Welch (2017: 355)
““capitalize on surprises™.

This study has been an exhaustive but effective exercise in a back and forth between
data and literature. In the data | discovered existing constructs of an EO, EL and
organizational sponsorship while in the literature | discovered constructs of habitus,
libertarian paternalism and organizational sponsorship (Bourdieu, 1994, Sunstein and
Thaler, 2003, Flynn, 1993b, Flynn, 1993a, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Jaskiewicz et al.,
2015a). Categorizing data into existing constructs of an EO, El and organizational
sponsorship allowed me to more effectively isolate and understand ‘uncategorized
data’ and piece them together with my reading and understanding of Bourdieu,
Sunstein, Thaler and others for that ‘ah ha’ moment that led to new constructs in an
entrepreneurial habitus and ‘nudging’ at parent family firms. Therefore, | strongly
believe this study reflects abductive reasoning and a qualitative and abductive
methodology in research design and strategy. However, to help with the flow of data
analysis of ‘categorized’ data can be found in Appendix 9.3.

In this study both an EO and EL were existing theories which dominated the data as
interviewees repeatedly referenced innovativeness, pro-activeness and risk-taking as
well as other dimensions of EO (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Miller, 1983). In addition,
interviewees referenced dimensions of EL in strategic education, entrepreneurial
bridging and strategic transitioning activities (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a). A part of
methodology included identification of ‘categorized’ data as well as identification of
data which did not “fit” existing constructs. ‘Categorized’ data did not propose answers
to the research questions, but the understanding and identification of ‘categorized’ data
did suggest that there was something beyond existing dimensions of an EO and an EL.
I classified this data as ‘uncategorized’ data since it didn’t fit with existing literature,
but it seemed to clarify propositions for ‘how’ and ‘how do things happen’ research
questions. Chapter 6 presents ‘uncategorized’ data for each case, and it is precisely
this data which led to the identification of new theory.

4.7  Research Process

This project involved multiple case studies in the United States, Scotland and England
among parent family firms to prevent the possibility of institutional bias, country bias
and storytelling (Miles, 1979, Yin, 2009). This research strategy promised to be the
most appropriate method for capturing the nature of the phenomenon of organisational
sponsorship in the context of business incubation, exploring the dynamic aspect of
informal and formal relationships, and providing an environment that would foster a
practice of reflexive sociology (Yin, 1981, Yin, 1994, Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992,
Miles and Huberman, 1994, Cassell et al., 2017, Eisenhardt, 1989).

According to Eisenhardt (1989b), there are several advantages to using the multiple
case study strategy to build theory. A multiple case study strategy includes a
replication logic that makes it possible to systematically identify patterns and
relationships in the research data (Yin, 2003, Yin, 2009). Such logic, in which multiple
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case studies either refute or support inferences, generates a more robust and
generalizable theory than would be possible with a single case study (Yin, 2009,
Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). This study also included cross-case analysis to reveal
patterns in the qualitative data while avoiding what Eisenhardt (1989: 540) suggested
might be ““an information-processing bias.”

Units of Analysis

Critical to this study was an understanding of units of analysis. This study of
organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation considered the
individual entrepreneur as the originator of ideas and innovation but focused on the
firm/business-unit level because the venture is simply an extension of the firm
(Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Levie, 2015). Further, using a firm/business-unit level of
analysis is consistent with Schumpeter’s (1942) argument that entrepreneurship would
eventually be dominated by firms capable of devoting resources to innovation.

The parent family firm of each new venture was chosen as the unit of analysis because
it allowed for replication logic in multiple new ventures from the same parent firm
(Yin, 2003). Further, using the parent family firm as the unit of analysis allowed for a
qualitative research design focused on the parent/sibling dyad and/or the
owner/employee dyad. However, the pitfall in studying the parent/sibling dyad is the
inherent inclination of the genetic parent to buffer and/or bridge a sibling from or to
the environment (Hannan and Freeman, 1977). Buffering and bridging mechanisms,
like resource munificence, may be directly associated with individuals rather than
organisations, and this study draws from the literature of organisational sponsorship.
Therefore, only multi-generational parent family firms entering at least third-
generation involvement in new venture activity were considered. It was thought that
third-generation involvement or greater would provide sufficient data to answer the
research questions while minimizing data noise from the parent/sibling dyad. Of the
five parent family firms with family venture(s) that participated in this study, four were
entering third-generation involvement, two were entering fourth-generation
involvement and one was entering sixth-generation involvement.

Operationalization of Constructs for Sampling and Analysis

This section explains the operationalization of core constructs for this study in
entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial orientation, entrepreneurial legacy, sponsorship
mechanisms and activities, forms of capital and legitimacy for the purpose of
theoretical sampling and data analysis to prepare the protocol for semi-structured
interviews (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Amezcua et al., 2013,
Schumpeter, 1934, Firkin, 2003).

Operationalization of Entrepreneurship

The operationalization of entrepreneurship required the identification of behaviours as
indicators of entrepreneurial activity. According to Schumpeter (1934),
entrepreneurial behaviours includes (1) creating new products and services, (2)
entering new markets, (3) adopting new technologies, (4) developing new raw
materials and (5) implementing new ways of organising business activities
(Schumpeter, 1934, Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a). To operationalize individual behaviours,
determine their number and assess the speed and degree to which entrepreneurial
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ventures acquired legitimacy at the parent firm, the following questions referring to
dimensions of entrepreneurship were used, taken from the Babson STEP Interview
Questionnaire Format listed below.

i.  Describe the parent firm ability to take new action and support new action.

ii.  Describe the skills and capabilities necessary for the new venture to
succeed.

iii.  Would you describe the owner/family as entrepreneurial?

iv.  Why or why not?

V. Would you describe the business unit you’re involved in as
entrepreneurial?

vi.  Why or why not?

vii.  Describe your business capabilities to take new actions ahead of your
competitors.
viii.  To what extent would you describe the organisation as innovative and

generating new ideas, experimentation and creative processes that may or
may not result in new initiatives/strategic actions?

Operationalization of Sponsorship Mechanisms and Activities

The operationalization of the construct of sponsorship was based on a comprehensive
review of the literature and by an analysis of the sponsorship mechanisms and
activities proposed by Amezcua et al. (2013), who suggested that organisational
sponsorship by way of bridging and/or buffering mechanisms exists in particular
activities associated with sponsorship (Flynn, 1993a, Amezcua et al., 2013).
Sponsorship activities include (1) networking activities linking new ventures with
external resource providers via structured programs etc., (2) field-building activities
connecting new ventures to other similar and new organisations in a field, and (3)
direct support activities that transfer knowledge, capital and labour to new ventures
(Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a, Stinchcombe, 1965, Baum et al., 2000, Lumpkin and Ireland,
1988, Bruderl and Preisenddrfer, 1998, Rao et al., 2000).

To operationalize sponsorship mechanisms and activities, each semi-structured
interview questions (or variations of them) included questions to operationalize
organisational sponsorship activities and mechanisms. Table 4.5 below reflects
questions relating to sponsorship mechanisms and scholarly references which provided
guidance on understanding dimensions for each question.
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Table 4.5 Sponsorship Questions and Scholarly References

Sponsorship Activities & Mechanisms

Scholarly References

Did the parent firm conceive original products or
services for the new venture?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum et al., 2000, Baum
and Oliver, 1991, Miner et al., 1990)

Did the parent firm help analyse different
combinations of attributes for your new venture?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum et al., 2000, Baum
and Oliver, 1991, Miner et al., 1990, Phan et al.,
2005)

Did the parent firm help transfer product or
service knowledge to the new venture?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum et al., 2000, Baum
and Oliver, 1991, Miner et al., 1990, Phan et al.,
2005)

Did the parent firm help apply different skills to
develop new venture products or services?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum et al., 2000, Baum
and Oliver, 1991, Miner et al., 1990, Phan et al.,
2005)

Did the parent firm loan skilled personnel?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum et al., 2000, Baum
and Oliver, 1991, Miner et al., 1990, Phan et al.,
2005)

Did the parent firm loan funding or assets?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum et al., 2000, Baum
and Oliver, 1991, Miner et al., 1990)

Did the parent firm provide a formal transfer of
technology?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum et al., 2000, Baum
and Oliver, 1991, Miner et al., 1990, Phan et al.,
2005)

Did the parent firm improve the environment for
active engagement and alignment for the new
venture among stakeholders?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum and Oliver, 1991,
Sorenson and Stuart, 2001)

Did external networks and personal connections
help in the discovery of new opportunities?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum and Oliver, 1991,
Sorenson and Stuart, 2001)

Did external networks and personal connections
help in generating new venture activity?

(Amezcua et al., 2013, Baum and Oliver, 1991,
Sorenson and Stuart, 2001)

Did the parent firm improve the environment for
collaboration and knowledge sharing leading to
industry awareness?

(Amezcua et al., 2013)ra(Rao et al., 2000, Rao et
al., 2003, Lounsbury et al., 2003)

Did the parent firm help provide access to
existing markets?

(Amezcua et al., 2013)ra(Rao et al., 2000, Rao et
al., 2003, Lounsbury et al., 2003)

Did the parent firm help identify new markets?

(Amezcua et al., 2013)ra(Rao et al., 2000, Rao et
al., 2003, Lounsbury et al., 2003)

Did the parent firm offer business networking
groups or clubs for the new venture?

(Amezcua et al., 2013)ra(Rao et al., 2000, Rao et
al., 2003, Lounsbury et al., 2003)

Did the parent firm offer business networking
among close business associates?

(Rao et al., 2000, Rao et al., 2003, Lounsbury et
al., 2003)
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Operationalization of Forms of Capital

Firkin’s (Firkin, 2003) forms of entrepreneurial capital include human capital, social
capital, cultural capital and economic capital. To operationalize these forms of capital
and account for the transfer of individual resources from the parent firm to its new
venture(s), questions in the interviews reflected the literature on each form of
entrepreneurial capital to understand how and whether there might be resource transfer
between the parent family firm and its venture(s). For example, to reflect the relational
and structural dimensions of social capital transferred to new ventures and to reflect
organisational social capital among family firms there were frequent references for
operationalization to Nahapiet and Goshal (2008) and to Arregle, Hitt and Sirmon
(2007). References to Becker (1975) address general and specific human capital, and
references to Davidsson and Honig (2003) address the tacit and explicit human capital
transferred to new ventures. The list of questions below for operationalization of
Firkin’s forms of entrepreneurial capital reflects the dimension and scholarly
references relating to the formation of each dimension.
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Table 4.6 Questions on Forms of Capital and Their Scholarly References

Entrepreneurial Capital

Scholarly Reference

Did the parent firm provide access to existing
markets for your spinoff venture? (structural)

(Firkin, 2001, Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998,
Arregle et al., 2007, Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm identify new markets for
your spinoff venture? (structural)

(Firkin, 2001, Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998,
Arregle et al., 2007, Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm identify customer groups
that might have an interest in spinoff
products/services? (relational)

(Firkin, 2001, Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998,
Arregle et al., 2007, Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm offer business networking
groups or clubs for your spinoff venture?

(Firkin, 2001, Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998,
Arregle et al., 2007, Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm offer business networking
among close business associates? (relational)

(Firkin, 2001, Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998,
Arregle et al., 2007, Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm continue to talk business
after working hours? (cognitive)

(Firkin, 2001, Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998,
Arregle et al., 2007, Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm suggest outside assistance
for your spinoff venture?

(Firkin, 2001, Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998,
Arregle et al., 2007, Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm transfer competencies or
knowledge to help the new venture?

(Becker, 1993, Firkin, 2001, Firkin, 2003,
Davidsson and Honig, 2003, de Bruin, 1999,
Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm help the knowledge or
competencies of the new venture?

(Becker, 1993, Firkin, 2001, Firkin, 2003,
Davidsson and Honig, 2003, Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm help conceive original
products or services for the new venture?

(Becker, 1993, Firkin, 2001, Firkin, 2003,
Davidsson and Honig, 2003, Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm transfer funding to the new
venture?

(Firkin, 2001, Morris, 1998, Light et al., 1994,
Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm expect payback of funding
for your new venture?

(Firkin, 2001, Morris, 1998, Light et al., 1994,
Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm invest tangible assets in
equipment or stock in your new venture?

(Firkin, 2001, Morris, 1998, Light et al., 1994,
Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm invest intangible assets in
trademarks or patents in your new venture?

(Firkin, 2001, Morris, 1998, Light et al., 1994,
Bourdieu, 1986)

Did the parent firm provide history, reputation
or goodwill to the new venture?

(Firkin, 2001, Bourdieu, 1986, Aldrich Howard
and Ruef, 2006, de Bruin, 1999)

Did the parent firm provide increased industry
standing for the new venture?

(Firkin, 2001, Bourdieu, 1986, Aldrich Howard
and Ruef, 2006, de Bruin, 1999)

Did the parent firm provide increased industry
awareness for the new venture?

(Firkin, 2001, Bourdieu, 1986, Aldrich Howard
and Ruef, 2006, de Bruin, 1999)
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Operationalization of Entrepreneurial Dispositions

The goal of this study was to understand sponsorship activities as they relate to
venturing and entrepreneurial activity at the parent family firm. However, there is
contextual differentiation between ventures. Zellweger et al. (2013: 144) stated,

If the goal is to study family businesses through the lens of entrepreneurship,
the appropriate approach will have to define what actually is relevant to study
given the characteristics of the family firm context.”

As such, scholars including Nordqvist, Habbershon, and Melin (2008), Zellweger and
Sieger (2010) and Lumpkin et al. (2010) suggest entrepreneurial dispositions exist
within reified constructs such as EO and arguably FEO in dimensions of autonomy,
innovativeness and pro-activeness along with dimensions of competitive
aggressiveness and risk-taking (Zellweger et al., 2012). According to Zellweger et al.
(2013: 145) the construct of family entrepreneurial orientation (FEO) *‘combines
attributes that are prototypical of the family and the business domain™ because the
family has an impact on firm-level behaviours, and because business families as we
understand in this study controlled more than a single firm (Gémez-Mejia et al., 2007).
This study included exploratory, empirical survey items suggested by Zellweger et al.
(2013) to operationalize entrepreneurial dispositions and attitudes for this study
questions that were asked as part of semi-structured interviews:

i. Does the family strive to preserve existing businesses or create new
businesses?
ii.  Does the family make decisions with success of the current generation in mind?
iii.  Does the family pursue opportunities paying attention to currently controlled
resources?
iv.  Does the family favour strong internal processes (innovativeness)?
v. Isthe family the first to introduce new products or services? (pro-activeness)
vi. Is the family resistant to change?
vii.  Is the family dependent on relationships with external stakeholders?

Operationalization of an Entrepreneurial Legacy

Legacy exists to explain how multi-generational family firms nurture rhetorical
reconstruction of historical events, and Jaskiewicz et al. (2015) suggested second-hand
imprinting of an entrepreneurial legacy can transcend generations and nurture trans-
generational entrepreneurship among entrepreneurial families in (1) entrepreneurial
behaviors, (2) awareness, pride and resilience of past entrepreneurial behaviours of the
family, (3) cohesion of the family, (4) involvement and education in the family
business, (5) education and induction and transition in the family business.

To understand an entrepreneurial legacy that might exist at parent family firms and
their new venture(s) and operationalize dimensions, the list below represents questions
asked (or similar variants) as part of semi-structured interviews. Scholarly reference
for each question typically refers to Jaskewicz et al. (2013).
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I.  Among family members is there awareness of past entrepreneurial behaviours
of family?
ii.  Among family members is there pride of past entrepreneurial behaviours?
iii.  Among family members is there mutual support of family members?
iv.  Among family members is there involvement in each other’s lives?
v.  Did family members work after school, during holidays, etc.?
vi.  Did family members graduate from university/college?
vii.  Did family members study subjects relevant to the family business?
viii.  Did family members get work experience in the industry or field?
ix.  Did family members get resources to start projects in firm?
x.  Did family members get power to lead new projects?

4.8 Research Setting & Case Selection

To collect codes and analyse data for a comprehensive process of theoretical
sampling, this study included careful consideration of both research setting and case
selection in order to be theoretically sensitive to theory that might emerge from data
collected.

Since the area of inquiry included venturing activity and more specifically,
organisational sponsorship in the context of new venture incubation, research setting
included a cross-cultural dimension and multi-generational dimension while case
selection included cases in multiple industries.

The research setting for this study was parent family firms and their new venture(s)
located on the East Coast of the United States, Scotland and England. Cases from
these countries were selected to provide a cultural dimension reflecting GEM US and
GEM UK survey results, which suggested that the general population’s positive
attitudes towards entrepreneurs tend to be very similar in in Scotland, UK and US
(Ali et al., 2013, Levie and Hart, 2008).

The case selection was influenced by Yin (2009: 54), who advised that each case,
“be carefully selected so that either (a) predicts similar results (a literal replication)
or (b) predicts contrasting results but for anticipatable reasons (a theoretical
replication).” Although all of the firms selected for case studies were in the green
industry or the building industry, the new ventures varied in the level and type of
ownership. Further, the cases varied in the level of family engagement in the business.

For this study individual parent family firms were chosen from the green industry and
the construction industry in the eastern United States, Scotland and England because
of the author’s knowledge of these industries and frequent visits to the UK and US.
Several criteria were used to select firms. First, to prevent small business bias, parent
firms were selected that reported a range of revenues from $3M to £65M and between
15 to 350 employees. Second, the parent firms had to include family and non-family
executive management to prevent family bias in decision-making. Third, the parent
firms chosen represented production, distribution and/or placement of product within
the green industry and construction industry to provide perspective across two
industries. Fourth, parent family firms had to be entering at least third-generation
involvement to prevent founder bias for entrepreneurship (Cruz and Nordqvist, 2012).
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Fifth, parent family firms were selected in which senior management was considering
succession to allow for the investigation of trans-generational entrepreneurship (Cruz
and Nordqvist, 2012, Miller et al., 2007).

The research began with pilot interviews and two pilot case studies that looked at trans-
generational entrepreneurship at two US family firms as part of the Babson College
Successful Trans-generational Entrepreneurship Practices (STEP) Project. The
Babson STEP Project is a global applied research initiative that explores the
entrepreneurial process within business families and generates solutions that have
immediate application for family leaders. It develops theory-driven, evidence-based
research in the areas of entrepreneurship, innovation and strategic change. Both case
studies were published for reference in the STEP library.

The pilot interviews and the development of Case A revealed patterns in the data that
suggested that family firms could be proactive and prolific in starting new ventures
and strategic in how they ‘sponsored’ their new ventures. Case A was refined over a
period of 24 months with additional interviews and data collection from a wider circle
of family members and critical players along with the third generation of family
members who were also creating new ventures at the parent family firm. This case
study contributed to refining the data and the process by which data were collected in
the other cases (Yin, 1981). The subsequent ‘main’ case study represents 24 months
of semi-structured interviews with Case A family and non-family members who
founded eleven new ventures at a single-family firm over three generations.

To continue and refine the investigation into organisational sponsorship of new
ventures, the search was expanded to include parent family firms with one or multiple
new ventures. Ultimately, all cases included (1) parent family firms in the green
industry and construction industry, (2) parent family firms that introduced new
ventures before and after the 2008 recession. Table 4.6 lists the new ventures
associated with each parent firm, suggesting that parent family firms can be prolific
incubators of new business, as found in the GEM UK 2015 survey results (Levie,
2015). Table 4.6 reflects data only on family and non-family ventures which family
members recalled in interviews.

Table 4.6 List of Parent Family Firms and New Ventures

Parent Family | New  Family | New Non-family | Generations | Industry Location
Firm Ventures Ventures

Case A 11 0 3 Green us

Case B 8 3 6 Construction | UK
Case C 11 3 4 Green us

Case D 4 1 3 Green us

Case E 5 ? 4 Green us

Case F 2 0 2 Construction | UK
Case G 1 1 1 Green us
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This study reflects data on five parent family firms with family ventures (eg. A, B, C,
E, F), and two parent family firms with non-family ventures (eg. D and G). Section
2.3 explains how parent family firms are defined, and Section 2.4 explained how new
ventures — both family and non-family ventures are defined. However, there is
variation in that a parent family firm in Case B included a non-family director but
family majority ownership; Case D included family venturing and non-family
venturing at the same firm. It is also interesting to note that at Case E one brother
imbued sponsorship to the family venture while another brother withheld sponsorship
from the family venture.

Profile of the Environment

This section profiles the industries examined in this study. The green industry and
construction industry were chosen because both industries arguably lend themselves
to family business and offer a platform for studying the vagaries of succession and
entrepreneurial approaches to succession. Further, the author’s personal knowledge of
and practical experience in both industries facilitated understanding of their language
and terminology.

The green industry, also referred to as the environmental horticulture industry, consists
of many types of businesses involved in the production, distribution and service
associated with ornamental plants, landscape and garden supplies and equipment.
Segments of the industry include wholesale nurseries, greenhouse growers, sod
growers, landscape architects, contractors and maintenance firms, retail garden
centres, home centres and mass merchandisers. Figure 4.12 below outlines distribution
channels in the United States green industry as product progresses from seedling to
finished product. At various stages in product development there are intermediaries,
including brokers, horticultural distribution centres and re-wholesalers which channel
the product to end users.
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Figure 4.12 Green Industry Distribution Channels
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The green industry is one of the fastest-growing segments of the agricultural economy
in the United States. It often experiences growth and expansion during recessionary
periods as individuals and families choose to stay home and invest in outdoor living.
Strong economic conditions have allowed the green industry to expand considerably
over the past 20 years despite recent downturns in the economy.

The green industry has a relatively complex structure of production due to the nature
of the product and the need to rapidly ship the product. Economic reports segment
green industry firms into input supply firms, production firms, wholesale distribution
firms, horticultural service firms, retailers and end users. The industry’s product
distribution practices have their roots in the period just after WWII, when a sustained
building boom in the suburbs fuelled an increasing demand for green product while a
sophisticated highway and shipping network facilitated the movement of green
product over long distances in relatively short periods of time. West Coast horticultural
product, which was grown relatively efficiently and inexpensively, could now be
shipped east for installation. Similarly, producers of soils and fertilizers could now
manufacture products nearer the source of materials and ship longer distances to their
customer base. However, over the past two decades, transportation costs have risen
significantly due to the increase in oil prices. Transportation costs represent up to 50%
of the cost of green product. Therefore, a desire to reduce transport costs in recent
years has forced growers to change their production methods and shipping practices.
Regional firms that take advantage of their proximity to customers while shipping
small orders have benefitted in recent years. By shipping a diverse mix of product
more frequently to local customers, the firm in Case Al has expanded and benefitted
accordingly. However, the industry has developed and responded; for example, many
growers have adapted their operations to ship more frequently. Several growers also
now offer 24-hour delivery.
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Green industry trends in recent years include horticultural marketing to end users.
Propagators of new plants over the past two decades have used professional marketing
campaigns to reach the end user. The effort is somewhat similar to the pharmaceutical
industry effort to market new drugs to their end users in patients. To this end, plant
propagators have marketed exciting new plant cultivars with television advertising and
magazine articles read by end users. The result has been a boon to individual plant
propagators who produce and license production for advertised plant product (Henry
Huntington, personal communication).

4.9  Data Collection Methods

This study focused on naturally occurring behaviours among individuals in their usual
contexts within existing social structures. Selection of family members for semi-
structured interviewing required at least a brief history working at the parent family
firm. Selection of family members for semi-structured interviewing did not require
evidence of an entrepreneurial mind-set or involvement in venturing or venturing
activity. In keeping with Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007), informant bias toward data
collection was minimized by the inclusion of at least two non-family informants
working at each Case E viewed the phenomena from an outside perspective. Selection
of non-family members working at the parent family firm also did not require evidence
of an entrepreneurial mind-set or involvement in venturing.

For the qualitative analysis, micro-level abductive and interpretive approaches were
used to understand the process of organisational sponsorship in the context of new
business incubation (Gephart, 2004, Eisenhardt, 1989). The research took a micro-
level abductive and interpretive approach to building theory on organisational
sponsorship in the context of new business incubation through participant observation
and in-depth interviews, and the semi-structured interview protocol included both
close-ended and open-ended questions. Each interview was conducted on site and
usually required 60-90 minutes to complete. All interviews were transcribed and
formatted. Follow-up data was acquired no later than 1 year after the final interview.
This information clarified previous information from core interviews; however,
follow-up interviews continued over a 24-month period beyond the initial interviews
to clarify inconsistencies and inquire about the legitimacy of the new venture.

The interviews were supplemented by multiple data collection methods, including
archival information about each firm, archival information about the family
representing parent family firms, historical information from each firm and financial
information if it became available. These methods made it possible to triangulate the
data and capture different dimensions of the same phenomenon in organisational
sponsorship in the context of business incubation from a parent firm (Eisenhardt,
1989). Archival research data was found on several parent firms, and one parent family
firm provided published histories of the firm dating back to its founding in the 17t
century. In certain cases in which the data was irrelevant or too sensitive to the purpose
of understanding organisational sponsorship at the parent family firm, the author chose
to hide the data from publication.
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49 Data Collection Process

The following sections outline the data collection process carried out for the purpose
of this investigation. Table 4.7 summarises steps in collection of cases and collection
of information in preparation of semi-structured interviews as part of a study of seven
parent family firms and their venture(s).

Table 4.7 Steps in the Data Collection Process

Steps

Description

Initial Investigation

Website review; online research; affiliated orgamisation
rezearch; industry conversations

Caze Selection

# of ventures; # of generations; # of family emplovees; #
of years in industry;

Initial Contact Telephone request for interview; follow-up eMail for
additional contacts

Documentation / Collection of media documents and family documents
relevant to venturing activity.

Archival Data Collection 9
Internal: reports, business plans, documents External:
print articles, online articles, online references,
databases, public filings

Interviews 1¥ interview always with primary informant and

organiser to gather information on structure of family
firm. Secondary interviews with earlier generations if
available on start of organization. Additional interviews
to gain additional insights or clarify information.

Fifty-five interviews at five parent family firms with family venture(s) and two parent
family firms with non-family venture(s) in the UK and US were conducted over a
period of three years with CEOs, family members, non-family employees and industry
experts. Table 4.8 lists the number of respondents for each case along with the number
of non-family respondents for each case.

Table 4.8 Number and Type of Case Respondents

Respondents Case | Case |Case |Case |Case |Case | Case
A B C D E F G

Family 7 5 5 2 3 3 2

Non-family 2 2 2 1 2 1 2
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For data collection a semi-structured interview protocol was used. The protocol
included objective indicators including the number of years in business, the number of
active ventures at the parent firm and the number of generations of the parent firm.
Protocol also included subjective behavioural indicators including spirit, innovation,
initiative, tolerance for risk etc. The close-ended questions typically referred to the
founding date of the firm, its age, the number of children in the business, the number
of employees, etc. The open-ended questions allowed the interviewer to learn about
the history of the firm, personal experiences at the firm, innovations at the firm,
attitudes towards innovation at the firm, the level of support provided for innovation
at the firm, and the reasons for providing help to innovators within the firm. The open-
ended questions also asked about transfer of skills, transfer of employees, social
connections, business connections, financial and economic resources, and the power
of the parent brand name and reputation. The inclusion of both objective and subjective
questions represented a holistic attempt to collect data.

Table 4.9 lists all of the data sources and pages of data for each data source by
individual case. It should be noted there is no correlation between number of
interviews or the pages of transcription or the length of interviews since several
interviews were relationship-based which allowed for in-depth analysis quickly. As an
example, Michael at Case A was very forthright about his relationship with his father
and brothers and gave information freely and quickly likely because of a pre-existing
relationship with the interviewer. Further, Michael sons also gave information freely
and quickly because they all believed they might develop a trans-generational
awareness as part of the interview process. Alternately, Allen at Case B was reserved
and hesitant to provide information because he believed his answers might damage
relations with his family company and/or with his siblings.
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Table 4.9 Data Sources and Transcribed Pages of Data

Casza Caza & | CaseB | CazeC | CasaD | CamaE | CamaF | Caza s

Interview Pagaz¥®:

1" gen. 75 0 0 ] 0 a5 46
2" gen 240 0 135 0 0 B7 L]
3" gen. 124 0 110 1] 33 0 Wi
4" gen | A 20 0 95 43 WA Mis
Fgen | MNA 122 JURE:Y 35 ] M/A Mis

6%gen | IA 178 WA MrA WA WA Mis

Internal Sourcas:
Websites 12 27 10 25 15 12 10
Prozentations 3 4 | 3 & 4 ]
Hiztorical 17 137 20 43 48 14 0

External Sourcas:
MadiaMews 57 193 2B B3 68 a3 12
Frofiles i5 47 18 42 35 15 3

** Number of pages transcribed double-spaced and 12 point

Main Case Study

The main case study extended Case A from a study of trans-generational
entrepreneurship to an investigation of organisational sponsorship in the context of
new business incubation. Following the pilot interviews, specific ventures at Case A
were chosen for further study, because both first- and second-generation family
members could be considered prolific incubators of new ventures from the parent
family firm, and third-generation family members seemed eager to follow in the
family’s footsteps. To supplement semi-structured interviews with family owners,
family managers and non-family managers, archival data was collected from internal
sources, including financial reports, company website updates, management videos,
and 5-year expansion plans. Interviewing started in 2011 for the STEP Project initial
case study, but for the purposes of this study, interviews began in spring 2014 and
continued through spring 2016. All of the interviews were either videotaped using a
hand-held video recorder or audiotaped in person or over the phone using iPhone
Quick Record. The initial transcription of Case A’s semi-structured interviews and all
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case interviews was performed by an outside firm, but the author confirmed all
transcriptions to gain a deeper immersion in the data.

In Case A, there was considerable variation in storytelling among family members,
requiring frequent requests for archival information or restatement to confirm the data.
The first-generation CEO at Case A could be considered a prolific entrepreneur, but
interview records suggested many discrepancies between his accounts of his successes
and failures and those of other informants. While his personal initiative in at least 12
ventures was confirmed, most of these ventures met with only modest success or no
success at all, and several businesses he claimed to have started were, in fact, started
by family members. Triangulating the data from these initial interviews made it
possible to identify and reconcile such discrepancies.

In Case A, the choice was made to focus on existing new ventures that accurately and
independently indicated organisational sponsorship in the context of business
incubation. At times, discerning between (1) existing, (2) in the works, and (3)
potential new ventures was difficult, and clarification was requested in all Case A
interviews and all subsequent interviews. Because Case A was a particularly rich
source of information on new ventures, it surfaced issues and led to methodological
solutions that made subsequent case replication much easier.

4.10 Data Analysis

This section provides an overview of the data analysis process which centred on an
abductive linking of theory and data incorporating qualitative data gathered using
semi-structured interviews. Table 4.10 presents the steps in the analysis process with
a brief description of each step. The following sub-section explains all steps of
qualitative analysis in detail for reference.
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Table 4.10 Steps and Associated Descriptions of the Data Analysis Process

Steps

Description

Data Transcription

Organisation and review of the data;
Professional transcription of the dhta;
Feviewed professional data
transcription.

Diate Reduction

Eliminated redundancies in
documentation from internal and
external sources

Case Description

Wrote narratives about parent family
firms and ventore(s) including:

- Family history,

- Generations in family business,

- Generic information,

- Number of ventures,

- Actors involved in ventures,

- Other relevant events /
dimensions.

Structuring the Data

Developed structured tables with:

- Genenc within-Case
information,

- Chronclogy of key events
within-caze,

- Cross-case data structuring.

Coding and Annotating Data

First level open coding (paper and pen);
First level open coding (QSE nVive 11);
First level selective coding;

Second level coding to aggregate codes.

Matching Theoretical Concepts

In-depth analysis of each case;

Cross-case Analyses comparing
findings;

Working rteratively with theory and
data;

Identified relationships and patterns in
data.

Source: Adapted from Costa, 2015
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Qualitative Analysis

Case histories, chronological timelines and tables were created to link data to a
particular case using QSR NVIVO Version 11 software. The case study data was
entered into an ‘event history database’ (Garud and Rappa, 1994) to present a
chronology of events and details related to the parent family firm and its venture(s).
Within and cross-case analyses were performed to induce propositions, and additional
data was collected from archival publications, documentation, and personal histories
to ensure consistency and high data quality.

Data Transcription

As noted in Table 4.9 approximately 800 transcription pages were professionally
transcribed upon completion of all interviews. A professional transcription service
transcribed most interview data, but analysis of the data included a second pass to
correct inaccuracies, redundancies and translation errors due to volume level and/or
accents. Despite every attempt to conduct interviews in English, transcription often
proved difficult due to strong Scottish and American accents. Further complicating
data transcription, interviewees often turned away from the microphone or spoke in
low tones. However, audio interviews and transcription pages were reviewed
repeatedly and independently to reduce the possibility of misunderstanding,
inaccuracies and translation errors.

Data Reduction

Data reduction included the elimination of unnecessary pauses in reflection, personal
comments and general comments about the weather or similar. This provided a better
flow to the transcription while reducing the data that had to be searched and sort for
keywords and comments using nVivo Versionll software. Transcribers also
eliminated background comments from others in the room, and the transcription
focused on the language of the interviewee to make the data more manageable (Miles
and Huberman, 1994).

Case Description

To provide a more holistic approach to case description, additional dimension
including (1) profile of the firm, (2) profile of the industry, (3) profile of the
environment, and (4) profile of interviewees improved the data structure for each case.

A profile of the firm provided an objective view of the firm in terms of its history,
longevity, management structure and venturing activities. Longevity was described in
both years and generations, depending on the context. Further, distinctions were made
to indicate family and non-family executive management and whether family or non-
family individuals were venturing at the parent firm.

A profile of the industry included an overview of the green industry or construction
industry with a focus on the parent family firm. Several parent firms included in this
study were leaders in their individual fields. As a leader in the green industry, the
parent firm in Case A reflected innovation and leadership in nearly every aspect of the
green industry. As a leader in the construction industry, the parent firm in Case B
arguably reflected the social consciousness of a country over six generations.
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A profile of the environment provided context about the economic landscape and
competitive landscape that existed at the founding of each individual venture. To
reduce data noise from economic aberrations and unusual crises, the legitimacy of the
new ventures before and after the economic recession of 2008 was emphasized.

A profile of interviewees provided a structural and personal understanding of the
individuals who took part in this study. The profiles presented their standing in and
knowledge of their respective fields.

Data Structuring

Efficient data structuring made it possible to develop keywords and primary codes that
identified relevant factors in the identification of organisational sponsorship in the
context of new business incubation for this study. Data structuring included four steps:
(1) identification, (2) analysis, (3) interpretation and (4) evaluation (Nordqvist and
Zellweger, 2010). Data structuring started with the identification of keywords which
reflected entrepreneurship, venturing and entrepreneurial behaviour in dimensions of
an entrepreneurial legacy and an entrepreneurial orientation (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996,
Miller, 1983, Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a, Schumpeter, 1934, Gartner, 1985). Data
structuring continued with the identification of keywords which reflected munificence
in organisational sponsorship activities and mechanisms (Amezcua et al., 2013).

As mentioned earlier in Section 4.6, this study has been an exhaustive but effective
exercise in linking abductive theory and data in a back and forth between data and
literature. In the data I discovered existing constructs of an EO, EL and organizational
sponsorship while in the literature | discovered constructs of habitus, libertarian
paternalism and organizational sponsorship (Bourdieu, 1994, Sunstein and Thaler,
2003, Flynn, 1993b, Flynn, 1993a, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a).
Categorizing data into existing constructs of an EO, El and organizational sponsorship
allowed me to more effectively isolate and understand ‘uncategorized data’ and piece
them together with my reading and understanding of Bourdieu, Sunstein, Thaler and
others for that “ah ha” moment that led to new constructs in an entrepreneurial habitus
and ‘nudging’ at parent family firms. Interpretation, classification and collapse of
keywords reflecting entrepreneurial dispositions and behaviours exposed similarities
in constructs of an EO and EL at each parent family firm while interpretation of
keywords reflecting munificence and resources exposed existing constructs in forms
of entrepreneurial capital (Firkin, 2001, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Jaskiewicz et al.,
2015a, Amezcua et al., 2013). The following paragraphs explain a determination and
structuring of “categorized’ data. Appendix 9.3 references all “‘categorized’ data.

In Table 4.11 the first column introduces measures used to identify processes, practices
and decision-making activities that lead to new entry to introduce ‘categorized’ data
from semi-structured interviews. The second column consolidates measures and
suggests, in an abductive linking of theory and data, constructs in existing dimensions
of risk-taking, innovativeness and pro-activeness. The third column consolidates
keywords and secondary codes into an existing construct relating to behaviours and
dispositions of an entrepreneurial orientation at parent firms which engage in corporate
venturing (Miller, 1983, Schumpeter, 1934, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). Below, Table
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4.11 includes scholarly sources in coding from which several authors referenced
assumptions about keywords associated with entrepreneurial behaviours and
dispositions. Appendix 9.3 provides data reflecting ‘categorized’ data in an EO.

Table 4.11 Data Structure Reflecting Entrepreneurial Dispositions
2nd Order New or Existing
1st Order Measures B e,

Risk, uncertainty, gain,
expose, borrow, gamble,
liability, possibility, loss,

Risk-taking —

Innovate, found, invent,
develop, combination, initiate, G Innovativeness
introduce,power, position,

fsb)
>
o
Z
=
—t
c
o
D
7]

Enterprise, act, engage,
anticipate, introduce, forward- B
looking

Pro-activeness

suoneusLIO [eunauidanug

Sources: (Khandwalla, 1977); (Collinson and Gregson, 2003); (Miller, 1983);
(Schumpeter, 1942); (Khandwalla, 1977); (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996); (Normann and
Normann, 1977); (Mintzberg, 1978); (Shapero, 1975); (Cole, 1946); (Knight, 1921);
(Redlich, 1949)

In Table 4.12 the first column introduces measures reflecting determination of a
family’s legacy as it relates to behaviours and/or dispositions enacted by individuals
at the firm. Sources listed below include scholarly references of keywords associated
with an entrepreneurial legacy at the family firm. The second column collapses and
consolidates keywords to suggest several dimensions similar to those of a construct in
an entrepreneurial legacy (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a). While legacy is a broad term in
the literature, Jaskiewicz et al. (2015) propose dimensions of an entrepreneurial legacy
in strategic education, entrepreneurial bridging and strategic transition which support
a family’s rhetorical reconstruction of past entrepreneurial achievements in each of the
three dimensions. The third column consolidates keywords and dimensions into an
abductive linking of theory and data construct which strongly references an
entrepreneurial legacy (EL) at family firms which engage in corporate venturing.
Appendix 9.3 provides data reflecting ‘categorized’ data in an EL.
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Table 4.12 Data Structure Reflecting an Entrepreneurial Legacy

New or Existing
Constructs

2nd Order
1st Order Measures

graduate, study,
horticulture, construction, e  Strategic Education [
experience,

mentor, manage, return, : |
venture, power, position, [ Entrepreneurial Bridging

sa19eha] Jelinaualdanul

transition, wife, husband,
family, participate, e Strategic Transitioning e

integrated, (no) buyout

Sources: (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a), (Amezcua et al., 2013), (Kellermanns and
Eddleston, 2006), (Zahra and Sharma, 2004)

In an EL Jaskiewicz et al. (2015) theorize that families motivate incumbent and next
generation owners with rhetorical reconstruction of past entrepreneurial achievements
and resilience. The authors (2015: 31) suggest dimensions in strategic education,
entrepreneurial bridging and strategic transition to support an EL at the family firm,
“binds the next generation’s entrepreneurial spirit to (stories about) their
entrepreneurial acts.” As such, EL is a rhetorical reflection in story-telling at the
parent family firm for the purpose of trans-generational entrepreneurship. In strategic
education the family firm according to Jaskiewicz et al. (2015: 41), “nudges” family
members toward education and work experiences related to business at the firm and
future possibilities with the firm. While ‘nudge’ is an interesting choice of words in
the context of an EL at the parent family firm, the authors use the term only once and
only in the context of steering family members toward a strategic education. In
entrepreneurial bridging Jaskiewicz et al. (2015: 42) suggest “trans-generational
collaboration of at least 2 generations over several years to foster entrepreneurship.”
Finally, in strategic transition the firm provides formal transition and control in a way
that protects resources for entrepreneurship.

To identify sponsorship activities of firm level entrepreneurship at each of seven parent
family firms engaged in corporate venturing, | referenced existing constructs in
organisational sponsorship (Amezcua, 2013) and entrepreneurial forms of capital
(Firkin, 2001). Introducing both constructs in this study allowed me to investigate
practices and resources imbued in organisational sponsorship in the context of new
business incubation. To identify dimensions of organisational sponsorship, I undertook
data structuring of individual interviews to identify mechanisms used by the parent
firm to bridge and/or buffer a new venture to or from its environment (Amezcua et al.,
2013). Digging deeper into the codes provided specific sponsorship activities and
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what Amezcua et al. (2013: 1295) identified as activities of “field-building’, “direct
support’ and ‘networking” which buffer and/or bridge the new venture to its
environment (Gephart, 2004, Baum and Oliver, 1991, Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002,
Hall, 1982).

In Table 4.13 the first column introduces keywords as primary codes for a
determination of resource munificence related to sponsorship activities. The second
column consolidates and collapses keywords and introduces dimensions of Amezcua
et al.’s (2013) determination of resource munificence related to sponsorship in
activities of networking, field-building and direct support. The third column
consolidates keywords and secondary codes into aggregate dimensions of
organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation. Appendix 9.3
provides data reflecting ‘categorized’ data in sponsorship mechanisms and activities.

Table 4.13 Data Structure Reflecting Sponsorship Mechanisms and Activities

2nd Order New or Existing

network, connect, align, ; _
graduate, study, connect,
align, engage, build, field, Emmm Field-biulding
organise, bridge
direct, transfer, support, : _

Sources: (Amezcua et al., 2013); (Flynn, 1993a); (Flynn, 1993b); (Baum and Oliver,
1991); (Baum et al., 2000); (Bergek and Norrman, 2008); (Brtderl et al., 1992);
(Bruderl and Preisenddrfer, 1998); (Lumpkin and Ireland, 1988); (Miner et al., 1990);
(Ram, 1994); (Rao et al., 2000); (Eisenhardt, 1989)

To identify available forms of capital available at a parent family firm, this study
references Bourdieu’s (1986) forms of capital and Firkin’s (2001, 2003) forms of
entrepreneurial capital in human, social, economic and cultural capital. To further
refine my definition and interpretation of individual sources of capital, | referenced
existing literature in Light and Karageorgis (1994), Lin (2001), Portes (2000a, b) and
Becker (1993) to refine my search. Table 4.14 provides a brief definition of each form
of entrepreneurial capital and a list of scholarly sources which reflect definitions of
individual forms of capital.
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Table 4.14 Firkin's (2003) Forms of Entrepreneurial Capital

Forms Deafinition Sources

Economic Capital | Fmancial assets of any form | (Bourdien, 1336); (Moms,
convertible into momey. The | 1598); (Light, Karageorgzis,

equity people have m their Smesler, & Swedberg, 1994);
buziness and bomrowings (Faymolds, 1997)
they will make.

Social Capital The aszregate of the actual (Bourdien, 19368); (L &

or potentizl resources whach | Zhu, 20017; (Portes, 20007
are linked to the posssszion {Portes & Landolt, 20007;

of a durzble network of more | Bourdien (19E6); Lim (2001
or lezz metituhionalized (Briader] & Preisendérfer,
ralationship of mattoal 1598)

acquaintance of recogmtion

— to membarship of 2 group”™

(Bourdien, 1936 248).

Human Capital It 15 the compendimm of all Becker (1973); Shanzhan &
trarts and abilities that make Tuma (1994); Nafzzer ef al.
hnan beings econcmucally 1598%; Gilbartzon et al
productive m 2 society. (19547 (Shanzhan & Tuma,

1584 (Aldnich, 1950; de
Brum, 2000; Gilbertson,
1597; Tary, 1993; Mafziger,
1596; Eeynolds, 19597,
Shamnahan 19947748)

Cultural Capital Diafined by Bourdien (1986) | Bourdian (1586); Aldnch &
m threa states: embodied, Waldmger {1990 de Brun
objectified and & Drapnns (19593)
metituhionalized. Cuoltural
capital can bridee indradual

and socizal 1n that long-
lasting dizpozitions of body
and mind are embodiad in
peopla . . " (Firkn (2003:
=

)

Sources: (Firkin, 2001, Firkin, 2003, Firkin et al., 2003)

A review of the literature in Bourdieu (1986) and Firkin (2001, 2003) reveal that
entrepreneurial capital embodies the significance of entrepreneurial access to both
financial and non-financial resources. To identify which forms of entrepreneurial
capital parent family firms imbue to their new venture(s), this study includes coding
and lengthy textual analysis which identifies each form of capital at each parent family
firm for each case in the appendices.

Following these data structuring steps provided a framework to identify, categorise
and code entrepreneurial behaviours, dispositions and sponsorship activities in the data

112



to understand organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation.
Investigation of existing constructs in the literature allowed me to categorise much of
the data. However, in the process of categorising data referencing entrepreneurial
disposition and sponsorship activities, there were references in the data corresponding
to sponsorship dispositions and/or sponsorship activities which did not fit existing
constructs and individual dimensions established in organisational literature. As an
example some of the data in interviews referenced long-lasting entrepreneurial
dispositions which the parent firm imbued upon their venture. Another example of
uncategorised data referenced a gentle push or steering from the parent firm toward
available resources similar to the specific instance of nudging that Jaskiewicz et al.
(2015) found in relation to strategic education, but in this study, nudging took on many
other forms of resources. | labelled this data, ‘uncategorised’ and left it for further
analysis and introduction into a new model of organisational sponsorship in the context
of new business incubation in Chapter 7 and Chapter 8.

411 Data Quality and Ethical Considerations

This section reflects on the quality of the research and ethical considerations relating
to research design in order to confirm the creation of a holistic study which supports
existing literature on organisational sponsorship, and theory building, and | borrow
from Yin (2003) and refer to Costa (2014) in Table 4.15 to assess the quality of
exploratory case studies in tests of construct validity, external validity and reliability
of research design. According to Yin (2003), construct validity tests identify correct
operational measures for the concepts being studied, external validity tests define a
domain to which a study’s findings can be generalized, and reliability tests show that
operations of the study can be repeated.
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Table 4.15 Test for Quality of Exploratory Case studies

Tezt Caze study tactic

Constroet validity | Use of multipls sources of evidence, 12, tnangulation:

{friansolation) - of data sources (data trigngulation): archival data and imterviews

- among diffsrent evaluators (rvestigator triangulation): comvarsation
with rezsearch colleagues, presentations 1 confarencas

- of perspectives to the zamea data set (theory friangulation)

- of methodolozy (methedological triangulation]): combimation of longitadimal
and retrospective mterviaws

- of diffarent mformamte for the mteriews (informant riargulation)

Extorpal vahidity | Establizh a chain of evidance

{longrtndmal Have key mfommants review draft caze study report;
desipn) Prolonged engazemeant with the field (longituding desigm).
Eeliabality Usza of moultiple caze stodies (replication logic) Therough repert of all steps

(replication logic) | performed
case study databasza (records, transcriptions, ete)

Source: (Yin, 2003)

Construct Validity

Yin (2009) suggested three tactics to test construct validity: (1) using multiple sources
of evidence, (2) establishing a chain of evidence and (3) having key informants review
case study reports. Triangulation provides multiple sources of evidence, and according
to Yin (2009), four types of triangulation are useful: data triangulation, investigator
triangulation, theory triangulation, and methodological triangulation.

To produce data triangulation, multiple sources of information and evidence were
used, including published company histories, archival data, personal data, financial
data and published business listings. The necessity of data triangulation was made
obvious in the preparation of Case A, as interviews often produced conflicting data.
Case B, in contrast, offered a comprehensive and structured set of data, including
published family business archives, published articles, previously published case
studies and corroborating facts from interviews.

Investigator triangulation involves, according to Eisenhardt (1989: 538), the use of
multiple investigators to increase ‘““the creative potential of the study . . . [and]
confidence in the findings.”” This study involved frequent conversations with other
researchers about appropriate questions for interviews and concerns about the
interviews given the often-personal nature of family business. Conversations among
researchers took place at Babson College and University of Strathclyde. At Babson
College the Successful Trans-generational Entrepreneurship Practices (STEP)
framework provided the basis for many questions reflecting entrepreneurial
dispositions presented to respondents in semi-structured interviews (Habbershon et al.,
2010). At University of Strathclyde GEM UK items provided the basis for many
questions reflecting entrepreneurial attitudes in the process of new venture activity
(Levie, 2015).
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This study provided theoretical perspectives from several fields including social
science, law, behavioural science and behavioural economics to provide theory
integration across disciplines. Theory integration arguably provides theory
triangulation which reflects research and findings across several fields. Section 8.4
reflects fully on theory integration because it forms the basis of this study.

Methodological triangulation reduces noise in the study and, according to Eisenhardt
and Graebner (2007: 28) provides ““a key approach to mitigating bias.”” A pilot case
study was revised and restructured and was followed up with multiple longitudinal
case studies that included a reflexive sociology.

Given the often eccentric and erratic behaviour of several individuals interviewed for
this study, informant triangulation was used to limit bias in the interview data. This
effort resulted in corrections in several cases, as older informants often confused dates,
sources and responsibilities for the creation of the new ventures.

External Validity

Testing for external validity assumes, according to Yin (2009: 43) that “The
investigator is striving to generalize a particular set of results to a broader theory.”
While qualitative studies are often faulted for unwarranted generalization, this study
included extensive theoretical layering in combination with a multiple case study
strategy to strengthen its external validity (Eisenhardt, 1989). However, this study also
included an abductive and qualitative analysis of the data to reflect the mystery of new
theory in conjunction with existing theory (Cassell et al., 2017).

Reliability

Reliability suggests that any researcher attempting to duplicate the research strategy
and design of the study should come to the same conclusions (Yin, 2009). As an aid
in possible duplication of the research strategy, this study includes adequate references
noted in-case and referenced in a bibliography. Further, this study includes a case study
database documenting evidence of the study’s reliability in annotated research papers
as part of a literature review, references using EndNote software, extensive data files,
notes on methodologies from colleagues, advisors and conferences, and versions of
the final document (Eisenhardt, 1989).

Table 4.16 presents data configured in matrix format listing directories, size of files
and a brief description of files for the reviewer to follow in order to retrieve relevant
and detailed information pertaining to individual cases and/or the theoretical
framework for this study.
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Table 4.16 Case study Database

Dievice

Directory — Abztract/

Size (b)

Dezcription

Apple1iPad &
Lenovo PC

Literature Feaview

2307 b

Amnectated research papers using
1Ammotate 4 +3 2 software to save
documents 1 FDF format for
refarral and cross-referenca.

Decunents orgamsad by author,
subjact and vear; decuments saved
primanhy on Apple 1Pad

Lenowe PC

/EndMote. anl

Lakdh

Endnote X ver. 8.2 for in-document
refarence and bibliography creation
and comfinual update.

Lenowe PC

Mlethedology

Ik

Motes from multiple conferences
and P s reviewmg different
methodologies and reviews on
methodologies chosen for this study

Apple 1iPad &
Lenowe PC

Intarview questions

IME

Interview questions and survey
items for reference during
imtervisws

Apple1iPad &
1Phone

Diata Collection

23hb

Interview audio and +idec using
Apple 1Pad or iPhone Voice Memo
app. Ver. 11.]1 recordad m Bda
format.

Lenowe PC

Transeription Diata

18Nk

Data of mdividual mtarvies
tranzcriptions before creation of
queries, nodes, coding stripes afe.
using nVivo 11 soffwars

Lenowa PC

/Coded Data

1000k

Codad data nsmz Q5K nVivo ver.
11 zoftware for creation of mternew
quearles, nodes, coding stripes, text
zearches, word frequencies, atc. for
refarral and cross-reference for each

Casa,

Lenowe PC

/Bponsorship

17hdb

Mierosoft Word 2013 for updating
verzions of PhD) dissertation amd
pragaration of final version of PRl
dissertation for defance.

Lenovo PC

/Sponsorship/Conferences

PowerPomt for slides and tables for
use n confarences and advisor

Source: Adapted from Costa, 2014
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Use of a Reflexive Sociology

Scholars are responsible for stepping outside their understanding of reality and
exploring what is un-thought or unthinkable within a new field of inquiry such that,
according to Bourdieu (1977: 3),

“The objective-subjective duality might be overcome given a thorough
investigation of objective structures and subjective dispositions within which
these structures are actualized and which tend to reproduce them.”

Accordingly, the author of this study took every opportunity to reflect upon his
personal and scientific paradigms and the lasting and transposable dispositions that
support them.

This study relied heavily upon Bourdieu’s theory of practice, his theory on forms of
capital and his theory on a reflexive sociology. The realist tradition of the social
sciences in which Bourdieu worked assumes that social reality is layered, complex,
and interwoven in a way that transcends the traditional dualisms of macro versus micro
perspectives, objectivism versus subjectivism, agentic versus structural explanations,
or qualitative versus quantitative insights (Archer, 2000; Bhaskar, Archer, Collier,
Lawson, & Norrie, 1998; Bourdieu, 1977; Giddens, 1984; Layder, 1993). Bourdieu
suggested a ‘third way’ that, according to Fowler (1997: 17), “locates the role of
objective structures in setting limits to agents’ choice of goals as well as blinkering
their perceptions of reality.” Schwarz (1997: 10-11) also commented that,

“[Bourdieu] sees a sociology of sociology as a necessary means for freeing
the social scientist from the constraints of symbolic struggle in the field of
science — the practice of genuine science requires a ‘reflexive turn’ upon
itself.”

It seems likely that Bourdieu would agree that the social contexts and social constructs
that reflect resource transfer and resource munificence in the context of new business
incubation from a parent firm vary according to the dispositions of the individuals
involved, the resources available to the individuals and organisations, the field in
which the individuals and organisations operate, and the interpretation held by the
individuals who wield power over the field (Bourdieu and Nice, 1977, Bourdieu and
Wacquant, 1992). Consequently, this study took a subjectivist approach to reflecting
upon these four conditions. However, many have pointed out that Bourdieu was not a
subjectivist; in fact, Dimaggio (1979: 1461) comments,

“Any social science based on the subjective perceptions of participants, or on
common sense classifications of social groups, can only confirm and reinforce
the very domination he regards as problematic.”

Bourdieu built hierarchies that depended on social arrangements, and he implied a
structural dimension to social arrangements that indicated a realist perspective
(Bourdieu and Nice, 1977, DiMaggio, 1979). Therefore, Bourdieu’s reflexivity did not
simply refer to the unconscious dispositions of the individual researcher, but, as
Ozbilgin (2005: 859) suggested, to an examination of the ““epistemological
unconscious” and the ““social organisation” of the disciplines (Bourdieu and
Wacquant, 1992, Ozbilgin et al., 2005).
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Bourdieu argued that both social rules and the individual as agent are critical to the
investigation of social structures, and he proposed that dispositions provide a middle
ground and suitable object of analysis. Along with an investigation of resources, the
object of analysis in this study was dispositions in an entrepreneurial context. This
study investigated the totality of the process by which parent firms transfer resources
and provide munificence to new ventures. It also investigated the social order and the
social interactions involved in the everyday process of resource transfer and
munificence from a parent firm, including the activities and shared process by which
individual agents construct their reality. Lastly, this study included a reflexive stance
on the part of the researcher. In these respects, this study took a subjectivist and
reflexive approach to research on the transfer process by systematically examining the
context of knowledge construction.

Ethical Considerations

Ethical considerations were given paramount consideration given the sensitivity of the
information supplied by the individuals and the organisations they represent. Several
steps were taken to assure the participants of the purpose and direction of this study:
(1) a formal request was issued for an initial meeting with each participant; (2) each
participant was informed before and during the first meeting that the information
would be used only for the purpose of this study; (3) the participants were repeatedly
informed that the researcher would protect their privacy and confidentiality by
changing names and limiting the inclusion of data unrelated to the case; (4) the
participants were informed that they would have the opportunity to review a draft
before its publication. By adhering to these ethical standards in case study reporting,
the research upheld the interests of interviewees and the interests of the University of
Strathclyde.

412 Conclusion

This chapter summarized the project’s qualitative methodology and its abductive,
multiple case study design. It summarized the economic and social conditions related
to the green industry and construction industry in the United States, Scotland and
England. This chapter also described how existing constructs were operationalized and
how the data was collected from documents, archival data and in-depth interviews over
36 months with family firm founders, successors, managers, family members, family
firm executives, family firm and non-family executives, and non-family firm
executives to provide informant and informational triangulation.

The following chapter describes individual cases, following the research strategy and
design in an abductive linking of theory and data detailed in this chapter (Cassell et
al., 2017). The chapter after next includes a cross-case analysis based on data from
individual interviews, archival information, family histories and documents compiled
over 36 months to present the reader with a holistic view of the social space and social
structures that change as a parent family firm attempts to sponsor its new venture(s).
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CHAPTER FIVE - RESULTS

5.1 — Introduction to the Chapter

This chapter presents the results of this study by describing in detail organisational
sponsorship at five parent family firms with family ventures and two parent family
firms with non-family ventures. To provide context and perspective for each case
study, the same basic structure was used to report on each parent family firm and their
respective venture(s), starting with a case summary followed by data relevant to the
operationalized drivers discussed in the previous chapter. This chapter provides
profiles of the individual interviewees interviewed for this study along with a brief
profile of the parent family firm. This chapter also provides profiles of family and non-
family ventures at parent family firms.

While nearly all of the participants and parent firms in this study agreed to the use of
their individual names and organisations, each case has been coded to prevent the
identification of individuals who were revealing personal and private information. In
several cases, individuals revealed information that was subsequently determined to
be too sensitive to reveal; this information has been deleted from case transcripts and
case studies in consideration of the privacy of individuals. The promise of
confidentiality during interviews allowed for the collection of a richer set of data and
more open narratives from participants. Unless otherwise indicated, all of the quotes
in this chapter are from interviews.

5.2  Case A (United States)

Data presented in Case A includes interviews, documentation and family histories of
three generations of family members who have worked in the green industry. Figure
5.13 below presents a family tree of Case A at the time of interviewing beginning with
Mathew who started the firm.
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Figure 5.13 Case A Family Tree

1st Generation

l 1st Generat|on
I 2nd Generation Man Generatlonl Han Generatlonl n2nd Genertalonl

Liza
- 3rd Generation 3rd Generation
l 3rd Generationl | 3rd Generation{ ‘ 3rd Generationl

When Luke gave up his corporate job to move his family of four children and a wife
from a comfortable setting less than an hour from New York City to a remote farmland
in north-eastern Connecticut in 1978, Luke had already invested years of his time,
talent and treasure in a wide and eclectic range of businesses, including cashmere goat
farming, trailer park development, garlic propagation, evergreen cultivation, and worm
composting, to name a select few. Luke moved his family to Connecticut farmland
country to cultivate hothouse tomatoes because in his words he, “liked a good tomato,
but you can’t find one here during the winter.” Each of Luke’s ventures had met with
either modest success or no success at all by the time Luke started Case A in 1978.
Case A was no exception, but Luke maintained a strong “passion for growing things,”
along with a strong conviction that ““no one should fear failure” and that “everyone
should run their own business.” Luke continually acted on his strong conviction in
order to provide his three sons and daughter with structure and opportunity to develop
and grow their own businesses because, in his words, he ““didn’t want to raise spoiled
Darien [Connecticut] brats.” Each of his children — Michael, Mathew, Thomas and
Maura — would respond to his culture, his behaviour, his dispositions, his passions,
and his beliefs with their individual successes and setbacks at more than eight new
ventures and start-ups of their own. Luke’s grandchildren would also respond to family
culture, dispositions, passions and beliefs with their own ventures and start-ups even
at an early age. Table 5.17 below lists the ventures developed from the parent family
firm, and following it is a brief summary.
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Table 5.17 Case A Ventures

Caze Tvpe of Venture Famuly CGeneration | Founding Diate
hembar

Caze & Hothouse tomato propagation Luke 1 1379

Caze 41 Horticulture propagation Wfichael & 2™ 1982
Luke

Caze 42 Sail compostmg Wiathaw & 7™ 1983
Luke

Caze A3 In-wazza] composting Mlathaw 2 1985

Caze A4 hlethane sequestration hlathew 2 2008

Caze AS Hydroponic tomato fanms Miathew 2™ 2009

Caze 46 Hydroponie latuce farms Miathaw 2™ 2014

Caze A7 Organic hortienltural distmbution | Thomas 2 1985

Cas= AR Ironwood furmitura hizura 2 2002

Caze A9 Horticulture shippimg logistics Andy 3~ 2014

Caze A0 | Horticulture distribution centre Tames - 2014

Caze All | Horticulture sales & distnbution | Fobert 3~ 2017

Despite his almost immediate failure at Case A (by 1980), Luke convinced his first
son, Michael, to take advantage of an opportunity in horticultural propagation and sales
to local garden centres, and they worked together to develop Case Al. Around the
same time in 1983, Luke convinced his second son, Mathew, of an opportunity in
industrial composting, and they worked together to launch Case A2 in 1983. His third
son, Thomas, joined Case A2 in 1985 but left the firm shortly afterward to start his
own venture in Case A3 at the urging of his father. Cases A4 and A5 represent
Mathew’s additional ventures in organic sequestration and hydroponic lettuce
propagation. Luke’s daughter, Maura, complained that he had partnered with all her
brothers in new business but not with her, so he responded in Case A6 by presenting
an opportunity to make furniture from 300-year-old Georgia ironwood dumped during
the revolutionary war and recently recovered from Boston Harbor.

Luke’s grandchildren have also acted on their entrepreneurial passion. Michael’s sons,
Andy, Robert and James, have developed their own interests and ventures in the green
industry while working at Case Al. Andy has developed his own venture in logistics
in Case A9; youngest brother, James, has taken the lead venturing in horticultural
distribution centres; after some time working in farm credit banking, Robert is
venturing in the development of more horticultural distribution centres. At the time of
interviewing only Michael’s 3 sons had finished college and entered the job market as
employees of Case Al. As such, this study only considers new venture activity among
grandchildren at Case Al. However, casual conversations during interviewing suggest
nearly all grandchildren profess their interest in venturing and entrepreneurial activity.
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The next sub-sections include an in-depth profile of the parent family firm in Case A
and venturing at the parent family firm in Cases Al through A11l. Luke has arguably
presented opportunity while imbuing dispositions and capital for more than 6 ventures
to his sons, daughter and grandsons.

5.2.1 Profile of Interviewees at Case A

Following is a brief description of individual interviewees at Case A, and they
represent key players in the creation of Case A and nearly all ventures associated with
Case A. Table 5.18 lists all cases and family members associated with the founding of
each case. The table also lists interview age when they ventured and age and education
at time of interview. Last, the table provides number of core interviews and follow-up
interviews for this study.

Table 5.18 Interviewee Information

(Caze Founder Famuly (Generaton Apgeat  Fducaton  Ageat #of Core  Follow-up Tatal
Interview Ventming Infterviews Interviews Imterviews
Caze | Luke | Famuly 1" 86 BA* 50 2 1 3
A

Caszs | hhchasl | Fammly - 38 hig *= 23 3 3 4
Al

Caze | hathew | Fanuly 2 37 B.& ### 22 - 2 5
A2

Caze | MMathew | Fanuly 2 37 B.3 27 - -
A3

Caze | hathew | Fanuly 2 37 BE. 32 - -
Ad

Caze | MMathew | Fanuly 2 37 B.E. 13 - -

Caze | Mathew | Fanuly 2 a7 B.E. 34 - -
Af

Caze | Thomas | Fanuly ™ 34 BE. 37 1] ] 1]
AT
Caze | Maura | Fanuly 2 45 EA. 47 1] 1 1
Al
Cazz | Andy | Famuly 3" 27 BA 25 3 2 5
AS
TmE | Hen 43 B.3. 2 1 3

Caza | James | Famuly K 21 B.S. 22 1 2 3
All

Cazz | Bobert | Famuly 3 24 BS. 26 2 1 3
all

*B.A. Bachelor of Arts
**M.S. Masters in Science

***B_.S. Bachelors in Science

Luke (family — 1% generation)

At the time of this interviewing in 2015, Luke was 86 years old. In 1952, he graduated
from the Wharton School at the University of Pennsylvania upon completion of his
dissertation in entrepreneurship. His dissertation expounded upon the notion of
regional food distribution in local food markets. Despite his interest in new business,
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he worked at the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston and established a career on Wall
Street and various corporations just outside NYC over 30 years as an accountant.
During his early years, he admits that he “couldn’t stand working for big corporations,”
and he continually pitched his father with new business ideas. His father worked as a
senior executive at a large fish distribution facility on the north shore of Massachusetts.
Luke believed his father was a corporate thinker afraid of failure, and it was his uncle,
an academic at Yale Sheffield School, who encouraged Luke’s entrepreneurial
tinkering with motivation, support, and limited financing.

