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Abstract: In this literature review, we explore the pivotal role of family firms’ networks 
(e.g., relationships with employees, suppliers, or customers) in the detection and imple-
mentation of radical change. Prior research has mostly taken an isolated perspective, study-
ing only one or two of the three fields “family firms,” “networks,” and “radical change.” 
We provide a comprehensive synthesis of existing literature, including 79 scholarly papers 
and use the Input-Process-Output (IPO) framework as an organizing instrument to analyze 
insights from research on family firms, networks, and radical change. We develop a re-
search agenda targeted at linking networks, radical change detection, and radical change 
implementation in family firms, highlighting that family firm networks, with their distinct 
configurations and behaviors, can significantly influence the success or failure of radical 
change adaptation.

El papel de las redes en el cambio radical de las empresas familiares: Una revisión 
sistemática de la literatura

Resumen: En esta revisión bibliográfica, exploramos el papel clave de las redes que man-
tienen las empresas familiares (por ejemplo, las relaciones con empleados, proveedores o 
clientes) en la detección e implementación de cambios radicales. Buena parte de las inves-
tigaciones anteriores han adoptado una perspectiva individualizada, estudiando sólo uno 
o dos de estos tres campos «empresas familiares», «redes» y «cambio radical». Este 
trabajo ofrece una síntesis exhaustiva de la bibliografía existente de esos tres campos en su 
conjun-to, que incluye 79 artículos académicos. Para su análisis, se utiliza el marco Input-
Process-Output (IPO) como instrumento organizativo. Desarrollamos una agenda de 
investigación dirigida a vincular las redes, la detección del cambio radical y la 
implementación del cam-bio radical en las empresas familiares, destacando que las 
redes de empresas familiares, con sus distintas configuraciones y comportamientos, 
pueden influir significativamente en el éxito o el fracaso de la adaptación al cambio radical.
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1. Introduction

Networks can have a crucial impact on the be-
havior of all firms, including family firms, both 
positively and negatively (Adjei et al., 2019). 
Positive effects comprise leveraging close-knit, 
informal networks (Karlsson, 2018), and support-
ive connections (Hayward et al., 2022) for inno-
vation, while negative effects include less explor-
ative behavior (Ceipek et al., 2021), and reduced 
ability to initiate change (Cater & Schwab, 2008). 
Ultimately, networks impact, amongst other fac-
tors, radical change adoption and hence the long-
term success of the firm (Ciravegna et al., 2020). 
Extant research showed that family firms display 
both, different network configuration compared 
to nonfamily firms (Bika & Frazer, 2021; Carney, 
2005; Kandade et al., 2021) as well as heteroge-
neous behavior when detecting and implement-
ing radical change1 (Covin et al., 2016; Nieto et 
al., 2015; Shepherd et al., 2020), due to complex 
dynamics in family firms (Maseda et al., 2022). 
More specifically, family firm networks typically 
display close-knit (Karlsson, 2018), homogenous 
ties (Lester & Cannella, 2006), limiting the inte-
gration of external knowledge (Brinkerink, 2018; 
Nieto et al., 2015) and innovation (Herrero, 
2018). Family firm idiosyncrasies, such as social 
capital (Herrero, 2018; Sherlock et al., 2023) and 
familiness (Carnes & Ireland, 2013; Zahra et al., 
2004) significantly impact family firms, including 
the adoption of radical change (Kammerlander et 
al., 2018; Szewczyk et al., 2022), innovativeness 
(Brinkerink, 2018; Martínez-Alonso, et al., 2022; 
Matzler et al., 2015; Spriggs et al., 2013), and 
performance (Anderson et al., 2005; Daspit & 
Long, 2014; Sitthipongpanich & Polsiri, 2015). 
Family firms might hence face several different 
challenges based on their network configuration 
and behavior when undergoing radical change, 
including recognizing and capitalizing innovation 
(Bendig et al., 2020; Chirico et al., 2022; Groote 
et al., 2021; Koka & Prescott, 2008), ultimately 
impeding the longevity of the firm (Chrisman et 
al., 2021; Ciravegna et al., 2020). Yet, when high 
levels of initiative, extensive networking, willing-
ness to take risks, and funding are given, fam-
ily firms are just as likely as nonfamily firms to 
achieve radical change (Covin et al., 2016). 
Family firms today are facing an increasing num-
ber of strategic and economic uncertainties—in-
cluding heightened market volatility, rising in-

1. Radical change is defined as firms comprehensively modify-
ing their resources to enhance and sustain long-term com-
petitive advantage (Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1994), which 
entails updating and transforming their fundamental concepts 
(Guth & Ginsberg, 1990) across the organization (Al-Mashari 
& Zairi, 1999).

flation, international geopolitical conflicts, and 
rapid technological advancements (Bianco et al., 
2009; Pantaleo & Nirmal Pal, 2008). These global 
developments necessitate strategic change and 
intensify the need for radical change in family 
firms. As a result, understanding how family firms 
leverage their networks to navigate these com-
plex transformations is increasingly important. 
However, in the current research landscape, 
the three overarching fields of research on fam-
ily firms, networks, and radical change have not 
yet been collectively addressed. There are only 
few, isolated studies on the fields of family firms, 
networks, and radical change and existing knowl-
edge is fragmented and lacks comprehensive in-
tegration. This literature review will address this 
gap by synthesizing and integrating the scattered 
insights to provide a cohesive understanding, as 
radical change has gained importance for fam-
ily firms. Integrating the fields of family firms, 
networks, and radical change is critical for three 
reasons: (1) networks hold substantial importance 
within the context of family firms (Carr et al., 
2011; Zamudio et al., 2014); (2) literature eluci-
dates that networks are essential for implement-
ing radical change (Kumaraswamy et al., 2018; 
Vardaman et al., 2012); and (3) the necessity for 
radical change in organizations is ever-increasing 
in response to ongoing global developments (Pan-
taleo & Nirmal Pal, 2008). Our aim of this paper 
is hence to analyze and categorize the current 
state of research and to create a synthesis of 
the existing studies, including the configuration 
and behavior of family firm networks with a fo-
cus on radical change detection and implemen-
tation. Moreover, we comprehensively integrate 
the challenges pertaining to the impact on family 
networks, alongside the discussion of potential 
strategies to address these issues. The underlying 
research question of the literature review hence 
is: What influence do networks of family firms 
have on their detection and implementation of 
radical change? 
Building on the research question posed by Hu 
and Hughes (2020) “What resource bundles should 
family firms possess or develop to facilitate radi-
cal innovation? Are there specific resource histo-
ries and trajectories that create, facilitate, or 
hinder the family firm in terms of radical innova-
tion activities?” (pag. 1217) —we synthesize in-
sights from three key literature streams: “family 
firms,” “networks,” and “radical change.” This 
integration elucidates the mechanisms through 
which family firms detect and implement radical 
change through their network. Our comprehen-
sive approach advances the understanding of fa-
miliness, networks, and radical innovation, there-
by paving the way for future research grounded 
in the proposed framework. 
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To address the research question, we conducted 
a systematic review of relevant literature. This 
comprehensive review entails a detailed exami-
nation and synthesis of 79 scholarly papers, each 
specifically focusing on at least two out of the 
three relevant research areas. A central com-
ponent of our approach is the use of the IPO 
(Input-Process-Output) framework, which aids in 
understanding and interpreting the interactions 
of family firms within their networks, facing radi-
cal change. By structuring the synthesis along the 
IPO, we can more effectively analyze how the 
network contributes to the family’s firm’ ability 
to detect and implement radical change, thereby 
providing clearer insights into the dynamics at 
play.
This literature review makes two contributions 
to research on the intersection of family firms, 
networks, and radical change: (1) linking and 
synthesizing existing knowledge along the IPO 
framework to improve our understanding of the 
nexus of the three research fields; (2) elaborating 
on future research avenues for scholarly investi-
gation based on the identified current research 
gaps. The literature review links the three fields, 
highlighting how family firms’ unique networks 
affect their ability to detect and implement radi-
cal change. Existing literature is so far lacking 
the connection of the three fields, as currently 
only two papers have addressed all three fields 
(i.e., Brewton et al., 2010; Zahra, 2010), each 
with a rather narrow focus.2. Our review dem-
onstrates that while family firm networks have 
received considerable attention (e.g., Carr et 
al., 2011; Ciravegna et al., 2020; Karlsson, 2018; 
Lester & Cannella, 2006), the aspect of navigat-
ing radical change is less explored (Hu & Hughes, 
2020), suggesting a crucial direction for future 
research.

2.Key Concepts and Definitions

The literature review synthesizes the three over-
arching fields of “family firms,” “networks,” and 
“radical change.” For the purpose of this litera-
ture review, we define family firms as “a business 
governed and/or managed with the intention to 
shape and pursue the vision of the business held 
by a dominant coalition controlled by members 
of the same family or a small number of families 
in a manner that is potentially sustainable across 
generations of the family or families” (Chua et 

2. Moreover, we also identified two literature reviews in our 
systematic literature review, each of them covering only two 
of the three fields: one review focuses on family firms and 
radical change (Hu & Hughes, 2020), while the other one ex-
plores the intersection of family firms and networks (Stasa & 
Machek, 2022).

al., 1999, p. 25). We define a network as the in-
teraction of firms (Peña Ramírez & Levy, 2022), 
with a focus on the relations that a single firm 
has with others. A firm’s networks can for exam-
ple include relationships with suppliers, custom-
ers, lenders, mentors, and competitors (Kilkenny 
& Love, 2014). As noted in the introduction, radi-
cal change is characterized broadly, referring to 
firms adapting their resources significantly to sus-
tain long-term survival (Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 
1994), including a comprehensive overhaul and 
transformation of core concepts (Guth & Gins-
berg, 1990) across the organization (Al‐Mashari & 
Zairi, 1999). We hence understand radical change 
as an overarching term that encompasses radical 
innovation with the latter referring to the intro-
duction and commercialization of an entirely new 
concept in the market (Bouncken et al., 2018; 
Colombo et al., 2017), including a significantly 
new or different technology that marks a risky 
shift from current practices (Bouncken et al., 
2018; Garcia & Calantone, 2002).

3. Structured Literature Review 

We conducted a systematic literature review to 
develop research questions and educate empiri-
cal research practice (Tranfield et al., 2003), ex-
ploring and providing a comprehensive synthesis 
of existing knowledge across the multiple fields 
(Hatum & Pettigrew, 2004; Hernández-Linares & 
Arias-Abelaira, 2022; Montiel et al., 2023). This 
approach allows for the identification of key 
themes, trends, and gaps within the literature, 
offering a foundation for future research. By in-
tegrating insights from 79 papers, the literature 
review ensures a holistic understanding of the 
interplay between family firms, networks, and 
radical change, thereby guiding the formulation 
of relevant research questions.

3.1. Literature search process
The literature search involves a structured search 
process with a predefined search, including key-
words and a consistent set of search strings used 
throughout the process (Tranfield et al., 2003) 
(see Table 1). Specifically, the process of con-
ducting a systematic literature review consists 
of five sequential steps (Mertens, 2005): (1) Ex-
amining seminal articles to establish key terms; 
(2) inputting relevant “keywords” and their re-
spective combinations into databases to identify 
and choose articles pertinent to the defined re-
search topic; (3) analyzing relationships among 
key terms to uncover commonalities and dispari-
ties; (4) constructing a literature map connecting 
interrelated terms; and (5) continuously updat-
ing the literature map and article list during the 
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review, while providing a comprehensive review 
overview. As we soon realized that there is a void 
of articles covering all three research streams 
(i.e., joint search of all three research streams 
resulted in hardly any results), we also conduct-
ed three separate searches, each of them focus-
ing on a combination of two out of the three re-
search streams.
To compile a collection of articles pertinent to 
the present subject, we implemented filtering 
criteria, including keywords and associated syno-
nyms extracted from established articles focusing 
on three predefined combinations: “family firm 
AND network,” “family firm AND radical change,” 
and “network AND radical change.” Additionally, 
we defined synonyms for each overarching key-
word to ensure covering all relevant papers. For 
the keyword “family firm” seven synonyms were 
defined: “family business,” “family led,” “family 
owned,” “family company,” “family managed,” 
“family controlled,” “family involvement,” and 
“family enterprise” (adapted from Cordoba et al., 
2024). For the keyword “network” we identified 
three additional synonyms: “strong ties,” “weak 
ties,” and “social capital” (Uhlaner et al., 2015; 
Salvato et al., 2020). Lastly, for the keyword 
“radical change” we identified five synonyms 
based on König et al. (2013) and Hu and Hughes 
(2020), namely “disruption,” “transformation,” 
disruptive change,” “discontinuous change,” and 
“discontinuous technology.” Through the thor-

ough exploration of keywords and synonyms, we 
prevented the oversight and exclusion of signifi-
cant journal articles (Kraus et al., 2020). 
We restricted our search to peer reviewed articles 
in English; we excluded scholarly books, confer-
ence papers, and research notes from the search. 
To ensure an overarching, holistic search, there 
was no restriction to the publication timeframe. 
The timeframe of articles identified ranged from 
1993 to September 2023, from earliest to lat-
est publication. To ensure high quality of the 
included papers, we focused on the Top 50 Re-
search Journals according to the Financial Times 
in the structured part of our search and added 
few additional relevant journals, in particular on 
the topics of family firm research and innova-
tion: Family Business Review, Journal of Family 
Business Strategy, and Journal of Product Inno-
vation Management. For reasons of consistency 
and efficiency, we did not search the websites of 
the journals directly, yet we carefully selected 
a database to perform a reliable literature re-
view (Aparicio & Iturralde, 2022). Therefore, we 
utilized SCOPUS for the systematic search, being 
the leading curated database for research jour-
nals and articles (Cantu-Ortiz, 2018), including 
all papers from the above-mentioned journals. 
SCOPUS is a preferred source for extensive data 
analyses due to its trustworthiness for research-
ers, universities, and policy makers (Baas et al., 
2020). 

