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Executive Summary
To make sustainability an everyday and enduring part of the organization, sustainability aspects
have to be embedded into corporate culture. However, it would be possible that some corporate
cultures are not or in lesser extent conducive to sustainability than other corporate cultures.
Because family businesses are characterized with distinctive and unique characteristics of non‐
family businesses, it raises the question whether the cultural characteristics of family businesses
are more conducive to sustain sustainability over the long term?
The objective of this research is to develop a theoretical insight in the disposition of family
businesses in embedding sustainability into organizational culture, by providing an
understanding of the theories of cultures in businesses (family and non‐family firms) and
theories of cultural change for sustainability. To fulfill the objective, one main central question is
answered by literature research:
1. Does the culture of family businesses compared to nonfamily businesses have a disposition in
embedding sustainability into organizational culture?
The family systems theory has been used to introduce the family influence and presence in
ownership and management, which determine whether a business can be defined as a family
business. It is the family component that delivers the family business with unique (cultural‐)
characteristics. Family culture becomes organizational culture and familial goals and values
drive organizational behavior, decision‐making and business strategies.
The disposition of family businesses depends on the values and ideological underpinnings
(cultural orientation) of the dominant family elite (e.g. founder and family leaders).
Organizational alignment is a precondition for successful embedding of sustainability into
corporate culture and requires compliance between the cultural orientation of the dominant
family elite and the central issues within a culture of sustainability. Their attitude towards
corporate sustainability determines the level of resistance to the cultural change needed for
sustainability and which sustainability strategy is chosen. Sustainability strategies vary in stage
of organizational development towards sustainability and in their effect on and embeddings in
the organizational culture. The embedding of sustainability aspects requires organizational
change on different levels and dimensions of organizational culture. Family business cultures
that foster change are open and receptive for the concept of corporate sustainability and are
more likely to choose a sustainability strategy that embeds sustainability aspects in deeper
levels of organizational culture.
Family businesses with an open culture and a visionary strategy, strive for the embedding of
corporate sustainability in all levels of corporate culture. These family businesses have a
disposition compared to non‐family businesses arising from distinctive cultural characteristics.
Business strategies (e.g. sustainability strategies) arise from family culture, which creates a
more unified long‐term strategy and commitment to fulfill it. The long‐term orientation, the high
level of organizational cohesion, and the high employee commitment and loyalty to
organizational goals deliver family businesses a disposition in comparison to non‐family
businesses.
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1 Introduction
For the means of the completion of the bachelor program Management and Consumer Studies at
the Wageningen University, a literature research has been conducted. In this research, the
disposition of the culture of family businesses in embedding sustainability into organizational
culture is chosen as subject.
In this chapter, the conceptual research design and the technical research design are presented.
The conceptual design, section 1.1, covers the research objective, research framework, and
research issue and defines the key concepts. The technical design, section 1.2, covers the
required research materials and the research strategies that are used. Section 1.3 introduces the
subject of this research project by giving insight in the findings of an explorative study in three
family businesses and the hypothesis that results from this study is presented in section 1.4.

1.1 Conceptual research design
The conceptual research design indicates the type of information the research project has used
and, in turn, how this information can contribute to solving the problem. The conceptual design
consists of the research objective, the research framework and the research issue (Verschuren
and Doorewaard, 2005).
1.1.1 Project context
In the last decade, sustainability has become an increasingly integral part of doing business in
any industry. Almost every CEO (93%) sees sustainability as important to their company’ future
success (Bertels and Papania, 2010). For companies to balance their financial, social, and
environmental risks, obligations and opportunities, sustainability moves from being an add‐on
to ‘just the way we do things around here’ (Bertels and Papania, 2010). A multitude of corporate
sustainability reports describe sustainability as ‘the way we do business’, and recently published
literature adds on this a clear understanding of how to embed sustainability in day‐to‐day
decisions and processes of organizations (Bertels and Papania, 2010). As organizations work
through the change to make sustainability an everyday, enduring part of the organization,
business leaders are starting to recognize that organizational culture plays a fundamental part in
the shift toward sustainability. Because sustainability is more than just a passing fad, sustaining
sustainability over the long term is imperative. Companies can do that by embedding
sustainability in their corporate culture. But it would be possible that some corporate cultures
are not or in lesser extent conducive to sustainability than other corporate cultures. Namely
because over time, every organization builds up its own culture which differentiates the
organization and their members with unique culture characteristics from other organizations
(Bertels and Papania, 2010). It would be possible that these cultural characteristics of
organizations do not support or match with an organization’ target to support a healthy
environment and improve the lives of others while continuing to operate successfully over the
long term (Bertels and Papania, 2010).
That cultural characteristics may vary is evidenced by the differences in cultural characteristics
between profit and non‐profit organizations. Also distinguish family businesses themselves from
non‐family businesses with specific cultural characteristics. For example, characteristics as
being introverted, burdened by old traditions, and long‐term orientation are more familiar with
family businesses unlike non‐family businesses (Hall et al., 2001). Do family businesses with
their organizational culture have a disposition in embedding sustainability in organizational
culture?
6

Are the cultural characteristics of family firms, compared to those of non‐family firms, more
conducive to ‘sustain’ sustainability over the long term? To find out whether the embedding of
sustainability in the organizational culture of family businesses differs from the implementation
in non‐family businesses, it is important to know what characteristics make this disposition.
From this project context, the problem statement and the research question has been derived.
The problem statement includes the issue how the embedding of sustainability in organizational
culture would be promoted. This raises the issue to what extent the organizational culture of
family businesses has a stronger disposition in the implementation of sustainability then non‐
family businesses? Preliminary investigation has, so far as it is to oversee, not yet shown that
there is conducted research in this field of interest or related to this research question.
1.1.2 Research objective
To find an answer for the problem described, a research project is conducted. Therefore the
following objective is formulated:
The objective of this research is to develop a theoretical insight in the disposition of family
businesses in embedding sustainability into organizational culture, by providing an understanding
of the theories of cultures in businesses (family and nonfamily firms) and theories of cultural
change for sustainability.
As reflected in the project context, so far, hardly any research has been done into the relation
between the culture of family businesses and the embedding of sustainability into daily
decisions and processes. Therefore there exists a lack of knowledge about the disposition of
family businesses in embedding sustainability into their organizational culture. The intention
behind this research is to contribute to the development of theories and thereby contributing to
a solution in the presence of gaps in knowledge of embedding sustainability in organizational
culture. This research will businesses help to move forward on the path toward sustainability by
giving them a clear understanding of the cultural characteristics that support a culture of
sustainability.
1.1.3 Research issue
A way to identify the knowledge that is useful or necessary to realize the objective is by
formulating a research issue. In the research issue a central research question and several sub‐
questions are formulated. The sub‐questions provide the information that when put together
leads to an answer to the central question. One central research question is formulated, that
covers this theoretical research.
1.1.3.1 Central question
1. Does the culture of family businesses compared to nonfamily businesses have a disposition in
embedding sustainability into organizational culture?
1.1.3.2 Subquestions
The following five sub‐questions were developed to contribute to answering the central
question:
1.1 What characterizes family businesses and differentiates them from nonfamily businesses?
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1.2 What characterizes the culture of family businesses and differentiates them from nonfamily
businesses?
1.3 What characterizes a sustainabilityoriented organizational culture?
1.4 What are preconditions for a successful embedding of sustainability into organizational culture?
1.5 How are (cultural) characteristics of family businesses related to an organizational culture of
sustainability?
1.1.4 Research framework
After introducing the research questions, it is useful to see the steps and linkages between the
different questions. Therefore, a research framework is presented here (figure 1), to show how
the research objective is reached.

Figure 1 Research framework

The left collumn of the framework represents literature that serves as input for the research.

1.2 Technical research design
In the technical research design, the focus lies on how to carry out the research project and how
to gather the required data. In other words, what needs to be done to arrive at an answer to the
questions of the research issue within a time span (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 2005).
1.2.1 Research material
What has to be considered now, are questions like what kind of material is required for the
research and how and where to gather the relevant materials/information. The research objects
on which information is gathered and the types of information that were needed are shown in
figure 2.

Figure 2 Research objects, sources of information and accessing methods
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The box in the first column (1) represents the research object. Applied to the research questions
of this project, the research object can be formulated as a positional situation that can possibly
vary between family‐ versus non‐family businesses in the degree of conducive for embedding
sustainability into organizational culture. The sources of information, presented in the boxes in
the second column (2), are related to the research object. In explorative interviews with people
in family businesses, general information and thoughts were gathered about the position of the
culture of family businesses in embedding sustainability into organizational culture. The
interviews were held with executives and/or dominant family members of three family
businesses. To gain further knowledge on the disposition of family businesses, mainly literature
was used. Monographs that cover subjects as family business, organizational culture, corporate
sustainability, and culture change were searched and used for the project. Scientific journals,
which cover the issues mentioned above, were used as well.
Some suggestions of journals that are used in this research are Family Business Review, Journal
of Family Business Strategy, Academy of Management Journal, Journal of Management Studies,
Sustainable Development, Organizations & Environment, and the Journal of Organizational
Change Management. The selection of these journals and the articles in particular is based on the
snowball principle.
1.2.2 Research strategies
The research strategy serves as a guide throughout the research, in this way relevant material
can be gathered and processed into valid answers to the research questions (Verschuren and
Doorewaard, 2005). To execute this research mainly one strategy was used, namely a desk
research strategy.
Desk research
An important subject of this project is to provide general knowledge (e.g. organizational culture,
cultural change). In addition to this, a profound base is needed to apply the knowledge gained to
formulate a theoretical model of the disposition of family businesses in embedding sustainability
into organizational culture. For these reasons, the desk research strategy was used. Desk
research is a research strategy by which the research project is mainly based on existing
literature and the material gathered by others (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 2005). Literature
was used and analyzed in a qualitative manner.

1.3 Research project and family businesses
Because of the broad concepts in this research project, an explorative study has been done to
make it possible to focus and delimit the concepts in relation to the subject of this research
project. In this explorative phase, interviews were held with three family business’ experts with
the aim to gather thoughts and examples of the subject of this research project. These interviews
were constructed of open questions and were based on a limited degree of pre‐structuring. The
interviewees and corresponding family businesses were:
 Current director Dhr. E. van Broekhuizen and family member Mevr. S. van der Lee of
Touwfabriek G. van der Lee B.V.
 Former areadirector (area Asia and Australia) Dhr. A. van den Hoonaard of
Van Oord Dredging and Marine Contractors B.V.
 Vice President Dhr. G. Bouwmeester of
De Goudse N.V.
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In all of the interviews, three main questions were of key importance to gather the expert’
thoughts about the disposition of the culture of family businesses in embedding sustainability
into organizational culture. These questions were related to the research questions of this
research project and the findings of these interviews will be discussed in the next sections.
1. How is it reflected in your company and corresponding culture that you are a family business?
2. How is corporate sustainability embedded in your organizational culture?
3. Why is your company (or in general family businesses) compared to nonfamily businesses better
able and more suitable to embed sustainability into organizational culture?
1.3.1 Family business and organizational culture
The family business of family Van der Lee has received the predicate of oldest family business of
the Netherlands and has passed from father to son over many years until, after 12 generations,
the family was unable to deliver a suitable family director for the business. The last family
director had two children, including Saskia van der Lee, which forms together with her brother
the current supervisory board of the business. These family members have the controlling
ownership of the business but the management is in hands of Broekhuizen, a non‐family director.
Nowadays, the craft and methods of making ropes still recall the long history of the business.
The company characterizes itself with a traditional and friendly atmosphere and everyone
works with joy, generosity and loyalty to the company. Succession is still an issue in the business.
Van Oord is a Dutch based independent and private family business, which is characterized by a
long‐term vision and a sound financial position. The family nowadays is in large part owner of
the business and represents the supervisory board, the executive board, and the management
committee with several family members. As a company, Van Oord is dedicated, entrepreneurial,
innovative and has a high focus on the future. That they are still a family business is reflected in
‘one‐team’ thinking and day‐to‐day work is guided by four sets of values and related behaviors:
responsibility, openness and trust, clarity and respect, and team spirit. De Goudse is also a
typical family business. The family of the founder still owns almost all of the shares of the
company and Geert Bouwmeester is as vice president and family member one of the two board
members. However, the supervisory board, the managing board and the secretary are all non‐
family members. The organizational structure can be characterized with short lines, which
fosters quick decision‐making and reaction on developments in the market. Other characteristics
are efficient business; little circulation in employees, which enables development; personal
services; and a solid financial base, which provides clients security.
1.3.2 Sustainabilityoriented culture
In order to weaves ropes, the rope factory of family Van der Lee needs much length and thus
territory. The family business attempt to treat the territories as socially responsible as possible.
For example in minimizing the effect of the business on flora and fauna by choosing
environmentally friendly resources, fuels, materials and machineries. The choice considers the
consequences on the environment of the organization. Another embedding of sustainability into
the organization is the dealing with the employees in the business. Important decisions are
taken jointly and all employees have a nickname what indicates the informal atmosphere.
Employees in the business have a high loyalty and commitment to the business, which results in
the fact that there is little circulation in employees (Broekhuizen and Lee, 2011). Corporate
sustainability is in the family business of family Van Oord embedded in the core values of the
organization, namely in the themes: people, planet, and profit.
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These core values form the pillars of the organization’ activities and Van Oord participate
actively in several sustainability oriented initiatives. For De Goudse, the long‐term orientation is
the most important example of the embedding of sustainability: focusing on continuity and not
governed by the rate of the day (Bouwmeester, 2011). This has led to a business policy, which is
based on a strong feeling of social responsibility towards all stakeholders. De Goudse requires of
employees that all their actions are social responsible and based on morality, accuracy,
credibility, loyalty and collegiality (Bouwmeester, 2011). Bouwmeester emphasizes the
importance of corporate governance lead by example. As far as possible for an insurance
company, De Goudse cares about the environment in their daily practices (e.g. green energy,
duplex printing).
1.3.3 Disposition family business
Because most family businesses nurture a craft, specific expertise, a rich history, and typical
traditions like in Van der Lee’ business, family businesses are focused on maintaining the core
business and organizational culture over the long term. Family businesses are therefore
expected to be more future oriented and will always try to fulfill demands of their environments
to ensure success over time that fosters the embedding of sustainability into the organization
(Broekhuizen and Lee, 2011; Bouwmeester, 2011). Family businesses can also have a
disposition because characteristics of family businesses like open communication, reality sense,
respect for everyone and decisive leaders which provide the ‘good’ example and dare to take
difficult decisions, support the success of sustainability in family businesses on the long term
(Broekhuizen and Lee, 2011). Also Hoonaard (2011) argues that family business’ commitment to
continuity over the long term is an important factor that fosters the embedding of sustainability.
Besides that, the presence of family members in leading positions promotes quicker agreement
and embedding of decisions (e.g. related to sustainability) in the organizations. However,
Hoonaard (2011) sees it as a necessary precondition that the dominant family members support
the ideas of corporate sustainability and believe in the fact that sustainability will deliver major
advantages for the business. Bouwmeester (2011) emphasizes the rich history and family
traditions as important advantages of family businesses. These create a stable culture and an
organization, which is focused on maintaining this stability and continuity in the future.
From the interviews with family business experts, the following can be concluded. Family
businesses differ in size and in family presence and influence in ownership and management.
The family and the craft that is executed deliver the family business unique characteristics like
the family presence, succession issues, long history, traditional and friendly atmosphere, loyalty
and commitment of employees, one‐team thinking, sound financial position, quick decision‐
making and a long‐term vision. These characteristics together with the family influence create a
stable culture in family businesses. According to the experts, a disposition of family businesses
in embedding sustainability into organizational culture arises from several unique
characteristics of the family business’ culture (e.g. focus on continuity over the long‐term, future
orientation, open communication, reality sense, rich history and family traditions). One of the
experts emphasizes the support of the ideas of sustainability by the family as an important
precondition for the disposition of family businesses.
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1.4 Research hypothesis
Based on preliminary literature research and information gathered from the interviews, the
hypothesis of this research has been formulated. Linked to the main research question, the
hypothesis is that family businesses with their cultural characteristics have a disposition in
embedding sustainability into organizational culture. This is assumed because literature and
experts have showed that different unique cultural characteristics are conducive for the
embedding of sustainability into organizational culture. The expected relation and position of
family businesses are presented in figure 3. Based on literature research, the hypothesis will be
confirmed or rejected in chapter 6.