Over a long life, Luke started no fewer than 15 ventures, ranging from Cashmere goat
farming to garlic propagation to trailer park development. His entrepreneurial interests
are still evident despite his late age with the recent creation of a new venture and
partnership with his daughter in furniture-making.

Michael (family — 2" generation)

Michael is Luke’s first son and the father of Andy, Robert and James. He graduated
with a degree in plant science from White University in 1978 and continued to work
and research at the University for a short time based on his assumption that he would
get his PhD in plant physiology and likely work for a large corporation like Monsanto.
Luke introduced the opportunity of horticultural production at Case A and convinced
his son to join Case A in 1980 because there was disagreement between Luke and
investors in the firm. Michael returned to the family firm in the summer of 1980 and
decided to leave Ithaca, New York and join the family firm. Over 30 years Michael
would completely transition Case A from hothouse tomato production to horticulture
production in Case Al. He continues to lead the firm as of this case study.

Mathew (senior) (family — 2" generation)

Mathew, Luke’s second son, completed his education in agricultural economics and
plant science at White University in 1980 but pursued an initial career in professional
basketball. As a professional athlete, he travelled around the world playing for
Argentinian, Italian and Belgium teams for three seasons. Traveling in Australia, he
initially developed a desire to pursue macadamia nut farming. However, in partnership
with his father, Mathew became interested in the idea of large-scale organic waste
composting at nearby Connecticut mushroom farms which produced more than 2000
tons of spent mushroom waste each week. Luke recognized the opportunity that these
farms couldn’t process the organic waste, and Mathew accepted the challenge. Mathew
developed Case A2 to prepare and bag organic waste at an industrial scale for retail
sale to home centres and garden centres initially in partnership with his father, Luke,
and younger brother, Thomas. In 1986 Mathew sold the company to investors for a
reported $50,000,000US. However, he retained the rights to use his own technology
to develop new businesses in methane sequestration and in-vessel composting in the
1990’s. Mathew ventured again in the early 2000’s with additional ventures in
hothouse tomato production, tilapia fish farming, hydroponic lettuce propagation and
several more ventures that he either closed or sold to interested venture groups for
consolidation in larger businesses.

Mathew has two sons with whom he hopes to start new businesses upon their
graduation from White. At the time of this study, his sons were second- and third-year
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students at the White School of Agriculture. In interviews, Mathew comments that he
has no interest in passing any of his ventures to his sons. Instead, he wants to directly
partner with each son to build new ventures, quite likely focused on the green industry
field, because he believes he has developed an enviable reputation within the field.

Tim K. (non-family)

Tim K. is a non-family employee of Case Al who joined the firm in 1997. Tim joined
Case Al as an inventory manager, and since that time has assumed the titles of
Marketing Manager and Sales Manager. His job in both positions is to know
horticultural product that is saleable during the production process. Tim also supports
sales with various marketing programs.

Laura (family — wife of Michael)

Laura is Treasurer of Case Al and the wife of Michael. Michael and Laura met while
students at White University, and during the 1980s, when Michael stepped into an
overall leadership role at Case Al, Laura supported the family with her job in
investment banking. In 1995, she joined the firm and has played an active role in the
development of the parent family firm.

Andy (junior) (family — 3™ generation)

Andy is Michael’s first son. In 2014, Andy was 27 years old and joined his father at
Case Al. He is responsible for sales in the Massachusetts territory, while he develops
new business and efficiencies for the firm in logistics and production in Case A9.

Robert (family — 3" generation)

Robert is Michael’s second son. In 2014, Robert was 24 years old and a graduate of
White University College of Agriculture and Life Sciences. Robert studied horticulture
and agriculture economics while a student at White. Immediately after graduation, he
gained experience and knowledge in the banking industry as a credit analyst at Farm
Credit East. He has recently joined Case Al support sales and support venturing
activity in horticultural distribution in Case A1l.

James (family — 3" generation)

James, Michael’s third son, studied ornamental horticulture at White University and
upon graduation, worked in Washington, DC as a lobbyist for the green industry. He
recently began his tenure at the parent family firm by venturing in horticultural
distribution. James has assumed responsibilities in horticultural distribution at Case
A10.

5.2.2 Profile of Case A

After a long corporate accounting career combined with various start-up ventures,
Luke started Case A in 1978 by acting on his “passion for growing things.” He was
50 years old, his three sons were attending college, and a daughter was preparing for
college when he abruptly left his corporate job outside New York City, bought a
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bankrupt tomato growing operation and moved his family to a farming region in the
neighbouring state. Recounting his decision to make these abrupt changes, his sons,
Michael and Mathew, suggest in interviews that, “Case A was [Luke’s] mid-life
crisis.”  Combining his familiarity with bank-owned property from years of
accounting with his love of tomatoes and farming, Luke purchased defunct hothouse
tomato growing operations from a local Connecticut bank and the Meshantucket
Pequot Indians in 1978 after he discovered the sale in a local newspaper. At the time,
it was a Y2-acre greenhouse operation in a remote farming region of the state, owned
by local banks. He named the business, but in short order realized that hothouse tomato
farming was a difficult, expensive and time-consuming proposition. He also
recognized that there was competition from much larger and more established tomato
growing operations in upstate NY, but in an interview, Luke admitted that he ““never
walked away from something that didn’t work... he changed it!”” His son suggests that
“With Luke it was all about if you want it bad enough you can make it happen... if
there's a will there's a way.”

Luke changed course at Case A with the production of ornamental plants given his
own understanding of tax codes and upon the advice of a close friend and mentor.
Luke admits in interviews,

I got into the horticulture business because there’s something in the tax code
that says if you’re growing plants, you can expense everything — you don’t need
inventory — it’s a deferred tax shelter.

His knowledge of the tax code along with his knowledge of investor sentiment and
university research presented an opportunity to change Case A from growing tomatoes
to growing horticultural product. He presented his idea to a small group of investors
and cobbled together $1M to grow ornamental plants as a tax deferred investment.
Investors were initially positive about their investment and tax shelter in the
horticultural operation, but their sentiment changed quickly when they realized Luke
didn’t know how to operate a larger horticultural production facility. They demanded
their money back, a return on their investment and an immediate accounting of all
inventory.

At the time, Luke’s first son, Michael, was finishing his degree at White University in
Plant Science when Luke called with a desperate proposition to legitimize operations
and calm investors at Case A. Michael joined operations at Case A after graduating
from White University but before starting his master’s program in Plant Physiology at
White. He accepted his father’s urgent request to save the farm and develop an
opportunity in horticultural production while transitioning Case A to Case Al. In an
interview, Michael recalls,

[Case A] was still something | came to help him out with, | wasn’t sure | was
going to stay, and in my view my father was going through a midlife crisis, and
you know, what the hell is he doing up in northeast Connecticut? We were
living comfortably near New York City, you know?

Michael quickly became the voice of credibility as he transitioned the company away
from tomatoes and focused operations on the production of ornamental plants. Michael
remembered this situation as precarious, but he believed his father’s idea of

125



horticultural production was ‘sound’. At the urging of investors, Luke completely
stepped away from Case Al to start Case A2 in 1983 with his second son, Mathew,
because he noticed an opportunity in organic waste across town at a nearby mushroom
farm.

5.2.3 Profile of Venturing at Case A

Table 5.19 summarizes the general characteristics of Case A and all associated
ventures from Case A. For the purposes of brevity in this study, there was only
consideration of select ventures among family members. Luke founded more than 15
ventures. While they all reflected various dispositions and munificence toward family
members, most met with either immediate failure or modest success. Luke’s 1st son,
Michael, founded several ventures, and most have met with modest success or no
success, but they have all reflected various dispositions and munificence toward
Michael’s sons who have ventured in Cases A10 and A11. Luke’s 2nd son, Mathew,
founded more than 8 ventures. Again, most have met with modest success or no
success, but several were sold to larger organisations for a significant financial gain,
but they have all reflected various dispositions and munificence toward family
members including Michael’s sons. At the time of interviewing, Mathew’s sons
continue to complete their education. However, Mathew repeatedly commented he
wants to partner with his sons upon graduation.

Table 5.19 General Information for Case A

{:bge Founder Fammly Date or Company Status at  Business Descriphion
Position Foundnz  Interviews

Caze A Luke forumder 1978 Mon-active Hothouse tomato production

Caze Al Wiichael 5o 1981 Actrva Hortienltural propagation

Caze 42 Wathew z0n 1983 Sold Induzinal scale composting

Cass A3 Mathew 508 1985 dold In-vasza] composting

Caze A4 Wathew 5o 1820 Sold Wethane sequasztration

Caze A5 Wathew z0n 2004 Sold Hothouse tomato production

Caze A6 Wiathew sOR 2015 HAuctrve Hydroponic letiuce

Cazs A7 Thomas 500 1983 HActrve Horticuliural distmbution

Caze AR Waura daughter 2010 Mon-active Tronwood furmtura

Caze AD Andv grandsen 2013 Aptrve Horticultural shippimg
logistics

Caze A0 | James grandson 201s Hotrva Hortienltural distribution
cantre

Case All Faokart grandsen 2014 Aptive Heorticultural distribution
cantre

Table 5.20 reflects opportunity identification and development of individual ventures
among family members at Case A. Industry of all ventures can be classified as
agriculture while specific industry domain reflecting ventures relevant to this study
can be classified in the green industry or composting industry. Table 5.20 also reflects
context of the initial idea. At Case A every family member generates ideas for
venturing, but Luke has arguably created the environment for idea generation while
presenting opportunity and resources with which to venture.
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Table 5.20 Opportunity Identification and Development at Case A

Case Industry Specific Industry | Context of Initial idea
Domain

Caz= A Asnenlture Produce The venturs 15 the result of Lukea’s desmrs for 2 “good
tomate but vou can’t gat one here m the winter.™

Cazs Al Asnenlture Horticulture Luke mntroduced the opportumrty, but lvichaal

Propagation developad the venture by calmmz imvestors and

Caze A2 Asniculture Organic Waste Luke introduced the idea to Mathew of compesting

Managament spent mushroom waste af nearby farms, Luke and
hiathew partnerad in the venhming process, bt
Mathew developed the venture, and =old operations
in 1983,

Caze A3 Azniculture Composting Mathew travelled to Japan and returmed with -
vessel composting systems. He re-enzineered svstams
for sale to farme for methane sequestration.

Caze A4 Asneulture Bio-fiel Mathew developed mdustrial-seals composting “with
the vizion of helping commmunrties mest challenges.™

Caze AS Asniculture Produce Mathew developed hothouse tomato operations bmlt
on geo-thermal vents in northern Mame to grow local
tomatoes for distribution to local markets m the
northeaster TTS.

Caze AS Asniculture Produce Miathew developed hydroponic lettuce production
from machamred glasshonza facilties
Maszachnzattz. Lettuce grows locally for local
distribution.

Caze A7 Asmiculture Herienlture Luke suggastz to hiz 3rd son, Thomas, to leave Caza

Dhstnbution Dhistribution AZ and venture with college friznds m horticulturzl,

Caze AS Asniculture Timber Luke partners wath his daughter in ironwood furmturs
after he reads about tmber avalabibty m a local
Boston newspaper.

Caze AD Aznenliural Hertienltural hiichael ventures with hiz son, Andy, in the

Logistics Shipping development of Irre-shippmg zreen goods.
Caze ALD Asniculture Herfienltural Miichael ventures with his son, James, in the
Dhstnbution Dhistribution development of re-wholezale distnbution centres,
Caze All Asniculture Herienltural Fobert ventures with his father, Michael, and lus
Dhstnbution Dhistribution brother, James i the development of additional re-
wholesale diztribution centraz.
Case Al

In 1980, Michael fully grasped the complications of hothouse tomato production and
transitioned operations to the production of ornamental plants to rescue his father,
realize an opportunity, satisfy investors and run his own business while calming
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investors. Over 10 years, Michael grew his business at Case Al without taking pay or
vacation. Michael’s brother, Mathew, recalls the transition from Luke to Michael and
the transition from growing tomatoes to growing ornamental plants:

Case A had real issues when Michael came there, right? And so Michael had
to really stabilize and transition the tomato business into a new business in
horticulture production, and it was trial by fire. It was sink or swim, and to
Michael’s credit he did it, and it was tough work. Luke is a tough guy.

It was the early ethos of Luke and his sons to ““put the shoulder to the wheel’” to solve
any problem and move their venture forward. Every family member in every interview
echoed or repeated this ethos.

Under Michael’s leadership, Case Al grew slowly in the “80s in accordance with his
father’s vision as a boutique grower of specialty horticulture. As Michael recalls, the
early years at Case Al were building years:

The first 15 years it was strictly a very start up kind of venture. It took us a
long time to sort of get our feet on the ground. | remember | said — if we get to
$2M 1 will have ‘arrived’ or even $1M. As you know, you’ve got to be a lot
bigger than that on the production side to really be relevant in the marketplace.

However, in 1982, after multiple visits to customer sites at his father’s repeated request
that he “Get out of the office and see the customer!” Michael discovered that “There
was competition in the horticulture industry” and that customers were looking for
something quite different than what his father initially perceived. Customers of
ornamental plants were searching for someone who could deliver a broad selection of
product quickly and could do so frequently. Just-in-time inventory was a revelation in
the horticulture industry; it had previously been considered an unachievable goal.
Michael overcame production and logistical problems by realizing a family disposition
to solve problems.

Michael also believed, like his father and family, that partnerships could provide
profits. They were ““not always easy, but the potential for revenues and profitability
could drive the relationship.” He initiated partnerships with other growers,
partnerships with genetic labs and partnerships with his customers in consignment
sales. For example, the “Fall Is Fantastic’ program took cancelled inventory and gave
it to proven customers on consignment. Again, this had never before been done in the
industry. Previously, horticultural growers would ship to customers in spring and then
“wave goodbye until fall”’, but again, Michael “put his shoulder to the wheel”” and
innovated to solve a very large inventory issue in fall 2008. His effort strengthened
partnerships with customers while providing profitability for the company.

In 2016, Case Al recorded $34M in sales with approximately 450 employees. Michael
and his wife, Laura, have begun transitioning Case A to their sons, Andy, James and
Robert, to manage and grow existing operations while developing their own ventures
within existing operations.
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Case A2

In 1982, just after he transitioned hothouse tomato production to his first son, Luke
recognized another opportunity just up the street in industrial-scale organic waste
composting at a nearby mushroom farm. Luke presented the idea of large-scale organic
waste composting to his second son, Mathew, and they created a new venture in Case
A2. At Case A2, Mathew comments, ““at the start-up there was not a lot of particular
innovation around the product line or the packaging of it, it was all fairly standard.”
Case A2 packaged organic soils from organic yard waste in combination with
commercial farm production waste and sold more than 50 million bags of compost,
marketing it as a soil amendment. Case A2 was a family venture, as they introduced
Luke’s third son, Thomas, into the business to develop sales and marketing. Mathew
comments, “We ended up having 400-500 employees when we sold Case A2 in 1998.
Thomas deserves the credit for building the sales; he did a great job.” However,
Mathew states emphatically that he found all the technology, financing and customer
base, suggesting his father was only the ‘idea guy’ and Thomas was the ‘sales and
marketing guy’. In 2005, Case A2 sold to a multi-national fertilizer group for a
reported $50M.

Case A3

Luke and his second son, Mathew, continued “figuring out larger-scale industrial-
level composting™ at chicken farms where waste is toxic, at breweries where waste is
hazardous, and at pulp mills where waste is flammable. Mathew comments,

Luke and I learned as we grew and developed the business and as recycling
mandates came in . . . so, then we leveraged that into figuring out larger-scale
industrial-level composting.

Technology, equipment and logistics suitable for large-scale commercial composting
didn’t exist before 1982. Case A3 introduced the idea, the technology, the standards
and the networking to provide organic waste composting and disposal on an industrial
scale. Further, Case A3 introduced technology for in-vessel composting systems that
farmers could operate on their individual farms for efficient and environmentally
friendly organic waste disposal, fertilizer production, and power generation from farm
waste.

Case A4

Methane sequestration is the process of isolating methane produced by organic waste
as it decomposes. It has long been known that methane is a valuable source of energy
but capturing methane from decomposing waste has always been challenging as a
business proposition. Case A4 was in response to government regulation mandating
proper organic waste disposal and economic conditions of high energy costs in the late
1980s. In his travels around the world while playing professional basketball after
college, Mathew recognized an opportunity in in-vessel composting systems while in
Japan, and he began experimenting with existing systems that the Japanese had
pioneered. In-vessel composting, created as a new venture between father and son,
developed methane sequestration systems for harnessing power from methane gases
released from decomposing farm waste to allow local farms to purchase in-vessel
composting units and power operations from their farm waste. In interviews, Mathew
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commented that he brought the technology back to the States only to find it was
inefficient and inadequate for commercial use. Both father and son “put [their]
shoulder to the wheel,” believing that even a problem that was initially thought to be
unsolvable could be solved. Case A4 was purchased by a large multi-national several
years after its introduction. However, Mathew retained the rights to license the
technology for his own purposes.

Case A5

As previously noted in the introduction to this section, Luke “liked a good tomato™
but frequently bemoans that he ““couldn’t get one here in winter.”” However, in Case
A5 in 2004, Luke and Mathew, in partnership with a Boston area investor-built
greenhouse in northern Maine that grew tomatoes hydroponically. Briefly stated,
hydroponic farming is typically the production of vegetables or fruit without soil.

Luke and Mathew solved the problem of high energy costs by building greenhouses
over thermal vents; they solved production issues with state-of-the-art greenhouses,
and they solved distribution issues by working with a Boston investment group that
also owned retail markets. In an interview, Luke proudly comments,

So, he gave us our ten or fifteen-million-dollar investment in that, and we built
this greenhouse, state-of-the-art greenhouse at Madison, Maine. Madison,
Maine is nowhere in Maine, pretty far out, to grow tomatoes, vine ripened
tomatoes.

But again, as in Case A, operations proved difficult and the partnership between the
family and investor posed a problem. Luke comments,

So, boy was he hard to deal with because he wanted everybody, like in a
uniform, and he wanted to take a picture of every tomato we grew; so, if
anybody ever had a problem, we could track it.

At the time of interviewing, Mathew grew hydroponic tomatoes under glass covering
more than the equivalent of five American football fields.

Case A6

Typical lettuce farming requires expensive land and water to produce, and it is
typically expensive to ship and bring to market. Mathew introduced hydroponic lettuce
farming outside Boston in Case A6 at facilities that could produce an edible product
every 2 weeks and ship it to local markets daily. Case A6 solved the problem of
expense, freshness and proximity to markets in Case A6. Within 24 hours of harvest,
the product gets placed on market shelves for sale to retail customers. Hydroponic
lettuce production is new and innovative, and many challenges come with this
innovation. Mathew at Case A6 has met many of these challenges by arguably,
“putting his shoulder to the wheel.”

Case A7

Thomas is Luke’s third son. He joined Case A2 after he graduated from White behind
both his brothers. Thomas was not interviewed directly for this study, but he
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represented venturing at the parent family firm because he supported venturing at Case
A2, and he also ventured on his own in the green industry in Case A6 with the
development of organic and all-natural solutions for the lawn-and-garden industry. His
venture is now part of a larger group that distributes a range of products to the lawn-
and-garden industry. Thomas’s children are still continuing their education, and they
were not interviewed for this study.

Case A8

Maura is Luke’s youngest child, and like her brothers, she gravitated toward new
business. Maura was briefly interviewed for this study, but she also partnered with
Luke in the production of wood furniture from reclaimed ironwood recovered from
Boston Harbor. Luke remembers,

“I read something...oh my God, | read the excerpt in Wooden Boat Magazine.
I saw the hole in Boston Harbor and there’s all this wood in it. | said, ‘my God,
that’s got to be worth a fortune’ and the contractor in Boston wants to get rid
of it!”

Maura had vociferously complained to Luke that he had partnered with his sons in new
business creation, but he had never partnered with his only daughter. In interviews
Luke humorously commented,

“It was my idea and then [...] she wanted to come and help me so that’s how
that happened. My daughter and I are doing really good - she’s doing really
good.”

Case A9

Andy, son of Michael and grandson of Luke, joined the parent family firm’s
horticultural growing operation in 2014. His primary focus has been sales and
management, but he has quickly come to understand the need for efficiencies at Case
Al, and he has ventured in effective logistics and lean shipping with his father to
enhance shipping at the parent family firm while providing a model for other industry
growers. Andy has also come to understand the strong value of partnerships for Case
Al and for the green industry. He works with his father to develop innovative
partnerships with other growers for the introduction of new horticultural cultivars, new
growing techniques, and the effective branding of horticultural product. Partnerships
in the green industry are new and typically met with cynicism, and Andy comments
that partnerships are ““not always easy,” but Andy believed they are a source of
information and profit that will benefit those in the industry who take part.

Case A10

James is the third son of Michael and the grandson of Luke. He recently joined the
parent family firm after his graduation from White School of Agriculture because, in
his words, ““I’m very interested in starting my own business.”” He comments, ““Me and
my brother, Robert, see an expansion of the wholesale distribution centre model to
northern Virginia.”” By venturing in horticultural distribution centres, both brothers
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believe they can leverage capital that Case Al has established in the green industry
while adding economic capital back to the parent family firm. James states confidently,
“l feel | have an ability to take an idea, turn it into a project then turn it into a
business.”” While a student at White, James developed his strong desire to “wake up
every morning and make a project a success.”

Case Al11

As of this study, it is unclear whether Michael’s second son, Robert, will join the parent
family firm. Since graduating from the White University School of Agriculture, Robert
has committed to a position with a large agricultural credit association, where he helps
manage a $47,000,000US portfolio of loans to agriculture businesses. However, his
true interests lie in the development of new business in horticultural distribution at
Case Al, like his brother James. His entrepreneurial nature is fostered by his father,
grandfather and uncle, Mathew, who repeatedly asks, “Hey, when are we going to start
a business together?” Robert has taken note of venturing success among family
members and commented in interviews that they’re all ““rock stars” in their respective
businesses.

5.2.4 Profile of Forms of Capital at Case A

This section presents examples of forms of capital at Case A. The within-case display
in Table 5.21 presents example data from interviewees reflecting Firkin’s (2003) forms
of entrepreneurial capital in human, social, economic and cultural capital indicated
family and non-family employees working at Case A. This data reflects resources
imbued to individual ventures so that they might overcome a liability of newness and
acquire legitimacy (Stinchcombe and March, 1965). This section also presents a brief
explanation of individual forms of capital at Case A.
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Table 5.21 Entrepreneurial Capital at Case A

Construct Caze A 2>Al, A2, A3, A4, AS AB, AT, Caze Al - A7 2 Caze A9, AlQ, All
AR
Human Capitzl Economiz [Mathew] “Luks gave us Social [Robert]: "Twalked arournd the frade
opportunity whils mentoring and show with my dad tedaqy. He's arock star
SUPPOFiiRE ws wiichk was way more here, mar!”
valugble than morgy. ™
Humian [Robert]: [f there iz one thing I've
Huwman [Michael]: "Buz I got into the learned from being in the banking industry,
Agriculture School at Ezva, so 1 had vou it s the botiom lins that matters. ™
ko, awd that was, I think you biow,
wisech to hiz direction you know, and [ got | Human [Robert]: The good thing about Farm
the plart knowlsdge theve and I got the Credit iz I really get to zee avery aspect aff
agriculture rowledsze there. ™ the fdustry. ™
Human [Mazhav]: “Luke and I leayned Human [Robert]: "I help the guvs load the
az we grew and developed the business, planis on to the loadmg belt and made swre
as recyeling mandares came in and leaves | we wers getting the right orders and the right
didn't go to the landgfill™ monbars and cowds for sach ordar.”
Human [Luke]:. " . . I have 3 sons and 4
grandehildren at Ezra ™
Social Capital Social [Michas]: “Yeah Mathew and T Social [Michas]]: “Robert and James
shared customeys; we shaved people. confirnue fo commuricats with advisors ard
Thoze were rough and nmuleows times in | friends ar Ezra ™
the 0.
Social [Michasl]: “Tou have to have a
Social [Luke]: “Thomas made a lot qf collaborative artituda. 4 lor of theze
Sriends up at Ezva that are very sucessgiul | mwrssviss avevery itz all abour me " and
in the farming businesz. ™ Tve got fo creats it muzell.
Economic Economiz [Mickasl]- "He had gotten Economiz [James]: "[AI] sives ws the
some monesy - about a million bucks - and | opporfunity fo have a capital background - fo
Capital we had put some product on the grbund have money to invest in mgebe somesthing we
that actually wasn't really sven owned by | are passionats abour. ™
s,
Economiz [Mathew]: "Yeak the imvestor
I foumd for the compmy was the father af
a_family friend from my basketball
network - ke was a minority shareholder -
arid the other two sharehalders were wy
Jathar and 1™
Economiz [Mathew]: "I found the
irvestor i [42] myzelf - a friend of
wiine = father-in-law who I plaved
basketball with at Ezra ™
Cultural Capital | Culteral [Mathew: “Luks showed, Cultural [Robert]: "1 think having the [A1]
emotional capital - intellsctual capital of | nome on the business i importane. ™
whit it takers 1o succeed i Vour oWH
business.”
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5.3  Case B (Scotland)

Case B represents a parent family firm that has survived more than seven generations
in various iterations, but always as a parent family firm. It was a privately held family
firm for four generations and a public company under the auspices and majority
ownership of the parent family firm for three generations. Figure 5.14 presents a
diagram of family relations at Case B over the previous three generations.

Figure 5.14 Case B Family Tree

Fred Daniel
Sth Gen.

Non-Family
L
m Stephanie
7th Gen. 7th Gen

While there is evidence that the family firm was founding and venturing actively in
the late 1600s, this section considers the “present’ iterations of the firm since the late
1800s under the auspices and control of Adam and his wife Agnes. In the early 1900s,
the firm was a partnership among two families that engaged in home construction for
returning soldiers in Scotland after WWI. In the early 1940s, the partnership dissolved,;
Adam and his wife purchased 100% ownership of the firm. Since that time, multiple
generations have been in leadership positions while venturing at the firm, but since
1965, the directors at the parent family firm have been non-family members. Presently,
the firm takes direction from a non-family director who is supporting the next
generation in venturing at the firm.

Case B’s ability to take and support new action is made possible in part by a good but
informal vetting process for new ventures. This vetting process is supportive and
engaging, but support with Case B capital resources requires board approval. The
board members provide an opportunity for family members or line workers talk about
ideas or initiatives; if the idea or initiative is approved, it is supported with resources
from Case B. The ideas and initiatives approved over the past 15 years include the
letting program/properties division (B6), the buyback program (B7) and the timber
frame business (B7). This section investigates B7 under the leadership of a seventh-
generation family member, Ray.
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5.3.1 Profile of Interviewees at Case B

Table 5.22 presents interviewee information for reference in Case B profiles and
analysis of data. The table include case founder, birth, education, generation, estimated
age at venturing and number of interviews conducted for this study. Following Table
5.22 is a brief description of family and non-family interviewees at Case B who were
available at the time of this study.

Table 5.22 Interviewee Information at Case B

Caze Founder | Burth | Educshon | Genera | Ageat Position at Core Addml
tion Ventun Firm Intervienw | Inferviews
ng
Caza Dramie] 1911 n'a 5": wa Diractor Edinburgh 0
E3 Board Comncillors
mermnbar Tranzcnpt
Caza Brad 1945 | Architectura g 64 Architact 2 1
B4 Board
miernbar
Caz= Dk 1935 | Architecturs g 78 Architact 0 0
B> Beoard
miernbar
Caza Allen 1972 | A Lewvel and ™ 44 Towm 2 0
B4 Masters m Planmer
Towm Flan
Caza Ray 1978 Collaga ™ 13 Divizsion 2 1
B7 Manager
Caza Stephame | 1971 Collaga ™ 43 hiarketmg 1 1
EBS Manaser
Ed 1964 Heon- Mon-famuly 2 0
family Diractor
Board
mernbar

Brad (family — 6" generation)

Brad belongs to the third generation at Case B but the seventh generation in the
building industry. At the time of this report, he was the chairman of Case B but was
planning to retire in three and a half years. Brad’s children are Ray and Stephanie, who
are involved in operations and plan to lead the home building and charitable trust
divisions, respectively.

Edward (non-family director)

Edward is an outside director at Case B. He has over 35 years of experience in the
industry as a tradesman and then a board member at Case B. He started as an apprentice
painter/decorator on site and worked at the site level for a few years while attending
night school to achieve his certification in building management. At present, he is the
chief executive of Case B, chair of the Construction Scotland Industry Leaders Group
and a member of the CBI Construction Council.

Ray (family — 7™ generation)

Ray is Brad’s son and is part of the fourth generation at the parent family firm. After
a number of years working for a marquee developer in London, Ray joined the parent
family firm in 2007. He worked as a labourer and then moved his way to the top of
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timber systems under the guidance of family members and mentors within the
organisation. He is the managing director of the new venture in timber systems.

Allen (family — 7™ generation)

Allen is Dirk’s son and Ray’s first cousin. He is part of the fourth generation at the
parent family firm. He is the chairman of the homes division at Case B, and he is the
group director or land director at Case B, managing land matters. He started with the
firm in 2000 after working in London for a land surveying firm.

Stephanie (family — 7" generation)

Stephanie is the daughter of Brad and is part of the fourth generation of the family to
take an active role in the organisation. For the past four years, she has been the chair
of the family fund, which is a philanthropic venture capital fund. While she is a
shareholder and trustee of the parent family firm, she does not currently work in the
commercial arm of the business. Stephanie organised and coordinated the semi-
structured interviews for this case report.

5.3.2 Profile of Case B
Case B represents more than seven generations of builders in Britain. In the 1700s,
Robert B. & Sons was a timber importing company in Bo’ness at a time when sailing
ships brought building products from distant parts of the British Empire to supply the
growing building trade in England. The family founders of Case B were house builders
during Queen Victoria’s long reign in nineteenth-century England, and later, as the
company’s prospectus proudly states,
‘The opportunities offered by governments to be involved in a housing boom
following the First World War were not missed’.

A strong collaboration with the government continues into the twenty-first century
with seventh-generation family members and outside management in senior positions
at the firm.

Case B has a long and distinguished formal history in the building and construction
industry in Scotland, beginning in the late 1880s with timber production and home
construction by two brothers, Robert and Thomas. The brothers came from a family
that for generations worked as wrights, joiners and builders, but Robert began as a
timber merchant at operations located between Glasgow and Edinburgh. Throughout
the history of the firm, the import or introduction of raw materials provided the impetus
for change and venturing at Case B while Robert built a financially sound company.
As its prospectus states,

‘The story of [Case B] is a true testament to the unique combination of

innovation and tradition, delivered strategically by a financially sound

company’.

Robert’s son Adam worked with his father and transitioned into leadership at the firm

while also partnering with another family firm to provide a competitive advantage and
stability to the parent family firm. As a Case B prospectus details,
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‘By the early 1900's, [2 families] had come together, and with others who
would later establish their own shorter-lived building companies, were
constructing tenements in the West End of Glasgow’ (Case B Published
History, 1998).

The partners from two families, Adam and John, worked separately as developers in
Glasgow before WWI. Adam ventured in building cottages for sale, while John M.
continued to build tenements to rent. In the four years after 1922, they built over 3000
houses for local authorities with more than 2000 employees before dissolving their
partnership and registering Case B as a limited company in 1925, with Adam buying
all of the outstanding shares from his partner. While the separation was amicable, it
required a significant amount of cash, and Adam’s grandson Brad recollects,

‘I just remember hearing the family tales of my grandfather wearing patches

on the elbows of his jacket and stuff like that’.

Between 1930 and 1939, Case B realised Adam’s conservative ideal of building for
home ownership rather than tenement letting with the construction of 3,808 homes
built for sale (Case B Published History, 1998).

Growth at Case B into the 1950s assured a dominant position for the firm in the
housing industry in and around Scotland. The sons of the elder Adam, Fred and Daniel,
assumed leadership positions upon the death of their grandfather. Family records
suggest that Daniel and Fred
‘adhered to the core competency of the firm which included speculative house
building and a ““hands-on”” approach to management and building’.

However, in 1961 Fred died suddenly of a heart attack, and Daniel introduced non-
family leadership at Case B for the first time because he believed his sons, Dirk and
Brad, did not have the business acumen to run the company without guidance. In 1965,
James G. assumed the position of Chairman, with family members reporting to him.
Case B. family members credit the success and growth at Case B during the late *60s
and early *70s to the ‘thoughtful leadership’ of James G. along with the creative
leadership of the trained architects, family members and cousins, Brad and Dirk.
However, ill health forced James G. to retire in 1970. Dirk assumed a leadership role
with his cousin Brad, who joined the firm after completing his degree in architecture
in 1975. Cousins, Dirk and Brad undertook leadership roles at Case B as registered
architects and continued the policies and practices of their non-family predecessor.
Late in the 1970s, a recession in England and restrictive environmental legislation
presented challenges for Case B, but the parent family firm survived by venturing in
shared equity home purchases and new material and new structures for home building.
Most or all of these innovations represented new venturing at the parent family firm.

While much of the 1980s was profitable, given the friendly environment of a
conservative government, Dirk believed that

‘... profit swings were partly attributable to planning delays on the minus side

and improvements in efficiency on the plus side’ (Case B Published History,
1998).
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Case B continued to make improvements to efficiencies with a computer house-costing
system in the late 1980s, despite the recession. The parent family firm also innovated
with the Major Ownership Scheme (MOS), introduced in 1982, which allowed staged
home purchases in which the firm retained 20% of the value in a home at its initial
sale. The purchaser agreed to pay no interest on the 20% but to pay back the 20% when
the home was sold. According to Jim G, the Case B non-family director at the time,

‘The scheme required a healthy cash flow to sustain it, but it had enormous
competitive benefits’ (Case B Published History, 1998).

He estimated that over 15 years, more than 85% of the purchasers bought under the
MOS scheme, and he suggested in an interview that

‘... to the customer, Case B is a company that puts its money where its mouth
is and shows confidence in the enduring value of the building and its location’
(Case B Published History, 1998).

In the early 1990s, Case B experienced its worst-performing years as the result of a
national recession that forced many builders in Scotland out of business. The recession
forced severe cutbacks and layoffs at the parent family firm, but it also enabled the
firm to entertain innovative ideas; for example, the firm stopped its 40-year practice
of selling its Edinburgh properties in favour of rental income. Also, the firm
disengaged from land speculation and bidding on properties as part of a bidding war
with wealthier London-based firms entering the Scottish housing market. In the late
1990s, Case B embarked on innovative designs under the guidance of Brad and Dirk
to bring urban regeneration and a more architecturally sensitive method of
environmentally friendly building to Glasgow.

Edward joined Case B as a non-family tradesman and apprentice painter with limited
education and a need to support his despondent mother after the tragic loss of his
father. He became General Manager in 1995, and as another non-family member, he
was appointed Case B’s Managing Director in 2004 at the age of 40. His position
allowed him oversight and direction of the parent family firm. As of the time of the
case study interviews, Ed was still the Case B Director and an integral part of the
family transition at Case B. In an interview, he stated,

‘I was doing this before Allen joined us ten years ago and Ray joined us six or
seven years ago. So there was no anticipation when | started doing what I do,
and still doing, that this would become part of the job albeit it’s a family
business and therefore you recognise that there’s going to be change down the
line’.

Case B has survived into the seventh generation with new leadership from the great-
great-grandsons and cousins, Allen and Ray, who joined the firm in 2000 and 2005,
respectively. Allen entered the firm at the non-family director Jim G.’s request that he
bring his knowledge and experience to establish strategic land purchases, while Ray
entered the firm at the non-family director Edward’s request that he bring his
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knowledge and experience to establish timber building. At present the firm has four
divisions and a charitable trust overseen by a great-great-grand-daughter, Stephanie,
who joined the parent family firm in 2002. Each division has the backing of family
and/or direct leadership by a family member. Decisions about ventures and venturing
are taken among family members. However, the day-to-day leadership continues to be
provided by a non-family director.

5.3.3 Profile of Venturing at Case B

Table 5.23 presents general case information of venturing activity at the parent family
firm. Information in the table includes case founder, approximate date of founding and
a brief business description of each case for later reference. Following the tables is a
brief description of each venture.

Table 5.23 General Case Information for Case B

Caze Founder Faruly Date ar Compamy Status at  Business Deseription
Position Foundmz  Imtemviews
Caz= B Fokart & 1344 Mon-operational Tiwiber distribution and
Thomas home construction
Caze Bl1# Adam Son 1513 Sold Cottase building over
temement dezign
(Caze Bl Adam Son 1925 Partmership All-in-one house purchase
scheme ard faomily
parinership
Caze B2 Fred Grandson 1948 Operational Murnicipal construction -
Glargow
Caze B3 Dramal Crrandzon 1548 Crperational Letzing and rewtal —
Edinbwgh
Caz= B4 Brad Crreat 1975 Crperational EBezpoks homs
grandson coMstFiction d
luxury home design
Caze B Dirke Great 1965 Operational Speculative home-building
grandson Commomesalth games
COMIFaCiiNg
Caz= B6 Allen Crreat-great 2007 Crperational Lawd developrerr and
grandson lerting in Glasgow and
Edinbweh
Caze BT Eay Great-great 2009 Operational Timber syztams
grandson diztFibution and
SOFSTFUCTIGH
Caze B3 Stephanie Great-great 2016 Operation Building Commmumities
grand- Fund
danghter

Table 5.24 shows the opportunity identification and development of individual
ventures among family members at Case B. All the ventures can be classified as
belonging to the building and construction industry, and the specific industry domain
of the ventures relevant to this study is various types of construction (e.g., tenement
housing, commercial contracting, speculative home-building etc.). Table 5.24 also
shows the context of the initial idea. At Case B, both family members and non-family
members generate ideas for venturing. In an interview, Ray noted,
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‘I think there’s no one in the company who [would] be afraid to step forward
and say look, I wouldn't mind doing it this way, what do you think?

Ed rose to his present position as non-family director at Case B arguably because of

his ability to generate ideas for growth. He expects family members and non-family
members to generate ideas for venturing activity to sustain the growth of the company.

Table 5.24 Opportunity Identification and Development at Case B

Caze Indusztry Specific Industry  Context of Imitial idez
Diomzm

Caz= B Timber Timber Robart and his brother, Thomas, venfured m timbar
distribution and distibution and timber frame development to supply
home their oum construction and construction by
constuction compatifors.

Caz= B1# Constroction Homes for Adam ventured 1n cottaze home construction betwesn
Haroes WNT and W as part of the Homes for Heroes

program

Caz= Bl Partnerzhip Tensmant Adam parmered in buziness with a competing fammly
housmz to provide more depth m commercial constroction.
partnership

Caz= B2 Constroction Wiameipal Fred venturad m municipal construction of tanement
constuction howsmg m Glasgowr at the wrging of hus father

Caze B3 Letting Home rental Diamal ventured m Edmburzgh at the urging of his

father

Caz= B4 Home-ulding Speculative Brad venturad in bezpolkes hramry homas to offzet tha
home-bmldmg legacy of tenement housmg at Caze B

Caze B3 Commnercial Commercial Dhrk tock on Commonwealth Games contract and

confractng development venfured durmg a difficult period to offest slow
Caz= B6 Devalopment Land Allen zdapted the venfure to promots land

development and  development in England
lease programs
Caze BY Tumber Tumber frames Ed developed the 1dea for fimber fames and
prometad venturing at Casa B, Fay developed the
venfure under auspices of Ed.

Foundation educational and foumdation work at the parent fammly firm

Caze B2 Fanuly Chanitabla and Stephanie undertock venturmg mn charitable services

It is the nature and responsibility of family members and non-family members of the
parent family firm to suggest new ideas in venturing. From its early years, Case B
family members have ventured in all aspects of building, construction materials and
land development, even before the formal founding of the firm in 1925. One example
is the first-generation family members who, as wrights, joiners and proprietors of
homes in late seventeenth-century Scotland, imported raw material for home-building.
By the late eighteenth century, family members were well established as builders in
central Scotland. Formal family records began in the late nineteenth century, with
Robert in partnership with his brother, Thomas as home builders and merchants
shipping timber for building and construction. Robert and Thomas focused on
tenement design for public housing schemes promoted by the local Glasgow
authorities. However, records of Scottish home-building and a published history of the
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parent family firm in Case B suggest that the brothers’ firm “acted as an incubator”
for two young entrepreneurs and their families who succeeded the brothers and laid
the foundations for succession over generations in the present family business (Case
B Published History, 1998).

By 1913, Robert’s son Adam was venturing by realising an opportunity in an
architectural preference for cottage building over tenement design, endorsed by the
local Scottish government at the time. However, a difficult economy and burdensome
regulation and tax duties forced Adam to combine his solo venture in home
construction with a competing family firm that both rented and sold property. By 1925,
there was a formal partnership between two families to create Case B1. Since its formal
founding in 1925, growth at Case B1 as a parent family firm has been largely situated
in Scotland and has been the result of venturing by family members who have
cultivated their social connections and legacy in Scottish home building. By 1932,
under Adam’s leadership, the firm was employing 2,000 workers on its construction
sites and advertised ‘The Most Modern House in Glasgow’ and an ‘All-in-one House
Purchase Scheme’ as Case B1 transitioned from a traditional rental business to a
commitment to home building and home ownership (Case B Published History, 1998).
In 1943, the partnering families severed their relationship, and by 1947, Adam
controlled all outstanding shares in Case B1 and had inserted his sons, Fred and Daniel,
into leadership positions and venturing opportunities at Case B’s offices in Glasgow
and Edinburgh. Upon the introduction of his sons into the parent family firm, his
grandson Brad recollected in an interview,
‘My grandfather, when he had two sons Fred and Daniel (Daniel is my father),
he said to them, ““We cannot have both of you in Glasgow — | can’t have it. So
one of you has to go somewhere else and start a business.”” So my father said,
“I’ll go to Edinburgh and start in the letting business.”” That would have been
1950-ish’.

In Edinburgh, Daniel ventured at Case B3 in the letting or rental of existing and new
residential developments at the parent family firm, while his brother Fred ventured at
Case B4 in the municipal sector, developing large-scale commercial housing in
partnership with local governments and their authorities, as Scottish troops were
returning from war and needed housing.

In 1965 and 1975, Fred’s and Daniel’s sons Dirk and Brad joined Case B as trained
architects and changed the focus of the parent family firm once again with a decision
to venture further into speculative home building and innovative design in luxury
housing, inspired by their education in architecture and a previous legacy at the firm
in municipal sector design, which many considered a blight on the land. Brad ventured
in the design and development of luxury homes in Case B4, while his cousin Dirk, as
chairman of the group, ventured in Case B5 in municipal building and the construction
of Commonwealth Games housing in Scotland.

In the late ‘00s, Dirk and Brad introduced their sons Allen and Ray into leadership
positions at the parent family firm, so they too could venture. The cousins were integral
in the decision to venture and transition the parent family firm towards strategic land
purchases in Scotland and England in Case B6. Ray ventured in timber framing in
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Case B7 to sell to other construction firms. In 2007, Case B purchased a timber framing
manufacturing facility to innovate and improve efficiencies while providing its own
raw materials to its building unit. In an interview, Allen recalled,

‘In 2007 we were informed by our bank that they would put a timber frame
company up for grabs. We decided at that point, “You know what, we've had
such a terrible let-down from our supply chain, and we want to build these

units; so, let’s purchase it and develop it”’.

In an interview, Brad recalled that it was Ed, a non-family director, who initially
decided to venture in timber framing:
‘I think Ed actually in this particular Case E was initially the person that
wanted us to create [B7] because Dirk and I did not, and Ray was not with us
yet’.

Several variables led to the creation of the new venture in timber systems. Case B had
always been a traditional house builder, using brick and block instead of steel frames
or wood because, as Brad and Dirk suggested, “brick dust [is] running in our veins’.
However, in 2007 the board decided to increase the number of units built every year,
from 120-130 up to 500 over a five-year period, and to venture towards timber systems
as an efficient and fast building material. Case B saw the potential to double home
production by changing its technique and resources. A change to timber framing in
Case B7 represented a drastic departure from traditional brick and mortar building
techniques and was a difficult venture for board members to accept. In an interview,
Ray suggested,
‘So that was an eye opener for quite a few of the board members at that point
as well to say well, actually, it’s different to what we do. This is completely
new, and this is a completely different model and different commercial
venture’.

Ray joined the firm in 2009 and since then has worked to develop and expand the new

venture in timber framing at Case B7. While the decision to use timber was a board

decision, the responsibility for venturing and development was given to Ray. In an

interview, Ray reflected on the development and growth of B7 with his comment,
‘However, | decided that no, | want this to grow more, it needs to be self-
sufficient; it needs to be a stand-alone company...’

Nearly 300 years after Case B began operations in Bo’ness, the family ventures Cases
B5, B6 and B7 transitioned the parent family firm back to its roots in letting, land
purchases, timber sales and timber framing, along with a dedication to home building.

5.3.4 Profile of Forms of Capital at Case B

This section presents individual examples of forms of capital in human, social,
economic and cultural capital indicated family and non-family employees working at
Case B (Firkin, 2003). The within-case display in Table 5.25 presents example data
from Case B interviewees. This data reflects resources imbued or transferred to family
and non-family venture(s) so that they might overcome a liability of newness and
acquire legitimacy (Stinchcombe and March, 1965).
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Table 5.25 Forms of Entrepreneurial Capital at Case B

there ave dacizions thar ave made paytisularly
on creativity that dow 't ahweays have, T
supposs, the numbers at the fore. ™

Economiz [Ed] "to the customer, Case B ir a
company that puts its weney whers its mouth
iz, and shows confiderce in the enduring value
qf the building ard itz location™

Economic [Brad]: And, for mary years we
weren 't cortrolled by fimance - we had encugh
wiongy. We didn’t borrow money, we had
loads af money! ™

Economic [Jim =] “The sehewme reguired
healthy cash flow to sustain it, but it had
sHoFmONT competitive bengfits ™

Conztruct Caze B 2 Cazez B4, BS Caze B 2 Cazez Bo, BT

Humman Caprtal
Human [Brad]: “T think the skills I mizred, ov | Human [Brad]: "Ed iz a_fotastic
I don’t have avs the imvestiparive financial sxampls of internal promotion while
skills that peaple possess now, infact mop of | Ross actually bnoves what happens
the erursprensurs I kmow don't either for come | onzite. ™
reason
Human [Brad]- "And the purpose there was Human [Brad]- "So, Ress cams
1o use our expertize and owr mowledee that back, and I think he 'z probably the
we 'd built up over the years on taking apiecs | first member of the famly that had
gf land, zetting the exit and planwing conzents | fo star? af the bottom of the pile. ™
arid then selling it to a competitor.”

Human [Brad]: “And the purpose theyve was
1o wse our expertize and owr knowledze that
we 'd built wp over the vears on taking a piece
gf land, getting the exit and planwing consens
and then ssliing it te a competitor.”

Social Capital Social [Brad]: "1 think they are very Social [Brad]: “"Rosz har got avery
important, and I think vou develop them,; T good wman skills, he's very goed I
think ore gf the things vou gef from the wsed o say thal You seem fe gt
gereration before is their networks.” peapls to do what yeu want without

them krowing that they are doing it,
and 1 think that = actually a pavt ef
— itz probably built i with him ™
Social [Brad]: "Se, I dhink
something that you can pass ow to
the next generation i contacts, bur
they ave rot foormal, 7'z not a beok
Ir's jucr when it's appropriars. ™
Ecomomic Caprtal Economic [Allen]: T think in some caze: Eeonomic [Ed] "Yes. Se, I think the

company, the main company, would
Surd eveyything he did ™
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54  Case C (United States)
Over three generations, starting with George, Case C has established power over the
field of agricultural distribution in Canada and the northeastern United States with
strong human, cultural, social and economic capital in the green industry, fruit and
produce industry and outdoor living industry. George established a reputation for and
a legacy of partnering with customers and vendors to profit and expand his businesses.
His son Arthur recalled in an interview,
‘He had the meat market, and the grocery store, and the wholesale, yeah. And
he located his businesses where both customers and vendors could load and
unload quickly’.

Similarly, his sons built on his reputation and legacy as they partnered with customers
and vendors while pursuing multiple ventures in agricultural distribution, like their
father. Both of George’s sons recalled his legacy by commenting,

‘[George], my father, was quite a good businessman, and he owned [Case C]
and operated it since he was a child and lived to 102 years old’.

George’s grandchildren also extended his reputation and legacy by partnering with
customers and vendors as they ventured in agricultural distribution in Cases C6
through C11.

5.4.1 Profile of Interviewees at Case C

Table 5.26 presents interviewee information of both family and non-family survey
participants at Case C and ventures associated with Case C. The information in the
table includes case, founder, birth dates, education, approximate age at founding and
number of interviews conducted at the parent family firm.

Table 5.26 Interviewee Information at Case C

Caze Foumder Burth Educzhon Cen Azeat Posifion af Cora Addinl
date Venturing Frrma Interw Interr
Caze C CGeorge 1897 ¥ 23 Cromer 0 ]
Caze C1 Chris 1527 College 2= 25 Cramer 2 1
Case C2 Arthur 1829 College 2= 12 Chamer 2 0
Caze C3 Aorthor &
Chiris
Caze Arthur 1925 College P s Cromer
C4-Ca
Case C7 Laura 1257 Ceolleze 3 4 Cramer 1 0
Casze Greg 1958 Mlasters 3 25 Cramer 2 2
CRE&CIL
Casze Steve 1964 Mlasters 3 25 Cramer 1 2
Co&C10
Tom 1932 HNeon- Employes 1 ]
farmly
Hal 1250 CPA Mon- Financial 1 1
family consultant
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Interviews with individuals involved in all of Case C’s operations were conducted over
a period of three years, with the exception of Arthur, who had passed away in 2011.
Arthur was interviewed in 2009 for a proposed case study on entrepreneurial
approaches to succession. Many or most of the quotes Arthur provided for the
proposed case study reference answers to existing items for this study.

Chris (family — 2" generation)

Chris is George’s first of two sons. During his years at Syracuse University, Chris
studied biology with the assumption that he would become a medical doctor. His father
persuaded him that a doctor worked long nights with low pay, whereas ‘a businessman
could pick up the phone and make $1000 with one phone call’. Chris chose business
and is still in blueberry production and distribution from Canada in his 90" year.

Arthur (family — 2" generation)

Arthur is George’s second son. He pursued business from an early age, working in
Case C’s operations and working for himself. After starting with Christmas tree
distribution from Case C’s operations in Boston, Massachusetts, he quickly understood
the potential for direct distribution from operations in Canada, and George encouraged
him to pursue operations. Arthur graduated from Lehigh University in 1951 with a
concentration in business administration, and he married Connie in 1957. Arthur
continued to venture throughout his life with Cases C2, C3, C4, C5 and C6, and he
encouraged his children Laura, Greg, Marina and Steven to venture as well. Arthur
died in 2011.

Connie (family — 2" generation)

Connie was married to Arthur for 50 years. She was an integral part of operations at
Case C6 between 1975 and 1990, when her first daughter, Laura, assumed control of
its retail operations.

Greg (family — 3™ generation)
Greg is Arthur’s first son, and upon his graduation from the University of Vermont in
1981, he established himself in Christmas tree distribution from Nova Scotia while
venturing in Case C8 in Christmas tree distribution from Quebec, Canada and
venturing in Christmas wreath production in Maine, US. Greg also oversaw operations
at Cases C4 and C5 as Arthur entered retirement. In 2011, Greg ventured in food
distribution from Vermont in Case C11 with a mission to,
‘... prove how a holistic partnership between farmers and families can thrive
environmentally and economically’.

Steven (family — 3" generation)

Steven is Arthur’s second son and fourth child. He spent his early years unloading
nursery trucks at various Case C operations, gaining an understanding of nursery
operations. Upon his graduation from White University School of Agriculture with
specialisation in applied economics and plant biology, he spent a short time in sales
training and then entered Case C4 as a purchasing manager and location manager in
1991. Steven ventured in horticultural distribution direct from horticultural growers in
1998 (Case C9). He ventured in Case C10 with an online horticultural platform to
provide landscape design, delivery and installation to retail homeowners, commercial
contractors and real estate professionals.
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Tom C. (Non-family)

Tom C. was a valued employee to Arthur in several ventures, working as a sales
manager and general manager in both wholesale and retail operations. Upon his release
from the Marine Corps, Tom began his 10-year tenure at Case C2 under Arthur’s
guidance. Over 10 years, Tom served many roles under Arthur, and he credits Arthur
with devotion and commitment to his employees. However, believing that family
members would transition into operational and senior management roles in all Case C
ventures by 1986, Tom C. chose to partner and venture on his own in the green
industry. Tom has ventured in the green industry for more than 35 years; he established
his own power in the field with the dissolution of many Case C operations.

Hal R. (Non-family)

Hal R. maintained a close relationship with Arthur as an accountant and financial
advisor for 35 years. While he was not an employee of any Case C venture, he
maintained an instrumental role in family transitions. Hal also served as a family
consultant during the transitional years and during the dissolution of Cases C2, C4, C5
and C8 between 2001 and 2004.

5.4.2 Profile of Case C

George started Case C with limited funds and limited social networks after emigrating
from Greece in the early 1900s. He pushed a small cart through Boston
neighbourhoods to sell fruit and vegetables door to door. His business grew rapidly,
gaining a reputation for reliability and quality, according to his first son, Chris. Soon
George became an established fixture at the fruit and produce markets at Haymarket
Square and Quincy Market in Boston, where restaurants, markets and factories
procured local fruit and produce on a daily basis. George also ventured with meat
markets and a grocery store for local customers. His sons Arthur and Chris recalled
his business acumen and business locations as exceptional.

It was not a coincidence that George selected a location that catered to growers,
truckers, distributors and customers; he believed that business should be a partnership
among those who grew the product, those who shipped the product, those who
distributed the product and those who bought the product. According to his sons,
George was known for his ability to create partnerships and help others in business,
believing what was good for others in business would be good for him. George went
further than most in his ability to partner with growers by partially financing their
operations and/or supplying them with what they needed to get their product to market.
His second son, Arthur, recalled in an interview,

‘He helped finance the growers by getting their fertiliser, supplying them with
plants, and he also would supply them with the baskets and the crates for all
that. He was a real organiser — a great planner’.

George was also known to support his growers and customers in good times and bad,
believing that his commitment to their longevity and success would benefit both their
organisations and his and build his business. In interviews, Chris remembered his
father stepping in to help a grower without distribution:
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‘And it was good for his business, because the growers and the farmers that
shipped him merchandise depended on him to get the right market price and
get a good return on their merchandise, whatever they’re growing. For
years, he was the strawberry king’.

5.4.3 Profile of Venturing at Case C
Table 5.27 exhibits general case information about Case C, beginning with George,
who ventured in fruit and produce distribution from wholesale markets at Quincy
Markets in Boston, Massachusetts. He also ventured in a retail meat market and a retail
grocery market in Brookline, Massachusetts, but their operations were short-lived. As
noted above, George established a reputation for partnering with vendors and
customers to establish and build his wholesale business while partnering with his sons
to develop their own ventures. These ventures are listed below, but the family members
continue to venture in agriculture and horticulture.

Table 5.27 General Case Information for Case C

Casze Founder Famuly Date or Compamy Businesz Deseription
Position Foundng Status
at Intervisws
Caza C (raorge 1920 Clozad Distviburion of fruit and produce
to local Bostorn restauranis and
wiarkeir,
Caze CF (raorge 1930 Clozad Retail mear market arnd retail
grocery store in Brookline,
Mazzachusetts
Caze C1 Chris Jom 1949 Operating Wholezals blusherry distribution
Srom Canada
Caze C2 Arthor Somn 1952 Sald 2001 Wholezals Chriztmas tres export
Srom Carnada
Caze C3 Chns & Son 1534 Clozad Marskmallow production in
Arthur parinership with Georse and
SOMITRT
Caza C4 Arthur Son 1973 Sald 2004 Wholezals hovticultural
diztribution centras (3) in New
England
Caze C5 Arthor Som 1963 Sold 2001 Sod and shade tres propagation
ard production in New
Hampchivs
Caze C& Arthur Son 1975 Transfarred o Cutdoer furnitiwre and Chyistmas
danghter, retail centres (3) in Boston area
Laura
Caze CT Laura Grand- 1985 Operating Outdoor living cantrs in Bocton
daughter ared
Caze C2 Greg (rand-sen 1982 Sold 2001 Chriztmas free & wreath
production and dizrribution from
Canada to big box stoves
Caze C9 Stave Grand-son 1958 Operating Herticultural divest distribugion
to novtheast retail and
diztribution ceniras
Caze C10 Stave (rand-sen 2014 Cperating Online plagform for herticultural
design, delivery and installation
Caze Cl11 Greg (rand-sen 2007 Cperating Faym to family table online
diztribution
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Table 5.28 displays the opportunity identification and development of individual
ventures among family members at Case C. All of the ventures can be classified as
belonging to the agriculture or horticulture industry. The specific industry domain is
wholesale or retail in fruit/produce or horticulture. Table 5.28 also shows the context
of the initial idea.

Table 5.28 Opportunity Identification and Development at Case C

Caze Industry Specific Industry  Context of Imtial idea
Domain
Caze C Azmculiure Frut & Produce (reorge began peddling a cart door to door but
realizad opporfunity and ventured m wholazale
diztribution to local restanrants and markets
Caza C* Dhstribution Eeetail meat (aorge realized an oppeortunity and ventured m ratail
mariket & grocery  markets which could satizfy retzil customers outzide
Bozton with frach meat and procenes.
Caz= C1 Agniculture Blueberry Chris realizad zn opporhmity with halp from George
production and ventured m wholesale blueberry production and
distribution from operations 1n Canada directly to
large customers (a.g. pie makars)
Caza C2 Azricnlture Christmas trae Arthur realizad an oppertunity with help from George
distribution and ventured m Christmas tree conselidation and
distribution from shipping facibitiez m Canada
Caza C3 Production Marshmallow Chriz and Arthur followed George’s lead and
production venfured with their father in marshmallow production
when they were not working in Canada
Caza C4 Dhztribution Hortieultoral Arthur ventured m (3) wholazale horticulhiral
distribution distribution cantres (HDC)
cantres
Caze C3 Azmiculture Sod & shadatrse  Arthur vertically mtegrated by ventorng i zod and
production shads tree production for Mew England area
customears and hiz wholazale HDC s
Caze CH¥ Dhistnbution Eetail Arthur partnered with others to oversae and oparata
hortrculture 21 retail garden centres
distribnation
Case C6 Distribution Feetail home From his expenience in Case C6* Arthur ventured m
cantres {3 retail fomiture and garden centres n Mew
Engzland
Caza C7 Distribution Eeetail home Lanra transrtion operations from Arthar and ventared
cantres i outdoor iving centraz
Caz= CB Dhstribution Christmas trae Greg transitioned oparations from Arthor and
distribution venfured m wholaszle distnbution o big box stores
Caza C% Dhrect Horticultural Steven transitioned operations from Arthur and
distribution distribution ventured m direct distribution with contract growing
Casz= 10 Online Steve venhmrad m enline horhienlhiral distribetion
distribution offening retail customers cnlme design, dalnrary and
mstallation.
Casza C11 Online Azrienltural (rreg offerad cnlme agrienlivral distribution
distribution diztribution comnecting Vermont farmers to Boston area retail
customers
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While George partnered with his vendors and customers, he also partnered with his
sons in the development of their own ventures in Cases C1 through C6. His first son,
Chris, discussed in interviews the logistics of the relationship between Case C and his
blueberry venture in Case C1:
‘So | would talk to my father and 1’d ship the blueberries to him, and he would
unload the trailer truck and get it transferred to another truck. ... And so, we
worked that way’.

Arthur also remembered the transfer of capital and resources to encourage the
development of his individual ventures. In interviews, Arthur remembered the
Christmas tree distribution from his venture in Canada (Case C2) to Case C locations
at Quincy Market in Boston, where his father would distribute the product to local
restaurants and merchants.

George ventured with both his sons in marshmallow candy production in 1950,
forming Case C3. The marshmallow venture was a joint venture among family
members while they pursued their individual ventures. In an interview, Chris
remembered Case C3:
‘Well, George thought [marshmallow manufacturing] was a good opportunity
to get into a different kind of business. ... But we could assume to some extent
that he was trying to set up a business for his family — for his two boys’.

Both sons developed Case C3 with their father while they simultaneously developed

their own ventures (Case C1 and Case C2) because, as Arthur recalled in an interview,
‘Christmas trees are — you know, it’s a one-month, three-week business. You’re
very looked down on’.

Marshmallow production represented an off-season opportunity for both sons; it also
involved a significant investment on George’s part. In an interview, Arthur
remembered:
‘Oh yeah, the candy business. My father put a lot of money into it. At that time,
| had just got out of college; it was 1951, when he put in at least $100,000°.

Although Chris and Arthur gave their best effort to develop the family venture in
marshmallow production, Case C3 failed when mould entered the factory and required
an additional large investment.

Chris and Arthur continued with their individual ventures, Case C1 and Case C2. Both
sons drew on their father’s entrepreneurial legacy and entrepreneurial orientation and
used entrepreneurial capital provided by Case C. However, upon their father’s advice,
their individual ventures distributed trailer load quantities rather than the small
quantities that Case C distributed. In Case C1, Chris ventured in blueberry production
and distribution from Canada by shipping his product to large factories for the
production of blueberry pies, desserts etc. Arthur ventured in Christmas tree
production and distribution directly from Canada in Case C2 by shipping product
directly to retail distributors and chain stores throughout the United States both sons
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developed power in their respective fields by gaining a solid reputation for reliability,
honesty and fair play. Chris recalled in an interview,
‘Arthur was doing well with his Christmas trees, shipping all over the United
States, and | was satisfied. | was making good income in the blueberry industry
... truckloads of blueberries delivered to them’.

While Chris maintained and expanded his venture in blueberry production and
distribution, Arthur developed additional ventures in horticulture distribution by
establishing wholesale horticulture distribution centres (Case C4). He believed that
horticultural distribution centres (HDCs) could provide a local outlet for Christmas
trees from Canada and provide one-stop shopping for landscape contractors and
developers in New England. To supply his HDCs as they expanded throughout New
England, Arthur vertically integrated with sod farms and shade tree production (Case
C5). In Case C6, Arthur acquired a large retail centre and ventured in outdoor furniture
and garden centres in New England. He expanded his retail centres to three stores in
Massachusetts that offered outdoor furniture and landscaping products in the spring
and summer months and became Christmas tree shops in the winter months.

George’s grandsons and granddaughters also ventured in the green industry. Arthur’s
first son, Greg, managed the horticultural distribution centres while also venturing in
Christmas tree and wreath distribution and production (Case C7) in 1982. Arthur’s
first daughter, Laura, updated the existing retail operations by venturing in outdoor
living centres (Case C8) in 1989. Arthur’s second son, Steve, ventured in horticultural
distribution by shipping from horticultural growers directly to wholesale customers
(Case C9) in 1998. In Case C9, Steve maintained strong partnerships between
horticultural growers and wholesale customers to “create partnerships for success’. In
2016, Steve also ventured in the creation of an online horticultural platform for
landscape design, delivery and installation (Case C10). He created C10 to transform
landscaping from a process to a product. In Case C11, Greg ventured again in
agriculture after the sale of the parent family firm in 2004. His venture as an online,
cooperative food distributor was an attempt to create ‘a community of families and
farmers’ in the production and distribution of food.