Table 1: Search protocol

Time period not limited

Search fields ‘Title,’ ‘Abstract,’ ‘Keywords’

Search keywords

Network: (“network” OR “strong ties” OR “weak ties” OR “social capital”) 
Family firms: (“family business” OR “family firm” OR “family led” OR “family 
owned” OR “family company” OR “family managed” OR “family controlled” OR 
“family involvement” OR “family enterprise”)
Radical change: (“radical change” OR “disruption” OR “transformation” OR “disrup-
tive change” OR “discontinuous change” OR “discontinuous technology”)

Search strings
“family firm AND network” 
“family firm AND radical change” 
“network AND radical change”

Research journals
Top 50 Financial Times Research Journals
+ Family Business Review, Journal of Family Business Strategy, Journal of Product 
Innovation Management (search conducted in database SCOPUS)

Document type Article or Review

Language English

The initial search for the defined keyword com-
binations resulted in a total of 233 articles pub-
lished in the above-mentioned journals. After 

screening the titles and abstracts of the articles, 
we excluded 144 articles, specifically 6 duplica-
tions and 138 articles that did not explicitly focus 
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on the search quest. For instance, we excluded 
articles not focused on the defined research top-
ic, such as those addressing IT, supply chain, or 
education-related topics. After the initial screen-
ing of titles and abstracts, we diligently read 
the remaining 89 articles. In a following step, 
we excluded 19 articles that solely emphasized 
one (rather than two or three) of the three key-
words/research fields. Hence, a total of 70 ar-
ticles remained after the systematic screening. 
In a next step, we screened previously selected 
seminal articles for relevant additional papers 
through backward citation3. We identified 9 ad-
ditional relevant articles to be included in lit-
erature review. As of September 2023, we hence 
identified a total of 79 papers relevant to the 
topics of family firms, networks, and radical 
change through a combination of systematic and 
unsystematic search. Out of the 79 papers identi-
fied, a majority of papers (n=49) covered the two 
keywords “family firm AND network,” while the 
combination “family firm AND radical change” 
covered 16 papers. We further identified 12 ar-
ticles from the general management literature 
covering “network AND radical change,” and only 
two papers focusing on all three key words “fam-
ily firm AND network AND radical change” (i.e., 
Brewton et al., 2010; Zahra, 2010).
While our primary interest is the effect of net-
works on family firms undergoing radical change, 
we still consider identified nonfamily articles as 
valuable, contributing to the overarching knowl-
edge on network and radical change. We includ-
ed the keyword combination “radical change AND 
networks” and hence also searched for nonfamily 
firm-specific articles dealing with the influence 
of networks on radical change to provide a ho-
listic overview of literature on the phenomenon. 
Such approach of including literature on nonfami-
ly firms is in line with other published family firm 
reviews (e.g., Strike et al., 2018) and ensures to 
avoid any ‘white spots’ in family firm research 
and to come up with relevant avenues for further 
research.
It is important to note that, in order to increase 
the quality of the literature review, the litera-
ture search process included thorough discussions 
among the two authors about whether to include 
or exclude certain articles. Both authors inde-
pendently read the abstracts/articles and formed 
their own opinion about exclusion vs. inclusion. 

3. The purpose of such an unsystematic literature review ap-
proach is to identify papers that (a) are relevant yet use dif-
ferent terms as compared to those used in the systematic 
part and (b) are relevant (e.g., due to their influence on the 
field as mirrored in citation numbers) but are published in 
outlets that were not considered as targets in the systematic 
part.

Discussions terminated when a consensus was 
reached. 

3.2 Data analysis
In our analysis, we employed deductive coding, 
which enabled us to distinctly identify the three 
unique stages inherent in the IPO framework (see 
Figure 1). We extracted relevant items from the 
original articles’ conceptual models, hypotheses, 
propositions, as well as quantitative and qualita-
tive findings. A synthesis of the coding allowed 
us to obtain a comprehensive overview of the 
state of the literature, revealing three distinct 
streams: (1) network, (2) radical change detec-
tion, (3) radical change implementation. We 
linked the three literature streams to the Input-
Process-Output (IPO) framework and defined 
“network” as input component. Networks are 
recognized in the reviewed articles as the initial 
catalyst that can trigger the processes of radi-
cal change detection and implementation (Koka 
& Prescott, 2008; Ramachandran & Ramnarayan, 
1993). Following this, we categorized “radical 
change detection” as the process stage based on 
the input derived from the firm network allow-
ing change to be identified (Cabrera-Suárez et 
al., 2011). Lastly, we identified “radical change 
implementation” as the output, as this step is 
resulting from the process of radical change de-
tection (Harryson et al., 2008; König et al., 2013) 
and the active decision to act on radical change 
(Hall et al., 2001). In this last phase, the knowl-
edge and resources derived from the network 
are translated into concrete actions and radical 
change implementation strategies (Brinkerink, 
2018). 

3.3. Descriptive analysis
By systematically examining each step of the 
Input-Process-Output framework (Bacq & Lump-
kin, 2014), this research endeavor (1) conducts 
a critical evaluation of the existing literature 
and (2) discerns and extracts the core research 
challenges, thereby establishing a research agen-
da for future investigations concerning family 
firm networks and their association with radical 
change (Booth et al., 2016). 
Out of the 79 articles in our sample, 42 papers 
utilize quantitative methodologies, 13 employ 
qualitative methodologies, 18 are conceptual ap-
proaches, two are literature reviews, three are 
mixed-method papers, and one uses a fsQCA ap-
proach. Among 59 papers that explicitly mention 
a specific theory, 53 applied one theory and 6 
applied two theories, with a total of 24 unique 
theories available in our sample. More specifical-
ly, we could identify five major theoretical per-
spectives in our sample. (1) Social capital theory 
(n=14) finds its principal utility in the analysis of 
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network dynamics, and hence in the input step. 
Furthermore, social capital theory is also aptly 
extended to the study of innovation behavior, 
particularly in the context of radical change de-
tection. (2) Family social capital (n=6) finds its 
application within all three steps (input, process, 
output), underscoring its relevance in analyzing 
the familial social ties that influence network dy-
namics. (3) Resource-Based View (RBV) (n=9) is 
notably deployed when explaining radical change 
detection, primarily due to its focus on the iden-
tification of rare and inimitable resources as a 
source of competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). 
Therefore, our findings suggest that family firms 

require specific sets of resources to remain 
competitive and adaptive in the face of radical 
change. (4) Agency theory (n=7) is applied to 
all three steps in our sample: network, radical 
change detection, and radical change implemen-
tation. Agency theory is often used in conjunc-
tion with the RBV due to its emphasis on the 
principal-agent relationship inherent in network 
dynamics. (5) Sustainable Family Business Theory 
(SFBT) (n=4) is predominantly employed in the 
context of radical change implementation, align-
ing with its fundamental premise of emphasizing 
family firm survival, attributed to the unique re-
source characteristic of family firms (Stafford et 
al., 1999). 

Figure 1: IPO framework with focus on theories utilized 

Network Radical change 
detection

Radical change 
implementation

Family firms

Focus of data sample:

Nonfamily firms

Comparison of family 
and nonfamily firms

n=30 n=24 n=25

n=47

n=12

n=20

Social capital theory (n=8)
FSC (n=2)

n=20

Network model (n=1)

n=3

Resource-based view (n=2)
Agency theory (n=2)

n=7

Resource-based view (n=5)

n=13

Knowledge-based view (n=1)

n=5

no dominant theory

n=6

Sustain. fam. bus. t. (n=3)
FSC (n=2)
Org. learning t. (n=2) n=14

no dominant theory

n=4

Social capital theory (n=2)

n=7

n= papers identified 

Input OutputProcess1 2 3

4. Findings

4.1. Networks of family firms
Family firms’ networks exhibit unique character-
istics that distinguish them from nonfamily firms. 
Specifically, they focus on ties within close-
knit (Karlsson, 2018), homogeneous networks 
of like-minded companies (Lester &  Cannella, 
2006), aiming to maintain control and longev-
ity (Ciravegna et al., 2020) (see Table 2). These 
firms are less likely to be part of business groups 
and have cross-group ties, therefore being less 
embedded within such networks (Mani & Durand, 
2019) than nonfamily firms. Additionally, family 
firms construct networks rooted in kinship, eth-
nicity, community, and political ties, fostering 
solidarity (Carney, 2005). By forming ‘as-if-fami-
ly’ ties, developing non-kin connections grounded 
in shared values, trust, and compatibility, fam-
ily firms can enhance knowledge sharing (Bika & 
Frazer, 2021; Kandade et al., 2021). 
Within the field of research on networks and fam-

ily firms, social capital has increasingly gained 
attention. Social capital includes internal (bond-
ing) and external (bridging) social capital (Carr 
et al., 2011). Internal social capital outlines re-
lationships within the firm and external social 
capital relationships with external stakeholders 
(Chirico et al., 2022; Herrero & Hughes, 2019). 
Family social capital dimensions (i.e., structural, 
cognitive, and relational social capital (Herrero 
& Hughes, 2019)) describe the network composi-
tion of family firms, impacting firm-internal and 
firm-external relationships (Herrero & Hughes, 
2019; Sanchez-Ruiz et al., 2019), with the con-
trolling family and the family firm shaping the 
family social capital and its strategic outcomes 
(Anderson et al., 2005). Specifically, extensive 
structural capital can impede organizations in 
adapting their strategies, as established networks 
may restrict their capacity to adopt novel exter-
nal knowledge (Herrero & Hughes, 2019).
Family firms prioritize internal social capital 
(Carr et al., 2011), emphasizing bonding over 
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bridging social capital (Zellweger et al., 2019). 
Bonding social capital is fostered through strong 
identity and shared vision in family firms (Uhlaner 
et al., 2015). Leveraging social capital more ef-
fectively than nonfamily firms (Ciravegna et al., 
2020), close-knit networks of family firms reduce 
contracting and monitoring costs, fostering long-
term success (Karlsson, 2018). From an organi-
zational perspective, family firms are superior 
at utilizing social capital when connecting with 
new ventures, accessing novel knowledge (Zahra, 
2010). Family social capital contributes to the 
organizational social capital, by protecting the 
interest of the firm in a coercive manner, espe-
cially highlighting the relevance of organizational 
identity (Arregle et al., 2007). Family involve-
ment increases community involvement, creat-
ing and preserving socio-emotional wealth (Mani 
& Durand, 2019). While community-level social 
capital can be beneficial, its impact on individual 
firms may be relatively modest, as collaboration 
among firms is in most cases still limited (Lester 
& Cannella, 2006). Shortcomings in human and 
financial capital within family firms, leading to 
higher agency costs (including unfavorable selec-
tion of resources, opportunism, and shirking), 
can be, at least partly, offset by social capital 
(Levie & Lerner, 2009). 
The influence of the family within the network 
of family firms is ambiguous and can either low-
er (Daspit & Long, 2014) or boost (Anderson et 
al., 2005; Sitthipongpanich & Polsiri, 2015) per-
formance. When shifting from a family-centric 
to a nonfamily-centric external network, family 
firm owners can increase firm performance by 
minimizing moral hazards and cost-to-benefit ra-
tios, fostering increased relational independence 
(Daspit & Long, 2014). Yet also help provided by 
family members can provide advantages due to 
their heterogeneous knowledge, and the rapid-
ity of services provided at low to non-existent 
cost (Anderson et al., 2005). Research found that 
highly successful managers employ their inter-
personal network (mostly friends and family) to 
a larger extent, unleashing more resources com-
pared to less successful managers (Ramachandran 
& Ramnarayan, 1993), with closeness of friends 
being most valuable for social capital genera-
tion (Sitthipongpanich & Polsiri, 2015). Especially 
cultural and geographical variation can explain 
heterogenous outcomes on the influence of fam-
ily within the network of family firms (Daspit & 
Long, 2014; Sitthipongpanich & Polsiri, 2015). 
Overall, the positive effect of nonfamily social 
capital in family firms is stronger than that of 

family social capital, due to higher levels of di-
versity, professionalism, and salaries tied to firm 
performance for external management (Sanchez-
Famoso et al., 2015). 
Family firms, however, also encounter challenges 
associated with their network structure, includ-
ing bifurcation bias (Ciravegna et al., 2020) and 
agency costs (Chrisman et al., 2021; Levie & 
Lerner, 2009). Specifically prioritizing family as-
sets and relationships impede family firms from 
fully realizing the longevity of their network 
connections (Ciravegna et al., 2020). Challenges 
(e.g., bifurcation bias, agency costs) based on 
the network configuration of family firms can be 
resolved by managing altruism, control, social 
capital, and succession (Chrisman et al., 2021) 
and by the implementation of governance mech-
anisms (e.g., contract renegotiations) (Chrisman 
et al., 2021; Groot et al., 2022), to ensure the 
survival of (multi-)family firms (Cabrera-Suárez 
et al., 2015; Groot et al., 2022). Family govern-
ance with explicit guidelines, effective communi-
cation, and decision-making methods contribute 
to the stimulation of family social capital, pro-
moting alignment of individual interests with the 
overall welfare of the family firm, resulting in 
enhanced resilience (Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2015; 
Groot et al., 2022). Managers must continuously 
reassess their network, adjust it according to the 
environment (Koka & Prescott, 2008), as well as 
adapt and reshape social relationships when nec-
essary (Salvato & Melin, 2008). By utilizing three 
steps of corporate diplomacy, (1) familiarization 
with outside stakeholders, (2) acceptance of cor-
porate values, (3) engagement for stakeholder 
value creation, family firms can improve their 
network, increasing the probability for longevity 
(Ciravegna et al., 2020), building reliable part-
nerships and social capital, based on vulnerability 
and mutual engagement (Hayward et al., 2022). 
With an increased number of (internal and ex-
ternal) ties, family firm managers maintain con-
nections throughout the network enhancing the 
controlling family’s appropriability and enabling 
the leverage of family’s bridging social capital 
for accessing external resources (Salvato & Melin, 
2008). Access to heterogenous knowledge leads 
to cost advantages and expanded exchange op-
portunities (Daspit & Long, 2014; Salvato & Me-
lin, 2008), with higher level of product upgrading 
associated to the number of ties a firm has with 
other firms and government support institutions 
(e.g., public research institutes, training centers) 
(McDermott et al., 2009).
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 Table 2: Summarized findings on Input: Network