+
Family business

Disposition in embedding
sustainability into corporate culture

Figure 3 Research hypothesis

1.5 Overview
In this research, the sub‐questions serve as a guideline to structure this report.








Chapter 2 introduces the family business and differentiating characteristics. The
theory in this chapter is used to answer research question 1.1.
Chapter 3 starts with an introduction of organizational culture and subsequently
introduces characteristics of the organizational culture of family businesses.
Furthermore, this chapter introduces characteristics of a sustainability‐oriented
organizational culture. The theory in this chapter is used to answer research
questions 1.2 and 1.3.
Chapter 4 introduces preconditions that make the embedding of sustainability into
organizational culture successful. The theory in this chapter is used to answer
research question 1.4.
Chapter 5 combines theories of earlier chapters to answer research question 1.5.
Chapter 6 finally presents the conclusions of this research and discussion.
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2 Family Business
When most people think of family businesses they might imagine it to be a relatively small
organization such as a local business passed on through one generation or more (Deakins and
Freel, 2009). They may also be very old businesses. This chapter addresses the question what
constitutes this special kind of organization and elaborates on characteristics that differentiate
family businesses from non‐family businesses. First, a section is devoted to defining the family
business (section 2.1). Section 2.2 elaborates on characteristics of family businesses and section
2.3 will provide a summary and answer on research question 1.1.

2.1 Defining the family business
In their editorial annotation in the first issue of Family Business Review, Lansberg, Perrow, and
Rogolsky (see Chua et al., 1999) asked: what is a family business? The question continues to be
asked because definitions of family businesses abound in literature and definitional ambiguities
persevere (Chua et al., 1999). When looking for an uniform definition of a family business, one
will discover that this is still an unresolved problem in the field of research (Hulshoff, 2001).
Family business research, however, does not require one uniform definition but the use of broad
family business definitions and possibly the use of more than one definition (Chua et al., 1999;
Heck, 2004; Litz, 1995). So, the best way to handle the challenge of defining the family business
seems to be to use a set of definitions, each starting from a different point of view and/or
combining others (Hulshoff, 2001). According to Heck (2004), researchers need to recognize
family systems theory (see figure 4) in the development of definitions. For example how family
members in or out of business influence and in turn are influenced by business.
2.1.1 Family systems theory
The family business is said to be a special form of economic organization (Hulshoff, 2001). It is
special in the way that family members involved combine work and family life. Besides that, the
family influences decisions in the business. Each family member may play one or more of
possible roles in the business, like owner, manager or employee. However, even if a member is a
non‐voting stakeholder, he or she will always be part of the business. In family businesses, it is
difficult to view the business, the ownership and the management separated, because every
decision or adoption in one part of the organization will influence one or more other parts. This
has great implications for the business and the stakeholders (i.e. family members). The three
fields comprise possibly major stress and opportunities for the employees (family and non‐
family) and other stakeholders because of conflicting interests about roles and through
emotions (Hulshoff, 2001). The different fields (subsystems) in a family business interact which
each other. The interaction between the different subsystems in a family business (family
systems theory) is presented in figure 4. Business, ownership and family are presented as three
overlapping subsystems, resulting in seven possible positions or sectors. Each individual who
belongs to the system of a family business may be placed in one of the seven sectors (Gersick et
al., 1997). Someone who only has one connection to the business will be in sector 1, 2, or 3.
People with more than one connection with the business will be in one of the other sectors. The
sectors 4, 6, and 7 comprise the family members who directly are involved in the business
and/or its ownership (Gersick et al., 1997). Of those, sector 7 comprises the owner who is a
family member and is working in the business. The sectors 2, 3, and 5 include managers,
employees and possible other owners not from the family. Sector 1 comprises the family
members who are not directly involved in the business but are somehow related with it.
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Figure 4 The ThreeCircle Model of Family Business

(Gersick et al., 1997)

2.1.2 Definitions of the family business
There are as many definitions as there are researchers working on the subject of the family
business (Hulshoff, 2001). Many researchers have tried to find the definition of a family business
but each researcher and definition adopts a different point of view. In these definitions, a
distinction could be made between real definitions based on a conceptual framework and
characterizing definitions that only characterize a family business. In this kind of definitions,
specific characteristics are used and these are directly related to the fact that managers and
owners are often members of the same family. The real definitions used in literature include a
variety of criteria, such as, often used, family involvement, family ownership, family
management, intergenerational ownership transition, and control systems utilized (Chua et al.,
1999; Hulshoff, 2001). However, these criteria are in fact variables to describe family businesses
after defining them instead of using them to qualify a business into a family business or non‐
family business (Chua et al., 1999). Researchers have, based on the criteria, proposed broad
definitions (or‐or criteria) while others define the family firm more narrow (and‐and criteria).
Several observations can be made about existing definitions in literature. Besides the fact that
not all definitions differentiate between governance and management, some require controlling
ownership or family management alone while others require both ownership and management.
This has led to different combinations in existing definitions: (1) family owned and family
managed, (2) family owned but not family managed, and (3) family managed but not family
owned (Chua et al., 1999). Most definitions in literature consider combination (1) to be the
family business. There is disagreement, however, on the other two, although most researchers
seem to prefer combination (2) over (3). Another observation regarding existing definitions is
the fact that some definitions do not require family ownership, but those that do imply, explicitly
or implicitly, controlling ownership, although they differ with respect to the acceptable patterns
of controlling ownership (Chua et al., 1999). The list of controlling owners comprises: an
individual; two persons, unrelated by blood or marriage; two persons, related by blood or
marriage; a nuclear family; more than one nuclear family; an extended family; more than one
extended family; and the public (Chua et al., 1999). Those definitions that are based on family
ownership consider ownership by a nuclear family to be a qualifying ownership pattern.
However, they disagree about all the others, especially the one of public ownership. So, there
appears to be total agreement that a business owned and managed by a nuclear family is a
family business (Chua et al., 1999). Once one deviates from that particular combination of
management involvement and ownership pattern, however, researchers hold different opinions.
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A definition of the family business must define the uniqueness of the family business. This
uniqueness is not the fact, however, that the members of a family own and/or manage a business,
although those characteristics are certainly present and important. The family business is
unique because the pattern of ownership, management, governance, and succession influences
the firm’ goals, structure, strategies, and the manner in which each is formulated and
implemented. Family businesses are studied, also in this research, because researchers believe
that the family component shapes the business in a way that the family members of executives in
non‐family businesses do not and cannot (Chua et al, 1999). Definitions that recognize the
influence of the family are suitable definitions in this research project, such as definitions of Litz
(1995). By defining the family business, researchers have used different conceptual approaches.
First they used the static approach, which is based on a focus on the structural dimensions of the
business, such as the use of ownership and management to discriminate between businesses.
According to this structure‐based approach, Litz (1995) concluded that business firms vary in
terms of family presence, and that a firm is said to be a family business to the extent that its
ownership and management are concentrated in a family unit. The family business must be seen
as the organization where ownership and management are both concentrated within a single
family (Litz, 1995). Besides that, researchers used the dynamic approach, which is based on
strategies for achieving goals in the business and preferences of the members of the business.
The choice concerning the (future) position of family members is central in this approach, which
concentrates on intra‐organizational aspirations. According to this intra‐organizational
approach, Litz (1995) concluded that a business firm may be considered as a family business to
the extent that its members strive to achieve, maintain and/or increase intra‐organizational
family‐based relatedness. Members of the family business desire to become family dominated
and prefer family‐based relatedness (Litz, 1995).
This section started with family systems theory and also will end with it. In defining the family
business, the presence of the family component is an important factor that determines whether
a business can be defined as a family business. However, this research project does not
necessarily require family presence in both management and controlling ownership. Although
this is the most preferred definition of the family business, explorative interviews showed that
family ownership (and not family management) is also enough to address a business as a family
business. The family shapes the business and delivers the business unique characteristics, which
will be presented in the next section.

