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Abstract:

The purpose of this paper is to analyse whethen¢lwegenerations of family business members
have stronger entrepreneurial attitudes in comparisith the whole population. In order to
measure this entrepreneurial attitude, we considiural values and beliefs to be important
determinants of the entrepreneurial level of agiseciety (Reynolds et al., 1999; Uhlaner and
Thurik, 2007). In recent years, the relevance ofiliabusinesses in promoting entrepreneurship
and entrepreneurial values among its younger meinbreorder to foster anticipation, change
adaptation, market openness and opportunity retognhas been recognised.

This study draws upon a paper by Davidsson and Wvikl(1997), who analysed the values
(such as change orientation, need for achievemerged for autonomy, competitiveness,
valuation of money, etc.) and beliefs (societal tabation, financial payoff, perceived risk,
social status, etc.) affecting a society’s leveknfrepreneurship, to verify whether individuals
in business families have a higher level of engapurial values and beliefs and thus, a stronger
entrepreneurial attitude than individuals who ac¢ members of business families. We use
several entrepreneurial intentions models to apalgtudents’ entrepreneurial attitudes
(Davidsson, 1995a; Audet, 2004).

The data for this research was obtained from a Eaofpuniversity students in Andalusia, one
of Spain’s largest regions. From this total samplsubsample of 220 students who stated that
they were members of business families was idedtifBy means of a structural equation
model, the statistical analysis provides eviderfcth® positive influence of business families’
common entrepreneurship values and supports thenntbiat university students from business
families have a higher level of entrepreneurshig ardifferent composition of entrepreneurial
values and beliefs as determinants of entrepresdeintentions, compared with students who
are not from business families.

Keywords: entrepreneurial attitude, family business, nexkegations



1. Introduction

All around the world, family firms play an importamle in the growth of wealth and economic
development. Their presence is pervasive in magttci@s and represents a substantial share of
economic activity. For instance, 65% of all Sparfisims are owned by families, representing
about 65% of GDP, according to figures from theilnt® de la Empresa Familigian umbrella
organisation for Spain’s major family businesses.

The long-term nature of family firms’ property cparovide the resources needed for innovation
and risk taking and encourage entrepreneurialssidihhra, Hayton and Salvato, 2004). Barney,
Clark and Alvarez (2003) indicate that the kinshgations specific to family firms may aid
recognition of business opportunities.

The relationship between family businesses andittvelopment of business projects has been
noted in various studies by different authors (ldogd Verser, 1994; Veciana, 1999; Aldrich and

Cliff, 2003; Chrisman, Chua and Steier, 2003; Cltiarisman and Steier, 2003; Zahra, Hayton

and Salvato, 2004; Steier, 2007).

Chrisman, Chua and Steier (2003) mention four meagbat justify the relationship between
entrepreneurship and family business research:

- the fact that the creation of new business projersally occurs following the
involvement of a family that provides the necesdammnan and financial resources,
which is estimated to take place 80% of the time;

- the creation and renewal of a business activitplires a series of strategic decisions
that are determined by a set of economic and noneguic factors, amongst which the
role of the family stands out in the case of farbilisinesses;

- the intention of family business founders to comabiamily with business in order to
strengthen the family legacy and create econonligeya

- the key role that the head of a business playlsarsticcession process.

As a set of values and beliefs, culture is an ingmir determinant of a given society’s
entrepreneurial level (Reynolds et al., 1999; Ubiaand Thurik, 2007). The social and cultural
context, understood as values, attitudes and cgstbra society’'s members, have an important
impact on decisions that lead to specific behagpsauch as starting a business (North, 1994,
2005). In recent years, the relevance of familyirmgses in promoting entrepreneurship and
entrepreneurial values among the younger membengiar to foster anticipation, adaptation to
change, market openness and opportunity recogritsrbeen recognised.