Paper Type Sample Theory Findings

Arregle et al., 
2007 Conceptual n/a SC

·	 FSC contributes to the development of OSC, by 
protecting the interest of the firm in a coercive 
manner, focusing on the organizational identity and 
rationality

Daspit & Long, 
2014 Conceptual n/a (based in 

Uganda) SC

·	 Moving from family-dominated external network 
to nonfamily-dominated external network will 
positively influence firm performance, increasing 
relational independence of external network

Lester & Cannella, 
2006 Conceptual n/a (based in 

the US) SC ·	 FF operate in a community of similar firms to fos-
ter and maintain family control and persistence

Cabrera-Suárez et 
al., 2015 Quantitative 173 SME FF, 

Spain (2011) SC
·	 Structural dimension of FSC has significant impact 

on the engagement of FF establishment of (corpo-
rate goals related to key nonfamily stakeholders)

Carr et al., 2011 Quantitative 341 FF, USA SC ·	 FF prioritize internal SC, which is largely depend-
ent on family members

Sanchez-Famoso 
et al., 2015 Quantitative 172 FF in Spain SC

·	 Positive effect of nonfamily SC on FF is stronger 
than FSC (due to more heterogeneity, professional-
ism, and salaries tied to performance)

Sorenson et al., 
2009 Quantitative 405 small FF, 

USA (1997-2000) SC
·	 Positive relationship between collaborative dia-

logue and ethical norms, ethical norms and FSC, 
FSC and firm performance

Uhlaner et al., 
2015 Quantitative 679 firms (FF 

and non-FF) SC

·	 Positive effects of bonding OSC on bridging OSC
·	 FF identity can have a positive moderator effect on 

network mobilization effect when combined with 
a strongly shared vision of the firm, regardless of 
ownership-management overlap

Wu, 2007 Quantitative
108 FF in 
manuf. sector, 
Hong Kong

SC
·	 Information sharing plays a mediating role in re-

lationship between different dimensions of SC and 
firm performance

Hadjielias et al., 
2022 Qualitative

62 stakehold-
ers in 23 small 
privately owned 
FF, Cyprus

FSC

·	 SC (structural and relational) is reconfigured during 
external crisis 
Depending on identification vs. obligation with 
firm, SC is differently influenced

Groot et al., 2022 Quantitative 175 FF, globally FSC

·	 Family governance can stimulate FSC by strength-
ening family identity

·	 Family governance helps align individual interests 
with the collective well-being of the FF, creating 
resiliency

Karlsson, 2018 Quantitative
89,000 private 
FF, Sweden 
(2004-2010)

RBV
·	 FF more than non-FF leverage SC for close-knit, 

informal networks, reducing contracting and moni-
toring expenses

Carney, 2005 Conceptual n/a Agency 
theory

·	 FF owners benefit from enhanced networking, cre-
ating unique SC and fostering relational contracts 
with external partners

·	 FF managers build connections on solidarity (i.e., 
kinship/ethnicity/community/political affiliation)

Chrisman et al., 
2021 Conceptual n/a Agency 

theory

·	 Interfamily agency problems linked to SC nega-
tively impact the survival of multi FF

·	 SC related interfamily agency problems are nega-
tively related to the survival of multi FF

Mani & Durand, 
2019 Quantitative

4,983 publicly 
listed compa-
nies (FF and 
non-FF), India 
(2001, 2005, 
2009)

Behavioral 
Agency 
Model theory

·	 Family involvement decrease likelihood of business 
group affiliation and cross-group ties, being less 
embedded within overall network

·	 Family involvement increases the community in-
volvement preserving and creating socio-emotional 
wealth
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Paper Type Sample Theory Findings

Kandade et al., 
2021 Qualitative

24 next gen. 
leaders, India 
(2017)

LMX

·	 Relationships with nonfamily stakeholders are cru-
cial for successful businesses

·	 High-quality relationships developed through 
mutual respect, trust, early affiliation, mentoring, 
mutual obligation 

Zamudio et al., 
2014 Conceptual n/a n/a ·	 Overview of network measurement (incl. advan-

tages and disadvantages)

Zellweger et al., 
2019 Conceptual n/a n/a

·	 Family ties generate bonding SC rather than bridg-
ing SC 
Different social relationships: (a) intra-family rela-
tionships; (b) extra-family relationships; (c) intra-
firm relationships; and (d) extra-firm relationships

Stasa & Machek, 
2022

Literature 
review

69 studies 
(2001-2020) n/a ·	 SC in family firm research is fragmented

Anderson et al., 
2005

Mixed meth-
ods

68 firms, Scot-
land n/a

·	 Help provided by family outside the family firm of-
fers heterogeneous resources and perspectives, and 
rapid services at low to non-existent cost

·	 25% of most important network contacts are family 
and majority works outside family’s company

McDermott et al., 
2009

Mixed meth-
ods

112 wineries, 
Argentina n/a

·	 Higher level of product upgrading is positively 
associated with number of ties a firm has to other 
firms

Bika & Frazer, 
2021 Qualitative 55 ff, Scotland 

(1980s) n/a

·	 FF can build ‘as-if-family’ ties, with non-kinship-
based connections, building on common values 
shared by emotions, developing trust and compat-
ibility in decision-making

Ramachandran & 
Ramnarayan, 1993 Quantitative

67 cases of 
small entre-
preneurs, India 
(1986-1990)

n/a ·	 Pioneering entrepreneurs employ interpersonal 
network to a larger extent

Halinen et al., 
1999 Conceptual n/a Network 

model 

·	 Radical change in a dyad is likely to lead to radical 
changes in the surrounding network 

·	 Incremental change circle leading to radical change 
and vice versa

Zahra, 2010 Quantitative
779 manufac-
turing firms, 
USA

Relational 
view theory

·	 FF are better in positioning themselves to harvest 
large OSC stocks, investing in new ventures, learn-
ing from innovation and interactions, building 
knowledge sharing and trust

·	 FF use OSC to develop alliances and joint ventures

Niemelä, 2004 Qualitative

5 FF (furniture 
production), 
Finland (1995, 
2001)

Resource 
dependence 
theory

·	 Owner-managers learned how to use their personal 
and institutional power to develop their network

·	 Knowledge, skills, motivation, and volition (will-
power), and “affection” are needed to utilize 
power

Levie & Lerner, 
2009 Quantitative

634 surveyed 
(56% FF), UK 
(2005, 2006)

RBV,
Agency 
theory

·	 Agency costs higher in FF than in non-FF
·	 FF accept family owner/manager with lower human 

capital (measured by education level)

Sitthipongpanich & 
Polsiri, 2015 Quantitative

832 FF observa-
tions (excl. 
banks, finance), 
Thailand (2001-
2005)

RBV,
Agency 
theory

·	 Family-led firms’ lower firm value (smaller pool of 
candidates, extract private benefits)

·	 Connections made by family CEO through directo-
rates have negligible impact and might be similarly 
gained through interorganizational relationships, 
where personal friendships hold more value than 
professional associations

Hayward et al., 
2022 Conceptual n/a

Social 
Exchange 
theory

·	 Family vulnerability helps develop supportive con-
nections
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Paper Type Sample Theory Findings

Ciravegna et al., 
2020 Conceptual n/a

Transaction 
Cost Eco-
nomics (TCE) 

·	 To extend nonfamily ties with external stakehold-
ers (bridging SC) three steps required: (1) familiar-
ity, (2) acceptance, (3) engagement

·	 FF utilize corporate diplomacy to transfer econo-
mizing practices to subsequent generations, to 
support longevity

Note: Abbreviations used in Table: Family Social Capital (FSC), Family firm (FF), manufacturing (manuf.), Methods (m.), Social Capital 
(SC), Organizational Social Capital (OSC), Qualitative (Qual.), Quantitative (Quant.), Resource-based view (RBV), Sustainable 
Family Business Theory (SFBT), Theory (t.)

4.2. Radical change detection in family firms
Literature on radical change detection in family 
firms is overall embedded in innovation research, 
with a theoretical focus on familiness (Carnes 
& Ireland, 2013), social capital (Herrero, 2018; 
Sherlock et al., 2023), and networks (Brinkerink, 
2018; Groote et al., 2021; Nieto et al., 2015) (see 
Table 3). Familiness4 can impede radical change 
detection as it emphasizes stability over pioneer-
ing efforts, hindering explorative innovation (Car-
nes & Ireland, 2013), hence managing familiness 
is crucial (Irava & Moores, 2010).
Although research on the effect of social capi-
tal on radical change is still lacking, some re-
search investigated the relationship between 
social capital and family firm innovativeness 
in general. Family social capital can have two 
contradicting effects on family firm innovative-
ness, either fostering innovation (Sherlock et al., 
2023) or limiting innovation (Herrero, 2018), ul-
timately suggesting opposite effects on radical 
change detection. Potentially encouraging radical 
change detection, increased family social capital 
can boost innovativeness (Sherlock et al., 2023) 
through fostering a market-oriented culture (Ca-
brera-Suárez et al., 2011), knowledge absorp-
tion, and product development (Chirico et al., 
2022). With human and social capital as positive 
mediators between family commitment and inno-
vativeness, family commitment enables competi-
tive strategies such as innovation (Sherlock et 
al., 2023), which foster radical change detection. 
Contrarily, family social capital may also impede 
family firms from accepting ideas from external 
ties (Herrero, 2018), as tightly knit connections 
restrict members’ ability to challenge established 
norms and explore innovative solutions (Chirico & 
Salvato, 2016). Family ties with top management 
fosters consensus and minimizes conflict, thereby 
diminishing the capacity to detect radical change 
(Cater & Schwab, 2008).

4. Defined as unique resources and capabilities derived from 
the family’s involvement and interaction with the firm (Pear-
son et al., 2008)

Family firms tend to rely on long-term, deep 
relationships in their external network (Brink-
erink, 2018), and they are less likely to utilize 
unknown external sources as they aim to pre-
vent knowledge spill-over to externals (Nieto et 
al., 2015). Additionally, perception filters (e.g., 
“not-invented-here”) and biases impede incum-
bent firms from recognizing and capitalizing on 
opportunities in disruptive technology, hindering 
innovation (Groote et al., 2021), and ultimate-
ly preventing radical change detection. In the 
context of innovation, family firms demonstrate 
heightened absorptive capacity for exploitative 
innovation relative to nonfamily firms, yet they 
exhibit a deficiency in explorative innovation 
(Brinkerink, 2018), and this effect is stronger, the 
stronger the family influence is (Ceipek et al., 
2021); hence, family influence encourages incre-
mental change rather than radical change. Strong 
ties between owning family and managers hinder 
the ability to detect and initiate radical change, 
as consensus orientation is increased and con-
flicts are avoided (Cater & Schwab, 2008).
Three distinct patterns contribute to radical 
change detection in family firms, primarily em-
phasizing exploratory innovation through (1) ex-
ternal orientation (Herrero et al., 2022; Nason 
et al., 2019; Spriggs et al., 2013; Zahra et al., 
2004), (2) unprecedented views (Jiang et al., 
2021; Nason et al., 2019), and (3) long-term ori-
entation (Cater & Schwab, 2008; Hanson et al., 
2019). External orientation encourages entre-
preneurship, thereby opening up to heterogene-
ous knowledge (Zahra et al., 2004). Prioritizing 
exploratory innovation capacity when engaging 
with their networks, rather than emphasizing 
exploitative innovation (Spriggs et al., 2013), 
will potentially foster radical change detection 
by absorbing novel knowledge. Nonfamily con-
nections offer diverse, non-redundant, and in-
novative knowledge (Nason et al., 2019), making 
novel knowledge more available (Herrero et al., 
2022), thus increasing the opportunities for radi-
cal change detection. Addressing the challenge of 
reduced attention to distant knowledge in fam-
ily firms (Brinkerink, 2018; Piezunka & Dahlander, 



Caroline Reiners, Nadine Kammerlander157

Reiners, Kammerlander. (2024). The Role of Networks for Radical Change in Family firms: A Systematic Literature Review. Euro-
pean Journal of Family Business, 14(2), 147-170.