5.4.4 Profile of Forms of Capital at Case C

Table 5.29 presents examples of forms of entrepreneurial capital at Case C. This data
reflects resources imbued or transferred to family and non-family venture(s) by parent
family firms.
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Table 5.29 Forms of Entrepreneurial Capital at Case C

he keew [Georgs]: he didn't know km, but he beew
gf him in the produce businesz. ™

Construct Caze C = C1,C2,C3,C4, C5,Ch Case C thro Cf = Caze C7,
C8, C9, C10, C11
Hurnan
Capital [Chriz]- "Yes, I thinkwe lsanad a lot from owr [Tom CJ: "And the Chriztmas
Jather, and in his evwn way he made sure that we business I learnsd 45 yems
wrdsrstood " previous from Arthur. T didn't
Imow awpthing abour Chyistoas
trees and all thar wuntil he sene
mie out with Herh, ™
Social
Caprtal
Economic [Arthur]- "Oh yeak, the candy business. My father [Grag]: “"While it may nor have
Caprtal put a lor of moway into it Ar that time, 1 had just gor | boiled dows to a financial
out of callege, it was 1051, when ke pat in ar least support, what it really was
2100 000 almozt like a co-sigring on a
lom, where suppliers felr
[Chwiz]: Yeah bur ke didn't supply the monsy. We comfortabls that [Steve] had the
had 1o do thar — I kaow we had to do thar . . . suppor? if [he] needed it and i
I don't think ke fingrced Arvthe s business either. The didn't need i1, then that was
But I'm not swre, Sine. ™
Fdvthur]: “Fou know, I had to go find vy way, burl
remigmber he gave me S5000 busks to go buy trees,
because the wholezals market was selling to smaller,
wiore local people - small quantities. ™
Culfural Hrthur]: “And pou Iaow, Tory C_from the bank [Greg]: "1 think the main thing
Capital liked what I was doing - working, and hustling. and | was the repurarion and the rack

record and the purchasing
power of the parent comparny . . .
so that kad been developed over
guite a numbsy of vears. ™

[Greg]: "I think the only support
mischanizm was one of
networking and relatiorzhip
whereby the nurseries fiell,
whether it was DFug oF Hot, that
thiz venture in [Case CI0] Hnd
qf had the backing of the parerz
compary. Maybe it did mgbe
it didn't ™
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5,5  Case D (United States)

Case D reflects data accumulated on family and non-family ventures from both family
and non-family employees. This case study considers both family and non-family
venturing activity at Case D but focuses on non-family venturing activity for further
analysis and reference in Section 6.6, and at the end of this study.

5.5.1 Profile of Interviewees at Case D

Table 5.30 below lists interviewee information including case founder, birth date,
education and approximate age at founding. Table 5.30 also includes information on
number of interviews for this study.

Table 5.30 Interviewee Information at Case D

Caze Foundar Biuth  Edueation Gen Agaat Position at Core Addinl
date Venturing Firm Intervw  Intervw
Caze D2 Clint 1545 Caollege 4t 25 hanagar & 2 2
Beard
menibar
Caze D4 John 1520 Caollege Hen- 30 Chamar 2 1
family
Ball 1573 College Hen- Emplovas 2 1
famly

This section presents a profile of the interviewees who either worked at the parent
venture or provided organisational sponsorship to the venture. At the time of this study,
Clint operated Case D2, from which John at Case D4 independently ventured. Before
John independently ventured, John and Clint repeatedly expressed in interviews that
they liked each other on a professional and personal level. However, by 2006 the
relationship had soured, apparently due to John’s independent venturing. At the time
of interviewing, John and Clint had reconciled, but they continued to run separate and
distinct operations in the northern neck of Virginia. Both Clint and John will soon plan
for their succession.

Clint (family — 4" generation)

Clint is part of the fourth generation of family at Case D since agricultural operations
began in the northern neck of Virginia in 1890. He was born in 1946, and he is the
oldest son of Carl, who transitioned the parent family firm away from dairy farming
towards horticultural production while Clint was attending college. Clint went to
William & Mary College for two years and spent two years at North Carolina State,
where he completed his education in business and horticulture. Clint commented in
interviews that he ‘grew up in the business’, but the family business maintained dairy
farms and horticulture operations. In this section, Case D2 represents the horticultural
operations that the New Jersey cousins facilitated and sponsored. Clint is the president
of Case D2’s operations, which include horticulture operations and wineries.
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John (non-family)

John graduated from college in 1971. After college, he worked in the horticulture field
in Europe for four years before going out to the US Midwest to expand his horticultural
knowledge. He claimed in an interview that ‘horticultural knowledge accumulated
throughout [his] professional career’. In 1977 John began growing perennials and
ornamental grasses that he sold to retail and wholesale distributors along the East Coast
of the US. During that time, he was attending horticultural trade shows and regional
horticultural meetings, where he developed a working relationship with Clint at Case
D2’s operations.

In the early 1990s, John, his wife and a partner were still growing container and bare
root perennials and ornamental grasses when Clint proposed that Case D2 buy
perennial and ornamental grass production and retain John and his partner as Case D2
salesmen in shade and ornamental trees. John accepted the offer and worked at Case
D2 for Clint from 1994 to 2000. A dedicated salesman, he sold product but also learned
propagation and production techniques while networking with Case D2’s customers
and vendors.

In 2000, John began planting his own shade and ornamental trees and ventured in Case
D4 on his own land. He informed Clint of his production based on the assumption that
he would begin to dig his shade and ornamental tree inventory at Case D4 in 2006 and
would combine sales with Case D2’s inventory. However, by 2006 the relationship
between John and Clint had disintegrated, just as production became ready at Case D4.
Further, the US economy entered a steep recession the following year, which left Case
D2 with excess shade and ornamental tree inventory.

Bill (non-family)

Bill graduated from college in 1994. He had worked summers at Case D4 since he was
12 years old while his older brothers worked full time at the nursery. In college, Bill
majored in biology and minored in chemistry, assuming that he would enter chemical
sales somewhere in Florida after graduation. John recommended that Bill give sales a
try at Case D4 ‘to see if [he] liked sales before [he] made the move to Florida’. Bill
transitioned to sales and Case D2 in 1994. Bill is therefore a non-family employee who
has worked at Case D4 and Case D2 operations for more than 20 years, and as of the
time of this study, he was still in sales at Case D2.

5.5.2 Profile of the Case D

In 1890, Case D began general farming, operating on 500 acres in the Northern Neck
area of Virginia to ship milk and vegetables to local markets. Christopher originally
bought the operation because he was a retired pharmacist who wanted to live in the
country and do some general farming. He and his sons focused their efforts on dairy
and vegetable production because of their close access to Washington, DC as the city
expanded. Over four generations, the parent family firm transitioned from dairy
farming to vegetable farming and nursery production, and most recently to wineries
and vineyards.
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In 1946, under Carl, the third generation of the family joined the firm and ventured in
wholesale horticulture production, initially as an experiment. Carl had already finished
his education in horticulture at University of Maryland and the White School of
Agriculture when he took note of the successful family operations in horticultural
production in Princeton, New Jersey. While it was his decision to venture in
horticultural production on family land in Virginia, his cousins in New Jersey provided
sponsorship in the form of extensive market and production knowledge and
entrepreneurial capital. With this sponsorship, he began growing horticultural crops
for markets along the East Coast of the United States. His New Jersey cousins also
agreed to purchase his crops and integrate them into their product list for sale to
Northeast and Mid-Atlantic customers. As Carl expanded his operations, Case D
quickly became known as “Virginia’s largest and finest nursery’.

In the 1970s, Carl’s sons returned to help manage the family operations. Carl’s first
son, Clint, expanded the operations in horticultural production and distribution at Case
D2 as president of the corporation. His younger sons, David and Chris, ventured in
vineyards and wineries on available acreage in Case D3.

In 1994, Clint ventured and expanded his horticultural operations with the purchase of
perennial operations from nearby growers. In doing so, he acquired several employees,
including the owner, John, who joined D2 in sales while helping to integrate the
perennial operation. In an interview, John reflected on the union of his perennial
business with D2:
‘When they hired us to head up their sales, it being obvious that perennials
were going to be a good fit for them, they changed the customer base to match
theirs.... You could say we got D2 into the perennial business.’

In the 1990s, John and Clint worked closely together to increase D2’s sales while
making D2 profitable. They did so by hiring a knowledgeable staff while increasing
production. In an interview, John remembered,
‘I was really working hard for D2 and | was all up and down the East Coast
and into the Midwest’.

However, the economy expanded so fast that D2 could not keep up with the demand
for shade and ornamental trees. As a direct result, only small shade and ornamental
trees were available at D2.

In 2000, after selling for Clint and D2 for approximately six years, John started
growing shade and ornamental trees on property where he had previously grown
perennials and ornamental grasses. John believed that the production of shade and
ornamental trees in larger sizes might fit well with the existing production at D2. John
also believed there might be an informal partnership or ‘loose agreement’ between the
parent family firm in Case D2 and his non-family venture in Case D4. Because John
had provided knowledge and resources to D2, he believed that D2 might support his
venture with munificence and sponsorship to overcome a liability of newness and
acquire legitimacy. John recalled in an interview,
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‘[Case D2] didn't start me in trees. | offered to do that. ... My thought was we
grow trees to larger than were readily available and then put a [Case D2] tag
on them when they left the door. | decided to do that on our own, but I kept
Clint fully informed on all that’.

By 2006, the shade and ornamental trees had grown to size and were ready for sale at
Case D4, but at that time, the relationship between John and Clint began to sour. John
commented,
‘I think [Clint] was blown away with how many trees we had here that we were
ready to sell to him’.

In summer 2006, John and Clint parted ways. John recalled in an interview,
‘When Case D2] and | parted company in the middle of ‘06, it forced me to
really get serious about [D4] ... | was committed’.

5.5.3 Profile of Venturing at Case D (United States)

Venturing activity at Case D includes family members and non-family members at the
parent family firm who initiate ventures at Case D. Table 5.31 provides information
on individual ventures including founder, approximate founding date and brief
description of the business.

Table 5.31 General Information for Case D

Caze Founder Fanuly Date or Company Business Deseription
Posthion Foundmgz Status
at Interisws
CazeD Christopher 17 1850 Transihoned — Daby production on 300 acres
wmilkirg A0 cows
Caz= D] Eant 3 1844 Transtoned — Carl realized an opportumin:
from dairvto  from N cousing in horticulture
horticulture
Caz= 2 Climt 4" 1870°s Operational Clint exprarided horsiculnural
propagation and disribution
Caze D3 David & 4 19707s Crperational David and Chriz introduced
Chris wingries and virgyards on 59
acres qf family land
Caze D4 Tohn Meon-fammiby 2000 Operational John expected a Toose

Clint in hiz shade tres venture

agreement” and paymership with

Table 5.32 shows the opportunity identification and development of individual
ventures among family members and non-family members at Case D. The industry is
agriculture, and Case D transitioned from dairy farming to horticulture to vineyards
and wineries over four generations. Table 5.32 also shows the context of the initial
idea, including the context of Case D4, which was a non-family operation venturing
from the parent family firm. John expected a ‘loose agreement’ to distribute product
with Case D2 when he started operations.

155



Table 5.32 Opportunity Identification and Development at Case D

Caze Indusiry Specific Industry  Context of Imtial idea
Domain
Caze D Azriculiure Dairy production
Caze D] Azniculiure Hortioulturzl Carl parmered with New Jarsev cousins and ventured
propagation to trameition Caze D from dairy to horticulure
Caze D2 Azniculiure Hortioulturzl Clogt expanded hortienltural propagation while
propagation venfuring i perennial prodection, pot-n-pot
production and diztnbotion cantres
Caze D3 Azniculiure Winenaz & Dad and Chiris ventured in vimevards and winenes
vingvards with support from Carl
Caze D4 Agmiculturs Horticultural Johm would venturs 1n shade and crnament tras
propagation production om hiz land adjacent to Caze D2 He
Thought there would ke a ‘looze agreameant” with
Cage D2

Venturing at Case D began with a transition from general farming to dairy farming
between the first and second generations. Venturing continued at the parent family
firm when the founder’s grandson Carl ventured in horticultural production in Case
D2 with the help of his New Jersey cousins. Clint, a fourth-generation family member,
continued to venture in horticultural production and propagation with a new business
in perennials and ornamental grasses along with pot-n-pot production, which allowed
the production and shipping of shade and ornamental trees throughout the selling
season. Clint’s brothers David and Chris ventured in wineries and vineyards on 50
acres adjacent to the horticultural operations since, as Clint recalled,

‘My dad said if Thomas Jefferson can grow grapes in Virginia so can we with

all the modern technology’.

Employees of the parent family firm also began to venture. John began working at the
parent family firm in 1994, when Clint purchased facilities to produce perennial and
ornamental grasses, which John and his wife operated on nearby land. While John
committed himself to sales at D2, in 2000 he also committed to his own venture in
ornamental and shade tree production on nearby land he owned because he believed
D2 and D4 could work together in a ‘loose agreement’ to produce shade and
ornamental trees of all sizes for the Northeast and Midwest horticultural markets. The
inventory at D4 would become ready in 2006 and could combine seamlessly with the
inventory at Case D2. In an interview, John recalled,
‘My intent may have been to be joined at the hip going forward with Case D2;
we had the sales force in place, we had the shipping and the production, and
we could have easily added Case D4 inventory to inventory at Case D2 ... it
was a win-win, for the way the tree business was 10, 15 years ago’.

John believed D4 *would have been a partnership venture if we had gotten that far’.
In interviews John also recalled his relationship with Clint at D2:
‘They were good to me and | think | was very good to them. The easiest thing
for me to have done by the late '90s was to go back and just grow corn and
soybeans and say the heck with it and then retire from Case D2 and be done
with it’,
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As of this study, John continues to operate D4, and Clint continues to operate D2. They
have repaired their relationship and prepared their operations to facilitate the trans-
generational success of their sons and nephews. John and Clint continue to venture in
the green industry while steering their sons and nephews towards available resources
and opportunities to encourage them to venture as well.

5.5.4 Profile of Forms of Capital at Case D

Table 5.33 presents examples of forms of entrepreneurial capital in human, social,
economic and cultural capital at Case C (Firkin, 2003). Interviewees presented this
data in their discussion of venturing at the parent family firm. This data reflects
resources imbued or transferred to family and non-family venture(s) by parent family

firms.

Table 5.33 Forms of Entrepreneurial Capital at Case D

Conatruct Case I} 2 Caze D2 & D3 (family) Caze 1) 12 2 Case Dd {ren-family)
Human Human [Bill]- “Case D2 alzo helped John
seg how a Ba-E free opevationwas run . .. [
Capiral thirk it helped D ger off the ground ™
Human [Jobm]: "Tvery frealy gave any
Imowledze I had awnd I felr like they opernad
sveryithing up to me that I would ever nesd ro
seg, from the books to preduction 1o
whiatever. ”
Social
Capital
Economiz | Economic: “There war rangfer of equipmenr and Economiz [Jokm]: "D didn't zhow wz o
perzonngl between [owr cousing | and D2 wionEy, there wazw ¢ aryitirg like thar, ™
Capiral
Economiz [Cline]: “Se, we received a lot af Economiz [Cline]: “There waz trangfer gf
egquipment, help, all that; we gor their hand-me- sgquipment and pevzommel benween [our
dovns and boughi their second-hand sagf and it cowsins] and D2 There was no trangfer
helped wr tremendousty to ger srmred benwesn D and D4 ™
Culieral Crlfrral [Clisa]: Buz T think we got ow standards | Culhwal [Cling]: I think peopls realized and
from growing plawts, from [owr cousing] that been | owr custemers - wall he wouldn't be salling
Capital arourd a lot longer than we have and had a lot more | me thiz jf it wasn 't up to [Case D standard
EXPETIEHaE. 5o to speak. So, 1 think that was probably a
lsad our or a help for him
56  Case E (United States)

Case E is a family firm inclusive of four generations starting with Thomas who
emigrated from Madonna, Latvia in 1914 to start hybridizing ornamental plants for a
burgeoning market in landscape horticulture outside of Boston. Interviews for Case E
begin with the third generation and reflect data accumulated from semi-structured
interviews among family and non-family employees over a period of 3 months.
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5.6.1 Profile of Interviewees for Case E

Table 5.34 provides information on Case E interviewees who participated in this study.
The table included information on birth date, education, approximate age at venturing
and number of interviews conducted for this study. Below Table 5.34 is a brief
description of interviewees and their responsibility with the parent family firm.

Table 5.34 Interviewee Information at Case E

Caze Founder Buoth Educabon Gen Aze at Position Cora Additional
date Vanhming  atFom Inferview Imterviews
Caze B4 Wamen 1943 Landscape 3 27 Famuly 2 2
Architect oWHET
Case E3 Tim 1265 College 4" 3z Farnily 2 1
MEBA owner
Tom 3 College HNon- General Eosllogs
farmmly Manager  Caze Smdy
2004

Warren (family — 3™ generation)

Warren, Ed’s elder son, graduated from White University in 1964 with an
undergraduate degree in economics and in 1966 with an MBA. His father considered
him the logical successor to the business because he had dedicated himself to the green
industry all his life while educating himself in economics and business. While Warren
managed the growing, greenhouse and retail operations, he also ventured in wholesale
horticultural distribution. As building outside Boston boomed throughout the 1970s
and 1980s, Warren recognised an opportunity in wholesale horticultural distribution
to provide contractors and landscape architects with one-stop shopping.

Tim (family — 4" generation)

Tim, born in 1967, spent his childhood working in the business — transplanting,
digging, pruning, and fertilising. He graduated from Syracuse University in 1989 with
degrees in finance and marketing and joined a start-up closely associated with Case E,
selling branded bulk composting. Tim excelled as a salesman, but in 1996 he joined
the parent family firm over the objection of his uncle and without a formal position.
Nevertheless, he immersed himself in cost-saving and venturing activities, including
composting, which quickly became a $500,000 business.

Tom S. (non-family director)

Tom started at Case E in 1975 as the general manager of operations. He was a certified
landscape architect who worked as a garden centre salesman at Case E until he was
named landscape manager in 1981, retail manager in 1984, and sales manager in 1988.
The semi-structured interviews with Tom S. were conducted as part of a Kellogg
School of Management case study under the direction of John Ward in 2004.
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5.6.1 Profile of Case E

Over four generations family members have operated Case E since the company was
founded in 1923 by Thomas. Thomas who was born in Madonna, Latvia, arrived in
the United States in 1914 and pursued his horticulture interests working in greenhouses
and propagation facilities outside of Boston, Massachusetts. In 1923 with his wife,
Anna, the young couple secured bank funding to purchase an eighty-acre site in
Weston, Massachusetts to grow horticultural material. By 1933 Thomas quickly
established an enviable reputation for horticultural propagation of fruiting trees and
annuals which he sold to the general public from his farm west of Boston. Grandson,
Warren recalled in interviews,

Back in *23 when the company started it was a growing, propagating nursery
that found out what the customers were looking for and grew them.

Thomas’s children, Laura and Ed, developed their own interest for horticulture and
both pursued degrees in landscape architecture. Upon graduation in 1938 both married
and joined Case E along with their spouses to steadily grow the business. While
working with his father, Ed developed an enviable reputation for introducing many
new plant varieties that were sought after for New England’s difficult terrain and
weather conditions. His son, Warren also remembered in interviews,

In the *20s and ‘30s we were doing mostly perennials and fruit trees and then
in the ‘40s we began to get into woody plants. When my dad came into the
business in *37-’38 he brought an interest in woody plants and landscaping
design.

With specialized propagation techniques Ed developed the Little Leaf Rhododendron
which could withstand harsh New England winters then bloom beautifully in the early
spring. The Rhododendron variety was named in honour of his father, Thomas, who
had hybridized and propagated many plant varieties before him.

By 1946 success with propagation techniques, retail operations and landscape
architecture along with an encroaching big city coerced the family to move operations.
They chose three hundred acres of farmland in Western, Massachusetts - about fifteen
miles away from Weston operations — on which they could expand growing operations
and new ventures. With the additional land Thomas and Ed grew nursery stock but
also ventured in vegetable crops for local Boston markets. Again, Warren recalled in
interviews,

“We started to produce tomatoes and peppers and things earlier. [Case E]
needed to generate cash but of course they were doing the nursery stuff at the
same time - bringing trees up from Weston and then propagating them up here
too as we built the facilities.”
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Ed’s children, Warren (born in 1942) and Rodney (born in 1944), also joined the
family firm as the 3rd generation, and they worked the land just as their father and
grandfather before them.

After graduating from White University in 1964 with a bachelor’s degree in economics
and an MBA in 1966, Warren returned to the nursery. Company sales surpassed $1
million for the first time that year. Meanwhile, Rodney attended White for a time, but
graduated from Franconia College in New Hampshire with a two-year Associate’s
degree in 1967. He joined the company in 1970.

Both sons considered themselves “farmers’ despite their education in business and
finance. While the brothers oversaw more than 7 distinct profit centres and
independent ventures as part of the parent family firm, management was a difficult
process, and their relationship was tumultuous and contentious throughout the 1970s
and 1980s. However, Warren was the eldest son, had advanced degrees in business
and took naturally to horticulture; his father saw him as the natural successor. Rodney
focused on labour tasks, such as driving trucks and helping in the shipping yard.

Brothers were often at odds over many or most aspects of sales, production and
expansion at Case E and ventures associated with Case E. This contentious
relationship was fuelled by a stipulation in Ed’s will when he passed away in 1969 that
Rodney and Warren could only inherit the nursery’s assets if both of them had been
working at Case E full time for at least ten years prior to Rodney’s fortieth birthday.
Rodney believed the stipulations were coercive and manipulative, and resentment
boiled between the brothers. When the stipulations were met Rodney became an equal
partner with Warren, but brothers maintained different roles - Warren assumed
management of nursery production and harvesting, while Rodney ran administration,
maintenance and equipment, and construction projects. Warren also assumed the
presidency and Rodney became chairman and treasurer. As such, the brothers had to
make joint decisions. Despite their strong and acrimonious differences in philosophies
and differences in entrepreneurial dispositions.  Differences arguably affected
leadership at the parent family firm and munificence provided at the parent firm as
brothers bitterly fought for control of employees, assets and the future of the firm
without their father to guide them. Often, the brothers disagreed “just for the sake of
disagreeing.”

Despite their differences in philosophies and dispositions, the nursery expanded its
business and its landholdings to 960 acres on which it grew horticultural product while
retailing to the public, wholesaling to local landscape contractors and landscaping to
an ever-growing suburban population in and around the Boston area.

In 1996, Warren’s son Tim joined the operations at Weston Nurseries. Like his father
and other members of the family, Tim, born in 1967, started at a young age by working
in the fields, transplanting, digging, pruning, and fertilising. However, after graduating
from Syracuse University with degrees in finance and marketing, he chose a position
in sales with a local horticultural distribution company. When Tim decided to formally
enter the parent family firm in 1996, the management discussed how the transition
should happen. His uncle fervently believed that the company did not have the
economic resources to “just add another body” at the management level, and that
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“Tim didn’t have the skill level” of those who had been there longer. Warren believed
that Tim could provide the marketing skills and sales support that Warren and Rodney
lacked. Friction escalated between the brothers, and Tim was forced to join Case E
without a defined position. He was tasked with finding cost-saving alternatives and
ideas for new business. In short order, he was successful in developing new ventures
in composting while also professionalising existing ventures in commercial wholesale
and later in retail operations.

In the 2000s, Case E prospered but continued to encounter challenges and increasing
competition. Competition quickly entered the horticultural distribution field from
larger and Dbetter-funded firms. Further, improved shipping logistics allowed
horticultural product to ship from distant farms quickly, safely and cheaply. Increasing
competition along with a severe recession forced Case E and all of the ventures
associated with it into bankruptcy and family dissolution. In the early 2000s, Rodney
left the parent family firm, causing further tumult. The dissolution of the brothers’
shared ownership increased the pressure on Case E operations to perform.

After 2010, Case E and its associated ventures attempted to survive the recession but
struggled with bankruptcy. Warren and Tim worked diligently together to stabilise the
business while maintaining their individual ventures, Tim in composting and retail and
Warren in wholesale horticultural distribution and design. The parent family firm
eliminated several ventures, including growing and propagation.

5.6.3 Profile of Venturing at the Case E

Table 5.35 below provides general information for Case E about founder, approximate
date of founding and a brief description of individual businesses represented as
ventures.

Table 5.35 General Information for Case E

Casze Founder Famuly Date or Compamy Businesz Deseription
Posttion Foundmg Status
at Intervisws
Caz=E Thomas Founder 1923 Tranzttioned — Hybridizieg fruit tress and
arnuals for lecal Bosten area
CUSIOMEFT
Caz= El Ed Son 1935 Tranzsttioned — Hybridizieg woody ornamentals;
vegetable production;
Caze E2 Ed Son 1950 Transrtioned — Retail opsrarions
Caze E2 Ed Son 1950 Sold Landscape dezign
Caze B4 Jarren Grand-son 1965 Operational Commercial wholesale
Caze E5 Tm (reat 1985 Operational Industrial-reals composting and
grandson retail operations

Table 5.36 shows the opportunity identification and development of individual
ventures among family members at Case E. The industry is agriculture, but Case E has
ventured in areas of horticulture, including horticultural distribution and landscape
design, over four generations. Table 5.36 also shows the context of the initial idea, as
Thomas ventured in horticultural propagation with his knowledge in propagation and
understanding that Bostonians were moving to suburbs and looking for interesting
landscape material. His son and grandson also ventured, securing Ed’s legacy. Tim
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ventured in industrial-scale composing to meet a need for organic waste management
in Case E’s operations and in the surrounding cities and towns.

Table 5.36 Opportunity Identification and Development for Case E

Caze Industry Specific Industry  Context of Imtial idea
Diomzin
Caz= E Aznenliure Hortienlture Thormas emigratad and ventured with his falents m
propagation hortrenltural propazation
Caze E1-E3 Aznenlture Hortienltural Warkmg with hiz father Ed realized opportumty in
propagation hvbridizing, retail operations and landscape design
for retail markefz movmz to Boston suburbs
Caz= E4 Diztnbution Herticultural Warren realized opporhmity in wholeszala
distribution horticultural distnibution cemtres to contractors and
landzcapers
Caze ES Aznenliure Composting Tim vantured m mndustrial-scale composting whle
immevating retail oparations

In 1923, Thomas and his wife began operations on 10 acres of farmland due west of
Boston for the express purpose of propagating and hybridising fruiting trees and
annuals for farmers and homeowners. The ground was difficult to grow on, but the
business immediately prospered and grew to accommodate an increasing population
living outside Boston. Thomas and his wife grew what customers wanted and their
small venture prospered quickly, expanding to 80 acres.

In the 1930s, Thomas’s son Ed worked closely with his father in propagating fruiting
trees, but he quickly developed his own specialty: hybridising woody ornamentals
(azaleas and rhododendrons). His hybridising efforts led to the creation of the Little
Leaf Rhododendron, which could withstand the harsh New England conditions and
bloom beautifully in the early spring. Ed successfully marketed his new plant cultivar
at his new venture in retail operations in Case E1, while operations at Case E expanded
to 300 acres with a move to land less than 45 minutes from Boston. At the new growing
location, the parent family firm ventured in vegetable production, believing the
extended growing season in the Northeast US would allow time for horticultural and
vegetable production. In the 1950s, Ed ventured in retail operations on new properties
to attract homeowners moving away from the city.

In the 1960s, Warren and his brother Rodney joined the operations at Case E. At the
time, the operations had a simple top-down structure and every management decision
came from Thomas or his son Ed. As an economics student and MBA, Warren
provided structure and seemed likely to be Ed’s successor. Warren also responded to
a booming Boston housing market by venturing in wholesale horticultural distribution
(Case E2) while maintaining the existing operations. In Case E2, horticultural
distribution provided an outlet for the propagation and horticultural production at Case
E, and it also offset the rising competition from the shipment of nursery product from
distant states to the New England market, which had long been the domain of Case E.
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In the 1980s, Warren’s son Tim delayed his decision to join the firm while he worked
in the green industry in sales for a Northeast distributor of green goods. Though he had
grown up in the fields like his father and grandfather, Tim delayed making a decision
to join the parent family firm but believed his input would be more valuable within the
family rather than outside. In an interview, his father Warren commented,
‘We were pretty enthusiastic that [Tim] was willing to come back after
spending five or six, maybe ten years outside of the business and that was
something that we thought would be very valuable and it’s proved to be’.

Tim soon ventured in composting, which allowed local homeowners, contractors,
cities and towns to dump their landscape waste. After a short time, the waste created
rich soils that were put back into the fields for internal improvements and plant quality.
The venture in composting also created an awareness of the environment. Tim and his
father were early believers in environmental awareness, and Warren commented in an
interview,

‘The term “environment” was something that | was pretty insistent on when |
first came into the business because | could see the need for environmental
awareness’.

5.6.4 Profile of Forms of Capital at Case E

Table 5.37 presents examples of forms of entrepreneurial capital in human, social,
economic and cultural capital at Case C (Firkin, 2003). Interviewees presented this
data in their discussion of venturing at the parent family firm. This data reflects
resources imbued or transferred to family and non-family venture(s) by parent family
firms.
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Table 5.37 Forms of Entrepreneurial Capital at Case E

Construet

Case W, W1, W2, W3 2> Case W4

Case W, W1, W2, W3, W4 > Case
W5

Human

Capital

Human: "When my dad came info the
busimess i "37-'38 he brought am
inferest in woody plavts and lomdscaping
amd design’.

Human: "During grade school, I worked
here all the time, deadheading planis,
pruning, picking sftones...."

Humarn: "Weayne and Roger worked af the
nursery since they were old enough fo
waddle "

Humear: In terms of helping me with
fknowledge and capabilities in this
bulk compasting businers, they neithar
helped nor hindered

Humean: ‘[Roger] wanted [Peter] to
start right now and lsarn from the
boffom up because he needed fo have
this undersianding of the busimess,
which of cowrse is the old sitvle of
thinking”.

Social

Capital

Social:  '[Ed]  joined the plant
propagator’s society and got io meet a
laf  of the inmovators Im  Rursery
Production”.

Economic

Capital

Economic: ‘Through the 19705 and
1980z, the nursery continued lo expand
its landholdings, eventually becoming a
P60-gere complex. During this fime
mary  production methods chonged
largely in response fo competition and
rising cosis .

Economic: ‘[Wayne & Roger] were
already wusing the eguipment on the
rite and we pretiy much bept the same
sgquipment that was used’.

Cultural

Capital

Cultural: ‘We're here for the long term,
we re stewards gf the land, and we want
fo be good cifizens and freal our people
well’.

Cultwral: "If [Case W] doesn’'t have it, no
ome has it

Cultwral: In 1939 we opened the refail
garden centre. Ed's viewpoint that “if we
raize the plants, they will come”™, was
largely correct, becouse the comparny
continued fo prosper”.

Cultural: "My dad was a landscape
architect and studied horticulturs, but
if was in the design, how fo use the
plamts, point of view "

Cultural: "We were not slow to pay,
the [Case W] name was good. [ think
the name iz still good it a well-
recognised bramd

5.7

Case F (Scotland)

Case F reflects data accumulated from semi-structured interviews among family and
non-family employees over a period of 2 months. Further, this section considers
venturing at the parent family firm over 2 generations.
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5.7.1 Profile of Interviewees at Case F

Table 5.38 provides information on individual interviewees who participated in this
study. Interviewee information includes birth date, approximate age at venturing and
number of interviews conducted for this study. Data below Table 5.38 provides a brief
description of individual interviewees for reference.

Table 5.38 Interviewee Information for Case F

Case Founder Birth Education  Gen  Age  at Position Core

date Venturing atFum  Interview
CaseF DMike 1970 Cellege 1% 20 Owner 3
Dave 1972  College 1% 19 Ouvwmner 1
CaseFl Joan 1990  College 2nd 25 Ovwmner 2

Mike

Mike began his career as a surveyor as a young adult growing up just outside of
Glasgow, but gradually developed a technical expertise in home-building in
conjunction with population growth in the suburbs of western Scotland where he
started Case F in 1990 and worked with his wife and brother, Scott. Case F under his
leadership would develop an enviable reputation quickly in the development of custom
and bespoke homes as well as commercial properties. Mike believed Case F would
always be a family firm as his two children developed their own ventures while they
also developed an interest in the home-building business.

Joan

Joan is the 1% child of two children of Mike and Anne, and she graduated from a local
Glasgow university in 2014 after some consideration of her career path. Initially, she
left school when she was 16 years old from general dissatisfaction and desire to be an
actress. She applied to drama school in London and was accepted, but the recession
beginning in 2008 started her at drama school but changed her career path back to the
parent family firm to assist in “firefighting” as the business confronted challenges and
fought to stay in business. During and after the recession of 2008 Joan worked at Case
F providing back office and customer support while her mother managed marketing
for the firm and her father and uncle managed sales and construction. While she
recognizes technical and marketing support from the parent family firm and parents,
she also recognizes her own ability to develop her venture to overcome a liability of
newness and acquire legitimacy.

Scott

Scott is brother to Mike and manages day to day operations at Case F. Scott also grew
up just outside of Glasgow and developed an appreciation for construction and
development. With his brother in 1990 Scott would develop the reputation of Case F
for bespoke luxury home construction and land development, but in 2008 economic
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recession severely curtailed home construction. Home construction dwindled from
more than 100 units per year to zero and Scott helped to reduce operating costs at the
parent family firm.

5.7.2 Profile of Case F

In 1990 Case F began operations building bespoke and custom homes in an around
Glasgow, UK. Mike established Case F with 3 members of his family including wife,
Anne and brother, Scott to create value for their customers. To date the family has built
more than 1000 bespoke or customer homes and commercial properties in western
Scotland. Case F continues to maintain a reputation for quality and integrity within the
Glasgow community.

By 2005 business and construction in Scotland were heading in a good direction and
Case F had become a strong company with a good reputation under family leadership.
To catch a profitable wave of building, the company significantly increased its land
holdings and inventory upon which to build speculative houses. But, by late 2008 the
parent family firm was still buying land when a severe recession hit Scotland and
drastically reduced land values while reducing requests for home-building. Yearly
housing starts for the small parent family firm dropped from nearly 100 per year to 0
housing starts, and Mike was desperate to find ideas to bank on and preserve his land
holdings. While the parent family firm had embraced an entrepreneurial mindset
before the recession, Mike suggested in interviews that during the recession,
“entrepreneurial spirit was directed at keeping the company functioning.”

By 2013 the parent family firm was still eager to sell many of its land holdings while
the economy continued to recover. Meantime, Mike was pushing forward new ideas
in home-building including construction of small, modular home which he could build
on any site at any location for a small fee. Small modular homes were not a new
concept for the Scottish since veterans returning to a war-torn Scotland after WW1I
lived in small, modular homes during reconstruction. Mike promoted the idea with
help from his wife and brother; further, he promoted the idea among local academies
and not-for-profit ventures. In 2014 he sought the direction and advice of his daughter
to provide ideas and leadership of the new venture in Case F1.

Upon graduation from university Joan would venture in Case F1 with sponsorship and
direction from the parent family firm. Upon graduation in 2014 Joan and her boyfriend
had hoped to settle in Glasgow but found rents prohibitive without income. To offset
costs, they moved into a small modular home built by her father for marketing
purposes on family property. She worked with her father at the parent family firm in
back office and customer support but quickly understood an opportunity in marketing
these small homes given their low cost at £59,000 for 1,500 square feet of living space.
These small homes were often starting homes for young adults or aging grandparents;
they were also 2" homes for many families in the countryside in and around Scotland.
They could be constructed in family factories and shipped to any site. The fact that
Case F1 did not require expensive land purchases was a key economic feature of the
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venture because the customer purchased the land on which to build. While the parent
family firm provided human capital and very limited economic capital, her parents
provided field-building support and networking support to allow Case F1 to overcome
a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy. As of interviewing Case F1 continues
to build small homes in and around Glasgow while seeking new markets in small
house-building in difficult to reach areas around Scotland including the Hebrides and
Shetland Islands.

5.7.3 Profile of Venturing at the Case F
Table 5.39 provides generation information for Case F including founder information,
approximate date of founding and a brief business description for reference.

Table 5.39 General Information for Case F
Case Founder Family Date or Company Business Description

Position Founding Status
at Interviews

Case F Mike 18 1990 Operational Land development and
construction of bespoke homes
in Glasgow suburbs

Case F1 Joan 2nd 2014 Operational Small homes for young or
elderly. Also marketed as 2"
homes

Table 5.40 reflects opportunity identification and development of individual ventures
among family members at Case F. Development and construction is the classification
of industry, and Case F has ventured in land development and bespoke homes in
Glasgow suburbs. Table 5.40 also reflects context of the initial idea as Mike initially
proposed the concept of small home construction. Joan developed the venture in 2014
after university graduation and marketed the concept to 1% time home buyers with a
budget and elderly relative requiring independence but care on family property.

Table 5.40 Opportunity Identification and Development for Case F

Case Industry Specific Industry Context of Initial idea
Domain
Case F Construction Home-building Bespoke and luxury homes in Glasgow suburbs
and land
development
Case F1 Construction Home-building Mike developed small homes concept, but Joan

ventured in small home development with support
from her father.

The concept for Case F1 was the initial brainchild of Mike who had developed a
building skills initiative for students at a local academy in 2010. The initiative taught
schoolchildren how to build albeit very small homes, but it was recognized at the
highest levels of Scottish government. As such. Mike recognized the profit and
production potential for very small homes which were modular and moveable.
However, it was the energy and determination of his daughter along with £50,000 in
financing from her father, Mike, which guided Joan toward small, modular, timber
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homes in Case F1. As testament to the product, Joan moved into a modular home upon
graduation from university in Scotland. While she believed she was pursuing her
father’s vision, both family members agreed that Case F1 existed as a venture under
the auspices of Case F.

5.7.4 Profile of Forms of Capital at Case F

This section presents examples of forms of capital at Case F. The within-case display
in Table 5.41 presents example data from interviewees reflecting Firkin’s (2003) forms
of entrepreneurial capital in human, social, economic and cultural capital indicated by
family and non-family employees working at Case F. This data reflects resources
imbued to individual ventures so that they might overcome a liability of newness and
acquire legitimacy (Stinchcombe and March, 1965).

Table 5.41 Forms of Entrepreneurial Capital at Case F

Construet

Caze F =2 Caze F1

Human Capatal

Human [Joan]: Definitely fechnical knowledge is one of the things
that Dad brings”.

Human [Michael]: T have a lot of that kind of fmowledge and
experience on tap that's much more easy to access than it is through
avother mentor’.

Social Capital

Social [Joan]: ‘We live and work mainly in Ayrshire and as such
we see some feedback out of refurn fo the community for their
wmderstanding of [iving and working in this area’.

Economic

Capital

Economic [Michael]: If I send a joiner from Case F io work jfor
Case Fl Jennifer's still got fo buy that’.

Beonomic fMichael]: T gave her £30,000 fo siart the business. That
gave me 49%, and that gave her 31%°

Cultural Capital

Cultwral [Joan]: ‘They always discuss them ar two separals
companies, but it's certainly helpful af this early stage fo be able fo
say to people that we subcontract the building lot fo Case F, and
theyve been rumming for 23 vears, and they've built over 1000 new
homes .

Cultwral [Michael]: T think there's a fesling that if there's a solid
compary with 23 vears’ experience ... I think that lends real
substance fo Case Fi'.
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5.8  Case G (United States)

Case G reflects data accumulated from semi-structured interviews among family and
non-family employees over a period of 3 months. While there is venturing activity by
family members, Case G represents a parent family firm with non-family venturing
activity by non-family members.

5.8.1 Profile of Interviewees

The following table describes interviewee information for Case G including birth
dates, education, approximate age upon venturing and number of interviews conducted
for this case study. Below Table 5.42 there is a brief description of interviewee for
reference in this case.

Table 5.42 Interviewee Information for Case G

Case Founder Birth  Education Gen.  Age at Position at Core Additional
date Venturing Firm Interview  Interviews
Case G David 1967 College 1 24 Owner 2 2
Jake 1994  High School 2™ 26 Asst. 1 1
Manager
Case G1 Daniel College Non- 30 General 3 2
family Manager

David — (family — 1% generation founder)

David graduated from college in NH in the late 1980’s and started Case G after initially
working in the green industry with a college friend whose family owned a local garden
centre and construction firm. While neither of his parents ran their own business,
David learned that running your own business in the green industry could provide
freedom and economic opportunity. In interviews he commented,

My parents did not run a business. | got into a business of my own probably
just because of the freedom and economic opportunities.

With an arguably strong EO and commitment to his growers and his business, he
thrived. His wife and children joined in the success of the parent family firm, but they
were disenchanted with his level of involvement. In interviews Daniel remarked,

I don't think his kids want to be in the business. The fact that they saw their
father bust his butt and never was around and worked so hard to do what he
did and his kids don't want to do that.

When Donald encountered health issues in the early 2000’s, he discussed ownership
transfer with Daniel. While these discussions in 2005 would theoretically transfer
ownership, David would continue to receive an income stream along with control over
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decision-making. Further, David would control decisions on venturing, and he would
control all resources allocated to any venture. By 2015 venturing arguably seemed
more talk than substance.

Daniel (non-family director)

Daniel began an appreciation for horticulture from his grandfather at a very young age.
In high school he chose an elective in horticulture, and during his high school years
worked with a large and well-established re-wholesale horticultural operation in NH
which also included a growing operation. While much of his time included sales and
inventory management, Donald also developed an appreciation for horticultural
propagation of lilacs.

Daniel started with Case G in 1997 and was made general manager in 2005. In his role
as general manager he oversaw operations while assisting David in buying and selling.
He believed their relationship worked well because as he commented in interviews,

“| feel we balance each other; we work very well together. He thinks one way,
I think a different way, and that's why | feel we have worked well together over
the past 19 years.”

Over 19 years Daniel supported and supplemented growth at Case G as part of a
partnership effort. Both developed a strong partnership that arguably went beyond
daily operations to include discussions about horticultural introductions and direction
for the future of the business. While David provided sales and finance for the new firm,
Daniel provided extensive horticultural knowledge and a calm nature when talking to
customers and suppliers which oftentimes offset an aggressive and competitive nature
from David. In interviews Daniel commented,

“Donald is a businessman and I'm a nurseryman - I'm more a plant person,
and that's why I think that we work . . . I have treated this like my own business,
probably for 15 years, and it's not my business.”

Jake (family — 2" generation)

Jake is the 2" son of David making him the potential 2" generation at Case G. While
Jake has worked at the parent family firm for more than 10 years, his father has
committed to transfer ownership of Case G to Daniel rather than Jake. David continues
to run operations, and as of these interviews Jake continues his employment at the
nursery. In interviews he commented with frustration that his father continued to
control every aspect of the operation and refused to cede control. Jake commented that
his future at Case G is uncertain. He may choose to venture from the parent firm in
future years.

5.8.1 Profile of Case G

David started Case G in 1991 in order to venture in the green industry. A college friend
introduced him to the industry and provided necessary networking and knowledge to
start. Local competitors from re-wholesale distributors and retail centres provided
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David with a quick study on overhead, purchasing and efficiencies which he arguably
believed were secrets to success in the green industry. As he stated in interviews, “I
kept my eyes open to things | saw people doing correctly .. .”

Case G began with retail sales and wholesale sales to a select few construction firms.
He quickly developed an enviable network of green goods suppliers with his reputation
for quick payment and he developed a loyal following among his retail and wholesale
customers with good service and high-quality plant material. Between 1991 and 2000
the business grew quickly, and he responded to rapid growth with capable employees
who could help him grow. His wife joined the firm to help with bookkeeping and
invoicing; Daniel joined the firm in 2000 to help with sales and management, and his
son joined the firm to oversee operations.

In the early 2000’s and late 2000’s despite severe economic downtowns in the
northeastern US, Case G continued to grow while many of his competitors met with
difficulties or closed their doors. David believed his success was partly due to his
strong network or horticultural growers. In interviews he commented,

‘I also try to establish, and | think I've succeeded with a lot of my growers -
we've established fairly good personal relationships.’

David also believed his success was due to a focus on core concepts of the business
like purchasing, accounting and personal relationships rather than trade associations
or trade shows. As an example, David commented in interviews he eschewed groups
and associations.

‘I've typically not joined groups. I've had people suggest that | should be part
of different groups over the years, but I think a lot of it's a waste of time.’

By 2005 David considered Daniel to be his likely successor at Case G over family
members, and both began discussions about transitioning the business. It seemed the
correct decision since David had navigated health issues and family members
questioned their commitment to the parent firm. Further, they questioned whether their
father would ever quit the business. While his sons continued to work in the business,
they continued to have reservations about running the business. In interviews Daniel
commented,

‘I don't think his kids want to be in the business . . . I'm assuming Donald
wanted his sons to take it over and | can see his kids coming in and just being
frustrated with him because he just won't let go and them just being like, ‘Get
out of here!”

Between 2010 and 2015 Daniel became integral to operations and general management
at Case G; he provided stability, integrity and reliability to existing operations. Further,
his management style offset a competitive and aggressive nature often displayed by
David. In interviews David commented,

‘[Daniel] has got unimpeachable integrity . . . It's long since really been an
employer-employee relationship with him; it passed that a long time ago.’
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By 2015 transfer of ownership was incomplete, but Daniel continued to have faith and
commented in interviews, “The shifting of reins doesn’t bother me because I’m willing
to take on whatever.” Further, by 2015 Daniel had not ventured in horticultural
propagation. While David continually suggested that he would support any direction
that Daniel chose for the company, the active transfer of entrepreneurial dispositions
and resources from the parent firm toward venturing at the parent firm were arguably
unsubstantial and less than significant. In interviews Daniel continued to believe that,
“[David] is just going to be for me, a resource.”

5.8.3 Profile of Venturing at Case G

This section references venturing activity among non-family at Case G, and presents
general information in Table 5.43 on venturing activity at Case G. Information
includes approximate date of venturing activity, status of the venture at the time of this
study, and a brief description of the business.

Table 5.43 General Information on Case G

Case Founder Family Date or Company Business Description
Position Founding Status
at Interviews

Case G Donald 1 1991 Operational Horticultural wholesale
distribution
Case G1 Daniel Non-family 2015 Operational Horticultural wholesale

distribution and horticultural
propagation

Table 5.44 reflects opportunity identification and development of a single venture
among family members and non-family members at Case G. Distribution is the
classification of industry, and Case G has developed distribution in the horticultural
wholesale distribution to the green industry. Table 5.44 also reflects context of the
initial idea as Daniel ventures in horticultural propagation realizing an opportunity for
Lilac propagation. While David has professed in interviews to support the transfer of
ownership and the possibility of venturing to Daniel, this study suggests that he has
provided entrepreneurial capital and sponsorship but in limited forms.
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Table 5.44 Opportunity Identification and Development at Case G

Case Industry Specific Industry Context of Initial idea
Domain

Case G Distribution Horticultural David ventured after college with guidance and
distribution support from the family of a college friend.

Case G1 Agriculture Horticultural Daniel has proposed venturing in Lilac propagation,
propagation but he continues to wait for David to cede control of

operations which he promised in 2005.

Since 2005 Daniel discussed venturing in horticultural propagation. His knowledge of
horticultural propagation and growing techniques includes a practical education from
his grandfather, a formal education in horticulture from high school and a business
education in growing from his previous employer while in high school. However, by
the time of interviews the venture had never taken form. In interviews Daniel
understood that venturing required land, financing, labour and networking among
horticultural growers. He admitted in interviews that his strengths lay elsewhere and
David had provided limited forms of Capital and sponsorship.

5.8.4 Profile of Forms of Capital at Case G

The within-case display in Table 5.45 presents example data from interviewees
reflecting Firkin’s (2003) forms of entrepreneurial capital in human, social, economic
and cultural capital indicated family and non-family employees working at Case G.
This data reflects resources imbued to individual ventures so that they might overcome
a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy (Stinchcombe and March, 1965).
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Table 5.45 Forms of Entrepreneurial Capital at Case G

Construct

Caze ¢ = Casze 1

Human

Capital

Human [Daniel]: "His comjort talking with suppliers has a lot to do
with me helping him in that area’

Human [Donald]: I think more of where I've helped him is in the
buying part’.

Humem [Dornald]: T go to [Wilson] sometimes. His imowledge of
plamts in general Is deeper than mine is. He studies a lot’

Humem [Danial]: Tve learned from Dave how to run a business, how
to do business smart”.

Social Capital

Social [Daniel]: "[Donald] is jfust going fo be for me, a resource. If 1
need help, if I need connections’.

Social [Deamiel]: I think he would provide me with comtacis/resources
to help me undersiand more .

Economic

Capital

Economic [Donald]: "What I've taken now and what I have invested
amd what I have available fo invest [ wepif a refurn on’.

Economic [Donald]: “Tnvesting in something vou know very well is
probably one of vour betfer investments”

Economic [Daniel]: Tdo think he would offer financial support, and
he would expect pavbackretfurn on that imvestment”.

Cultural

Capital

Cultwral [Donald]: “T'm using my credibility fo give him credibility”.

Cultural [Daniel]: The business name would also help with this
Frowing opporfunity .

5.9  Cross-case Displays of Case Data

This section presents a cross-case display of the data associated with Case A through
G for case reference across cases. According to Miles and Huberman (1994), the
presentation of data in this format allows for the identification of similarities and/or
differences across all cases. Table 5.46 displays general information about all cases
including family structure and venturing activity at each parent family firm. The first
column includes only investigated ventures as part of this case study and it should be
noted that several firms commented there had been venturing over generations and the
number of ventures was too numerous to count. The second column denotes whether
the venture was a ‘family’ venture or ‘non-family’ venture since this study investigates
differing dispositions and munificence as they relate to different types of ventures. The
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third column presents field of venturing. It was clear that most or all ventures remained
in their original field (e.g. construction, green industry, etc.), and this is consistent with
designation of field as described by Bourdieu (1986) since the individual seeks power
over the field through the accumulation of forms of capital. Chapters 6 and 7 elaborate
on this topic. Table 5.46 also provides cross-case information on business activity and
influence on individual ventures. Finally, the table includes number of generations
working at the parent family firm and its associated venture(s).
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Table 5.46 Cross-case Reference
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5.10 Conclusion

This chapter presented data from five parent family firms with family ventures and
two parent family firms with non-family ventures for a total of seven individual case
studies. This chapter also presented cases which included family and non-family
ventures within the same parent firm for comparison and analysis in the following
chapter. Each of the cases in this chapter was explored and described in detail using
descriptive data from interviews with both family members and non-family members
of each parent firm. Data includes multiple interviews at each firm conducted on
average over a one-year period at each firm. Tables presented as within-case displays
provided the foundation for developing a detailed and structured presentation of data
of individual cases. Table 5.46 presented as a cross-case reference summarizes the data
across all cases.

Chapter 6 provides a detailed analysis of the cases presented in this section to further
reflect on the research questions while presenting analysis of categorised and
uncategorised dispositions and munificence in the data imbued by parent family firms
to both family and non-family ventures. The next chapter begins with a brief
introduction on how the data was structured in primary and secondary codes while the
remainder of the chapter expounds on coding and segregating codes into categorised
and uncategorised dispositions reflected in the data as well as categorised and
uncategorised resources reflected in the data.
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CHAPTER SIX - ANALYSIS

6.1 Introduction to the Chapter

This study began with questions and a literature review pertaining to the process of
organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation. It also began
with an investigation of the dispositions and munificence shown by a parent family
firm to its new family and/or non-family venture(s). The previous chapter presented
data on each of seven parent family firms and their ventures to answer why there might
be sponsorship activity at each parent family firm.

This chapter analyses the case data in terms of each construct in the model of existing
literature presented in Figure 3.10 in Section 3.6. It begins with a tabular analysis of
keywords reflecting dispositions and munificence provided by a parent family firm to
its new venture(s). Next, this chapter presents the dimensions and themes that emerged
as a result of coding, reduction in coding and presentation of both ‘categorised’ and
‘uncategorised’ data. Data that is ‘categorised’ refers to dimensions of existing
constructs in the literature (eg. EO and EL) while “uncategorized’ data refers to data
that upon extensive analysis does not exist in the literature. As a direct result of open
coding for ‘categorised” and ‘uncategorised’ data presented later in this chapter and in
the appendices, the data shows new dimensions in entrepreneurial dispositions and
munificence that are not reflected in the model of existing literature presented in Figure
3.10 in Section 3.6. As previously mentioned, ‘categorized’ data in dispositions and
munificence reflect dimensions of existing constructs in the literature (eg. EO and EL)
while ‘uncategorized’ data reflects what seems to be long-lasting dispositions imbued
by parent firms and resource transfer from parent firms in what seems to be a gentle
push or steering.

The focus of this study is an analysis and discussion of ‘uncategorized’ data to present
new constructs relating to entrepreneurial dispositions and munificence while also
presenting a more-nuanced model of organizational sponsorship in the context of new
business incubations. This chapter includes textual analysis of ‘uncategorized’ data
while for the sake of brevity Appendix 9.3 includes textual analysis of ‘categorized’
data.

Cases analysed in this chapter include five parent family firms with family venture(s)
and two parent family firms with non-family venture(s). In-depth textual analysis at
each of five parent family firms provides data to explain how the sponsorship process
works at family and non-family ventures. Each case description presents data from
semi-structured interviews and open-ended questions on various dimensions of
venturing, dispositions, munificence and sponsorship. At the conclusion of each
section on entrepreneurial dispositions and sponsorship activities, this study provides
data that is ‘uncategorised’ in the cases. In this way, this study finds that each case
reflects entrepreneurial dispositions that are not reflected in the literature (Jaskiewicz
et al., 2015a, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). This study also finds that each case reflects
sponsorship activities that are not reflected in existing constructs hypothesized by
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Amezcua et al. (2013). These ‘uncategorised’ entrepreneurial dispositions and
sponsorship activities are the main contributions of this chapter.

6.2  Cross-case Tabular Analysis

This section provides an “aerial’ view in a tabular analysis of the data. As presented in
Chapter 4 Section 4.9, data structuring for the identification of constructs in the
literature and individual variables at parent firms and their new ventures included four
steps: (1) identification, (2) analysis, (3) interpretation and (4) evaluation (Eisenhardt,
1989). Data structuring started with the identification of keywords which reflected
entrepreneurship, venturing, entrepreneurial behaviour, sponsorship mechanisms,
sponsorship activities and resource transfer (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Miller, 1983,
Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a, Schumpeter, 1934, Gartner, 1985). Data structuring continued
with the identification of keywords which reflected munificence in field-building
activities, networking activities and direct support activities (Amezcua et al., 2013).

Using synonyms from Webster’s Thesaurus to compare data across all cases, this
section outlines the data in a condensed format in Table 6.47 in order to provide a word
frequency display across all cases. Miles and Huberman (2013: 110) also note,

“The researcher has looked at the data segments . . . checked to see whether
they co-vary in some patterned way and drawn a second-order
generalization.”
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Table 6.47 Word Frequency of Keywords Associated with Existing Constructs
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Interpretation, classification and collapse of keywords reflecting entrepreneurial
dispositions and behaviours exposed multiple references to existing constructs in an
EO and EL at each parent family firm while interpretation of keywords reflecting
munificence and resources exposed multiple references to existing constructs in
organisational sponsorship (Firkin, 2001, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Jaskiewicz et al.,
2015a, Amezcua et al., 2013). Table 6.48 presents textual evidence of first order
measures and second order constructs from sample coding revealing categorised
dispositions and munificence, and the Appendix 9.3 presents the ‘categorised’ data in
a selection of cases.

Significant for this study, the analysis also revealed codes that did not reflect
dimensions of existing constructs in the literature. | separated this data for further
analysis and labelled it ‘uncategorised’ dispositions and "uncategorised” munificence.
This data appeared to reflect much more than dimensions of EO or EL or
organizational sponsorship. It reflected more long-lasting dispositions than
‘categorized’ data; this data also appeared to reflect attempts of the parent family firm
to actively steer individuals toward available resources at the parent family firm. Table
6.48 presents a brief sample of data relating to first order measures and second order
constructs relating to dimensions of existing constructs in the literature. Appendix 9.3
includes an exhaustive textual analysis of ‘categorized’ data.

Table 6.48 Coding of ‘Categorised’ Dispositions and Munificence

2nd
Level
Codes 1st Level
Codes Sample Interview Transcripts
Case D: Carl 111 "Well, in 1960 we probably did away with the dairy and
went full-time in the nursery business with the help of our cousins in
Risk-taking Princeton nursery.'

Case A: Paul 'We got control of the technology; we brought it back to the
US, and there were a lot of problems with it . . . we ended up building a

Innovativeness | new company around that technology in methane sequestration.

Case F: lan 'Jennifer’s entrepreneurial spirit is immense - her energy. She
has huge energy levels; she’s young - she’ll be a great entrepreneurial

Pro-activeness | spirit.
Strategic
Education Case A: Peter 'l have 3 sons and 4 grandsons at Cornell.'
Entrepreneurial
Bridging Case D: Wayne "We were farmers and just wanted to grow plants.’
Case D: Carl Il 'There was a lot of - I wouldn’t say pressure, but I think
Strategic there was a lot of interest in continuing it the way it was rather than trying

Transitioning to do something else that wasn’t involved in agriculture.'

Case B: Bruce 'The developments built by this company over the last
decade are tangible evidence that we, at least, are trying to produce
housing that contributes to the environment rather than detracting from

Entrepreneurial Dispositions & Munificence

Field-building

it.’

Networking

Case B: Bruce "Well some of the people that Ross wanted to supply timber
kits, | have to know them.'

Direct Support

Case E: Wayne 'When Peter first came into the business, we had made the
decision to separate the commercial from the retail, physically . . ."
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The following sections reflect textual analysis of ‘uncategorized’ data because it is the
‘uncategorized’ data we want to know more about and which is at the heart of this
study. This final step included the evaluation of possible relationships between
‘uncategorised’ dispositions and ‘uncategorised” munificence (i.e. instances of
dispositions and munificence not found in existing literature). Coding and analysis of
the ‘uncategorised’ data revealed family firms’ practice of inculcating long-lasting
entrepreneurial dispositions through communication. For example, case data from
semi-structured interviews supported codes that suggested that previous generations
communicated (1) support for venturing activity; (2) an expectation to venture, (3) any
problem could be solved and (4) a collaborative and supportive family environment in
which to venture. As such, Cases A, B, C, E and F responses by interviewees indicated
that parent family firms ‘communicated’ venturing behaviours along generational
lines. They did not ‘communicate’ venturing behaviour to non-family ventures.
Similarly, Cases A, B, C, E and F responses by interviewees indicated that parent
family firms “presented’ opportunities and resources with which to venture. They did
not ‘present’ opportunities and resources to venture to non-family ventures. For
example, case data from semi-structured interviews supported codes that suggested
that previous generations (1) presented a stable environment in which to venture, (2)
presented partnership(s) to venture, and (3) presented opportunities to venture. As
such, Cases A, B, C, E and F responses by interviewees indicated that parent family
firms ‘communicated’ venturing behaviours along generational lines. They did not
‘communicate’ venturing behaviour to non-family ventures. Case D communicated
venturing behaviour and presented munificence to family ventures, but it did not
communicate venturing behaviour nor present munificence to its non-family venture.
Table 6.49 presents textual evidence of first and second level coding from sample
interview transcripts.

Table 6.49 Coding of Uncategorized Data

2nd Level 1st Level
Codes Codes Sample Interview Transcripts
Communicate
expectation Case D: Clint ‘Something [my greai-grandfather and grandfather] realized
next will and made known fo us — that this was probably the best way fo keep, you
venture know, fo keep going and to expand the mursery and not the dairy business”.
g Communicate | Case B Tim My dad looksd atf the situation differently, saving, "He's family.
- support for Let's gof this guy in here. I Inow he has skills and we’'re going to have faith in
5 venturing him."
a Communicate | Case A: Mathew ‘And that's what Luke eliminated — those soris of barriers;
S problem- because, if vou have a good enough idea (which Case 42 was) I went and T
solving found some financing.”
Communicate
entrepreneurial | Case A: Michae! "My father wanted his own sons, me and my two brothers
environmert {(his two other sons) fo be able fo have an opportunitly to siart a business as
to venture well’
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2nd Level 1st Level
Codes Codes Sample Interview Transcripts

Present
stable Case B: BEd Tt was Darniel and Fred who really drove the business on through
environment | verturing and made probably the biggest inroads info the business’s
to Venture evolution.'
Prezent

g partnership(s) | Case A: Robert ‘Uncle Mathew always savs, “Hey, when are we going to siart

Iﬂ to venture a busingss together? ™"

E Case D: Clint ‘Well, we were — 50 got — 5o got a lof of support from [their

[ Present nursery] when getting starfed; as a matier of fact, that's why we got stavted in

e opportunity(s) | the horticulfure business is because we were growing some more southern
to venture crops for them’
Present Case 4: Mathew Tt war not economic capital; it was emotional capital -
Emotional intellectual capital of what it taker to succeed af new business, and offentimes
Capital to people wse ar an excuse — “well I don't have the morney fo do i, 50 Jcan't do
Wenture it", right?”

Figure 6.15 presents measures and constructs that

reflect ‘uncategorised’

entrepreneurial dispositions in the data as a process by which a parent family firm
communicates long-lasting and transposable dispositions to family members who

venture.

Figure 6.15: “‘Uncategorised’ Disposition Coding

1st Order Measures

2nd Order Constructs

Communicate an expectation to venture;

Communicate support for the venture:

Communicate problem-solving at the venture;

Communicate Long-lasting
and transposable

entrepreneurial dispositions

Communicate entrepreneurial environment to
venture.

Upon additional coding, reduction in coding and analysis of uncategorised data, the
case data from semi-structured interviews also revealed a process practiced over
generations by which a parent family firm may steer or gently push family members
towards resources with which to venture. For example, the case data from semi-
structured interviews supported codes that suggested that previous generations
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repeatedly presented opportunities to venture. The same data supported codes that
suggested that previous generations presented partnerships to encourage family
members to start new ventures and that previous generations provided stability at the
parent firm from which to venture. Figure 6.16 presents first order and second order
data reflecting ‘uncategorised’ munificence in the data as a process by which a parent
family firm may gently steer or guide family members towards venturing.

Figure 6.16 Uncategorized Measures and Constructs in the Data

1st Order Measures 2nd Order Constructs

Present opportunit(ies) to venture

Present partnership(s) to venture Provide gentle steering

Present stable environment to toward venturing

venture

It may seem somewhat tautological that the ‘uncategorised’ data suggest that family
firms support only family ventures with long-lasting dispositions and a gentle push
towards venturing. However, there are no constructs in the literature that reflect the
dispositions and munificence with which family firms support family and non-family
ventures. As such, the remainder of this chapter presents a detailed analysis using
textual analysis, within- case and cross-case analysis to show the dimensions that
reflect these long-lasting entrepreneurial dispositions and resources from parent family
firms that gently steer or guide family members toward venturing over generations.
Keywords interpreted in ‘communication’ of venturing behaviours and “presentation’
of opportunities and resources provided the basis for the introduction in this study of
a new construct and a more-nuanced model of organisational sponsorship in the
context of new business incubation (Castrogiovanni, 1991, Flynn, 1993a, Flynn,
1993b).

6.3  Categorized and Uncategorised Data at Cases A-G

This section provides a textual analysis of the ‘uncategorised’ data at each parent
family firm and its individual venture(s) at each of seven parent family firms and
associated venture(s) while Appendix 9.3 presents textual analysis of ‘categorised’
data after the identification, initial interpretation and evaluation of the data.
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Data in entrepreneurial attitudes and orientations do not fully explain the long-lasting
and transposable entrepreneurial dispositions towards venturing that parent family
firms communicate to family ventures. Further, data in sponsorship mechanisms and
activities do not fully explain the parent firms’ practice of steering or gently pushing
family members towards venturing opportunities and resources. This section provides
an in-depth, textual analysis of seven case studies to provide the foundation for a
discussion and presentation in Chapter 7 of a more-nuanced model of organisational
sponsorship inclusive of “‘categorised’” and ‘uncategorised’ data from semi-structured
interviews and open-ended questions (Flynn, 1993b, Flynn, 1993a, Castrogiovanni,
1991).

By individual case study, the following sections explore and analyse the data in
discovery of both “categorized and ‘uncategorized’ data.