The purpose of this paper is to analyse whether gemerations of business families have a
more highly developed entrepreneurial attitudedmparison with the general population. By

using models that integrate entrepreneurial inb@istiand beliefs, as well as entrepreneurship
attitudes, the paper aims to examine whether bssifeanily members’ values and beliefs may

explain possible differences in their willingnessstart businesses.

2. Theoretical framework
2.1. Organisational culture and valuesin family firms
In the introduction to the special edition of tleeithal of Business Venturing (2003), dedicated

to research on entrepreneurship and family busiresitors Rogoff, Kay and Heck (2003; p.
559) stress as a core idea that “family is the exrytipat feeds the fire of entrepreneurship.”

L www.iefamiliar.com



In order to compensate for the lack of literature the interrelationship between family
businesses and entrepreneurship, Aldrich and QIif©03) point out the need to include a family
perspective in research on business start-ups, hwinould allow the phenomenon of
entrepreneurship to be understood more thoroughiljus, they propose a conceptual model
that relates the features of an entrepreneur’slyagyistem to the processes and results of
starting new businesses.

According to Aldrich and Cliff's model (2003), trsitions - which are understood to be changes
in family life (weddings, births, divorces etc.anfily resources (financial, human, social,
physical or informative) or family customs, valuasd attitudes - have an influence on the
business start-up process (Astrachan, 2003). Thiseps, which includes recognising business
opportunities, deciding to be an entrepreneur, egat the necessary resources and
implementing initial strategies, structures andcpsses in new businesses, results in a new
organisation’s form of success or failure. In {uhis result has a bearing on the resources of an
entrepreneur’s family system, which triggers newnsitions and ultimately changes the
family’s customs, attitudes and values.

Organisational culture can be defined as the enduralues that make up a company’s traits
and its adaptation to the environment (Schein, 1988ra, Hayton and Salvato, 2004). These
cultures include beliefs, hopes, stories and casctat influence companies’ willingness to
support and initiate activities.

In the case of family businesses, the family’s eonst, values and attitudes form part of the
organisational culture and are determined by redi@ulture, among other factors (Zahra,
Hayton and Salvato, 2004). A family firm’s cultuttevelops over time and reflects the dynamic
exchange between the owners’ values, history aganisational achievements, the competitive
conditions in the sector and national cultures.sEheultures also reflect the ethnic heritage of
the family that owns and manages the company. Aesde regional cultures and historical
experiences also shape these cultures.

The social and cultural context (values, attituded customs) of a society’s members greatly
determines the decisions that lead to certain beta{North, 1994, 2005). In the case of new
businesses, the customs, values and attitudeaftkat the decision to set up a new venture are
a result of the cultural and social environment datermine the actions or performance to be
considered and in the end, adopted (Shapero andl,SH82). The possibility of sharing
resources, including social networks, between #meilf and the business play key roles in the
growth and development of both (Rogoff, Kay and H@003; Steier, 2007).

Family firms are created as a result of an indiglduentrepreneurial intention, which involves
several other family members in order to get theirmss off the ground. Owners of family
firms are aware of the need to maintain this emémegurial impulse along the years, as these
firms’ survival depends on their ability to enteawi markets and revitalise existing operations
so that new business can be created (Ward, 1983 this point of view, it can be said that
family firms have an entrepreneurial orientation.

On the other hand, some family firms become comrdme over time, because of the perceived
high risk of failure of business projects and inntuthe risk of destruction of family wealth

(Zahra, Hayton and Salvato, 2004). Family firms cdso follow conservative strategies

because of their organisational cultures, which ragglve from the initial entrepreneurial

impulse to a more cautious stance.

A recent study on corporate social responsibillBSR) in large Spanish family businesses
(Casado and Rodriguez, 2009) highlights the thigtendtive features they share: the relevance
of maintaining the family reputation, the validibf founding values and maintenance of the



family’s leadership in the firm. This study alscosls that long-term vision, an entrepreneurial
attitude, adaptation to change and the pursuitofemic and non-economic benefits are family
businesses’ main values.