2015), network-based knowledge sourcing emerg-
es as a viable solution, offering an alternative to 
crowd-based approaches and mitigating issues of 
filtering and disregarding solutions with content 
and structural distance (Piezunka & Dahlander, 
2015). An unprecedented perspective helps man-
agers when dealing with radical change, as those, 
who react independent of their past experiences, 

are well-positioned to develop innovative and 
successful business models (Jiang et al., 2021). 
When detecting radical change, it is essential for 
firms to consider different stakeholders, includ-
ing incumbents and disruptors, within the eco-
system (Kumaraswamy et al., 2018), as increased 
socializing supports firm managers to recalibrate 
their knowledge structures, for novel input (Na-
son et al., 2019). 

Table 3: Summarized findings on Process: Radical change detection

Paper Type Sample Theory Findings

Pearson et al., 
2008 Conceptual n/a SC

·	 Familiness creates organizational performance out-
come beyond economic performance

·	 Antecedents of familiness: time, interdependence, 
interaction, closure

Stanley & McDow-
ell, 2014 Quantitative

149 FF and 
non-FF 
(education 
sector), USA

SC ·	 Interorganizational trust, self-efficacy is positively as-
sociated with performance in FF and non- FF

Chirico & Salvato, 
2016 Quantitative

199 FF 
(C-level), 
Switzerland

FSC

·	 FSC increases mutual understanding among fam-
ily members, facilitating knowledge internalization, 
enhancing product development 
- Dense social relationships (based on FSC) constrain 
members ability to challenge existing paradigm and 
explore creative solutions

Herrero, 2018 Quantitative

230 FF and 
170 non-FF in 
manufac-tu-
ring business, 
Spain

FSC

·	 If FSC is high, FF are reluctant to accept ideas com-
ing from others, nonfamily managers can function as 
moderator when creating strong bonding SC

·	 FSC has a positive effect on ROE and null eFFect on 
ROA (oppositive for non- FF)

Carnes & Ireland, 
2013 Conceptual n/a RBV

·	 Resource bundling subprocesses of FF resources can 
influence innovation outcome: (1) stabilizing, (2) en-
riching, (3) pioneering

Irava & Moores, 
2010 Qualitative 4 FF, Australia RBV ·	 Firms should exploit familiness advantages and manage 

disadvantages, for long-term performance

Sherlock et al., 
2023. Quantitative 275 FF, glob-

ally RBV ·	 Human and SC positively mediate the relationship 
between family commitment and innovativeness

Zahra et al., 2004 Quantitative

536 manufac-
turing firms 
(41% FF), USA 
(1997)

RBV
·	 4 dimensions of FF culture significantly influence 

entrepreneurial activities: (1) Individual vs. group, (2) 
external, (3) short-term orientation, (4) familiness

Hanson et al., 
2019 Quantitative 22 family SME 

(farms), USA SFBT
·	 Families need to identify and comprehend their access 

to short- and long-term resilience stock
·	 Relational ethics bridge from past to future

Nason et al., 2019 Conceptual n/a Behavioral 
theory

·	 Socialization introduces business-owning families to 
new actors who bring new information and force a 
recalibration of the business-owning families’ collec-
tive knowledge structure

Groote et al., 
2021 Qualitative

24 interviews 
(mail order 
industry) (9 
firms), Ger-
many

Disruptive 
innovation

·	 Perception filters/bias, judgmental overconfidence, 
and decision-making bias, are negatively linked to 
innovation

·	 Not-invented-here syndrome and group-think phenom-
ena support the wrong innovation, which may be even 
worse than non-innovation
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Paper Type Sample Theory Findings

Trantopoulos et 
al., 2017 Quantitative

>1,072 firms, 
(manufac-tu-
ring industry), 
Switzerland 
(2005, 2008, 
2011)

Knowledge 
Based view

·	 Firms need to align their strategies for acquiring 
external knowledge with targeted IT investments to 
enhance their innovation outcomes

Kumaraswamy et 
al., 2018 Conceptual n/a n/a

·	 Papers on disruptive innovations integrate and link var-
ious complementary fields such as disruption theory, 
ecosystems, framing, institutional theory, identity 
theory, and process theory

Cater & Schwab, 
2008 Qualitative

2 firms (with 
turnaround 
experience)

n/a

·	 Family ties among top managers increase consensus 
orientation, reducing ability to initiate change

·	 With informal management system is in place, ability 
to change is reduced (only firefighting)

·	 FF’ long-term focus aids in adopting retrenchment 
strategies during turnaround

Hatum & Pet-
tigrew, 2004 Qualitative

2 FF (edible 
oil industry), 
Argentina

n/a

·	 Flexible firm has strong identity based in core values 
with previous generations

·	 Earlier professionalization helps building a more 
heterogeneous top team, less flexible firms relied on 
family members

Ceipek et al., 
2021 Quantitative

46 CDAX 
firms, Ger-
many (2002-
2013)

n/a ·	 Increased family influence leads to a negative impact 
on explorative behavior (in context of IoT)

Piezunka & Dahl-
ander, 2015 Quantitative

922 firms 
with 105,127 
crowd-sourced 
ideas, USA 
+ Western 
Europe (2007-
2011)

n/a

·	 Organizations tend to filter out suggestions (through 
crowding, and content/structural distance) capturing 
distant knowledge

·	 Potential solution: network-based knowledge sourcing 
(opposite of crowd-based knowledge sourcing)

Hopp et al., 2018 Quantitative
1,078 journal 
articles (1975-
2016)

n/a

·	 Disruption as a complex concept involving individuals, 
groups, and organizations within wider economic and 
social systems (disruptive innovation (macro level) vs. 
radical innovation)

Herrero et al., 
2022 Quantitative

131 fishing 
firms (93 FF), 
Spain (2013-
2014)

n/a

·	 Relationships outside of FF boundaries with family 
members increases performance

·	 Nonfamily connection for novel, non-redundant knowl-
edge equally important

Jiang et al., 2021 Quantitative

18 refugees in 
host coun-
tries, (2016, 
2020)

n/a

·	 Entrepreneurs who think independently from their 
experience may be in a better position to create new 
and effective business models when they experience 
disruption

Brinkerink, 2018 Quantitative

346 manufac-
turing SME (FF 
and non-FF), 
Netherlands 
(2014)

Organiza-
tional 
Learning 
theory

·	 FF have higher absorptive capacity for exploitative in-
novation, relying on long-term, deep relationships with 
external network

·	 FF are less conducive to exploratory innovation re-
search

Jones et al., 2008 Quantitative

403 publicly 
traded firms 
(203 FF) 
(1994, 1998)

Relational 
view theory

·	 Affiliate directors are more active in assisting FF than 
non-FF in pursuing growth strategies, particularly 
product diversification, by utilizing their experience, 
knowledge, and networks

Spriggs et al., 
2013 Quantitative

199 small to 
midsize FF, 
USA

RBV, Agency 
theory

·	 If Innovative capacity is high, firm performance is 
higher

·	 Small firms should prioritize innovative capacity in 
their network interactions instead of focusing on a col-
laborative network approach
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Cabrera-Suárez et 
al., 2011 Conceptual n/a

RBV, Stake-
holder 
theory

·	 FF with high FSC are more likely to develop market-
oriented culture through adaption of stewardship 
orientation (close relations and frequent interactions)

Note: Abbreviations used in Table: Family Social Capital (FSC), Family firm (FF), manufacturing (manuf.), Methods (m.), Social Capital 
(SC), Organizational Social Capital (OSC), Qualitative (Qual.), Quantitative (Quant.), Resource-based view (RBV), Sustainable 
Family Business Theory (SFBT), Theory (t.)

4.3. Radical change implementation in family 
firms
While results of prior research is ambiguous, 
most extant studies display family firms more 
likely to focus on implementation of incremental 
rather than radical change (Nieto et al., 2015) 
(see Table 4). Yet depending on the resources and 
culture of family firms, they are just as likely as 
nonfamily firms, to achieve radical change (Covin 
et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2016), when displaying 
“high levels of proactiveness, networking, risk-
taking, and financial resources support” (Covin 
et al., 2016, p. 5625). In the context of threat-
ened socio-emotional wealth within a family, the 
likelihood of implementing radical change is in-
creased, grounded in the significance of family 
firm continuity (Chrisman et al., 2015).
Family influences the firm’s radical change adop-
tion speed, intensity (Brinkerink et al., 2020; 
Kammerlander et al., 2018; Szewczyk et al., 
2022), and aggressiveness (Kammerlander et al., 
2018; Szewczyk et al., 2022). Family firms vary in 
their identity elasticity, which impacts the adop-
tion speed and intensity of radical change imple-
mentation, (Brinkerink et al., 2020). Depending 
on the method of measurement, radical change 
adoption aggressiveness is either low (Brinkerink 
et al., 2020; Kammerlander et al., 2018) or high 
(Szewczyk et al., 2022). Additionally, the family 
innovator’s dilemma results in lower adoption ag-
gressiveness, as family firm managers prioritize 
current wealth over future wealth (König et al., 
2013). When implementing radical change, family 
firms display more adoption stamina compared to 
nonfamily firms due to “patient capital” (König et 
al., 2013), and when possessing higher functional 
integrity, they are more inclined to allocate fam-
ily income to radical change implementation in 
support of the family firm (Olson et al., 2003). 
Family firms leverage their external network and 
internal social capital to turn external challeng-
es into entrepreneurial opportunities (Salvato 
et al., 2020), leading to the implementation of 
radical change. Social capital (i.e., structural 
and relational) influences the adaptive capacity 
of family firms in dynamic environments, facili-
tating the recombination of resources for novel 
strategic initiatives (Salvato & Melin, 2008). In 

response to radical change, family firm managers 
exhibit heterogeneous reactions contingent upon 
their “social” capability (Shepherd et al., 2020). 
Resource and interpersonal transactions during 
stable times create resilience, which serve as a 
foundation when implementing radical change 
(Brewton et al., 2010). 
Family firms face challenges when implementing 
radical change based on their specific network 
(Bendig et al., 2020; Chirico et al., 2022; Koka 
& Prescott, 2008). Prominent and entrepreneur-
ial alliance networks5 are negatively related to 
radical change implementation, as both network 
configurations are lacking required information 
to adjust efficiently (Koka & Prescott, 2008). Lit-
erature on the influence of family on innovation 
outcome is ambivalent, with some studies stat-
ing family involvement tends to be linked with 
a smaller number of innovations (Bendig et al., 
2020), with an increased number of unrelated 
owner families hindering knowledge integra-
tion (Chirico et al., 2022) and ultimately imped-
ing radical change implementation. Conversely, 
other literature suggests that family involvement 
can positively impact the number of innovations 
(Matzler et al., 2015) and enhance product inno-
vation efficiency (Martínez-Alonso et al., 2022), 
likely fostering radical change implementation.
In the implementation of radical change in family 
firms, three supporting factors come into play, (1) 
strong vision (Mustakallio et al., 2002), (2) open 
culture (Hall et al., 2001), (3) supportive internal 
(Hall et al., 2001; Harryson et al., 2008; Varda-
man et al., 2012) and external network (Bendig 
et al., 2020; Chirico et al., 2022). A strong vi-
sion among family members enhances strategic 
decision quality and commitment (Mustakallio et 
al., 2002) to radical change implementation. Cul-
ture plays a pivotal role in implementing radical 
change as an open culture with explicit values 
within a family firm can significantly enhance the 
level of learning (Hall et al., 2001). Moreover, the 

5. Prominent alliance networks emphasize the advantages 
of accessing like-minded, established companies, while an 
entrepreneurial network position prioritizes bridging diverse 
information sources for uniqueness rather than redundancy 
(Koka & Prescott; 2008).
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influence of networks on the implementation of 
radical change in family firms is contingent upon 
various contextual factors such as specifics like 
national culture, regulations, and further coun-
try-specific aspects (Sitthipongpanich & Polsiri, 
2015), as well as the company’s organizational 
structure, particularly its management setup 
(e.g., family vs. nonfamily CEO) (Chrisman et al., 
2015; Vardaman et al., 2012).
Good interpersonal relations, within the family 
as well as between family members and employ-
ees, further support radical change implemen-
tation (Hall et al., 2001). Network centrality 
(i.e., strong network, mentoring, and sufficient 
information) supports employees to interpret 

change as controllable (Vardaman et al., 2012) 
and increases explorative innovation in learning 
alliances (Harryson et al., 2008). To foster com-
munication during radical change implementa-
tion, medium strength boundaries between the 
family and the firm are key (Distelberg & Blow, 
2011). External network connections are crucial, 
an increased number of unrelated families own-
ing the company can contribute to higher levels 
of radical innovation with a strong commitment 
to change and knowledge integration (Chirico et 
al., 2022), and board members play a moderat-
ing role, attenuating the negative link between 
family involvement and the number or inventions 
(Bendig et al., 2020).