6.4.2 ‘Uncategorised’ Dispositions at Case A

At Case A and all of the ventures associated with it, there are ‘uncategorised’
dispositions in the data that do not reflect the dimensions of existing constructs
presented in Section 6.4.1 and Appendix 9.3. The data on ‘uncategorised’ dispositions
at Case A suggests the spoken and unspoken communication of an expectation that
family members will venture at the parent family firm, and Table 6.51 presents data
reflecting ‘uncategorised’ entrepreneurial dispositions and arguably reflects data
which Miles (2012: 590) suggests, “lend themselves to the production of serendipitous
findings and the adumbration of unforeseen theoretical leaps.”
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Table 6.50 “Uncategorised’ Entrepreneurial Dispositions at Case A

[Luke] “You lmow whar I thirk - the Fiagra of
the plaws world is a desy-reziztant
Hhododendron. [f vou can do something
gengtic . . . that would be a grand clam

TMathew] Luke strugsied and you Iow,
Luke clearly is the entreprevsuy — we get it
Jrom Luks. He truly is an entreprensuy in
svery sense gf the word'

Conztruct Case A 2AL AL AL AL AS AGAT AR Caze A1 — A7 2 Caze A9, AlD, All
Comrmmicate [Luke] "1 think theyve pioked it up, I don't [Robert] "My uncle ahegys squs, Hev, when
an expectztion Imow that they picksd it up from me - moybs are We going fo start a business fopether? "
to venture the atmosphere that they grew up in or
something. [ don't imow kow thar happers. ™ | [Mathew] T think it was just assumed thear
svervons would have theiv own busingss. ™
[Luka] “sverpone showld rum theiy ouwn
business " [Rebert] “T jusy find it interesting and exciting
to stavt your ouwn business, and I think theve =
[Luks] "They affered me a job in financs, but | a lot of oppornumity keve jf vou stick with a
I couldn’t stand working in a big covporation. | project and see [fvou can make it succesgfl.
I couldn’r stand thar eveyybody war givaid . . . | There s zomerhing abourt the purpoze in thar
they were 5o indebiad o the compary: that which excites ms. ™
there war no indspendenr thowght! ™
Commnmicate [Luke] "1 could never undsrotand ey cultwre | [Luke] "Tware wy grandchildren to be abls to
an which prometed foar qf failure . . . no ons have an opporiunity te stavt g business az
entrepreneurial | should fear failurs” well ™
enviromment in
whach to TMathevw] “Luke dide 't give wus ame money. Tou fow, i just a pesitive kind of fzel for
venture S, Jou Imows it was liks — i was Eﬂ.l.qg‘k. c_but | the businssr when they've growing up. Iz a
S"juf m?’;'?f:mz;w_“ﬂ‘f- 'LF’E'";;:&“ lor 'Jf grear business! When we travel ar a family, T
o i g o do SO | b e s v s nd
well.* and it was just considered n ] It's who we ave. It's what we do
[Luke] “So, if vou vwanted any new idea, you [Robert] "1 just find it interesting and exciting
could go out and buy it from soms guys . . . 1o stavt your own business, and I think theve's
because there s no uq:u that culture - that big | @ k‘!t af Gppﬂﬂt.l?‘!i{l-‘ here f you _‘m-ﬂk with a
sorporation culnwre, iz poing to create profsct a.r::i.;as.{;l'";mu car make it EI!.[I::I:‘:E:{M.
argthing. ” There's comething abowt the purpose in that
which excites me. ”
Commmicate TMathev] “With Luke it was all abour if vou [Robert] “We like to create our own thing.
support for ward it bad snough you can make it happen _ . | So, there s going to be collaboration, there's
venfurmg . if theres awill there's awa ™ going to be taam work awd there t alro going

to be time for, Hey James, you ve alwgyrs
wartad ro do this, vight? Go do it Hey Andy.
you ve ahwagys wanted to do thiz, right?
That s your praject! ™™

[Mathews] T think initially, I think that it
would almest be better to do the "Hey, I gor
ar idea Dad, ler me add valus”, T think i
would create a better growth lemming for
them, but taking that rizk and moebe vou
Inows, having soms suceess and marbe soms
Jailure and you ko - I like that ™

The following subheadings provide a set of distinct dispositions which relate to the
narrative around uncategorized dispositions presented in Table 6.51. These
uncategorized dispositions in the data repeatedly reflect over three generations that
venturing had been the ‘right thing to do” and was ‘just considered normal’ and ‘that’s
who we are’. Reflection on and analysis of uncategorized data suggests that at Case A
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there was communication of (1) an expectation to venture, (2) support for the family
to venture, (3) problem-solving at the family venture, and (4) an entrepreneurial
environment in which to venture.

Communicate an Expectation to Venture
Luke’s first son, Michael, comments tellingly in an interview, ‘The desire to run my
own business | would definitely say is a family thing’, and both sons comment
repeatedly in interviews that ‘Luke is the entrepreneur; we get it from Luke’. Venturing
at Case A was ‘just considered normal’ and the ‘right thing to do’. Mathew comments
in an interview,
‘Luke didn’t give us any money. So you know it was like — it was tough ... but
it was sort of like you know, ‘there’s a lot of doing, and it’s the right thing to
do, but you’re going to have to step up and do your part as well’, and it was
just considered normal’.

Third generation family members, Andy, Robert and James, understand that their
grandfather, father and uncle expect them to venture at Case Al. Michael’s first son,
Andy, reflected communication from the family to venture with his comment, ‘I think
it was just assumed that everyone would have their own business.’

Communicate an Entrepreneurial Environment in which to Venture

In an entrepreneurial environment in which to venture Luke instilled his own beliefs
about corporate drudgery and inaction in his children to suggest entrepreneurship and
venturing suggested creativity. In his interviews he commented repeatedly,
“So, if you wanted any new idea, you could go out and buy it from some guys
... because there’s no way that culture - that big corporation culture, is going
to create anything.”

To further his message, Luke also commented, “I could never understand any culture
which promoted fear of failure . . . no one should fear failure.”” While his sons often
criticized his methods in interviews, they were complimentary of the supportive
environment he created, and they recalled, “With Luke it was all about if you want it
bad enough you can make it happen . . . if there's a will there's a way.” Michael
recalled,

‘My father wanted his own sons — me and my two brothers — to be able to have

an opportunity to start a business as well’.

However, Luke was often critical of his sons to the point of insult when they didn’t
subscribe to his methods. Michael remembered,
‘My father, to his credit, one of the best things he ever did, he said to me, “You
are so stupid, you know — this is how families work!””’

At Case A the family arguably presents an entrepreneurial environment of all or

nothing. Luke believes there must be nothing short of total dedication towards the
creation of the entrepreneurial environment to succeed at venturing. He commented,
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‘Total dedication makes something work. You can't do two things at once. But
you have to dedicate yourself to the project you're in and make it happen. And
don't bitch about anything; that's the job you have. Until you do that, you have
nothing’.

Michael stated that he wanted and expected his sons to be “all in’. In an interview, he
comments, ‘I’m all in, and my sons at some point are going to have to be all in’.
Similarly, Michael’s second son, Robert, stated, ‘So if we’re going to open up a
subsidiary of Case Al in a new location, | want to go 115% into it’.

Michael made every attempt to reinforce the uncategorised entrepreneurial
dispositions towards venturing passed on by his father, and he continually
communicated his passion for business, even while on vacation. In an interview,
Michael comments,

Michael’s first son, Andy, comments,
‘I think my dad supports me in my entrepreneurial thinking ... he wants it to
work for me’.

Communicate Support for the Family Venture

Support for the family venture is arguably a family affair at Case A, and in interviews,

Mathew recalled:
‘Luke basically gave us opportunities and mentored and supported us in our
new businesses which was so incredibly valuable ... That’s what | got from
Luke’.

While Luke provides support for his son’s venturing activity in his own distinctive and
at time, contentious ways, both sons, Michael and Mathew, support each-other with
frequent meetings and conversations. They not only discuss supportive efforts of their
individual ventures, but they also discuss support for next generation ventures. In
interviews Mathew stated emphatically,
‘Michael's boys need to have a business to run, and don’t put a boy working
for the other - it’s too early . . . give them opportunities to run businesses within
the business so they can again have that sense of autonomy and ownership that
they built something.’

Third generation family members also support each other in their venturing efforts.
Robert commented,
‘So, there’s going to be collaboration, there’s going to be team work and
there’s also going to be time for, *‘Hey James, you’ve always wanted to do this,
right? Go do it. Hey Andy, you’ve always wanted to do this, right? That’s
your project!””’

Communicate Problem-solving at the Family Venture

At Case A there was communication relating problem-solving at the family venture.
Luke stated his problem-solving philosophy by commenting in interviews, “l never
walked away from something that didn’t work . . . I changed it!” In interviews Michael
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similarly commented: ““It’s our mantra here — find a better way.” And, according to
his son, Michael, ““Luke was good as far as basically eliminating [mental roadblocks],
and if there's a will there's a way.”

Michael’s sons, Andy, Robert and James, expressed admiration and amazement at
their father’s persistence in taking Case Al from a poorly planned and problem
plagued idea to a $35 million leader in the green industry. In an interview while
attending a national trade show, Robert commented, ‘I walked around the show with
my dad today. He’s a rock star here, man!’

6.4.4 ‘Uncategorised’ Munificence at Case A

At Case A and all of the associated family ventures, sponsorship activities are
conducted that do not fit within the established categories of field-building,
networking and direct support activities (Amezcua et al., 2013). The following textual
presentation in Table 6.51presents data reflecting uncategorised sponsorship activities
recounted by individual interviewees.
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Table 6.51 Uncategorised Sponsorship Activities at Case A
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Presentation of Opportunities to Venture
While there is communication toward venturing at Case A, there is also continual
presentation of opportunities to venture. During interviews while in his 86" year of
age, Luke continually spouted new opportunities to venture even while interviewing.
For his grandchildren he talked about opportunities in plant genetics and deer-resistant
horticulture:
‘You know what | think - the Viagra of the plant world is a deer-resistant
Rhododendron. If you can do something genetic . . . that would be a grand
slam.”

All of Luke’s children and grandchildren have ventured at the parent firm, and they do
so upon presentation of opportunities and ventures from family. In reference to his
father’s and his own successful venturing, Mathew stated,
‘Luke was good around finding those opportunities and leveraging off what we
had developed within Case A to help me realise potential at Case A2’.

Upon graduation from White, Michael simply ‘wanted to grow the best quality
ornamental plants’, and he wanted to continue his education while searching for work
at a large organisation like Monsanto. But his father continually presented Case A as
an exciting and innovative opportunity in the green industry field. Michael comments,

‘From my perspective [Case A] was very opportunistic. To this day I think it
was the combination of me coming out of college and seeing the opportunity
through Luke.

To the completion of this study, Luke incessantly presented his sons and grandsons

with opportunities and resources to venture. To Michael, he presented boutique

horticultural propagation, and he steered Michael away from academic life and

towards business and entrepreneurship. In an interview, Michael ruefully comments,
‘I’m still here 33 years later but you know, [Case Al] really was very much a
start-up kind of atmosphere and you know, to his credit, Luke’s a risk taker,
and you know | would not be here if not for Luke. I might be a professor
somewhere struggling for some grant money!’

After graduating from White, Mathew was on his way to play professional basketball
in Australia when Luke presented an opportunity for industrial composting at a nearby
mushroom farm. In an interview, Mathew comments,

‘I was really on my way to Australia ... | came home, and at that time there
was a large mushroom farm that had an organic waste disposal problem; Luke
explained it, and I got interested in it, and basically, put the shoulder to the
wheel and got the company organised’.

As these comments suggest, Luke guided and steered his sons with his own enthusiasm
and commitment to venturing, but he also guided his sons towards what he believed to
be their own best interests. In an interview, Mathew reflects on Luke’s guidance that
oriented Michael towards the marketplace in support of his new venture, Case Al:

191



‘I was 24 or 25 years old. Luke said to me, ““You idiot, you are never going to
build anything unless you go see the customer. Here is $100; go to Maine, and
drive up the coast, and just stop in to see these customers.” That was my first
ever trip’.

In an interview, Michael’s brother Mathew reflects on their father’s ‘engineering’ or

guidance that oriented Michael towards the marketplace in support of his new venture:
‘Michael obviously knew the green business in detail, but the key decision that
Luke made was to get Michael out into the market, and so, Luke really, 1 think,
engineered that where Michael might have wanted to put his head down and
stay in Lebanon’.

Mathew elaborates,

‘I think it was the key thing that Luke oriented Michael out more to the market
and then Michael then could see what the customers were buying, and you
know of course that’s the best way to educate yourself right?’

In interviews, Michael and Mathew suggested they had guided their sons towards new
business with opportunities with which to risk, make mistakes and venture. Michael
planned to work directly with his sons to venture within Case A1, but Michael hoped
the initial idea for venturing might come from his sons when they completed their
education. In an interview, he comments,
‘I think initially, I think that it would almost be better to do the ““Hey, | got an
idea Dad, let me add value™, I think it would create a better growth learning
for them, but taking that risk and maybe you know, having some success and
maybe some failure and you know — I like that’.

Luke continually voiced approval that his grandsons were considering opportunities in
the green industry. He also provided support to his youngest grandson, James, who
was attending White University when he expressed an interest in plant genetics. In an
interview, Luke comments,
‘I asked James to tell me about his exam in plant genetics and half of the exam
was on genetic modification. Guys our age will start it, but we can’t convince
people; they all think we’re crazy, but that’s a good sign; that’s an
opportunity’.

He believed new introductions resulting from genetic engineering would provide new
opportunities and the potential for new ventures.

Third generation family members have subscribed to opportunities Michael presented
in horticultural distribution. In interviews, the brothers Robert and James expressed
interest in multiple horticultural distribution centres along the East Coast of the United
States. Robert also sees his vision for venturing as being in line with his father’s vision
for venturing:
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‘I think his vision is (if we are going forward) to have a base there for his three
sons to mould in any way they want. He’s very open and excited to have us
come to the business and bring our own talents and do what we want’.

And Robert responded:

‘I’m definitely interested and passionate about opening up more
[horticultural] distribution centres for Case A6 ... We already have the
infrastructure in place ... | think it’s an unbelievable opportunity having a
grower in your back pocket...’

Presentation of Partnerships to Venture
While his sons often commented that Luke was a very difficult man to work with, they
were emphatic in their beliefs that Luke was a man who partnered with his sons in new
venture creation. Mathew commented, “The genius of Luke is that he truly partnered
with his sons.” Brothers repeatedly commented that Luke actively partnered with his
sons; Mathew commented further,
‘Luke was always a good partner, but it needed to make business sense
otherwise he'd be the first to shoot it down’.

But Mathew commented that Luke provided more than just a desire for his sons and
grandsons to start their own ventures. While he provided a venturing disposition,
suggesting “it’s the right thing to do’, Luke also provided gentle guidance and steering
to “step up’ and ‘do your part’.
Third generation family members also benefit from partnership activities, and Robert
remembered, ‘Uncle Mathew always says, “Hey, when are we going to start a business
together?””” Robert also comments that he is included in the details of business and
venturing by suggesting that his father,
‘My dad has done a great job including us in the problems and successes he
has faced in the business.’

While Mathew waits for his sons to graduate from White University, he has already
formulated a plan to sell ownership in all his existing ventures and partner directly
with his sons in new venture activities. He believes a blank slate is the best
environment for his sons to venture. In an interview, he comments emphatically, I
want to start a business with them!”

Presentation of a Stable Environment to Venture
Mathew recalled that his father wanted to create an environment in which his sons
could venture, and he commented,

‘My father wanted his own sons, me and my two brothers (his two other sons)
to be able to have an opportunity to start a business as well’.
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While Luke presented opportunities and presented partnerships to his sons, he was
careful, by his own assessment, not to coerce them. In an interview, he reflects on how
his first son, Michael, joined Case A straight out of college:

‘I didn’t pitch him to come to work for me because that’s daft! If he wanted to
come to work, that’s another thing, but I’m not going to try to convince him of
that. That’s the wrong approach. I found that the good approach — he’s got to
come to me and — but that’s...’

While it was noted in Section 5.2.2 that the economic environment at Case A was
extremely unstable when Michael and Mathew partnered with their father to venture,
one might argue that there was a very stable environment to venture given a family
mantra to ‘never fear failure’ and ‘romanticize business’. In an interview, Luke’s
second son, Mathew, attempts to summarise Luke’s contribution to the creation of a
stable environment in which to venture:

‘It was not economic capital; it was emotional capital — intellectual capital of

what it takes to succeed at new business, and oftentimes people use as an

excuse — “well I don't have the money to do it so | can't do it”, right?’

When pressed in interviews to discuss what it took to venture and what it took to create
an environment for venturing, Michael comments,
“You’ve got to figure it out on your own, but you must have a sense of urgency,
and a sense that you’ve got to get stuff done’.

Michael’s son, Andy, echoes his father’s sense of urgency and commitment to solve
any problem:
‘I just did it. | just do it. It’s a desire to get it done’.

To provide a stable environment in which to venture, Michael and his brother Mathew

consulted frequently with each other on best practices for each other’s businesses and

for trans-generational success in order to create a stable environment for their sons to

venture. Mathew suggests in an interview that Michael should partner with his sons:
‘Michael's boys need to have a business to run, and don’t put a boy working
for the other — it’s too early ... give them opportunities to run businesses within
the business so they can again have that sense of autonomy and ownership that
they built something’.

In reference to his own sons, Michael commented,
‘I think initially, I think that it would almost be better to do the ““Hey, | got an
idea Dad, let me add value™, | think it would create a better growth learning
for them, but taking that risk and maybe you know, having some success and
maybe some failure and you know, I like that’.

And finally, Robert describes the logistics of venturing at the parent firm with his
brothers as a win-win for everyone in the family.
‘I’m definitely interested and passionate about opening up distribution centres
for [Case Al] ... | think it’s an unbelievable opportunity having a grower in
your back pocket...’.
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Andy, Robert and James have received the same gentle guidance from their father,
uncle and grandfather in the development of their individual ventures.

Thus, it appears to be without coercion or force that parents and grandparents at the
parent firm continually communicate excitement and challenges of new business, and
they present opportunities, partnerships and stability at the parent family firm from
which to take risks and venture. At the parent firm, family members put resources and
opportunities within easy reach of children and grandchildren to gently steer them
towards venturing; they do so in the belief that it is in the child’s best interest to
venture.

6.5  Categorised and Uncategorised Data at Case B

At Case B and all of the ventures associated with it, the data shows both categorised
and uncategorised dispositions and munificence. This section along with Appendix 9.3
presents the data to show existing constructs and possible new constructs presented for
further discussion in Chapter 7. Both categorised and uncategorised dispositions and
munificence exist in the data at Case B within and across generations of the parent
family firm and existing ventures among family members. This section suggests that
the parent family firm in Case B imbued both categorised and uncategorised
dispositions and munificence to family ventures in order that they overcome a liability
of newness and acquire legitimacy (Stinchcombe, 1965). The following section in
conjunction with Appendix 9.3 presents an analysis of categorised dispositions in the
data at Case B.

6.5.2 Uncategorised Dispositions at Case B

At Case B and ventures associated with Case B there are dispositions in the data not
reflected in and EO and EL at the parent family firm. Data exists in long-lasting and
transposable dispositions which communicate support for venturing, communication
that any problem can be solved and communication of a supportive environment.

Table 6.52 below presents a matrix which displays data as it is transposed from Case
B to individual ventures at the parent family firm.
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Table 6.52 Uncategorised Entrepreneurial Dispositions at Case B

Conztruct

Caze B 2 Caze B4, B5

Casze B = Caze B6, B7

Commmmnicate an
expectafion to
venfure

Caze B Publizhed History (1593) meludes
Caze B, "az an incubator of errreprensurial
verttures

[Brad] T just remember heming the family
tales of his patch ar the elbows gf ki jacksr
and g like thar,

[Edward] Tt wasn't just made up for the
sake of them just being fomilys they very
miuch had to be under a Hnd of performancs
obligation az well by which they'd be
considsred as if they wers ary othsy msmber
of staff.

Ldllen] "It wasw t just made up for the sake
gf thew just being family; they very much
had te be under a kind of performance
oblizations as well which they'd be
considsred as [ they wers any other
wismber of staff.

[dllen] Faz. I think they ve got to remain 1o
the fore otherwize I think we just Hnd of get

prezerved in aspic.

Commmmezte an

[Erad] “So there war a kind gf willingrsss

[Brad] "I think I ses that in the rext

entrepreneurial 1o smbrace the funos " gereration that they kwow it's there — brick
environment 1 gust under their skin. Allen and Koy bow.
whichto venture | [dllew] "Tmean, [Divk] has never besn a They kvow whar they should be doing. ™
Istter writer az such or been rvelved in I'd
s probably the cut and theust of the [dllen] “asain, we weve kesw on just in the
conmierciality of deals, but there s an last coupls of vears on getting sharsholdar
oversesing entheusiazm and Brad as well | fesdback in rarms of whar psople thoughr of
ws in tevmis of peviormarce, and asain the
[Edward] umigus combination gf’ opportunitier and the porsarial for new
inrovation and tracdition. vertures ard rsw profit streams.
IR} Let's be here for another 58 vears | [Brad] “So I think lotz of the new divizions
and the only way fo do that iz by choosing | have come ouf of just mot warsing fo be
new vawmrures — thar i allowing peopls to | boxed in ™
grow but making sure that the company gz 4
whnle zrill has the strensth behind it
Commumicate [Brad] "When I wemt into kis office, he [Ed] “5a we're open but we Fefusra
support for would zqy, Tdon't meed you fo tell me abowt | business which is opern to the concept qf
venfurmg it. Irsally dont Justdo it You thirk itz doing things different from what we
good - it's probably good. [Fit isn's vou'll cwrenth can. That's our maks-up.
comg i heve on vour kands and bses. ™
Commumicate [Brad] "It's just the reals that war bigand | [dllen] Brad and Divk el ws, “Nothing 'z
problem-seling | we had o pur up —we have to make — put wp | new, we ve done all these things before ™, and
for the venture guite a kit of risk mongy, Fisk capital at the | we have been I think at the forgfront of soms

begirming and we have to agrse to
urdsrerite certain things that went wrong.
We would paqv for it.”

gf these other things ...
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Communicate an Expectation to Venture
In the late nineteenth century, early founders established their construction firm as,
according to Case B Published History (1998: 9), “as an incubator of entrepreneurial
ventures’. This section investigates data that suggests the development of the firm as
an ‘incubator of entrepreneurial ventures’ through the communication of
‘performance obligations’ in an expectation to venture, communication of support for
venturing, and communication that a supportive environment for venturing, and
communication that any problem can be solved at the parent family firm. In interviews,
Edward, as non-family director, commented on the firm’s history of ‘performance
obligations’:
‘It wasn’t just made up for the sake of them just being family; they very much
had to be under a kind of performance obligation as well by which they’d be
considered as if they were any other member of staff’.

From the beginning of the modern firm in 1925, Adam ventured by partnering with a
competing family to establish the present form of Case B, and he pursued opportunities
to venture in commercial development while establishing a mind-set and disposition
among family members to also pursue opportunities to venture in tenement housing,
commercial development, land speculation, bespoke home-building, architectural
development and building systems innovations. While venturing at the parent family
firm was apparently a ‘performance obligation’, Brad commented in an interview that
‘there was a kind of willingness to embrace the future’. By embracing the future,
family members acted on opportunities to provide a better way forward for the parent
firm. In an interview, Brad described an embrace of the future to suggest that venturing
might be the result of not wanting to be boxed in:

‘So 1 think lots of the new divisions have come out of just not wanting to be

boxed in’.

Allen confirmed that venturing had occurred in timber systems because of delays from
timber vendors. He commented,
‘My understanding or recollection at the time, it was a frustration that we were
using other companies and in some cases competitor companies to supply us
with timber’.

In an interview, Stephanie talked about her fulfilment of ‘performance obligations’ at
the parent family firm in 2009:
‘So it was thinking about what do people need at the moment? They need money
that they can raise from refinancing their properties. So for me it was about
how do we put that into marketing terms for people to think it’s an attractive
enough prospect?’

In an interview, Allen reflected on how he presented his idea of a land bank for the
parent family firm to fulfil his ‘performance obligation’:
‘I was able to kind of work with the board to say here’s a few sites we should
be looking at and looking to start replenishing a land bank again’.

Stephanie also recounted her brother Allen’s venturing in a land bank:
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‘It’s based on something that we know we’re good at, and we saw an
opportunity because all the big boys and the plc’s were looking elsewhere’.

Communicate an Entrepreneurial Environment in which to Venture

Most family members felt the gaze of previous generations upon them as they risked
and innovated in the construction and home-building field. In an interview, Ray stated
that he felt his great-great grandfather’s gaze every time he stepped into the board-
room to present Case B7 data. However, most family members note a desire to look
forward, and Brad commented, ‘So there was a kind of willingness to embrace the
future’ to arguably suggest an entrepreneurial environment in which to venture. This
environment also included, according to Edward, ‘unique combination of innovation
and tradition’ at the parent family firm. In interviews, Brad suggested, “So I think lots
of the new divisions have come out of just not wanting to be boxed in.’

According to fifth generation family members, the previous generation in Dirk and
Brad continued to communicate an entrepreneurial environment in which to venture
with their enthusiasm for innovation and ideas. In interviews, Ray commented,
‘Let’s be here for another 88 years and the only way to do that is by choosing
new ventures — that is allowing people to grow but making sure that the
company as a whole still has the strength behind it.

Communicate Support for Venturing
Direct communication from family members provided a supportive environment in
which to overcome new business challenges. In an interview, Brad recalled an early
conversation about his new venture with his father:
‘When | went into his office, he would say, “I don’t need you to tell me about
it. I really don’t. Just do it. You think it’s good — it's probably good. If it isn't,

you'll come in here on your hands and knees™’.

Dispositions towards venturing over generations communicated ‘just do it’. Family
history also reflected an attitude to ‘just do it’ as the parent family firm became an
‘incubator of entrepreneurial ventures’ (Case B Published History, 1998: 9).

Family and non-family directors communicated support for venturing by somewhat
backwardly commenting that ‘nothing is new’. Edward and Brad credited Dirk with
the remark, but family members seem to greet new innovations and venturing by
suggesting that family members likely ventured in a similar area before over their 350-
year history as merchants and builders. Allen, in interviews, recalled the reminder from
his father and uncle.

‘Brad and Dirk tell us, “Nothing’s new, we’ve done all these things before™,

and we have been | think at the forefront of some of these other things...’

The creation of timber systems at Case B7 suggests that indeed nothing is new at the
parent family firm since the firm began as timber merchants in the 17" century, but
the communication to family members that ‘nothing is new’ also suggests that
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historical precedent offers support for venturing at the firm. In an interview, the non-
family director, Edward, humorously recounted one of several comments from family
at the introduction of every new idea and venture at company meetings:
‘We would come to Dirk as we’ve done over the years with what we think is a
new idea and of course he’ll listen and say, ““Oh yes, yes, yes, we did that back
in’72, great!””’

Communicate Problem-solving for the Venture
Family members at Case B also talked about “‘brick dust running in our veins’, and it
was arguably a mantra at the firm suggesting an environment of not only toughness
but also problem-solving and proficiency. In interviews, Brad recalled a conversation
with his son and nephew about venturing in the development of company property:
‘I think 1 see that in the next generation that they know it’s there — brick dust
under their skin. Allen and Ray know. They know what they should be doing.
They are unlikely to make many wrong decisions’.

In coming back to their company roots in timber frame business, the parent family firm
communicated that there will be problem-solving for the new venture coming from the
long history of the firm. In an interview, Allen commented,
‘We have certainly come back to our timber frames business. You know, we’ve
really challenged the concept of how a home can be built ... so, it changed the
whole outlook of how we can build houses’.

6.5.4 Uncategorised Munificence at Case B

Venturing at Case B is inclusive in that family members are directed and guided toward
opportunities and resources to continuously innovate and carefully risk at the parent
family firm. As such, this section suggests there are activities which do not fit
sponsorship activities summarized by Amezcua et al. (2013) and existing in the
literature. Table 6.53 below provides a data matrix while in-depth textual analysis
provides select data for further analysis.
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Table 6.53 Uncategorised Munificence at Case B

[Ed] "Faz, yez. in terms of if [the verdure
is] a contirusd problem child what do you
do abour it? Do you ignore it and hope T
will go away or sort itself or do you
intervens? I think we e prone fo
intervening. Intsrvens and &y to resolve it

Construct Caze B 2 Caze B4, BS Caze B4, BS = Caze B4, B7
Present Tha brothers” fitm, “acted az an incubarer™ | [Brad] T think an sntreprensurial jolt
opportunities to for two young entrepreneurs and ther wiakes vou see that mever' iz not a good word
venfure farmilies who would zueceed the brothers and we decided to by i
and lay the foundztions for succazzion over
generafions in the present busmess (Caze B | [Bradl "Tthink timber svstem sids of it -
Publizhed History, 1598 3) realizing we could be successful in doing
different verrures - it spwned on a kind af
[Brad] "My grandfathsy, whern he had two | growth within the compary to loek cutsides
sows Fred and Daniel (Dawigl is wy father), | owr guite enclorsd avea that we're in which iz
he said to them, 'We carmor have borh of Just building komss. ™
you in Glasgow - I can't have it So, one of
You has to go somewhere elze and start a
business.”
Present [Ed] "Awnd in away it war Dawnisl and Fred | [Allen] “So what I'm kind of keen over the
parinerships to that really. from my perspective. and irndssd | next fow years of doing i encowraging them
venfure a lot, wpy pesy group - i was Daniel and 1o coms up with mors new ouwt-of-the-box
Fradweho really drove the businezs on ideas ar to kow we might frvest mowies as
through venturing and made probably the well going forward
biggest ooads into the business s
svolution ™ [Ed]: "No, thar s just me locking for a zqfe
paiv gf kards o make sure thar . . . there's
somebody in there who s abls to do things
the Caze Bwan ™
Present stzble [Ed] "particularly keen on keeping to the [Bvad] & [Ed] “the [Case B way"™
environment in Jore az well. They didn 't warer ur 1o become
which to venture too imsard-looling or too corssrvative. ™ TR "Trsckon it was dore thiz way fn,

grdsr fo actually see - can thiz venture work?
And [f it does, can we use that sipls in
ancther verture. ™

[Ed] “That enthesiasm and cpen-mindedrnsss
probably comes from people like Brad and
Divk particularly. Fou kow, they ars kesn
Jor us to vy new ideas and that s not
necessarily written dowm in any business
plan ampwhere or hasn't come from dare I
say it a lmwver or an accountant
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Present Opportunities to Venture

According to a documented history of Case B, the parent family firm, ‘acted as an
incubator’ for two young entrepreneurs and their families who would lay the
foundations for generations to venture while maintaining the core business (Case B
Published History, 1998: 5). Generations repeatedly provided opportunities to venture.
In the 1950s, Allen pushed his sons Fred and Daniel to venture in separate cities. Brad
recalled in an interview,

‘My grandfather, when he had two sons Fred and Daniel (Daniel is my father),
he said to them, ““We cannot have both of you in Glasgow — | can’t have it. So
one of you has to go somewhere else and start a business.” So my father said,

“I’ll go to Edinburgh and start in the letting business™’.

At the direction of their father, both brothers ventured in commercial building, home

building and land development to firmly establish the parent family firm as a dominant

player in the construction industry in Scotland and to establish power over the field.

Even after their deaths, Adam, Fred and Daniel continue to influence their family

members to venture and drive the business forward. In an interview, Ed commented,
‘And in a way it was Daniel and Fred that really, from my perspective, and
indeed a lot, my peer group — it was Daniel and Fred who really drove the
business on through venturing and made probably the biggest inroads into the
business’s evolution’.

The cousins Brad and Dirk also ventured at the direction of their respective fathers,
Dirk in commercial development, and Brad in the development of bespoke luxury
homes, but the development of timber systems as a venture, ‘spurned on a kind of
growth within the company to look outside our quite enclosed area that we're in which
is just building homes’ according to Brad. He also remembered that, ‘an
entrepreneurial jolt makes you see that ‘never' is not a good word and we decided to
try it.”

Present Partnerships to Venture
As part of an informal vetting process for new ventures, board members provide an
opportunity for everyone to talk about ideas or initiatives to move the firm forward.
At Case B, the data suggests that the parent firm continually sought new ideas for
venturing. Edward commented in interviews,
‘I mean 1 think if we have one thing that makes us rather unique it’s the
opportunity to listen to any idea regardless of where it comes from and then
deploy it. That’s — that is one of our strengths’.

Andrew also commented with pride that family members and employees alike
presented new ideas for venturing at the parent family firm:
‘So what I’m kind of keen over the next few years of doing is encouraging them
to come up with more new out-of-the-box ideas as to how we might invest
monies as well going forward’.

The idea for timber systems was originally proposed as a partnering venture by Edward

and then developed by Ray with the full support and resources of the parent family
firm. Brad commented,
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‘I think Ray developing the business and growing externals sales moved Case
B forward because internal sales are just a price-related supply chain’.

Present an Entrepreneurial Environment in which to Venture

Family and non-family stakeholders and shareholders guide the parent family firm
toward venturing. Edward repeatedly commented in interviews that stakeholders and
shareholders “didn’t want us to become too inward-looking or too conservative’.

Venturing energised the parent family firm and family members, and the impetus for
change is arguably provided by the enthusiasm and open-mindedness of previous
generations. In an interview, Ed commented,
‘That enthusiasm and open-mindedness probably comes from people like Brad
and Dirk particularly. You know, they are keen for us to try new ideas and that’s
not necessarily written down in any business plan anywhere or hasn’t come
from dare | say it, a lawyer or an accountant’.

Future generations at Case B will likely continue to innovate, risk, experiment and
venture. In an interview, Brad commented,
‘I think timber side of it — realising we could be successful in doing different
ventures — it spurned on a kind of growth within the company to look outside
our quite enclosed area that we're in which is just building homes’.

6.6  Categorised and Uncategorised Data at Case C

At Case C and all of the ventures associated with it, there are both categorised and
uncategorised dispositions and munificence in the data. This section analyses the
categorised dispositions and munificence to show the existing constructs. It also
analyses the uncategorised dispositions and munificence at Case C to reveal new
constructs for further testing.

6.6.2 Uncategorised Dispositions at Case C

At Case C and ventures associated with Case C there are dispositions in the data not
reflected in an EO or EL at the parent family firm. Uncategorized data arguably exists
at Case C in the form of long-lasting and transposable dispositions which communicate
support for venturing, repeated suggestion that any problem can be solved and
communication of a supportive environment. The textual table below (Table 6.54)
presents a matrix which refers to uncategorized data as it is transposed from Case M
to individual ventures at the parent family firm.

202



Table 6.54: Uncategorized Entrepreneurial Dispositions at Case C

busimess.

Fdrthur] Well he mvested in hir twa sons. He
thought they krnew what the heck they were doing
{laughter) . . . He didn 't want his rons to take over the
Jruit and produce. Well, he saw the future in the
produce business ar not something profitable and a
very difficwlt fifestyle.”

fdrthur] “And it was good for [George's] busiess,
because the growers and the farmers that shipped him
merchandise depended on him to get the right market
price and get a good return on their merchandise,
whatevar they were growing. ™

fdrthur] ‘He heiped finance the growers by getting
their ferfilizer, supplving them with plants. and he
alse would supply them with the baskets and the
crates for all that *

Construct Case C 2 C1,C2, C3,. C4,C5. Co Case C thru Cé 2> Case C7, C8, C9, C10, C11
Communicate | fdrthur] TWell George gave ws opportunity . . . he set
an Expectation | wp the marshmeallow business, the Chrisimas tree {Tom C] ‘He wouid abways get a group together, and
to Venture business, the blueberry business.” the bensfit was for all "
[Clris] “Anyway, George said “Go to - ITwantyou | [Greg] ‘a trustworthy and sustainable regional food
io see o W.B. This man has a lot of blueberries up in | system’
Nova Scotia ™ Well, Iknew nothing about Nova
Scotia And we had a customer that my father [Greg] ‘Case CID 5 a partnership of Vermont area
generated. And the business expanded very quickly.” | farmers and Bosion area families committed fo
rebuilding o trustworthy and sustaimable regional food
fdrthur] Why? Ihad 21 stores we were operating. system’
What the hell was it fo ppan yn a little, one-ziore
operation? It was nothing! [Steven] ‘This busiess & not onfy abouwt creating
success for our growers and customer base, buf i’z
[Chris] “There was no interest in Arthur or myself also about creating partnership in the green indusiry’
going into his business. And I think he indersiood
thet, and he didh 't ever talk about taking over his “Tnvestment in the land  That's what it was all about -
business as he aged because it was difficull - a how to get it paid aff! The business would pay i affl”
difficulf business. & war a hard business. It required
all your time and all your ensrgy.” [Arthur] ‘Dealing with nonlocal suppliers -- in other
wards, bringing siyff in from a very long
FChris] “We did't want to play around with guarts at distance: you efther put it in a freight car, or
{Case ], because there ave a lot of blusberries. We You put it on a trailer truck depending on
wanted fo move truckioads of them amd sell them io what's aveilable, and I wes different ’
manigaciurers; food bakeries. And that was our best
market, but there were more markets |
Communicate | [Chris] ‘Well, T suppose his mafor thought was to get | [Tom C] “He would always get a group together, and
Suppaort for Arthur established - vou know, Geoarge wanted Arthuwr | the bernefit was forall .7
Jenturing ifo be in business. Yeah probably to look affer his own

{Greg]'Case 510 is a parinership of Vermont area

farmers and Bosion area familiss commitied to re-

building a trustworthy and sustainable regional food
system.’

[Steven] ‘At Case 59 owur mission reads, we are

‘Creating parinerships for vour success ™ and these
parinerships extend to owur horifcultural growers and
customers; they aiso extend between our horticulfural
growers and cusioners.”

“Neither one of us really fook on the fruit and produce
arf Caze 5. Oh, we diah 't touch it No, it wars the candy
business in Case 53.7
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Communicate an
Entrepreneurial
Environment in
which to Venture

Fdrthur] “Well -- bt thet was the -- we were
profitable, butwe kept, like, expanding or bhuying
- mare land a little here, a little there - and the
frees, the shade trees. And then, you inow, you
put a little more money into i, make it work, and
make i wark!”

[Chris] That's right. Yeah I think maybe he
warnfed me and Arthur fo fove business, not
necessarily the business he was in?”

fChris] ‘dnd that's the kind of attifude he had
abour everything in life — to help other people. And
it worked because people were pleased with his
attitude — a good attitude — and they had frust arnd
Saith in him thee way.  found that that was a good
way to be '

[Arthur] ‘Because his stuff sold mor or less most
af the time on consignment. And if vou did well
Jor vour grower and vour cusiomer, they keep
coming, and they ship more.”

[Arthur] T remember that year, and Iweas busy —
Teah Twas busy, and I said fo wyself "OK, we got
that. Now, what's next?” you know?”

fdrthur] “dnd if vou did well for your growers and
your customers, they keep coming, and they ship
more. But if vou decide you want to just put a price
on the product and say, “Well, I'll only pay you so-
ang-50, " the growers and cusiomers will shrink away
and dizappear.”

{Tom C] ‘His fimeral was a tribute fo his legacy. T
remember his competitors emotionally commenting
that Aritwr put them i business or kepi them in
business with advice, information ar even loans. They
all affered respect and admiration for the way he
conducted himself and his business’

[Tom] T thought Arthur mede me a prefly independent
i

Communicate
Problem-solving
for the Venture

[fArthur] “We had seven profit certers! You
Fmow, that's idiofic - petting the manasement arnd
having enough money to finance what it fook to
Smoenee all that sty ™

[Arthur] And then, after awhile - gfter a few
more vears, I said ‘Geez, I'm taking my income
Srom one business and puiting it in another’
Yeah we were cash poor all the time.

[Chris] We just kept buying more land, more
operations, more equipment in Canada wuatil we
didn’t know what fo do with i all ™

Communicate Opportunities to Venture

Both sons admitted in interviews,
‘George was not talkative. He never talked about his vision, but he had his way
of communicating’.

In interviews Arthur stated quite clearly, “Well, George gave us opportunity . . . he set
up the marshmallow business, the Christmas tree business, the blueberry business.’
Chris commented similarly in that George sent him to Nova Scotia when he knew very
little about blueberry distribution, but communication of an opportunity established
Chris in the Blueberry business and Arthur in the Christmas tree business. Both sons
verified that George showed little interest for either to take over his business in local
distribution. Chris commented,
‘There was no interest in Arthur or myself going into his business. And I think
he understood that, and he didn’t ever talk about taking over his business as
he aged because it was difficult -- a difficult business. It was a hard business.
It required all your time and all your energy.’

And while George distributed small quantities from his location in Boston, he urged
his sons to ‘move truckloads’. Chris remembered,
‘We didn’t want to play around with quarts at [Case C], because there are a
lot of blueberries. We wanted to move truckloads of them and sell them to
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manufacturers; food bakeries. And that was our best market, but there were
more markets’.

Arthur communicated opportunities to venture to his children. To Steven he presented
what he believed to be next generation distribution when he commented,

‘Dealing with nonlocal suppliers -- in other words, bringing stuff in from a
very long distance; you either put it in a freight car, or you put it on a trailer
truck depending on what’s available, and | was different.’

To this first son, Greg, he communicated opportunity in Christmas trees to mass
merchants and ‘big box’ stores that received in large volume. He also communicated
vertical integration in the production of Christmas wreaths and other Christmas greens.
To his daughter, Laura, he communicated an expansion of outdoor furniture sales from
multiple locations.

Communicate Partnerships to Venture
While George never coerced his sons, he was eager for them to join him in agricultural
distribution with their own ventures. He was eager to partner with them and he
communicated many partnership opportunities in Christmas trees, blueberries and
most notably, marshmallow production. Chris believed there was a plan with every
communication:
‘Well, I suppose his major thought was to get Arthur established - you know,
George wanted Arthur to be in business. Yeah, probably to look after his own
business.’

Arthur also assumed his father had a very clear plan to partner in the success of his
sons:
‘Well, he invested in his two sons. He thought they knew what the heck they
were doing (laughter) . . . He didn’t want his sons to take over the fruit and
produce. Well, he saw the future in the produce business as not something
profitable and a very difficult lifestyle.’

Chris clearly remembered his blueberry venture was in partnership with his father:
So | would talk to my father and 1’d ship the blueberries to him, and he would
unload the trailer truck and get it transferred to another truck . . . And so, we
worked that way.

George was influential in partnering with growers, and Arthur remembered,
‘He helped finance the growers by getting their fertilizer, supplying them with
plants, and he also would supply them with the baskets and the crates for all
that.”

Arthur and Chris also remembered,
“And it was good for [George’s] business, because the growers and the
farmers that shipped him merchandise depended on him to get the right market
price and get a good return on their merchandise, whatever they were
growing.”
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Children and grandchildren of George established their individual ventures based on
strong partnerships with their parents and vendors. In interviews Steven commented
Case C10 ‘Created partnerships for Success’ while his brother, Greg, established a
‘community of Vermont growers and Boston families’ for the creation of Case C11.
All Arthur’s children have arguably established their individual ventures based on
family mantra which expresses partnership between customers and vendors.

Communicate an Environment in which to Venture
George communicated an entrepreneurial environment in which to venture at Case C
with a genuine ‘love’ for business and a belief that business provided wealth and
security. In an interview, Chris commented that George ‘loved business — he liked
business, I guess you’d say’, and he elaborated,
‘That’s right. Yeah, I think maybe he wanted me and Arthur to love business,
not necessarily the business he was in?’

A disposition reflecting ‘love’ for business arguably imbued upon his sons and
grandchildren a desire to continually venture, and George and his sons gently steered
grandchildren towards venturing with new ideas, new opportunities and resources.
Chris commented again in an interview,
‘Yeah, he was going to train his sons to be like he is, I guess [laughter], and
help them out’.

Chris and Arthur continually developed resources and opportunities in the agriculture

field. Chris developed a strong reputation for blueberry distribution from Canadian

growers directly to manufactures and producers. Talking about his own venturing

efforts in Cases C3, C4, C5 and C6, Arthur recalled the year 1983 to give an example:
‘I remember that year, and | was busy — Yeah, | was busy, and I said to myself,
“OK, we got that. Now, what’s next?”” You know?’

Arthur was continually curious about additional opportunities and resources, showing
an entrepreneurial disposition and desire to discover ‘what’s next’. Given an
entrepreneurial disposition towards venturing imbued by his father, Arthur believed
that one venture could pay the bills for the other to repeat, “OK, we got that. Now,
what’s next?”” In an interview, he commented,
‘One business paid the bills for the other business ... We kept pyramiding, and
they weren’t all profitable all at the same time, and we’d rob Peter to pay
Paul’.

Communicate Problem-solving at the Venture
With multiple ventures operating at similar times George communicated problem-
solving with a facile work force and a strong network of dedicated customers and
vendors. Marshmallow production was year-round, and Arthur remembered,
““So then, when the blueberry season came, Chris would go to Canada for the
harvest. And when Christmas tree season came around, I’d go to Nova
Scotia.”

With his mantra communicating ‘What’s next’, Arthur consistently faced cash
crunches in several operations, and he complained, ‘Yeah, we were cash poor all the
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time,” but he solved the problem by transferring profits from profitable ventures to
struggling ventures while relying on local banks and family to provide liquidity. Chris
complained of similar problems with his ventures in Canada. He commented,
‘We just kept buying more land, more operations, and more equipment in
Canada until we didn’t know what to do with it all.”

Laura, Greg and Steven also remembered problem-solving for their individual
ventures. When cash flow tightened for Case C6 and C10 in 2008 Arthur called
Christmas tree growers and horticultural growers to put his credit with his sons’ credit.

6.6.4 Uncategorised Munificence at Case C

At Case C and ventures associated with Case C there is data which does not fit within
existing dimensions of organizational sponsorship but suggests a new dimension in
gentle steering across generations toward new opportunities using existing resources.
Table 6.55 presents data for further in —depth analysis in this section.
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Table 6.55 Uncategorized Munificence at Case C

Construct

Case C > C1,C2,C3,C4,C5,Co

Case C thru Co 2 Case C7, C8, C9,
€10, C11

Prezent opportunities
to venturs

fdrthur] “Well, George gave us opporfumity
... ke sat up the marshmallow business, the
Christmas free business, the blueherry
busimess. ™

fdrthur] “We were only buying day-to-day
Jill-ins. Yeah - that king of ouided us inio
daing owr own thing, really, is what # did ”

[Chris]: “There was no inferest in Arihur
ar myself Foing it his business. And T
think he undersiood that, and he didn’t ever
talk about us taking over his business az he
aged because it was difficult — a difficult
business. If was g hard business. It
reguirad all your time and ali your energy. ™

[Steveny T saw the opportunity in direct
distribution s I noticed our accountais
stapiing then filing divect ship paperwork
— that war it! Case CI0 reguired a phone
call to the customer and a phone call to the
grawer — i weas that easy”

[Greg] T think there were a lot af
horticultural brokers ouwt there, although T
Fmow what Steven was doing wear different
in that he was actually purchasing the
micrerial i most cases .

Present partnerships to
venture

fdrthur] “[George] kind of guided us info
daing our own thing, realfy. ™

FChris] “Arnd Im not sure what he hod i
mind actually; he didn’t really discuss what
he had inmind. B, we could assume to
some extent that fie war trying fo sef up o
business for his family - for his two boys.”

[Greg] ‘This was a piece of the business
and an opporiunity that really lent itself to
Sfurther development. It didn't require any
complicated sale of assets or any transfer
af ayything like ther, it was basically on a
handshake saying O™

Present a stable
environment m which
to venture

fdrthur] “Well he imvested in his two sons.
He thought they knew what the heck they
were doing (laughier). ™

fdrthur] “He didn’t want his sons to fake
over the fruil and produce. Well, he saw the
Sudure in the produce business ar not
something prafitable and a very difficult
Iifestyle.”

[fArthur] ‘peace to the family

[Greg] “heve their own piece of the pie so
thert they could pursue and make their
OWR apportunifies

Present Opportunities to Venture
Uncategorised munificence existed at Case C in the possibility of venturing
opportunities beyond local distribution. While his sons repeatedly commented in
interviews that ‘George was not talkative. He never talked about his vision’, both sons
commented that he “invested in his two sons’, possibly because ‘He thought they knew
what the heck they were doing’. It appears that George understood the limitations of
his business of day-to-day fill-ins at Case C, and he recognised opportunities for
distribution directly from growers. As a result, George presented his sons with
opportunities in direct distribution of blueberries and Christmas trees. In an interview,

Arthur remembered,
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‘He didn’t want his sons to take over the fruit and produce. Well, he saw the
future in the produce business at [Case C] as not something profitable and a
very difficult lifestyle — the chain stores were starting to come in, buying
directly from the growers’.

George’s steering away from Case C’s operations and towards venturing in Christmas
trees and blueberries effectively positioned both his sons in direct distribution, away
from what Arthur called ‘Day to day type business’. In an interview, Arthur
remembered,
‘Neither one of us really took on the fruit and produce at Case C. Oh, we didn’t
touch it. No, it was the candy business in Case C3’.

The third generation at Case C also recognized opportunities to venture presented by
parents and family. With more than seven profit centres Arthur was eager for his
children to venture possibly within the parent family firm. Greg and Laura developed
their ventures internally to the parent family firm in Cases C7 and C8. Steven spun out
Case C9, but recognized opportunity in contract programs and grower financing. In
interviews Greg commented on Case C9:

‘This was a piece of the business and an opportunity that really lent itself to
further development. It didn't require any complicated sale of assets or any
transfer of anything like that, it was basically on a handshake saying “OK™””’.

Present Partnerships to Venture
The marshmallow business, Case C3, was a joint venture and a partnership between
George and both his sons. Working together, they provided structuring, finance and
management. George arguably provided financial, cultural and social capital to the
venture while his sons provided human capital in knowledge and management. Arthur
remembered the business:
‘Oh yeah, the candy business [Case C3]. He put in a lot of money — at that
time, | had just got out of college, 1951, when he — he put in at least $100,000’.

While the marshmallow business was clearly a joint venture between father and sons,

George also presented partnership in Christmas tree distribution and blueberry

distribution. George’s sponsorship activities seem to have guided Arthur and Chris to

venture in Cases C1, C2, C3, C4, C5 and C6. Arthur remembered in an interview,
‘Yeah, that kind of guided us into doing our own thing, really, is what it did.
And at the same time, when Chris and | weren’t busy with our separate
businesses in blueberries or Christmas trees, we helped establish the
marshmallow thing in [Case C3]’.

With Arthur’s partnership efforts, his children ventured in several green industry
categories in Cases C7 through C11. Arthur understood that Christmas tree distribution
was changing once again, and he commented in an interview,
‘Yeah, Christmas trees are — you know, it’s a one-month, three-week business
now. You’re very looked down on. Yeah, and | was trying to elevate myself out
of that too’.

209



In Case C7, Arthur partnered with his first son, Greg, and focused on ‘drop-ship’
Christmas tree distribution to the ‘big box’ retailers that were quickly establishing
power over retail distribution in the US and Canada. In Case C9, Arthur initially
partnered with his second son, Steven, to buy rather than broker horticultural product
to gain better margins and better relationships with growers. With his father’s help
Steven recognized that Case C9 could be profitable and scalable with initial support
from his father support from the parent family firm. He remembered,

‘I saw the opportunity in direct distribution as | noticed our accountants

stapling then filing direct ship paperwork — that was it! Case C9 required a

phone call to the customer and a phone call to the grower — it was that easy’.

Present a Stable Environment in which to Venture

George clearly espoused venturing activity at Case C to the detriment of Case C. it
was by design that George presented opportunities and partnered with his sons in their
venturing activity. As Arthur remembered,

‘He didn’t want his sons to take over the fruit and produce. Well, he saw the
future in the produce business as not something profitable and a very difficult
lifestyle.”

George established an environment supporting hard work and innovation, and he
supported his sons within the environment he created. Arthur also recalled, ‘Well, he
invested in his two sons. He thought they knew what the heck they were doing
(laughter).’

While Arthur made every attempt to present a stable environment in which to venture,
it was often the economic and emotional instability of the environment which
introduced venturing activity for his children. In 1998 Steven ventured at Case 9 due
largely to disagreement about debt levels at the parent family firm. In 2004 Greg
ventured at Case C11 after debt levels restricted operations at the parent family firm.

6.7  Categorised and Uncategorised Data at Case D

At Case D and all of the ventures associated with it, there are both categorised and
uncategorised dispositions and munificence in the data because Case D represents a
parent family firm with both family (Cases D — D3) and non-family ventures (Case
D4). The following sections along with Appendix 9.3 analyse categorised dispositions
and munificence to show existing constructs at Case D. However, additional sections
related to Case D also analyse uncategorised dispositions and munificence at all
ventures associated with Case D to understand whether they reflect dispositions and
munificence related to family venture(s) and/or non-family venture(s). The following
sections referencing Case D include data that indicates that entrepreneurial
dispositions exist at Case D2, D3 and Case D4 in an EO and an EL. The following
sections also include data that indicates Case D provided organisational sponsorship
activities to Cases D2, D3 and D4. However, the following sections argue that Case D
did not imbue long-lasting and transposable dispositions to Case D4 and it did not
gently steer Case D4 toward available opportunities or resources.
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6.7.2 Uncategorised Dispositions at Case D

This section argues that there are uncategorised dispositions in the data that reflect
specific communication among family members at Case D about keeping it a family
business while continually venturing in agriculture. Further, this section argues that
similar specific communications reflecting long-lasting and transposable disposition
never occurred at Case D4. The textual table below categorises data in family
communication from Case D to Cases D2 and D3. Table 6.56 also categorises data in
communication from Cases D and D2 to non-family venture in Case DA4.
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Table 6.56 Uncategorised Dispositions at Case D

Construct

Case D 2 Caze 2 & D3 (family)

Case D & D2 2 Case D4 (non-family)

Communicate an
Expectation to
fenture

[Climt] “We wanied to kegp @t a fomily
business. ™

[Climt] “There was a lot of - T wouldn't say
pressure, but I think there war o lof of interest
in comtinuing it the way if was rather than
frying fo do something else thot wosn't
involved in agriculture ”

[Clint] “Bomething [my great-grandfather
and grandimther] realized and made mown fo
us - that this was probably the best way fo
keep, you know, fo keep going ond fo expand
the mursery and not the dairy business. ™

[Climt] “And John said ‘Well, I need to gei rid
of this peremmial busimess’, and we were
looking fo get in the perennial business; so,
we just bought his production’

[Climt] “Some, they dom’t have amy comirol
aver for] wont to fake comiral aver their
destiny - at least not feaving it to the homds of
one of the markeis so fo speak.’

[Cling] Tt we the fluence af Cousin Bill in
New Jersey that sof my dad volved. And the
fwo of them were greai commumicaiors and
decided [mursery] was the besi way fo go.”

[Cling] “There was a laf of - T woeuldn't say
pressure, but [ think there was a lot of inferest
in comtinuing it the way if was rather than
frying fo do something ele that wasn't
involved in agriculture ”

fMokn] “When [Case D2] and I parted
company in the middie of 08, # forced me fo
really get seriows about (D4] . Twas
commitied

SClint] “And it's hard - it's hard to put all that
fogether In one generation. You have fo work
af it”™

[ohn] “You could say we got [Case I1] into
the peremmial husimess, It war owr frowledoe
and competencies that pushed [Case II]
Sorward ”

FCImt] “[Case I2] dich't start me in frees. 1
affered fo do that . . . My thought wes we
grow trees to larger than were readily
available ond then put a [Case I2] tag on
them when they left the door. T decided to do
thet on owr owr, Buf T rept Clind fudly
informed on all that

flahn] "I didn't count on Cling for mything.
My idea was fo sell these irees back to him
and take a cuf qf them for producing them, but
it didn't work owt - it never came fo that

Communicate
Support for
Wenture

[Clint] “And certainly if vou want to lpok at
acre refurn, RUFsery goreage refurn is much
better tham from farming or from the dairy
business.

[Clint] “So, we recebved a lot of equipment,
help, all that: we gof their hand-me-downs
and bought their second-hand siuff and it
helped us tremendously to get started ™

[Climt] “Well, in 1960 fmy father] probably
did away with the dairy and went full-time in
the rursery busingss with the help of our
cousing in New Jersey.”

fahn] “T think [Cling] was blown away with
how many frees we had here that we were
ready to sell fo him.”

[Bill] “not that Jim didn't fmow these guys --
buf (Case 2] helped cultivate these
relmiionships as Jim did sales for Case I2.

flabrn] “Case I went ot on ifs own, and
Caze I7 didn't show us ary money. There
wasn't anything like thae!™
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Commumicate
Problem-zolving at
Jenture

[Climt] “And John said well, I need io get rid
of thiz perennial business and we were
looking to get in the perenmial business; sof
we just bought hiz production . . . We had
nothing to do with perevmials until we actually
made the acquisition where we dought the
product line hook, line and sinker.”

[okhn] “the peremnial business was expanding
af that time and that was an easy way for
[Cuase 12] to access the perenmial business”

[Bill} John Inew who [Case I2] got their

material from each ghd every vear, hie saw the
liner sources Climt would puf out.”

Commumnicate an
Entrepreneurial
Environment in
which to Venture

[ahn] “[Case I1] was a very well-
astablished very succersfil mirsery in the
state of Virginia and that's how I got to know
Ciliwt through socialzing together of
tradeshows all throughout the 8057

[Climd] “So got a lot of support from [New
Jerzay] when gefting started v a matter of
Jact, thas why we got stavied in the business
s becouse we were growing some mors
southern crops for them that they couldn’t
grow there . . . that war part of owr
production.”

[Climg] “Since the 605 we went ot of the
dairy business and wend full-time in nursery;
In 1980 we staried the vineyard and then the
winery - did that commercially and we've
been in that ever since 19807

[Climt] “T mean he had lond and actually a

[forming operation gomme over thers and

ownzd a lot af nursery land, dnd he had a
son, and he probably thoughi it would be a
good thing. ™

[okn] “When [Case I2] and I parted
compary m the middle of 06, i forced me fo
really get seriows about this . . Twas
commiited

In interviews, Clint commented emphatically that, ““We wanted to keep [Case D] a
family business.” Further, Clint suggested that agricultural knowledge lay at the core
of the parent family firm, and previous generations arguably pressured Clint and his
brothers to continue venturing in nursery. Clint commented in interviews,
*“I think there was a lot of interest in continuing it the way it was rather than
trying to do something else that wasn’t involved in agriculture . . . and we
wanted to keep it in the nursery business . . . there was a lot of, I wouldn’t say
pressure, but . ..”

However, generations ventured in both dairy and nursery to transition the business to
nursery and vineyards because, as Clint noted,
‘The dairy business and general farming was only so-so through the years —
some years good years’.

In interviews, Clint discussed influence and communication from previous generations

about a decision to expand the core business by venturing from general farming to

dairy farming and from dairy farming to horticulture and wineries. He commented,
‘Something [my great-grandfather and grandfather] realised and made known
to us — that this was probably the best way to keep, you know, to keep going
and to expand the nursery and not the dairy business’.

Communication to keep venturing from family members and cousins in New Jersey
led to a full commitment and multiple ventures in nurseries and vineyards. In an
interview, Clint noted the economic impact of the transition:
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‘And certainly, if you want to look at acre return, nursery acreage return is
much better than from farming or from the dairy business’.

Communication and support for venturing over generations were critical to success at

the family firm and the ventures associated with Case D, because, as Clint noted,
‘And it’s hard — it’s hard to put all that together in one generation. You have
to work at it’.

At Case D4, John began operations with resources and opportunities that he had
recognised while he was a non-family employee at Case D3. As the economy and
home construction continued to expand in the early 2000s, John prepared to venture in
shade tree propagation and production. As Clint noted in an interview, John ventured
at Case D4 because of the possibility of a ‘loose agreement’ with Case D3 to market
shade and ornamental tree inventory, but he also ventured at Case D4 knowing that his
son would enter the green industry field. In an interview, Clint remembered,

‘I mean he had land and actually a farming operation going over there and

owned a lot of nursery land. And he had a son, and he probably thought it

would be a good thing’.

The data suggests that Clint and the family operations at Case D3 did not provide
dispositions to venture or any communication about venturing, nor did Case D3
provide the possibility of a partnership between John and the family members. A “loose
agreement’ that John had hoped the family might provide never formed, as the
economy entered a recession in 2008. As a result, dispositions suggesting support for
the non-family venture at Case D4 were not found in the data. Further, the environment
at Case D3, which could have supported John’s non-family venture, became non-
communicative as the economy entered the recession.

6.7.4 Uncategorised Munificence at Case D

At Case D, there is evidence of munificence in sponsorship activities that does not fit
within the established categories of field-building, networking and direct support
activities (Amezcua et al., 2013). Uncategorised activities appear to steer family
members at Case D ventures: people at Case D present opportunities to venture,
propose partnerships in venturing and provide stability at the parent firm that makes
venturing possible. However, at Case D4, there is only limited data to suggest that the
parent family firm actively steered John towards venturing with field-building,
networking, direct support activities and uncategorised data. The parent firm did not
present opportunities to venture, propose a partnership or provide stability at the parent
firm for John to venture. Table 6.57 below summarizes the data for reference.
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Table 6.57 Uncategorised Sponsorship at Case D

Conztruct Caze D 2 Caze D2 & D2 (family) Caze D, D2 2 Caze IM (non-familv)
Prozent TCling] “[My gramdfather] nomed the daivy Fobm] “[Clint] Jid push me forward in the
Opportumities to | over fo myy father, and it was wp fo wy dad industyy, but he didn't have to becawss we both
antura when actually it was the influerce of [cowsing] | Inmew so many gf the zame peopls, and thevs were
that got vy dad irvelved, and the two of them | some people that he knew, and I didn't. and vice-
were great communicators and decided varsa
[nersery] is the best way to go. ™
Fobm] “They didn't start me in rees. T offeved 1o
[Climg] “We've zdill bying new products, new | do that: my thought was we gvow treer to lavgear
plavs, new wiays qf growing them ... and rying | than wers readily availables and then put a [D2] tag
new things like comfaimer awnd pot-and-pot | om them when they lgft the door. ™
production ™
[Cling] "We were looking to get in the perennial
TBil] Trwas not a situarion where Cling said | business, o, we just boughe [Johr's] production ...
“Hav, grow 3" tress because we miged them o | we bought and travsportsd theiv entire producrion
augmsrr our irventory. ” This was Jelm's idea. | down te D2 to get in the perenrial businsss.”
I think there waz a little frepidation on Cling's
snd at first. He worriad about it.
Prozent [Cling] "Wall, we were — ro got — zo got a lot Fobm] "DM warnr out on its own and D2 dide't show
Partnerships fo af support from [their mosery] when getting ws ary morey, there wasn't arything liks thar. T juse
antura started: az a matter qf facy, that 'z why we got | told Clinr irvertory ar zomis point would bs
started in the horticultwre business is because | available whick it did in "0, and of cowrze, that's
We WEFe EFOWINg some more southern crops when we parfed compagy.
Jor them”
Hobm] Tt weuld have been a pavmerzhip ifwe had
[Clingf  There war wno jformal agrsement | gorten that far ™
betwesn the hwo nurserias. I think my dad and
cousin just met and talked abour what the | [Climt] "It wask't a pavtrership,; if just never
availability af the iventory was and what they | developed thar way ... And I'd be, you bnow - 1T
could uss would be swrprised if Jobn said that theve was apy
Ml oW oY part.
[Cling] Feah, wher he had product ready for the
Warket, e were prefly adamant that we were rot
Eoing fo suggest fo ary of ow customsrs leok at
them, obviously they did and all that bur ir didn't
coms from us
Present a Stable | [Climt] ‘Somethirg [ry great-grangfather and | [Cling] “Feah I think he was picking that up on his
Eavironmant in | grandfather] realized and made bwown to wuz — | owee he realized what we were doing and what sther
which to Venture | that thiz was probably the best way fo keep, nurseriss were doing. So, .7
you kmow, to keep going and to sxpard the
nurser) and not the daiy business okw] Tn 2000 we started lining owt trees, but [
didh't do it thinking that it would case a sepavarien
[Clingf Tn theovy it was geod because it was | betwesn us in 2008,
whit my dad hed beern domg so hopefuldly Twas
Ening to do better 5o [okm] My intent maqy have been to be joinsd at the
hip going forward with D2, We had the sales forcs in
| g el tho o liemd mzad He s fiom  mad
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In interviews, Clint discussed the influence of generations of family members on the
decisions to venture from general farming to dairy farming and from dairy farming to
horticulture and wineries, and their communication about these decisions:
‘Something [my great-grandfather and grandfather] realised and made known
to us — that this was probably the best way to keep, you know, to keep going
and to expand the nursery and not the dairy business’.