Regarding entrepreneurship, the study points outt tih seems that maintaining the

entrepreneurial spirit should undeniably be onetld cornerstones of good corporate
governance, regardless of the corporate philosaplopted. This idea is shared by most of the
firms analysed in the study, but several expresbatithis is not always applied in practice.

Large Spanish family firms also stated that maimtaj the entrepreneurial spirit within the

family business is closely linked to the full foroethe founding spirit (Casado and Rodriguez,
2009).

According to the firms in the study, entrepreneijrss related to a confident relationship with
stakeholders, an open-minded attitude regardingket@rand society, self-criticism and an
effort-oriented organisational culture. The resufsthis study are consistent with those of
Zahra, Hayton and Salvato (2004).

Zahra, Hayton and Salvato (2004) analyse the inflaeof organisational culture on
entrepreneurship in family firms by means of foultural dimensions assumed to be associated
with entrepreneurial skills: individual vs. grouplttiral orientation, external orientation, an
organisational culture oriented toward decentrabsaand long-term orientation. The results of
their study support the notion that the influenteuwtural values on entrepreneurship is greater
in family than in non-family firms (Zahra, Hayton&Salvato, 2004; 374).

Tapies (2009) points out five core values commosuocessful family firms: (1) excellence,
understood as the constant desire to improve aridtaira high quality standards in every
activity within the firm, (2) hard work, (3) initizve, such as the capacity to assume risks, (4)
simplicity and (5) austerity, the avoidance of wessary waste. Other possible values
mentioned as specific to family firms include hdgescoherence, discretion, social
responsibility, commitment, employee-orientatiord dong-term orientation (Bermejo, 2009).
Family firms are also very concerned about maimgirtheir values and passing them on to
following generations.

This is a brief summary of the entrepreneurial fesg of family firms, which are apparently
embedded in their organisational culture and valaesording to previous studies. Below, we
analyse how values and beliefs can influence thegmneurial attitude.

2.2. Entrepreneurial values and beliefs

An individual's propensity to start a business Heen analysed from the perspective of
entrepreneurial traits, although this approach basn overtaken by others that consider
entrepreneurs’ broader context and their persorpérience (Davidsson, 1995b; Reynolds,
1995). A review of the studies that have contridut® furthering knowledge about
entrepreneurship was conducted by Guerrero, Riatp @rbano (2008), who examined the
evolution of entrepreneurial intention models andsidered several models as the frames of
references for studying entrepreneurial intentidnsprder to conclude that the Davidsson
model (1995a, 1995b) can be regarded as a summdnyi@grated version of those models.

The concept of entrepreneurial intention has bedimeld by several models. The first model
that attempted to explain this concept was thegpnéneurial Event Model (Shapero and Sokol,
1982). Shapero and Sokol (1982) considered thaemmneurship can be explained by the
relationship among initiatives, skills, managementonomy and risk. An individual’s decision

to start a business depends on the personal percepthe desirability of entrepreneurship, the
propensity to act and the perception of feasibilithis event-based model was empirically
tested in several studies, such as Audet’'s (20@d)ong othersThe Theory of Planned



Behavior (Ajzen1991)draws on the notion that any behaviour requireseskind of planning
and that this behaviour can be predicted by mehttsedntention to adopt it. In this approach,
intention is shaped by an individual's attitudewdod the behaviour, the perception of social
norms and the individual's perception of behavibwantrol Guerrero, Rialp and Urbano,
2008).

The Entrepreneurial Attitude Orientation instrument BRmson, Stimpson, Huefner and Hunt,
1991) formulates a scale in order to explain attitudedfmtion by means of elements such as
achievement, self-esteem, personal control andvation; it also considers three kinds of
reactions: affective, cognitive and conative. TrasiB Intention Model (Kreuger and Carsrud,
1993) may be considered a forerunner of the sulesggbntrepreneurial Potential Model
(Krueger and Brazeal 994, which also draws on earlier models by Shapetb&wkol (1982)
and Ajzen (1991).