Table 4: Summarized findings on Output: Radical change implementation

Paper Type Sample Theory Findings

Salvato & 
Melin, 2008 Qualitative

4 FF in wine 
industry, Italy/ 
Switzerland

SC

·	 SC (structural, relational) enables businesses to 
secure resources, engage in strategic collaborations, 
and foster trust with nonfamily partners, facilitating 
innovation (exploration) and effective use of exist-
ing resources (exploitation)

·	 Balancing exploration and exploitation can lead to 
long-term survival of FF

Bendig et al., 
2020 Quantitative

1,85m patents 
from 258 S&P 
500 firms, USA 
(2006-2013)

SC
·	 Board members have a moderating role, attenuating 

the negative link between family involvement and 
the number or inventions 

Salvato et al., 
2020 Quantitative

180 firms (excl. 
banks, finance) 
surviving 2009 
earthquake, 
Italy (2004-
2013)

SC

·	 Superior longevity of FF is largely due to their re-
silience, characterized by their capacity to absorb, 
react to, and benefit from challenges

·	 FF can turn adversities into entrepreneurial oppor-
tunities by exploiting their industry positioning and 
connections

Herrero & 
Hughes, 2019 Quantitative

163 FF (food 
manufacturing 
industry), Spain

FSC

·	 Relational: ROE positively correlated with relational 
dimension of FSC; but negatively to family manage-
ment

·	 Structural: Curvilinear inverted-U shape relationship 
with FF financial performance

Sanchez-Ruiz 
et al., 2019 Quantitative

845 and 646 
FF, USA (2002, 
2007)

FSC

·	 High FSC (relational, cognitive) shows positive sig-
nificance with nonfinancial internal outcomes but no 
significant effect on financial outcomes

·	 Indistinguishable FSC is positively associated with 
economic growth

·	 Low FSC almost indifferentiable to non-FF

Nieto et al., 
2015 Quantitative

15,173 manu-
facturing firms 
(41% FF), Spain 
(1998-2007)

Agency
theory

·	 FF are less likely to achieve radical innovations but 
have high propensity to achieve incremental innova-
tions

·	 FF are less inclined to turn to external sources, 
likely due to potential spill-over effects

Danes et al., 
2009 Quantitative

533 small FF, 
follow-up of 311 
FF, USA (1997, 
2000)

SFBT

·	 In short term, human and financial capital contrib-
uted more to success perception than FSC

·	 Long term FSC contributed more to success percep-
tion

Brewton et 
al., 2010 Quantitative 311 FF, USA 

(1997, 2000) SFBT

·	 Resource and interpersonal transactions dur-
ing stability create resilience capacity, serving as 
foundation for addressing stresses during times of 
disruption (e.g., natural disaster) (Confirming SFBT)
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Paper Type Sample Theory Findings

Olson et al., 
2003 Quantitative 673 FF, USA 

(1997) SFBT

·	 In response to disruptions, families with higher 
functional integrity scores are likelier to allocate 
family income to address business cash flow issues 
than those with lower scores

Mustakallio et 
al., 2002 Quantitative 192 FF, Finland

Agency theory,
Social theory of 
governance

·	 FF adopt a relational governance approach, embed-
ding SC in family and management relationships, 
with a strong shared vision among members enhanc-
ing strategic decision-making and commitment.

Covin et al., 
2016 FsQCA 1671 FF and 

non-FF, DACH

Entrepre-neur-
ial orientation 
theory

·	 FF can be just as innovative as non-FF (in contrast 
to previous studies)

·	 High levels of proactiveness, networking, risk-
taking, and financial resources support the output 
of innovation in general and radical innovation in 
particular

Distelberg & 
Blow, 2011 Mixed m.

492 interviews 
in 11 small to 
midsize FF, USA 
(2009)

Family Business 
Systems

·	 The family system is key to communication with 
medium strength in boundaries (between family and 
firm) most beneficial

·	 When boundaries are diffuse create hierarchy among 
nonfamily employees

Chrisman et 
al., 2015 Conceptual n/a Four Cs

·	 The relationship between degree of family com-
mand of a firm and adoption of discontinuous 
technologies is negative

·	 Relationship between the importance of FF continu-
ity and the adoption of discontinuous technologies 
is positive

Szewczyk et 
al., 2022 Quantitative

75 e-commerce 
S&P 1500 firms, 
USA (1995-2019)

Four Cs

·	 Manifest-based measure: family influence is linked 
to quicker but less aggressive adoption

·	 Language-based measure: family influence is linked 
to slower but more aggressive incumbent adaption

Harryson et 
al., 2008 Qualitative

120 interviews, 
Germany/Italy/
Sweden/USA 
(2002-2006)

Inter-organiza-
tional knowl-
edge transfer 
and networking

·	 Volvo turned network knowledge (by formal and 
informal networking of employees) and disruptive 
technologies into innovation, using learning alliances 
to support explorative and exploitative innovation

König et al., 
2013 Conceptual n/a n/a

·	 Adoption aggressiveness is lower in FF due to family 
innovator’s dilemma, and preference of current 
wealth over future wealth 

·	 Family influence results in less open search and 
reduced adoption flexibility

·	 FF have more adoption stamina due to “patient 
capital”

Hu & Hughes, 
2020

Literaturer-
eview 51 papers n/a

·	 Until 2018 no literature review on radical change 
and FF

·	 Research gap: analysis on FF and radical innovation

Bövers & 
Hoon, 2021 Qualitative

1 FF (cloth-
ing industry), 
Germany

n/a

·	 FF can draw on their past to address strategy-
identity-inconsistencies, resulting from navigating 
rapid and disruptive change: ‘Inventing history’ is 
most effective 

Wang et al., 
2016 Quantitative

> 6,000 obser-
vations, China 
(2001-2010)

n/a
·	 FF with political connections are more likely than 

non-FF to transform core business 

Koka & 
Prescott, 2008 Quantitative

162 steel firms, 
globally (1980-
1994)

n/a
·	 If industry is undergoing radical change: both types 

of alliance networks are negatively related to per-
formance (entrepreneurial vs. prominent)

Brinkerink et 
al., 2020 Conceptual n/a Organizational 

identity

·	 Identity elasticity of FF drives timeliness (early vs. 
late) and nature (threat vs. opportunity) of inter-
pretative frames

·	 Differences in framing are likely to influence speed 
and intensity 
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Paper Type Sample Theory Findings

Hall et al., 
2001 Qualitative 2 case studies 

in FF, Sweden
Organizational 
learning theory

·	 To encourage and foster a process of radical 
change, FF need to strive for explicit and open 
cultures

·	 Strong interpersonal relations are key

Chirico et al., 
2022 Quantitative 236 FF, Spain Organizational 

learning theory

·	 Increased number of unrelated owning families 
negatively affect radical innovation in FF

·	 When commitment to change and knowledge inte-
gration are high, an increased number of unrelated 
owing families leads to higher level of radical in-
novation

Shepherd et 
al., 2020 Qualitative 110 interviews, 

Lebanon

Positive psy-
chology,
Positive or-
ganizational 
scholarship

·	 ‘Social’ capability for resilience is created through 
activities building a basis for resilience

Vardaman et 
al., 2012 Quantitative

148 public 
school teachers, 
USA

Social network 
theory

·	 Network centrality (incl. friendships) and self-effica-
cy are linked to interpreting change as controllable

Note: Abbreviations used in Table: Family Social Capital (FSC), Family firm (FF), manufacturing (manuf.), Methods (m.), Social Capital 
(SC), Organizational Social Capital (OSC), Qualitative (Qual.), Quantitative (Quant.), Resource-based view (RBV), Sustainable 
Family Business Theory (SFBT), Theory (t.)

5. Discussion

In the scholarly discourse surrounding the influ-
ence of family firms’ networks on radical change, 
a heterogenous narrative emerges. Research has 
shown that the networks within family firms are 
distinctively different from those of nonfamily 
firms, primarily characterized by their close-knit 
(Karlsson, 2018), homogenous ties (Lester & Can-
nella, 2006). This distinctive network configura-
tion, coupled with the influence of familiness 
and social capital, fosters exploitative innovation 
and decreased external knowledge absorption 
(Brinkerink, 2018), thereby presenting challenges 
for radical change detection and implementa-
tion. However, literature also suggests that un-
der certain conditions, such as specific network 
configurations and other factors (e.g., cultural 
context, inherent innovativeness, financial re-
sources) family firms are at least equally capable 
of achieving radical change as their nonfamily 
counterparts (Covin et al., 2016). This nuanced 
understanding underscores the complexity of the 
relationship between family firms’ networks and 
their capacity for radical change.

5.1. Opportunities for future research: Net-
works
Existing literature on networks describes their 
configuration and the interaction of family firms 
within their networks (e.g., Anderson et al., 2005; 
Carney, 2005; Hadjielias et al., 2022). Hence we 
know that family firms utilize close-knit (Karls-
son, 2018), homogeneous networks (Lester & 
Cannella, 2006) that focus on control and lon-

gevity (Ciravegna et al., 2020). Paramount for 
future research is the investigation of how fam-
ily firms reconcile the dichotomy between broad 
and closed networks, a decision that oscillates 
between capitalizing on established advantages 
and venturing into the acquisition of diverse, po-
tentially transformative knowledge (Brinkerink, 
2018). Research should also consider under which 
conditions family firms are able to restructure 
their networks for long-term success (incl. radi-
cal change adoption). Moreover, further research 
is required to explore how family firms can mod-
ify their network structure and related behavior 
to enhance bridging social capital, which is criti-
cal for accessing external resources (Uhlaner et 
al., 2015) (see Figure 2).

RQ1. How can family firms optimize their net-
work set-up for radical change, leveraging ex-
ploitation and exploration?

Additionally, the cultural dimensions underpinning 
networking strategies, particularly the interplay 
between individualism and collectivism, emerge 
as a critical area of inquiry. Such exploration is 
expected to shed light on how social capital is 
influenced by varying cultural contexts across 
different geographical landscapes (e.g., Sitthip-
ongpanich & Polsiri, 2015). It is very likely that 
industries, cultural background, and country af-
fect family firms’ networks, influencing radical 
change, depending on the context in which the 
firm is established. Understanding these factors 
can provide valuable insights and reveal patterns 
and strategies that might be unique to specific 
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regions. Such comprehensive analysis can help un-
derstand the diverse ways family firms navigate 
and leverage their unique positions within their 
respective cultural and industrial environments.

RQ2. How do cultural and industry contexts 
influence the networking strategies of family 
firms during periods of radical change?

Equally important is the examination of the man-
agement dynamics in family firms undergoing 
radical change, specifically contrasting the net-
working approaches of family versus nonfamily 
managers. Here, the focus should be on discern-
ing whether nonfamily managers in family firms 
utilize their networks distinctively and how such 
utilization affects radical change adoption and 
implementation. Moreover, the managers’ diverse 
professional backgrounds prior to their tenure in 
the family firm as well as the personality traits 
of these managers, ranging from extroversion to 
introversion, should be investigated as potential 
significant determinants of these networks and 
their subsequent impact on the firm’s adaptabil-
ity to radical changes. 

RQ3. How do the personality traits, profes-
sional experiences, and backgrounds of fam-
ily and nonfamily managers affect the net-
work dynamics of family firms during radical 
change?

5.2. Opportunities for future research: Radical 
change detection
Current literature pertaining to the detection 
of radical changes within family firm networks 
predominantly focuses on innovation-related 
themes (e.g., Brinkerink, 2018; Kumaraswamy 
et al., 2018; Trantopoulos et al., 2017), with a 
particular emphasis on the pivotal role of entre-
preneurial culture (e.g., de Groote et al., 2021; 
Jiang et al., 2021; Zahra et al., 2004). Upon syn-
thesizing these articles, a discernible narrative 
emerges, highlighting the imperative for family 
firms to foster innovation for the detection of 
radical change. Yet, there is a need to explore 
under which conditions an innovative culture 
within a family firm leads to early vs. late detec-
tion of radical change (Chirico et al., 2022), thus 
enabling the firm to respond more effectively 
to radical change. Additionally, future research 
should examine if and how the configuration and 
behavior of family firm networks, underpinned 
by an innovative culture, leads to early detec-
tion of radical change. Current literature displays 
family firms’ unique challenges including the pre-
vailing influence of family impeding the introduc-
tion of external perspectives (Carnes & Ireland, 
2013; Chirico & Salvato, 2016). Moreover, the 

dual nature of family social capital can either 
foster (Sherlock et al., 2023) or limit innovation 
(Herrero, 2018), depending on the social capital 
configuration (Herrero & Hughes, 2019). Yet, lit-
erature has not yet presented any optimum net-
work configuration and recommended behavior 
for early radical change detection. 

RQ4. How can family firms leverage social 
capital to improve their network configura-
tion, fostering an innovative culture to de-
tect radical change early?

One important aspect for future research is to 
understand the detailed process of detecting 
radical change in family firms, with focus on the 
role of networks. This involves delving into the 
mechanisms through which family firms leverage 
their unique network structures to recognize and 
act upon opportunities for radical change. It is 
crucial to examine how family firms interpret 
and make sense of change—both initially and 
over time—especially when such insights are de-
rived from their networks. This inquiry will shed 
light on the sense making processes within fam-
ily firms as they navigate the emergence of radi-
cal change. Furthermore, future research should 
aim to pinpoint the types of relationships that 
best facilitate responsiveness and adaptability to 
radical change within family firms. Such research 
should build upon patterns such as external ori-
entation (Herrero et al., 2022; Nason et al., 
2019; Spriggs et al., 2013; Zahra et al., 2004), 
unprecedented views (Jiang et al., 2021; Nason 
et al., 2019), and long-term orientation (Cater & 
Schwab, 2008; Hanson et al., 2019), encouraging 
exploratory innovation (Spriggs et al., 2013) and 
openness to diverse knowledge sources (Herrero 
et al., 2022). These factors potentially enhance 
the detection of radical change.

RQ5. How the process of family does firms 
detecting radical change based on their net-
works look like, and how can they leverage 
their networks to detect and interpret radical 
change?