The desire for economic stability among family members at Case D and the gentle
steering from family members and cousins in New Jersey led to a change from dairy
farming and a full commitment to venturing in horticulture over generations. Clint
remembered,
‘So, my dad was — his dad was already out of it; he turned the dairy over to my
father and it was up to my dad when actually it was the influence of cousins in
New Jersey that got my dad involved in horticulture’.

In interviews, Clint elaborated on the support and guidance provided by cousins in
New Jersey:

‘Well, we were — so got — so got a lot of support from [their nursery] when
getting started; as a matter of fact, that’s why we got started in the horticulture
business is because we were growing some more southern crops for them’.

While Clint recognised the support of his cousins in New Jersey in venturing in
horticulture, he also recognised that it was a challenge for the family firm to overcome
a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy after its transition to the horticulture field
in the late 1950s. In an interview, he commented,
‘And it’s hard — it’s hard to put all that together in one generation. You have
to work at it’.

Clint worked diligently to achieve power in the horticulture field, and he facetiously
commented in an interview that he ‘drew the short straw’ and stayed in horticulture
while his brothers ventured in vineyards:
‘I — we just knew one of us had to do it, and | had the long tenure in the nursery
and was more interested in it. | think David was very much more interested in
the winery so — and so that’s how we decided’.

However, Clint ventured at Case D2, combining his personal disposition towards risk-
taking, innovativeness and pro-activeness with guidance from family members. He
reflected in an interview,
‘In theory it was good because it was what my dad had been doing so hopefully
I was going to do better so’.

Clint also recalled early venturing activity in the 1980s when he decided that Case D3
should get involved in perennial production to augment its shade tree production:
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‘We were looking to get in the perennial business; so, we just bought [John’s]
production ... we bought and transported their entire production down to D2
to get in the perennial business’.

Clint also ventured in new horticultural techniques, plants and pot-n-pot production,
which provided Case D3 with shade tree inventory throughout the selling season. In
short order, pot-n-pot production represented a significant percentage of sales for Case
D3. He commented,
‘We’re still trying new products, new plants, new ways of growing them ... and
trying new things like container and pot-and-pot production.

Carl’s brother David ventured in vineyards in partnership with his father and his
brother. Clint remembered,
‘My dad said if Thomas Jefferson can grow grapes in Virginia so can we with
all the modern technology. So, ...”

While the data suggests that the communication, partnerships and stability at Cases D2
and D3 supported venturing activity among family members, at Case D4 there is
limited data to suggest that Clint, his family or the parent family firm provided John
with guidance or direction towards venturing. John commented repeatedly in
interviews that Clint was “very giving’ of his time, and John initially believed that Case
D2 and Clint supported his venturing activity in the form of a ‘loose agreement’. John
remembered,

‘| offered to do that because there were no bigger-sized trees ... my thought

was we grow trees to larger than were readily available and then put an [D2]

tag on them when they left the door’.

Clint remembered there was a shortage of larger shade trees in the early 2000s as the
economy expanded, and he initially supported the venturing activity at Case D4. In an
interview, Clint recalled,
‘We did have very few 3’ shade trees when D4 had all this land, and John said,
“Well, 1 think I’ll start growing some trees.” | said, “That’s fine.”” It was really
not going to affect our market at that time’.

However, John expressed disappointment that by 2008 the support and ‘loose
agreement’ between D2 and D4 did not materialise as his product came to market and
the economy entered a recession. Clint confirmed,
‘It wasn't a partnership; it just never developed that way ... And 1’d be, you
know — | would be surprised if John said that there was any input on our part’.

In interviews, John noted repeatedly that ‘It would have been a partnership if we had
gotten that far’. Thus, it is assumed that John expected a ‘loose agreement’ might
provide him with resources and opportunities from Case D2. John also recalled his
intent in starting D4 on available land nearby, suggesting,

‘My intent may have been to be joined at the hip going forward with Case D2".

Instead, John alone recognised the resources and opportunities for the production of
larger shade trees. While Clint understood that this was a “niche’ that John could fill,
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he did not offer communication, partnerships or the stability of the parent family firm
to John. In an interview, Clint remembered,
‘It was only through D2 that John realised there was a market for trees out
there, and they were larger than what we were able to produce enough of. So,
we felt that that was the niche that he could fill’.

In effect, Clint agreed there was an opportunity in the production of larger shade trees.
However, the parent family firm in Case D2 neither steered John nor offered resources
to help him overcome a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy. In an interview,
Clint recalled that John picked up resources simply from his long tenure in the green
industry and his employment at Case D2:
‘Yeah, I think he was picking that up on his own; he realised what we were
doing and what other nurseries were doing. So...’

In an interview, Bill confirmed that

‘It was more of a daily knowledge that John soaked up at [D2] ... It was more
absorption just through osmosis — being down there on a daily basis — than it
was an official transfer of anything’.

John also commented that there was no formal transfer of resources:

‘Case D4 went out on its own and [D2] didn't show us any money; there wasn't
anything like that. I just told Clint inventory at some point would be available
which it did in '06, and of course, that's when we parted company’.

6.8  Categorized and Uncategorized Data at Case E

At Case E, dispositions and munificence on the part of early-generation leadership
pointed the firm and family members towards venturing. These dispositions imbued
family members with risk-taking, innovativeness, pro-activeness and an
entrepreneurial legacy (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Bourdieu, 1989, Jaskiewicz et al.,
2015a). Further, munificence at the firm created a process and practice of field-
building, networking and direct support activities. However, by the third generation,
because of differences in philosophy, dispositions and the munificence provided to
each brother, there was dysfunction among the leaders of the parent family firm. The
brothers Warren and Rodney battled for power and forcefully disagreed with each
other, reportedly just ‘for the sake of disagreeing’. By the fourth generation, the
dysfunction in communication and leadership at the family firm presented serious
challenges for incoming family members who desired to venture.

This section along with Appendix 9.3 suggests that disagreement and disunity among
third-generation leadership limited the communication, process and practice of
venturing at the firm. It also limited munificence from the family firm. For further
testing, this section suggests that there is a cause-effect relationship between the
bankruptcy at the firm in the late 1990s and the dysfunction between the brothers that
limited the communication, process and practice of venturing at the firm.
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6.8.2 Uncategorised Dispositions at Case E
Table 6.58 in this section presents uncategorized dispositions reflecting conflicting
generational communication from Case E, E1, E2, E3 to Case E4 in the first column
and Case E, E1, E2, E3, E4 to Case E5 in the second column. This section continues
with textual analysis of the data to suggest there was conflicting communication across

generations.

Table 6.58: Uncategorized Entrepreneurial Dispositions at Case E

Conztruct

Caze E,E1l,E, E3 3 Caze E4

Caze F,E1, EL E3, E4 > Caze ES

Commnmicate
to Vantura

[Warren] When wy dad caome imto the
busimess in '27-"35 he brought an interest in
woody plants and lardscaping and desigrn

[Warren] It was successful, ard he built on

thar because as vou kow, svery time we
have a success it sort of makes vou
snthusiastic te oy it again

[Ed] When [Thomars 5r.] first cames to this
courtyy from Latvia, he worked on a farm
and he alwagys warded fo improve himself
and figure owr how fo maks things work
better and work with plants, ™

[Tim] That saw a reed jor thiz aspest to be
buils eut and they fizured out a way to maks
it hapnpen.

[Warran] "When ny dad came o the
business gfter graduativg in the late 30z, he
war abls to exparnd into thece areas. ™

VEd] waz mot inrerested in talking; he was
interested in doing”

Commnmicate
Support for the
Jentura

IThomasz] i we raizs the plants, they will

CORE

[Warren] Sincs my dad died Rodney and T
have had diverging philosapkiss. Rodrey's
philesaply was that we had to work harder
and do things better. My philozophy was that
we had to leayn what the markst wanted and
spread out and do what we nesdsd to do 1o
Stay competitive. So, if was very different”

[Tim] There wers zowme really dumb
decisions  thar [Rodnsy] made owr of
vengeance alorg the way. My wncls would
Just zay “mo” for the zake gf T wanr the
uppsr hand ” sven though it made fotal zenze
to do, I felt”

[Warrew] 'OF cowze, just do it”

[Tim] There wers szome really dumb
decisions  thar [Rodnsy] made owr of
vengeance along the way. My wncls would
Just sav “mo” _for the sake of T warnr the
uppsr hand ' even though it made rotal senze
1o do, I felr”.

Commnmicate

Problem-

zolving at the
Jentura

[Warren] T think theze buziness idsar all
cans from within the family; they saw anesd
Jor this azpset to be built owt and they
Sigurad out a wav fo make it happen”.

[Warren] So during the 10505 and s, 705,
B0z we weren 't focusing much We were in
Iix or sevem different busimesses. Fetail,
landzcaping, landscape desien, compozt [
think there businsss idear all came from
withir the family |

Communicate an Expectation to Venture
At Case E and several ventures associated with it, uncategorised dispositions arguably
appear to have worked at cross-purposes to support and/or derail venturing activity
among family members. As a result, generational influence communicated an
expectation for some family members to venture while it restricted other family
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members from venturing. From the interview data, it appears that Thomas expected
and professed strong support for his son’s effort to venture at the parent family firm
by hybridising new plant cultivars, expanding retail sales and providing landscape
design for Boston-area customers. Father and son developed an enviable but somewhat
haughty reputation in the green industry; as Ed suggested, ‘If [Case E] doesn’t have
it, no one has it’.

Communicate Support for the Venture
According to the Ward (2004a) in his case study of Case E, Thomas and Ed appeared
arrogant to their customers and employees, but they appeared to have believed in their
individual superiority and power within the green industry field. While employees
commented that in meetings, Ed ‘was not interested in talking; he was interested in
doing’, Thomas communicated his support for Ed’s viewpoint and venturing
commenting, ‘if we raise the plants, they will come’. Both of them seem to have been
correct, because the company continued to prosper throughout the 1960s and 1970s
(Ward, 2004a: 7). Ed continued to hybridise popular new plant varieties while
venturing at the firm with support from his father. Ed’s son Warren noted in an
interview,

‘I think these business ideas all came from within the family; they saw a need

for this aspect to be built out and they figured out a way to make it happen’.

In an uncategorised disposition, Warren and Rodney diverged in their organisational
philosophy, which often disrupted communication about venturing at the parent family
firm. Warren provided communication and an enthusiastic support for venturing at the
parent firm, while Rodney, communicated a faith in slow progress and resisted new
venture activity at the firm. In an interview, Warren commented prophetically,
‘Since my dad died, Rodney and | have had diverging philosophies. Rodney’s
philosophy was that we had to work harder and do things better. My
philosophy was that we had to learn what the market wanted and spread out
and do what we needed to do to stay competitive. So it was very different’.

While Tim clearly understood that his father and many employees communicated a

supportive environment in which to operate and venture, he also understood that his

uncle stood in his and his father’s way. He angrily communicated in interviews that,
‘There were some really dumb decisions that [Rodney] made out of vengeance
along the way. My uncle would just say ““no” for the sake of, *““I want the upper
hand’” even though it made total sense to do, | felt’.

Communicate Problem-solving for the Venture

Like his father and grandfather, Warren was volatile and impulsive, and he was often
challenged to overcome obstacles for the benefit of the parent family firm. His father
and grandfather also imbued him with a sense of infallibility, and his employees noted
he would go to the ‘ends of the earth to prove you wrong if you disagreed with his
idea’ (Ward, 2004a: 3). However, Warren also supported new ideas and venturing
among employees because he believed business ideas came from within the family
environment, and ‘they saw a need for this aspect to be built out and they figured out
a way to make it happen’.

Problem-solving was arguably a key aspect of venturing activity at Case E.
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Rodney was conservative and cautious by nature and never wanted to make a decision
for fear it would be wrong or unsolvable. he often communicated his dislike or disdain
for an idea or venture with inaction and/or sabotage (Ward, 2004a: 3).

Communicate an Entrepreneurial Environment in which to Venture
While Thomas and Ed created an environment for ideas and innovations, Warren and
Rodney let their conflicting dispositions polarise their relationship and arguably
stagnate business operations. Warren commented,
‘We couldn’t make a decision. It got to the point where whenever | said
something to my brother, he wanted to do the opposite. It was very detrimental.
He wanted to prove me wrong and vice versa’ (Ward, 2004a: 7).

Warren’s son, Tim, also felt frustrated by the wrath of his uncle, which began when
Tim rejected his offer of pest control management at the parent firm. Tim felt frustrated
by Rodney’s inability to communicate support for his nephew or the possibility of
venturing activity for the benefit of the parent family firm. In an interview, Tim
commented,
‘I could never communicate with my uncle because he was just thinking of
rejection at the pest-control position, and he did not see me as a family
member. If anything, he said, | should receive less preferential, harder
treatment’.

As Tim persevered and ventured at the parent family firm without a formal title or
position, he understood that his uncle’s disposition prevented any possibility of
venturing again. He confirmed, ‘He just made it very difficult’. He also stated in an
interview,
‘I persevered, | fought through it and then won the arguments, or sometimes |
did it and proved to him that it was worth it only to have him say, “OK,

whatever”’.

As Warren and Rodney rejected each other’s vision for where the organisation should
go, Tim was caught in the middle of their personal struggle. Tim remembered,
‘With my dad this happened frequently, he was always in tune with what was
good for the company and what | wanted to do that I thought could help the
company, he's well-connected, so | would say that happened fairly often’.

6.8.4 Uncategorised Munificence at Case E

The textual presentation of data in Table 6.73 provides uncategorized munificence not
expressed in organizational sponsorship at Case E. The data in this section reflects
uncategorized munificence from Case E, E1, E2, E3 to Case E4 in the first column and
Case E, E1, E2, E3, E4 to Case E5 in the second column. This section continues with
textual analysis of the data Table 6.59 to argue that uncategorized munificence at Case
E arguably provided and simultaneously restricted munificence for venturing activity
across generations.

221



Table 6.59: Uncategorized Sponsorship Activities at Case E

Conztruct

Caze E,E1, EX, E} 2 Caze F4

Case E,El F2 F3 F4 > Caze F5

Prosenf
Cpportumities
to Ventura

[Warren] When [Ed] come into the
business, I think wy  grangfather
welcomed him to bring some new idsas
and sxpanded the scops of the business,
so I think they worked pretny well
togethsr.

[Warrer] "Twas struggling to move the
oFganization oway from a preduction
orieniation and toward a market-driven
Joous.

[Tim] My dad looked ar the sitwation
differently, saving, "He'r jfamily. Lat's
get this guy in here. I know he has skills
and we'vs going to have faith i him ™
Eut ke couldn’t make the call because he
ard Rodney had to decide mutually”.

[Warrer] The fact that we were able 1o
do things that other businszses couldn’t,
it was furdamental fo ow busimezz fo
deal with the srvivorment.

Present
Partnerships
to Ventura

[Warren] So [Ed] kad enough successes
o he started building om this and T
worked with him for years hpbridizing.
We grew hundred: of thowsands of
rescdlings o select maybe half a dozen
Jor further evaluation

[Rodray] He held it up; in the end he
dight  prevent it from  happening
altogethsy.

[Tim] T think wy wacle soe me n a
different light bur ke's just foo stubborn
to admir it. Things weve foo difficuls at
the time. My uncls is a sivanges guy ... But
I think the rezt of the family who fmew
what was going on they looked ar it
Jmvowrably for me takivg it o’

Prezent a
Stabla
Envirommant
1 which to
Vantura

[Warran] T just couldn’t belisve it was
happening, but we dug in owr hesls, arnd
said, “We're doing things right. ” Some
said we weren T giVing cusTowmers what
they wanted, bur we thought “Ter we
are,; they showld wat these thingzs""

ITim] My dad would by to support it as

winch as he could but ke Imew it would
be the wrong move [ he fust went gffer it
with kis brother, so ke lgft that up to me
most gf the time He'd provide the
tichreaksy somstimes .

Present Opportunities to Venture
What began as a small 10-acre growing operation just before the US Great Depression
of 1929 successfully expanded over the years under the leadership of various family
members. Thomas passed along his love for the business to his children, Ed and Laura,
as they fulfilled their education in landscape architecture and returned to the nursery
to venture in horticulture in their own right. In short order, Cases E2 and E3 propagated
thousands of new plant cultivars and arguably solidified power over the nascent green
industry field in the Boston area to suggest, ‘if Weston Nurseries doesn’t have it, no
one has it’ (Ward, 2004a: 7). Father and son partnered in expanding their growing
operations and venturing in retail operations.
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For Rodney, the parent family firm presented an opportunity to work with his hands

in the field and satisfy his conservative nature while Warren believed there were

opportunities in commercial distribution and environmental products. He commented
‘The fact that we were able to do things that other businesses couldn't, it was
fundamental to our business to deal with the environment.’

Tim responded to similar concerns about the environment and ventured in composting.

Present Partnerships to Venture
Case E presented partnerships to venture since its early founding in 1929. Ed worked
side strong partnerships and respect for their natural abilities in propagation.

Warren worked with his father and grandfather to venture at the parent family firm by
expanding retail operations and introducing commercial sales to keep up with local
competition. Meanwhile, Rodney expressed indecision about not only returning to the
family firm but also expanding operations by venturing, and he was a thorn in his
nephew’s side as Tim attempted to partner with his father in composting. Tim
remembered,

‘My dad would try to support it as much as he could, but he knew it would be

the wrong move if he just went after it with his brother, so he left that up to me

most of the time. He'd provide the tiebreaker sometimes’.

Present a Stable Environment in which to Venture

Stories abound about the stubborn and insulting nature of Thomas and Ed as they
snubbed customers and denigrated employees. However, their individual love for the
green industry and propagating new varieties of plants arguably presented a stable
environment in which to experiment and venture. The cost to create a new plant
cultivar was excessive but tolerated. The result was many new and wonderful plant
varieties for sale to the public as a result of this propagating partnership between Ed
and his father.

Warren and Rodney continued the somewhat insulting and denigrating environment at
Case E4. Further, their personal spite and philosophical differences introduced a toxic
environment at all operations. When Warren forged ahead with his commercial
venture in Case E4, Rodney resisted. And, when Tim forged ahead with his
composting venture, Rodney resisted again by restricting funds, including the funds to
hire and provide health insurance. Tim recalled,
‘I think my uncle saw me in a different light but he's just too stubborn to admit
it. Things were too difficult at the time. My uncle is a strange guy ... but, I think
the rest of the family who knew what was going on, they looked at it favorably
for me taking it on’.

Warren and Rodney denied and resisted changes in consumer tastes, pricing, and
quality and ‘dug in [their] heels.” Warren remembered,
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‘I just couldn’t believe it was happening, but we dug in our heels, and said,
“We’re doing things right.”” Some said we weren’t giving customers what they
wanted, but we thought, ““Yes we are; they should want these things™’.

Warren and Rodney arguably combined to communicate a ‘go’ and ‘no go’ disposition
towards venturing which arguably presented a very unstable environment in which to
venture.

6.9  Categorized and Uncategorized Data at Case F

This section along with Appendix 9.3 reveals that the parent family firm in Case F
imbued both categorised and uncategorised dispositions and munificence to their
family venture in order that they overcome a liability of newness and acquire
legitimacy (Stinchcombe, 1965). The following sections in conjunction with Appendix
9.3 presents an analysis of dispositions and munificence in the data at Case F.

6.9.2 Uncategorised Dispositions at Case F

This section argues that there are uncategorised dispositions in the data that reflect
specific communication between family members at Case F about venturing at the
parent family firm. Further, this section argues as part of textual analysis that there are
specific communications reflecting long-lasting and transposable dispositions at Case
F and Case F1. Table 6.60 below present uncategorised data for further analysis.
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Table 6.60: Uncategorised Disposition at Case F

Constcts Caze F = Care F1
Commuicate an [Joan] Yeakh, Ithink Mom and Dad made a conscious gffort fo include Jobn and I
Expectation to in things to do with the business.’
antura
[Mike] We like smbracing ideas; we oy to take advariage of opporiunities as they
COME OLF Wy
[oan] Yeah they thougkr it war a good idea for ur o have owr own business,
whether it was in-howse building or not,
[oan] “T mean I never had any irterrion of - I ahwaes warted o start my own
business, buz I never had oy intention of house Building . . . I'wouldn't sqp [ was
totally enthusiastic about leaming about building when I was yourger. ™
Comnmicate Support | [Miks] e have ahways besn opsn as a company fo embracs diffsrent ideas. |
for Venturing
Homn] "And Dad was alse really ksen_for it to work ar a business. ™
TMiks] T think we ve ztill looking at the imaginative - smbracing rnew ideas.”
[oan] "dwnd I think they just warrsd botk myy brotker and I to kind of ger an idea
aof what it was liks to run vour own businsss and the pitfalls and amahing thar's
going o
Commumeate TMiks] “Just the idea that you can abvayrs look mio oppornunities, and there's
Problem-zolving at thirking that we can overcoms any obstacles. I'm rever going fo throw py hards
the Venture up and sy, O I just can't do thiz arpmors . Ive never met a problsm vet that

was irswrmotmtabls. ™

[Joan] "1 think both Dad and I aheays have the kind of outlook liks it will ahegus
be alvight in the end ™

TMiks] “And just in the past couple of weeks, we're kind of just soruggling arnd
rethirking things @ wee bit abowr the Cazs Fl just becawze the way we're doing
things gi the wowmeRs thers s just kot enough margin in it Bur I think we can fix it

Commumicate an
Enviromment m which
to Vantura

[oan] We re embracing different principles, for exampls, we won awards for the
best UK-build for a passive house and that was just an opportuniy that came along.

[oan] "They ahwayz dizcwss [Case F and Caze F1J ar two sepavale comparies,
bur it's certainly helpful at thiz savly stage fo be able to sqv to people that we
subcontract the building lot to Caze F. "

[oan] "Dad was putting in £50 000 into the business fo get stavted, and obvicusly
I had just finizhed, and I didn't have ary mongy fo put into it "

TMiks] "burt there was one other thing abour this - it = great fur. It grear fun . ..
iz sregt fipy guel™
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Communicate an Expectation to Venture
In a communication of an expectation to venture Joan’s parents reinforced their
personal commitment to entrepreneurship with honest communication about the
successes and pitfalls of business ownership. Joan noted in interviews,
“I mean | never had any intention of - | always wanted to start my own
business, but I never had any intention of house building . . . I wouldn't say |
was totally enthusiastic about learning about building when | was younger.”

Joan also noted that her parents reinforced her desire to venture and have her own
business, but never pushed the building trade.
“Yeah, they thought it was a good idea for us to have our own business,
whether it was in house-building or not.”

Further, Joan humorously reflected that family vacations or trips typically included a
site visit to, “A piece of land or a house somewhere”” where she and her brother could
understand and appreciate the family business while considering opportunities within
it. Joan also commented,
“Yeah, | think Mom and Dad made a conscious effort to include John and I in
things to do with the business.”

Communicate Support for Venturing
Joan also noted that her father continuously communicated his support for venturing.
She commented about Case F1, “And Dad was also really keen for it to work as a
business.”” While Mike was positive about business and venturing, he and his wife also
attempted to communicate that there were successes and pitfalls in business and
venturing.
“And | think they just wanted both my brother and I to kind of get an idea of
what it was like to run your own business and the pitfalls and anything that's
going on.”

Communicate Problem-solving at the Venture
At the parent family firm there is communication that any problem can be solved. At
the height of the recession in 2009 when building starts dropped to zero at Case F,
Mike remained positive that there would be opportunities to overcome any challenge,
and he communicated positive reinforcement to his daughter. In interviews Joan
recalled, “I think both Dad and I always have the kind of outlook like it will always be
alright in the end.”” Mike recalled her own disposition toward challenges suggesting,
“Just the idea that you can always look into opportunities, and there's thinking
that we can overcome any obstacles. I'm never going to throw my hands up
and say, ‘Oh, | just can't do this anymore’. I've never met a problem yet that
was insurmountable.”

During interviews Mike expressed concern about profitability of the venture in Case
F1. Before interviewing he had just completed meetings with his daughter and site
managers about fixing expense issues. He commented,
‘And just in the past couple of weeks, we're kind of just struggling and
rethinking things a wee bit about the Case F1 just because the way we're doing
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things at the moment, there's just not enough margin in it. But I think we can
fix it

Communicate a Supportive Environment in which to Venture
At the parent family firm Mike communicated a supportive environment in which to
venture with an unrestricted loan, mentoring, support of the parent firm, technical
support and separation of companies for the new venture. Joan remembered,
“Dad was putting in £50,000 into the business to get started, and obviously |
had just finished, and I didn't have any money to put into it.”

Joan also commented there was separation between the parent family firm and new
venture. She believed separation allowed her to develop her venture while it also
allowed her to market reputation at Case F. In interviews she commented,
“They always discuss [Case F and Case F1] as two separate companies, but
it's certainly helpful at this early stage to be able to say to people that we
subcontract the building lot to Case F.”

To communicate a supportive environment, Mike also expressed satisfaction and
enthusiasm about his daughter and her venturing activities at Case F1. He commented
enthusiastically and repeatedly in interviews, “but there was one other thing about this
- it’s great fun. It’s great fun . . . it’s great fun, aye!”

6.9.4 Uncategorized Munificence at Case F
At Case F data suggests uncategorized munificence not reflected in sponsorship
activities of field-building, networking or direct support. Uncategorized munificence
at Case F acted to gently steer venturing toward available opportunities in home-
building and construction of small homes. Table 6.61 below presents uncategorised
munificence for further analysis in this section.
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Table 6.61: Uncategorised Munificence at Case F

Provide Opportunitiss
to Venture

[Mike] T think it's difficult for ay young person io start a company unilaterally .
4 woudd like to think that T was affering some wherewitha! mentoring fo try and
help develop ideas.

foan] Yeah, Iihink Mom and Dad made a consciouws effort o include John and T
in thingr fo do with the business.

[oan] Andwe were always, like we would make jokes that whernever we're heading
on a family dote or if when I was vounger, there would always be a detour fo look
aif whatever site we were working on ai the ifime.

Provide Parnerships
to Venture

FMike] 15 very much Joan's venture . . | Ii's a spin-out in ferms of support but
it’s very much Joan's business. Doers that make oy sense?”

foan] “Dad and I decided o set the businers up a- a parinership, a limited
parinership. The two of us were shaveholders, and Dad has 4925 and Tve got 51327

[oan] “Like, they never kind of forced upon ws that maybe we should take over the
business someday.”

Provide a Stable
Environment in which
to Venture

foan] T think through my life, my mom and dod have abways been guite keen to
falk abowt what' s happening in the business af the divmer fable or whatever. And
Jusi in general conmversatfon with them, they never tried to hide opything that's going
an ax

They kind of shaped my attitude and knowledge in a way thot wowld lef me run
[Case Fi] effeciively.

Present Opportunities to Venture

Data suggests that Mike and his wife presented ideas for new business at every

opportunity to arguably sustain their legacy at Case F. In interviews, Joan reflected,
*““Like, they never kind of forced upon us that maybe we should take over the
business someday.”

While Mike and his wife never forced the future of Case F upon Joan or her brother,
they did present opportunities to venture, and construction of small homes clearly
represented an opportunity to venture. Mike started the venture, but he fervently
believed,
“It’s very much Joan’s venture . . . It’s a spin-out in terms of support but it’s
very much Joan’s business. Does that make any sense?”

Present Partnerships to Venture

At Cast H Mike also proposed partnerships in venturing with his daughter. Joan
understood that Case F1 represented a partnership with her parents, and she
commented in interviews,
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“[Case F] is run by my father, my mother and my uncle. They are directors of
[Case F]. 1 run another company called [Case F1] in partnership with my
father, Mike, and | am the managing director of that company.

To complete the partnership Mike commented, “She brings communication skills and
| essentially bring a technical back-up.” Mike also envisioned Case F1 as a
partnership with his daughter. In interviews, Joan recalled,
“Dad and | decided to set the business up as a partnership, a limited
partnership. The two of us were shareholders, and Dad has 49% and I've got
51%.”

While Case F1 presently existed as a limited partnership within Case F, Joan and Mike
both believed Joan would retain 100% ownership of Case F1 in the near future. Joan
commented in interviews,
“But really, Dad and I both wanted it to be my business rather than something
that was part of Case F or something that was just kind of a pet project for
Dad, and that's how people saw it.”

Similarly, Mike commented in interviews,

“Yes, we do, but what | would like to see is that eventually [Case F1] will stand
entirely as a separate unit.”

Present a Stable Environment in which to Venture
Case F experienced serious disruption to business practices as a direct result of
recession in 2008. Land rich and cash poor, Mike recalled the perilous financial
condition of the parent family firm during that time.
““So, we were buying into land in advance and of course we were — we were
building on the land, but that recession hit overnight, and we’d invested that
money in land to buy upfront.”

At the time of the recession Mike reflected on profitability at Case F in interviews as
a period of stability and growth. During and immediately after the recession Mike
reflected on the perilous condition of the parent family firm, and Joan noted in
interviews that he never tried to hide problems at the firm.
“I think through my life, my mom and dad have always been quite keen to talk
about what's happening in the business at the dinner table or whatever. And
just in general conversation with them, they never tried to hide anything that's
going on.”

Since the recession, Mike hoped to re-build housing starts to 100 homes per year, and
his plan to increase housing starts included construction of small homes to first time
home-buyers and seniors aging out of larger homes. Small home construction at Case
F1 increased stability of the parent family firm while providing a platform to venture
at the parent family firm.
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6.10 Categorised and Uncategorised Data at Case G

At Case G there is data to support categorised and uncategorised dispositions and
munificence at the parent family firm. Further, there is data supporting potential for
family and non-family venturing activity. However, this section along with Appendix
9.3 suggests that Case G arguably did not provide communication toward transition or
venturing activity at the parent family firm. As such, dispositions toward transition
and venturing are neither lasting nor transposable. This section also suggests that the
parent family firm did not provide munificence. Donald neither guided nor steered
family members nor non-family members toward venturing.

6.10.2 Uncategorised Dispositions at Case G

This section argues that like many of the previous cases there are uncategorised
dispositions in the data that reflect general talk about venturing among family and non-
family members, but unlike previous cases discussed in this study there is talk but little
action. Table 6.62 below presents uncategorised data representing communication
from the parent family firm in Case G to a non-family member for further analysis.

230



Table 6.62 Uncategorised Entrepreneurial Dispositions at Case G

Construct Case G Case G 2 Cazse G1
Communicate | Donald] “It wasn't witil a vear or so age | Make] “Tt's not fmy futher’s] priority fo
&n Expectation | fhat we hod an explicit conversation where | expand or et Deamiel expoand throush
to Ventura I said I could sell this place, but on the | venturing. ™
ather hemd if I hang onte i, I com continue
o pull money outf of it [Damiel] “Tm assuming Donald wanted his
sons fo fake if over, ond I can see his Kids
[fDonald] { soid I could sell this place, but | coming in and just being frusirated with him
on the other hand if T hang onto &, [ can | becouse he just worn't let go and petting
coniinue fo pull mongy out of it angry amd just being like, ‘et out qf here! ™
Communicate | Cake] "My fther's first priority is making | [Damie]] “"He seems very open to if, but
Support for money for himsel™ when it comes down fo brazs tacks, he - i
fenturing never happens.”
Hake] “My dad gffers prospective ideas,
buf he mever goer through with them [
wotld like to see more then ideas. ™
Communicate
Problem-
solving at
Tenture
Communicate | Donald] T think I can serve both needs | [Damiel] Tdon't mind working hard to build
Fli) ifwe go this route. You can becowme owner | something T have freared this {ike my own
Entrepreneurial | gf this place and T can meet my financial | business, probably for 13 vears, and if’s not
Environment objectives.” I thought that was very | my dusiness. People tellme all the fime, 'It's
n which to achievable. ™ not your busimess, I don't wnderstond why
Venture vou feel fike vou have fo do thai? "’

Communicate and Expectation to Venture

While Donald frequently communicated his desire that his son, Jake, and general
manager, Daniel, could innovate and experiment at the parent family firm with his
support, there is arguably little data to suggest Donald formally communicated
opportunities to venture at the parent family firm. Donald did communicate in
interviews his desire to retain control of operations and venturing at Case G for the
foreseeable future. In interviews he commented somewhat ambivalently,

“It wasn't until a year or so ago that we had an explicit conversation where |

said I could sell this place, but on the other hand if I hang onto it, | can continue

to pull money out of it.”

While Donald expressed desire that non-family employee, Daniel, would control
operations in the distant future, he seemed unwilling to communicate time and date for
transitioning or venturing at the parent family firm.

Communicate Support for Venturing

Both Daniel and Jake arguably understood that Donald had a different set of priorities
for the future of his firm. Jake understood that, “My father’s first priority is making
money for himself.”” Jake also believed that, “It’s not [my father’s] priority to expand
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or let Daniel expand through venturing.” To the frustration of Daniel and Jake, Donald
reflected further in his conversation with Daniel,
“’1 think I can serve both needs if we go this route. You can become owner of
this place and | can meet my financial objectives.” | thought that was very
achievable.”

Communicate an Entrepreneurial Environment in which to Venture
Despite ambivalent, confusing and often conflicting communication coming from
Donald, Daniel and Jake worked hard for success of the parent family firm, but they
arguably repressed their desire to risk, innovate or be pro-active at Case G. There is
arguably resignation in his voice when Daniel commented during interviews,
“Whatever Donald wants to do is fine with me.”” In interviews Daniel suggested friends
and family criticized his commitment to the firm given conflicting communication and
commitment by Donald. Daniel defended his hard work suggesting,
““I don't mind working hard to build something. | have treated this like my own
business, probably for 15 years, and it's not my business. People tell me all
the time, “It's not your business, | don't understand why you feel like you have
to do that?””

6.10.4 Uncategorised Munificence at Case G

At Case G there is data which suggests a high level of control over existing operations
at the parent family firm and limited support for venturing at the parent family firm.
This section provides data to suggest Donald intended to transition Case G to non-
family employee, Daniel, but provides neither a time frame for transition nor support
for venturing. Table 6.63 lists data while textual analysis provides further evidence.

232



Table 6.63 Uncategorised Sponsorship Activities at Case G

Construct

Caze &

Case &G = Case G1

Present
Opportunities
to Venture

[Donale] “Frobably three, four years ago I
started thinking [Danigl] should fake the
company nte a new area.”

Flake] I think my dad should have gotien out
af the mainztay a long time ago and expanded
alsewhere info ifree service, lawn cave,
aryihing to bring in more.”

[Damicl] “[Donald] thinks growing & a
headache, and @'t eavier fo bring in nathve
shrubs from wherever. He doesn’t want fo
heve that kind of overhead ™

fake] "Donald has nudged things in certain
directions when he wants thet. ”

flake] “If there were a growing field more
tham 10 miles away from the nursery, he
cowldn 't keep that under his fhumb. ™

[lake] "1 believe the service part of the mursery
shouwld have expanded ”

Demizi] “But I wouldn't be able to do if in the
beginming richt away if the business was faken
over. Ji's going fo have to be down the road ™

flake]  “[Donald] thinks growing & a
headache, and it's easier fo bring in notive
shrubs from wherever. He doesn{ wani fo huve
thet Find of overfead ™

Present
Partmerzhips
to Venture

[Donala]] “Tsee Domiel taking the business in
whatever direction he chooses fo. T dom't
kmow whai that might be.  Fine with him
choosing a new direction  I'm going io
contirnue fo sarvice his back.”

[lake] “Twouldn't say that we're af odds over
the jfuture of the compary, but we think
differently. My dad is very interesied in making
mongy for himself But it is his business. He's
tough ”

[Demiel] “For the new (growing] business it'’s
a question af when, and { don't have any issues
or regrels, there are just certain things tha
Donald still just worn't Ief go of ™

Present a
Stzhle
Environment
in which to
[enture

[Donala]] “Iithink the biggest thing we did and
the recson we re sitll here is you cam't play the
same game as the box stores b because
you're going to gel your head handed to you "

[Donala] "It was more about being able to
increase my purchasing power, siorage areq
and be able fo buy i volume. From that
things kind of evolved ™

[Demiel] “T will continue the path that this
nursery is going in both wholesale and retail
Twill comtinue what Donald has done with the
business. ”

[Demiel] “Donalds a control freak and is
fough rometimes with him . . . but he needt fo
sigp to the side as far as T'm concerned ™

[Demiel] “There's things I know he does that 1
don't even know that he does; 5o, that't where
I feel like I'm wnprepared ™

[Demiel] “Donald is the owner, and as long as
he's the owner [will be by his side and T will do
whatever he asks me to do, but witil he actually
let'sfeo or says ‘okay, this is you', I'm going io
£if om the side lines.”
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Present Opportunities to Venture
At the start of operations at Case G, Donald focused on construction but ventured in
wholesale/retail operations to create a stable environment for Case G to venture for
himself. In interviews he commented,
“It was more about being able to increase my purchasing power, storage area
and be able to buy in volume. From that, things kind of evolved.”

He quickly understood that his new venture in wholesale/retail operations must
diversify and sell product unavailable at local big box stores. He commented,
“| think the biggest thing we did and the reason we're still here is you can't
play the same game as the box stores do because you're going to get your head
handed to you.”

Data at Case G arguably suggests Donald limited venturing opportunities and actively
steered Daniel and Jake away from venturing activity. Jake commented in interviews
that, ““Donald has nudged things in certain directions when he wants that.”” As such,
it might be suggested that Donald maintained control at the parent family firm to serve
his purposes which included his financial security. Intensive scrutiny and control
arguably intimidated Daniel and Jake while limiting venturing activities at the parent
family firm; Daniel commented repeatedly about his concerns,

“For the new [growing] business it's a question of when, and | don't have any

Issues or regrets, there are just certain things that Donald still just won't let go

of.”

In interviews Jake spoke hypothetically but problematically about his father’s need to
control a growing venture,
“If there were a growing field more than 10 miles away from the nursery, he
couldn’t keep that under his thumb.”

At an early age Donald provided himself with opportunities to venture within his own
firm, and venturing activity in wholesale/retail arguably secured the future of the
parent family firm. However, data suggests that Donald limited venturing activity
since inception of the firm, and Daniel and Jake suggested as much by providing
examples. Jake suggested in interviews, “I believe the service part of the nursery
should have expanded.” Later in interviews, Jake commented similarly but somewhat
caustically,

“I think my dad should have gotten out of the mainstay a long time ago and

expanded elsewhere into tree service, lawn care, anything to bring in more.”

Present Partnerships to Venture

At Case G data suggests that Donald rarely presented partnerships to venture.
Employees at the family firm presented ideas to venture, but ideas were typically met
with a lukewarm reception. In interviews Daniel and Jake commented with resignation
that they shelved their plans to venture. Daniel commented,
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“Donald is the owner, and as long as he's the owner | will be by his side and |
will do whatever he asks me to do, but until he actually lets go or says ‘okay,
this is you’, I'm going to sit on the sidelines.”

Both Jake and Daniel repeatedly suggested that Donald arguably lost his desire to
venture, and both commented on their individual desire to venture with Donald or
without Donald. In interviews, Daniel commented,
“If Donald was here right now and doing what Donald still is doing and then
we took on that venture, would I do it? Yes, | would.”

As example, Jake commented on his personal success updating irrigation systems.
Further, he believed this update might be in partnership with his father. According to
Jake, his father greeted his success with a lukewarm reception, and it is interesting to
note that Donald talked about updates to irrigation as his own idea. Donald
commented,
“I kept my eyes open about things | saw people do correctly, like going over to
drip irrigation . . . it made total sense. Took less water - plants are better.”

Jake and Daniel arguably believed that the future of Case G belonged to each of them
in partnership, but they also argued that Donald curtailed their interests in venturing at
the parent family firm. In interviews, Daniel commented about the growing venture
suggesting,
“But I wouldn't be able to do it in the beginning right away if the business was
taken over. It's going to have to be down the road.”

Present a Stable Environment in which to Venture
At Case G there is financial stability at the parent family firm. Donald believed that
stability existed because of his established mantra that, “It's the bottom line that
matters. Gross means nothing; it's net. That's what it's all about.” In interviews,
Donald rarely mentioned venturing activity except to suggest that venturing in growing
operations added overhead and expenses to existing operations. For Donald, overhead
existed as an evil to financial stability and profitability of the firm. As such, venturing
activity existed as overhead and additional expense. Long held beliefs in the evils of
overhead existed since he began the firm in 1991. In interviews, he remembered,
“So, | became friends with the guy who had the garden centre and learned a
fair amount from him, especially how to keep control of your overhead and all
that sort of thing.”

Donald imbued his mantra toward Daniel and Jake, and both employees maintained
his belief that overhead imperilled the future of the parent family firm. As such, they
committed to maintain existing operations and direction at the firm. In interviews Jake
arguably expressed some frustration as he recalled his father’s reluctance to support
venturing in growing operations given his fear of overhead.
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“[Donald] thinks growing is a headache, and it’s easier to bring in native
shrubs from wherever. He doesn’t want to have that kind of overhead.”

Jake elaborated and commented somewhat caustically,

“I wouldn’t say that we’re at odds over the future of the company, but we think
differently. My dad is very interested in making money for himself. But, it is his
business. He’s tough.”

Similarly, Daniel expressed his understanding that Donald controlled operations at the
parent family firm.
“I will continue the path that this nursery is going in, both wholesale and retail.
I will continue what Donald has done with the business.”

6.11 Cross-case Analysis

Textual analysis in previous sections and Appendix 9.3 presented “categorised’ data to
establish dimensions in existing constructs in EO, EL and organisational sponsorship
at parent family firms and their new venture(s) while it also proposed ‘uncategorised’
data in new dimensions. Textual analysis of data in previous sections suggested that
parent family firms imbued categorised and uncategorised data in dispositions and
munificence to only family ventures (e.g. Case A, B, C, F) and not to non-family
ventures (e.g. Case D, G). Case E represented a hybrid case since Warren offered
sponsorship toward venturing at the parent family firm with categorised and
uncategorised dispositions and munificence, while Rodney, withheld sponsorship
toward venturing at the parent family firm. This section presents data across cases to
propose that over generations parent family firms communicate various dispositions
over generations to their family ventures. This section also presents data across cases
to propose that over generations parent family firms act to gently steer or nudge family
venture(s) toward available resources.

6.11.1 Communicate an Expectation for Family to Venture
Parent family firms communicate an expectation over generations that the next
generation will venture from within the parent family firm. Case A family members
communicated their expectation that the next generation would venture starting with
Luke suggesting that, “‘Everyone should run their own business!’
Michael recalled,
‘My father wanted his own sons, me and my two brothers (his two other sons),
to be able to have an opportunity to start a business as well.’

In interviews Mathew remembered,
“Luke didn’t give us any money. So, you know it was like — it was tough . . .
but it was sort of like you know, ‘there’s a lot of doing, and it’s the right thing
to do, but you’re going to have to step up and do your part as well,”” and it was
just considered normal.’
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Michael communicated an expectation to his sons commenting,
‘I think initially, I think that it would almost be better to do the "Hey, | got an
idea Dad, let me add value™

In Case B the parent family firm communicated and expectation that the next
generation would venture in ‘performance obligations’. Further, a family history of
the firm suggests the parent family firm began, ““as an incubator of entrepreneurial
ventures” (Case B Published History, 1998). In interviews Allen at Case B suggested
support from the parent family firm,
““I was able to kind of work with the board to say here’s a few sites we should
be looking at and looking to start replenishing a land bank again.”

And in Case C there is a desire that the next generation should venture in a recollection
from Chris that his father, *“Yeah, he was going to train his sons to be like he is, I guess
[laughter], and help them out.”

Propositionla: Family firms that imbue long-lasting and transposable
entrepreneurial dispositions to the next generation communicate an expectation that
the next generation will venture.

In Case D there is an expectation that family should venture in Cases D and family
ventures associated with Case D. However, data suggests that Clint at Case D2 resisted
attempts by non-family to venture in Case D4. John remembered,
‘Clint at [Case D2] knew exactly what | was putting in the ground for
inventory every evening. It was based more on items we knew we could sell ...
Clint pulled back from what might have been a loose understanding’.

Further, John commented,
‘My idea was to sell these trees back to him and take a cut of them for
producing them, but it didn't work out; it never came to that’.

In Case E there are conflicting messages about venturing. While data representing a
history of the firm supported family venturing, Rodney resisted attempts to expand
and venture. Tim recalled,
‘There were some really dumb decisions that [Rodney] made out of vengeance
along the way. My uncle would just say ““no”” for the sake of, I want the upper
hand” even though it made total sense to do, | felt’.

At Case G Donald did not communicate an expectation for Daniel to venture. Jake
commented, “It’s not [my father’s] priority to expand or let Daniel expand through
venturing.”

Proposition 1b: Family firms that imbue long-lasting and transposable

entrepreneurial dispositions do not communicate an expectation that non-family
members should venture.
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6.11.2 Communicate Support for the Family Venture
Parent family firms communicate their support for venturing across generations in
long-lasting and transposable dispositions. At Case A Mathew recounted support from
his father to push his venture forward.
‘And that's what Luke eliminated - those sorts of barriers; because, if you have
a good enough idea (which Case A2 was) | went and I found some financing.’

Michael also recalled support from his father.
‘With Luke it was all about if you want it bad enough you can make it happen
... if there's a will there's a way.’

Michael repeatedly commented to all his sons as they structured individual ventures at
the parent family firm,
“You’ve got to figure it out on your own, but you must have a sense of urgency,
and a sense that you’ve got to get stuff done.”

And Michael’s son, Andy, reflected his father’s communication when he commented
on his own family venture, “I just did it. I just do it. It’s a desire to get it done.”
At Case B Brad commented on venturing among family, “They know what they should
be doing. They are unlikely to make many wrong decisions.”
At Case C Chris believed his father wanted his sons to ‘love’ business.
That’s right. Yeah, I think maybe he wanted me and Arthur to love business,
not necessarily the business he was in?

Proposition 2a: Family firms that imbue long-lasting and transposable
entrepreneurial dispositions to the next generation communicate support for the family
venture.

At Case D there is data supporting next generation family to venture. However, Clint
did not communicate support for the non-family venture that John created. John
remembered,
‘Case 14 went out on its own, and Case 12 didn't show us any money. There
wasn't anything like that!”’

At Case G data suggests Donald communicated very little support for Daniel to venture
in Lilac hybridization and/or cultivation. Daniel remembered, ‘He seems very open to
it, but when it comes down to brass tacks, he - it never happens.’

Proposition 2b: Family firms that imbue long-lasting and transposable

entrepreneurial dispositions to the next generation do not communicate support for
the non-family venture.
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6.11.3 Communicate Problem-solving at the Family Venture
Parent family firms communicate problem-solving for the family venture. At Case A
Luke recalled, “I never walked away from something that didn’t work . . . | changed
it"”” Luke, Michael and Mathew communicated frequently about their collective,
““ability to solve problems™ and family to, “put the shoulder to the wheel.”
At Case B Brad communicated, ““So | think lots of the new divisions have come out of
just not wanting to be boxed in.”” His son, Allen recalled problems leading to the
creation of the timber division,
“My understanding or recollection at the time, it was a frustration that we were
using other companies and in some cases competitor companies to supply us
with timber.”

At Case C George and his sons communicated that problems existed in small pick-ups
and local distribution. To overcome the problem family communicated direct
distribution, and in interviews Chris commented,
“We didn’t want to play around with quarts at [Case C], because there are a
lot of blueberries. We wanted to move truckloads of them and sell them to
manufacturers; food bakeries. And that was our best market, but there were
more markets.”

Propositions 3a: Family firms that imbue long-lasting and transposable
entrepreneurial dispositions to the next generation communicate problem-solving
initiatives to the family venture.

While data suggests there was a dearth of information provided to Case D and Case
D2 from family cousins in New Jersey, at Case D there was no formal transfer of
information or problem-solving to John at Case D4. What John learned and solved was
a result of his own education in the industry or on the job at Case D2. In interviews
Bill remembered,

‘John knew who [Case 12] got their material from each and every year, he saw
the liner sources Clint would put out.”

At Case G Donald arguably provided Daniel more promises than answers, and he
commented with some frustration,
‘I'm assuming Donald wanted his sons to take it over, and I can see his kids
coming in and just being frustrated with him because he just won't let go and
getting angry and just being like, ‘get out of here!””’

Propositions 3b: Family firms that imbue long-lasting and transposable
entrepreneurial dispositions to the next generation do not communicate problem-
solving initiatives to the non-family venture.

6.11.4 Communicate an Entrepreneurial Environment in which to Venture
Parent family firms communicate an entrepreneurial environment for family to
venture. At Case A Luke promoted a culture of success or failure rather than fear of

239



failure. He commented, ‘I could never understand any culture which promoted fear of
failure . . . no one should fear failure.’

Luke also commented on an environment of risk-taking, innovativeness and pro-
activeness at Case A.
‘I think they've picked it up, I don't know that they picked it up from me - maybe
the atmosphere that they grew up in or something. | don't know how that
happens.’

Michael communicated an entrepreneurial environment for his sons at Case A by
communicating,

‘I think initially, 1 think that it would almost be better to do the “Hey, I got an
idea Dad, let me add value™, I think it would create a better growth learning
for them, but taking that risk and maybe you know, having some success and
maybe some failure and you know, I like that.’

Robert also communicated an entrepreneurial environment to his brothers suggesting,

‘We like to create our own thing. So, there’s going to be collaboration, there’s
going to be team work and there’s also going to be time for, “Hey James,
you’ve always wanted to do this, right? Go do it. Hey Andy, you’ve always
wanted to do this, right? That’s your project!””’

At Case B seven generations promoting ‘performance obligations’ provide an
entrepreneurial environment in which ‘Nothing is new’ as Dirk suggested. Brad
commented on the, ‘Unique combination of innovation and tradition’ at Case B
suggesting family commitment to innovate but also maintain legacy and dividends at
the parent family firm. At Case B Brad commented, *So there was a kind of willingness
to embrace the future’.

At Case C George communicated an entrepreneurial environment in the hard work of
others. 70 vyears after they were made, Chris still remembered his father
communicating,
‘Studying medicine would be a big mistake. He used to say, ““A doctor goes on
house calls and makes $20 out of the house call . . . a businessman can make a
telephone call and make $1,000 by following his contacts and doing business.’

Chris also remembered,
‘So, that’s what [George] called a businessman -- somebody who does

something on his own. He didn’t have it in mind to work for a corporation or
anything like that.”
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Propositions 4a: Family firms that imbue long-lasting and transposable
entrepreneurial dispositions to the next generation communicate an entrepreneurial
environment in which to venture to family ventures.

At Case D there was continual confusion about the entrepreneurial environment in
which Case D4 ventured. John believed Case D4 had a ‘loose agreement’ with Case
D2 to venture with the understanding that Case D4 trees would sell through Case D2
sales channels. While family and cousins provided Clint and his brothers with a
supportive entrepreneurial environment in which to venture, Clint did not provide the
same supportive entrepreneurial environment to John at Case D4. John remembered,

“When [Case 12] and | parted company in the middle of ‘06, it forced me to
really get serious about this . . . | was committed.

At Case G Donald did not provide a supportive entrepreneurial environment in which
to venture, and Daniel remembered,
‘I don't mind working hard to build something. | have treated this like my own
business, probably for 15 years, and it's not my business. People tell me all
the time, ‘It's not your business, | don't understand why you feel like you have
to do that?””’

Propositions 4b: Family firms that imbue long-lasting and transposable
entrepreneurial dispositions do not communicate an entrepreneurial environment in
which to venture to non-family ventures.

6.11.4 Present opportunity(s) to venture
Actions at parent family firms serve to present family members opportunities to
venture. At Case A Michael commented, ‘Luke had a passion for growing things’, and
he imbued his passion to his sons with the presentation of various opportunities in the
green industry. Mathew remembered how his father presented an opportunity in
industrial-scale composting at Case A2.
‘So when | came home, you know prior to going to Australia, that’s where this
opportunity was there and Luke explained it and | got interested in it and
basically put the shoulder to the wheel and got the company organised,
financed and started.’

Similarly, Michael remembered how his father presented an opportunity in
horticultural propagation at Case Al.
‘I left White on ’80, in that February of 1980 and decided to come home for a
couple of months. ... [Case A] really was very much a start-up kind of
atmosphere and you know, to his credit, Luke’s a risk taker and you know |
would not be here if not for Luke.’

Michael presented opportunities to venture for all his sons, but he believed they should
come to him with their ideas for venturing. Further, Michael believed,
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‘So, if [my sons] choose to come here, the only rule I’ve had is that they have
to go work somewhere else.’

At Case B while generations communicated ‘performance obligations’ they also
presented ‘freedom’ and ‘opening up’ opportunities to venture. Brad recalled his
grandfather presenting opportunities for his sons to venture in leasing and land
development in separate cities.
‘My grandfather, when he had two sons Fred and Daniel (Daniel is my father),
he said to them, “We cannot have both of you in Glasgow - | can’t have it. So
one of you has to go somewhere else and start a business.’

Ed commented in interviews about ‘freedom’ at the parent family firm to develop your
own job and develop jobs out-with the organisation.
“[The family] gave you a lot of freedom to develop your own job and bits out-
with your job. They certainly gave you a lot of freedom - even in Daniel’s latter
years.”

Similarly, Ray commented,

“The previous generation has been very open to myself and Allen the last two
years, have done a lot of work about our assets and making sure we get the
best use of them to open up what we’ve got and put it on the table and say,

‘right, we don’t use that enough’, or ‘let's use this more’.

And similarly, Allen commented,

‘But since I’ve joined, there’s a lot more from what | perceived to be — not
freedom with the company but a lot more room to stretch your legs — [Case
B3] is a prime example.’

Brad also commented on the recognition of timber systems as an opportunity to
venture.

‘I think timber system side of it - realizing we could be successful in doing
different ventures - it spurned on a kind of growth within the company to look
outside our quite enclosed area that we're in which is just building homes.’

At Case C George presented opportunities in his existing business of day-to-day fill-
ins, but he also presented opportunities in direct distribution. Arthur remembered in
interviews,
‘Well, George gave us opportunity . . . he set up the marshmallow business, the
Christmas tree business, the blueberry business.’
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Similarly, Chris remembered that George provided opportunities for his two boys to
venture.

“We were only buying day-to-day fill-ins. Yeah - that kind of guided us into
doing our own thing, really, is what it did.”

Proposition 5a: Parent family firms gently steer or nudge family ventures toward
available opportunities and resources by presenting opportunity(s) to venture.

At Case D Clint’s cousins gently steered his parent family firm from dairy production
to horticulture production with a gently steering toward more southern grown
horticultural material. Alternately, Clint did not steer or guide John at D4 toward shade
tree production despite John’s understanding that there was a ‘loose agreement’
between Case D2 and Case D4.

At Case G Donald did not steer Daniel toward Lilac propagation or production despite
promises to venture. Daniel arguably provided little of no guidance to his most
important non-family employee.

Proposition 5b: Parent family firms do not steer or nudge non-family ventures toward
available opportunities and resources by presenting opportunity(s) to venture.

6.11.5 Present Partnership(s) to Venture

Parent firms gently steer or nudge their family ventures toward available resources and

opportunities by presenting partnerships to venture. At Case A Mathew remembered

emphatically, “The genius of Luke is that he truly partnered with his sons’. Mathew

also remembered that Luke was a good partner if the venture made business sense.
“Luke was pretty straightforward - if it made sense, it made sense. Do it! He
was always a good partner, but it needed to make sense - it needed to make
business sense; otherwise he'd be the first to shoot it down.”

Mathew repeated the tradition with his nephews and planned to partner with his sons
when they graduated college. In interviews Mathew’s nephew, Robert, remembered
his uncle always asking, ‘Hey, when are we going to start a business?’

At Case B Ed recalled the presentation of partnerships toward venturing,
“I think 1 tried to weigh the responsibility of making the success of the next
generation in the context of *‘No, no, no - let us help you make that a success,
and actually make sure that you still enjoy what you do.”””

Ed also recalled enthusiasm and open-mindedness from Brad and Dirk to partner with

present generation family members in new concepts and new construction methods.
‘That enthusiasm and open-mindedness probably comes from people like Brad
and Dirk particularly. You know, they are keen for us to try new ideas and
that’s not necessarily written down in any business plan anywhere.’

243



At Case C George repeatedly partnered with his sons in marshmallow production and
direct distribution of blueberries and Christmas trees. Chris recalled,

‘And I’m not sure what he had in mind, actually; he didn’t really discuss what he had
in mind. But, we could assume to some extent that he was trying to set up a business
for his family - for his two boys.’

Chris specifically remembered that the marshmallow business was a partnership in
venturing for father and sons.

‘Well, he thought it was a good opportunity for his sons to get into different kind of
business, and he joined us in the business.’

With more than seven profit centres within Case C3, Arthur partnered with his first
son, Greg, to develop Christmas distribution in wreath factories; he partnered with his
first daughter, Laura, to develop seasonal retail stores, and he partnered with second
son, Steven, to develop direct horticultural distribution among east coast horticultural
distributors. Greg remembered,

‘The direct business that Steven developed included the major suppliers of the
parent company; so that had been developed over quite a number of years, and
then that direct business was a part of the parent company before it was spun-
off.”

Proposition 6a: Parent family firms gently steer or nudge family ventures toward
available opportunities and resources by partnering with the venture.

At Case D there was never a need to establish a formal partnership between family and
cousins, and Clint remembered,

‘There was no formal agreement between the two nurseries. I think my dad and
cousin just met and talked about what the availability of the inventory was and
what they could use’.

Alternately, there was an assumed partnership between Case D2 and Case D4 that
never developed, and Clint remembered,

“It wasn't a partnership; it just never developed that way ... And I’d be, you
know — I would be surprised if John said that there was any input on our part.”

At Case G there is limited data to suggest that Donald ever desired to partner with
Donald in the creation of any new venture associated with growing or lilac production
despite Daniel’s wishes to venture and partner with Donald. In interviews Daniel
commented,

“For the new [growing] business it's a question of when, and | don't have any
Issues or regrets, there are just certain things that Donald still just won't let go
of.”
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Proposition 6b: Parent family firms do not steer or nudge non-family ventures toward
available opportunities and resources by partnering with the venture.

6.11.6 Present a Stable Environment in which to Venture
Parent firms gently steer or nudge their family ventures toward available resources and
opportunities by presenting a stable environment in which to venture. At Case A Luke
presented a stable environment in which to venture given available resources in human
capital and social capital. Luke recalled his social capital at White University where 3
sons and 4 grandson attended college.
‘Well, you know | know a lot of people in research at White University because
of work I’ve done in the horticultural business, and you get to know these guys,
and you get to know the guys that are interested in the same things you’re
interested in.’

However, both Michael and Mathew recalled lack of economic capital and symbolic
capital from the parent family firm. Mathew commented in interviews, | found the
investor myself, a friend of mine's father-in-law who | played basketball with at
White.”

James reflected on his father’s explicit horticultural knowledge at Case A8 by
commenting, “He’s always bringing in new products and initiating new research.”

At Case B seven generations provide a stable environment providing cultural,
economic, human and social capital for venturing at the parent family firm. Suggesting
generations of human capital Brad noted in interviews that family building history
dates back to housing in Bo’ness, Scotland from the 1600’s which still stands. His
great-great-great grandfather in James was a ‘wright and proprietor of houses’ in the
late 17" century, and it’s noted in historical records that the family has been wrights,
joiners or builders generation to generation since that time (Case B Published History,
1998). Brad also noted that support for ventures in land surveying came from years of
experience.

“And the purpose there was to use our expertise and our knowledge that we’d

built up over the years on taking a piece of land, getting the exit and planning

consents and then selling it to a competitor.”

Allen commented on the significance of cultural capital for the creation of new
business and venturing in land development and timber systems.
“I’m not going to control every business aspect, but whatever the venture, you
still have the Case B brand name behind it, and that to me is one of the most
important things - is the name. What it stands for has to go with the new
ventures and new idea.”

In interviews Brad commented frequently on the importance of networks and social
capital.
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“I think they are very important, and | think you develop them; I think one of
the things you get from the generation before is their networks.”

In conversations about economic capital and venture funding, Ed commented, ‘Yes.
So | think the company, the main company, would fund everything he did.’

At Case C Arthur remembered George provided economic capital for several ventures
including the marshmallow business.
‘Oh yeah, the candy business. [My father] put a lot of money -- at that time, |
had just got out of college, 51, when he -- he put in at least $100,000.’

Chris remembered human capital from his father in the education he and his brother
received in the fruit and produce business.
‘Well, my brother Arthur and I, we used to go to help out, I guess George
wanted to get us acquainted with the fruit and produce business.’

Arthur provided similar human capital to his children in the green industry as he
supported Case C9, C10 and C11. Greg recalled in interviews,
“And the Christmas business | learned 45 years previous from Arthur. I didn’t
know anything about Christmas trees and all that until he sent me out with
Herb.”

George believed in reputation which arguably translated into cultural capital for Case
C and ventures associated with Case C. Chris recalled,
‘Well, yeah. It's your -- if you have a good reputation, that’s the most valuable
asset that you have. And George believed in that. And that’s the kind of attitude
he had about everything in life - to help other people.’

In interviews Greg remembered cultural capital extended from Case C3 to his venture
in Christmas tree distribution and his brother’s venture in horticultural distribution.
‘I think the main thing was the reputation and the track record and the
purchasing power of the parent company . . . so that had been developed over
quite a number of years.’

Proposition 7a: Parent family firms gently steer or nudge family ventures toward
available opportunities and resources by presenting a stable environment in which to
venture with available entrepreneurial capital.

At Case D family and cousins provided a stable environment in which to venture by

endorsing and supporting the environment in which Clint and his father ventured in
horticulture with New Jersey cousins. In interviews Clint commented,
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‘Something [my great-grandfather and grandfather] realised and made known
to us — that this was probably the best way to keep, you know, to keep going
and to expand the nursery and not the dairy business’.

For John at Case D4 he began shade and ornamental shade tree production based on
the assumption there would be a ‘loose agreement” with Case D2 and an environment
that supported his venturing activity. In interviews he commented,

‘My intent may have been to be joined at the hip going forward with D2. We
had the sales force in place; we had the shipping and the production, and we
could have easily added D4 inventory to D2 inventory’

But, by 2006 the environment had changed or never existed, and he commented,

‘In 2000 we started lining out trees, but I didn't do it thinking that it would
cause a separation between us in 2006°.

Proposition 7b: Parent family firms do not steer or nudge non-family ventures toward
available opportunities and resources by presenting a stable environment in which to
venture with available entrepreneurial capital.

6.12 Capital Transfer in Forms of Capital

The following display in Table 6.64 presents a cross-case display of data from Cases
A-G reflecting transfer of Firkin’s (2003) forms of entrepreneurial capital from seven
parent family firm to their family and non-family venture(s). While Table 6.84 presents
a positive transfer of entrepreneurial capital from the parent family firm in Cases
A,B,C, E and F, it is notable that the cross-case display reflects only limited or no data
at all in a transfer of capital from the parent family firm in Case D and Case G to their
non-family venture in Case D4 and Case G1. However, in Case D there is data which
reflects a transfer of capital from Case D to family ventures, Case D1-D3.
Interestingly, at Case E there is data which reflects a transfer of capital to Case E5.
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Table 6.64 Examples of Transfer of Entrepreneurial Capital at Cases A-G
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6.12.1 Transfer of Human Capital at Cases A-G

At Case A Luke had a lifelong ““passion for growing things.” Despite comments from
his sons that Case A was ““[Luke’s] mid-life crisis,” he cultivated and tapped
knowledge networks at the White University School of Agriculture. Luke effectively
utilized his knowledge networks at White to answer his questions and educate his sons
and grandsons in agriculture. His sons and grandsons continually benefit from his
association with White and continually strengthen this long association with gifts,
donations and lectures. Luke provided the tacit knowledge in his understanding of
business opportunities, investors, tax codes, and policies while establishing avenues
for his sons and their employees to develop explicit knowledge in their education and
experience.

At Case A, Luke lacked the knowledge to grow tomatoes, grow ornamental plants, or
compost organic waste, but he persisted by incorporating general industry and
entrepreneurial human capital from others. In interviews, Michael recalls,

“| got into the Agriculture School at [White] ... and I got the plant knowledge
there, and | got the agriculture knowledge there.”

Similarly, at Case A2, Mathew reflected on the human capital Luke provided:

“From a technical standpoint, [Luke] didn't really as far as how to do
industrial-scale composting, he didn't bring any of those skills to the table;
those were what | had to learn just from doing and also observing other
operations that were doing the same thing.”

In additional interviews, Mathew continued his thoughts about the acquisition of
human capital suggesting,

“if you have any brains and competencies on your own, the technical aspects
of what you have to learn to succeed, you will learn that on your own.”