Finally, Davidsson’s modell@95a, 1995pbexplains the intention to create a new business as
function of an entrepreneur’s conviction and peasaituation. This conviction is influenced by

general and specific attitudes, which in turn aomditioned by an individual's personal

background (Davidsson, 1995a).

The model developed by Davidsson (1995a, 1995b)rauses several findings from previous
research, in order to integrate what is known ahibet kinds of factors that influence
individuals’ entrepreneurial inclinations. The Ddsgon model also goes beyond a mere
integration of prior knowledge by adding severakmasights.

Davidsson and Wiklund (1997) applied Davidsson’sleido analyse the influence of cultural

elements, such as values and beliefs, on the iariat regional business start-up rates. This
study draws upon this research by Davidsson anduvik(1997), who analysed values (such
as change orientation, need for achievement, faremltonomy, competitiveness, valuation
of money) and beliefs (such as societal contrilmjtifinancial payoff, perceived risk, social

status) affecting the level of entrepreneurship society, to verify that individuals in business
families have higher levels of entrepreneurial ealuand beliefs and thus, a stronger
entrepreneurial attitude than individuals who dobelong to business families.

2.3. Entrepreneur ship and family firms

We used entrepreneurial intentions models as a tmchnalyse students’ entrepreneurial
attitudes (Davidsson, 1995a; Audet, 2004; Gueretral., 2008) and thus, propose a model to
measure credibility as a prior indicator of fantiysiness members’ entrepreneurial intentions.
The credibility construct is formed by the feasiibnd desirability of creating own businesses
and has its roots in earlier works by Audet (2084)ieger and Carsrud (1993) and Krueger and
Brazeal 1994. Feasibility, also called self-efficacy, is measiby both personal viability
towards entrepreneurship and perceived entrepriahalills. We also considered values that
influence entrepreneurship (Davidsson and Wiklue@7).

We used the credibility construct, since we corsithat it will better reflect family firm
members’ entrepreneurial attitudes. Family firm rbemns don’t necessarily have to start new
firms, because they can expect to join family firtimst are up and running. However, they can
contribute to family firms by applying their entrepeurial attitudes. Credibility may be a
sound precursor of entrepreneurial intentions (@uwer Rialp and Urbano, 2008). In turn,
entrepreneurial activity is influenced by valuesclsuas competitiveness, effort, change
orientation, valuation of money and autonomy (Das@h, 1995a; Davidsson and Wiklund,
1997).

In order to analyse family firm members’ entreprama attitudes, we propose a model that
considers the credibility construct and the valtlest influence it. As noted in section 2.1,



competitiveness, achievement motivation, and chamgmntation can be regarded as specific
values in family firms that are common to entrepraship, whereas valuation of money and
autonomy are not among the values common to battilyfafirms and entrepreneurship.
Therefore, competitiveness, achievement motivatod, change orientation shall be considered
the three values that influence credibility.

3. Mod€

As a result of the conceptual background, thisysiacdbased on Krueger and Brazeal's model
(1994) and Audet’s (2004) and Davidsson and Wiklar{d997) research. We conceptualise a
model that resumes how entrepreneurial values enfla an entrepreneurial attitude. The
credibility construct (unobserved) is made up didility and feasibility. The entrepreneurial
values construct (unobserved) is made up of chanigatation, achievement motivation, and
competitiveness.

Davidsson and Wiklund (1997) apply Davidsson’s niqd€95) to analyse the influence of
cultural elements, such as values and beliefsaoatons in regional firm creation rates.