2.2 Characteristics of the family business
In the previous section, the family systems theory has shown the most characterizing element of
the family business: the presence and influence of the family in the business (Gersick et al., 1997;
Hulshoff, 2001). The shaping family component has delivered the family business characteristics,
which differentiate the business from non‐family businesses (Chua et al., 1999).
2.2.1 Introduction
Carsrud et al. (1996) combined many disciplines and characteristics to construct a classification
scheme of organizations. The classification adopted is based on ‘meaningful’ differences between
the various firm types and must be able to reflect the diversity of the concept (Hulshoff, 2001).
Carsrud et al. (1996) based the classification on the sources of bonding, the strength of shared
values, and the sources of control. Each class of this scheme includes organizations with a strong
or less strong degree of familyness. According to this scheme, family businesses are the
organizations that just have ‘a larger quota of these characteristics’.
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In family businesses, the shared beliefs and values are based on clan relationships, the degree of
commitment to these vales is high, and internal sources of control are of major influence on the
organization its management decision‐making (Carsrud et al., 1996). These characteristics will
be elaborated and expanded further in the sections below.
2.2.2 Sources of bonding
One of the main characteristics in family businesses is the fact that shared beliefs and values of
the organization are based on biological (clan) relationships (e.g. family members) (Carsrud et
al., 1996). However, in non‐family businesses the shared beliefs and values are often based on
legal relationships (the stockholders) or event relationships (ad hoc grouping). In family
businesses, the family systems are both part of, and overlap the business systems (Gersick et al.,
1997). That is why Habbershon et al. (2003) described the family business as an interactive
system composed of individuals, a family, and a business. Leach (2007) has outlined the key
issues for families in business and one thing that makes them special is that they have to
consider both the family and the business. Personal family issues will often mix with business
issues, affecting decision process (Morris et al., 1997). Ward (1987) states that the nature of
business sometimes seems to contradict the nature of the family because families tend to be
emotional, but businesses are objective.
Due to family influence, family businesses have characteristics that differentiate them from non‐
family businesses. Succession is one of them (Chua et al., 1999) and researchers agree that
succession is the most important issue that most family businesses face (Handler, 1994; Steier et
al., 2004). Although a great number of family businesses come and go, there are still a few that
achieve great growth, influence, and contribution to the economy. The attrition rate is high and
research indicates that few family‐owned businesses make it to the third generation and beyond
(Drucker, 1995). The question of succession is vital and occupies a great deal of the research
available on family businesses. The obvious successor not necessarily needs to be the oldest
family heir and planning the succession process is vital for ensuring success (Drucker, 1995).
Dyer (1986) and other theorists agree that the continuity of businesses from one generation to
the next highly depends on succession planning. Although the succession issue can arise through
death or retirement, there may be other reasons such as ill, health or the founding entrepreneur
wishing to move on to a new project. In some instances the heir to the business may not come
from the family, for example where a senior manager fills a stopgap role until the family member
is ready to assume a senior role. There may also be management buy‐out situations where the
family will sell their shares to an experienced internal management group and, in this instance,
venture capitalists may become involved by providing funds, expertise and even a new CEO.
Thus survival and success of family businesses in the long term require them to meet the
challenge of transferring ownership and control (Steier et al., 2004). Because the older
generation of the family has much difficulty in letting go of control of the business, it often leads
to difficulties in the family. The successors have to fight against the idea that they have to ‘beat’
their father in being successful in business (Hulshoff, 2001).
2.2.3 Strength of shared values
Another main characteristic is the fact that the degree of commitment to organizational‐ and
cultural values is high in family businesses (Carsrud et al., 1996). Family businesses are
characterized by strongly shared values arising from the family business’ organizational culture.
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The family business culture stems from the combination of different behavioural patterns which
result from the history of the family business, the social relations within it, and the beliefs and
values embedded in the family (Dyer, 1986; Schein, 1983). In this chapter, it is of value to know
that organizational culture forms the greatest strength of family businesses (Denison et al.,
2004). Retaining a connectedness to the past and simultaneously adapting and living the vision
of the founders is an enormous and (sometimes) underexploited asset in family businesses.
Especially in times of economic downturns, looking inward may be the next place to search for
competitive advantage and organizational coherence (Denison et al., 2004). The strength of
family business cultures compared to non‐family business cultures can be explained by the
dominance of the founder together with the fact that family members tend to stay long in leading
positions (Hall et al., 2001).
Researchers suggest that family businesses often, although not always, have a competitive
advantage over non‐family businesses (Dyer, 2006; Goody, 1996) and are more likely to succeed
(Aronoff and Ward, 1995; Brice and Richardson, 2009). A business can only be said to have such
a competitive advantage when implementing a value‐creating strategy not simultaneously being
implemented by competitors (Astrachan, 2010). This strategy becomes a sustainable
competitive advantage when other businesses are not able to imitate the benefits of the strategy
(Barney, 1991). The bundle of resources that are distinctive to a business as a result of family
involvement are identified as the familyness of the business (Habbershon and Williams, 1999).
Research has provided evidence that family relationships can be a source of competitive
advantage in addition to firm specific resources, and also family and social capital are suggested
as resource families are uniquely positioned to capitalize on (Astrachan, 2010). Family can add
and deprive resources to the business in various ways, through financial, labour, intellectual,
cultural, and trust capital facilitating the decision making and governance processes, thereby
providing family businesses with an edge over its competitors; and they are seen as doing so
differently than their non‐family competitors (Astrachan, 2010).
The literature suggests that successful family businesses owe an important part of their
competitive advantage to family culture (Brice and Richardson, 2008). Family businesses
possess characteristics, which are needed to be competitive and to have performance
advantages, such as the kind of management practices and business values, family control, and
family‐business corporate culture (Aronoff and Ward, 1995; Dension et al., 2004). According to
Barney (1986), a source of sustained competitive advantage can arise from an inimitable culture.
Thus, if values that are valuable to success are embedded into the family, the family organization
may have a competitive advantage (Barney, 1986; Brice and Richardson, 2009). Dyer (1986)
suggests that behaviour in family businesses is driven by familial goals and values. Family goals
include nurturing and supporting family members, and family business research has indicated
that family goals and needs often drive decisions in family businesses. Besides that, values of
altruism strongly influence the dynamics of family businesses, creating bonds of trust and
loyalty that make family membership valuable in ways that may be difficult for non‐family
businesses to imitate. Family businesses promote family‐oriented environments and inspire
employee loyalty, tend to bring out better performance in their employees, and are seen to have
greater reliability (Brice and Richardson, 2009). The members of a family business are more
committed, harder working and longer‐serving than non‐family members (Brice and
Richardson, 2009). The members are also easier to coordinate and more adaptable when
circumstances change because of their tacit knowledge of each other and of the firm.
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Johnson (1986) states that firm strategy has its origins in business culture. Due to family
influence, family businesses pursue strategies different from non‐family businesses (Astrachan,
2010). For instance, research shows that family businesses are value‐driven, pursue other than
merely financial goals, can rely on networks and long‐term relationships fostering trust and
altruism, achieve market success by identifying family with brand identity, and frequently have a
long‐term perspective (Astrachan, 2010). These characteristics of family businesses shape their
strategy and can make family business strategy different from that found in non‐family
businesses. Ward (2004) has repeatedly argued that the strategic planning processes and the
resulting strategy of family businesses significantly differ from the processes and strategies of
non‐family businesses (Ward, 2004). Ward (1987) believes that these differences result from
the contradictions that arise between the family system and the business system: families give
acceptance unconditionally but businesses grant it according to one’ contribution.
The strategic orientation of family businesses is characterized by an inward orientation. The
inward orientation has been said to affect family members’ perceptions of the business
environment (Davis, 1983). It has been suggested that the family system attempts to create and
maintain a cohesiveness that supports the family paradigm that the family holds in relation to its
environment (see chapter 3). Information that is not consistent with this paradigm is resisted or
ignored what results in less change in family businesses than in non‐family businesses. Other
researchers expands Davis’ assertion by arguing that family businesses often follow strategies
that are narrowly focused on customer needs in local markets (Astrachan, 2010). These
strategies may be difficult to change because of the family system’ influence on the business. As a
result, family businesses are less likely to expand internationally than non‐family businesses
(Astrachan, 2010). According to Ward (1994) and Harris et al. (1994), family business
characteristics that may influence strategy are: inward orientation; slower growth and less
participation in global markets; long‐term commitment; less capital intensive; importance of
family harmony; employee care and loyalty; lower costs; generations of leadership; and board
influence on implementation. It is important in family businesses that family goals and family
business business‐strategies are closely aligned, which allows commitment to a more successful
long‐term strategy (Brice and Richardson, 2009).
2.2.4 Sources of control
According to Carsrud et al. (1996), internal sources of control that influence decision‐making are
also one of the main characteristics of family businesses. Family businesses have the special
characteristic that ownership is held by the members of a family or kin‐related group (Steier et
al., 2004). Regarding the control of organizations, the agency relationship between owners and
managers is often discussed in literature. The traditional perspective has been that agency
issues are of little to no significance for family businesses owing to the conformity of the
interests of owners and managers. However, agency issues in family businesses are more
complex than believed. Specifically entrenched ownership and altruism create their own unique
agency problems that must be controlled, and agency issues are more complex because of
economic and non‐economic goals in family businesses (Schulze et al., 2003; Steier et al., 2004).
Self‐control problems arise when owner‐managers have the incentive to make decisions with
adverse consequences to themselves and other owners (Chrisman et al., 2003). Altruism
problems are those where owner‐managers, by attempting to help others (e.g. wife and children)
encourage free riding, hold‐up, and shirking (Chrisman et al., 2003).
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Schulze et al. (2003) argue that these agency problems cannot be controlled with economic
incentives and may be more difficult to resolve than the agency problems facing non‐family
businesses. In contrast, Zhara (2003) suggests that altruism, exhibiting itself in the form of
stewardship, can positively affect strategic decisions. Stewardship is an unique characteristic of
family businesses because owners of family businesses are said to care deeply about the long‐
term prospects of the business, in large part because their family’ fortune, reputation and future
are at stake (Miller et al., 2008). Their stewardship is manifested by unusual devotion to the
continuity of the business, by more assiduous nurturing of a community of employees, and by
seeking out closer connections with customers to sustain the business (Miller et al., 2008). Zahra
(2003) suggests that altruistic behaviour can have a positive effect on firm growth even if, as
Schulze et al. (2003) suggest, it might also lead to some negative consequences.
The role of the family in family businesses changes as the organization grows and develops
(Deakins and Freel, 2009). Over time, ownership and control may change as shareholders and
professional management are brought in and difficulties can be experienced (e.g. investment and
direction). As part of the life cycle, family ownership may begin to move from total control to a
diluted holding through the introduction of private shareholders or public shareholders
(Deakins and Freel, 2009). Corbetta and Salvato (2004) suggest that goals, altruism, trust, and
relational contracts may vary across family businesses, that this variation will influence how
stakeholders behave, and that relative agency and stewardship behaviour can vary depending
upon the stage of the family business’ life‐cycle. Morris et al. (1997) suggest that a professional
manager in a business that is not family‐controlled might be expected to rely on shorter time
horizons, to be less personally impacted by business failure, to demonstrate more career
mobility and probably also less organizational loyalty, to be motivated more by personal
rewards, and to perceive less job security than family members running the family business
(Kets de Vries, 1993). For the organization themselves, businesses that are family controlled
have often more centralized decision‐making and control systems that are less formalized,
although this changes across generations. Family businesses generally do not work with
formalized codes of principles but tend to establish norms of behaviour by the use of role
modelling.
In decision‐making, the problem in family businesses exists of being forced by family interest or
business interest (Hulshoff, 2001). Family businesses that put the family‐first usually adopt a
decision‐making philosophy that is oriented inward toward what is in the best interest of the
family. Family business research has indicated that the behaviour of family businesses and the
decisions that are taken often are driven by familial goals and values (Brice and Richardson,
2009; Dyer, 1986). Decisions are primarily emotion‐based and result in a full range of positive
and negative interactions. As change is difficult in this philosophy of decision‐making, decisions
are taken to maintain the current state and minimize changes (Hulshoff, 2001). Family
businesses that have adopted the family‐first philosophy may thus sometimes be qualified as
‘old‐fashioned’ because the market is not the trigger for decisions. Like owner‐managed
companies, family businesses can make decisions quickly and more effective because of short
lines of responsibility and less bureaucracy (Burns, 2007). Related characteristics of family
businesses are that they respond quicker to business environment changes, are less dependent
of the environment, and are thus less vulnerable to economic downturns.

19

Family businesses react less to economic cycles because they have a long‐term vision (Brice and
Richardson, 2009). Family businesses use a short‐term planning horizon in response to
uncertain environments and a very long‐term planning horizon in stable environments. This has
contributed to the fact that family businesses are become well known because of their longevity.
Family businesses are among the longest‐lived organizations in the world and have successfully
passed economic recessions and crisis in the past (Astrachan, 2010). Though there are many
examples of family businesses that survive over the long‐term, their sources of this longevity are
not well understood. However, well‐known important drivers are family commitment and
cohesion (Pieper, 2007). Other researchers have investigated a strategic adaptability, a long‐
term view, professionalization, and the use of time and culture (Astrachan, 2010; Dyer, 1986).
But recent research shows that family influence can also have negative effects for the business,
the family and the task of assuring long‐term survival (Miller et al., 2008). For example, as
business and family become older and larger over time, family bonds often reduce making
norms, obligations and informal control more difficult to maintain (Astrachan, 2010). As
ownership spreads, control over the business becomes harder to exercise. Pieper (2007) argues
that consistent family values and a composition between family and business values are
important for maintaining family ownership over the long‐term.

2.3 Summary
This chapter was aimed to answer research question 1.1: What characterizes family businesses
and differentiates them from nonfamily businesses?
The family systems theory has showed the most unique characteristic of the family business. It is
the family influence and presence in ownership and management which, according to the
definition of Litz (1995), determine whether a business can be defined as a family business. The
family component shapes the business and delivers the family business unique characteristics.
Family businesses have been described as having a unique working environment that promotes
a family oriented workplace and inspires greater employee commitment, loyalty and cohesion.
In family businesses, the commitment to organizational values is high because it results of the
history of the family business, the social relations within it, and the beliefs and values embedded
in the family. Behaviour and decision‐making are driven by familial goals and values and
decision‐making tends to be centralized among top family members, which decreases cost and
increases the flexibility of the business. Likewise, family businesses have been known to reduce
agency costs as a result of the overlapping owner and manager relationships. The concentration
of shares in family management hands leads to a strong sense of mission, well‐defined long‐term
goals and the ability to adapt to major changes without losing momentum. Generally reflective of
the founder’ beliefs and practices, family businesses make greater commitments to their
missions, have less managerial politics, are also less likely to have a formal code of ethics, and
are more likely to use role modelling to communicate acceptable conduct. At the heart of the
family business is the family culture‐ its values and beliefs. There is, however, the potential for
conflict because family culture is essentially based on emotion, emphasising loyalty, caring and
sharing, whereas business culture is unemotional, task orientated and based on self‐interest.
The emotion‐based family culture operates subconsciously and can get in the way of business.
Family businesses tend to emphasize personal and family values over corporate values and are
known for their integrity and commitment to relationships. Family objectives and business
strategies are said to be inseparable. Firm strategy has its origins in business culture, which
creates a more unified long‐run strategy and commitment to fulfil it.
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3 Family Business Culture of Sustainability
In the last decade, sustainability has become an increasingly integral part of doing business
reflected by the increased importance of the concept of corporate sustainability in both
organizational theory and practice (Bertels and Papania, 2010; Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010;
Starik and Marcus, 2000). While there still exists a lack of obviousness on what constitutes
corporate sustainability and how to achieve it, many literature argue that the path for adaption
of corporate sustainability principles leads via the embedding of sustainability in an
organization its culture (Bertels and Papania, 2010; Dunphy et al., 2007). In this chapter, a closer
investigation is provided on this suggested relation between the organizational culture and the
pursuit of corporate sustainability principles. Out of many definitions of organizational culture, a
delineated description of the culture of family business is formed in section 3.1 (organizational
culture) and section 3.2 (family business culture). Section 3.3 discusses what actually constitutes
an organizational culture of sustainability. Finally, section 3.4 is devoted to summarize the
chapter and to answer research question 1.2 and research question 1.3.