In the third generation, James reflects on his father’s explicit horticultural knowledge
by commenting, “He’s always bringing in new products and initiating new research.”
But James understands that both tacit and explicit knowledge are key ingredients in
new venture legitimacy. He comments, ““I take all the knowledge and resources | know
and do the best I can.”

Human Capital plays an integral part in the development and growth of Case B over
generations. Early generations were ‘wright and proprietor of houses’ in the late 17%
century, and it’s noted in historical records that the family has been wrights, joiners or
builders generation to generation since that time (History of Case B, 1999). The
previous two generations have secured advanced degrees in architecture while the
present generation has extensive human capital in surveying, geography and land
planning. As Brad commented in interviews,

“And the purpose there was to use our expertise and our knowledge that we’d
built up over the years on taking a piece of land, getting the exit and planning
consents and then selling it to a competitor.”
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At Case C Arthur and Chris recalled that George was a man of very few words who
naturally created a learning environment within and out with the business. Chris
recalled, ““Yes, I think we learned a lot from our father, and in his own way he made
sure that we understood.” Chris also commented that George provided an
environment in which his sons could learn agriculture distribution at the source.

Well, my brother Arthur and I, we used to go to help out, I guess George wanted
to get us acquainted with the fruit and produce business. We’d assist in the
way of helping some of the buyers that would come by, and we’d quote them a
price that we were told to offer for whatever we had. But he never told us what
to do.”

In interviews Arthur recalled that the transfer of human capital from George to his sons
served a dual purpose of training and education in the business and training and
education for future venturing. He commented, ““Yeah, he was going to train his sons
to be like he was I guess (laughter), and help them out.”

Like his father, Arthur was instrumental in the transfer of human capital to his sons
and daughter. In interviews, Greg recalled Arthur introduced mentors for his sons
among senior managers at all locations. When Greg decided to venture in Christmas
wreath production and sales, Arthur again introduced mentors in senior managers
running operations in the United States. When Steve decided to venture in direct
distribution, Arthur provided his own knowledge of vendors and distributors with
frequent trips to nurseries and customers. Arthur remembered,

““Steven changed how things were done but there was a system in place at the
parent company that got transferred over.”

At Case D both tacit and explicit human capital on agriculture and shade/ornamental
tree production existed at Case D over generations. During that time human capital in
the form of knowledge skills, and techniques passed from generations and between
generations as New Jersey cousins imbued human capital to the new venture in Case
D2. Clint commented in interviews,

“[My grandfather] turned the dairy over to my father, and it was up to my dad
when actually it was the influence of [cousins] that got my dad involved, and
the two of them were great communicators and decided [nursery] is the best
way to go.”

Alternately, John entered the horticultural field with knowledge gained from extensive
travel to Europe and western states to improve his understanding of horticultural. John
commented in interviews,

““I worked in Europe for four years before going out to the Midwest and so the
knowledge had accumulated throughout my professional career.”
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In 1977 John and his wife independently ventured in field grown perennial and grass
propagation based on his existing knowledge in the green industry. John developed the
venture as a family operation until 1993 when Clint at Case D2 suggested John sell his
perennial production and join Case D2 in selling shade and ornamental trees. John
commented in interviews,

“You could say we got [Case D2] into the perennial business. It was our
knowledge and competencies that pushed [Case D2] forward.”

John imbued his own knowledge about perennial production upon Case D2 between
1994 and 2000 and commented in interviews, “I very freely gave any knowledge I had.
.. By 2000 he used his accumulated industry knowledge to grow trees on available
land where he had previously grown perennials. John commented in interviews,

“We went out and did it because | had the basics and you're always picking up
new information in this business whether you think you are or not, it's just the
way it works.”

However, John arguably believed that human capital in horticultural knowledge at
Case D2 was something he had to either take or learn elsewhere. He commented,

“I didn't learn from Case D2. It's just something we picked up as we got in the
tree business from people that were supplying us.”

At Case E human capital is perceived to be the cornerstone of horticultural plant
propagation given that the propagator must continually learn from trial and error. To
formulate their education in the field, Thomas invested tremendous time and effort
teaching Ed the art of propagation which his son decidedly learned quickly and grew
to decidedly master the art. To further his education Thomas also invested in his son’s
agricultural education with a degree in horticulture and landscape architecture from
White College for both his children. As such, Warren remembered,

‘When my dad came into the business in ’37-’38 he brought an interest in
woody plants and landscaping and design’.

Ed invested in the education of his children as well. School days and summers the
children worked in the fields ““since they were old enough to waddle™ as their mother
remembered. Warren recalled,

‘During grade school, 1 worked here all the time, deadheading plants, pruning,
picking stones....’

While Warren would continue his education with a degree in architecture from White
his brother, Rodney, began his education at White but finished at a local college in
New Hampshire.

Warren and Rodney differed on the education they supported for Tim. While Warren
wanted Tim to complete his formal education and start in management at the nursery,
Rodney wanted his nephew to start at the bottom. Warren remembered,
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‘[Rodney] wanted [Tim] to start right now and learn from the bottom up
because he needed to have this understanding of the business, which of course
is the old style of thinking’.

At Case F Joan expresses her satisfaction that here father passes technical knowledge
to her venture. She commented, ‘Definitely technical knowledge is one of the things
that Dad brings’. Michael fully understands that his talent in building is a benefit when
he has direct contact with his daughter. He suggested,

‘I have a lot of that kind of knowledge and experience on tap that's much more
easy to access than it is through another mentor’.

At Case G the parent family firm contended that the foundation of the business is
knowledge of the horticulture industry, but the knowledge that Donald professed does
not transfer to ventures that Daniel intended to start. While Daniel commented, ‘I've
learned from [Donald] how to run a business, how to do business smart,” the business
clearly belongs to Donald and will belong to Donald for the foreseeable future.
Transferring of knowledge is for the benefit of the parent family firm rather than non-
family venturing activity. Donald commented in interviews, ‘I think more of where
I've helped him is in the buying part’.

6.12.2 Transfer of Social Capital at Cases A-G

It is family at Case A that drives the recognition of new resources and opportunities
and drives the development of new ventures, and it is family that creates a network of
associations and affiliations that further each new venture. However, over generations
it is the family business that generates social capital for individual new ventures, given
its growing power in the green industry field. Paul maintains financial connections and
partnership connections at White. For example, the Dean of the Agriculture School
teamed with Mathew to farm fish in upstate New York, and the father of an White
classmate provided funding for Case A2. Mathew remembers in interviews, “I found
the investor myself, a friend of mine's father-in-law who | played basketball with at
White.” Tim also maintains strong social ties at White. In interviews, his father
comments, “Tim made a lot of friends up at White that are very successful in the
farming business.” His grandsons, James and Robert, maintain an academic
connection with their advisor in the School of Agriculture and fraternity friendships
that provide support and opportunities to acquire other forms of capital if needed.
Social connections and social capital continue to grow in the third generation. In an
interview, Ben commented that his dad is a “rock star” as he walks the floor of any
horticultural trade show meeting and greeting customers and vendors; that “rock star”
status will arguably pass to his children as they walk the show with their father. In their
individual new ventures, they understand and leverage the social connections that their
father and family developed.

Case B can boast direct relationships with building councils in and around Glasgow
and Edinburgh. It was council funding rather than central government funding which
allowed social networks to grow over generations. Brad also notes in interviews,
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“My father established connections, and I know that all the people that he met
socially, and I met as a child would be people who had an important position
in Edinburgh.”

Social networking worked well for Case B during recessionary periods and growth
periods. Commenting specifically on the value of social networks, Brad states,

“I think they are very important, and | think you develop them; I think one of
the things you get from the generation before is their networks.”

Imbuing the next generation with social capital Brad notes,

“So, | think something that you can pass on to the next generation is contacts,
but they are not formal, it’s not a book. It’s just when it’s appropriate.”

At Case C George also established strong social capital by maintaining friendships and
relationships with Case C customers and suppliers. George arguably strengthened
social capital for Case C and Case C ventures by effectively partnering with his
customers and growers believing what’s best for them would be best for Case C. In
interviews Chris, remembered,

“And he was a very smart man. He helped finance the growers by getting their
fertilizer, supplying them with plants, and he also would supply them with the
baskets and the crates for all that. He was a real great planner.”

While George worked to help establish Chris in blueberries, Chris passed along his
social connections to help his brother establish himself in Christmas tree distribution.

“I introduced Arthur to an agent that | had in the blueberry business towards
Antigonish, and his name was Lowell M..”

At Case D cousins in New Jersey provided social capital to Case D2 assuming both
operations would share resources and share inventory. As such, New Jersey cousins
imbued social capital on Case D2 to assure that Kent. and his family at Case D2 would
grow using similar irrigation techniques, similar fertilizing techniques, similar lining-
out stock, etc. that an existing customer base would expect. As such, imbuing social
connections on Case D2 could serve to produce similar inventory for sale in either
northeast or southern markets while providing legitimacy to operations in Virginia. In
interviews Clint commented,

““So, got a lot of support from [New Jersey] when getting started; as a matter
of fact that’s why we got started in the business is because we were growing
some more southern crops for them that they couldn’t grow there . . . that was
part of our production.”

John recognized firm resources in social capital from his long association within the
horticulture field as well as his association with vendors and customers between 1994
- 2000. In interviews Bill commented somewhat reticently,
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“not that John didn't know these guys -- but [Case D2] helped cultivate these
relationships as John did sales for Case D2.

John was aware of who supplied D2 as well as what they supplied to D2 operations,
and he cultivated social connections to provide legitimacy and overcome a liability of
newness at 14. Bill further commented in interviews that,

John knew who [Case D2] got their material from each and every year, he saw
the liner sources Clint would put out.”

At Case E quotes from employees suggest that family members at the parent family
firm were neither warm nor easy to work with. However, social capital arguably grew
the business as Ed continued what his father started and developed social acumen for
pleasing landscape architects and horticulturalists with exciting plant varieties and
introductions. Warren recalled,

‘[Ed] joined the plant propagator’s society and got to meet a lot of the
innovators in nursery production’.

While Warren did not propagate, he understood that Boston suburbs were expanding,
and with expansion cities, towns and their developers required plant material. He made
a conscious effort to develop relationships with city and town wardens who made
decisions on what to plant and where to plant it.

Tim would use his father’s connections in every city and town to develop his social
connections for composting in Case E4.

At Case F Michael has endeared the local community to his efforts, and it has paid
dividends in social capital for Case F and Case F1. Joan suggested the same in
interviews:

‘We live and work mainly in Ayrshire and as such we see some feedback out of
return to the community for their understanding of living and working in this
area’.

At Case G social capital like human capital is available but never transferred. Daniel
commented, ‘[Donald] is just going to be for me, a resource. If I need help, if | need
connections.” In additional interviews Daniel also commented, ‘I think [Donald]
would provide me with contacts/resources to help me understand more’.

6.12.3 Transfer of Economic Capital at Cases A-G

At Case A Luke arguably funded ventures creatively, and with little personal economic
capital to transfer to his sons, they did the same. His sons remember the early funding
at Case A:
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“He had gotten some money — about a million bucks, and we had put some
product on the ground that actually wasn't really even owned by us. It was
owned by these New York investors, people that he had known from his prior
career at Grolier Company.”

Near foreclosure when Michael stepped into the business, he recalled,

“l didn't take any money out of this place for ten years to build the horticulture
business. Again, we built it like a tortoise really — incrementally.”

Mathew recalled,

“And so, [Luke] was completely tied up and also financially tied up at Case A
growing tomatoes and starting the transition to horticulture.”

Michael remembered,

“Anyway, we got through that, and my father in his entrepreneurial way
couldn't wait to get rid of this business. He sold me the business like | said at
that point about 1983-84.”

The third generation believes the economics of the business is like a pie; Robert
worries

“But | see Case Al as one pie, and if more people start coming back, the slices
gets smaller right? And right now, my dad and my mom are comfortable
sharing the pie but my older brothers [are] coming back to the family
business.”

In Case B Allen suggested there was always a solid economic platform to allow the
firm to venture and grow in different directions over several generations. He
comments,

“Yes, great-grandfather I think. So that was, I guess, kind of a great platform
for which the company is probably still taking benefits on. And, for many years
we weren’t controlled by finance - we had enough money. We didn’t borrow
money, we had loads of money!”’

Recessionary periods arguably forced the firm to re-think existing business and
commit financial assets to new ventures including the Timber Systems division. Ray
recalls the economic decision to purchase an existing timber framing facility in
receivership by commenting,

“That was in 2007 and they put their timber frame company up for grabs. We
decided at that point, you know what, we've had such a terrible let down from
our supply chain and we want to build these units so let’s purchase it.”

Brad recalls the timeline and decision from board members and family members to
commit to timber systems and provide Ross the economic resources to develop the
business.
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“We stopped using timber frame before the recession, but the economy went
off the edge of a cliff. We were building brick and mortar houses until our
fingers bled; so, I think Ed M. said, “We need to try timber frame, it's quicker,
although it's not necessarily cheaper’. So that gave us the incentive and we
gave [Ray] the resources and opportunity to take [B7] business on.”

And Ed M. notes in interviews that, “Yes. So, | think the company, the main company,
would fund everything [Ray] did.”” Ed M. also notes the economic commitment Case
B made to the Timbers Systems upon the purchase of a factory:

“But once we had our factory we went from not being a great advocate of
timber frame to being great promoters of timber frame. We’d seen the benefits,
our homes went up quicker, we were able to offer product to market in a shorter
period of time, and the benefits just rolled on from there.”

In Case C George established a solid economic base from which to venture because of
his parsimonious nature likely due to his early years escaping war torn Greece. In
interviews both his sons noted:

“He was very prudent and didn’t waste money and didn’t -- and just was not a
big spender. And that made it possible for him to be able to use the money
where he earned it and invest accordingly.”

Financial assets which Case C accumulated over 30 years were often re-distributed by
George to support existing and new ventures. In 1951 George determined that there
might be an opportunity in the production and distribution of marshmallow candy
given the popularity of candy in the States during the Korean War. His first son, Chris,
recalled the decision George made to invest in Case S1 and partner with his sons.

“Oh yeah, the candy business. My father put a lot of money into it. At that
time, | had just got out of college; it was 1951, when he put in at least
$100,000.”

However, George established distinctions in allocation of economic capital believing
that the marshmallow business was a joint venture with his sons while Christmas tree
distribution and blueberry distribution represented individual ventures by his sons.
Chris recalled in interviews,

Yeah, but he didn’t supply the money. We had to do that -- | know we had to
do that . . . | don’t think he financed Arthur’s business either. But I’m not sure.

By the late 1980’s both sons were forced to react to high inflation, high interest rates
and a changing economic landscape by retreating from existing ventures. In interviews
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Arthur recalled the necessity and relative pointlessness of transferring economic
capital from one venture to another for economic survival.

“In *83, we made a million bucks, and you know we had seven profit centres.
But by the late ‘80s and starting in the “90s our profit picture dropped . . . .
And then, after a while - after a few more years, | said, ‘Geez, I’m taking my
income from one business and putting it in another’ Yeah, we were cash poor
all the time.”

The third generation would arguably react to the perilous profit picture presented
during their formative years. Several would curtail their venturing activities given their
experiences in the 1980s. Steven remembered in interviews,

“Those were bad times that | don’t like reflecting on. Every day | entered the
offices with pain in my stomach wondering if the banks would take our business
and houses away. | think it affected my appetite for risk, but I decidedly
ventured.”

At Case D Clint commented that the family firm venture from dairy farming to
horticulture production was an expensive proposition as Kent continued to buy land
and establish Case D in the horticulture field. By the 1960’s production acreage had
increased from 500 to 1800 acres. However, during that time cousins who were
financially and economically established in the horticultural field in New Jersey shared
economic resources. In interviews Clint remembered,

““So, we received a lot of equipment, help, all that; we got their hand-me-downs
and bought their second-hand stuff and it helped us tremendously to get
started.”

Alternately, Case D4 operated without income from 2000 to 2006 while waiting to
harvest and sell inventory of ornamental and shade tree production. He commented in
interviews,

“Case D4 went out on its own, and Case D2 didn't show us any money. There
wasn't anything like that!”

At Case E economic success came relatively quickly to Thomas at his small growing
location just outside Boston. His economic success provided opportunities for his son
and daughter who would expand propagation, launch a retail garden centre and expand
landscape services. Though the 1970s and 1980s, Case E continued to expand
becoming a 960-acre nursery encompassing several horticultural businesses. However,
family transition, competition and economic recession combined to limit economic
resources built up through generations. Warren recalled.

‘During this time many production methods changed, largely in response to
competition and rising costs’.

258



Tim joined the parent family firm during tumultuous times that included
family infighting between Warren and Rodney and eventual filing for US
Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection. With limited economic resources, Tim
would expend all his effort to succeed with his individual family venture.

At Case F Michael has invested heavily in economic capital in his daughter’s
venture. He commented,

‘I gave her £50,000 to start the business. That gave me 49%, and that gave her
51%’.

But Michael also understood that her venture in wee homes existed as a separate
business with separate responsibilities and balance sheets. Michael also commented,
‘If I send a joiner from Case F to work for Case F1 Joan has still got to buy that.’

At Case G there is no data referencing transfer of economic capital except for vague
references from Donald pertaining to a ‘return’ if he invested economic capital in
Daniel or Jake’s proposed venture. Donald commented,

‘What I've taken now and what | have invested and what | have available to
invest | want a return on’.

However, upon venturing Daniel believed that Donald would offer economic capital.
He commented,

‘I do think he would offer financial support, and he would expect
payback/return on that investment’.

6.12.4 Transfer of Cultural Capital at Cases A-G

Cultural capital at Case A arguably exists in the notion that family members
“romanticize business” and Michael and Mathew frequently comment that Luke would
“romanticize business when he hadn’t quite analysed it.”” A romance with business is
arguably passed down through generations in an entrepreneurial disposition. Sons and
grandsons often reflect on their love for business. Luke also passed along cultural
capital in the form of emotional capital and intellectual capital. According to Mathew,

“[Luke] showed, emotional capital - intellectual capital of what it takes to
succeed in your own business.”

While Luke’s sons and grandsons often admonish him for his lack of determination
for starting and exiting so many ventures, their arguably admire the cultural capital he
has transferred to their individual ventures in emotional and intellectual capital.

Case B has arguably established history, traditions and techniques which suggests
objectified cultural capital in the Scottish building trade as timber merchants, home
builders and developers for seven generations. In [1999] authors published a history
of parent family firm to chronicle and compare social structures in Scotland with the
development of building practices and rise of the parent family firm. Brad recalls
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family history in Scotland from the late 17" century in north eastern Scotland where
the family began a culture of quality and craftsmanship in building. In an objectified
state many family members comment in interviews that, mentioning the parent
company name, .” . . will get you in anywhere. It opens doors so easily.” Ray
comments,

““So, basically the name got us in the door. Without [Case B] backing of the
[B7] venture, that part of the market — if we go on the door at AB Smith, for
example - it wouldn’t have gotten off the ground.”

Allen similarly commented,

“I’m not going to control every business aspect, but whatever the venture, you
still have the Case B brand name behind it, and that to me is one of the most
important things - is the name. What it stands for has to go with the new
ventures and new idea.”

At Case C George believed in business, and he believed that to be successful in
business required a reputation for hard work, reliability and honesty, and he extended
the significance of a reputation for hard work, reliability and honesty by imbuing the
importance of reputation to his sons and grandchildren. Chris recalled in interviews,

“And he was always trying to help people. He was quite an individual. It was
good for his business, because the growers and the farmers that shipped him
merchandise depended on him to get the right market price and get a good
return on their merchandise - whatever they were growing: tomatoes, apples,
whatever.”

Both of George’s sons would establish their own businesses in the agricultural sector
and espouse their father’s appreciation and respect for business and reputation in
business. Chris recalled,

“| found that that was a good way to be, and people would talk well about you,
and they would hear about you, and you can do almost anything in business
and get by very well.”

Cultural capital would extend to children and grandchildren of George as they
individually ventured in agricultural distribution. Arthur recalled in interviews that his
father’s strong reputation in fruit and produce presented opportunities in venturing and
partnering.

“And, you know, Tony C. from the bank liked what I was doing - working, and
hustling, and he knew [George]; he didn’t know him, but he knew of him in the
produce business.”

Arthur’s first son, Greg, would extend cultural capital from all Case C ventures in
order to expand Christmas tree distribution beyond Nova Scotia into Quebec. In
interviews Greg recalled,
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“l think the main thing was the reputation and the track record and the
purchasing power of the parent company . . . so that had been developed over
quite a number of years.”

At Case D establishment of cultural capital arguably started well before Kent in 1946
positioned Case D1 operations in the horticulture field. Cousins in Princeton, NJ had
operated in the horticultural field as pre-eminent growers in northeastern United States
for more nearly 200 years. As such, Case D1 under the leadership of Kent arguably
leveraged cultural capital from New Jersey family operations to quickly become
established and successful in horticultural distribution in the southeastern US. As a
nurseryman and family member, Clint leveraged cultural capital established by his
family and his father for family operations at Case D2. As an employee John P.
remembered, “Case D1 was a very well-established, very successful nursery in the
state of Virginia.”

When he established Case D4, John P. as a non-family employee did not actively
capitalize on cultural capital established by Case D1 or 12. Instead, John arguably
attempted to establish cultural capital in the quality of product he produced. John
commented in interviews,

“l was not trying to grow an inferior tree and | would say Case D2 had the
same strategy. They're not trying to grow an inferior tree.”

Data in interviews suggested that cultural capital at Case D4 existed due to Case D4
efforts rather than Case D4 association with Case D2. However, in interviews Bill
commented,

“I think the association with Case D2 didn't hurt. Case D4 was good enough
to stand on its own, but it certainly didn't hurt John to be able to go in while
he represented Case D2 . ..”

Further, Bill noted in interviews that,

“I think the association with Case D2 helped with the launch of trees. The
association helped solidify and launch Case D4 to get off the ground.”

At Case E the parent family firm established a reputation for horticultural innovation
and excellence. Thomas began growing fruit and ornamental trees to a dedicated
following while his son, Ed, propagated woody ornamentals in unusual, small-leaf
rhododendron varieties to an even larger following. Thomas and Ed always
commented, “If [Case E] doesn’t have it, then no one has it.” And Warren
remembered,

‘In 1959 we opened the retail garden centre. [Ed’s] viewpoint that ““if we raise
the plants, they will come”, was largely correct, because the company
continued to prosper’.
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Cultural capital in horticultural hubris was well known in the industry, and it
transferred to both Warren and Rodney. With it they established their individual
ventures in commercial re-wholesale and growing operations. However, competition
in the early 1980s suggested that many other could supply the same plants, better
quality and at cheaper prices. While Warren and Rodney feuded, Tim attempted to
find his way in the organization and utilize what was left of cultural capital from earlier
generations to return the parent family firm from bankruptcy and support his venturing
activities in composting and retailing in the 1990s and 2000s. He remembered, ‘The
[Case E] name was good. | think the name is still good, it's a well-recognised brand’.

At Case F cultural capital exists in 23 years of quality and craftsmanship in the building
of bespoke homes around Glasgow, and Joan believed her association with Case F and
utilization of cultural capital from Case F1 has been ‘helpful’. She commented in
interviews,

‘They always discuss them as two separate companies, but it's certainly helpful
at this early stage to be able to say to people that we subcontract the building
lot to Case F, and they've been running for 23 years, and they've built over
1000 new homes’.

Michael echoed his daughter’s thoughts:

‘I think there’s a feeling that if there’s a solid company with 23 years’
experience ... | think that lends real substance to Case F1.’

At Case G there are arguably no references to cultural capital or transfer of cultural
capital to new ventures of venturing activity on the part of family or non-family.

6.13 Conclusion

Qualitative data guided the analysis in previous sections including analysis of five
parent family firms with family ventures as well as two parent family firms with non-
family ventures. The analysis presented in previous sections revealed patterns in the
data reflecting categorised and uncategorised dispositions and munificence not
existing in the literature. This revelation proved somewhat intriguing given there are
constructs existing in habitus and asymmetric paternalism not reflected in literature
referring to family firms and family firm venturing. As such, the analysis of data
presented the possibility of exciting new constructs while it also presented
opportunities for construction and clarity in undetermined dimensions of habitus and
asymmetric paternalism (Bourdieu, 2005a, Sunstein and Thaler, 2003, Sunstein and
Thaler, 2008). Further, this section suggested examples of capital transfer in human,
social, economic and cultural capital from the parent family firm to family ventures.
Just as important, this section suggested limited or no capital transfer from to non-
family ventures.
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The following chapter provides discussion and conclusion to propositions which
suggest further testing of communication in an entrepreneurial habitus and ‘nudging’
in asymmetric paternalism between parent family firms and their new ventures. While
suggestion of each new construct may seem somewhat obvious, these new constructs
do not exist in the literature and potentially explain process and practice at parent
family firms as they successfully transition between generations. Further, the
following chapter includes a suggestion for further discussion and analysis of
entrepreneurial capital at the parent family firm. Does the parent family firm provide
higher/lower levels of entrepreneurial capital to their family ventures? Finally, the
following chapter reflects on the significance of an entrepreneurial habitus and
asymmetric paternalism as it might apply to academic research relating to
entrepreneurial transition at parent family firms, individual entrepreneurs at the parent
family firms, parent family firms and economic development given success of parent
family firms.
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CHAPTER SEVEN - DISCUSSION

7.1 Introduction to the Chapter

This study began with questions focused on sponsorship and venturing at parent family
firms. 1 asked how the venturing process unfolds at parent firms — do parent family
firms randomly create new venture(s) and provide a resource-munificent context
haphazardly to family and non-family ventures? Or, do parent family firms introduce
new venture(s) generation after generation and sponsor these venture(s) in similar
ways suggesting the need for a more-nuanced theory of sponsorship among parent
family firms as Castrogiovanni (1991) suggests (Flynn, 1993a, Amezcua et al., 2013,
Castrogiovanni, 1991)? To answer these questions, this study sought to understand
prevalence, process, practice, dispositions and acts of organisational sponsorship at
parent family firms and their new family and non-family new ventures.

To advance theory which might fully answer my research questions and propose a
model for further testing, | examined five parent family firms with family venture(s)
and two parent family firms with non-family venture(s). Each case varied in terms of
number of ventures, number of generations, and number of interviewees at parent
firms. The findings from cases research as noted in Chapters 5 and 6 are that parent
family firms sponsor their family ventures in the context of new business incubation;
they do not typically sponsor non-family ventures. Furthermore, parent family firms
imbue long-lasting, transposable and entrepreneurial dispositions while gently steering
ventures toward available opportunities and resources. Finally, parent family firms
sponsor different types of ventures differently; they imbue only family ventures with
long-lasting, transposable and entrepreneurial dispositions while gently steering
family venture(s) toward available opportunities and resources. This implies that a
more-nuanced approach to dispositions and munificence is necessary for a complete
understanding of organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation
in order to understand how the venturing process unfolds at parent family firms (Flynn,
1993a, Flynn, 1993b).

7.2 Overview and Discussion of Findings

All the data gathered over a period of 36 months and presented in the previous chapters
provided a chronological order of key events and allowed for the presentation of in-
depth textual analysis of entrepreneurial dispositions and organisational sponsorship
in the context of new business incubation at each parent firm. The information
provided additional, new constructs for further testing. Among dispositions and
sponsorship activities, textual analysis of the data in Section 6.3 through 6.9 pointed
to new constructs in long-lasting and transposable entrepreneurial dispositions along
with gentle steering in a nudge from a parent family firm to family ventures. Data
collected and analysed also pointed to the fact that parent family firms provide long-
lasting and transposable entrepreneurial dispositions along with gentle steering in a
nudge only to family ventures This study, therefore, demonstrates not only that family
firms treat family and non-family ventures differently, but do so in particular ways that
have not been documented before. Uncategorised data in long-lasting and
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transposable entrepreneurial dispositions points to a new construct in an
entrepreneurial habitus while uncategorised data in a gentle push or nudge from a
parent family firm to family venture(s) points to an existing construct from behavioural
economics literature in libertarian or asymmetric paternalism.

Chapter Three presented existing literature reflecting both constructs while Chapters
Four presented methodology and data to prepare for the introduction of both constructs
to family business literature. Chapter Six along with Appendix 9.3 presented textual
analysis of the data supporting secondary codes which reflected dimensions in an
entrepreneurial habitus and libertarian paternalism. This chapter attempts to draw
implications from the results, analysis and presentation of propositions from previous
chapters for theory (this section) and for practitioners (in subsequent sections). While
the previous chapter uses abductive reasoning to induce propositions, this section
deduces hypotheses for further testing. While the previous chapter structured the data,
this section links the inadequacy of existing constructs with the adequacy of new
constructs in family firm literature. In other words, this chapter compares and links
existing constructs in an EO, EL and organisational sponsorship to new constructs in
an EH and libertarian paternalism to determine whether new constructs are additive or
stand-alone constructs in the family business literature.

7.2.1 Long-lasting, Transposable Dispositions in an Entrepreneurial Habitus
Bourdieu (1977: 83) describes the concept of habitus as ‘A system of lasting and
transposable dispositions . . .”. Section 2.4 of this study explains variations on the
concept in detail to suggest habitus is not a structure but a set of durable and long
lasting dispositions which (1) form human behaviour, (2) vary according to the social
environment from which they develop, and (3) allow the individual or agent according
to Bourdieu (1990a: 122) to ““play the hand that he is dealt” and *““play his hand
freely.” As Dimaggio and Powell (1991b: 25-6) explain, the power of habitus is that
it links micro and macro-level process in organisational theory. Furthering their
discussion, Emirbayer (2008:4) notes that habitus in the context of organisational
theory,

‘... 1samechanism linking individual action and the macro-structural settings

within which future action is taken. The habitus also links past fields to present

fields through the individual actors who move from one to the next.

Emirbayer (2008) also notes that the role of habitus in an organisational context may
shed light on how structure within the organisation builds from micro-processes of
individual behaviour (Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008).

As it was presented in Section 2.4 De Clercqg and Voronov (2009) discuss a practice
perspective of entrepreneurship leading to an entrepreneurial habitus (EH). The
authors (2009: 395) question whether a newcomer entering a field can be legitimized
as an entrepreneur, ““by enacting taken-for-granted yet conflicting expectations about
“fitting in” with field rules or ‘standing out’ as a rule breaker.”” This study suggests
that an EH in the context of organizational sponsorship at the parent family firm is a
zebra of a different stripe in that EH is not necessarily an “artful navigation of rules,
norms and objective conditions” in the beliefs of others as De Clercq and Voronov
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(2009: 396) propose but rather a compilation of resource capital and communication
over generations which imbue long-lasting and transposable dispositions (1) in an
expectation to venture, (2) in support for the family venture, (3) in problem-solving at
the family venture and (4) in the existence of an entrepreneurial environment in which
to venture (Eisenhardt, 1989, Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007, Yin, 1994).

It is tempting to suggest that EH is simply an extension of the EL construct in added
dimensions that Jaskiewicz et al. (2013) did not recognize. This study suggests that
EH is much more than new dimensions in an EL in that it functions as an overarching
construct encompassing dimensions of an EL. For example, in Case A Luke imbued
an EH in his children and grandchildren emphatically and repeatedly commenting ““no
one should fear failure” and ““everyone should run their own business.” In interviews
his children and grandchildren continually suggest they have no fear of failure and
desire to run their own businesses. In Case B Adam and Fred instilled ““performance
obligations™ to venture. Their children, grandchildren and great grandchildren assess
their entrepreneurial performance on the performance obligations. In Case C George
and Arthur imbued an EH in a constant search for ‘what’s next’. Their children and
grandchildren continually search for entrepreneurial activity and venture accordingly.
As such, this study proposes that dimensions of an EL exist as a proper sub-set of an
EH such that EH = {EL} since all elements of EL are in EH, and EH contains at least
one element that is not in EL. While this study suggests that the parent family firm
imbues an EH in communication over generations leading to the creation of
entrepreneurial dispositions as well as entrepreneurial practices. In other words, this
study provides data which supports dimensions of strategic education, entrepreneurial
bridging and strategic transitioning in an EL but data also includes an EH in a
conscious and continual practice of communication among and between generations
(Burgelman, 1983, Bourdieu, 2005a, De Clercq and Voronov, 2009b, Jaskiewicz et
al., 2015a).

It is also tempting to suggest that EH is an extension or sub-construct of EO in the
context of organizational sponsorship at parent family firms in which, according to
Burgelman (1983), the essential act of entrepreneurship can be establishing a new
venture either by a start-up, an existing venture, or by internal corporate venturing. Yet
Miller (1983) and Lumpkin and Dess (1996: 136) suggest that,

“New entry explains ‘what’ entrepreneurship consists of, and entrepreneurial
orientation explains ‘how’ new entry is undertaken . . . An EO refers to the
processes, practices and decision-making activities that lead to new entry . . .
Thus, it involves the intentions and actions of key players functioning in a
dynamic generative process aimed at new venture creation.”

As such, the intentions and actions of key players in dimensions of an EO involve
environmental and individual attributes (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Miller, 1983).
There is arguably no long-term dimension in EO in terms of venturing. As such, this
study proposes that dimensions of an EO exist as a proper sub-set of an EH such that
EH = {EO} since all elements of EO are in EH, and EH contains at least one element
that is not in EO.

However, Lumpkin et al. (2010: 241) considered long-term orientation (LTO) in the
context of family business to suggest,
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“The tendency to prioritize the long-range implications and impact of
decisions and actions that come to fruition after an extended time period.”

Zellweger et al. (2012) also considered long-term orientation in the context of family
business in a family entrepreneurial orientation (FEO) to suggest trans-generational
entrepreneurship at parent family firms (Zellweger et al., 2012). According to
Zellweger et al. (2012: 137) FEO introduces a family-level construct to understand, .
.. how the attitudes and mind-sets of the controlling family affect entrepreneurship.”

In both constructs the authors attempt to answer ‘how’ family firms enact
entrepreneurship at the family firm, but they do not answer for long-lasting
dispositions transferred over generation through communication (1) in an expectation
to venture, (2) in support for the family venture, (3) in problem-solving at the family
venture and (4) in the existence of an entrepreneurial environment in which to venture.

Figure 7.17 summarizes the analysis of uncategorised dispositions previously
described by textual analysis in Section 6.3 through 6.9 of this study by showing
progression from measures to dimensions and from dimensions to new construct
derived after (1) identification of dispositions, (2) analysis of the data, (3)
interpretation of the data, and (4) evaluation of existing constructs in the literature and
individual variables at parent firms and their new venture(s) (Yin, 1994, Eisenhardt,
1989, Nordqgvist et al., 2009, Cassell et al., 2017). This uncategorised data suggests
there is (1) communication in an expectation to venture, (2) communication in support
for the family venture, (3) communication in problem-solving at the family venture
and (4) communication in the existence of an entrepreneurial environment to venture.
The process of abduction from codes to construct is shown in Figure 7.17 below.
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Figure 7.17: Dimensions & Constructs in an Entrepreneurial Habitus

1st order Measures 2nd Order Construct

Communicate expectation to venture;
Communicate support for the family Communicate long-

venture; lasting and Entrepreneurial
Communicate problem-solving at the transposable .
family venture; entrepreneurial Habitus

Communicate an entrepreneurial dispositions
environment in which to venture.

7.2.3 Capital Transfer in a ‘Nudge’ or Libertarian Paternalism
As explained in Section 2.2, paternalism is an age-old concept with literary roots in
Weber (1964). The concept in all forms has typically elicited criticism and scepticism
among historians, economists and social scientists depending on whether use of the
concept is normative or structural (i.e. descriptive) (Thaler and Sunstein, 2003,
Dworkin, 2002, Fleming, 2005). Abercrombie and Hill (1976:418) propose in their
seminal work,
‘Paternalism pre-supposes unequal access to resources, which reflects
differences in the power of the various parties. The paternalist provides
resources which subordinates would be unable to find on their own which is
the basis of their dependence.’

As stated in Section 2.2 asymmetric or libertarian paternalism is paternalistic because
it helps individuals achieve their own goals by essentially protecting them from
themselves and guiding or steering them towards an option which promotes their
welfare (Zalta et al., 2003, Sunstein and Thaler, 2008). Paternalism is asymmetric in
terms of power and helping individuals who are prone to making irrational decisions
while not harming those making informed, deliberate decisions. Asymmetric or
libertarian paternalism differs from heavy-handed paternalism in attempting to help
individuals without coercing or limiting freedom of choice (Loewenstein et al.,
2007). As presented in Section 2.2, Camerer et al. (2003: 1211) support the view that
asymmetric paternalism forces or prevents choice for an individual’s own good.
Policies which reflect libertarian or asymmetric paternalism change the presentation
of choices or ‘nudge’ the individual in such a way that individuals who are less
informed might choose a decision better for themselves (O'Donoghue and Rabin, 1998,
Camerer et al., 2003, Thaler and Sunstein, 2003, Brock et al., 1988, Dworkin, 2002,
Zalta et al., 2003). Further, policies which reflect libertarian or asymmetric
paternalism in a ‘nudge’ neither coerce nor force the individual; whatever the
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beneficial item (e.g. fruit, vegetables, financial security), it is placed within ‘easy
reach’ and ‘full view’ of the individual (Sunstein and Thaler, 2008).

This section suggests “uncategorised’ resource munificence in sponsorship activities,
identified in Chapter 6 and described further below, exist as libertarian paternalism or
a ‘nudge’ from the parent firm to the family venture(s) (Sunstein and Thaler, 2003).
The ‘nudge’ toward available resources and opportunities is in the form of soft
paternalism since the process is non-coercive but attempts to move the new venture in
the right direction in order to acquire legitimacy and overcome a liability of newness.
As such and as Sunstein and Thaler (2003) might predict, the ‘nudge’ alters the new
venture’s path in predictable ways without forbidding options or significantly
changing their economic incentives or choices. The ‘nudge’ is typically cheap and easy
to avoid for the new venture; it is also cheap and easy to avoid for the parent family
firm since the possibility of new venture exit is easy to economically and socially
absorb, but there is no data to support this last claim.

Figure 7.18 summarizes the analysis of uncategorised munificence in the data by
showing progression from primary measures to secondary constructs derived after
identification of munificence, analysis of the data, interpretation of the data, and
evaluation of existing constructs in the literature and individual variables at parent
firms and their new venture(s) (Eisenhardt, 1989, Yin, 1994, Nordgvist and Zellweger,
2010). The patterns in Figure 7.18 suggest that the parent family firm (1) presents
opportunities to venture, (2) presents partnerships to venture and (3) provides stability
at the parent family firm to venture.
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Figure 7.18 Dimensions & Constructs of Libertarian Paternalism in an

Entrepreneurial Context
1st Order Measures 2nd Order Construct New Construct

Present opportunit(ies) to

VI Provide gentle - .
Present partnership(s) to steering toward Libertarian

venture venturing Paternalism

Present stability at PFF to
venture

7.2.4 Changes to Entrepreneurial Capital resulting from a Nudge

Scholars including Dimaggio and Navarro who reference Bourdieu, repeatedly reflect
on the interaction and interdependence of fields, forms of capital and habitus in the
daily accumulation of power (Bourdieu and Nice, 1977). As presented in Section 1.6,
capital theory represents the third pillar of Bourdieu’s work on social theory and
structure. In an organisational context, forms of capital are critical resources for new
venture growth and survival (Firkin, 2001). Consequently, it is entrepreneurial capital
existing as a derivative of Bourdieu’s forms of capital which a new venture must
acquire to overcome a liability of newness, achieve legitimacy and acquire power over
the field (Firkin, 2001, Zimmerman and Zeitz, 2002, Stinchcombe, 1965).

As it was presented in Table 6.84 and Section 6.7, data from coding and textual
analysis suggests that there is a change in capital transferred from parent family firms
to family venture(s) while data suggests there is little change in capital transferred to
non-family ventures. In Case A Luke transferred human capital in a ‘nudge’ with his
commitment to provide an education in plant science for his sons at White University
School of Agriculture. His sons have similarly ‘nudged’ their sons toward White
University School of Agriculture. In Case A Luke did not ‘nudge’ with economic
capital because none was available. Similarly, his sons have not ‘nudged’ their sons’
ventures with economic capital albeit for different reasons. In Case B generations
nudge with cultural capital and social capital to ‘open doors’ for new ventures. In Case
C George ‘nudged’ Chris and Arthur with social capital and economic capital toward
venturing activity while Arthur ‘nudged’ his children toward venturing with social
capital and human capital. In Case D cousins in New Jersey provided Kent, Clint and
his brothers with human, social, economic and cultural capital to support their
ventures. For John and his non-family venture, Clint and his parent family firm
provided little or no capital to John for his non-family venture. In Case E Thomas
‘nudged” Ed with human and economic capital while Ed ‘nudged’ his sons and their
ventures with cultural and economic capital. Though Warren and Rodney feuded and
limited economic capital at the parent family firm, they provided Tim with some social
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capital and cultural capital. At Case F Michael ‘nudged’ his daughter and her venture
with economic and cultural capital despite turbulent economic conditions. In Case G
Donald held out human, social and economic capital for Daniel and his venture in Lilac
propagation but provided little ‘nudging’ in support of the non-family venture.

Proposition 8: With a ‘nudge’ the parent family firm transfers opportunities and
strategic resources in entrepreneurial capital from the parent family firm to its family
venture(s).

7.2.5 A Model of Organisational Sponsorship at Parent Family Firms

Figure 7.19 presents a visual representation of the propositions to suggest a theoretical
model of organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation at
parent family firms. Similar to the model presented in Figure 3.10 parent family firms
sit atop the model and represent past and present generations at the parent family firm.
Only family ventures sit at the bottom of the model since this research suggests only
family venture(s) accumulate forms of capital given dispositions and munificence
imbued by the parent family firm over generations. In Figure 3.10 extant literature
suggests dispositions and munificence are separate and distinct activities of the parent
family firm supporting new venture creation. However, extant literature presented in
Figure 3.10 does not include consideration of transfer of capital across generations. In
other words, what exactly does the parent family firm imbue in an act of organizational
sponsorship in support of family ventures? Figure 7.19 presents a linear model in
which dispositions and munificence exist as integrated activities of the parent family
firm in support of new family ventures. EH sits atop the activities as a proper subset
of EL and EO since data suggests EO and EL are not sufficient for EH to exist and be
transmitted across generations. Family firms pass on EH by encouraging EO and
building EL but they do more than that; this study provided examples of EO and EL
in each case but also other uncategorised forms of dispositions classified as EH
transferred only to family ventures. As such, Proposition, 8, 8a and 8b suggest EO and
EL exist as proper subset of EH.

Figure 3.10 also includes organizational sponsorship as a distinct activity of the parent
firm in support of venturing activity. As it was presented in Section 3.2 and depicted
in Figure 3.5 Amezcua et al. (2013: 1628) define organizational sponsorship as,
““attempts to mediate the relationship between organizations and their environment by
creating a resource-munificent context intended to increase survival rates.”” However,
this study presented data to suggest organisational sponsorship is just a collective term
for the different ways in which entrepreneurial capital gets transmitted or built up in
the new venture? This study also suggested that parent firms with an EH build up
organizational sponsorship over generations. Consequently arrows in Figure 7.19 lead
from EO and EL leading downwards to organisational sponsorship (Flynn, 19933,
Amezcua et al., 2013). In other words, instead of dispositions and munificence as
parallel paths, data suggested EH imbued from previous generations in long-lasting
and transposable entrepreneurial dispositions directed family venture(s) toward
opportunities and resources with a ‘nudge’ as suggested in Proposition 8. Nudging is
the mechanism by which the parent family firm gently steered their family venture(s)
toward strategic opportunities with available forms of entrepreneurial capital (EK) as
suggested in Proposition 9. Upon acquiring legitimacy and overcoming a liability of
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newness, the new family venture(s) acquires entrepreneurial capital for power over the
field (Bourdieu and Nice, 1977, Firkin, 2001, Flynn, 1993a, Flynn, 1993b,
Stinchcombe, 1965).
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Figure 7.19 A Visual Representation of the Propositions
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7.4 Theoretical Contributions

This section discusses the theoretical contribution of this study, and in particular the
addition of these two new constructs to family firm literature. As noted in Chapters
One and Chapter Two, to date no theory fully explains exactly why and how family
firms imbue and actively impose entrepreneurial dispositions and resources to engage
in the practice of trans-generational entrepreneurship. As reviewed in Section 2.4,
previous research has identified attributes that facilitate entrepreneurship among
“family’ and ‘non-family’ firms (e.g. Chua, 1999; Zahra et al. 2004). But, based on in-
depth interviews and textual analysis of seven parent family firms with “family’ and
‘non-family’ ventures, this study adjusted the level of analysis to introduce a theory of
trans-generational practice proposing some family firms imbue and actively impose
entrepreneurial dispositions and gently steer entrepreneurial ‘family’ ventures toward
opportunities and strategic resources in the form of entrepreneurial capital. More
specifically, as described in Section 7.2 and depicted in Figure 3.10, they imbue family
ventures with an entrepreneurial habitus over generations, provide organizational
sponsorship activities while gently nudging them toward strategic opportunities and
resources in the form of entrepreneurial capital. This study challenges the conceptual
model of extant literature presented in Figure 3.10 to suggest there is an overarching
construct in EH and a mechanism in ‘nudging’ which arguably explain how family
firms imbue and actively impose entrepreneurial dispositions and engage in the
practice of trans-generational entrepreneurship. Textual analysis of data and
introduction of new constructs constitute the novel theoretical contribution of this
study. The following section discusses how new constructs in this study link to other
important constructs in family business literature.

7.4.1 Contribution to Dimensions of an EL and an EO

This study contributed to the work of Jaskiewicz et al. (2014) in dimensions of an EL
at the parent family firm. The authors noted that EL exists in a rhetorical reconstruction
of past entrepreneurial events and in dimensions of a strategic education,
entrepreneurial bridging and strategic transitioning (Jaskiewicz et al., 2015b). As noted
in Section 7.2.1 this study suggested that EH is much more than a new dimension in
an EL in that it functions as an overarching construct encompassing dimensions of an
EL. As such, an EL exists as a proper subset of EH such that EH={EL}.

This study also contributed to the work of Miller (1983) and Lumpkin and Dess (1996)
in dimensions of an EO at the parent family firm. An EO exists in the individual in
dimensions of innovativeness, pro-activeness and risk-taking (Miller, 1983). As noted
in Section 7.2.1 this study suggested that EH functions as an overarching construct
encompassing dimensions of an EO such that an EO exists as a proper subset of EH.

7.4.3 Contribution to Libertarian Paternalism

This study has also contributed to existing literature on libertarian or asymmetric
paternalism given the suggestion that parent family firms gently steer their family
venture(s) toward available opportunities and strategic resources with a ‘nudge’
(Sunstein and Thaler, 2008, Sunstein and Thaler, 2003). While Sunstein and Thaler
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(2003) proposed a ‘nudge’ in libertarian paternalism in a general context, this study
has narrowed the context to parent family firms and their new venture(s) to suggest
that the parent family firm provides a ‘nudge’ to only their family venture(s). This
study also suggested that a “nudge’ is a mechanism and resource utilized by the parent
family firm to provide a subtle change to the environment of new family venture(s).

7.4.2 Contribution to Family Firm Resources

This study conforms to a ‘familiness’ model in that it considers the individual
resources that a parent family firm transmits to a new venture for sustained competitive
advantage and trans-generational success (Habbershon et al., 2003). Noted in Section
3.4, causally ambiguous resources bundled together in familiness may only be
identified with systematic analysis of the change that took place (Habbershon and
Williams, 1999). Missing from the literature is an in-depth understanding of how new
venture creation and familiness at the parent family firm are linked. This study has
presented data to suggest that an EH and nudging are a resource which only parent
family firms provide their family venture(s), enabling the latter to overcome a liability
of newness and acquire legitimacy (Stinchcombe, 1965, Thaler and Sunstein, 2003).
Both new constructs capture what Habbershon et al. (2010: 17) might consider to be,
“idiosyncratic in the resource profile of each family firm.”” As a caveat, Barney (2001:
12) might suggest these idiosyncrasies, “relate to the ways in which owner and
managers of family firms are actually able, or competent, to bundle and leverage their
resource bases to create competitive advantages™ (Habbershon et al., 2010, Sharma,
2008).
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CHAPTER EIGHT - CONCLUSION

8.1 Introduction to the Chapter

This study has incorporated a breadth of issues and constructs related to the practice
of organisational sponsorship in the context of new business incubation at parent
family firms and their venture(s). While the previous chapter discussed an overview
and discussion of findings expressed in propositions and a theoretical model of
organisational sponsorship among parent family firms and their venture(s), this chapter
discusses the relevance of the research in terms of its practical implications, issues,
limitations and possibilities for exciting new research.

8.2  Practical Implications of this Study

Given the growing interest among researchers to study family firms and their venturing
activity, this study has important practical considerations for family firms, policy
makers and family business educators to consider. Recently, Journal of Management
Studies presented a call for papers on corporate entrepreneurship in family business,
and GEM researchers recently completed a global survey of entrepreneurial family
ventures. This demonstrates the growing interest in this topic. As such, this study is
both timely and relevant for the community of researchers studying parent family firms
and the new venture(s).

8.2.1 Practical Implications for Family Firms

Family business consultants and journalist in the US and UK often quote the vagaries
of family business. Examples of headlines include, “Lachlan — The Unlikely Winner
from the Murdoch Latest Saga” (McDuling, J. Sydney Morning Herald, July 12, 2018)
or “Behind Closed Doors, Demoulas Cousins’ Feud Raged” (Ray, C., Boston Globe,
Aug. 15, 2014). Relentless headlines referencing family firm woes suggest there is
something fundamentally wrong with the family business model of business
succession. Ward’s (1987) seminal study on succession of family firms supports the
headlines with the often quoted statistic that 30% survive to the second generation,
13% survive to the third generation, and only 3% survive beyond the third generation.

This study presented propositions for further research to suggest there can be
successful succession and transition with development of an entrepreneurial habitus
over generations and gentle nudging toward available opportunities and resources with
each generation. For each proposition the goal is the same — imbue the family firm
with entrepreneurial dispositions over generations and nudge entrepreneurial family
ventures toward opportunities and strategic resources with available forms of capital.
While | understand it is heady stuff to propose that an entrepreneurial habitus and
libertarian paternalism may stop the ugly headlines associated with family business,
further research on both constructs might present a practical start to show-case family
firms which imbue entrepreneurial attitudes over generations and achieve trans-
generational, entrepreneurial success.
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8.2.2 Practical Implications for Policy Makers

Under the thoughtful leadership of Bill Bygrave and Michael Hay, the Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) began in 1999 as a joint project between Babson
College and London Business School. After 20 years operating in more than 50
countries, it is still considered the world’s foremost study of entrepreneurship
(Reynolds et al., 2000). Despite high quality information, comprehensive reporting,
and stories which enhance the understanding of the phenomenon of entrepreneurship
around the globe, there is arguably a gap in research undertaken to date. Family
business is the most dominant form of business, yet GEM provides limited data and
limited reporting on the entrepreneurial phenomena within family firms with the
exception of occasional regional reports (eg. GEM UK Scotland 2015) (Levie, 2015).
To date, core survey items on family firms are few and far between, yet they potentially
offer new insights into frequencies of venturing and overall entrepreneurial activity in
family firms around the globe. Researchers could add items that measure whether a
parent family firm transferred resources to a new venture in the form of human capital,
social capital, economic capital and/or cultural capital. To understand type and level
of resources that a parent family firm imbues to its new venture(s), they could measure
the degree to which respondents with nascent and new business ventures were helped
when a parent firm attempted to transfer resources to the new venture. Such measures
were tested in the GEM UK Adult Population Survey over several years and worked
well, but small sample sizes reduced the value of the results. What’s needed is a survey
of firm owners from within existing family business associations including but not
limited to the Family Firm Institute (FFI), the Family Business Network (FBN), and/or
the Family Business Association (FBA).

8.2.3 Practical Implications for Family Business Educators

For family business educators this study introduces a perspective in portfolio
entrepreneurial activities often neglected in family business studies. Too often as
Zellweger et al. (2012) note, researchers fail to consider entrepreneurial activities at
business families beyond the core company, and it is a likely assumption that family
business researchers are also family business educators. Further, researchers — and by
association, educators — seemingly fail to focus on multiple and varied forms of
succession at family firms. This study has diligently focused on the *how’ and the
‘what’ of family firm succession with consideration of entrepreneurial approaches to
succession in an entrepreneurial habitus and libertarian paternalism. For family
business educators there are practical implications in the introduction of an
entrepreneurial habitus and libertarian paternalism in the classroom. Educators might
introduce both constructs as part of a unifying systems perspective for students to
understand how family firms pass on entrepreneurial mind-sets, capabilities and
resources to enable family firms and individual family members to create new streams
of wealth across multiple generations by venturing. This study suggested that EH is an
overarching construct which includes dimensions of an EO and EL.

277



As such, there are learning outcomes which the educator might specify at the beginning
of the course. These might include:

1. an understanding of stakeholder perspectives within the family business;

2. an understanding of theoretical perspectives on family firm succession
including a unified systems perspective captured through an analysis of the
resources and capabilities of the firm;

3. anunderstanding of succession issues facing family firms and how this can be
dealt with strategically given a model of trans-generational entrepreneurship;

4. an understanding of new theory in an EH and ‘nudging’” which further unifies
the family unit with an understanding of the combined effect of dispositions
and resources which lead the family members toward strategic opportunities
and resources for their venturing activity.

Consequently, this study is arguably an extension of a unified systems perspective
developed by Habbershon and Williams (1999) and refined by Cruz, Nordqvist et al.
(2010). Habbershon and Williams (1999: 13) apply RBT for competitive advantage to
family firms to argue there are systemic family inputs and suggest a new path for
research and practice. Further, they integrate entrepreneurial attitudes in their model
in EO. In level of analysis Habbershon and Williams (2003: 13) suggest that it’s not
enough to simply, “compare family and non-family firms in terms of performance or
any other measure.”

Practical suggestions for educators might include awareness and/or membership in the
STEP Project. Founded in 2005 by Tim Habbershon at Babson College, the STEP
Project is a global applied research initiative which explores entrepreneurship and the
entrepreneurial process at family firms. The STEP Project boasts a library of more than
150 case studies of parent family firms supporting trans-generational entrepreneurship
across multiple generations.

8.3  Other Emergent Issues for this Study

Throughout this study issues emerged regarding length and format; attempts to present
two new constructs in an entrepreneurial habitus and libertarian paternalism in fewer
than 100,000 words presented a challenge. For the sake of brevity, | chose to abridge
descriptions of many constructs and limit presentation of relevant data from data.
However, throughout the longitudinal interviewing period interviewees continually
reflected on forms of capital — either from or to the parent family firm - to
communicate effect of an entrepreneurial habitus and libertarian paternalism.

I believe forms of capital are an emergent issue because too many studies reflect on
forms of capital as a stand-alone construct that works to support any field and any
disposition. Bourdieu would likely agree that it is the totality of his theory of practice
which the researcher must reflect in his/her research. As such, I’ve included analysis,
case summaries, cross-case summary and reflections on forms of capital in this study,
but there must be further reflection on forms of capital in the context of organisational
sponsorship. Data presented in Chapter Five provides examples of entrepreneurial
capital transferred from the parent family firm to their family venture(s). Emergent
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issues might include a thorough analysis of the data to determine what type of capital
each parent family firm transferred and how much capital a parent family firm
transferred to individual family venture(s).

8.4 Limitations of this Study

This study presented interesting and innovative propositions for further research.
However, there are limitations to this study given the exploratory nature of the subject
matter and attempts to build new theory upon old theory. While writing, my attempts
to untangle theory and practice reminded me of Yogi Bera’s often quoted, “In theory
there is no difference between theory and practice. In practice there is.” Although Yogi
Bera is best known for his pithy and quixotic statements in the field of American
baseball, in a perfect world there is no difference between theory and practice. As such,
this section presents limitations of this study which are many and varied. First, there
is danger in theory integration across disciplines. Second, there is danger in
misappropriation of existing theory. Third, there is danger in not taking oneself out of
the equation, and fourth, there is danger in limiting scope.

8.4.1 Note on Theory Integration across Disciplines

In fledgling academic fields including entrepreneurship and family entrepreneurship,
scholars have hoped for legitimacy with the use and combination of base discipline
theories (Shaw and Tangirala, 2018). In recent years theory development in
entrepreneurship and family entrepreneurship has seemingly come of age, but scholars
continue to use cross-disciplinary theory integration to offer new and novel insights.

Zhara & Newey (2009:1059) suggest that theory development and/or integration in
contexts where management intersects with disciplines and/or fields “provides an
important forum for creative theory building.”” As such, the authors intimate that for
cross-disciplinary theory development (1) the missing pieces to a theoretical puzzle
must fit together perfectly, (2) new integrative theory must be rich and nuanced, and
(3) scholars must accept the theory within established literature for further testing
(Shaw and Tangirala, 2018).

This study has made all attempts to make an impact on the literature of organisational
sponsorship in the context of new business incubation with the introduction of new
theory in an entrepreneurial habitus and cross-disciplinary theory in libertarian
paternalism. Further, this study has attempted to fit pieces to a theoretical puzzle while
presenting new theory and cross-disciplinary theory that is rich and nuanced. Last, this
study hopes for further testing and acceptance within established literature.

8.4.2 Note on Misappropriation of Theory

This abductive qualitative study generated propositions suggesting parent family firms
communicate an entrepreneurial habitus in dispositions which support venturing
activity among family members. Bourdieu (1977) developed habitus in conjunction
with concepts of field and capital. Concepts of field and capital are widely known but
arguably misused in organisational literature because it is habitus which provides
relational theory for individual concepts of field or capital to exist. In other words,
without thorough analysis of habitus in organisational literature, concepts of field and
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capital make little sense (Emirbayer and Johnson, 2008). This study presents a
comprehensive analysis of habitus in organisational literature as it exists over
generations among parent family firms and their new venture(s).

In my initial approach to this study, 1 assumed that | would reflect on Bourdieu’s forms
of capital or power or fields or habitus and select one or two to investigate variation in
their level when a parent firm provided ‘organisational sponsorship’ to their new
venture(s). Accordingly, | investigated Bourdieu’s social theory as if each construct
could stand-alone because | found that the literature often included Bourdieu’s
individual constructs as if each could stand alone. I now believe my initial assumptions
related to Bourdieu’s social theory were incorrect, and | have chosen to include the
entirety of Bourdieu’s social theory in my investigation and analysis because I believe
there is more than just the duality of the subjective or objective interpretation in a
philosophy, and | believe there is often something more than just the duality of agency
and structure in a methodology. As such, to defend against what Bourdieu (1997: 450)
termed, “French Flu” and ““‘problematics specific to the American field”, | have
attempted to introduce the foundation of Bourdieu’s theory with a literature review
and analysis which includes his foundation of social theory in “field” and ‘habitus’
along with forms of capital in social, economic, cultural and references to symbolic
capital as it relates to “habitus’. Capital cannot exist without a proper understanding of
the habitus of the individual and field in which the individual plays the hand that he/she
is dealt. Alternately, an understanding of habitus and field cannot exist without a
thorough understanding of each form of capital with which individuals might acquire
power over a field. Further exploration of data in this study may reveal how habitus,
field and capital help explain the consolidation of power in the hands of trans-
generational family firms in their respective industry.

8.4.3 Note on a Reflexive Sociology

In this study | have also included an investigation and methodology dedicated to a

reflexive sociology as suggested by Bourdieu, because | believe my age and practical

experience arguably give me an unusual and intimate perspective on entrepreneurship,

corporate entrepreneurship, and family business. Bourdieu (1977: 20) suggests that,
‘One is entitled to undertake to give an ‘account of accounts,” so long as one
does not put forward one’s contribution to the science of pre-scientific
representation of the social as if it were a science of the social world.’

I am a late stage student with success and failure in several businesses over 25 years,
and some would suggest that my age and practical experience have deeply embedded
my mind-set in the practical process of entrepreneurship, corporate entrepreneurship,
and family business. But | beg to differ, and | take offence to the term, ‘prac-ademic’
simply because of the suggested duality and implications of the term. At every turn |
have taken a reflexive turn on sociology to take ‘myself’ out of the equation and out
of the analysis when | interview my subjects and prepare individual case studies. While
I cannot take out the relationships | have developed over the years with many of my
subjects, I’ve made every attempt as part of a reflexive sociology to understand where
my relations and friendships may either cloud my analysis and/or add substance to my
analysis. An example includes Case A semi-structured interviews with Luke and
Michael. Since | had an existing business relationship with both members of the
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family, | asked a research colleague to join me at several sessions and either comment
or interrupt when | put myself in the equation with personal knowledge or insights
about the green industry. As Luke and Michael responded to interview questions, |
frequently reminded both that | was not a friend or industry expert. However, the
knowledge that | was a friend and industry expert provided deep, rich and often
personal insights and answers. Some answers required editing given their very
personal nature.

8.4.4 Note on Limitation of Scope

Common to case study research, there are concerns about generalizability of findings
to a broader context and broader base of industry. Research for this study was
undertaken in the context of seven family firms existing in the green industry and
construction fields and operating in the UK and US. While the initial iteration of this
study offered a single, in-depth US case operating in the green industry, I believed it
necessary to broaden the number of cases, geographic environment of the cases and
operating field of the cases to provide the reader with a holistic vision of a theory of
practice in an entrepreneurial habitus. Further, Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007: 27)
comment that the choice of multiple cases, “typically yields more robust, generalizable
and testable theory than single-case research.” However, only further research will
determine whether theory and constructs developed in this study might be
generalizable and transferrable for paradigm-shifting insights (Kuhn, 1962).

8.5  Further Research

This study presents many opportunities for further research. Further research may
include investigation of (1) levels of libertarian paternalism, (2) levels of coercion, (3)
levels of acceptable failure in real option reasoning, and/or (4) levels of interaction
between entrepreneurial capital, habitus and fields.

8.5.1 Further Research on Levels of Libertarian Paternalism

Further, research may include analysis of levels of sponsorship of liberal paternalism.
Does it exist on a ‘u-shaped curve’, and is there an optimal level of sponsorship to
reduce the likelihood of coercion or agency issues? Call it the ‘Goldilocks effect’
where too much sponsorship in field-building, networking and direct support activities
instils resistance and too little sponsorship instils agency issues at the family
venture(s). Just the right amount of sponsorship points the family venture(s) toward
legitimacy, ability to overcome a liability of newness and trans-generational success
(Stinchcombe, 1965, Flynn, 1993b, Cruz Serrano et al., 2006).

8.5.2 Further Research on Levels of Coercion

Additional research might investigate the effects of coercion in the context of
libertarian paternalism. In other words, when does a nudge become a shove? When
does a nudge become a controlling effort by the parent family firm to restrict or force
venturing activity?  An example might be Case G and the theoretical creation of
Daniel’s new venture. Controlling efforts by Donald would likely transform a ‘nudge’
to a shove. Another example might be Case E in which Tim developed his new venture
almost to spite his controlling and disapproving uncle. Would Tim have developed his
new venture if his father and uncle had both provided a ‘nudge’?
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8.5.3 Further Research on Failure in Real Options Reasoning

Nordqvist et al. (2012: 1090) propose the family firm to be a bundle of resources for

new owners to invest and previous owners to release; the authors state that,
“New owners see the firm as an opportunity for investing resources, and the
previous owners see the firm as an opportunity for releasing resources. Both
the new and previous owners may use these resources to create new outcomes
(eg. new ventures, growth and innovation), allowing the succession of the
family firm as an entrepreneurial entry and exit to produce new value at
different levels (ie. the individual, the family and the firm).”

Their perspective on the family firm as a bundle of resources providing investment for
new outcomes and ultimately succession at the family firm suggests an entrepreneurial
initiative in a specific effort by an existing firm or new entrant to introduce a new
combination of resources (McGrath, 1999). Given a goal of long-run growth and
entrepreneurial succession, failure by definition is an option at the family firm.
Permanent failure is likely not an option, but as McGrath (1999: 14) notes,

“It is the idiosyncratic judgement of what constitutes failure that makes real

options reasoning attractive.”