5.3. Opportunities for future research: Radical 
change implementation
Literature pertaining to the implementation of 
radical change is centered around three themes: 
likeliness of achieving radical change (e.g., Ni-
eto et al., 2015; Covin et al., 2016; Wang et al., 
2016), the influence of family on the implemen-
tation of radical change (e.g., Kammerlander et 
al., 2018; Szewczyk et al., 2022; Brinkerink et 
al., 2020), and family firms’ capacity for resil-
ience (e.g., Shepherd et al., 2020; Brewton et 
al., 2010). In family firms, the implementation 
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of change varies significantly, with a spectrum 
ranging from incremental (Nieto et al., 2015) to 
radical innovation depending on resources and 
culture (Covin et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2016). 
A key area for investigation is the specific chal-
lenges encountered by family firms during the 
implementation of radical changes, particularly 
in relation to their internal and external network 
ties. Hence, future inquiry should aim to discern 
which network ties are beneficial and resource-
providing during the implementation phase, and 
which ones function as impediments. 

RQ6. How do different network ties benefit or 
distract family firms from their goals when 
implementing radical change?

Furthermore, it is essential to explore if and 
which adjustments in the external and internal 
network ties of family firms are necessary for suc-
cessful radical change implementation. Current 
research suggests that supportive internal (Hall 

et al., 2001; Harryson et al., 2008; Vardaman et 
al., 2012) and external networks (Bendig et al., 
2020; Chirico et al., 2022), good interpersonal 
relations (Hall et al., 2001), and strategic net-
work centrality for employees (Vardaman et al., 
2012) are crucial for successful radical change 
implementation, without specifying the process 
of family firms collaborating with network ties. 
With resilience acting as a cornerstone during 
the encounter with radical change (Brewton et 
al., 2010), there is an intriguing possibility of 
applying the Sustainable Family Business Theory 
to the context of radical change implementation 
in family firms. Investigating the applicability of 
this theory could provide valuable insights into 
the resilience and adaptability of family firms in 
face of radical changes.

RQ7. How can family firms create resilience 
and adaptability when undergoing radical 
change?

Figure 2: Identified research gaps and future opportunities 

Networks Radical change detection Radical change implementation

Research 
gap

Future 
research 
oppor-
tunities

• Optimum between broad and closed 
networks of family firms, capitalizing on 
established advantages and acquiring 
diverse, potentially transformative 
knowledge

• Conditions required for family firms to 
have the capability to restructure their 
networks for long-term success

• Modification of family firm network 
structure and related behavior to enhance 
bridging social capital, to access external 
resources

• Factors influencing cultural dimensions 
within social capital underpinning 
networking strategies, particularly the 
interplay between individualism and 
collectivism

• Factors influencing innovative culture 
within family firm leading lead to early 
versus late detection of radical change

• Configuration and behavior of family 
firm networks, supported by an 
innovative culture, leading to the early 
detection of radical change

• Identification of optimum network 
configuration and recommended 
behaviors for the early detection of 
radical change in family firms

• Detailed process of detecting radical 
change in family firms, with a focus on 
the role of networks, including the 
mechanisms through which family firms 
leverage their unique network structures

• Challenges faced by family firms during 
the implementation of radical changes 
are influenced by their internal and 
external network ties, including 
beneficial and disadvantageous ties

• Applicability of the Sustainable Family 
Business Theory, previously associated 
with natural disaster response, to 
understand the resilience and 
adaptability of family firms facing 
radical change

• How can family firms optimize their 
network set-up for radical change, 
leveraging exploitation and exploration? 
(RQ1)

• How do cultural and industry contexts 
influence the networking strategies of 
family firms during periods of radical 
change? (RQ2)

• How do the personality traits, 
professional experiences, and 
backgrounds of family and non-family 
managers affect the network dynamics of 
family firms during radical change? 
(RQ3)

• How can family firms leverage social 
capital to improve their network 
configuration, fostering an innovative 
culture to detect radical change early? 
(RQ4)

• How does the process of family firms 
detecting radical change based on their 
networks look like, and how can they 
leverage their networks to detect and 
interpret radical change? (RQ5)

• How do different network ties benefit or 
distract family firms from their goals 
when implementing radical change? 
(RQ6)

• How can family firms create resilience 
and adaptability when undergoing 
radical change? (RQ7)

5.4. Contributions
This literature review makes two pivotal contri-
butions to research on the intersection of fam-
ily firms, network analysis, and radical change. 
Firstly, the review links and synthesizes existing 
literature knowledge across the three fields, in-
tegrating diverse strands along the IPO frame-

work. The literature review enhances current lit-
erature reviews, by not only exploring the impact 
of family firms and radical innovation (i.e., Hu & 
Hughes, 2020) and family firms and social capital 
(i.e., Stasa & Machek, 2022) on radical change, 
but also addresses how family firms’ reliance on 
close-knit networks (Karlsson, 2018) affects their 
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ability to detect and implement radical change. 
This synthesis provides a holistic view of the cur-
rent state of literature, highlighting the complex 
interplay between family firms, their networks, 
and their ability and willingness to detect and 
implement radical change. 
Secondly, the literature review sheds lights on 
future research avenues, proposing scholarly in-
vestigations into the dynamics of these relation-
ships and suggesting a need for more in-depth 
studies, particularly on understanding how family 
firm networks influence the strategic decisions 
about and adaptation to radical change. Nota-
bly, it draws attention to the lack in literature 
that comprehensively addresses all three fields of 
‘family firm,’ ‘network,’ and ‘radical change’ si-
multaneously, with currently only two papers ex-
plicitly focusing on this nexus. The first of these 
two articles, authored by Brewton et al. (2010), 
centers on the implications of natural disasters 
in family firms, thereby focusing on a niche with-
in the broader discourse of radical change. The 
second article, authored by Zahra (2010), delves 
into the influence of organizational social capi-
tal, specifically in the context of firms’ invest-
ments in new ventures. This gap signals a crucial 
area for future research, suggesting the need 
for more in-depth studies that explore these in-
terconnections. Understanding these dynamics 
is also essential for developing more effective 
strategies for family firms facing radical change. 
The research gap is evident in instances where 
radical change is used in the context of natural 
disasters (i.e., Brewton et al., 2010) or emerg-
ing economies (i.e., Hatum & Pettigrew, 2004), 
rather than being systematically explored in the 
context of the significant reconfiguration of re-
sources (Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1994). Notably, 
scholarly attention has been more profoundly 
directed towards the exploration of family firm 
networks in comparison to the investigation of 
family firms navigating through phases of radi-
cal change. Consequently, the treatment of the 
topic on radical change in conjunction with fam-
ily firms, and networks remains underdeveloped, 
with a noticeable deficiency of comprehensive 
and integrated research within the literature. 

5.5. Practical implications
With family firms facing ongoing economic and 
strategic challenges, this literature review pro-
vides three practical implications by outlining 
the unique network configurations and behaviors 
to navigate the opportunities and challenges as-
sociated with radical change. Firstly, family firms 
need to recognize the advantages and limitations 
of closed networks in family firms. It is crucial 
to leverage close-knit, homogeneous networks to 
foster exploitative innovation while acknowledg-

ing the limitations of external knowledge absorp-
tion. Secondly, family firms should encourage and 
implement exploratory innovation practices, by 
opening their network, to identify and adapt to 
radical changes early. Lastly, family firms need 
to fully commit to radical change and cultivate a 
supportive culture that empowers employees to 
embrace and drive radical change. The literature 
review helps family firms to recognize the ne-
cessity of improving their network configuration 
to foster innovativeness, thereby enhancing the 
ability to detect and implement radical chang-
es effectively. Recognizing the conditions under 
which family firms can achieve radical change 
similar to nonfamily firms provides actionable in-
sights for enhancing adaptability and resilience. 
Ultimately, this literature review equips practi-
tioners with a nuanced understanding of how to 
strategically manage networks within family firms 
to drive radical change.

5.6. Limitations
This literature review is subject to several limi-
tations that merit acknowledgment. Firstly, the 
scope of this review was confined to papers pub-
lished in English language, thereby excluding 
potentially relevant studies conducted in other 
languages. Additionally, the review did not en-
compass books and other forms of literature, 
only focusing on selected, high-quality journals. 
The actual number of papers and research efforts 
in this specific area is limited. This scarcity of 
dedicated research has led to a reliance on stud-
ies with varying focuses and relying on various 
concepts related to the core topic at hand; they 
focused, for instance on adopting exploratory in-
novations. Consequently, this diversity in study 
focus somewhat dilutes the specificity and appli-
cability of the findings to the precise intersec-
tion of family firms, their networks, and radical 
change. The vast array of related concepts in the 
three fields also presents a limitation, as it was 
not feasible to include every single concept re-
lated to the topic. Another notable limitation lies 
in the temporal context of the studies reviewed. 
The role of networks in the context explored, 
particularly since the 1990s, may have evolved, 
and this review does not account for such po-
tential changes over time. Moreover, cultural and 
regional differences have not been extensively 
explored in the existing literature, which limits 
the generalizability of the findings across differ-
ent contexts and types of family firms. Depend-
ing on the individualism vs. collectivism level in 
a culture, network support might be more or less 
available and useful. Further, one could imagine 
that large families might require different pro-
cesses and structures to successfully incorporate 
the input of networks as compared to business 
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owned and managed by one or few individuals. 
Moreover, it is likely that ‘next gen members’ who 
are socialized in a more open, globalized, and 
digitalized world, will have different network ties 
as compared to older generations and might also 
use them differently for radical change detection 
and implementation. Furthermore, the litera-
ture review is limited in its theoretical analysis, 
having examined only the five most prominent 
theories. This narrow focus may overlook other 
relevant theoretical frameworks, potentially also 
from other disciplines such as sociology or psy-
chology, that could provide additional insights 
into the complex interplay between family firms, 
networks, and radical change. These limitations 
highlight additional areas for future research and 
underscore the need for a broader, more inclu-
sive approach in subsequent studies. 

5.7. Conclusion 
In conclusion, this literature review explores 
firms’ networks and their substantial influence on 
both the detection and implementation of radical 
change in family firms. Through a synthesis of ex-
isting literature, it sheds light on how these firms’ 
unique network configurations and behaviors crit-
ically shape the detection and implementation 
of radical change. This paper addresses a nota-
ble gap in existing research by cohesively link-
ing the three interrelated fields of family firms, 
networks, and radical change. The literature 
review utilizes the Input-Process-Output frame-
work, synthesizing theory, and content-related 
findings, while setting a clear research agenda. 
This agenda articulates specific, actionable re-
search questions that pave the way for future 
scholarly exploration. The review underscores 
the complexity of the influence of networks on 
family firms facing radical change and highlights 
the need for further empirical investigation to 
deepen our understanding of these interactions 
and their impact on firm transformation.

Author contribution statement

The authors contributed equally to the work.

Conflict of interest statement

The authors declare that they have no conflicts 
of interest.

Ethical statement

The authors declare that all ethical standards, as 
noted by DFG (“Guidelines for Safeguarding Good 
Research Practice”) have been adhered to.

Declaration on the use of generative AI in 
the writing process

The authors declare that generative AI was not 
used in the research and writing process

Funding

There was no funding for this project. A stipend 
by DAAD allowed the first author to travel to IF-
ERA 2024 and discuss the findings of the study.

Acknowledgment

The authors are grateful for the comments re-
ceived by the Editor and two anonymous review-
ers as well as participants of the IFERA 2024 
conference and of the WHU doctoral seminars on 
family businesses.

Data availability statement

The data that support the findings of this study 
are available from the corresponding author upon 
reasonable request.

References

Adjei,  E.  K., Eriksson,  R.  H., Lindgren,  U., & 
Holm,  E. (2019). Familial relationships and firm 
performance: The impact of entrepreneurial family 
relationships. Entrepreneurship & Regional Devel-
opment, 31(5-6), 357–377. https://doi.org/10.1080
/08985626.2018.1514074

Al-Mashari,  M., & Zairi,  M. (1999). BPR imple-
mentation process: An analysis of key suc-
cess and failure factors. Business Process Man-
agement Journal, 5(1), 87–112. https://doi.
org/10.1108/14637159910249108

Anderson, A. R., Jack, S. L., & Drakopoulou Dodd, S. 
(2005). The role of family members in entrepre-
neurial networks: Beyond the boundaries of the 
family firm. Family Business Review, 18(2), 135–154. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2005.00037.x

Aparicio,  G., & Iturralde,  T. (2022). New research 
trends in sustainability in family businesses: A 
bibliometric literature review. European Jour-
nal of Family Business, 13(1), 36–55. https://doi.
org/10.24310/ejfbejfb.v13i1.16744

Arregle, J. L., Hitt, M. A., Sirmon, D. G., & Very, P. 
(2007). The development of organizational so-
cial capital: Attributes of family firms. Journal of 
Management Studies, 44(1), 73–95. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00665.x

Baas, J., Schotten, M., Plume, A., Côté, G., & Kari-
mi,  R. (2020). Scopus as a curated, high-quality 
bibliometric data source for academic research in 
quantitative science studies. Quantitative Science 
Studies, 1(1), 377–386. https://doi.org/10.1162/
qss_a_00019

Bacq, S., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2014). Can social entre-
preneurship researchers learn from family business 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2018.1514074
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2018.1514074
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637159910249108
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637159910249108
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2005.00037.x
https://doi.org/10.24310/ejfbejfb.v13i1.16744
https://doi.org/10.24310/ejfbejfb.v13i1.16744
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00665.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00665.x
https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00019
https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00019


Caroline Reiners, Nadine Kammerlander167

Reiners, Kammerlander. (2024). The Role of Networks for Radical Change in Family firms: A Systematic Literature Review. Euro-
pean Journal of Family Business, 14(2), 147-170.

scholarship? A theory-based future research agenda. 
Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 5(3), 270–294. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2014.939693

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained compet-
itive advantage. Journal of Management, 17(1), 99–
120. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108

Bendig,  D., Foege,  J.  N., Endriß,  S., & Brettel,  M. 
(2020). The effect of family involvement on in-
novation outcomes: The moderating role of board 
social capital. Journal of Product Innovation Man-
agement, 37(3), 249–272. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jpim.12522

Bianco, M., Golinelli, R., & Parigi, G. (2009). Family 
firms and investments. SSRN Electronic Journal. Ad-
vance online publication. https://doi.org/10.2139/
ssrn.1521023

Bika,  Z., & Frazer,  M.  L. (2021). The affective ex-
tension of ‘family’ in the context of changing elite 
business networks. Human Relations, 74(12), 1951–
1993. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726720924074

Booth, A., Sutton, A., & Papaioannou, D. (2016). Sys-
tematic approaches to a successful literature re-
view (Second edition). Los Angeles: Sage. 