3.1 Organizational culture
3.1.1 Definitions
There are as many definitions as there are writers on organizational culture (Kitchin, 2010).
Since the concept of organizational culture emerged, it has become an influential and
controversial concept in management research and practice (Crane, 1995; Hofstede, 2001;
Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010; Linnenluecke et al., 2009). The concept has been defined in
many different ways and also interpreted differently but most definitions imply that culture is a
set of shared rules, beliefs, behavior, values and systems that are held in common by the people
who make up and characterize the organization (Cameron and Quinn, 1999; Dunphy et al., 2007;
Schein, 2004). An organization’ culture guides the decisions that are made through its members
by establishing and reinforcing expectations about what is valued and how things should be
done (Bertels and Papania, 2010). That is why culture often is described as ‘the way we do
business around here’. According to Bertels and Papania (2010), an organization builds up its
own organizational culture, which provides a sense of identity to its members about ‘who we are’
and ‘what we do’. Organizational culture is both reinforced and reshaped through the daily
activities of its members, but on the other hand defines it the collective approach to day‐to‐day
decisions making and action (Dunphy et al., 2007).
3.1.2 Cultural dimensions
One of the most known and cited description of organizational culture is Schein’ (2004) typology
of culture, as it includes the various definitions (Crane, 1995; Kitchin, 2010). Schein (2004)
suggested that there exist three layers of organizational culture (three cultural dimensions).
First the observable culture which is formed out of the visible structure, processes and
behaviors of an organization, called the artifacts (Kitchin, 2010). Schein argues that these
artifacts are manifestations of the values that constitute part of the organizational culture. These
espoused values, the second cultural dimension, are formed out of the strategies, goals and
philosophies of the organization. Values are however not obvious to the visitor who only
observes the artifacts. The third cultural dimension of Schein’ (2004) typology is the underlying
assumptions which are formed out of the perceptions, thoughts and feelings in the organization.
Just as the artifacts are manifestations of the values, the values are manifestations of the basic
assumptions.
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Basic assumptions are sometimes referred to as ‘taken for granted’ (Bertels and Papania, 2010)
because it are beliefs that everyone in an organization shares that do not have to be made
explicit, like perceptions, thoughts and feelings (Linnenluecke et al., 2009). Values flow from
basic assumptions and are things like the nature of truth, of human activity and of relationships.
Schein (1996) referred to basic assumptions as being invented, discovered or developed, and
will be mainly influenced by the national culture in which we have grown up (Kitchin, 2010).
3.1.3 Subcultures
Although many definitions of organizational culture refer to what is ‘shared’ among
organizational members, not every researcher agrees with the assumption that organizational
members belong to the same organizational culture (Linnenluecke et al., 2009). The different
theoretical views on organizational culture are captured in three perspectives (Martin, 2002)
including the integration perspective, based on the assumption that each organization has one
culture with common values and beliefs; and the differentiation perspective, based on the
assumption that different subcultures exist within an organization. Within the differentiation
perspective, organizational culture is still defined on what is shared, yet at the level of groups
within an organization rather than at the organizational level (Martin, 2002; Zammuto, 2005).
That subcultures exist has been confirmed by many researchers (Hofstede, 2001; Martin, 2002;
Linnenluecke et al., 2009) and can be formed around hierarchical levels, organizational roles,
personal networks, as well as individual differences such as ethnicity and gender (Martin, 2002).
Subcultures will give barriers and resistance when attempting to implement changes in
organizational culture as organizational members hold different beliefs about what will be
changed (Dunphy et al., 2003; Tuckman, 1965).

Figure 5 The competing values framework

(Linnenluecke et al., 2009)

3.1.4 Cultural orientations
In this section, the competing values framework (CVF) is used to elaborate on the orientations of
organizational culture (Quinn, 1980). This culture framework, depicted in figure 5, has been
used in several studies to profile cultural values (Linnenluecke et al., 2009; Linnenluecke and
Griffiths, 2010) and explores competing demands within organizations on two separate and
competing dimensions (Quinn, 1980).
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The internal‐external dimension reflects whether an organization is focused on its internal
dynamics or on the demands of its external environment. The flexibility‐control dimension
reflects organizational preferences for structuring, coordination and control, or for flexibility. As
a result of these two dimensions of organizational culture, four different culture types are
formed (Zammuto, 2005). These four culture types show an internally picture of four sets of
value outcomes and means by which they can be attained. Research has documented that most
organizations develop a culture type, which is characterized by one or more of the culture types
(Cameron and Quinn, 2006; Quinn, 1980). Each culture type emphasizes different elements of
the organization: people, adaption, stability, and task accomplishment. For every organization,
these aspects are important and the culture types stress the dilemma for managers to find a
balance between stability and adoption as well as people versus task accomplishment.

3.2 Organizational culture of family business
Based on the previous section, it would be clear that the culture of an organization is an
important topic for managers as well as researchers. Schein (1996) confirmed this by arguing
that culture is one of the most powerful and stable forces in organizations. However, researchers
have largely ignored culture in family businesses with some authors being important exceptions.
This section will examine the suggestion that one of the keys to success in family businesses may
be their culture (Vallejo, 2011).
3.2.1 Family atmosphere
Organizational culture refers to the coherent pattern of beliefs and values of an identifiable
group (Dyer, 1986; Schein, 2004; Shane, 1992). The idea that a family culture is identifiable in
businesses is frequently noted in literature. It is sometimes referred to as a family atmosphere,
familial character, family paradigm or family ideology (Haugh and Mckee, 2003). Kets de Vries
defines the family spirit as one where “the values family members express create a common
purpose for employees and help to establish a sense of identification and commitment” (Kets de
Vries, 1993, p. 62). In contrast with the Schein’ (2004) layers of organizational culture, other
researchers emphasize loyalty, trust, autonomy, commitment, and the family unit as constructs
of importance in the family business (Haugh and Mckee, 2003; Kets de Vries, 1993). However,
within the family unit, shared values of commitment and loyalty were found to play a role in
keeping the family together. These shared values do not necessarily require kinship bonds which
is reinforced by comments of researchers that the concept of family is capable of being extended
to include non‐family members who have become part of a inner team of employees (Haugh and
Mckee, 2003). The concept family culture is therefore not just a product of employing family
members, it is a complex symptom which refers to an ideology of the family wherein trust
between the management and employees is encouraged, and alignment between the purposes of
the management and employees is promoted (Haugh and Mckee, 2003). In the relationship
within the family and between the family and non‐family employees, the main issues appear to
be communication and trust (Kets de Vries, 1993). Also loyalty and commitment appear often as
important values in the culture of family business (Haugh and Mckee, 2003).
3.2.2 Competitive advantage
The culture of family businesses arises from the combination of different behavioural patterns
which result from the history of the family business, the social relations within it and the beliefs
and values embedded in the family (Dyer, 1986; Schein, 1983; Steier et al., 2004). Chapter 2 has
already shown that the organizational culture of family businesses can be a strategic resource
that generates a sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 1986).
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The family business may have a competitive advantage, when cultural values that are valuable to
success are embedded into the family. In a family business, these values become organizational
cultural values and the family business is the most appropriate organization for the transfer of
culture between generations (Brice and Richardson, 2009). Family firm cultures are difficult for
competitors to imitate because of the ambiguity about their embeddings in family history and
dynamics (Zahra et al., 2004). Also time compression contributes to this because culture cannot
quickly be changed. The interconnectedness of the family business’ tangible and intangible
assets also limits the imitation of their culture. Several aspects that are unique to family
businesses and their culture increase the significance of culture as strategic resource. Below,
unique aspects of the culture of family businesses will be discussed
Family origins, history and founder
One of the greatest assets in family businesses is retaining a connectedness to the past and at the
same time adapting and living the founders’ core beliefs, values, and vision (Dension et al., 2004).
This strength provides family businesses compared a competitive advantage and also internally
organizational coherence. The culture is very much a result of beliefs, values, and goals rooted in
the family, its history, and present relationships. According to Walsh (1994) every family forms
its own family paradigm, consisting of shared beliefs. This paradigm affects the way problems
are solved, the meaning the family attaches to situations, and do not only describe the culture of
the family but also the culture of the businesses owned and managed by the family. The transfer
of these beliefs and values over generations shapes stable cultural patterns in the family’
business. The culture conveys the close connection between business and family. It is hard to be
‘only’ a manager during working time and ‘only’ a family member during spare time. Instead, the
work‐ and private roles interact and become to some extent inseparable (Hall et al., 2001).
The organizational culture of family businesses is also shaped by the founder (Dyer, 1986;
Schein, 1995). In general, founders share common characteristics that affect the culture of their
companies (Kets de Vries, 1993), for example suspicion and the need for control. Therefore,
founders do not like to delegate power, and founder‐owned organizations are often very
centralized and dominated by what the founder beliefs and thinks. As research point out, for
culture maintenance it is important that it diffuses. Because the family is probably the most
reliable of all social structures for transferring culture across generations, the cultures of family
businesses are quite resistant to change (Dyer, 1986; Hall et al., 2001; Schein, 1995). The
dominance of the founder with the fact that family members tend to stay long in leading
positions seem to be important explanations for the strength of family business cultures.
Another factor that contributes to this is that family member managers get legitimacy from the
family and the business. Employees do not only have respect for the family manager because of
the formal management position, but also for his ownership in and, thus, power over, the
business (Hall et al., 2001). Hall et al. observed that culture in family‐owned organizations may
be stronger as family members often proclaim the founder’ values by taking active and long‐
term roles in management. Jaffe saw great power in the shared history and identity of family
members when remarking: “the personal history of a family business is very special, because it is
the story of a family and its way of making its mark of the world” (Jaffe, 1988, p. 94).
Drivers for behaviour
Although many organizations are expressing loyalty to better governance and constituencies,
the distinctive factor of family businesses is that their behaviour not arises from external
pressure but from a deeply grounded morality and history (Dension et al., 2004).
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Reduced reliance on formal controls and coordination increases the importance of
organizational culture as a key determinant of organizational behaviour (Zahra et al., 2004).
Two important factors drive behaviour in family businesses, namely familial goals and values
(Brice and Richardson, 2009; Dyer, 1986). Caring and supporting family members are in general
family goals. Non‐family businesses, however seek profit. Family business research indicates
that, despite economic pressures, family goals often drive decisions in family businesses (Brice
and Richardson, 2009). Family goals and family business strategies tend to be closely aligned
that allows commitment to a more successful long‐run strategy (Aronoff and Ward, 1995).
Ownership and paternalism
Ownership and control bring to families in business a great element of freedom (Dension et al.,
2004). Research showed that ownership has the option for families to define success on their
own terms. Beyond profitability, family members may see success in the ability to live and
operate the organization according to a personal value system, and merely to pass the founder’
legacy to the next generation (Dension et al., 2004). Most of the cultures in family businesses
include paternalism, what is the practice of extremely caring for others so as to hinder their
decisions and autonomy (Chirico and Nordqvist, 2010; Dyer, 1986). In strong paternalistic
cultures, the decisions that are taken are often in the realm of family rather than in the realm of
the business with a strong attitude to preserve traditions. With ‘generational shadow’,
researchers refer to the enduring effect of previous business patterns on the subsequent
development of the family business. Thus, paternalism can be a cultural characteristic in later
generations of family businesses as well (Dension et al., 2004).
3.2.3 Cultural orientations in the family business
In section 3.1.4 and figure 5 different orientations of organizational culture are presented. Below,
the four orientations of culture will be associated with family businesses.
Individual vs. Group cultural orientation
This dimension refers to the value placed upon the contribution of the individual versus the
group in family businesses (Steier et al., 2004; Zahra et al., 2004). Because the degree of
individualism versus group orientation in organizations will affect innovation and risk taking, it
is from the resource‐based perspective seen as a potential source of sustainable competitive
advantage (Barney, 1986). A group cultural orientation highlights collaboration and cooperation
in the firm’ decision‐making process and group‐oriented family business cultures reward
individuals when they share knowledge, collaborate, and cooperate. In these cultures the belief
is that only through joint effort, the optimal solutions can be identified. This is likely to be the
case in family businesses where kinship relationships bind members of the firm.
Internal versus External cultural orientation
This dimension refers to the dominant beliefs within the family business about its relationship
to the external environment (Steier et al., 2004; Zahra et al., 2004). Internal oriented cultures
stress the development of knowledge that stays within organization boundaries. Concern about
the dysfunctional effects of an inward orientation is magnified by the fact that the founder might
dominate a business for years, controlling the decision‐making process and limiting its
exploration opportunities (Steier et al., 2004; Zahra et al., 2004). Externally focused cultures
place greater value on opportunities in their external environment.
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Beliefs regarding Coordination and Control
The third dimension is the firm’ assumptions and beliefs regarding coordination and control
(Steier et al., 2004; Zahra et al., 2004). These beliefs form a continuum ranging from complete
centralization to total decentralization of decision‐making authority. By centralization, a few
select people have power. Organizational cultures that accept and encourage legitimate,
decentralized authority and coordination effort will enhance flexibility and promote the
independent contributions of the members (Steier et al., 2004; Zahra et al., 2004).
Short versus Longterm time orientation
The fourth dimension refers to the family businesses’ disposition towards long‐term value
creating activities that have a low probability of success, but are important for revenue
generation (Steier et al., 2004; Zahra et al., 2004). Family businesses that are short‐term
oriented, support only projects with an immediate high potential payback. There are also family
businesses that emphasize their commitment to long‐term value creating activities such as
entrepreneurship (Steier et al., 2004; Zahra et al., 2004).
Because the cultural orientation can vary between organizations, family businesses can differ on
the basis of differences in cultural orientation. Based on the characteristics described in this
section and in chapter 2, it can be stated that most family businesses have a culture that has a
group orientation, an inward strategic orientation, a long‐term orientation, central decision‐
making and less formalized control systems. Which cultural orientation is most suited for
corporate sustainability will be discussed in the following section.