Krueger and Brazeal’'s model analyses the influerigeerceived desirability and feasibility on
credibility and later, on entrepreneurial intenioAccording to the Planned Behaviour Theory
(Ajzen, 1991), entrepreneurial intentions aris®ptd entrepreneurial activity. As we noted in
section 2, not all family firm members will createw businesses, but family firms need
entrepreneurial attitudes and skills in order tatome and renovate their activities. Thus, we
chose to analyse how the entrepreneurial valuesnmonto successful family firms (Tapies,
2009) influence entrepreneurial attitudes and deaw entrepreneurial skills influence
credibility. A summary of the selected integratealda is shown in Figure 1.

The study’s general framework is based on Douglagh' institutional theory (1994, 2005).
Hence, we distinguish between informal institutiofwgilture, values, norms) and formal
institutions (rules, laws, regulations).



Figure 1. Model of the entrepreneurial attitudesthat affect entrepreneurship
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We consider this model, as shown in Figure 2, eeg#rcontext for a framework of informal
institutions in order to analyse how entreprenéwidues affect family firm participants’
perceived desirability (attitudes and social norias)l perceived feasibility (self-efficacy and
capacity). The credibility construct (unobserved)riade up of desirability and feasibility. The
entrepreneurial values construct (unobserved) idema of change-orientation, achievement
motivation and competitiveness.



Figure 2. Modelling entrepreneurial values and credibility
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This theoretical framework suggests a model toeltetl through structural equations in which
family business participants are compared with faonily business members that are divided
into two other sub-samples, one of which includeslents who are planning to create new
businesses and the other which includes students deklared they are not thinking about
starting new businesses. This division was madassto analyse both the composition and
impact of values on entrepreneurial attitudes aeits (i.e., credibility).

4. Methodology

The data for this study was obtained from a sanghle3,070 students from eight public
universities in Andalusia (one of Spain’s largesgions), stratified by university, gender and
study field from a general population of 233,30&lsits in 2007. The fieldwork was conducted
in May and June, 2007 through personal interviewimgia structured questionnaire that
included variables that measured constructs ofeprgneurial values and beliefs (Davidsson
and Wiklund, 1997) and determinants of entrepréakintentions (Davidsson, 1995a; Audet,
2004). The items were measured using a Likert decate 1 to 5. On the basis of this sample,
we identified a sub-sample of 220 students whcedtahat they were members of business
families.

The respondents were selected through a simpleonammoportional selection according to
branch of knowledge (humanities, experimental sseneconomics, social and legal sciences,
health sciences and technical education), sexgemg and year of study (first or other year)
and Andalusian university.

In the general sample, the sample error was 2.18#tea95% level (Z=1.96 p=g=0.5). In the
sub-samples, the highest sample error appearée inumanities, with a sample error of 7.33%
at the 95% level. At the universities, the maximemor was 5.1%.

The selection of value dimensions was based orridgeand papers analysed in the literature
reviewed. Each value dimension was measured bysditems and all the items were measured



on a Likert scale from 1 to 5. The statistical s was conducted using a structural equation
modelling that allowed us to examine an establigie¢ation between one or more independent
and dependent variables. The statistical softwseel was the SPSS and AMOS version 18.0.

We tested the structural equation model using ated sample (3,070) and three sub-samples.
The first sub-sample encompassed university stadehb were members of business families
(226), the second sub-sample encompassed studéhtdim intentions to start a company
(166) and the third encompassed those with nognetneurial intentions (1,244).

The Cronbach’s alpha indices for change-orientagioth achievement motivation were 0.51.
We revised these indices by eliminating one digmkriem for each index, with which
Cronbach’s alpha rose to 0.72. Cronbach’s alphadimpetitiveness reached 0.824. Then we
constructed indices for change-orientation, achirerg motivation and competitiveness with a
factorial analysis. In order to make the maximura aéthe available data, mean substitutions
were employed for internal non-responses to indi@idtems in the values indices.

The total sample included 3,070 students, mosthafrvwere females (54.3%) between 20 and
25 years old who were not in the first year of theiiversity studies. This total sample was
divided into three sub-samples: family business bers) strong entrepreneurial intention and
no entrepreneurial intention, each of which hadelevant differences from the main features
of the total sample. Table 1 describes the mainodgaphic variables of the sub-samples
considered.