McGrath (1999) further notes what matters is that initiatives pursued enhance
accumulated resources and knowledge base at the firm. Real options reasoning links
value in resources and uncertainty to suggest failure is an option for the ultimate
pursuit of knowledge and more resources. As such, a parent family firm which may
effectively ‘fall forward’ toward venturing with real options reasoning may benefit not
only from the new insight created by venturing but also establish a path for
entrepreneurial succession (McGrath, 1999). Combined with an entrepreneurial
habitus and nudge from the family firm toward available resources and opportunities,
failure can be re-conceptualized toward a positive outcome.

8.5.4 Further Research on Interaction between an EH, Capital and Fields
Future research would benefit from a quantitative investigation of nudging and
quantitative measure of forms of entrepreneurial capital and the level to which
individual forms of entrepreneurial capital increase or decrease as parent family firms
imbue an entrepreneurial habitus and nudge family ventures (Firkin, 2001, Firkin,
2003, Bourdieu, 1994, Sunstein and Thaler, 2008). With succeeding generations
reinforcing an entrepreneurial habitus at the parent family firm, does a habitus have a
greater/lesser effect on entrepreneurial capital for their family venture(s) and ability to
generate power over the field for the parent family firm?

8.5.5 Further Research on Linking Past Field to Present Fields in an EH

In Section 7.2.4 Figure 7.19 presents a visual representation of the propositions.
However, future research may determine that indeed there may be a theory of
everything in that parent family firms communicate lasting and transposable
entrepreneurial dispositions which function as a matrix of entrepreneurial
perceptions, appreciations, expectations, actions and environment linking past fields
to present fields through individual actors in an entrepreneurial habitus. This study
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offers new constructs in an EH and an entrepreneurial ‘nudging’, but it is the holistic
interplay of both constructs which might offer researchers the most interesting
outcome given full analysis of new and existing data.

8.5.6 Further Research on Proper subsets of EH

Where business families and family businesses over generations communicate lasting
and transposable entrepreneurial dispositions to their new venture(s) in an
entrepreneurial habitus (EH), EL and EO may exist as proper subsets of EH such that
EH = {EL, EO}.

As noted in previous sections and chapters, organisational sponsorship in the context
of new business incubation presents stimulating and complex research opportunities.
This study attempted to provide a deep understanding of the phenomenon while
simultaneously providing a foundation for rigorous and challenging research on the
topic. It is my hope that future researchers will benefit from my work while developing
their own constructs in support of trans-generational entrepreneurship.
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APPENDICES

9.1 Interview Guides — Generic Information

General Information

- Name of Interviewee

- Generation

- Position at parent family firm

- Industry

- Name of new venture(s)

- Business description of new venture

- Number of employees

- Relative stage of the new venture (e.g. nascent, NB or EB)

Opportunity ID and development

- Approximate date of new venture idea

- Context of new venture idea

- Direction towards new venture idea

- Approximate date of incorporation

- Resources available to new venture idea
- Sources of competence and resources

Requested Documentation
- Business plan

- Company history
- Presentations

- Reports

- Notes

- Website

- Press releases

- Other
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9.2

Interview Guide — Forms of Entrepreneurial Capital

At your parent family business how much did specific knowledge or competencies
help develop your new venture?

In what ways did your parent family business impact the knowledge and skills in
your new venture?

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help conceive
original products or services for your new venture? (explicit)

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help provide a
formal transfer of technology or knowledge in the form of a license or patent?

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help loan skilled
personnel to your new venture?

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help lose skilled
personnel to your new venture? (explicit)

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help provide
direct exposure and experience to your nascent venture? (Lane/Lubatkin) (exp)

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help determine
how customers might use new venture products or services?

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help analyse
different combinations of attributes for your new venture products/services? (tacit)

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help transfer
product or service knowledge into your new venture product or service?

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help assimilate
customers’ knowledge into your new venture products or services? (tacit)

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help assimilate
suppliers’ knowledge into your new venture products or services? (tacit)

When you started your new venture did your parent family business help apply
different skills to develop your new venture products or services?
At your parent family firm did external networks and personal connections help in

the discovery of new opportunity?

At your parent family firm did external networks and personal connections help in
generating new venture activity?

When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
provide access to existing markets for your new venture? (structural)
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When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
identify new markets for your new venture? (structural)

When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
identify customer groups which might have interest in your new venture
products/services? (relational)

When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
offer business networking groups or clubs for your new venture (Lions, Rotary etc.)?
(relational)

When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
offer business networking among close business associates? (relational)

When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
continue to talk business after working hours? (cognitive)

When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
suggest outside assistance for your new venture?

When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
provide increased industry standing for your new venture?

When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
provide increased legitimacy for your new venture?

When you started your new venture or spinoff venture did your parent firm help
provide an awareness of brand for your new venture?

When you started your new venture did your parent family firm transfer funding to
your new venture?

When you started your new venture did your parent family firm expect pay back of
funding for your new venture?

When you started your new venture did your parent family firm expect pay back of
funding between 1-3 years?

When you started your new venture did your parent family firm expect pay back of
funding beyond 3 years?

When you started your new venture did your parent family firm expect to “call’
funding upon poor performance?

When you started your new venture did your parent family firm invest tangible
assets in the form of equipment or stock into your new venture?
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9.3  Categorized Dimensions and Munificence in the Data at Cases A-G

9.3.1 Categorised Dispositions at Case A

Case A data reflects dimensions in entrepreneurial behaviour and orientations similar
in risk-taking, pro-activeness and innovativeness. Textual analysis suggests there are
frequent references in second order constructs at Case A among all of the generations
who venture at the parent family firm. As such, the following display and matrix in
Table 9.65 reflects dimensions in entrepreneurial behaviour and orientations as
expressed directly by the interviewee or expressed about the interviewee by either
family members or non-family members working at Case A.
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Table 9.65 Dimensions of EO at Case A as Categorized Data
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Risk-taking

Luke repeatedly commented in interviews that as a young man, he ‘could never
understand any culture which promoted “fear of failure’. In an interview, he
emphatically comments, “‘When you’re afraid of something, that’s the stupidity of us’.
His incessant desire for risk-taking is obvious in every venture he undertook in his
formative years. His son, Michael, adopted a more cautious approach to risk-taking,
given the situation he faced when he joined the parent firm in 1980. Michael
commented in an interview that ‘these were tough, tumultuous times in the 80s’.
However, Michael introduced risk-taking with a slow and steady expansion of
operations at Case Al that included new venturing based on a solid understanding of
the needs of the Case Al customer. Luke’s second son, Mathew, is an incessant but
calculated risk-taker with each new venture he undertakes. Mathew risked repeatedly
in multiple ventures over 30 years. In interviews, he commented on his plans to risk
again by partnering with his sons upon their graduation from White University.

Among third-generation family members, the risk-taking dimension seems to reflect
the influence of the first and second generation. In interviews Robert carefully
commented on his uncle’s incessant need to take risks: ‘I’m envious of my uncle,
Mathew, being able to just bounce around’. Michael’s youngest son, James,
commented in an interview,
‘Me and my brother, Robert, see an expansion of the wholesale distribution
centre model to northern Virginia’.

Innovativeness
Luke represented innovativeness with the start of many new entrepreneurial ventures
from worm composting to alpaca breeding to boutique horticulture often to the
consternation and disapproval of his family. Michael has committed his adult life to
the growth and innovation of boutique horticulture at Case A with creative applications
and innovations that have transformed not only the family firm but also the green-
goods industry. In interviews, he comments on his personal philosophy around
innovating:
‘We are growing plants here. There isn’t some moment of great innovation; we
are innovating every day — incrementally moving the bar’.

Mathew has continued a legacy of innovativeness from his father with commercial
composting, in-vessel composting, methane sequestration, fish farming, hydroponic
production etc. In an interview, he comments,
‘So | guess the challenge which was exciting for me, was we had to figure out
large-scale commercial composting. ... In the process, you know, we figured
out composting on an industrial scale’.

The members of the third generation have imbued the parent family firm with their
own ideas and innovativeness. Robert believes in innovative distribution, and in an
interview, he comments :
‘My dad had a strategic planning meeting and one of the goals for the coming
year was to open up a re-wholesale distribution centre, and that idea came
from me!”
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Pro-activeness

Over 30 years, the family business has developed a reputation for action and initiative
within the green industry. While Luke is pro-active in his ability to envision and start
new ventures, his sons are pro-active in their ability to secure new business by pursuing
new technology, new partnerships, new branding etc. Like his father, Mathew
represents repeated pro-activeness with the launch of numerous ventures in
composting, methane sequestration, fish farming and hydroponic farming, to name a
few. In interviews, Mathew emphatically stresses that he ‘organised, financed and
structured’ each new venture.

The third-generation family members are pro-active in providing innovative logistics
and distribution to customers with new ventures. James and Robert have been pro-
active in starting new horticultural distribution centres, while Andy has been pro-
active in lean shipping ahead of the competition.

Dispositions in Entrepreneurial Legacies at Case A

The following display and matrix in Table 9.66 reflects dimensions of entrepreneurial
legacies as expressed directly by the interviewee or expressed about the interviewee
by either family members or non-family members working at Case A.
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Table 9.66 Dimensions of an EL at Case A as Categorized Data
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succssd in business today”
[Mathew] “Luke couldn T stand
working for big corporarions”
Stratesic [Michael] “legacy &= mainly about | [Rebert]. ", . people tzar their family apart
the buziness ™ because of mongy and that s the last thing
Transitioning T want fo happen with »o_family and
{Mathew) “Don't put one kid Jamily business. "
waorking for the other; it's too
gaviy for that. Have them do their | [Luks] “Total dedication makes something
owr thing. ™ work, ¥ou can't do fwe things ar oncs.

Luke has left a legacy of resilience at Case A. In an interview, Luke comments, ‘I think
people have to have fire in their gut in order to succeed in business today’, reflecting
his disposition towards hard work and total commitment.

While his sons and grandsons praise his entrepreneurial achievements and resilience,
they are also keenly aware of the failures, poor planning and reckless risk-taking that
are also his entrepreneurial legacy. They recount Luke’s ability to ‘romanticise
business even though he hadn’t quite analysed it’. Michael and Mathew suggested that
Case A was ‘Luke’s mid-life crisis’. At the time of this study, Michael had become
keenly aware of his own legacy and that of his family business. In an interview,
Michael comments that ‘legacy is mainly about the business’, and he also comments
that, ‘A hands-on aspect of what | do must be passed on to my kids’.

Strategic Education

Luke’s sons and multiple grandchildren attended White University School of
Agriculture. White University was an academic hotbed of ideas and opportunities in
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the green industry. Michael remembers in an interview that he attended White before
joining the parent firm with direction and guidance from his father.
‘I got into the agriculture school at White; so, I had you know — and that was
I think you know, much to [Luke’s] direction you know, and | got the
horticulture knowledge there and I got the agriculture knowledge there...’.

Luke confirms that Michael attended White at his urging:
‘No, that wasn’t because | sent him to White School of Agriculture — well
maybe a little bit | did — I think maybe you’re right. I think I did. I think I was
talking to a professor up there and Michael went. Michael did go that route —
he did and he, yeah’.

Luke continually expresses his excitement and support for a strategic education among
his sons and grandsons. He comments about his grandson,
‘I asked James to tell me about his exam in plant genetics [at White] and half
of the exam was on genetic modification. Guys his age will start it, but we can’t
convince people; they all think we’re crazy, but that’s a good sign; that’s an
opportunity’.

As of this study, Michael’s sons, Robert and James had completed their education at
White University School of Agriculture and Mathew had one son attending White
University School of Agriculture and another son finishing high school.

Entrepreneurial Bridging

Upon graduation, Michael and Mathew returned to the parent firm to support the

existing ventures and start new ventures in partnership with Luke. Jaskiewicz (2013:

42) described this kind of bridging as ‘trans-generational collaboration of at least two

generations over several years to foster entrepreneurship’. Both Michael and Mathew

have committed to continuing a legacy of independent venturing. Mathew commented,
‘Michael's boys need to have a business to run, and don’t put a boy working
for the other — it’s too early ... give them opportunities to run businesses within
the business so they can again have that sense of autonomy and ownership that
they built something’.

Strategic Transitioning
Jaskiewicz (2013) suggested that families recognise entrepreneurial legacy in strategic
transitioning before the event of transition and plan accordingly. The data suggested
that the transitions from Luke to his sons and daughter proceeded with a simple buyout
of shares or a general desire on Luke’s part to leave his children with 100% ownership
of the individual ventures. As of this study, Michael intended to transition the parent
firm to his sons, while Mathew intended to sell all his businesses and fully partner with
his sons in the creation of new ventures. In an interview, Mathew comments,
‘So ideally, I'd like to have enough capital out of what I have done to basically
have the opportunity to basically go into business with my boys’.
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9.3.3 Categorised Munificence at Case A

This section along with corresponding analysis of data in Appendix 9.3 considers
‘categorised’ munificence in the form of sponsorship activities and resources that the
parent firm has provided to family ventures at Case A. It includes an analysis of
sponsorship mechanisms and the associated activities of field-building, networking
and direct support with which Case A supported its new ventures and actively
transmitted individual forms of capital (Amezcua et al., 2013, Flynn, 19933,
Stinchcombe, 1965). As mentioned in Sections 3.2 and 3.4, mechanisms associated
with organisational sponsorship act as a buffer to protect the new venture from
‘running out of fuel’ in terms of capital and other resources (Flynn, 1993a). Such
mechanisms also act as a bridge to facilitate associations such that capital can flow
more easily between the new venture and essential resource providers (Amezcua et al.,
2013). In this way, sponsorship activities can buffer, bridge or do both, such that a
sponsored new venture may overcome a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy
(Amezcuaet al., 2013, Flynn, 1993a, Flynn, 1993b). The textual display for Case A in
Table 9.67 presents organisational sponsorship data reflecting sponsorship activities
from the parent firm to their new venture(s) (Flynn, 1993a, Flynn, 1993c).
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Table 9.67 Dimensions of Organisational Sponsorship at Case A
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Sponsorship Activities

As it was presented in Section 3.2 there are three sponsorship activities that serve to
buffer and/or bridge the new venture from or to its environment so that it can overcome
a liability of newness and acquire legitimacy (Flynn, 1993a, Flynn, 1993b, Amezcua
et al., 2013). Direct support activities involve direct transfer of knowledge, capital and
labour to new ventures; networking activities link new ventures with external resource
providers via structured programs etc., and field-building activities connect ventures
to similar and new organisations in a field (Amezcua et al., 2013). Each activity may
buffer and/or bridge the new venture from or to its environment by either increasing
or decreasing individual forms of capital (social capital, economic capital, cultural
capital and human capital) (Firkin, 2003). This section analyses the sponsorship
activities conducted by Case A in relation to all of the family ventures associated with
Case A.

Field-building Sponsorship Activities
Industry organisations are often a source of competition, but in industry organisations,
Luke, Mathew and Michael and Michael’s sons, Andy, Robert and James, understand
that they have led to venturing opportunities, networking opportunities and effective
partnerships that promote new business. Michael championed field-building in the
green industry as a vehicle to save costs, introduce new cultivars and support new
ventures. In an interview, he comments,
‘The idea of a partnership or collaboration is not a strong tendency in our
industry. I think it is changing and you are a fool if you don't have that attitude,
in my mind. I feel very strongly about that’.

Luke championed field-building in industrial-scale composting when he proposed
taking wood waste from Maine saw mills to compost into organic mulch in Case A2.
In response to new legislation on commercial composting, Luke humorously
remembered,
‘So | met with the governor, and we opened up a bagging plant and the
Governor of Maine said, ““This is the greatest day of my life —we're taking crap
here in Maine that people throw out, don't want, and we're putting it in a bag
and selling it to people in Massachusetts!””’

Mathew also championed field-building with opportunities in legislation as local
government agencies regulated off-shore dumping, fishing limits, methane emissions
and water restrictions on crops. As a result, he started new ventures in commercial
composting, tilapia fish farming, methane sequestration, hydroponic lettuce
production etc. In an interview, Mathew comments,
‘As recycling mandates came in, as leaves didn't go to the landfill and as larger
and larger livestock farms created waste disposal problems, we were in a
position of having the end-product market’.

In response to government agency restrictions on immigration, James spent a year in

Washington, DC lobbying on immigration policies while investigating opportunities
in labour regulation. Recent immigration raids by local government agencies that
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removed more than 50% of the workforce at Case Al in 2011 prompted his interest.
In response to regulation on shipping, Michael’s son Andy promoted lean shipping
and efficient logistics at Case Al. Field-building among other innovative horticultural
growers and consultancies provided Michael and his son with ideas for venturing in
lean shipping.

Networking Sponsorship Activities

Networking services link new ventures with external resource providers via structured
policies, programs and initiatives (Amezcua et al., 2013, Collinson and Gregson,
2003). At Case A and the new ventures associated with it, individual and family firm
networking is rooted in the ability to leverage individual and collective knowledge
networks, financial networks and family networks into partnerships and new business
for the family firm, the children and the grandchildren. Luke continually networked
with local mentors who offered direction, local news sources that offered information,
local banks that offered deals, local government agencies that instituted policies, local
colleges that offered education, local clients, local organisations, green industry
organisations and multi-national organisations. His son, Mathew, recalled,

‘Luke didn't know much about horticulture, but basically he had a mentor of
his own, Charlie, who was kind of an innovator in the nursery industry’.

Luke also talked proudly about his networking activities for his own and family
education at White University:

‘Well, you know | know a lot of people in research at White University because
of work I’ve done in the horticultural business. You get to know these guys, and
you get to know guys that are interested in the same thing you’re interested in’.

Similarly, in the development of their own ventures, his sons and grandsons connect
with local partners, local banks, local government agencies, local organisations and
multi-national organisations. Luke and his sons actively engaged networks to
continually educate themselves and their children in agriculture, investigate new ideas
and new opportunities in the agriculture field, and seek answers to agricultural issues
as a buffer and bridge to protect and/or connect their new ventures. Michael
remembered,

‘But | got into the Agriculture School at White so | had - you know, and that

was | think - you know, much to [Luke’s] direction - you know, and | got the

plant knowledge there and | got the agriculture knowledge there’.

Local news sources and banks sparked Luke’s entrepreneurial interest in green
industry opportunities and provided him with information on companies in foreclosure
or for sale. His networking activities among local banks provided Luke with resources
that included assets and initial funding for his green industry ventures. In an interview,
he comments on an opportunity provided by his networking activities:
‘That was a big, big operation. The bank was taking it over, and | went to the
bank and got it. You know, you get it for nothing’.
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While his sons and grandsons were more traditional in the way they organised,
structured and financed their venturing activities, they all focused on local sources and
maintained strong networks with local banks — specifically, local agricultural banks.
Mathew engaged his network to find investors who would work with him to start the
venture at Case A2 and continue to provide a financial buffer:

‘Yeah, the investor | found for the company was the father of a family friend
from my basketball network — he was a minority shareholder — and the other
two shareholders were my father and I’.

Michael’s sons, Andy, Robert and James, understand that networking has been an
integral aspect of their father’s, uncle’s and grandfather’s success, and in interviews,
each of the sons commented repeatedly about the significance of family networks
among vendors, customers, banks and universities at Case Al. In an interview, Robert
comments,
‘I walked around the trade show with my dad today. He’s a rock star here,
man!’

Each of Michael’s sons have begun the process of establishing his own network among
friends, family and academics by maintaining and establishing contacts at home and
at school. Robert and James continued a strong family legacy as White University
graduates.

Direct Support Sponsorship Activities
The story of Case A and every new venture associated with it is a story of direct support
through ideas, interest and knowledge of opportunities and resources. In an interview,
Mathew comments that ‘The genius of Luke is that he truly partnered with his sons’,
and while both Michael and Mathew state repeatedly that ‘Luke was not an easy man
to work with” and ‘Luke romanticised business’, they both suggested that his efforts to
introduce ideas and generate interest while sharing his knowledge directly supported
Case Al, Case A2, Case A3, Case A5 and Case A8 in their efforts to achieve legitimacy
and overcome a liability of newness. Both sons also commented that,
‘Luke gave us opportunity while mentoring and supporting us which was way
more valuable than money’.

Luke, Michael and Mathew also provided direct support through the parent family firm
by immersing their children and grandchildren in the field. Robert proudly states in an
interview,
‘I help the guys load the plants on to the loading belt and made sure we were
getting the right orders and the right numbers and counts for each order’.

9.3.4 Categorized Dispositions Case B

This study suggests that at Case B a “unique combination of innovation and tradition™
as Ed suggests, represented dispositions at the parent family firm which family
members and executive leadership passed to future generations and their ventures in
orientation, legacy and language. These dispositions instilled an EO and an EL in
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individual dimensions among individuals and their new ventures (Lumpkin and Dess,
1996, Bourdieu, 1989, Jaskiewicz et al., 2015a).

Entrepreneurial Orientation

This section presents a textual table and in-depth analysis of Case B data in constructs
of an EO and EL. Table 9.68 presents data of an EO in dimensions of individual
behaviour in risk-taking, pro-activeness and innovativeness.
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Table 9.68 Entrepreneurial Orientation at Case B

ED Brad {3™) Ed (non-family Allen (47 Ray (47
Fizsk-takmgz Tdon't thinkwe | "Well wewould | “Tihinkinzome | [Ra] "We
would have borrow It for land | cases theyve are realized we can
Jumped so havd purchasing, but decisions that ave | do it for howes
Jor the Athlstes until wo years wade division and we
Fillage contract | age ov three particularty on did it very well,
ifws were years ago we kad | crsativiny thaar why don T we ssll
building 500 never bowrowed | dontaheqes externally as
ML for any wonsy from | have, Jsuppoze, | well ™
owrselves. T the bank. ™ the numbers ar
don T think we the fore.” [Rae] "5, why
would have gore | [Ed]: We decidsd wouldn T we vt
that way. ™ at that point [in | In 2007 wewere | to prow it? ™
20077 Fou bow | informed by ouwr
“LAthlater what, weve kad | bank that they "However, 1
Fillags] cuch a tevrible ler | would pur a decided that no, I
representsd a dovmn from our timber frams war [B7] to
steady pay check | supply chain, and | compary up for EFOW moFs, It
when litle or no | we want fo build | grabs. Fa needs fo be sslf~
MOREY War these umits; 5o, decided at that syfficient, it
coming in” Itz purchaze it pr:u'm:}r. let’s needs fto be a
and develop 1”7 | pwrchaze it and stand-alowns
develop it " COMMPARY
Innovvativeness Ldllew] "M [Erad] "o, 1 “vou kmow, itz [EBrad] "Edira
urcles have a thirk Ed said still building. It's | fardastic example
End of love for I | "We nesd to oy still velated 1o gf interral
thirk the details timber frams, its | comstruction, bur | promotion while
gf design and the | gquickey, althoush | itz probably just | Ray actually
legacy of the it'’s Mot put down slightly | Iows what
Jom ™ necsssarify a different wa. ” | happens on site.
cheaper’.” I mever worked
O O site, hol oHg
of owr own. ™
Pro-activeness [Bradl I'was [Ed] I think "We have [Ra] "However,
chairman of the we e prone fo carlainly come I decided thet o,
industry body of | intervening. back fo our I want this 1o
Homez of Trtervens and fry | timber frames EFOW movs; If
Seotland to resofve it business. Fou needs fo be sslf~
know, we e syfficient; it
[Ed] "dza [Ed] "Tvegorito | really challenged | nesd=to be a
EFOUD, We Can balance the the concept gf stand-alowns
wmake decisiors | custodiawn rols how a homes can | comparny
very guickly; we | with sl bebuilt. . . 5o, ir
can gef a bogrd maintaining a charnged the
mseting together | vision of where whols owrlook of
i1 an fnstant fo we need to go fo | how we can build
decids ona ard what we howses.
particular nesd fo do to
project.” wiaks W Kot Just
good but grear ™

310




At Case B, there is a careful cultivation of EO among individual family members, but
there is cultivation based on the legacy of the family firm and its commitment to
shareholders. In interviews, it appeared that the dimensions of innovativeness, risk-
taking and pro-activeness as presented in Table 6.54 were active at Case B and in the
family members associated with Case B. This section briefly discusses these
dimensions within the family and culture of Case B.

Risk-taking
When World War | ended, the Scottish Council demanded large tracts of housing for
returning troops, and Adam jumped at the opportunity to extend Case B’s resources; he
accepted each contract that was offered to him. According to grandsons and family
history, Adam understood risk to family capital, but he also understood that risk-taking
was a result of his innovativeness and pro-activeness in the building field. His grandson,
Brad, recalled in an interview,
‘Scotland Corporation in the 1930’s would say we want 1500 houses here, and
no doubt, my grandfather would say, “I can do that!”” for whatever the figure
was, and off he would go ... very, very tightly controlled by the company and
not so tightly controlled by the authorities’.

By 1947, Adam had purchased all of the shares in the firm from his partner and inserted
his sons, Fred and Daniel, into leadership positions at Case B’s offices in Glasgow and
Edinburgh. His grandsons remembered stories about elbow patches on each of his
jackets, suggesting that Adam had risked everything to retain ownership of Case B to
provide opportunities for himself and his sons. At the parent family firm, the father
and brothers embarked on the construction of tenement housing while continuing in
construction for the municipal sector.

The introduction of cousins, Dirk and Brad, in the 1960s changed the focus and risk
profile of the parent family firm to speculative home building and innovative design
in luxury housing, inspired by Dirk’s and Brad’s architectural education. Once again,
the change risked the reputation and profitability of the family firm. In the 1990s, with
the introduction of the cousins Ray and Allen, Case B committed to buying land outside
Scotland for development. While this was a return to business conducted 50 years
earlier, it represented a risk for the firm. In 2007, Case B committed to timber systems
with a transition to timber frames in all of its housing designs. Timber systems
represented a calculated risk to the reputation of the firm; however, it also represented
significant time and cost savings in the construction of Case B homes. In an interview,
Allen noted that the firm,

‘... has enough money to be able to go out and buy these very expensive bits

of land in Scotland for the future.’

However, land purchases within and outside Scotland required bank funding,
suggesting an appetite for greater risk at the firm. Case B began to borrow from banks
rather than funding all of its projects internally. As Stephanie states,
‘Well, we would borrow it for land purchasing, but until two years ago or three
years ago we had never borrowed any money from the bank’.
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Innovativeness
Family and non-family employees at all levels of the parent family firm are supported
in their ideas about efficiencies and innovation. Starting in the early history of the parent
firm, the innovativeness of family members allowed the firm to engage in all forms of
building, from tenement housing for returning war troops to bespoke luxury homes.
Further, this innovativeness introduced mortgage buy-back schemes to release capital
for the homeowner and for the firm. Stephanie recalled the scheme in an interview:
‘Let’s introduce them to a mortgage broker, help them see that there’s an
opportunity to mortgage their homes to release some capital for themselves in
this difficult financial period for everyone, but also help buy us out of our share
to release capital for us’.

Case B’s innovativeness included a willingness to challenge building places and
building practices for the future of the firm. In an interview, Brad recalled an off-site
meeting that requires new ideas:
‘One of us had to present something and it had to be something that we had
never thought of and mine | remember was building in Montenegro and |
produced people from the advisory bodies that advise NATO and all of that
stuff, ex-military people’.

In the 1940s, innovativeness allowed Fred to take on government council contracts that
only the largest post-war firms could handle. In the 1970s, innovativeness allowed his
grandsons Brad and Dirk to create high-density, cluster-patterned layouts and a ‘burgh
vernacular’ approach to housing design (Case B Published History, 1998). In the 1990s,
an EO suggesting innovativeness directed the firm towards timber frame housing rather
than the traditional brick and mortar perfected by Case B over generations.

Pro-activeness
Case B’s family members and directors pride themselves on their ability to listen to any
idea from family or non-family employees. When it is decided that an idea will benefit
the firm, family members also pride themselves on their ability to come together and
make decisions quickly. In an interview, Edward recalls pro-activeness on the part of
family members:
‘As a group, we can make decisions very quickly; we can get a board meeting
together in an instant to decide on a particular project’.

At Case B, there is pro-active planning for building regulation. A case history of the
firm presented preparation for a land hoarding tax in 1973. Case B effectively mobilised
its own land bank for future projects (Case B Published History, 1998). The pro-active
planning also includes planning for succession, involving regular meetings with family
members and family business counsellors.

Entrepreneurial Legacy

Table 9.69 presents data of an EL reflecting rhetorical reconstruction of past
entrepreneurial events in strategic education, entrepreneurial bridging and strategic
transitioning. (Jaskiewicz et al.,2012: 29). The within-case display presents
dispositions in an EL transposed and imbued from Case B to ventures B4 and B5 in
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the first column and Case B, B4 and B5 to Case B6 and B7 in the second column. As
such, the following display and matrix reflects dimensions of an EL imbued from the
great-great grandfather (Fred) at the parent firm to his great grandsons (Dirk and Brad)
and great-great grandsons (Allen and Ray).

Table 9.69 Entrepreneurial Legacy at Case B
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building.

Strategic Education
Every family member has received an entrepreneurial legacy in strategic education,
and generations have been educated in architecture and construction. The strategic
education at the parent firm consists of the training four generations have received in
architecture, land planning, surveying etc. In an interview, Brad recalls the purpose of
strategic education at the firm:
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‘And the purpose there was to use our expertise and our knowledge that we’d
built up over the years on taking a piece of land, getting the exit and planning
consents and then selling it to a competitor’.

Strategic education at the parent family firm includes knowledge and understanding
of ‘the Case B way’, and Edward reflected on ‘the Case B way’ as,
‘... adhere[ing] to the core competency of the firm which included speculative
house building and a “hands-on’ approach to management and building’.

Business is a large part of family education at Case B, and Brad recalled his
grandfather’s purchase of all outstanding Case B shares from a partner in 1942 to retain
family ownership of the business:
‘I just remember hearing the family tales of his patch at the elbows of his jacket
and stuff like that’.

Dirk’s and Brad’s children also understand that the legacy at the parent family firm
has maintained an entrepreneurial dimension and a custodial dimension for the
education of future generations. In an interview, Stephanie commented,
‘I mean there’s ninety years of business next year. If we’d had a short-term
view we’d be out of business by now’

Entrepreneurial Bridging
Education among family members includes not only a formal education in
architecture, surveying, planning etc. but also a less formal education in and venturing.
In an interview Brad proudly recalled business roots in a small shop in Scotland from
nearly 350 years ago:
‘Well, it started with Robert B. & Sons which was a timber importing business
in [eastern Scotland] and they did that in the days of sailing ships ... that would
be back into the late 17th century’.

Brad proudly recalls the legacy of home-building and timber importation by previous
generations of family and by the family firm:
‘Well, I’'m Brad; | am the third generation at [Case B] and | am the Chairman,
but I’m seventh-generation family in the building industry’.

But, he also recalled the entrepreneurial bridging which allows family members and
non-family members the opportunity to venture:

““So we’re open but we’re just a business which is open to the concept of doing
things different from what we currently can. That’s our make-up.”

Strategic Transitioning

In interviews Edward suggested an entrepreneurial legacy in strategic transitioning at
the parent family firm, and he reflects on his efforts to provide support to the seventh
generation:
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‘It’s very difficult because when you get to fourth generation or more we
certainly — we become a legacy-type business and we have quite a number of
significant external shareholders ...

Given it was Edward’s job as non-family director to transition Case B to the next

generation, he also commented about transition of the newer venture in timber systems.
‘No, that’s just me looking for a safe pair of hands to make sure that as Ray
gets up to speed at Case B6, and there’s somebody in there who’s able to do
things the Case B way’.

9.3.5 Categorised Munificence at Case B

This section considers munificence in sponsorship activities that support venturing at
Case B. It outlines specific activities of field-building, networking and direct support
with which Case B incubates its new ventures and actively transmits capital (Amezcua
et al., 2013, Flynn, 1993a, Stinchcombe, 1965). Venturing at Case B is inclusive in
that family members are directed and guided towards opportunities and resources to
continuously innovate at the firm. The textual table and textual analysis in Table 9.70
show that Case B provided new ventures with field-building activities to collaborate
with peer organisations, direct support activities to align critical resources, and
networking activities (Amezcua et al., 2013).
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Table 9.70 Categorised Munificence at Case B
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Sponsorship Activities

Sponsorship activities may buffer and/or bridge the new venture from or to its
environment by increasing or decreasing social capital, economic capital, cultural
capital and human capital (Firkin, 2003, Flynn, 1993a).

Field-building

Case B can boast the original establishment of many peer organisations and current

leadership in several of these organisations. Case B has therefore provided new

ventures at the parent family firm with direct alignment to relevant stakeholders in

their industry, and

Case B provided field-building sponsorship activities to allow new ventures at the

parent family firm to acquire and develop all forms of capital. With the purchase of

B7, Ed comments that the parent family firm changed its house designs to timber

frame, thus providing direct financial support and legitimacy to the new venture:
‘And when we acquired the [timber] business, we then — we actually started to
change the designs of our homes and today all of our homes are now delivered
using timber frames from our own factory’

Case B provided field-building activities to Case B7 in the form of sourcing and
engagement in multiple markets. In an interview, Allen reflected,
‘We had in the past been supplied I think Canadian timber in the past for one
site as | said at Glasgow, and we've taken out timber from Russia and the like
too, so we’ve done some of those before’.

Further, he noted that field-building for Case B7 happened internally to the parent
family firm:
‘And when we acquired the business, we then — we actually started to change
the designs of our homes and today all of our homes are now delivered using
timber frames from our own factory’.

The internal success of B7 at the parent family firm provided the possibility for
engagement without competing firms and external stakeholders. Other builders
became customers of B7, and Ray commented in an interview,
‘We then looked from a timber frame perspective into the external market as
well. We realised we can do it for homes division and we did it very well, why
don’t we sell externally as well’.

Among industry stakeholders, Allen noted in an interview that
‘a few people who are building homes saw our success with timber and realised

there’s a safe company to work with ... that’s another strength we try to use —
longevity, etc’.
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Networking
A long history in home building for Scotland has provided Case B with a strong
network in support of existing and new ventures. In an interview, Brad recalled a
public meeting between his father, Daniel, and Edinburgh city councillors:
‘In 1953, he did a bit of very extraordinary lecturing to the whole council as
to what they should be doing’.

In the meeting, Daniel used his power and networking to establish the foundation for
future home construction in Edinburgh and beyond by dictating conditions and
regulations. Brad continued,
‘My father helped found the NHBC in Scotland. ... | think the difference that
we had then was that — it was a degree of trust between councils, council
officials and private industry ... So it’s the old story of you know, what’s good
for you is good for us’.

More recently, Brad reflected on his own networking in the industry on behalf of Case
B and its ventures:
‘I was chairman of the NHBC ... we were able to get a faster consent process
by getting everybody in the room talking more honestly upfront before the
planning application went in’.

Direct Support
Given the directives of shareholders to risk but provide a regular dividend, direct
support at Case B appears to have guided the parent family firm towards venturing
activity. In an interview, Ed, the non-family director, comments,
‘I’ve got to balance the custodian role with still maintaining a vision of where
we need to go to and what we need to do to make us not just good but great’.

Direct support sponsorship activities appear to have provided balance between risk
and a regular dividend with intervention if/when things went wrong. In an interview,
Ed comments,
‘Yes, yes, in terms of if it’s a continued problem child what do you do about it?
Do you ignore it and hope it will go away or sort itself or do you intervene? |
think we’re prone to intervening. Intervene and try to resolve it’.

9.3.6 Categorised Dispositions at Case C
This section analyses the dispositions at Case C in an EO and EL. It also investigates
and analyses uncategorised dispositions in the data for further analysis.

Entrepreneurial Orientation

At Case C and all of the ventures associated with it, there are dispositions among
family members that reflect an EO: innovativeness, risk-taking and pro-activeness.
These dispositions are passed from one generation to the next through the expectation
that family members will repeatedly venture (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Covin and
Slevin, 1991). Table 9.71below provides a textual table for reference in an EO while
the remainder of this section provides limited textual analysis referring to each
dimension.
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Table 9.71:

Dimensions of an EO at Case C

EQ George Chris Arthur Greg Steven
Bask-taking | Risk-taking Because Risk-taking Risk-taking Risk-taking
[Chris]: He had sometimes a lofof | fdrthur]: “We [Greg] “Coase [Steven]: “In
the meat market, the stuffwas on didn 't want fo Cllisa my mind there
and the grocery consignment and | play around with | parinership of was Ho risk
store, and the you'd take 102 or | individual Vermont area starting C9 -
wholesale, yeah 12% for product, | Blusherry guarts | farmers and there was only
And he lpcated his | or for whatever - - . Wewanted to | Bosion area apportunity and
dusinesses where you're hamdiing, move fruckloads | foomilies stabilip. "
both customers and | depending onthe | of them and sell | commitied io re-
verdors conld load | [00-16:00] prior | them fo building a
and unload guickly. | agresment T TP Ers frustwarthy and
{ike food sustainable
bakeries. And regional food
that was our dest | system.”
market
Innovative- | Jnnovaiivensss Yeah Iwas Innovaiiveness Tnnovaiiveness Innovaiiveness
ness fArthur] “He helping him by fArthur]: [Greg]: “We [Stave]: “At
helped finance the | geiting these “Dealing with started with a [Case C9] we
growers by gefting | growers fo ship to | non-focal beligf in our are ‘Creating
their fertifizer, South Fruif and suppliers . .. you | ability to partner | parinerchips for
supplying them Prodhce either put f ina | with the farmer. ™ | your success’.
with plants, and he | Company. Jreight car, or These
also wouwld supply you put it on a partnerships
them with the fratler truck solidify a
baskets and the depending on relationship
cpates for all that. what's available, between our
He was a real and § wes horticultural
organizer - a great different. ” growers and
plammer. ™ customers. Our
Jjobis o
Sacilitate the
process.”
Pro- Pro-ociiveness I found thet that “So, [drthur Pro-ociiveness Pro-activeness
activeness | fdrthur] “George | was o good way fo | really war in this | [Greg]: “The [Greg]:
determined o need | be, and people distribuiion mission of CI0 is | “Steven took
Jor more and better | falk well about business acting | commumity — the direct
retail distribution. | vou, and they hear | a5 a partner and | commumity business and
He started the meat | abour you, re-distributor between grower | mode it Ais own.
market and grocery | [00:10:00] and almost, for alot | and consumer.” | There was no
in Brookline.” you con do almesi | gf these growing special fransfer
anvihing in nurseries whe af ownership, it
busingss and get had very poor Wz aH
&y very well competency i agreement that
distribuifon.” we wouldn 't sell
these customers
any longer.”
Risk-taking

For George, risk-taking began at an early age when he left his native country of Greece
to seek opportunity in the US. Both Chris and Arthur recounted his ability as a young
man to take economic risk. Arthur remembered,
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‘He helped finance the growers by getting their fertiliser, supplying them with
plants, and he also would supply them with the baskets and the crates for all
that’.

George also took economic risks by funding marshmallow production, an operation
that both his sons would manage. Arthur recalled, “‘Oh, he put a lot of money into that’.

Both Chris and Arthur took economic risks by continually investing in land and
equipment for their individual operations in agriculture. Both believed that over time,
their business would pay for their investment in land. Arthur repeatedly commented in
interviews,
‘Investment in the land. That’s what it was all about — how to get it paid off!
The business would pay it off!”

The third generation at Case C limited risk-taking after several economic downturns
and the sale of Cases C4, C5 and C8. However, Arthur’s first son, Greg, risked limited
capital in Case C11 while he organised, structured and financed his agricultural
venture in Case C11. In Cases C9 and C10, Arthur’s second son, Steven, incurred
economic and reputational risks by organising, re-structuring and financing Case C9,
which distributed green goods with low margins and complex logistics to wholesale
horticultural distributors.

Innovativeness

While George succeeded in the distribution of small orders to local vendors supplying

daily fruit and produce, Chris and Arthur innovated by understanding that in the 1950s,

interstate highway systems and effective logistics meant that perishable products like

blueberries, Christmas trees and other agricultural products could be quickly, cheaply

and efficiently transported over long distances. In an interview, Arthur remembered,
‘Dealing with nonlocal suppliers — in other words, bringing stuff in from a very
long distance; you either put it in a freight car, or you put it on a trailer truck
depending on what’s available, and | was different’.

In Cases C4, C5 and C6, Arthur innovated by creating marketing and advertising
partnerships with his customers and vendors. Tom C. remembered Arthur’s innovative
approach to marketing:
‘So, now, the selling point to them was always, “We can advertise together.”
And there were five or six of them in relatively distinctive markets where their
cost to advertise could be lowered’.

In Cases C7, C8 and C9, George’s grandchildren innovated with effective agricultural
distribution using the Internet. They also conducted innovative marketing campaigns
and connected agricultural growers directly to their end customers. In Case C10,
Steven connected horticultural growers directly to homeowners and commercial
customers with online horticultural design, delivery and installation. In Case C11,
Greg connected Vermont vegetable farms, bakeries, dairy farms etc. to individuals and
families in the Boston area to establish an online community of farmers and families.
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Pro-activeness
George was pro-active in his ability to venture in agricultural distribution while
providing opportunity for his sons. Arthur remembered,
‘Well, George gave us opportunity ... he set up the marshmallow business, the
Christmas tree business, the blueberry business’.

His pro-active approach to venturing provided his sons with opportunity and direction
because he believed his own venture, involving day-to-day pickups and fill-ins of local
fruit and produce, was inefficient and outdated. Arthur recalled, “Well, he invested in
his two sons. He thought they knew what the heck they were doing (laughter)’.

Arthur displayed entrepreneurial pro-activeness in multiple ventures he started and
expanded over his lifetime. He chose to vertically integrate and start multiple
operations (Cases C2, C4, C5 and C6) to provide his customer base with ‘one-stop
shopping’ for horticultural supplies.

Arthur’s first son, Greg, was pro-active in his orientation towards the expansion and
development of existing operations in Cases C4, C5 and C8. Further, he was pro-active
when he moved his family north to Vermont to “fix broken systems’ in food distribution
at Case C11. Arthur’s second son, Steven, acted on his pro-active orientation when he
ventured with Case C9, which provided direct horticultural distribution to re-wholesale
distributors. In Case C10, Steven was pro-active in the creation of a complex algorithm
and an online horticultural platform for the design, delivery and installation of
landscape projects. Case C10 was pro-active in the pursuit of online purchasing of
landscape projects directly from horticultural growers.

Entrepreneurial Legacy

Table 9.72 presents dispositions in an EL reflecting generational influence from Case
C to Cases C1 through C6 in the first column and Cases C through C6 to Cases C7
through C11 in the second column.
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Table 9.72: Dimensions of an EL at Case C

Construct Caze C 2> C]1,C2,C3,C4,C5,Ca Case C thru C6 2 Casze C7, C§, C9, C10,
Cl1
Strategic [Chris] “He, [George], was quite a good [drthur] Sieven went fo college in New
Education businessman, and he owned [Case Cf and York to study plot Siology. If was an
aperated it since he was a child and Iived to opportunity of his choice,’
102 years ald ™
[drthur] ‘George didn’t have much formal [Chris] “T found that thet was a good way
eduecation, buf he made sure Chris ond T io be, and people wowld talk well about
aftended the best schoals’ vou, and they would hear about you, and
vou can do almost anything in business and
fdrthur] Fes, Tthink we learned a lot from gat by very well 7
our father, and he made sure that we
waderstood . .. Yeah, he was going to train his | [Arthur] Well technology, the computer, 1
sons fo be like he was, (laughter) I guess, and | had nothing - didn’'t want ayithing fo do
help them out’ with them. I didn’f know anything about
the computers
[Chris] "George said ‘a businessmeam could
pick up the phone and make § 1000 with one
phone call” ™
fChris] ‘When I got out of the Navy in 19461
war going back fo go to medical school Well,
then he soid, “You can't do that The doctors
are na good. They dorn't meke oy money.
Entrepreneurial | [drihur] “He was very prudent and didn't Fdrihur] I libed finding new cusiomers, but
Endging waste mongy and didn T -- amd fust war not a not az ageressively as finding new
big spendar. And that mads i possible for him SOLFCET.
to be able to use the money where he earned i
and invest in his fwo sons. " frthur] Al my children worked af Case C
aperations, duf i war wot my infent fo force
them to come back’

[Arthur] hvesiment in the land  That's
what if was all about, how fo et it
paid off

[drthur] I abways felf theat if I had the right

material the cusiomer would come, amd

they did

Strategic [Chris] “Well, yeah Ifs your -- if vou have a
Transiticning sood repuiaiion, thai s the most yaluphle aret
that vou have. And George believed in that

322




Strategic Education
As an immigrant from Greece, George had limited education, but he afforded his sons
both a formal and informal education. Arthur and Chris enjoyed private school and a
business education at college. However, upon his release from military, Chris
considered further education to be a medical doctor, but George intervened. Chris
remembered:
‘When | got out of the Navy in 1946 | was going back to go to medical school.
Well, then he said, “You can’t do that. The doctors are no good. They don’t
make any money. ... A businessman can pick up a telephone, talk to your
customers [and] can make $1,000”".

Arthur offered his children their choice of any private education in the US, but upon
graduation they all chose to return to business in the green industry working at Case
C2 and their related ventures.

Entrepreneurial Bridging
In entrepreneurial bridging, George worked with his sons toward an entrepreneurial
future, and he continually supported his sons’ venturing activities. He also gave his
sons the power, resources and support needed to implement entrepreneurial ideas,
because as Arthur suggested in interviews, ‘He thought we knew what the heck we
were doing’. George worked with his sons to establish partnerships with growers to
reduce costs, to price product more competitively, sell their excess inventory and
introduce his sons to marketing the business. In an interview, Arthur remembered,
‘He helped finance the growers by getting their fertiliser, supplying them with
plants, and he also would supply them with the baskets and the crates for all
that’.

Arthur also recalled his father and brother working together and responding to
customers and supporting strong business relationships in a very competitive
marketplace:
‘And if you did well for your grower and your customer, they keep coming. But
if you decide you want to just put a price on the product and say, “Well, I’ll
only pay you so-and-so”, the growers and customers will shrink away and
disappear’.

George’s grandchildren in Laura, Greg and Steven worked side-by-side with Arthur
and partnered with growers and customers in their ventures. In the case of Case C6
and C10, Greg envisioned his businesses as the creation of a partnership of Christmas
tree growers and Vermont-area farmers. At Case C9 Steven was contracting and
distributing directly from horticultural grower locations while ‘creating partnerships
for success.’

Strategic Transitioning

In a strategic transition, George promoted direct distribution to his long-standing
customers, understanding that his sons would transition these customers away from
day-to-day fill-ins at Case C for their individual Christmas tree and blueberry ventures.
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To his first son, Greg, he transitioned the Christmas tree operations in Canada. To his
first daughter, Laura, he transitioned the retail operations in Case C7, and to his second
son, Steven, he offered contacts and support for venturing in the direct distribution of
green goods in Case C9. Resources from Case C4, along with a legacy of strong
relationships in the green industry, allowed his children to transition his business upon
its dissolution to independent and individually operated ventures.

9.3.7 Categorised Munificence at Case C

This section considers munificence in the form of the organisational sponsorship used
to support ventures and venturing at Case C. Table 9.73 references data which reflects
dimension of organisational sponsorship. This section continues with in-depth textual
analysis of the data.
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Table 9.73: Dimensions of Organisational Sponsorship at Case C

Construct Case C 2 C]1,C2,C3,C4,.C5,Co Case C thru C6 2 Case C7, C§, C9, C10, C11

Field-buildmg | [Chris]: Well my drother Arthur emd I we | [Greg]: “Steven changed how things were done

Arctivities used fo go o help out, T suess Gearge in [Case Cl0] but there war a system in place of
wanted 1o gef wr acguainted with the fruit the parent company that got transferred over.”
and produce business.

[Greg]: “When Steve fook on the direct
fArthur] “And of the same fime, when we | business, he war able fo so and fo expand the
weren't busy with blueberries or Christmas | Susiness and to sel] that product to preffy much
irees, we helped establish the marshmaliow | onbody he wanted to .. "7
thing Christmas  frees were Seasonal;
dlueberries were  searonal The | [Greg] “If didn't require any complicated sale
{marshmallow] coandy business wos mof so | of assets or any fravsfer of aryihing [ike that, it
seasonal’. was dasically on a handshate saving, "OF, we

wor't do this business amymore, you're going fo

do this fype of business ard we'll push that fpe
of busimgss fo vou'.”
Networking [Chris]: T mtroduced Arthur 1o an agent fdrthur]: So, now, the selling point o them was
Activities that § had in the blugberry business fowards | afways, “We can advertize fogether, 5o the cost
Antigonizh, and his name was Lowell M af putting am ad say, in The Bosion Globe, we
cam put an ad buy from vour local garden
[Chris]: “Well I zot some addresses from | centers.” And there were five and six of them in
my father, and then I called on some of relatively distinctive markets where their cost fo
those peaple, and I kind of lined if up and advertize cowld be lowered ™
had addresses foo that [worked on, and
then I furned if over to Arthur - fold him fo | [Greg]: I think Arthur wanted io be supportive
Jollow it up amd do ©f. And he did He dida | and spoke fo the suppliers about what Sieven
rice job " was doing and how he was doing it
[Tom CJ “{Arthur) wouwld abways get a [Greg] ‘%o he really was in this distribution
group tagether, and the bengfit was for afl . | business — acfing a5 a redistributor almost - for
T a ot of these growing nurseries whoe had very
poor competency i distribution; they really
[Chris] ‘George said “Well my son & up | warnted fo ship a tracior-trailer”.
there and he's shipping fruckloads fo pie
bakers.” They said, “Well we're looking for
blugherries.” And they womied those
blugherries!’
Direct Support | Direct support [drthur]: “Teah, he was
Activities going fo frain ki sons fo be like ke was T
guess (laughter) and help them out ™
[Arthur] Teah well George couwld see the
decling. Tmeam, even Stop & Shop, they were
going to buy it from the grower. Yeah, that
kind of guided us into doing our own thing,
really, is what it did”
[Arthur] (George] didn't really discuss
what he had in mind Buf we could assume fo
some extent that he was frying o sef up &
business for his family. for his two boys .
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Sponsorship Activities
This section outlines sponsorship activities in field-building, direct support and
networking at Case C.

Field-building Activities
With sponsorship field-building activities, George appears to have improved his
standing in the agriculture field while connecting his sons to similar businesses. Field-
building opportunities existed in Christmas tree distribution and blueberry distribution,
which both Arthur and Chris persistently pursued under the direction of their father.
But there was also the marshmallow business, which was a joint venture between
father and sons. In an interview, Arthur recalled,
‘And at the same time, when we weren’t busy with blueberries or Christmas
trees, we helped establish the marshmallow thing. Christmas trees were
seasonal; blueberries were seasonal. The [marshmallow] candy business was
not so seasonal’.

Arthur’s son Greg remembered sponsorship field-building activities as Arthur
consolidated his position within the horticulture distribution field:
‘So he really was in this distribution business — acting as a redistributor almost
— for a lot of these growing nurseries who had very poor competency in
distribution; they really wanted to ship a tractor-trailer’.

In Cases C7, C8, C9 and C10, the businesses were originally divisions within the
parent firm, but Arthur provided sponsorship field-building activities to his children n
as they ventured in wholesale and retail distribution. In interviews about Case C10,
Greg remembered that field-building on behalf of the parent firm in Case C3 provided
unlimited opportunities to interact with horticultural growers and customers:
‘When Steven took the direct business, he was able to go and to expand the
business and to sell that product to pretty much anybody he wanted to at that
point, there weren't really any restrictions on that, none that were spoken of or
placed on that’.

Further, Greg remembered that the sponsorship field-building activities for Case C10
did not include complications or competition from the parent firm; instead, the parent
firm actively promoted alignment and engagement with critical stakeholders for the
venture:
‘It didn't require any complicated sale of assets or any transfer of anything like
that, it was basically on a handshake saying okay, we won't do this business
anymore, you're going to do this type of business and we'll push that type of
business to you’.

Direct Support Activities

Sponsorship direct support activities on behalf of Case C’s ventures included
opportunities that George directly provided to his sons thanks to his understanding of
agricultural distribution and opportunities within the field. In reference to Cases C1,
C2 and C3, Chris and Arthur commented repeatedly, ‘Well, George gave us
opportunity’. In reference to venturing, Arthur commented in an interview,
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‘Yeah, well, George could see the decline. | mean, even Stop & Shop instead
of buying in the wholesale market for local distribution, they were going to buy
it from the grower. Yeah, that kind of guided us into doing our own thing,
really, is what it did’.

In addition, Chris and Arthur gave each other sponsorship direct support while
building their individual ventures and while building their joint venture, Case C3.
Chris recalled in an interview,
‘Well, I got some addresses from my father, and then I called on some of those
people, and I kind of lined it up and had addresses too that | worked on, and
then I turned it over to Arthur — told him to follow it up and do it. And he did.
He did a nice job’.

George also directly supported venturing activity by his sons with financial support,
including cash to buy Christmas trees. In an interview, Arthur remembered,
“You know, | had to go find my way, but I remember he gave me $5000 bucks
to go buy trees, because the wholesale market was selling to smaller, more
local people — small quantities’.

Arthur also supported his sons and daughter with direct support activities. In an
interview, Greg commented,
‘I think Arthur wanted to be supportive and spoke to the suppliers about what
Steven was doing and how he was doing it at [Case C9]; he wanted them to
continue to give him the same terms and the same preferential treatment ...
because we're standing behind him’.

Networking Activities
George provided his sons with sponsorship networking activities to help establish their
individual ventures, believing that what was best for Cases C1, C2 and C3 might also
benefit Case C. Case C was selling small quantities of blueberries and Christmas trees
along with other fruit and produce to local grocers and restaurants when Chris and
Arthur entered the business. George provided direct support by providing Arthur with
Christmas tree sources and suppliers, and he provided Chris with direct support by
providing blueberry sources and suppliers. Arthur recalled,
‘He had a guy in Nova Scotia and then maybe a couple other people in Nova
Scotia that shipped him trees’.

George also directly supported Chris in his venture of distributing blueberries directly
to pie manufacturers and local distributors. In an interview, Chris recalled a story of
his father providing direct support to Case C1:
‘George said, “Well, my son is up there and he’s shipping truckloads to pie
bakers.”” They said, “Well, we’re looking for blueberries.”” And they wanted
those blueberries!”
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Both sons understood the limitations of Case C as a small supplier to local markets,
and they established ventures that expanded its distribution with the help of George’s
existing networks. In fact, George repeatedly provided his network of suppliers to both
his sons. In an interview, Chris recalled,
‘Anyway, George said, “I want you to see a W.B. Wells. This man has a lot of
blueberries up in Nova Scotia.”... And then there were other pie companies
that were in Chicago and New Jersey, and we were selling blueberries to
others. And the business expanded very quickly’.

Arthur used his network of purchasing agents to provide his first son, Greg and Case
C8 with sales channels to mass merchants. Sales to mass merchants significantly
increased the production and logistics at C8’s Canadian and US operations. Arthur and
C2 operations provided sponsorship networking activities to Steven and Case C10 by
passing along established grower relationships. In an interview, Greg recalled
networking to support and sponsor Case C10:
‘I think the only support mechanism was one of networking and relationship
whereby the nurseries felt, whether it was true or not, that this venture in [Case
C10] kind of had the backing of the parent company. Maybe it did, maybe it
didn't’.

9.3.8 Categorised Dispositions at Case D

Entrepreneurial dispositions at Case D are evident in the data from immediate family
and cousins across generations. Cousins operating in the horticulture field in New
Jersey introduced family members in Virginia to the green industry. Cousins in New
Jersey also gave their Virginia cousins dispositions and sponsorship to help them
overcome a liability of newness in the horticultural field. Dispositions within and
outside the family include EL and EO, and in interviews Clint repeatedly references
dispositions which his cousins and family provided to support his own and his
brothers’ venturing activity.

Alternately at Case D4, dispositions arise from the knowledge and experience
accumulated by John (non-family employee) during his long tenure in the green
industry. While John repeatedly references dispositions in an EO and EL during semi-
structured interviews, they arguably reference his personal dispositions in an EO and
an EL which he ascribes to the parent family firm in Case D.

Entrepreneurial Orientation

Table 9.74 below categorises EO data reflecting dispositions and behaviour of family
and non-family interviewees who venture at the parent family firm. As such, the
following display and matrix reflects entrepreneurial dimensions imbued over 4
generations. Further, textual analysis in this section suggests that previous generations
imbued an EO upon family members. Analysis in this section also suggests that
previous generations did not imbue an EO upon non-family members.
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Table 9.74 Dimensions of EO at Case D

EO Carl II Clint John {non-family)

Riglk-taking Risk-taking [Cling]: "Well in | Risk-taking [Bilj: Clint Risk-taking [Johm]: “But once
1960 we prodably did away ended up buying ouf the re- | we were commitied to these
with the dairy and wemt full- wholesale operation - all | trees, we were commitied
iime in the nursery business the stock, from [Jolm], and | becouse you don't just gei in
with the help of owr cousing i | we moved it all down to the tree business overnight, nor
FPrinceton nursery. ™ fCare DIT. do you gef out of if overnight.
Risk-taking [Clint]: And my Risk-taking [Clint]: In Risk-taking [Johm]: "My idea

Jather is the one who added 1980 we started the war fo sefl these frees back to
the acreage through the years | vineyard and then the him and take a cut of them for
ax the farming came up — winery - did that producing them, but it didn't
became available for growing | commercially and we've wark ouf; i never came o
nursery stock been in that ever rince that ”
1950,
Risk-taking [Bill]: “John
opened up a re-wholesale vard
af the DM facility for local
nurseries and landrcapers.”

Innovativensss | Jamovarivensss Llahnl: "My Inmovarivenass [Tl Inmmoveniveness [Climg]: T
ded said i Thomas Jefferson “We're still rying new mean John had land and
cam grow grapes in Virginia | products, mew plants, actually a farming operation
50 can we with all the modern | fond] ways of growing going over there and claimed a
techrology. them . . . frying new things | lof of nursery production fand

in container and pot-amd- | And he had o son and he
Innovativeness Jahn: "My pot production. ” probably thought it would be a
father loved to innovate. One good thing.”
af the things that he ahways Innovativensss [Clint]:
had in his mind was to Years ago, vou know, yvou | Imnovativeness [Bill]: “Tiwas
mechmize culivation.” took ali your product in not a situation where Clint said
Spring fime when if could | ‘Hey, grow 37 treer because
Innovativeness Johnl: “(My | be safely dug, and now, we need them fo qugment our
father] developed the vou know, we're shipping | bvendery.’ This was John's
hardening gff system so we Just az much now as we idea.
cowld dig trees afier they ware in the middle of
came imto feaf by putiing them | Morch because of poi-amd
umder an intermitient mist pat
system.”

Pro-activeness | Pro-activemess [Climg]: Under | Pro-activeness [Bill]: Pro -activensss [John]: My
[Carl’s] direction the mprsery | [Jokhn af Caze D4] saw a intent may have been fo be
grew to 1,800 acres and chance for them fo come in | joined af the hip going forward
became known as “Virginia’s | and help [Clint af Case with D2
largest and finest rursery.” D27 and help themselves

az well It worked very FPro-activeness [Jakn: Tn 2000
FPro-activeness [Cling]: “Since | well we started lining out trees, bt
the 605 we went out of the I dighn't do it thinking that it
dairy business, and went firll- wowld cawse a separation
iime in nursery” detween us in 2006,
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At Case D2 and Case D4, the data suggests that there is an EO at both ventures that
leads to repeated ventures in the green industry field. Both Case D2 and Case D4
established an EO in previous ventures. While Clint claimed an EO in nursery and
winery ventures, among others, John claimed an EO in the nursery business before he
ventured in shade and ornamental tree production.

Risk-taking
Risk-taking at Case D2 is shown in Kent’s transition of the family operations from
dairy to nursery in the 1960s. His son Clint remembered in an interview,

‘Well, in 1960 [my father] probably did away with the dairy and went full-time
in the nursery business with the help of our cousins in New Jersey’.

Carl took an additional risk by increasing the nursery acreage throughout the 1960s
and 1970s from 500 acres to over 1800 acres. Again, Clint remembered in an
interview,

‘And my father is the one who add the acreage through the years as the farming
came up — became available from growing nursery stock’.

As the nursery prospered and expanded, the introduction of the winery business to an
expanding nursery business in the 1980s brought additional risk. Clint summarised the
situation in an interview:

‘Since the “60s we went out of the dairy business and went full-time in nursery;
in 1980 we started the vineyard and then the winery — did that commercially
and we’ve been in that ever since 1980°.

In the 1990s, Clint began to diversify the operations to include new product lines he
could sell to existing customers. Perennial production was a booming but risky
business, and at the time, John was looking to get out of the perennial business on
nearby land. Clint hoped to get into the business at Case D2. Clint remembered in an
interview,
‘And John said well, 1 need to get rid of this perennial business and we were
looking to get in the perennial business; so we just bought his production ...
We had nothing to do with perennials until we actually made the acquisition
where we bought the product line hook, line and sinker’.

After accumulating years of experience and training, John also proved to have an EO
towards risk-taking with his initial venture in 1977 in perennials and later in 2000,
when he began growing shade and ornamental trees. However, John believed that his
venture in 2000 would be part of a ‘loose agreement’ with Case D2 to grow shade and
ornamental trees that were hard to find. John remembered in an interview,
‘[Case D2] didn't start me in trees ... my thought was we grow trees to larger
than were readily available and then put a [Case D2] tag on them when they
left the door’.
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Innovativeness

Venturing at Case D appears to have begun with the introduction of horticultural
propagation, along with dairy production. With the help of his cousin Bill and others
in New Jersey, Carl was innovative in his approach to nursery propagation. In an
interview, his son Clint commented,

‘My father loved to innovate. One of the things that he always had in his mind
was to mechanise cultivation’.

This innovativeness on the part of Carl led him to develop new systems and procedures
that had been thought impossible in the green industry. In an interview, Clint
remembered,
‘[My father] developed the hardening off system so we could dig trees after
they came into leaf by putting them under an intermittent mist system’.

John’s venturing began with the propagation and production of perennials and

ornamental grasses by John and his wife Donna. Both were innovative in their

production techniques. In an interview, Bill, an employee of Case D4, commented,
‘We did small tray perennials and as time progressed John and Donna saw an
opportunity for the business to grow and diversify and start doing smaller
containers: ones, twos, threes’.

John also ventured in re-wholesale distribution to local contractors and landscapers.
Bill commented,
‘John opened up a re-wholesale yard at the D4 facility for local nurseries and
landscapers’.

John also innovated in shade and ornamental tree production with drip irrigation,
fertilisation techniques etc.

Pro-activeness
Pro-activeness at Case D was shown in all aspects of the parent family firm that
involved venturing and diversification, starting with the first and second generations,
which ventured in several areas of dairy farming. The third and fourth generations then
ventured away from dairy to horticulture and wineries. This pro-active nature appears
to be embedded in the culture of the operation, and Clint suggested pro-activeness in
his decision to acquire perennial operations while also expanding into pot-n-pot and
container production. This pro-active orientation allowed Case D2 to significantly
expand its production and sales. Clint recalled,
“Years ago you know, you took all your product in spring time when it could
be safely dug, and now, you know, we’re shipping just as much now as we were
in the middle of March because of pot-and-pot’.

Clint and John were independently pro-active upon the purchase of the perennial and
ornamental grass production started by John and his wife in 1977. By 1994, Clint had
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integrated perennial and grass production into Case D2’s operations. In an interview,
Bill recalled,
‘Clint ended up buying out the re-wholesale operation — all the stock, from
[John], and we moved it all down to [Case D2]’.

John pro-actively believed that Case D4 could venture in a ‘loose partnership’ with
Clint at Case D2. Bill recalled in an interview,
‘[John at Case D4] saw a chance for them to come in and help [Clint at Case
D2] and help themselves as well. It worked very well’.

Bill also suggested in an interview that Case D4 was a pro-active and independent
venture, separate and distinct from the parent family firm. In an interview, he
commented,
‘It was not a situation where Clint said ““Hey, grow 3’ trees because we need
them to augment our inventory.” This was John's idea’.

Entrepreneurial Legacy

Motivation for transgenerational entrepreneurship in an EL is evident at Case D in the
rhetorical reconstruction of past entrepreneurial events among individual family
members but from separate families. Table 9.75 below summarizes data reflecting
strategic education, entrepreneurial bridging and strategic transitioning or lack thereof
from the parent family firm. In-depth textual analysis reflects data which suggests lack
of EL from Case D to Case D4. However, data arguably suggests the start of EL from
John to his son as they transition Case D4 within the family.
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Table 9.75 Entrepreneurial Legacy (EL) at Case D

[Ciing] “There was a ot af - Twouldn 't say pressure,
bt I think there war a lot of inferest in continuing it
the way it was rather than irying fo do something else
thet wasn't fvalved in agriculture.”