3.3 Culture of sustainability
To define what is meant by a culture of sustainability, it will be helpful to explore the concepts of
sustainability and corporate sustainability.
3.3.1 Corporate sustainability
The concept of corporate sustainability originates from the broader concept of sustainability
(Kidd, 1992). Sustainability has always been a contested concept (Cocklin and Stubbs, 2008) and
the literature is full with attempts to define sustainability (Robinson, 2004). In 1987, the World
Commission for Environment and Development (WCED) – the Brundtland Commission – came
up with what became the most widely known and adopted definition of this concept (Bertels and
Papania, 2010; Cocklin and Stubbs, 2008; Ionescu‐Somers and Steger, 2008). The WCED related
sustainability to environmental integrity and social justice but also to organizations and
economic welfare by devising the term sustainable development, defined as any development
which meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their needs (Brundtland, 1987). For business, it implied the challenge to simultaneously
improve social and human welfare while reducing their ecological impact and ensuring the
effective realization of organizational objectives (Sharma, 2003). Based on the definition of the
Brundtland Commission, as well as on management literature, a variety of definitions emerged
of sustainability in relation to corporations (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010).
This variety in definitions of corporate sustainability has resulted in confusion and barriers in
the pursuit and implementation of corporate sustainability, as organizational members find it
difficult to interpret and operationalize the term (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010). While there
is not only disagreement concerning the concept of corporate sustainability, there is also a lack
of clarity on how to adopt sustainability in organizational practice (Daily and Huang, 2001).
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Past research has suggested that organizations progress through various stages in their pursuit
of corporate sustainability and that each stage leads to a more refined understanding of the
concept, which is then shared throughout the organization (Linnenluecke et al., 2009). This
focused mainly on the overall adoption of sustainability practices by organizations driven by
factors externally. The organization itself, however, was mainly treated as a ‘black box’ (Howard‐
Grenville, 2006) and does not account for intra‐organizational differences when responding to
sustainability. Recent research has addressed internal organizational pressures for the adaption
of sustainability practices (Wilkinson et al., 2001). Other studies point to more far‐reaching
changes in values of employees and underlying assumptions because organizational members
hold different beliefs about sustainability issues and thus accept, interpret and operationalize
the term differently resulting in internal barriers and resistance (Crane, 1995) (section 3.3.4).
Research argues that corporate sustainability is a concept that requires organizational change
and
adaption
on
different
levels
(Linnenluecke
and
Griffiths,
2010).
On a surface level: the adaption of corporate sustainability principles results in technical
solutions, the publication of corporate sustainability reports, the integration of sustainability
measures
in
employee
performance
evaluation,
or
employee
training.
On a value level: the adaption of corporate sustainability principles results in changes in
employees’ values and beliefs towards more responsible and ethical values.
On an underlying level: the adaption of corporate sustainability principles results in a change in
core assumptions regarding to the interdependence of human and ecological systems.
The different levels of corporate sustainability indicate compliance with the different
dimensions of organizational culture of Schein (2004). This section has shown that much
research has been devoted on principles of sustainable development and the need for
corporations to adopt sustainability practices because organizations face pressures to address
environmental and social problems that they cause directly or indirectly (Starik and Marcus,
2000). In practice, organizational sustainability consists of managing the ‘triple bottom line’
(Bertels and Papania, 2010). This includes decision‐making that takes into account financial,
social, and environmental risks, obligations and challenges and means more than just accounting
for environmental and social impacts in corporate reporting. It requires adoption and change in
deeper levels of organizational culture. In business, corporate sustainability is seen as a goal
rather than as an end point. This because in today’ business many organizations pursuit
sustainability but few (if any) have yet achieved (Bertels and Papania, 2010). One key
component of the journey of organizations to sustainability involves embedding sustainability
into organizational culture. Section 4.2 will elaborate on this by discussing the emergence of the
need in organizations to change their organizational culture to a sustainability‐oriented culture.
3.3.2 Embedding sustainability
Current approaches to corporate sustainability are varied and range from attempts to adapt
products, policies and processes to minimize resource use, environmental pollution and to
improve stakeholder relations with the community and other stakeholder groups (Crane, 2000).
However, several scientists argue that these changes are insufficient as they are only passing
and not conducive to the creation of sustainable organizations (Linnenluecke and Griffiths,
2010). The shift from strategic sustainability to a sustaining corporation (section 4.1.1) involves
transforming the established culture or cultures of the organization and integrating strategic
reorientation and sustainability into the corporate culture itself (Dunphy et al., 2007). Corporate
culture is important in that shift and has to be changed (Crane, 1995).
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This change of organizational culture should be set in the context of an overall sustainability
plan (Dunphy et al., 2007). The green management literature argues that for sustainable
behavior, organizational efforts on sustainability need to go beyond technical fixes and include
new environmentally responsible values, beliefs and behaviors (Harris and Crane, 2002).
Developing sustainability is viewed as dependent on the extent of ‘green’ culture change in
organizations and upon the institutionalization of environmental beliefs and processes.
But, however, organizational culture is often cited as the primary reason for the failure of
implementing organizational change programs (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010). Past research
has suggested that while the change strategies and tools may be present, failure occurs because
the fundamental culture of the organization remains the same (Cameron and Quinn, 2006).
Researchers suggest that the successful embedding of sustainability might be dependent on the
values and ideological underpinnings of the organizational culture (Linnenluecke and Griffiths,
2010; Linnenluecke et al., 2009). Therefore, the relationship between the cultural orientations
(section 3.1.4) and corporate sustainability will be discussed in the following section.
3.3.3 Culture of sustainability
In the journey to make sustainability an integral part of business, sustainability must move from
being an add‐on to ‘just the way we do things around here’ (definition organizational culture,
section 3.1) (Bertels and Papania, 2010). Bertels and Papania (2010) define a sustainability‐
oriented organizational culture as one in which organizational members hold shared assumptions
and beliefs about the importance of balancing economic efficiency, social equity and environmental
accountability (Bertels and Papania, 2010, p. 10). Organizations with strong cultures of
sustainability strive to support a healthy environment and improve the lives of others while
continuing to operate successfully over the long term (Bertels and Papania, 2010). To discuss
the relationship between organizational culture and corporate sustainability, there will be
referred back to the competing values framework (CVF) of organizational culture (section 3.1.4,
figure 6). Each quadrant (culture type) of the framework represents a set of valued outcomes
and a connected managerial ideology about how to achieve them. According to Zammuto (2005),
managerial ideologies are imported in the organization from the institutional environment and
shape the way people think and behave with them. Therefore, Linnenluecke et al. (2009)
assumes that different organizational culture types influence how employees understand and
enact corporate sustainability (section 3.1.3). Linnenluecke and Griffiths (2010) have used this
to develop propositions on the relation between organizational culture and the adoption of
corporate sustainability. Based on the fact that an organization’ culture can be characterized by
one or more of the culture types identified in the CVF, they develop propositions for each
distinct culture type. These propositions will briefly pass in review.
Internal process culture
Theories and ideologies underlying the internal process quadrant are characterized by the focus
on economic performance and in general not on the wider environment. Organizations
dominated by an internal process culture are proposed to place more emphasis on economic
performance, growth and long‐term profitability in their pursuit of corporate sustainability
(Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010). These kind of organizations might experience a strong
tension between their existing culture based on stability and control, and a need to introduce
flexibility. These organizations might therefore only pursue corporate sustainability principles
when they translate into a competitive advantage for the organization (Linnenluecke and
Griffiths, 2010).
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Human relations culture
Theories and ideologies underlying the human relations quadrant are characterized by the focus
on social interaction, interpersonal relations, employee development and the creation of a
human work environment (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010). Organizations dominated by an
human relations culture are mainly focused on internal arrangements as social interaction and
interpersonal relations. It is assumed that organizations dominated by this culture type will
more emphasize internal staff development, learning and capacity building in their pursuit of
corporate sustainability. Organizations with a high human relations orientation pay attention to
building human knowledge and skill formation, and are promoters of equal opportunity,
workplace diversity and work‐life balance as workplace principles (Dunphy et al., 2003).
Rational goal culture
Theories and ideologies underlying the rational goal quadrant are characterized by the focus on
the wider environment of the organization, and the need for rational planning and organizing in
light of environmental demands (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010). Organizations dominated by
a rational goal culture are proposed to place more emphasis on resource efficiencies in their
pursuit of corporate sustainability. By resource efficiency is meant that there are real
advantages to be gained by instituting sustainability practices, especially if these practices are
directed towards reducing costs and increasing efficiency (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010).
Teamwork, cost‐saving purposes and external stakeholder relations are encouraged and
developed for value adding and business benefits.
Open systems culture
Theories and ideologies underlying the open systems quadrant are characterized by the focus on
the importance of the external environment in affecting the behavior, structure and life changes
of organizations (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010). Organizations dominated by an open
systems culture are proposed to place more emphasis on innovation for achieving ecological and
social sustainability in their pursuit of corporate sustainability. The understanding behind
corporate sustainability as ecological sustainability is based on the fact that organizations are
not separate from the natural environment, but operate within it. Organizations activities can
have impacts on the natural environment and vice versa can the natural environment have
impact on the organizational activities. The understanding behind corporate sustainability as
social sustainability is based on the fact that through globalization and privatization, wider
responsibilities of organizations are required to assume towards different stakeholder groups
and communities in which organizations operate.
Based on the four theoretical propositions of Linnenluecke and Griffiths (2010), it can be
concluded that there is not one single type of sustainability‐oriented culture. Employees who
belong to various organizational cultures types show different orientations towards corporate
sustainability and emphasize different elements in their pursuit of corporate sustainability,
ranging from a focus on internal staff development, resource efficiency, environmental
protection or stakeholder engagement. Linnenluecke and Griffiths (2010) and Zammuto et al.
(2000) suggest that the ideological underpinnings of organizational culture affect how and to
what extent corporate sustainability is embedded in the organizational culture and the
outcomes that can be achieved. This raises the question how the existence of possible
subcultures influences the understanding of corporate sustainability.
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3.3.4 Unified culture and subcultures of sustainability
In research, not everyone agrees that organizational culture is shared and common among
organizational members (section 3.1.3). As discussed, Martin (2002) has captured these
differences by characterizing theoretical views to investigate organizational culture. Based on
the integration perspective, a strong culture of sustainability requires conformity of
environmental values and beliefs between employees and their organization (Crane, 1995). The
integrative perspective expects that employees throughout the organization would be part of the
same organizational culture and that these employees would also share similar attitudes
towards corporate sustainability. However, the view of a unified organizational culture is
criticized because the integration perspective does not deal in line with the incongruence
between individual values of employees and dominant organizational values (Linnenluecke and
Griffiths, 2010). In various researches, cultural diversity and variety in organizations are
emphasized, as characterized by the differentiation perspective (Martin, 2002; Zammuto, 2005).
The differentiation perspective expects that different subcultures can exist throughout an
organization, and that members of each subculture hold different attitudes towards
sustainability, which are distinct from that of other subcultures.
In the past, organizational leaders have often faced internal barriers and resistance when
attempting to implement changes for sustainability as organizational members hold different
beliefs about sustainability issues and interpret and operationalize the concept differently (Daily
and Huang, 2001). Linnenluecke et al. (2009) researched how employees from a single
organization understand corporate sustainability. Individuals hold different meanings of
corporate sustainability that can be aligned with different theoretical conceptions of corporate
sustainability in literature. The four understandings of corporate sustainability are economic
sustainability, ecological sustainability, social sustainability, and a integration of these
perspectives in a holistic understanding of corporate sustainability. The understandings of
individuals, as well as the theoretical conceptions, differ on the extent to which corporate
sustainability means economic sustainability, or also include environmental and social issues.
Linnenluecke et al. (2009) concluded that differences exist in how employees understand
corporate sustainability and that both (different organizational subcultures and differences in
employee awareness of corporate sustainability practices) have a significant effect on how
employees understand corporate sustainability differently. In particular, employees who belong
to a subculture with a strong emphasis on the internal process culture (hierarchical and
bureaucratic values) and who have less knowledge of the sustainability policy are strongly
related to an emphasis on the economic understanding of corporate sustainability. Besides that,
Linnenluecke et al. (2009) concluded that the integration of environmental indicators into
employee performance measurement and evaluation, and a high awareness of sustainability
practices and policy are related to a holistic understanding of corporate sustainability.
3.3.5 Organizational culture and sustainability strategies
To deal with the challenge of corporate sustainability, there are different possibilities described
by different types of sustainability strategy (Baumgartner, 2009, p.103): introverted;
extroverted/ transformative; conservative; and visionary. An introverted strategy is
characterized by the question: is the action for sustainability necessary and useful for the
company? The pressure for this strategy emanates from outside the organization, but the action
is mainly internally oriented and will only be taken if standards force a response from the
organization. An extroverted strategy is focused on the external relationship of a company by
focusing on public acceptance and the ‘license to operate and grow’.
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In an offensive way this strategy can be transformative, and such a strategy interacts with the
market and tries to change market conditions actively. A conservative strategy is focused on eco‐
efficiency by providing products and services with low costs, low consumption of materials and
energy, and without emissions and waste. Efficient production processes lead to competitive
advantages while environmental impacts are reduced. A visionary strategy is focused on
sustainability aspects within all business activities. Visionary strategies can be conventional and
systemic (Baumgartner, 2009). As long as sustainability issues lead to market advantages, they
are part of the strategic management of conventional visionary oriented organizations. Inputs
for the strategy formulation are derived from the market perspective. Systemic visionary
strategies combine this view with an inside‐out perspective.
Baumgartner (2009) has evaluated these sustainability strategies on the risks as well as the
chances linked with the different strategies. In appendix 1, a table is presented which gives an
overview of the evaluation. The evaluation of the strategies shows different levels of
sustainability orientation, so they could be seen as different stages of organizational
development towards sustainability: the weakest sustainability strategy would be the
introverted, the strongest the visionary strategy. In addition every strategy differs regarding the
effect on and the embeddings in the organizational culture.
Schein’(2004) three‐level typology is used to discuss the relationship between the cultural level
and the sustainability strategies. In appendix 2, each level is described in more detail: the level of
artefacts is represented through structures and processes, the level of values through strategies,
goals and philosophies and the level of basic assumptions through views, reflections and
emotions (section 3.1.2). Based on the presented typology of sustainability strategies, it is
qualitatively analysed by Baumgartner (2009) whether or if not each level of organizational
level is affected. Introverted strategies can be implemented without any specific view or emotion
about sustainability (no foundation required in basic assumptions). Strategies and goals reflect
the external pressure to reduce risk and to reach legal compliance. Artefacts are not necessary
but can occur. For extroverted strategies internal structures are necessary (e.g. for external
communication such as reports). Corresponding strategies and goals occur at the level of
espoused values. Foundation of sustainability aspects in the level of basic assumptions is not
required for the conventional extroverted strategy type, but in the case of transformative
extroverted strategies because it seems not possible to influence external stakeholders without
a positive view about sustainability. Conservative strategies need a foundation in the level of
values as well as in the level of basic assumptions. Visionary strategies need foundations
(embedding) in all cultural levels. These strategies show different sustainability related artefacts
that are based in strategies, goals and philosophies (level of values) which have to be based on
basic assumptions. At the level of basic assumptions views and reflections related to the idea of
sustainability have to be positive. In the case of systemic visionary strategies additionally
emotions within basic assumptions are important.
The framework in appendix 2 can be used to determine the degree in which sustainability
aspects are embedded into organizational culture. As reaction to the challenge of sustainability,
there are organizations that still ignore sustainability issues; other organizations change only
their rhetoric and not their business practice; and there are organizations that try to integrate
sustainability aspects into their strategies and business practices (Welford, 1997). One
important point for organizations willing to be more sustainable in the long‐term is the
awareness of their culture and to reach a fit between the culture and the sustainability practices.
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Every sustainability strategy differs regarding the effect on and the embeddings in the
organizational culture. So, organizations that have a visionary strategy strive for embedding
sustainability in all the levels of corporate culture.