Tablel
Descriptive statistics

Total | Family Business | Entrepreneurial No entrepreneurial
intention intention

Size 3,070 226 166 1,244
Sex

Female (%) 54.3 49.8 40.4 58.4

Male (%) 45.7 50.2 59.6 41.6
Year

First 20.4 24.0 18.8 18.4

Other 79.6 76.0 81.3 81.6
Age

Under 20 27.8 26.9 25.3 28.5

20-25 57.7 56.0 59.3 56.1

26-35 14.0 16.7 154 15.0

Over 35 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.4
Professional experience% | 45.1 61.5 57.2 37.7

Table 2 shows information on the indices of dedlitgp feasibility, change-orientation,
competitiveness and achievement motivation relegetumber of items, a sample of items for
each one, arithmetic mean, S.E., maximum and mimmalues, standard deviation and earlier
references in the literature about them.



Table?2
Values and beliefs, measur es of the critical construct indices

Index label | I1tems | Sampleitem Mean | SE.|Min|Max| Desv. References
Desirability 1 How attractive you find thg 3.39 .023 1 5 1.217| Audet (2004),
idea of starting your own Guerrero et al.
business (2008)
Feasibility 1 How confident you are 3.35 021 1 5 1.145| Audet (2004),
about your skills and Guerrero et al.
abilities to start a businesg (2008)
Change 2 Dramatic changes in one’y 0.00 .0158| -2.00| 1.516| .876077| Davidsson and
life situation are for the Wiklund (1997)
most part an enrichment i
the long run
Competitive 5 I try harder when I'm 0.00 .0163| -2.06| 1.905| .903834Davidsson and
ness competing with others \Wiklund (1997)
Achievemeny 4 Facing new challenges an| 0.00 .0151| -2.49| 1.746| .836810Davidsson and
motivation successfully coping with \Wiklund (1997)
them is extremely
important to me

In order to analyse model fit, we identified stitis such as the chi-square, its degrees of
freedom (DF), its probability value (P), the Conadare Fit Index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis
Index (TLI), and the Root Mean Square Error of Apgimation (RMSEA).

If the probability value of the chi-square tesbé&dow .05, the null hypothesis that the model fits
the data would be rejected. The chi-square temt i@bsolute test of model fit: if the probability
value (P) is below .05, the model is rejected. Theker-Lewis Index (TLI) and Comparative

Fit Index (CFI) compare the specified model's abtolfit with the independence model's

absolute fit. Hu and Bentler (1999) recommend RMSEAIes below .06, and Tucker-Lewis
Index and the Comparative Fit Index values of .0&igher. Since the RMSEA for this model

is .004 and the Tucker-Lewis Index value is .91, inodel was a good fit, according to the
descriptive measures of fit.

This model (Figure 3) was not significant for thboke sample of students. The CFI, TLI and

RMSEA levels indicate a very good fit. All the regsion coefficients in this model are
significantly different from zero beyond the .0véé
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Figure 3. Modelling entrepreneurial values and credibility
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In this sense, Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) stdtatlwhen the chi-square is not significant in a
structural equation model, but the other indicessent reasonable results, it is feasible to
continue working with the data. We tested the madshg three sub-samples from the total
sample. These sub-samples include (1) studentsbelumg to business families, (2) students
who are not interested in starting new business®s$(3) students who are considering starting

a new business.