Construct Caze D 2 Case D2 & D3 (family) Case I, D2 2 Case D4 (non-family)
Stratepic [Climg] “We're still trying new producis, new plants, | [John] “We siaried growing shade trees in
Education fomd{ ways of growing them . . . frying new things in | 2001, By that point [ hod been in the

container and pot-and-pot production.” nursery business since Twas ouwd gf college.

fakn] “ITvery freely gave any kmowledge T had . " | [UJohnllworked in Eurape for four years
before going out fo the Midwest and so the

[Cling] T completed my education i horficulfure af | Jmowledge had accumulated throughout my

Lniversity of Marviang emd Cornell School of prafescionnl caveer.”

Agriculiure.’

Flahn] “We went out and did it becase T
had the basics ond vou're afways picking
up new information in this business whether
you think you are or not, #'s just the way it
works.”
[Tohn] °1 didn't learn from Case I2. It's
just something we picked up as we got in
the tree business from people that were
supplying us.”
Entrepreneunial | fClini].” . . was good because it was what my dad | [Cling] “Right. Well, his -- actually his son
Bndging had been doineg. 5o, hopefully Twas going to do befter | worked here a couple af vears in owr general

50" container operation and . ..

[Bill] "Caze Il war a very well-established very [Fakn] “You could say we got [Case I2]

successil nursery in the state of Virginia 7 into the perennial husingss. I was owr
kmowledge and competencies thot pushed

ohn] “Twas not frying to grow an nferior tree [Case 127 forward ™

and [ would say Case I2 had the same strategy.

They're not orying to grow an byferior tres.” [BH[] “[Jolm] dign't wark directly with the
grower, bt fie saw the patterns, growih
cyeles, things of that nature through Case
12 annd his thme there, and I think it helped
Caze I gei off the ground ’

[BEI] “I think the association with Case 12
digh't hurt Case 14 was good enough o
stand on its own, buf it certainly didn't hurd
Jim o be able to go inwhile he represented
Case 2. . .7
Strategic [Climt] “We wanied to keep it a fomily business and | [Clint] “And i's hard - it's havd to put all
Transmtionmg we wemied to kesp it in the nursery business” thet tagether in one peneration. Tou have

foworkeatf it

[Climg] T mean John had . . | mursery
production lond, and he had @ son, and he
probably thought it would be a good thing.
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Strategic Education
Noting the success of his cousin’s large horticulture operation in New Jersey, Kent
completed his education in horticulture at University of Maryland and Cornell School
of Agriculture. Upon graduation the farm was dairy, and it was his decision to venture
in horticultural production like his cousins in New Jersey. His cousins provided
sponsorship with extensive market and production knowledge along with
entrepreneurial capital to grow southern horticultural crops at Case D in Virginia under
Kent. Kent’s son, Clint, studied horticulture and has continued a horticultural legacy
at Case D. Like his father he has educated himself and he has innovated. In interviews
he suggested,
‘We’re still trying new products, new plants, [and] ways of growing them ...
trying new things in container and pot-and-pot production.’

John educated himself in horticulture on nearby land where he began perennial
production with his wife in 1977. In Case D4 John absorbed knowledge from Clint
and operations at Case D2 to start Case D4 which he expanded with his son.

Entrepreneurial Bridging
Kent responded to bridging from his father who helped transition family operations
from dairy to horticulture, but it was cousins in New Jersey who provided Kent
resources, education sales channels and close association to bridge their cousin in his
new horticultural venture. Kent’s son, Clint, would benefit from close association with
his father and his father’s knowledge of horticulture to expand nursery operations. In
interviews Kent responded that horticultural field work,
‘was good because it was what my dad had been doing. So, hopefully I was
going to do better so’.

John began his operations in perennial production in 1977 and his shade and
ornamental tree production years later with very limited bridging activity other than
what he took from Clint at Case D2. In interviews Clint admits he knew little about
what John was doing in shade trees. He preferred it that way.

Strategic Transitioning
While second-generation family members were beginning the conversation about
horticulture with their New Jersey cousins, Carl consolidated the transition at the
parent family firm from dairy to horticulture. This early transition suggested that the
family would continue the family business and continue to venture in agriculture. Clint
confirmed in an interview,
‘There was a lot of — I wouldn’t say pressure, but I think there was a lot of
interest in continuing it the way it was rather than trying to do something else
that wasn’t involved in agriculture’.

Upon the transition to horticulture, Clint also commented in an interview that
‘We wanted to keep it a family business and we wanted to keep it in the nursery
business’

But in interviews, Clint also confirmed that it takes more than a generation to transition
a legacy.
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Strategic transition at Case 14 arguably represented a non-family venture distinct and
separate from family operations at Case 12. While Clint was planning for strategic
transition to his children and relatives, John was planning for strategic transition to his
son. In an interview, Clint confirmed,
‘I mean John had land and actually a farming operation going over there and
claimed a lot of nursery production land. And he had a son, and he probably
thought it would be a good thing’.

9.3.9 Categorised Munificence at Case D

This section qualitatively compares the munificence in the sponsorship activities
carried out in favour of the family and non-family ventures associated with Case D by
the parent family firm. The sponsorship activities include field-building, networking
and direct support activities.

Sponsorship Activities at Case D

While it may seem somewhat tautological to suggest lack of munificence between
parent family firm and non-family venture, John believed in a ‘loose agreement’
between Case D and his non-family venture in Case D4. Table 9.76 below categorises
data which arguably suggests that previous generations provided munificence to
family ventures while restricting munificence at non-family ventures.
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Table 9.76 Organisational Sponsorship at Case D

cousins in Princeton nursery.”

[Clint]: There was no formal agreement
between the two nurseries. | think my dad
and cousin just met and talked about
what the availability of the inventory was
and what they could use

[Clint]: Yeah, when he had product ready
for the market, we were pretty adamant
that we were not going to suggest to any
of our customers look at them, obviously
they did and all that but it didn’t come
from us.

Construct | Case D = Case D2 & D3 (family) Case D, D2 - Case D4 (non-family)
Field- [Clint]: “As a matter of fact that’s why | [John] “Clint at [Case D2] knew exactly what
building we got started in the nursery business is | | was putting in the ground for inventory every
Activities because we were growing some more | evening. It was based more on items we knew
southern crops for [our cousins] that they | we could sell . . . Clint pulled back from what
couldn’t grow there with that winter | might have been a loose understanding.”
damage. So, we were growing them here
and shipping them to New Jersey; that
was part of our production.”
[Clint] ““And certainly if you want to look
at acre return, nursery acreage return is
much better than from general farming or
from the dairy business.”
[Clint] “My dad said if Thomas
Jefferson can grow grapes in Virginia so
can we with all the modern technology.”
Networking | [Clint]: ““So, my grandad -- his dad was | [Bill]: John had access to complete contact
Activities already out of it - he turned the dairy over | base from 12.
to my father, and it was up to my dad
when actually it was the influence of | [Bill]: ‘“There was no official Clint handing it
[cousins] in Princeton that got my dad | over saying, ‘you should use this for your
involved and the two of them were great | business’, as far as | know, anyway.’
communicators and decided this is the
best way to go.” [Bill]: John was and is very well liked in the
business and [D4] was never presented as a
partnership
[Clint]: “So, | think at that point John probably
had more personal contacts with people in the
industry . . . He probably had more contacts
than | did.”
Direct [Clint] “Well, in 1960 we probably did | [Clint]: “Case D2 didn’t provide any
support away with the dairy and went full-time in | sponsorship activities per say to the new
Activities the nursery business with the help of our | venture.”

[Bill]: “If we had a truck going to New York
that was a partial truck, there was talk about
maybe stopping at D4, filling up or
coordinating deliveries that way.”

[John]: “‘Was there direct support from 12?7 Not
for me to be in the tree business . . . D4 went
out on its own.’

[John] “They didn't start me in trees. | offered
to do that; my thought was we grow trees to
larger than were readily available and then put
a [D2] tag on them when they left the door . . .
We were going to ship it under his name and
everything.”
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Munificence was evident in the data coming from the parent family firm in Case D
and received by the family members at Cases D1, D2 and D3 as they ventured from
general farming to horticulture and viticulture. The transition from general farming in
1890 to dairy farming involved the first generation’s sponsorship of the second
generation. Similarly, the transition from dairy farming to horticulture showed
evidence of sponsorship activities carried out by the older generation. Carl made this
transition with the help of his cousins in New Jersey. In an interview, his son
remembered,

‘Well, in 1960 we probably did away with the dairy and went full-time in the
nursery business with the help of our cousins in Princeton nursery’.

There is also evidence of sponsorship activities carried out by the parent family firm
as family members ventured in vineyards. In an interview, Clint remembered,

‘My dad said if Thomas Jefferson can grow grapes in Virginia so can we with
all the modern technology’.

Munificence in the form of sponsorship mechanisms and associated activities appears
to be lacking in the data at the non-family level in Case D4. John expected to venture
at Case D4 as part of a ‘loose agreement” with Clint at Case D2 to grow larger shade
and ornamental trees to augment the inventory at Case D2. John also believed he would
sell product back to D2 and ship his product with a D2 tag, but he later recalled that
he never did so:

‘They didn't start me in trees. | offered to do that; my thought was we grow
trees to larger than were readily available and then put a [D2] tag on them
when they left the door ... We were going to ship it under his name and
everything’.

John believed that his long personal and business relationship with Clint would
provide the ‘loose agreement’ that would allow Case D4 to overcome a liability of
newness and acquire legitimacy in the green industry. In an interview, he also recalled,

‘Clint at [Case D2] knew exactly what | was putting in the ground for inventory
every evening. It was based more on items we knew we could sell ... Clint
pulled back from what might have been a loose understanding’.

Therefore, John never believed his venture would compete with Clint and Case D2; he
thought it would merely augment the existing inventory at Case D2. He stated in an
interview,

‘My idea was to sell these trees back to him and take a cut of them for
producing them, but it didn't work out; it never came to that’.
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Bill similarly recalled in an interview,
‘[Case D4] was a partnership to grow trees larger than 3 inches, so it was not
in direct competition with [Case D2]’.

However, Clint commented,
‘[John] had all this land and John said, “Well, I think I’ll start growing some
trees.” | said, “That’s fine, it’s really not going to affect our market at that
time.” ... 1 would be surprised if John said that there was any input from our
part’.

After several thousand shade and ornamental trees were cultivated over five years, the
first crop was ready for sale at Case D4 in 2006. John commented on the long
commitment required for ornamental and shade tree production:
‘But once we were committed to these trees, we were committed because you
don't just get in the tree business overnight, nor do you get out of it overnight’.

However, in an interview, John remembered that by 2006 the economic environment
and his relationship with Clint had changed:
‘I think Clint was blown away with how many trees we had here that we were
ready to sell to him, but then of course the market was changing; so, it is what
itis’.

Case D2 and Case D4 ended their personal and business relationship in 2006. In an
interview, Bill recalled,
‘The relationship between [Case D2] and [Case D4] ended up being a
separation’.

Field-building on behalf of the new venture(s)
With sponsorship field-building activities, Case D supported venturing from
generation to generation as the parent family firm transitioned from general farming
to dairy farming, and then to horticulture, to vineyards and to wineries. As the parent
family firm transitioned, the data suggests that field-building activities supported
ventures among family members in their individual alignment and engagement with
individual stakeholders. In interviews, Clint recalled his great-grandfather aligning
with dairy farmers to focus his early operations around dairy. Later Clint recalled that
his grandfather began the transition from dairy to horticulture, created an awareness
of land value and guided his sons towards an understanding of real estate. Clint
recalled,

‘And certainly, if you want to look at acre return, nursery acreage return is

much better than from general farming or from the dairy business’.

Clint confirmed that his father added acreage to the nursery operations, going from
500 acres to 1800 acres within a generation. He also recalled that his cousins provided
field-building sponsorship activities by aligning the inventory at Case D2 with the
New Jersey operations to augment the inventory. In an interview, he remembered,
‘As a matter of fact that’s why we got started in the nursery business is because
we were growing some more southern crops for them that they couldn’t grow
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there with that winter damage. So, we were growing them here and shipping
them to New Jersey; that was part of our production’.

With sponsorship field-building activities, Case D provided limited munificence to
Case D4 as John ventured and attempted to acquire legitimacy and overcome a liability
of newness. John incorrectly assumed that a ‘loose agreement’ existed between Case
D2 and Case D4, similar to the ‘loose agreement’ between Clint and his cousins in
New Jersey. John believed D4 inventory would augment and supplement D2’s
inventory. He commented,

‘My intent may have been to be joined at the hip going forward with D2. We

had the sales force in place; we had the shipping and the production, and we

could have easily added D4 inventory to D2 inventory’.

However, in an interview, Bill commented,
‘It was not a situation where Clint said “Hey, grow 3" trees because we need
them to augment our inventory.” This was John's idea. | think there was a little
trepidation on Clint's end at first. He worried about it. He wanted them to
concentrate on selling [D4] inventory’.

John also believed that D4’s inventory of larger shade and ornamental trees could
appeal to landscape contractors and distributors in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic
states to increase sales at both D2 and D4. In an interview, he commented,
‘You get these larger landscape jobs coming through and you say, “Shoot, we
can't supply it at Case D2, but D4 has this and we can supply it...””".

By 2006, when the inventory at Case D4 came ready for sale, Clint seemed to pull
back from their ‘loose agreement’, and their personal and economic partnership ended.
In summary, John commented,
‘In 2000 we started lining out trees, but I didn't do it thinking that it would
cause a separation between us in 2006°.

To reflect his personal sentiments in 2006, Clint recalled,
‘Yeah, when he had product ready for the market, we were pretty adamant that
we were not going to suggest to any of our customers look at them, obviously
they did and all that but it didn’t come from us’.

Direct Support Activities
There is a preponderance of evidence in the data to suggest that Case D provided
sponsorship in the form of direct support activities to the family ventures associated
with it. Most notable is the direct support from the cousins in New Jersey, who
supplied knowledge, equipment and sales channels for D2 to overcome a liability of
newness and acquire legitimacy in the nursery business after the transition from dairy
farming. In an interview, Clint stated,
‘So, we received a lot of equipment, help, all that; we got their hand-me-downs
and bought their second-hand stuff and helped us tremendously to get started’.
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Additionally, there is evidence of direct support activities from direct family members
as Case D ventured in wineries and vineyards. Over four generations, the parent family
firm has ventured with direct support from the family. The venturing activities have
included the purchase of land and assets with economic and/or social capital provided
by earlier generations.

At Case D4, John did not expect direct support sponsorship activities from the parent

family firm, and it appears that he did not receive them. Clint commented, ‘Case D2

didn’t provide any sponsorship activities per se to the new venture’. He also stated,
‘There was transfer of equipment and personnel between [our cousins] and
D2. There was no transfer between D2 and D4’.

However, John noted in an interview that
‘Anytime | asked Clint for help he was very giving of his time, and helping me
get that executed’.

What John arguably received for his venture was indirect sponsorship activities —
especially human capital. He elaborated,
‘I very freely gave any knowledge | had, and I felt like they opened everything
up to me that I would ever need to see, from the books to production to
whatever’.

Bill confirmed in an interview,
‘Case D2 also helped John see how a B&B tree operation was run ... | think it
helped D4 get off the ground’.

When asked directly if D4 received direct support from Clint at Case D2, John
emphatically stated,
‘Was there direct support from D2? Not for me to be in the tree business ... D4
went out on its own and D2 didn't show us any money, there wasn't anything
like that’.

Additional evidence for indirect sponsorship activities was suggested by Bill in a
comment about the parent family firm’s shipping activities. He remembered,
‘If we had a truck going to New York that was a partial truck, there was talk
about maybe stopping at D4, filling up or coordinating deliveries that way’.

Bill also commented on indirect sponsorship activities in sales and contacts:
‘John picked up different customers just from being around it; there was no
official Clint handing it over saying you should use this for your business, as

far as | know, anyway. It certainly was a help for D4 to have that resource and
those names’.
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Networking Activities
Networking sponsorship activities carried out by Case D in support of its family
ventures are evident in the data as the family farm transitioned over generations from
general farming to dairy farming, and then to horticulture and vineyards. Clint recalled
in interviews that his cousins in New Jersey were communicating with his father while
providing access to critical resources — particularly social capital and legitimacy for
family ventures:
‘So, my grandad — his dad was already out of it — he turned the dairy over to
my father, and it was up to my dad when actually it was the influence of
[cousins] in Princeton that got my dad involved and the two of them were great
communicators and decided this is the best way to go’.

The New Jersey cousins also provided alignment with stakeholders, including
customers and suppliers who were difficult to buy from. When D2 could not buy what
it needed, the cousins supplied the product. Clint recalled in an interview,
‘There was no formal agreement between the two nurseries. I think my dad and
cousin just met and talked about what the availability of the inventory was and
what they could use’.

Sponsorship networking activities from the parent family firm to D4 existed only
indirectly, for example through John’s association with the green industry. As Bill
recalled,
‘John was and is very well liked in the business and [D4] was never presented
as a partnership’.

Such activities also arose from John’s association with the parent family firm. Bill also
commented,
‘There was no official Clint handing it over saying, ““you should use this for
your business”, as far as | know, anyway’.

He also commented that D2 gave D4 a ‘good base’ in that ‘John had access to
complete contact base from D2.’

However, John continued to develop his own customer base, thanks to his long
association within the green industry. He commented,
‘He did push me forward in the industry, but he didn't have to because we both
knew so many of the same people, and there were some people that he knew
and | didn't, and vice-versa’.

While Clint recalled some trepidation about John’s venture when product came ready,
he acknowledged John’s networking ability, which he had gained through his
association with D2. In an interview, he commented,
‘So, I think at that point John probably had more personal contacts with people
in the industry ... He probably had more contacts than 1 did’.
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9.3.10 Categorised Dispositions at Case E

This section argues that in the third generation, Warren displayed a strong EO towards
venturing, while his brother Rodney did not. Further, this study suggests that their
father, Ed, provided only Warren, who had a strong business education and natural
inclination towards horticulture, with EL in the form of strategic education,
entrepreneurial bridging, strategic transitioning and direct communication about
venturing at the firm. While Ed made Rodney an equal partner at the firm, he provided
Rodney with only limited EL. This section suggests that differences in philosophies
and dispositions affected the leadership and dispositions at the parent family firm.

Entrepreneurial Orientation

This section presents a textual display in Table 6.83 of an EO among three generations
of family members at Case E. While the table presents strong EO among family
members over previous generations, this section argues that Rodney arguably lacked
an EO. This section continues with textual analysis in dimensions of EO to provide
additional analysis.
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Table 9.77: Dimensions of an EO at Case E

ED

Ed

Warren

Tim

Flisk taking

Rizk-taking- [Ed] broughs in
the concspt of woody
ormamentals ard
horticulture, he made it work
becawse my grandgiather
couldn 't do gll f thoze
thirgs

Rizk-taking: [fwe raiss the
plants, they will come . ..

Rizk-taking: I warred to kow
so I could show my uncle
mainty, and My dad thet it was
profitable, or it wasn't,

Risk-taking- I think I brought a
very good business sense to the

operational part of thar.

Innovvativeness

Irmovarive: [Ed] loved 1o
inmovate. One of the things
thar he ahways had in kis mind
waz to mecharize cultivation

Trmovative: [Ed} SawW
something that wasn't there
before

Trmovarive: I think [Ed] just

sort qf adapted it from what
he lemwmed

Trmovativeness: Retail was
expardsd but the growing
continued very strong. Im
Jact, the growing was py
main  love, I love
propagation growing

Trmovariveness: We didn’t
have the confiderce that
they could do the job, o
we wanted fo maks sure
that they were doing it the
way we warged It fo be
dons.

Trmovative: So, wy idea was to
ruFE it [0 an iM-and-oul Lpe
of operarion where you can ger
paid on both ends.

Irmovative: I had very good
suggestions for what I could
do, based on miy =kill et

Trmovative: I brought value to
the compary; [Rodnay] didn't

Care.

Pro-activeness

FPro-aerive: [Ed] grew wp in
the busiress and ke sme the
need for expanding the palate
af plaret material realizing
that almost everpthing was
growing from seed back then
and the [move fof clowal
propagation Wz Just
begirming.

Fro-active: T owa
struggling o move the
oFgarnization awdy from a
production  orismtation
and foward a markst-
driven focus. ™

Pro-aetive: So, my ideas thar
we cowld make the a
profitable part, amvthing tha
imvolved zpending a lot of
MOHEY Was kol approved by mge
uricle prety much It was to
zell the compost in bulk

Fro-active: I concider myecelfl
hmving been a hard-working
perzon and Wamting o oww
that and being in the loadsy
and rurming the soreener for o
wesk.

Risk-taking

At Case E, there is evidence of risk-taking by the first generation: Thomas emigrated
from his native country and purchased land in a suburb of Boston for the purpose of
hybridising and propagating fruit trees and perennials. As he expanded the nursery, his
son Ed joined him in hybridising exotic varieties of Rhododendrons and Azaleas. Ed
had a talent for experimenting with new varieties, but hybridising required money and
risk; his son Warren commented in interviews,

‘He was never afraid to try them, and he wasn’t afraid to fail, he just tried
again if it didn’t work and felt alive, but that’s how you learn’.
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Ed also expanded the business when the Massachusetts Turnpike took their land. The
father and son moved their operations to a large farm located 30 miles outside Boston,
where they could continue to hybridise and also produce vegetable crops for early
shipment to Boston-area markets. More land was continually purchased adjacent to
the original farm property, and in 1959, Case E opened its first retail garden centre.

In the late 1960s, Warren entered the business and introduced commercial distribution
and landscape design. It was a risk, but the family produced 90-95% of what they grew
for sales to the general public and general contractors building homes in and around
Boston. Ed’s second son, Rodney, also entered the business, but his appetite for risk-
taking was strikingly different from his father’s and brother’s. Warren had a sense of
urgency and was open to trying new things and willing to make mistakes. In contrast,
Rodney did not do anything unless there was a carefully considered plan; he was
hesitant to try new things, especially if they were proposed by Warren (Ward, 2004a).

Tim, a fourth-generation family member, joined the family firm and like his father he
arguably had a sense of urgency and the ability to take risks and try new things. His
uncle Rodney demanded that Tim start at the firm by spraying fields and doing manual
work, but Tim resisted and ventured in composting and sales. In an interview, Tim
commented about the composting venture,
‘I wanted to know so I could show my uncle, mainly, and my dad that it was
profitable or it wasn't’.

Further, Tim repeatedly suggested that his uncle could not and would not take risks at
the parent family firm:
‘Rodney was a nervous Nellie and it was his money, and should we spend his
money, and he didn't trust me or believe me’.

Innovativeness
At Case E, innovativeness was shown in varieties of plants and variations on business
as four generations ventured in the green industry. Thomas is credited with creating
one of the earliest propagation nurseries in the US upon his arrival from Latvia. He is
also credited with innovative new plant cultivars, varieties and methods to mechanise
cultivation. His son Ed excelled in plant propagation and business. Ed’s son Warren
recalled,
‘My father loved to innovate. One of the things that he always had in his mind
was to mechanise cultivation ... He developed the hardening off system, so we
could dig trees after they came into leaf by putting them under an intermittent
mist system’.

Warren also remembered,

‘Over the years, Ed introduced many new varieties of mountain laurels and
rhododendrons, including a brilliant little dwarf plant he named ““Broadleaf.”.

While Warren seems to have envied his father’s ability to innovate while expanding
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operations, he also innovated in the green industry, and his son Tim commented in an
interview,

‘So he loved to try new ideas ... Sometimes it was a pain in the butt because he
gets far-fetched ideas — sometimes, too crazy. He's an idea guy’.

Tim also generated ideas for the parent family firm, but his ideas were grounded in his
education and experience away from the parent firm, selling for another horticultural
distributor. At Case E, Tim innovated in composting (Case E5). In an interview, he
remembered,

‘So my idea was to turn it into an in-and-out type of operation where you can
get paid on both ends’.

Tim’s father, Warren, reflected in interviews on his son’s innovation at the parent
family firm:

‘[Case E5] was an internal innovation for the nursery but it became part of the
business as a product in the '90s; it was Tim who brought that to the business
because he had enough experience to realise the value of it’.

Pro-activeness
It was arguably Thomas’s pro-active nature that was responsible for beginning nursery
operations in the 1930s and moving operations in 1946 to 300 acres of abandoned
farmland in Hopkinton, about fifteen miles away. It was then Ed’s pro-active and
innovative nature that expanded horticultural production. His son Warren remembered
in an interview,

‘When my dad came into the business in ’37-"38 he brought an interest in
woody plants and landscaping and design’.

Warren also remembered that to expand operations,

‘He was pretty innovative, worked hard, he motivated people by showing them
what to do and then demand they do it’.

Upon the death of their father in 1986, Warren and Rodney jointly ran the operations
at Case E. It was in Warren’s nature to be pro-active and venture in the green industry
in commercial sales and the expansion of existing operations. It was arguably in
Rodney’s nature to resist and delay any venturing activity. As his employees
suggested, Rodney did not do anything unless there was a well-thought-out plan. The
employees also stated that Rodney was,

‘... conservative and pensive; he analysed a situation from every potential

angle and loathed making a decision for fear it would be wrong’.

Tim, the fourth-generation family member, displayed a pro-active nature in a venture
in composting. When he joined the parent firm in 1996, he had no defined position, as
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his father and uncle were arguing about whether he should be part of the firm. Despite
the delays and indecision, Tim ventured in composting and generated compost sales
of nearly $500,000 for the firm in the subsequent years. In a pro-active retort to his

uncle, Tim remembered,
‘You hodgepodge it together, you make it work, you didn't sit back and say,
“here’s the five-year master plan and how are we doing tracking it?””’

Entrepreneurial Legacy
Table 9.78 reflects dimensions of EL in rhetorical reconstruction, strategic education,
entrepreneurial bridging and strategic transitioning over 4 generations at Case E.

Table 9.78: Entrepreneurial Legacy at Case E

Construct

Caze E,E1,EX, E3 2 Caze E4

Case F, E1, F2, F3, F4 3 Caze ES

Stratesic
Education

[Wally] They had both worked at the nurzery
sinca

they were ald enough to waddle’

[Warren] Ouwr grandparerss lived right on the
Jarm and we lived acrozs the street. Evervthing
vevolved arownd plawes. Even on owr vacations
We were VISINRE gavdens and Nurssriss.

[Warren] Bsing a family busimess i
Just what we did — herticulture was a
pat of owr Ives. Duving grade schoel,
Iworked keve all the time, deadheading
plants,  pruning,  picking  stones,
propasating, cufting, growing seeds,
putting in drainage

Entrepreneurial
Bridzmg

[Warren] "My father said if we raize the plants,
they will comes. ™

Warrem] "My father was never givaid fo &y
them, and ke wask 't afraid to fail, ks just trisd
agaim. . .”

[Warren] [Tim] had worked for a number of
years outsids qf the business lemmning these
thirgs and we were pretly enthusiastic thar he
was willing fo come back ... and thot was
something that we thought would be very

valughle and it s proved 1o be’.

[Tim] Evervthing | did was for the
good of thiz compamy. What would
Jrustrate me with »ry unecle is he didn't
trust me and I felt like T was am
extremely dezerving-to-be-trusted
perzon I brought valus fo the compan,
he didn't cars .

Stratesic
Transitioning

[Warrem] "We've heve for the long term, we're
stevards of the land and we want to be good
citizens and trear ow peaple well. ™

[Warven] My sprandiother was absolutely
sntreprenauFial

[Warren] We were fomers and just
wianied o grow plaris,

Strategic Education

Ed joined the parent family firm in the 1930s, and he built upon the legacy his father
had created and with a strategic education in landscape architecture and horticulture at
college in New York. Thomas’s grandsons Warren and Rodney both received a
strategic education while working at the nursery because, as their mother mentioned,
‘they had worked at the nursery since they were old enough to waddle’ (Ward, 2004a:
2). Warren benefitted from a strategic education while studying for a degree in
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landscape architecture combined with an MBA from college in upstate New York like
his father. Rodney spent only a short time at college and eventually graduated with an
Associate’s degree from a college in New Hampshire. Like his father an uncle, Tim
remembered,
‘Being a family business is just what we did — horticulture was a part of our
lives. During grade school, I worked here all the time, deadheading plants,
pruning, picking stones, propagating, cutting, growing seeds, putting in
drainage’.

Entrepreneurial Bridging
Warren received entrepreneurial bridging from his father in the development of
commercial sales and horticultural distribution centres, while his brother worked the
fields and resisted attempts at venturing in new and untested areas. When Tim joined
the family firm in 1996, he brought knowledge in composting and sales from his
previous employment. His knowledge and experience, along with entrepreneurial
bridging prompted his venturing activity in Case E5. Warren recalled in an interview,
‘He had worked for a number of years outside of the business learning these
things and we were pretty enthusiastic that he was willing to come back ... and
that was something that we thought would be very valuable and it’s proved to
be’.

While Tim’s father provided entrepreneurial bridging and transitioning to help his son

venture at the parent family firm, his uncle made efforts to prevent or delay his entry

into the firm and his attempts at venturing within the firm. Tim commented angrily,
‘Everything | did was for the good of this company. What would frustrate me
with my uncle is he didn't trust me, and | felt like 1 was an extremely deserving-
to-be-trusted person. I brought value to the company; he didn't care’.

Strategic Transitioning
At Case E, there is an entrepreneurial legacy in the form of a rhetorical reconstruction
of past achievements: people talk of Thomas’s ability to overcome difficulties by
emigrating from Latvia and starting his venture outside Boston, where, his grandson
commented, the ‘weather was always against us’. Thomas persisted and expanded his
operations, while his son continued to innovate in the green industry with the
introduction of new cultivars and new ventures in design and retail. The father and son
agreed that
‘We’re here for the long term, we’re stewards of the land, and we want to be
good citizens and treat our people well’,

They attempted to transmit their philosophy to their sons and grandsons (Ward, 2004a:
2).

9.3.11 Categorised Munificence at Case E

Table 9.79 presents dimensions of organizational sponsorship at Case E. The data in
this section reflects munificence from Case E, E1, E2, E3 to Case E4 in the first column
and Case E, E1, E2, E3, E4 to Case E5 in the second column.
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Table 9.79:

Dimensions of Organizational Sponsorship at Case E

Construct

Caze E,EL,EI, E3 > Caze E4

Case F,EI E2, F3, F4 > Case ES

Field-building
Activities

[Warren] Even back then we were doing compocting
Jor the nursery.”

[Warrew] That particulor business spread out ouwr
gifering. We were able fo do things in othey businesses
T WE Were HoW [N compstition with

[Warrew] The term “environmsnt " was something thar
I war pretty insistent on when I first came into the
business because I could see the need for ervivonmental

aWareness.

[Warrew] Hs saw the need for sxparding the palats of
plont material realizing thear almost sverything we were
growing was frem sesd back then: clonal propagation
was just beginning. He just zovt of adapted it from what
he lsmned from others "

[Tim] Sometimer it was a pain in the but because [Warven]
gets fmr-fetched idsar sometimss, oo crazy - he's an idea

[Warren] Twas doing some marketing when I first cams in
arnd ons gf the things I had ar a slogan was "Working with the
snvirorment to improve your ljfasmile,” . . . Composting was
tisd into the srvironment.

Warren] T guess we had 800 or 700 acves when we finalhy
Sinizhed the land clsaring and keptr the mocsyy operation
going, bur we wers In the growing business, we wers in
COMPOSTING — even back then we were doing composting for
the nuFsery

[Warrewn] ‘spemr four months thinking of cost-raving and
reverme-gensrating mitiatives, ons of which a composiing
ProgFmn .

Matworkmg
Actrities

[Warren] He joined the plant propagator s society and
gor to mest a lot gqf the immovaters i nwrsery
production

[Warren] we toured in some of the best nurcsvies we
could find . . . we toek Tim on a monber of these trips
and he could ses zome gf the networks

[Warren] Ouwr fomily, my dad in particular, enjoved
Eoing to visit other places becauss that = a pretly good
idea certainly and thar s why we joined these variows
aszociations and we did a lot of towing around

Warver] I became imvolved with the nwrsery

aszociations and the broader picture hpe thing.

[Tim] Introductions to warders, citiss ard towns, people that
they ke ? I cevtainly think the interim CEQ Gary Furst did
tha, iy father did that.

[Tim] Dad's full of ideas all the time. 5o, he would definirely
give me lsads — zo would [CEQ] Gary. He's well-connscted
to highsy-up, wealthisy-ipe peopls. Very helgful.

[Tim] Uncls — defimitely no, bur my dad would mest
romebody ar a mseting becauce he's irvolved with all these
diffevent groups, and he'd pass the lsad orto me. "1 talked 1o
thiz guv over dinmer last wight ket very imterested in
compozt’”

Direct Suppert
Activities

[Warrew] The Mazz Pike took the mussy land in
Weston everrually, and thev could see this coming so
tha's why they Imew they had to move owt and they
Jound this big form in Hopkirton .

[Rodney] "What Tim learned abowt horticulnure he
lsarned through us mestly, so just being here”

[Rodney] Everything we bought had to have multipls
reasons for purchasing i, it wasn 't just thar thiz loader
would be ured exclusively and then it would sit there if
it wark't being used for the comgposting site.”

[Warren] We said "No you don't want to work heve right
now sven though we 'd love to have you here. We want 1o have
yeu get soms practical experisnce outride of this faomily
business bscause thiz is the fups of thing that vou can bring
new ideas ared different ways of looking at things and getting
things doms. ™

[Warren] When Tim first cames into the busimezz, we had
miade the decirion o separats the commersial from the retail,
physically, becauss we were frying to do commsreial business
out of owr vetail center. That didn 't make zenss.”

[Tim] But [Warren] was theve with mes, pushing his nenwork
and his conmections - bying to help for the right reasors.

Beginning with Thomas, generations at Case E provided munificence to new ventures.
However, the data indicates conflict and disagreement in the third generation. While
family and employees suggested that Warren was “full of ideas’ and always eager to
sponsor venturing at the firm, Rodney said ‘no’ to new venture activity because of his
conservative and arguably disagreeable nature. This section argues that the third
generation’s failure to consistently carry out sponsorship activities created a difficult
and toxic environment in which to venture.

Field-building
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When Ed joined his father in the 1930s through the 1940s, they aligned themselves
with and engage with other professional horticulturalists and propagators where none
existed before. In an interview, Ed’s son Warren remembered his father joining others
in the green industry field to venture in clonal propagation of plant material:
‘He saw the need for expanding the palate of plant material realising that
almost everything we were growing was from seed back then; clonal
propagation was just beginning. He just sort of adapted it from what he learned
from others’.

In 1984, Warren introduced a commercial yard in which builders and contractors could
buy in bulk during a building boom outside Boston. To provide knowledge for new
businesses, Warren attempted to align himself with and engage with others in the
industry through associations and organisations, many of which he founded and/or
presided over. In an interview, Warren remembered, ‘I became involved with the
nursery associations and the broader picture type thing’.

Warren provided field-building activities when he introduced Tim to established green
industry owners at Case A2 who were active in industrial-scale composting. Tim
remembered in an interview,
‘We want to have you get some practical experience outside of this family
business because this is the type of thing that you can bring — new ideas and
different ways of looking at things and getting things done.’

Tim finally joined the family firm in 1996 without a formal position, and Warren
noted, he ‘spent four months thinking of cost-saving and revenue-generating
initiatives, one of which, a composting program’.

Tim undertook the revenue-generating venture in composting in order to expand

operations at Case E5. His uncle resisted, and in an interview, Tim remembered,
‘During the time I brought the idea from my previous experiences that the
composting could be much bigger ... So, my idea was that we could make that
a profitable part, but anything that involved spending a lot of money was not
approved by my uncle pretty much’.

Networking

At Case E, the parent firm began operations just before the Great Depression in 1927
and survived with a strong network of loyal customers who believed that ‘if Case E
doesn’t have it, then no one has it’. Thomas and Ed cultivated their network of wealthy
individuals in New England as they expanded their operations and continued to
venture. Networking activities on the part of the parent family firm provided
munificence for new commercial operations among municipalities and builders who
bought in bulk. Warren noted in an interview that Case E had a ‘strong reputation’
with which to venture, despite the new competition that had sprung up with a housing
boom outside Boston by 1984.

In 1996, when Tim joined the parent family firm and decided to venture in Case E5,
he noted that
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‘Dad's full of ideas all the time. So, he would definitely give me leads — so
would [CEO] Gary. He's well-connected to higher-up, wealthier-type people.
Very helpful’.

He also noted that his father and others at the family firm made ‘Introductions to
wardens, cities and towns — people that they knew?” However, he also commented,
‘My uncle really wasn't connected so he didn't do that’. To emphasise the
discrepancies between his father and uncle in the level of networking activities, Tim
stated,
‘Uncle — definitely no, but my dad would meet somebody at a meeting because
he's involved with all these different groups, and he'd pass the lead onto me.

“| talked to this guy over dinner last night, he's very interested in compost™’.

Direct Support
According to employees, their style of direct support and management could be
‘dictatorial’ at times, but it was always in support of the organisation (Ward, 2004).
In an interview, Warren remembered,
‘The Mass Pike took the nursery land in Weston eventually, and they could see
this coming so that’s why they knew they had to move out and they found this
big farm in Hopkinton’.

Warren noted that the family firm was continually providing sponsorship in the form
of direct support activities to at least seven profit centres by the 1980s. The family
recognised the need to keep pace with growing competition in the green industry field,
however, and Warren ventured again in commercial sales. Warren noted,
‘We were in six or seven different businesses. Retail, landscaping, landscape
design, compost. | think these business ideas all came from within the family;
they saw a need for this aspect to be built out and they figured out a way to
make it happen’.

His father and non-family employees directed support to the new venture, which
immediately proved profitable during the building boom in and around Boston, but
Rodney resisted. Rodney believed in withholding support for initiatives and ventures
that would stretch Case E’s assets and employees. In a letter to the board of Case E,
Rodney expressed his concern:
‘I have a different approach than Warren does to management. I am more
conservative and less optimistic. | believe Warren’s excessive optimism
(especially in terms of sales potential for March) has worked to the Nursery’s
disadvantage’ (Ward, 2004a: 17)

While Warren and Rodney continually bickered and backstabbed each other, Tim
found his way at the firm and forged ahead with his venturing activity. His father and
employees provided direct support and learning; his father commented, ‘What Tim
learned about horticulture he learned through us mostly, so just being here’. Rodney,
who believed his nephew had snubbed him when he declined the insect management
post, did not support his nephew and often complicated simple issues like equipment
purchases. Tim remembered,
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‘Everything we bought had to have multiple reasons for purchasing it, it wasn't
just that this loader would be used exclusively and then it would sit there if it
wasn't being used for the composting site’.

9.3.12 Categorized Dispositions at Case F

At Case F categorized dispositions exist in an EO and EL for the preservation of
existing operations and development of new ideas and ventures in Case F1. In existing
dispositions of an EO and EL at the parent family firm, there is arguably development
of both dispositions among the next generation.

Entrepreneurial Orientation

This section suggests that Mike and his wife, Abby, imbued an EO and EL to their
daughter, Joan, in the development of Case F1. The textual presentation of data below
in Table 9.80provides EO data reflecting dispositions and dimensions of an EO among
interviewees. Further textual analysis of the data suggests that EO exists within
generations at Case F.
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Table 9.80: Dimensions of an Entrepreneurial Orientation at Case F

EO

Mike

Joan

Risk-taking

[Mike] Going forwards as a company, we
would like to build back up to about 100
units per annum.

[Mike] Joan is the major shareholder
in Case F1

[Joan] “Dad and | both wanted it to
be my business rather than something
that was part of Case F.”

Innovativeness

[Mike] So we’re innovating to try and
basically meet the marketplace.

[Mike] “And looking at what had already
been established in wee homes for the
Building Skills Initiative, | thought maybe
this could work.”

[Mike] “[Case F1] is something that we
have shared and we have developed the
idea.”

[Mike] Well she takes on board what
her education has provided her with.

[Mike] “We realized that perhaps our
main market could be in these more
difficult to reach areas like the
Scottish Highlands and Islands which
are really difficult for people to get
houses built at affordable prices.”

Pro-activeness

[Mike] I would have — I’'m not that long in
the tooth that I’m not wanting to sit up and
listen to good ideas.

[Mike] It is something that we have shared
and developed the idea. Case F1 develops
small timber houses and indeed Joan was
looking for a place to live and she now
lives in one in our garden.

[Mike] And on top of that | just think
she’s got this determination to -
because | think in business you need
somebody that’s really determined.
She thinks through to the advantage.

[Mike] Joan’s entrepreneurial spirit
is immense - her energy. She has huge
energy levels; she’s young - she’ll be
a great entrepreneurial spirit.

[Mike] She applies processes where
she will review ongoing progress of
projects with a view to improvement,
creating and generating
improvement, generating
improvement in revenues, etc.

At Case F and Case F1 categorized dispositions exist at the parent family firm in an
EO of risk-taking, innovativeness and pro-activeness. While father, Mike, has
demonstrated dispositions in all dimensions of EO, the data suggests that he has also
imbued dispositions in an EO to his daughter, Joan, as she attempted to venture at the
parent firm. Joan ventured in marketing and sales of very small homes to Glasgow area
residents who have a limited budget or limited need for a large living space.

Risk-taking

While Case F has an established a record for risk-taking in the home-building field,
risk presented issues for the parent family firm in 2009 when recession in the UK
severely restricted home-building. As Mike noted in interviews, home-building peaked
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at about 100 units per year before recession then dropped to fewer than 10 units per
year between 2008 and 2014. Since recession the parent family firm has added risk
and increased land holdings for development and building activity while increasing
building activity to 40 homes per annum. However, in interviews Mike commented,
‘Going forwards as a company, we would like to build back up to about 100 units per
annum.’

Upon her graduation she undertook a clerical role with the parent family firm while
she developed her father’s idea in tiny homes construction. Joan understood she was
accepting risk with the new venture, and she commented in interviews, “Dad and |
both wanted it to be my business rather than something that was part of Case F.”
Further, in interviews her father, Mike, noted that, “Joan is the major shareholder in
Case F1.

Innovativeness
In recent years Mike introduced the educational programs to teach Glasgow young
adults building skills. British dignitaries visited and expressed approval of the
initiative as an innovative program for the local population to learn the building trade.
Mike recalled in interviews,
“And looking at what had already been established in Case F for the Building
Skills Initiative, | thought maybe this could work.”

From this initiative Mike developed the idea for construction of ‘tiny’ homes; he
communicated, “So we’re innovating to try and basically meet the marketplace.”
While the market was young adults and senior citizens, he quickly understood that
there was a market in hard to reach places with few building alternatives. In interviews
he noted,
“We realized that perhaps our main market could be in these more difficult to
reach areas like the Scottish Highlands and Islands which are really difficult
for people to get houses built at affordable prices.”

With an innovative disposition which Mike arguably imbued in his daughter, Joan,
father and daughter shared in the innovation and development of the idea in Case F1.
As Joan noted in interviews, “[Case F1] is something that we have shared, and we
have developed the idea.” Overall, Joan believed that her family, particularly her
father, innovated, and she commented, “Yes, | would say they are pretty innovative.”

Pro-activeness
In a pro-active nature Mike developed Case F arguably with an entrepreneurial mind
set. His daughter, Joan, commented in interviews, “I would say my dad is probably the
most entrepreneurial of the three directors.” In a pro-active disposition, Mike
repeatedly ventured to revive existing operations at Case F while developing new
opportunities for his daughter to venture in Case F1. In interviews Mike discussed his
daughter’s pro-active nature by commenting,
“And on top of that | just think she’s got this determination too — because |
think in business you need somebody that’s really determined. She thinks
through to the advantage.”
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Further, Joan commented in interviews that it was arguably her pro-active nature that
drew her to business and venturing at the parent family firm. She commented, ““I knew
| probably wanted to start up my own business.”

Entrepreneurial Legacy

While generational data in a rhetorical reconstruction of past entrepreneurial
achievements is limited at Case F, there is data in Table 9.81 to support dimensions of
strategic education, entrepreneurial bridging and strategic transitioning for Joan and
her venture in Case F1.

Table 9.81: Dimensions of an Entrepreneurial Legacy at Case F

Conztruct CazeF 2> CazeF1

stratesic Education [Miks] We have worked to develop a small house-building compayy and that has
been rurming for approximaisly 24 vears.

[Mike] "Well she takez on bogrd what her educarion har provided her with. ™

Entreprensunal [oan]” I think he's certainly alwayz looking for new opportumitiss and thinking
Brdgmg about things a wees bit differenthe. ™

[Jogn] “And I think they just wartsd both py brother and I to kind of get an idea
of whar it was like to run your own business and the pigfalls and argthing thar's
going o™

Stratesic [Joan] Yez. We're open to tackling prafects that other folk might ser asids.
Transihioning

Strategic Education

At Case F strategic education existed in understanding that Joan could find her own
way toward the parent family firm. While her education included a strong desire to act
in London, she returned to a small university in Glasgow to complete her education in
marketing and entrepreneurship. Her father commented, “Well she takes on board
what her education has provided her with.”” Upon graduation her parents provided
strategic education in her clerical role at the parent family firm. Joan’s mother offered
sales and marketing skills while her father and uncle provided technical and
management skills.

Entrepreneurial Bridging

In entrepreneurial bridging Joan’s parents provided her and her brother, John, with a

sense of what it was like to venture. In interviews, Joan recalled,
“And | think they just wanted both my brother and I to kind of get an idea of
what it was like to run your own business and the pitfalls and anything that's
going on.”

Further, her father, Mike, actively engaged in the development of the venture to
provide technological support and direction for Case F1. Joan remembered,
| think he's certainly always looking for new opportunities and thinking
about things a wee bit differently.”
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Strategic Transitioning

In strategic transitioning Joan has borrowed from the legacy of her father while also
borrowing from successes and failures at Case F to develop key resources including
the parent family firm’s desire to, ‘tackle projects that other folk might set aside.’
Resources also include knowledge of the local building trade and knowledge of
development codes and restrictions to provide Case F1 with the ability to overcome a
liability of newness and acquire legitimacy (Stinchcombe, 1965, Flynn, 1993a)

9.3.13 Categorized Munificence at Case F

At Case F organisational sponsorship activities in field-building, networking and direct
support arguably acts as a catalyst to propel the new venture forward (Amezcua et al.,
2013). Table 9.82 below presents categorized data in table format for further analysis
in this section.
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Table 9.82: Dimensions of Organisational Sponsorship at Case F

Field-buildmg
Arctivities

[Mike] Field-building: We realized thet perhaps our main mavket cowld be in these
moreg difficult fo reach areas (ke the Scorttish Highlands and Slonos which are
really difficult for people to get howses built af gffordable prices

[Mike] Field-building: The business idea evelved from thot process and also from
a process Hope Homes Scationd ave building a fraditional village nearby

Mike] Field-building: So that idea has grown between Joan and ourselves and so
between Case F amd Hope Homes Scotlond Limited and that is how the process has
evolved and Joan s now taten a lsad role in it

Foan] Field-building: And T think that gives people a wee bif of confidence that
we 're nai fust a start-up company and things cowld go wrong becase, you know, o
house is the biggesi purchase that most people make in their [ife; so, it's a big deal

FMike] “T'm not thet Jong in the footh that I'm not wanting fo £l up and fisten fo
sood ideas from athers.”

Networking Activities

[Mike] Networking: We imvolved the two local academies to send students, and one
project we decided to do fo create an imterest in the project was o build a small
timber house thot was in modular forma and could be trmsported elsewhere.

[Mike] Networking: Twould go and help her ond introduce her to somebody, and
we both saf omd discussed the profect with him

[Mike] "So I'm not big on that, I'm not big on networking and that nature like
industry conventions, etc. In fact Tdon't do it.”

Floan] “Ireally don't do a lof of thot, and Twould say thai's probably... [ike Dad's
rot really into doing stuff like that - indistry associafions and the Jike "

Direct Support
Activities

Lloan] Direct support: And that kind of takes a lot of experience that Dad has
because they've worked on plenty of different sites iike that  AnK alse, he kind of
takes care of the building process itself and managing the workforce.

[Mike] Direct support: she's asked me fo come on board and help with our - well,
mainfy becanre of technical imowledge.

[Mike] Direct support: Joan had asked me to come along and look of a particular
development site. For example, last week we visited o site on the West Coast of
Scotland and T was there fo one: asress the site technically, two: fo gauge the
mteraction that we can develop befween ourselves and the customer

[Mike] Direct support: But also, as kind of a sounding boavd for the strategy for
the business, finances, basically everything. Id say the only thing that [ don't really
kind af rely on af any sort 5 fo kind of prodably the kind of markeiing and PR side
afit

[Mike] Direct support: I'm there fo advise - not to direct.
Foan] Dirvect support: It is something that we have shared and developed the idea.

Floan] “Well certainly he has experience i the bullding trade, to the hill. T really
don't think that we would have been able fo ref up a buziness [ike this without the
backing of Dads expericnce and the backing of Case F.7
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Field-building Activities
Data suggests Mike resisted opportunities to align and engage Case F1 with other new
organisations in home-building to protect his new and innovative idea; data also
suggests that he resisted opportunities to align and engage with other new
organisations because he believed Case F1 represented a legacy for himself and his
daughter given high accolades from the Prince of England and others. However, in
interviews, Mike commented that, “I’m not that long in the tooth that I’m not wanting
to sit up and listen to good ideas from others.” His daughter, Joan, remembered family
weekends visiting competitor custom homes. She commented,
“When | was younger, a lot of the time, there was that kind of period where a
lot of weekends we'd go and see all the building companies' show homes.”

Networking Activities
In interviews, Mike admitted his disdain for associations and clubs when he
commented in interviews,
““So I’m not big on that, I’m not big on networking and that nature like industry
conventions, etc. In fact, | don’t do it.”

In interviews, his daughter, Joan, confirmed her dislike and her father’s dislike for
field-building activities. She commented,
“I really don't do a lot of that, and | would say that's probably...like Dad's not
really into doing stuff like that - industry associations and the like.”

Direct Support Activities

At Case F1 direct support activities included a transfer of knowledge from Mike to the

new venture. In interviews Joan recalled how important it was to have experience,

knowledge and support from her father and the parent family firm. She commented,
“Well certainly he has experience in the building trade, to the hilt. | really
don't think that we would have been able to set up a business like this without
the backing of Dad's experience and the backing of Case F.”

Mike repeatedly commented that his daughter asked for his “technical knowledge’. In
interviews he included several examples of transfer.
“Well for example, Joan and | would — Joan had asked me to come along and
look at a particular development site. For example, last week we visited a site
on the West Coast of Scotland and I was there to number one, assess the site
technically.”

While Mike commented emphatically that “I’m there to advise, not to direct” at Case
F1, he also believed it was his responsibility to act as mentor in the development of
new ideas and direction at the new venture. He remembered,
I was offering some wherewithal mentoring to try and help develop ideas, and
| don’t think there is any substitute for experience, and hence, | would like to
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share that experience as well as opportunities to develop during a period
working in the construction industry.”

9.3.14 Categorised Dispositions at Case G

Entrepreneurial Orientation

At Case G categorised dispositions exist at the parent family firm in an EO in
dimensions of risk-taking, innovativeness and pro-activeness. However, Donald has
arguably restricted dispositions in an EO with tight control and oversight of existing
operations and venturing activity at the parent family firm. Table 9.83 presents EO
data reflecting dispositions and behaviour of interviewees, this section continues with
a textual analysis of the data on EO at the parent family firm.
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Table 9.83 Entrepreneurial Orientation at Case G

EOQ

David

Jake

Damniel

Pro-activensss

[Donald] 1 kept my eves open to
things I saw people doing
correctly . ..

[Donald] T think the biggest
thing we did and the reon
we're still here is you can't play
the same game as the box siores
do

[ake] “Twouldn't say that were
at odds over the fiture of the
compary, buf we think differently.

Damiel] It's hard to find large
filacs _ . . omd we can grow lilac
around here; i's hardly enough
Wiy can'’t I throw in 1000 or 5000
iilacs and turn them around in 3-4
years?

{Demiel] Donald dossn't think thot
way with growing. I think thoat way.

Risk-taking

[Donald] I got info a business
af wmy own probably  just
becamse of the freedom and
economic opparturities.

Damiel]  “[Donald]  doesn't
fake risk— he tried to avoid thot
as much as he can.”

[ake] "My dad is very Interested
in moaking money for himself But,
it is his busimess. He's tough.™

Demiel] T would lite fo buy
praperty, and T would like fo grow.

[Demiel] it's all part of the mursery
- Not o separate wname, nof &
separate profit centre.

Innovativeness

[Donald] I wouldn't say it was
pimed to be from the start,
that's  something  thot  just
happened almost by chance.

[Donald] I took a lot of what T
saw thet e hod done and either
adopted it or modified if insome
FRCIFHET,

Hake] “Tve learned a lof more

[fram my father as a son than § have

as a boss.

(Damiel] I defihiitely have interest in
doing situff like patenting day lilies,
J just ai this time don't heave the time
o do it or haven't made the time o
do i because my energy and
evervthing I have goss info this
busingss.
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Risk-taking

In a dimension of risk-taking Donald started Case G with only an idea and some
guidance from a college classmate and mentor who owned a garden centre. Donald
risked finances and reputation at an early age. Over time Donald expanded nursery
operations to service both retail and wholesale customers. He also risked operations
by receiving green goods in fall months. Green goods often died during winter months
above ground at Case G, but Donald subscribed to the advantage of additional
discounting and cost-savings with each fall delivery. As Donald planned transition of
the parent family firm, both his son, Jake, and his general manager, Daniel, complained
frequently in interviews that Donald seemed unwilling to support their ideas and take
risk. In interviews, Daniel commented, “[Donald] doesn’t take risk — he tried to avoid
that as much as he can.”

Donald’s son, Jake, returned to Case G from previous work in auto parts inventory and
management. Jake returned to the parent family firm with his own ideas about updates
to irrigation systems, inventory management systems and existing operations. Further,
Jake hoped to partner with Daniel to change and expand operations at the parent family
firm in tree services, contracting and growing. With little support toward venturing in
tree services, contracting and growing, Jake and Daniel arguably lost their appetite for
risk at Case G. Ininterviews they expressed frustration at lack of support from Donald.
Jake pointedly remarked, “My dad is very interested in making money for himself. But,
it is his business. He’s tough.”

Innovativeness

In a dimension of innovativeness Donald has developed innovative methods in
accounting, purchasing, sales to build his business. In accounting Donald proudly
noted, “I do a hybrid cash/accrual-based accounting” to suggest innovative
accounting methods in the green industry. In purchasing Donald expressed satisfaction
that he received high discounts from vendors for early payment and fall shipping of
green goods. In sales Donald formed formal partnership with contractors allowing
them to send retail customers to the yard for service. He commented in interviews,
““Contractors feel that they can send their customers in here to look at things because
everything's priced retail.”

While Daniel and Jake expressed innovative tendencies in their desire to, ““do stuff like
patenting Daylilies” and “grow[ing] lilacs around here, it's hardly enough”, neither
acted on their disposition toward innovativeness at the parent family firm.

Pro-activeness

In a pro-active dimension of an EO Donald started Case G, as he suggested, “probably
just because of the freedom and economic opportunities.” At the parent family firm
Donald was pro-active with an eye toward opportunity for himself. In interviews he
commented,

“I kept my eyes open about things I saw people do correctly.” However, Donald’s son,
Jake commented that ideas abound at the parent family firm but few are enacted.
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“My dad offers prospective ideas, but he never goes through with them. | would
like to see more than ideas.”

Donald and Daniel also expressed a pro-active nature, but they arguably seemed
reluctant to be pro-active under the auspices of Donald. In interviews both commented
that they think differently than Donald, and they are often reluctant to be pro-active
given new opportunities. Jake commented, ““I wouldn’t say that we’re at odds over the
future of the company, but we think differently.”” Further, Daniel and Jake noted Donald
often expressed support but inaction.

Entrepreneurial Legacy

Dispositions also exist at the parent firm in an EL suggesting dimensions of strategic
education, entrepreneurial bridging and strategic transitioning; further, there are
dimensions of an EL in rhetorical reconstruction of past achievements and failures.
However, this section suggests that dimensions of an EL are often reflected in control
of operations and venturing. Table 9.84 presents data in EL as it relates to dimensions
of the construct. This section presents further analysis of the construct in textual
analysis.
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Table 9.84 Dispositions in an EL at Case G

aryways.

[Demiel] “T'm assuming Donald womted his sons
fo take it over, and I com see his Hdr coming in
and fust being frustrated with him becawse he just
wor't let go amd petting amgry and just being like,
‘sat ot of here!”

Construct Case & Case G 2 Casze G1
Stratepic Donald]™ If Iwere a mentor, I'd teach gross/net, | akel “Tve learned a lot of things not to
one thing thai's huee especially If vou're trying fo | do from my father. ™
Education buy amd sell because that'’s where the money is.”
flake] “Tve learned a lot more from my
Jather as a son than I have as a boss.
Entrepreneurial | [Donala] 4 certain amount of it is sentiment, I'd | Uake] “My dad offers prospective ideas,
ik to see the buringss keep going. but he mever goer through with them. [
Eridging would like fo see more than ideas. ™
Demie] “[Donald] likes to kesp everything
under his thumb. ” [Damiel] Donalds going o be a huge
resowrce for me . . All he har fo do &5 say
‘o', Ifhe says “no’, then no is no, and ]
Jind amother aption I'm not gfraid fo ask
Doneld
Strategic [Donald] “T see the trawition as being an| (Jake] "He seems very open fo i but
evalution where I'm going to evolve ouf more and | when if comes dows fo brass facks, he - it
Transiticning more, which I've been domg for several years | never happens.”

Fake] “This kind af thing is more than 13
vears in the making that my dad should
have siepped away. N bgffles me
JOmetimes.

[Damiel] “[Donald] needs o sigp fo the
side as far as I'm concerned

[fDonald] “About six or seven years ago [

started furning over bifr and pieces fo
Dorald ™

[Lonald] T ihink af some point T will be
in the dackaround

At Case G dimensions of an EL in strategic education arguably failed when Jake
informed his parents that it was his choice to leave college and find his way working
as a labourer at local establishments or at the parent family firm. Jake commented,
“I’ve learned a lot of things not to do from my father.” Jake also commented with
frustration, “I’ve learned a lot more from my father as a son than | have as a boss.”
Daniel also left his education to join a competitive nursery then Case G, but he claimed
in interviews that strategic education came from his grandfather and his previous
employer.

In a dimension of entrepreneurial bridging Donald expressed support for bridging any
new venture, but Daniel noted, ““He seems very open to it, but when it comes down to
brass tacks, he - it never happens.” Donald tightly controlled operations and venturing
activity at the parent family firm and he greeted new opportunities with lukewarm
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enthusiasm and little support. Both Daniel and Jake suggested in interviews that,
“[Donald] likes to keep everything under his thumb.”

Strategic transition arguably existed only in promises from Donald. In interviews
Donald suggested strategic transition by noting, ‘About six or seven years ago | started
turning over bits and pieces to Donald.” He commented further, ‘I think at some point
I will be in the background.” However, transition timeframes come and go with
Donald repeating his assertion that,
“| see the transition as being an evolution where I'm going to evolve out more
and more, which I've been doing for several years anyways.”

In frustration Jake commented, ““Daniel could have been running this place a long

time ago.” In a reflection of long delayed strategic transition Jake also understood that,
“This kind of thing is more than 15 years in the making that my dad should
have stepped away. It baffles me sometimes.

Daniel also expressed hope but frustration in interviews when he commented,

“[Donald] needs to step to the side as far as I'm concerned. Daniel elaborated by

commenting on the frustration Donald’s sons likely felt about strategic transition.
“I'm assuming Donald wanted his sons to take it over, and I can see his kids
coming in and just being frustrated with him because he just won't let go and
getting angry and just being like, ‘get out of here!””

9.3.15 Categorised Munificence at Case G

Categorised munificence in activities of field-building, networking and direct support
are limited at Case G arguably due to lack of commitment from Donald to formally
transition the firm and lack of action from Donald to support venturing at the firm.
Table 9.85 provides data of sponsorship activities which arguably support success at
the parent family firm and seemingly repress venturing at the parent family firm. This
section also includes textual analysis of organisational sponsorship at Case G.
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Table 9.85 Organisational Sponsorship at Case G

Construct

Case &

Case G 2 Case 1

Field-buildmg
Activities

[ake]  Figld-building:  “[Donald] didn’t
expend elsewhere because he believed it
wold compete with his customers.”

[Danald] Field-building: I'm trying to ivelve
[Demizl] imto mare of that but af the same time
continue to do a fair amount of i nmpself
because i's something T enjoy.

[ake] Field-bullding:  “[Donald]  thinks
grawing it o headnche, and it's eqsier fo bring
in native shrubs from wherever. He doesn’t
want to have that kind of overhead ™

[Donald] Field building: I wse him @ a
sounding board for some decizions [ moke
fometines

Networldng
Aetivities

[Damiel] Networking: I'm more plant person,
and that's why T think that we work ir he'’s got
the finamcial part down

[ake] Networking: Donald, “is not a people
persan. ™

[Donald] Networking: “T've fypically not

joimed groups. I've hod people sugeest that 1

should be part of different groups over the
vears, but I think a lot af if's a waste of time.”

[Donald] Networking: I siill ewjoy working
with the suppliers. I'm frping fo bring Damiel
into that foo and most of my suppliers ave
Jiomiliar with dealing with him also.

Direct support
Aetivities

[Donald] Direct support: I like to buy amd I'm
goad af huying amd selling [ think of some
paint Twill be in the background

[Deamiel] Direct support: I feel that T a very
caim person and Donald has learmed fram me

[Damiel] Direct suppori: Donald helped me
understand sales negoliations. [ think Donald
can help with growing with his background in
real esiote

[Donald] Direct support: I'm using my
credibility fo give him credihility.

[Deamiel] Direct support: “T will take awny
suppoart ar resources Donald will offer, within
reason, dui Donalds a control freak amd o5
fough sometimes with him. "~

[Demie]] Direct support: T fesl like I he
doesn't lef go of those things while he'’s stili
here fand there's things Iimow he does that 1
don't even thow that fie does), thar's where [
Jeel like M'm unprepared

Field-building Activities
In field-building activities which align and engage ventures with other ventures, Jake
commented in interviews that, “[Donald] didn’t expand elsewhere because he
believed it would compete with his customers.” Jake and Daniel also commented that
Donald’s competitive nature prohibited alignment and engagement for the firm and
possible new ventures. Consequently, Donald arguably limited field-building activities
with close-minded communication and a competitive attitude. Jake also commented
that his father limited field-building activities by suggesting easier and simpler
alternatives to venturing. In interviews Jake commented,

“[Donald] thinks growing is a headache, and it’s easier to bring in native

shrubs from wherever. He doesn’t want to have that kind of overhead.”
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Networking Activities
In networking activities Donald commented repeatedly that in transition he would pass
his grower network to Daniel. Horticultural distribution involves extensive grower
networks to provide a wide assortment of green-goods, and Donald possessed a strong
but limited grower network which he developed over many years through careful
cultivation. Typically, in the green industry operators develop existing business and
new business grower associations at networking events, but in interviews Donald
commented emphatically,
“I've typically not joined groups. I've had people suggest that | should be part
of different groups over the years, but I think a lot of it's a waste of time.”

Both Daniel and Jake suggested Donald, ““is not a people person.” Both also believed
grower associations and networking groups were a waste of time, and they have limited
inventory possibilities as well as venturing possibilities with their limited networking.

Direct Support Activities
In direct support activities Donald supported Daniel and Jake in existing operations,
but a high level of control from Donald created a high level of ‘unpreparedness’ for
Daniel. In interviews he reflected,
“| feel like if he doesn't let go of those things while he's still here (and there's
things | know he does that | don't even know that he does), that's where 1 feel
like I'm unprepared.”

Daniel and Jake also commented in interviews that Donald provides direct support
which includes a very controlling nature. As such, Donald provided direct support in
resources and opportunities for existing operations, but direct support also included
intensive scrutiny and control over existing operations. In interviews, Daniel
commented,
“l will take any support or resources Donald will offer, within reason, but
Donald's a control freak and it's tough sometimes with him.”
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