3.4 Summary
This chapter has provided an answer to research question 1.2 and research question 1.3. The
answer on research question 1.2 is found in this chapter: what characterizes the culture of family
businesses and differentiates them from nonfamily businesses? This will be summarized first.
Distinctive to the culture of family businesses, is that it arises from the combination of different
behavioral patterns which result from the history of the family business, the social relations
within it, and the beliefs and values embedded in the family. The transfer of these beliefs, values,
and goals over generations shapes stable cultural patterns in family businesses. The multiplicity
of the variables that affect the family business cultures makes them distinct and difficult to
imitate. Given that family businesses are characterized by an emphasis on social control and the
centrality of the founder, organizational culture in family businesses is of increased importance
as determinant of organizational behavior. Family business’ behavior is driven by familial goals
and values and these drive often the decisions in family businesses. Important values that often
appear in the culture of family businesses are communication, trust, loyalty and commitment.
The competing values framework (CVF) of organizational culture has shown that family
businesses can differ in cultural orientation but that most family businesses can be characterized
by a group orientation, an inward strategic orientation, a long‐term orientation, central decision
making and less formalized control systems.
The third research question is: what characterizes a sustainabilityoriented organizational
culture? The answer to this question is also found in this chapter.
Organizational culture plays a fundamental part in the shift towards corporate sustainability
because businesses can make sustainability long‐term by embedding it in their corporate culture.
In this chapter, the competing values framework (CVF) is used to assess what constitutes a
sustainability‐oriented organizational culture. It has shown that a successful embedding is
dependent on the values and ideological underpinnings of organizational culture and that these
affect how and to what extent sustainability is embedded into organizational culture. Employees
from different culture types emphasize different aspects in their pursuit of corporate
sustainability. Important for achieving a culture of sustainability are far reaching changes in
values of employees and underlying assumptions of organizational culture. This chapter has
suggested that the embedding of corporate sustainability issues requires organizational change
on different levels and dimensions of organizational culture. Changes on the surface level can
provide a conducive base for changes in employees’ values, beliefs and in their assumptions. The
existence of subcultures is addressed as an important barrier in the change to one unified
culture of sustainability in organizations because organizational members hold different beliefs
and values about sustainability issues and thus accept, interpret, and operationalize the concept
differently. Dependent on the organizational culture, businesses choose for a certain
sustainability strategy, which vary in stage of organizational development towards sustainability
and in effect on and embeddings in the organizational culture. The degree in which the culture of
family businesses can be defined as a culture of sustainability will be determined by the degree
in which sustainability aspects are embedded into culture and which strategy is chosen.
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4 Successful Embedding of Sustainability
The business case for sustainability is not just for the taking: it has to be built and requires
organizational alignment. The success of corporate sustainability or otherwise will depend on
the extent to which sustainability strategies are integrated into organizations from strategy,
through structure, values and incentives (Galbraith, 1995; Ionescu‐Somers and Steger, 2008). If
aspects of sustainability are not part of the mindset of leaders and members of the organization,
corporate sustainability activities will not affect the core business efficiently and are likely to fail
(Baumgartner, 2009). This chapter addresses preconditions for a successful embedding of
sustainability into organizational culture. Because organizational change and culture change are
necessary, the success factors and requirements of these will be dealt with in section 4.1. Section
4.2 elaborates further on preconditions for a successful embedding of sustainability into
organizational culture. Finally, this chapter will answer research question 1.4.

4.1 Organizational culture change
In the journey towards corporate sustainability, embedding sustainability into organizational
culture is a key component (Bertels and Papania, 2010). Researchers argue that changes in
employee values and underlying assumptions are a required precondition to achieve corporate
sustainability and requires organizational change and adoption on different levels of
organizational culture (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010; Schein, 2004). First, the organizational
change needed for corporate sustainability (the journey) will be discussed, followed by a section
about the cultural change (embedding sustainability into culture) needed in family businesses.
4.1.1 Organizational change
The steps that organizations have to take in the change for sustainability are presented by
Dunphy et al. (2007) in a phase model. The phases of the model show how the various phases fit
into each of the ‘waves’ of corporate change for sustainability. In the phases, there is a
progression from active antagonism, through indifference, to a strong commitment to actively
furthering sustainability values, not only within the organization but within society and industry
as a whole (Dunphy et al., 2007). The phases that Dunphy et al. (2007) distinguish are: rejection,
nonresponsiveness, compliance, efficiency, strategic proactivity, and the sustaining corporation.
Appendix 3 shows each phase in the organizational change for corporate sustainability in detail.
The transition to the final phase (the sustaining corporation) represents a significant value shift.
Therefore the core of the process that will bring about third wave organizations has to be
culture change (Dunphy et al., 2007). Large‐scale strategic shifts necessarily involve
transforming the established culture of the organization and integrating strategic reorientation
and sustainability into the corporate culture itself: a shift from environmental management to
environmental strategy requires a concurrent and supporting shift in organizational culture,
structure, reward systems, and job responsibilities
(Dunphy et al., 2007, p.216).
One of the most powerful ways to create organizational change is to confront, develop or
remould the core cultural values of an organization so that people experience a profound change
in their understanding and purpose and, as a result, act differently (Dunphy et al., 2007).
Leaders play an important role in this because they can embody a new cultural profile in their
speech and action and become catalysts for cultural change. Dunphy emphasizes that the
leader’s first task is to create a culture and the second task is to develop a strategy. To move to
the sustaining organization involves members of the organization at all levels internalizing the
values of sustainability so that these values become a core theme in their work.
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In reality this is reflected in the fact that all members of the organization make day‐to‐day
decision on the basis of a deeply held, internalized commitment to sustainability values (Dunphy
et al., 2007). The results of change strategies are changes in the organization’ culture, such as
increasing employee commitment, and more indicators of its movement towards sustainability.
Implementing change is one of the important aspects of change management as emerged in the
phase model of Dunphy et al. (2007). No matter how well a change is planned or how well it is
supported by the organization, if it is not executed competently to produce results then the
change effort would end up as a failure (Nilakant and Ramnarayan, 2006). A successful change
effort requires (a) adequate appreciation and planning, (b) sufficient support by employees, (c)
competent execution by managers, and (d) change managers with appropriate skill sets and
capabilities (Nilakant and Ramnarayan, 2006). According to Kotter (1995), there are three
prerequisites to effective execution of change, relating to empowerment, motivation and
consolidation. First, employees need to be empowered to act on the vision that has been created.
Second, any organization‐wide change effort is likely to be long‐drawn and can exhaust
employee energy. Therefore, employee energy levels need to be continually sustained through
constant motivation. According to Kotter, one method to sustain motivation in long‐term
changes is to celebrate the achievement of milestones along the way. Third, in an organization‐
wide change process comprising multiple initiatives, it is easy to lose focus by losing track of the
big picture. Therefore it is necessary to consolidate gains and maintain the momentum of change.
4.1.2 Culture change
Family businesses are characterized by a variety in organizational cultures (chapter 3). Although
each cultural pattern does have different consequences for the organization and the people
within it, no single pattern appears necessarily related to certain criteria of organizational
effectiveness. Environmental and internal conditions dictate the kind of culture appropriate for a
given situation (e.g. a moment in time when the organization experiences a strong need for
sustainability) and whether cultural change is necessary. While in theory it may be possible to
anticipate on certain situations, leaders in family businesses often fail to plan for and manage
change effectively (Dyer, 1986). Managing change in family businesses offers a number of
challenges not found in other kinds of organizations. Business problems and family issues must
be handled. When family businesses are not prepared to manage change and tensions resulting
from changing needs of the internal‐ and external environment, changes in leadership, conflict,
and power struggles in the business are typical (Dyer, 1986). The continuity of family values and
relationships is often jeopardized. To avoid some of the unpleasant side effects of situations and
change, leaders of family business can manage the change process incrementally rather than let
the change process manage them (Quinn, 1980). By modifying the firm’ artefacts, perspectives,
values – and at times even basic assumptions‐ the business and the family can evolve into
‘healthier’ conditions and avoid crisis. Culture change can be managed to make it a successful
shift towards sustainability. However, organizations undergoing cultural change continue to
have characteristics of both chaos and order. This is becoming a normal pattern of corporate
change in a much more dynamic and unpredictable world (Dunphy et al., 2007).
According to Dunphy et al. (2007), Dyer (1986) and Kitchin (2010), culture can be designed,
implemented and changed by the management of the organization. This approach assumes that
cultures can be designed in a rational way or in a way that reflects the personality of the
founders or the leadership (Kitchin, 2010).
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An alternative perspective based on Schein (2004) (chapter 3) argues that the culture comes
about as the result of the interaction of the people in an organization over time as the
organization forms and develops in the environment in which it finds itself (Kitchen, 2010). To
determine which factors constitute a successful culture change towards a culture of
sustainability, it is valuable to enumerate the factors that interact together to form an
organizational culture:
1. The professional training and qualifications that the staff brings to the organization (i.e.
ideological underpinnings) from the institutional environment (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010;
Zammuto, 2005). Kitchen (2010) suggests that each professional group within an organization
has its own distinct professional culture formed out of its training and personality types. The
organizational culture will emerge partly as a result of the interaction of these cultures.
2. The differing national cultures that the staff bring to the organization. According to Hofstede,
2001), the beliefs, values and behaviours of people differ not only between individuals but also
between countries. This results within an organization, with an international workforce, in a
culture emerged from the interaction of the differing national cultures (Kitchin, 2010).
3. Gender: because men and women differ in their beliefs and values, the gender mix of the
organization has an impact on the organizational culture (Linstead et al., 2004).
4. Founder/leader: a key factor in the forming of organizational culture is the personality, beliefs
and values of the founder of the organization. Because these people have the power to try and
impose certain structures, systems and rules on the organisation, these are powerful elements in
the interaction out of which the organisational culture emerges.
5. Size, age and structure: the size of an organization influences its culture (Gallo and Christensen,
2011). Small, newly formed organisations are likely to have a loose structure that has not been
formalised, and the whole of the staff may be involved in making policy and formulating
solutions to problems. But, as organisations grow larger, jobs become more specialised, and the
structure often becomes more formalised and people’ daily experience of working will evolve
and change. All of these changes are part of culture changing, as the culture has to fit the
organisation as it evolves, or the organisation and culture become dysfunctional and the
organisation fails (Gallo and Christensen, 2011; Kitchin, 2010).
6. External environment: in chapter 3, it is explained that culture develops as the organization
learns to overcome problems of adoption to the external environment.
Now, it is clear that many factors interact to form the culture of an organization (e.g. culture of
sustainability) and, thus, are factors that determine the success of the embedding of
sustainability into organizational culture. In the next section, preconditions for a successful
embedding of sustainability into organizational culture will be discussed.