Bouncken, R. B., Fredrich, V., Ritala, P., & Kraus, S. 
(2018). Coopetition in new product develop-
ment alliances: Advantages and tensions for in-
cremental and radical innovation. British Jour-
nal of Management, 29(3), 391–410. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-8551.12213

Bövers,  J., & Hoon,  C. (2021). Surviving disruptive 
change: The role of history in aligning strategy 
and identity in family businesses. Journal of Fam-
ily Business Strategy, 12(4), 100391. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2020.100391

Brewton,  K.  E., Danes,  S.  M., Stafford,  K., & 
Haynes,  G.  W. (2010). Determinants of rural 
and urban family firm resilience. Journal of Fam-
ily Business Strategy, 1(3), 155–166. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2010.08.003

Brinkerink,  J. (2018). Broad search, deep 
search, and the absorptive capacity perfor-
mance of family and nonfamily firm R&D. Fam-
ily Business Review, 31(3), 295–317. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0894486518775187

Brinkerink,  J., Rondi,  E., Benedetti,  C., & Arzubia-
ga, U. (2020). Family business or business family? 
Organizational identity elasticity and strategic re-
sponses to disruptive innovation. Journal of Fam-
ily Business Strategy, 11(4), 100360. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2020.100360

Cabrera-Suárez, M. K., Déniz-Déniz, M. C., & Martín-
Santana, J. D. (2015). Family social capital, trust 
within the TMT, and the establishment of corpo-
rate goals related to nonfamily stakeholders. Fam-
ily Business Review, 28(2), 145–162. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0894486514526754

Cabrera-Suárez, M. K., La Cruz Déniz-Déniz, M. de, & 
Martín-Santana, J. D. (2011). Familiness and mar-
ket orientation: A stakeholder approach. Journal of 
Family Business Strategy, 2(1), 34–42. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2011.01.001

Cantu-Ortiz,  F.  J. (Ed.) (2018). Research analytics: 
Boosting University Productivity and Competitive-
ness through Scientometrics (1st). Data Analytics 
Application Series. 

Carnes, C. M., & Ireland, R. D. (2013). Familiness and 
innovation: Resource bundling as the missing link. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 37(6), 1399–
1419. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12073

Carney, M. (2005). Corporate governance and compet-
itive advantage in family–controlled firms. Entre-
preneurship Theory and Practice, 29(3), 249–265. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00081.x

Carr, J. C., Cole, M. S., Ring, J. K., & Blettner, D. P. 
(2011). A measure of variations in internal social 
capital among family firms. Entrepreneurship The-
ory and Practice, 35(6), 1207–1227. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00499.x

Cater, J., & Schwab, A. (2008). Turnaround strategies 
in established small family firms. Family Business 
Review, 21(1), 31–50. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1741-6248.2007.00113.x

Ceipek, R., Hautz,  J., De Massis, A., Matzler,  K., & 
Ardito,  L. (2021). Digital transformation through 
exploratory and exploitative Internet of Things in-
novations: The impact of family management and 
technological diversification Journal of Product In-
novation Management, 38(1), 142–165. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jpim.12551

Chirico,  F., Duane Ireland,  R., Pittino,  D., & San-
chez-Famoso,  V. (2022). Radical innovation in 
(multi)family owned firms. Journal of Business Ven-
turing, 37(3), 106194. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusvent.2022.106194

Chirico, F., & Salvato, C. (2016). Knowledge internal-
ization and product development in family firms: 
When relational and affective factors matter. En-
trepreneurship Theory and Practice, 40(1), 201–
229. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12114

Chrisman, J. J., Fang, H., Kotlar, J., & De Massis, A. 
(2015). A note on family influence and the adop-
tion of discontinuous technologies in family firms. 
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 32(3), 
384–388. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12206

Chrisman, J. J., Madison, K., & Kim, T. (2021). A dy-
namic framework of noneconomic goals and inter-
family agency complexities in multi-family firms. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 45(4), 906–
930. https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587211005775

Chua,  J.  H., Chrisman,  J.  J., & Sharma,  P. (1999). 
Defining the family business by behavior. Entre-
preneurship Theory and Practice, 23(4), 19–39. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879902300402

Ciravegna,  L., Kano,  L., Rattalino,  F., & Ver-
beke,  A. (2020). Corporate diplomacy and 
family firm longevity. Entrepreneurship Theo-
ry and Practice, 44(1), 109–133. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1042258719838477

Colombo, M. G., Krogh, G. von, Rossi‐Lamastra, C., & 
Stephan, P. E. (2017). Organizing for radical inno-
vation: Exploring novel insights. Journal of Product 
Innovation Management, 34(4), 394–405. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12391

Cordoba,  I., Iturralde,  T., & Maseda,  A. (2024). 
Family firms unveiled: Navigating their distinc-
tive investment and financing decisions. European 
Research on Management and Business Econom-
ics, 30(2), 100247. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ie-
deen.2024.100247

https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2014.939693
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12522
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12522
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1521023
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1521023
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726720924074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12213
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2020.100391
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2020.100391
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2010.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2010.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486518775187
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486518775187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2020.100360
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2020.100360
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486514526754
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486514526754
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2011.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2011.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12073
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00081.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00499.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00499.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2007.00113.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2007.00113.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12551
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12551
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2022.106194
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2022.106194
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12114
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12206
https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587211005775
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879902300402
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719838477
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719838477
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12391
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12391
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iedeen.2024.100247
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iedeen.2024.100247


Reiners, Kammerlander. (2024). The Role of Networks for Radical Change in Family firms: A Systematic Literature Review. Euro-
pean Journal of Family Business, 14(2), 147-170.

Caroline Reiners, Nadine Kammerlander 168

Covin,  J.  G., Eggers,  F., Kraus,  S., Cheng,  C. F., & 
Chang,  M. L. (2016). Marketing-related resources 
and radical innovativeness in family and non-family 
firms: A configurational approach. Journal of Busi-
ness Research, 69(12), 5620–5627. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.03.069

Danes, S. M., Stafford, K., Haynes, G., & Amarapur-
kar,  S.  S. (2009). Family capital of family firms. 
Family Business Review, 22(3), 199–215. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0894486509333424

Daspit,  J.  J., & Long,  R.  G. (2014). Mitigating mor-
al hazard in entrepreneurial networks: Examining 
structural and relational social capital in East Af-
rica. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 38(6), 
1343–1350. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12128

Distelberg, B. J., & Blow, A. (2011). Variations in family 
system boundaries. Family Business Review, 24(1), 
28–46. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486510393502

Garcia, R., & Calantone, R. (2002). A critical look at 
technological innovation typology and innovative-
ness terminology: A literature review. Journal of 
Product Innovation Management, 19(2), 110–132. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5885.1920110

Groot,  M.  de, Mihalache,  O., & Elfring,  T. (2022). 
Enhancing enterprise family social capital through 
family governance: An identity perspective. Fam-
ily Business Review, 35(3), 306–328. https://doi.
org/10.1177/08944865221105334

Groote,  J.  K.  de, Conrad,  W., & Hack,  A. (2021). 
How can family businesses survive disruptive indus-
try changes? Insights from the traditional mail or-
der industry. Review of Managerial Science, 15(8), 
2239–2273. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-020-
00424-x

Guth,  W.  D., & Ginsberg,  A. (1990). Guest editors’ 
introduction: corporate entrepreneurship, 11, Spe-
cial Issue: Corporate Entrepreneurship (Summer, 
1990), 5–15.

Hadjielias,  E., Hughes,  M., & Scholes,  L. (2022). 
External crises and family social capital re-
configuration: Insights from the european 
debt crisis and the Covid-19 pandemic. Fam-
ily Business Review, 35(3), 275–305. https://doi.
org/10.1177/08944865221113136

Halinen, A., Salmi, A., & Havila, V. (1999). From dy-
adic change to changing business networks: An ana-
lytical framework. Journal of Management Studies, 
36(6), 779–794. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
6486.00158

Hall,  A., Melin,  L., & Nordqvist,  M. (2001). Entre-
preneurship as radical change in the family busi-
ness: Exploring the role of cultural patterns. Fam-
ily Business Review, 14(3), 193–208. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2001.00193.x

Hanson, S. K., Hessel, H. M., & Danes, S. M. (2019). 
Relational processes in family entrepreneurial cul-
ture and resilience across generations. Journal of 
Family Business Strategy, 10(3), 100263. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2018.11.001

Harryson,  S.  J., Dudkowski, R., & Stern, A. (2008). 
Transformation networks in innovation alliances – 
The development of Volvo C70. Journal of Man-
agement Studies, 45(4), 745–773. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00768.x

Hatum, A., & Pettigrew, A. (2004). Adaptation under 
environmental turmoil: Organizational flexibility 
in family-owned firms. Family Business Review, 
17(3), 237–258. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-
6248.2004.00016.x

Hayward,  M., Hunt,  R., & Miller,  D. (2022). How 
vulnerability enriches family firm relationships: 
A social exchange perspective. Journal of Fam-
ily Business Strategy, 13(1), 100450. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2021.100450

Hernández Linares,  R., & Arias-Abelaira,  T. (2022). 
Adapt or Perish ! A systematic review of the litera-
ture on strategic renewal and the family firm. Eu-
ropean Journal of Family Business, 12(2), 137–155. 
https://doi.org/10.24310/ejfbejfb.v12i2.14718

Herrero, I. (2018). How familial is family social capital? 
Analyzing bonding social capital in family and non-
family firms. Family Business Review, 31(4), 441–
459. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486518784475

Herrero,  I., & Hughes,  M. (2019). When family so-
cial capital is too much of a good thing. Journal of 
Family Business Strategy, 10(3), 100271. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2019.01.001

Herrero,  I., Hughes,  M., & Larrañeta,  B. (2022). Is 
blood thicker than water? Exploring the impact 
of family firms’ familial social relations with oth-
er firms within their industries. Journal of Fam-
ily Business Strategy, 13(3), 100471. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2021.100471

Hopp,  C., Antons,  D., Kaminski,  J., & Salge,  T.  O. 
(2018). The topic landscape of disruption re-
search—A call for consolidation, reconciliation, and 
generalization. Journal of Product Innovation Man-
agement, 35(3), 458–487. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jpim.12440

Hu,  Q., & Hughes,  M. (2020). Radical innovation in 
family firms: a systematic analysis and research 
agenda. International Journal of Entrepreneurial 
Behavior & Research, 26(6), 1199–1234. https://
doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-11-2019-0658

Irava, W. J., & Moores, K. (2010). Clarifying the stra-
tegic advantage of familiness: Unbundling its di-
mensions and highlighting its paradoxes. Journal of 
Family Business Strategy, 1(3), 131–144. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2010.08.002

Jiang,  Y.  D., Straub,  C., Klyver,  K., & Mauer,  R. 
(2021). Unfolding refugee entrepreneurs’ opportu-
nity-production process — Patterns and embedded-
ness. Journal of Business Venturing, 36(5), 106138. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2021.106138

Jones,  C.  D., Makri,  M., & Gomez–Mejia,  L.  R. 
(2008). Affiliate directors and perceived risk bear-
ing in publicly traded, family–controlled firms: The 
case of diversification. Entrepreneurship Theo-
ry and Practice, 32(6), 1007–1026. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00269.x

Kammerlander, N., König, A., & Richards, M. (2018). 
Why do incumbents respond heterogeneously to dis-
ruptive innovations? The interplay of domain iden-
tity and role identity. Journal of Management Stud-
ies, 55(7), 1122–1165. https://doi.org/10.1111/
joms.12345

Kandade, K., Samara, G., Parada, M. J., & Dawson, A. 
(2021). From family successors to successful busi-
ness leaders: A qualitative study of how high-

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.03.069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.03.069
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486509333424
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486509333424
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12128
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486510393502
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5885.1920110
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944865221105334
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944865221105334
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-020-00424-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-020-00424-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944865221113136
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944865221113136
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00158
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00158
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2001.00193.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2001.00193.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2018.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2018.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00768.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00768.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2004.00016.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2004.00016.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2021.100450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2021.100450
https://doi.org/10.24310/ejfbejfb.v12i2.14718
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486518784475
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2021.100471
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2021.100471
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12440
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12440
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-11-2019-0658
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-11-2019-0658
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2010.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2010.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2021.106138
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00269.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00269.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12345
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12345


Caroline Reiners, Nadine Kammerlander169

Reiners, Kammerlander. (2024). The Role of Networks for Radical Change in Family firms: A Systematic Literature Review. Euro-
pean Journal of Family Business, 14(2), 147-170.

quality relationships develop in family businesses. 
Journal of Family Business Strategy, 12(2), 100334. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2019.100334

Karlsson, J. (2018). Does regional context matter for 
family firm employment growth? Journal of Fam-
ily Business Strategy, 9(4), 293–310. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2018.08.004