4.2 Successful embedding into organizational culture
Organizational culture change is a necessary requirement in the journey towards corporate
sustainability. In this section, the preconditions that will be presented are therefore related to
the presented influencing factors of organizational culture formation.
4.2.1 Values, ideological underpinnings and employee empowerment
Organizational culture change is vitally important for nurturing sustainability. Changes that
build positive culture and values can enhance an organization’ readiness for change and
acceptance of new practices (Dunphy et al., 2007). In literature, there is a growing awareness of
the importance of the understanding of subcultures within organizations and how these
subcultures in turn understand issues associated with corporate sustainability.
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An understanding of a culture and the differences (and similarities) within an organization is
vital to tailoring effective change processes to achieve greater sustainability outcomes and wider
acceptance (Linnenluecke et al., 2009; Smith and Sharicz, 2011). To address the presence of
organizational subcultures, culture change programmes need to be subdivided into tailored sub‐
cultural change initiatives and need to consider the change willingness of different sub‐cultural
groups. According to Linnenluecke et al. (2009), creating awareness and understanding of
corporate sustainability could be achieved through the consultation and involvement of
employees in change efforts (e.g. the integration of environmental indicators into employee
performance evaluation). Embedding sustainability in organizational culture requires logically
an organization that support sustainability endeavours (Gallo and Christensen, 2011). It is
important that firms create work environments that are supportive for sustainability through
the use of codes of conduct and job requirements that help embed sustainability‐related
behaviours into the corporate culture. One way to create work environments that are supportive
for sustainability is to create work cultures supportive of sustainability‐related behaviours.
According to the findings of Linnenluecke et al. (2009), the diffusion of knowledge about
corporate sustainability throughout the organization is an important aspect for successfully
embedding corporate sustainability. Other preconditions are top management support, human
resource management, environmental training, employee empowerment, teamwork, and reward
systems (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010).
Hall et al. (2001) found that family business cultures are an important influence on an
organization’ ability to adopt changes. Chapter 5 will elaborate further on this, but to conclude,
family businesses with open and explicitly cultures favours change. Hence, family businesses do
not have to be characterized as inflexible, change‐resistant and burdened by traditions.
4.2.2 Change leaders
One of the most powerful ways to create organizational change is to confront, develop or
transform the core cultural values of an organization so that people experience a thoroughgoing
change in their understanding and purpose and, as a result, act differently (Dunphy et al., 2007).
Crucial to the culture‐building process is proactive leadership developed and practised at all
levels of the organization (Dunphy et al., 2007). Ideally this starts with a committed
management team which has reached agreement that sustainability is central to the firm’
strategic orientation. The management team emphasizes creating a strong corporate identity
around sustainability values and creates shared experiences and reward systems that reinforce
the emerging values (Nilakant and Ramnarayan, 2006). Leaders are the shapers of the
organizational culture and they must embody the core cultural values of sustainability in their
actions. In order to move towards corporate sustainability, it appears that leaders have to drop a
purely economically driven paradigm and achieve a more balanced set of socially and
environmentally responsible values (Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010).
4.2.3 Organizational size and governance
Larger firms are by nature more visible organizations and therefore interact and attract the
attention and control of more stakeholders which influences the complexity of any formalized
sustainability policy (Hart and Sharma, 2004). In addition, larger firms presumably have more
slack resources in the form of human and financial capital. Research has shown that
environmental initiatives and social initiatives require such resources (Gallo and Christensen,
2011). As firm size increases, firms will increasingly report sustainability policies and produce
sustainability reports.
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Furthermore, as larger firms tend to increase in formality and complexity, it is expected that
they are more likely than smaller firms to turn to clan and bureaucratic control mechanisms
such as cultural norms, written rules, job definitions and requirements, and codes of conduct in
their efforts to support sustainability (Gallo and Christensen, 2011). According to these size‐
factors, a certain organizational size is a precondition for successful embedding of sustainability
into organizational culture because of human‐ and financial resources and formal control and
coordination mechanisms. Alange and Steiber (2009) point out the importance for sustainability
of an appropriate governance structure. As well as transparency and accountability
requirements, governance structures must ensure collaboration between ranges of
organizational types (Smith and Sharicz, 2011). Benn (2007) explores the new forms of
governance that are emerging to facilitate sustainability in organizations, particularly involving
collaborative decision‐making, since sustainability engages organizations of all kinds. These
partnerships typically become inter‐organizational entities and networks involving many
stakeholders and constituencies and these are often local, decentralized, and temporary with
multiple stakeholder forms of decision‐making. Such arrangements have the potential to exert
influence on both individual organizations and the industry in general (Smith and Sharicz, 2011).
4.2.4 Change capability and organizational learning
Fast changing environments do not offer firms time to initiate planned organization‐wide
change. For organizations it is therefore important to build capacity for adapting to change.
Knowledge creation and diffusion is one way of creating such capabilities in the organization.
Managing theorist have pointed out that learning capability is constituted by individual and
collective capacities to learn (Nilakant and Ramnarayan, 2006). This learning capacity is
embedded in habits, structures, systems, processes and culture. Culture as component of
capability is expected to contribute through ensuring that the context is favourable for capability
building. It can be enhanced by creating a context characterized by discipline, support, trust, and
stretch; shaping a culture of free and frank dialogue, boundarylessness, risk taking and seeking to
be the best. Leaders need to pay attention to all of the five components of capability. They need
to enhance aspirations of people, structure opportunities, create positive role models, design
incentives, ensure support mechanisms, and engender feelings of hope and optimism. Most
important, they need to help people perceive change as opportunity rather than threat.
In general, change programmes are often focused on culture‐building activities (Dunphy et al.,
2007). Story‐telling, developing positive future images of the company, and other culture change
programmes can open up lines of communication, create integration opportunities, commitment
to new values, and personal empowerment. Ionescu‐Somers and Steger (2008) recognized the
importance of providing training and development programmes to ensure that the required
skills and attitudes receptive to sustainability are cultivated within organizations and maybe
also specific management courses on sustainability issues.
Different authors have addressed the importance of organizational learning in the pursuit of
sustainability (Smith and Sharicz, 2011). Research suggested that an increased tendency for
learning ensures that organizations are better equipped to meet the challenge of sustainability
integration (Jamali, 2006). In their pursuit of sustainability and sustainability embedding into
organizational culture, organizations must efficiently and effectively create, capture, harvest,
shape and apply sustainability‐related knowledge and insights. Fenwick (see Smith and Sharicz,
2011) posited that sustainability is learned through everyday practice and interaction, as people
share, question, tinker with and invent sustainability approaches.
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4.3 Summary
This chapter has provided an answer to research question 1.4 ‘what are preconditions for a
successful embedding of sustainability into organizational culture?’ which will be summarized in
this section.
The shift to a sustaining corporation involves transforming the established culture or cultures of
the organization and integrating strategic reorientation and sustainability into the corporate
culture itself. The success of this depends on the extent to which sustainability strategies are
integrated into the organization itself. Organizational alignment and embedding in different
levels of organizational culture are the most important preconditions. Other preconditions are
adequate appreciation and planning of organizational culture change, sufficient support and
commitment by employees, empowerment and motivation of employees, competent execution
by managers, managers with appropriate skill sets and capabilities, and consolidation of gains.
Also the diffusion of knowledge about corporate sustainability throughout the organization is
important. An understanding of a culture and the differences (and similarities) between
subcultures is vital to tailoring effective change processes.
In the change towards sustainability, it is important that businesses obtain the right corporate
culture: one that is open, explicit, and receptive to the concepts of sustainability. Other
preconditions are a culture of learning, capacity for change, and training and development
programmes to ensure that the required skills and attitudes receptive to sustainability are
cultivated within organizations. To embed sustainability successfully, the management must
develop a strong and highly integrative sustainability‐oriented organizational culture, which
penetrates and unities corporate members and promotes a sense of identity and commitment to
common corporate environmental goals. The organizational culture have to be supportive for
sustainability which can be achieved through the use of codes of conduct, job requirements that
help embed sustainability‐related behaviours into corporate culture, and the integration of
environmental indicators into employee performance evaluation which creates awareness and
understanding of corporate sustainability.
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5 Family Business Culture and Sustainability
Starting as organization with sustainability practices, first the low hanging fruits can be grabbed
but in order to embed sustainability aspects in the daily business of organizations in the long run,
the organization has to be changed (Baumgartner, 2009). In order to be successful, corporate
sustainability aspects have to be embedded in the organizational culture. The position of family
businesses and their organizational culture in embedding sustainability will be examined in
section 5.1. This chapter will end with a summary and answer on research question 1.5.

5.1 The position of family businesses
To determine whether family businesses have a conducive organizational culture for the
integration of sustainability aspects, distinctive cultural characteristics of the family business
will be related to characteristics of a sustainability‐oriented culture and preconditions for a
successful embedding of sustainability into organizational culture. Chapter 2 and 3 gives an
overview of the most important (cultural‐) characteristics of family businesses. Two remarks
have to be made by these chapters. Because the (cultural‐) characteristics may vary across
family businesses, it is not required or expected that every family business have these
characteristics. Besides that, most of the characteristics of family businesses are compared to
non‐family businesses and thus are defined in a more advantageous or disadvantageous manner.
Also the most important findings of chapter 3 and chapter 4 are used. Beside characteristics of a
sustainability‐oriented organizational culture, these chapters provide preconditions of a
successful embedding of sustainability into organizational culture. Combined, the earlier
chapters provide an overview of the overlap in (cultural‐) characteristics of family businesses
and preconditions of a culture of sustainability. As a result, this section provides suggestions
about the relation between family businesses and a culture of sustainability.
5.1.1 Family business culture and sustainability strategy
It is a rule in one family business that family members are promoted to management even if non‐
family employees are better qualified – thus, these qualified employees often leave. In another
family business, the founder made all the decisions and did not groom a successor; when the
founder died, productivity and profits declined because the heirs did not know how to run the
business. The founder of a third family business promotes on the basis of performance, not
relationship, delegates power, and plans for succession – and the company has grown from five
to five hundred employees and profits are soaring. These are examples of the many different
cultures found in family businesses; and the problems and benefits they can create (Dyer, 1986).
Using examples such as these from successful and unsuccessful family businesses shows how
culture can make or break a family business. In addition, culture not only determines the success
of family businesses but also shapes the strategy. According to Johnson (1986), business
strategy has its origins in business culture. Dependent on the cultural orientation, organizations
choose for a certain strategy. Because there exists many different organizational cultures
(combination of cultural orientations), family businesses vary in chosen organizational
strategies. Family businesses that support sustainability will choose for a strategy that
incorporates sustainability into organizational culture. The sustainability strategies of
Baumgartner (2009) can be seen as different stages of organizational development towards
sustainability. Every sustainability strategy differs regarding the effect on and embeddings in the
organizational culture. So, family businesses with a visionary strategy are high oriented on
sustainability and needs embedding in all cultural levels (Baumgartner, 2009).
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To conclude, the degree in which the culture of family businesses can be defined as a culture of
sustainability is determined by the degree in which sustainability aspects are embedded in
organizational culture and, thus, by the sustainability strategy which is chosen.
One important point for organizations willing to be more sustainable in the long‐term is the
awareness of their organizational culture and to reach a fit between the culture and the
sustainability practices. In family businesses, the culture stems from the combination of
different behavioral patterns which result from the history of the family business, the social
relations within it, and the beliefs and values embedded in the family (Dyer, 1986; Schein, 1983).
Family values take priority over corporate values and become organizational cultural values
(Schein, 1995). Because the family (e.g. founder or dominant family leaders) shapes the culture
of family businesses, it is dependent on their attitude towards corporate sustainability which
sustainability strategy will be chosen and, thus, to what extent sustainability will be embedded
into organizational culture. Most important for the success of corporate sustainability in family
businesses is the alignment between the values and ideological underpinnings of the dominant
elite and the central issues within a sustainability‐oriented culture.
5.1.2 Family business culture and change for sustainability
To build a culture of sustainability, organizations have to change by embedding sustainability
aspects into organizational culture. Family business cultures vary, especially because of the
effect of the family component on the business and its culture. It is frequently argued that family
businesses have a competitive advantage that arises from cultural values embedded in the
family (Brice and Richardson, 2009). However, these values can also deliver disadvantages.
Organizational culture is often cited as the primary reason for the failure of implementing
organizational change. Thereby, resistance to change is sometimes especially strong in family
businesses (Dyer, 1994; Ionescu‐Somers and Steger, 2008) since certain family members may
see change as threatening their power and security. For example, founders resist change
because they see it as the notice of decline and death, and the family may resist examining the
difficult issues surrounding interpersonal relationships, succession planning, and ownership
distribution (Dyer, 1986). Hall et al. 2001 found that family business cultures are an important
influence on their ability to adopt changes. The family system in family businesses attempts to
create and maintain cohesiveness that supports the family paradigm that the family holds in
relation to its environment (section 2.2.3 and 3.2.2). Information that is not consistent with this
paradigm is resisted or ignored, what characterizes the family business as inward oriented
(Ward, 1994). In the ability to adopt change, culture matters because the dominant culture of the
family business creates a relatively homogenous way of interpreting the environment (Hall et al.,
2001). While the tools and change strategies may be present, failure of organizational change
programmes occurs often because the fundamental culture of the organization remains the same:
the family paradigm (Cameron and Quinn, 2006).
The process of change is, however, both enabled and restricted by specific cultural patterns of
the family business. Without such patterns, a common understanding of the world would not be
possible (Hall et al., 2001). In this sense, the culture(s) of businesses is what makes change
possible in the first place. Along with this enabling function, the culture of businesses does,
however, also restrict the strategic change options. By defining what to take into consideration
and what to not, the culture restricts the amount of options open to the organization (Hall et al.,
2001) and determines the possible strategic moves of an organization (e.g. sustainability
strategy).
40