Kilkenny,  M., & Love,  N.  F. (2014). Network analy-
sis and business networks. International Journal of 
Entrepreneurship and Small Business, 21(3), 303. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJESB.2014.060894

Koka, B. R., & Prescott, J. E. (2008). Designing alli-
ance networks: the influence of network position, 
environmental change, and strategy on firm per-
formance. Strategic Management Journal, 29(6), 
639–661. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.679

König, A., Kammerlander,  N., & Enders, A. (2013). 
The family innovator’s dilemma: How family influ-
ence affects the adoption of discontinuous technol-
ogies by incumbent firms. Academy of Management 
Review, 38(3), 418–441. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.2011.0162

Kraus,  S., Breier,  M., & Dasí-Rodríguez,  S. (2020). 
The art of crafting a systematic literature review 
in entrepreneurship research. International Entre-
preneurship and Management Journal, 16(3), 1023–
1042. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4

Kumaraswamy,  A., Garud,  R., & Ansari,  S. (2018). 
Perspectives on disruptive innovations. Journal of 
Management Studies, 55(7), 1025–1042. https://
doi.org/10.1111/joms.12399

Lester, R. H., & Cannella, A. A. (2006). Interorgani-
zational familiness: How family firms use interlock-
ing directorates to build community–level social 
capital. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
30(6), 755–775. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6520.2006.00149.x

Levie,  J., & Lerner,  M. (2009). Resource mobili-
zation and performance in family and nonfa-
mily businesses in the United Kingdom. Fam-
ily Business Review, 22(1), 25–38. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0894486508328812

Mani,  D., & Durand,  R. (2019). Family firms in 
the ownership network: Clustering, bridging, 
and embeddedness. Entrepreneurship Theo-
ry and Practice, 43(2), 330–351. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1042258718796082

Martínez-Alonso, R., Martínez-Romero, M. J., & Ro-
jo-Ramírez, A. A. (2022). Unleashing family firms’ 
potential to do more with less: product innovation 
efficiency, family involvement in TMTs and techno-
logical collaborations. European Journal of Inno-
vation Management, 25(6), 916–940. https://doi.
org/10.1108/EJIM-09-2021-0478

Maseda, A., Iturralde, T., Cooper, S., & Aparicio, G. 
(2022). Mapping women’s involvement in fam-
ily firms: A review based on bibliographic coupling 
analysis. International Journal of Management Re-
views, 24(2), 279–305. https://doi.org/10.1111/
ijmr.12278

Matzler,  K., Veider,  V., Hautz,  J., & Stadler,  C. 
(2015). The Impact of Family Ownership, Manage-
ment, and Governance on Innovation. Journal of 
Product Innovation Management, 32(3), 319–333. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12202

McDermott,  G.  A., Corredoira,  R.  A., & Kruse,  G. 
(2009). Public-private institutions as catalysts of 
upgrading in emerging market societies. Academy 
of Management Journal, 52(6), 1270–1296. https://
doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.47084929

Mertens, D. (2005). Research and evaluation in edu-
cation and psychology: Integrating diversity with 
quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods (2nd 
ed.). Sage. 

Montiel,  O., Canales-Garcia,  R.  A., & Gardea-Mo-
rales,  O.  H. (2023). Entrepreneurial Iatrogen-
esis: An explorative view. European Journal of 
Family Business, 13(1), 113–125. https://doi.
org/10.24310/ejfbejfb.v13i1.15751

Mustakallio,  M., Autio,  E., & Zahra,  S.  A. (2002). 
Relational and contractual governance in family 
firms: Effects on strategic decision making. Fam-
ily Business Review, 15(3), 205–222. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2002.00205.x

Nason, R., Mazzelli, A., & Carney, M. (2019). The ties 
that unbind: Socialization and business-owning fam-
ily reference point shift. Academy of Management 
Review, 44(4), 846–870. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.2017.0289

Niemelä,  T. (2004). Interfirm cooperation capability 
in the context of networking family firms: The role 
of power. Family Business Review, 17(4), 319–330. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2004.00021.x

Nieto,  M.  J., Santamaria,  L., & Fernandez,  Z. 
(2015). Understanding the innovation behavior of 
family firms. Journal of Small Business Manage-
ment, 53(2), 382–399. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jsbm.12075

Olson, P. D., Zuiker, V. S., Danes, S. M., Stafford, K., 
Heck, R. K., & Duncan, K. A. (2003). The impact 
of the family and the business on family busi-
ness sustainability. Journal of Business Venturing, 
18(5), 639–666. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-
9026(03)00014-4

Pantaleo,  D., & Nirmal Pal (2008). From strategy 
to execution: turning accelerated global change 
into opportunity. Retrieved from https://www.
semanticscholar.org/paper/From-Strategy-to-
Execution%3A-Turning-Accelerated-Pantaleo-Pal/
c31dadea4ca0a9210fb08c599717518798b624da

Pearson,  A.  W., Carr,  J.  C., & Shaw,  J.  C. (2008). 
Toward a theory of familiness: A social capital per-
spective. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
32(6), 949–969. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6520.2008.00265.x

Peña Ramírez, C., & Levy, A. (2022). Network Strat-
egy for Entrepreneurs. In B. Erkut & V. Esenyel 
(Eds.), Next generation entrepreneurship. London: 
IntechOpen. https://doi.org/10.5772/intecho-
pen.101641

Piezunka, H., & Dahlander, L. (2015). Distant search, 
narrow attention: How crowding alters organiza-
tions’ filtering of suggestions in crowdsourcing. 
Academy of Management Journal, 58(3), 856–880. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0458

Ramachandran, K., & Ramnarayan, S. (1993). Entre-
preneurial orientation and networking: Some Indian 
evidence. Journal of Business Venturing, 8(6), 513–
524. https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(93)90036-
5

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2019.100334
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJESB.2014.060894
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.679
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2011.0162
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2011.0162
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12399
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12399
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00149.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00149.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486508328812
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486508328812
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718796082
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718796082
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-09-2021-0478
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-09-2021-0478
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12278
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12278
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12202
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.47084929
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.47084929
https://doi.org/10.24310/ejfbejfb.v13i1.15751
https://doi.org/10.24310/ejfbejfb.v13i1.15751
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2002.00205.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2002.00205.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0289
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0289
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.2004.00021.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12075
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12075
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00014-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00014-4
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/From-Strategy-to-Execution%3A-Turning-Accelerated-Pantaleo-Pal
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/From-Strategy-to-Execution%3A-Turning-Accelerated-Pantaleo-Pal
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/From-Strategy-to-Execution%3A-Turning-Accelerated-Pantaleo-Pal
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/From-Strategy-to-Execution%3A-Turning-Accelerated-Pantaleo-Pal
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00265.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00265.x
https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.101641
https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.101641
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0458
https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(93)90036-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(93)90036-5


Reiners, Kammerlander. (2024). The Role of Networks for Radical Change in Family firms: A Systematic Literature Review. Euro-
pean Journal of Family Business, 14(2), 147-170.

Caroline Reiners, Nadine Kammerlander 170

Salvato, C., & Melin, L. (2008). Creating value across 
generations in family-controlled businesses: The 
role of family social capital. Family Business Re-
view, 21(3), 259–276. https://doi.org/10.1177/089
44865080210030107

Salvato,  C., Sargiacomo,  M., Amore,  M.  D., & 
Minichilli, A. (2020). Natural disasters as a source 
of entrepreneurial opportunity: Family business 
resilience after an earthquake. Strategic Entre-
preneurship Journal, 14(4), 594–615. https://doi.
org/10.1002/sej.1368

Sanchez-Famoso, V., Akhter, N., Iturralde, T., Chiri-
co,  F., & Maseda, A. (2015). Is non-family social 
capital also (or especially ) important for family 
firm performance? Human Relations, 68(11), 1713–
1743. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726714565724

Sanchez-Ruiz, P., Daspit, J. J., Holt, D. T., & Ruth-
erford, M. W. (2019). Family social capital in the 
family firm: A taxonomic classification, relation-
ships with outcomes, and directions for advance-
ment. Family Business Review, 32(2), 131–153. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486519836833

Shepherd, D. A., Saade, F. P., & Wincent, J. (2020). 
How to circumvent adversity? Refugee-entrepre-
neurs’ resilience in the face of substantial and 
persistent adversity. Journal of Business Ventur-
ing, 35(4), 105940. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbus-
vent.2019.06.001

Sherlock, C., Dibrell, C., & Memili, E. (2023). The im-
pact of family commitment on firm innovativeness: 
The mediating role of resource stocks. Journal of 
Family Business Strategy, 14(3), 100523. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2022.100523

Sitthipongpanich,  T., & Polsiri,  P. (2015). Do CEO 
and board characteristics matter? A study of Thai 
family firms. Journal of Family Business Strat-
egy, 6(2), 119–129. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jfbs.2015.01.002

Sorenson,  R.  L., Goodpaster,  K.  E., Hedberg,  P.  R., 
& Yu,  A. (2009). The family point of view, fam-
ily social capital, and firm performance. Fam-
ily Business Review, 22(3), 239–253. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0894486509332456

Spriggs,  M., Yu,  A., Deeds,  D., & Sorenson,  R.  L. 
(2013). Too many cooks in the kitchen. Fam-
ily Business Review, 26(1), 32–50. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0894486512468600

Stafford,  K., Duncan,  K. A., Dane,  S., & Winter,  M. 
(1999). A research model of sustainable family 
businesses. Family Business Review, 12(3), 197–208. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1999.00197.x

Stanley,  L.  J., & McDowell,  W. (2014). The role of 
interorganizational trust and organizational effica-
cy in family and nonfamily firms. Journal of Fam-
ily Business Strategy, 5(3), 264–275. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2013.07.001

Stasa,  M., & Machek,  O. (2022). Social capi-
tal in the family business literature: A system-
atic review and future research agenda. Fam-
ily Business Review, 35(4), 415–441. https://doi.
org/10.1177/08944865221125520

Stopford,  J.  M., & Baden-Fuller,  C.  W.  F. (1994). 
Creating corporate entrepreneurship. Strategic 
Management Journal, 15(7), 521–536. https://doi.
org/10.1002/smj.4250150703

Strike,  V.  M., Michel,  A., & Kammerlander,  N. 
(2018). Unpacking the black box of family busi-
ness advising: Insights from psychology. Fami-
ly Business Review, 31(1), 80–124. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0894486517735169

Szewczyk,  J., Kurzhals,  C., Graf-Vlachy,  L., Kam-
merlander,  N., & König,  A. (2022). The family 
innovator’s dilemma revisited: Examining the asso-
ciation between family influence and incumbents’ 
adoption of discontinuous technologies. Journal of 
Family Business Strategy, 13(4), 100516. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2022.100516

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003). Towards 
a Methodology for Developing Evidence‐Informed 
Management Knowledge by Means of Systematic 
Review. British Journal of Management, 14(3), 
207–222. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375

Trantopoulos,  K., Krogh,  G.  von, Wallin,  M.  W., & 
Woerter, M. (2017). External knowledge and infor-
mation technology: Implications for process innova-
tion performance. MIS Quarterly, 41(1), 287–300. 
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2017/41.1.15

Uhlaner, L. M., Matser, I. A., Berent-Braun, M. M., & 
Flören,  R.  H. (2015). Linking bonding and bridg-
ing ownership social capital in private firms. Fam-
ily Business Review, 28(3), 260–277. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0894486515568974

Vardaman,  J.  M., Amis,  J.  M., Dyson,  B.  P., 
Wright,  P.  M., & van de Graaff Randolph,  R. 
(2012). Interpreting change as controllable: The 
role of network centrality and self-efficacy. Hu-
man Relations, 65(7), 835–859. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0018726712441642

Wang, D., Ma, G., Song, X., & Liu, Y. (2016). Politi-
cal connection and business transformation in fam-
ily firms: Evidence from China. Journal of Fam-
ily Business Strategy, 7(2), 117–130. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2016.05.001

Wu, W. (2007). Dimensions of social capital and firm 
competitiveness improvement: The mediating role 
of information sharing. Journal of Management 
Studies, 41(1), 122-146. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-6486.2007.00741.x

Zahra,  S. A. (2010). Harvesting family firms’ organi-
zational social capital: A relational perspective. 
Journal of Management Studies, 47(2), 345–366. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00894.x

Zahra, S. A., Hayton, J. C., & Salvato, C. (2004). En-
trepreneurship in family vs. non–family firms: A re-
source–based analysis of the effect of organization-
al culture. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
28(4), 363–381. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6520.2004.00051.x

Zamudio,  C., Anokhin,  S., & Kellermanns,  F.  W. 
(2014). Network analysis: A concise review and 
suggestions for family business research. Journal of 
Family Business Strategy, 5(1), 63–71. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2014.01.001

Zellweger,  T.  M., Chrisman,  J.  J., Chua,  J.  H., & 
Steier,  L.  P. (2019). Social structures, social re-
lationships, and family firms. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 43(2), 207–223. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1042258718792290

https://doi.org/10.1177/08944865080210030107
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944865080210030107
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1368
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1368
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726714565724
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486519836833
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2022.100523
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2022.100523
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2015.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2015.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486509332456
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486509332456
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486512468600
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486512468600
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-6248.1999.00197.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2013.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2013.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944865221125520
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944865221125520
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150703
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150703
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486517735169
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486517735169
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2022.100516
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2022.100516
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2017/41.1.15
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486515568974
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894486515568974
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726712441642
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726712441642
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2016.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2016.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00741.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00741.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00894.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2004.00051.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2004.00051.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2014.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2014.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718792290
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718792290