But it is not said that by nature cultures have to be a source of resistant to change for family
businesses. For example, the organizational culture may be characterized by beliefs and values
that are change oriented and open for sustainability issues. Organizational cultures do, however,
always influence change decisions in organizations, as they are involved in determining what
kinds of change will be accepted and which will not. According to this perspective, change
processes and organizational culture are closely intertwined. As change is dependent on
interpretations, change in family businesses will only take place if interpretations do (Hall et al.,
2001). Because the family (e.g. founder and dominant family elite) culture shapes the culture of
the business, it depends on their feelings and emotions related to change and corporate
sustainability whether a family business is resistant to change.
If a sustainability strategy is to be successful, the obstacles for change must be overcome.
Important in generating commitment (precondition, chapter 4) and overcoming resistance to
change is to answer two questions: how willing are family members (and non‐family employees,
if they are to be involved) to change? How capable are they of carrying out the change effort?
(Beckhard and Harris, 1977). According to Brice and Richardson (2009), family members are
compared to non‐family members easier to coordinate and more adaptable when circumstances
change because of their tacit knowledge of each other and of the firm. In the experience of most
family businesses, the founders or family leaders with the controlling ownership are the persons
most important to any change effort. When it is necessary to change the fundamental culture of
the organization, the core beliefs, values, and vision of the dominant family elite (e.g. founder or
family leaders) have to be changed. To achieve this, it is a requirement for family members to
reinterpret the founder, challenge past strategy paradigms, and relate strategic choice to future
family vision and resource availability (Harris et al., 1994). Because the founder often becomes
‘married’ to the original strategy, which may not be responsive to the demands of a constantly
changing market (e.g. corporate sustainability), it is important for family business to be
responsive to demands of the internal and external environment and to foster cultures that
encourage the embedding of sustainability (Aronoff and Ward, 1997).
Family businesses that encourage and foster change must have cultures that are explicit and
open (Hall et al., 2001). In an explicit culture, values and ideas are clearly expressed and
experienced by the organizational members. Having an explicit culture is, however, not enough.
To succeed in breaking with the past, the culture of family businesses must also be open. In an
open culture, new, challenging, and radical thoughts and actions are accepted and actively
encouraged (Hall et al., 2001). It is, therefore, essential for dominant family members, as the
main carriers of cultural dimensions, to be aware of their symbolic importance (role model) and
to use their positions to create an atmosphere in which employees feel encouraged to express
their ideas and criticism. By the use of role modeling, leaders in family businesses can establish
norms of behavior and, thus, are the most appropriate people to transform beliefs and values in
the culture of family businesses (Hall et al., 2001). Furthermore, good relationships, both within
the family and between the family member and employees, are important for explicit and open
cultures. Family businesses with explicit and open cultures, and capacity for change will be
better prepared for the uncertainty and speed of change. In relation to a sustainability‐oriented
culture, the right corporate culture is one that is open and receptive to the concepts of
sustainability (Ionescu‐Somers and Steger, 2008). Hence, family businesses do not have to be
characterized as inflexible, resistant to change, and burdened by old traditions.
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5.1.3 Values and underpinnings of family business’ culture
The main internal barriers and resistance that businesses, family dominated or not, face when
attempting to implement sustainability‐oriented changes, are organizational rigidity and
organizational subcultures. Organizational rigidity is to a certain extent discussed in the
previous section by arguing that open and explicit cultures are the most suitable options for
family businesses to build a sustainability‐oriented culture and to overcome organizational
rigidity (Ionescu‐Somers and Steger, 2008). The existence of subcultures is another barrier for
change as organizational members hold different beliefs about what have to change (Dunphy et
al., 2003) and different understandings of corporate sustainability (Linnenluecke et al., 2009). A
culture of sustainability requires, however, conformity of environmental values and beliefs
between employees and the organization (Crane, 1995). Because of the fact that the shared
history and identity of family members create a strong, stable and well‐established
organizational culture which is transformed between generations (Jaffe, 1988; Brice and
Richardson, 2009), the existence of subcultures is less expected in family businesses. In addition,
it is expected that dominant family leaders (e.g. founders) are in the position for designing and
implementing a culture change for sustainability. With a top‐down approach, sustainability‐
oriented issues are promoted by the dominant elite and then diffused among (family‐)
employees (Linnenluecke et al., 2009).
It will be clear that the position of family businesses is dependent on the values and ideological
underpinnings of the organization’ culture whether there exist resistance to change. When the
dominant family elite of the family business has positive values and assumptions regarding to
corporate sustainability, the resistance of the family business is much lower than when the
dominant family elite resists sustainability issues. The values and underlying assumptions of the
dominant family elite determine which culture type (culture orientation of competing value
framework, section 3.1.3) is represented in the family business (Schein, 1995). That can vary
across different family businesses because every family has its unique characteristics and things
they value (Bertels and Papania, 2010). Employees of different culture types emphasize different
elements in their pursuit of corporate sustainability. It is beyond the scope of this research to
suggest which culture type fits the most with family businesses because family businesses can
assume all cultural orientations represented by the CVF. Based on the literature in section 3.2, it
has been suggested that most family businesses have a culture that has a group orientation, an
inward strategic orientation, a long‐term orientation, central decision‐making and less
formalized control systems. Besides that, family businesses are likely to tend more towards
human relations culture because this type of culture focus on social interaction, interpersonal
relations, employee development and the creation of a human work environment. The human
relation type of culture is most similar to the characteristics of family businesses, which also
focus on kinship relations, family harmony, employee care and loyalty, and commitment (Haugh
and Mckee, 2003; Ward, 1994; Zahra, 2003). But what is earlier mentioned, family businesses
can vary in organizational culture which results in differences between family businesses in
what and how much is done to sustainability. Besides that, multiple culture types can coexist
within a family business. When the beliefs, values, and goals rooted in the dominant family, its
history, and present family leaders are open for (culture) change and corporate sustainability, it
is more likely that culture change passes successful.
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5.1.4 Sustainability promoting characteristics of family businesses
Several researchers emphasize commitment and loyalty as important values in family business’
cultures (Allio, 2004; Astrachan, 2010; Brice and Richardson, 2009; Haugh and Mckee, 2003;
Kets de Vries, 1993; Leach, 1996; Pieper, 2007; Ward, 1994). Family enthusiasm and families
bonds create commitment and loyalty what results in long‐term commitment and strong
relationships. Long‐term family commitment fosters trust and altruism, and the kinship
relations bind members of the firm what fosters loyalty. Because of the strong relations between
the family members do they relatively fast accept ideas and values of dominant family members
(Kets de Vries, 1993). Besides that, family issues are incorporated in decision making of the
family business (Habberson et al., 2003) and, thus, it is important that dominant family members
promote and support sustainability aspects. In addition, family commitment and cohesion are
important drivers of the longevity of family businesses (Pieper, 2007). Family businesses are
often characterized as long‐term oriented, partly caused by longer‐serving employees, stable
and well‐established cultures, and continuity over generations (Dension et al., 2004; Dyer, 1986).
The long‐term orientation of family businesses is positive related to corporate sustainability
(Olson et al., 2003). Family businesses with a long‐term (future) oriented vision are more open
for the embedding of sustainability issues into organizational culture.

5.2 Summary
This chapter was aimed to answer the research question ‘How are (cultural) characteristics of
family businesses related to an organizational culture of sustainability?’.
To determine whether family businesses have a conducive organizational culture for the
integration of sustainability aspects, distinctive cultural characteristics of the family business
have been related to characteristics of a sustainability‐oriented culture and preconditions for a
successful embedding of sustainability into organizational culture. The degree in which the
culture of family businesses can be defined as sustainability‐oriented is determined by the
degree in which sustainability issues are embedded into organizational culture and, thus, by the
sustainability strategy which is chosen. Because of the effect of the family component on the
business and its culture, it is dependent on the attitude of the dominant family elite towards
corporate sustainability which sustainability strategy will be chosen. Important for the success
of corporate sustainability in family businesses is the alignment between the values and
ideological underpinnings of the dominant family elite and the central issues within a culture of
sustainability. Because organizational culture influences change decisions in organizations, it
depends on the feelings and emotions of the dominant family elite related to change and
corporate sustainability, whether a family business is resistant to change. The family paradigm is
often cited as the main reason for resistance in the change towards corporate sustainability. To
break with the past and the family paradigm, family business cultures that foster change for
sustainability have to be open, explicit, and receptive to the concept of sustainability. Through
the use of role modeling, dominant family members are the most appropriate people to
transform beliefs and values in the culture of family businesses. Cultural characteristics of family
businesses as commitment, trust, loyalty, and a long‐term orientation are conducive for the
embedding of sustainability into organizational culture. Also the existence of stable cultures and
the expected absence of subcultures, support the embedding of sustainability issues into
organizational culture.
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6 Conclusions, discussion and recommendations
Before drawing conclusions on the research questions, the research objective, the main research
question and the research hypothesis are repeated:
Research objective: The objective of this research project is to develop a theoretical insight in the
disposition of family businesses in embedding sustainability into organizational culture, by
providing an understanding of the theories of cultures in businesses (family and nonfamily firms)
and theories of cultural change for sustainability.
Research question: Does the culture of family businesses compared to nonfamily businesses have
a disposition in embedding sustainability into organizational culture?
Research hypothesis: The hypothesis of this research project is that family businesses with their
cultural characteristics have a disposition in embedding sustainability into organizational culture.

6.1 Conclusions
During the course of the research project, the hypothesis set has been tested to its validity.
Based on literature research, this hypothesis can be confirmed. Family businesses have a
disposition arising from distinctive cultural characteristics as a long‐term orientation, role
modelling by top‐family members as code of conduct, high organizational cohesion, and high
employee commitment and loyalty to organizational goals. Business strategies (e.g.
sustainability strategy) arise from family culture, which creates a more unified long‐term
strategy and commitment to fulfil it.
However, the disposition is not there for each family business. Several factors influence whether
a family business have a disposition. This research project has focused on factors that influence
the choice for a sustainability strategy and thus to what extend corporate sustainability issues
are embedded into organizational culture. Literature research has showed that the choice for a
certain sustainability strategy is influenced by the cultural orientation of family businesses and
by the level of resistance to change in the family business.
Family business cultures vary between family businesses, especially because of the effect of the
family component on the business and its culture. Because strategy has its origins in business
culture and the family (e.g. founder or dominant family members) shapes the culture of family
businesses, it is dependent on their attitude towards corporate sustainability which
sustainability strategy will be chosen. Family goals and family business strategies tend to be
closely aligned, allowing commitment to a more successful long‐term strategy. Therefore for
businesses that want to become more sustainable in the long‐term and to have a disposition, it is
important to reach alignment between the values and ideological underpinnings of the dominant
elite and the central issues within corporate sustainability.
To deal with the challenge of corporate sustainability, family businesses have to undergo an
organizational culture change to embed sustainability aspects into organizational culture.
Internal barriers and resistance that businesses often face to change are organizational rigidity
and organizational subcultures. Because behavior and decision‐making in family businesses are
driven by familial goals and values, it depends on the values and ideological underpinnings of
the family whether there exist resistant to change. Family businesses that encourage and foster
cultural change towards corporate sustainability must have cultures that are explicit, open, and
receptive to the concepts of sustainability.
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Family businesses with an open culture, a low level of resistance to change and a visionary
strategy strive for embedding of corporate sustainability in all levels of corporate culture. These
family businesses have a disposition compared to non‐family businesses arising from distinctive
cultural characteristics.

6.2 Discussion
Although this research has been conducted as complete as possible in order to answer the
research questions and to meet the objective, some points are up for discussion.
A first remark concerns the abundance of literature on concepts as family businesses,
organizational culture, corporate sustainability and organizational culture change. Because
researchers hold many different perspectives to these concepts, definitional ambiguities exist.
The delineations of literature that were needed to be made in this research project influence and
limit the generalization of the conclusions. A second remark concerns the availability of
literature about preconditions for the embedding of sustainability into organizational culture.
Although much has been written on corporate sustainability, there exists a lack of research on
what makes the embedding successful, with some researchers being important exceptions.
Therefore, this research combined theories about successful organizational culture change with
some preconditions found. Conditions have been described very general for culture change
because it often lacked the ability to focus on preconditions of culture change for sustainability.
A third remark concerns the definition of sustainability in this research project. With the
definition of Brundtland (1987) this research project has adopted a general definition of the
concept. The possible variation of the importance and meaning of the concept has not been
discussed. However, this could possibly vary between (family‐) businesses or between sectors. A
fourth remark concerns the fact that the interpretation of sustainability aspects by the dominant
family elite is addressed as one of the most important precondition for a disposition of family
businesses. However, the extent to which this influences the disposition of the family business
could vary between family businesses. For example, in large family businesses this condition is
possibly less important in comparison with smaller businesses. This research project has
focused on family businesses in which the family factor is of major influence. A fifth remark
concerns the research strategies that haven been chosen. In this research the focus was mainly
on literature research. However for this subject, it would have been of great value to perform
also empirical research. The last remark is based on Bertels and Papania (2010), which suggest
that the embedding is dependent on the type of people in the organization and of the type of
organization (e.g. activities). This research has focused mainly on cultural characteristics,
however Bertels and Papania (2010) suggest that also other characteristics influence how the
embedding of sustainability can be supported.

6.3 Recommendations
Based upon the points of remark, some recommendations will be provided for future research
on this research subject.
To follow on the research subject of this research project, future research may focus on the
question whether non‐family businesses can gain a stronger position in embedding
sustainability into organizational culture by taking over the cultural characteristics that provide
the disposition for family businesses?
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This may be relevant for future research because no research has been done on this issue and it
is therefore unknown to family businesses whether family businesses are always better off in
the journey to make sustainability an integral part of business. Another recommendation is
related to the question how the disposition of family businesses varies between types of family
businesses. As said in one of the remark points in section 6.2, corporate sustainability has been
defined in general and also concepts as organizational culture and culture change. But it may be
possible that the extent of successful embedding of sustainability into corporate culture may
vary between types of family businesses (e.g. size, sector, culture). Based upon the literature
research, some suggestions are made in chapter 5 and 6 (e.g. the effect of different cultural
orientations and strategies on the embedding of sustainability) but in order to make a
comprehensive overview of types of family businesses and their relative position to each other,
future literature‐ and empirical research is needed. For example on how the variation between
family businesses influences the embedding of sustainability into corporate culture.
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