A summary of the results from the structural eaquratinodelling for the sub-samples is shown

in Table 3.
Table3
Main estimation modelsfit by sub-sample
Sub-sample Chi-square | Degrees | Probab. | CMIN RMSEA
of level IDF | CFI | TLI

freedom (ph)
Family business 7.653 4 0.105 1.913 [ 0.979/0.921| 0.059 | Significant
members
No entrepreneurial 2.371 4 0.668 0.593 | 1.000| 1.022| 0.000 Significant
intention
Stronger 5.203 4 0.267 1.301 {0.992|0.970| 0.043 Significant
entrepreneurial
intention

As shown in Table 3, all the sub-samples were Baanit.
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As shown in Table 4, within the model estimatedffonily firm members, an increase of one
unit for entrepreneurial values leads to an in@ezfs1.387 units in credibility. Credibility is

made up of 0.9 units of feasibility and one unitdafsirability. The entrepreneurial values
construct is made up of one unit for change, 1.@itsdor achievement motivation and 1.54
units for competitiveness.

Table4
Main regression weights by sub-sample
Sub-sample Credibility | Desirability | Feasibility Change Achievement Competitive-
Entrepr. < < < motivation ness
Values| Credibility | Credibility | Entrep.Values| < <
Entrep.Values Entrep.Valueg
Family business members 1.387 1.000 .903 1.000 1.778 1.541
No entrepreneurial intentig 771 1.000 797 1.000 1.033 1.234
Stronger entrepreneurial 1.242 1.000 .844 1.000 2.201 2.191
intention

Credibility is less affected by entrepreneurialues in the sub-sample of students with no
intention of creating new businesses. An increasenie unit for entrepreneurial values only
increases credibility by 0.77 units. Credibilityrizade up of a lower level of feasibility. The

entrepreneurial values construct is made up ofwmiefor change, 1.03 units for achievement
motivation and 1.23 units for competitiveness.

Lastly, for the sub-sample that comprises students stronger entrepreneurial intentions,
entrepreneurial values have a notable influencecredibility. An increase of one unit for
entrepreneurial values results in 1.24 units fedibility. Credibility is made up of a lower level
of feasibility. The entrepreneurial values condtisenade up of higher figures for achievement
motivation (2.21) and competitiveness (2.19).

Table 5 shows that within the estimated model, Hmss family members have a fairly high
level of desirability (3.806) and feasibility (3@3 which is higher than the average for students
for whom these variables are 3.39 and 3.35 reg@bgtiThe change index was estimated at
0.10, near the average, which was 0.00. Howevaenilyfafirm participants presented higher
values for achievement motivation (0.114) and cditipeness (0.117).

Table5

Main inter cepts: estimations by sub-sample

Sub-sample Desirability| Feasibility Change Achievement | Competitiveness
motivation

Mean / Min/Max 3.39/1/5] 3.35/1/5|90/-200A51 66/ 049/1.74| 0.0/-2.06/1.90

Family business 3.806 3.836 .010 114 77

members

No entrepreneurial 2.680 2.680 -.170 -.181 -.216

intention

Stronger entrepreneurig 4.383 4.241 .101 221 .292

intention

The sub-sample of students who have no intentiostafting businesses had much lower
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estimations for desirability and feasibility (2.680@r both of them). The indices for
entrepreneurial values were negative.

The students who intend to create new businesseshald higher estimations for desirability
and feasibility (4.38 and 4.241), as well as foarge (0.101), achievement motivation (0.221)
and competitiveness (0.292).

The results from the model estimation for familyrfiparticipants are shown in Figure 4.

Figure4. Model for family firm participants
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motivation veness social normg Feasibility

and attitude)|

Change
self-efficacy;

Entreprenurial
Values

X2=7.653. df=4. p|=0.106. CMIN/DF=1.913)
CFI1(0.979). TLI (0.922). RMSEA (0.059)

The figures for this model for family firm parti@pts (Figure 4) indicates that it is a good

model (CMIN/DF<2) and a good fit, as indicated IGF( (0.979). TLI (0.922) and RMSEA
(0.059) <0.06)

All the regression coefficients in this model aigngicantly different from zero beyond the .01
level. Standardised estimates allow the relativerdmutions of each predictor variable to each
outcome variable to be evaluated.

Table 6 shows the regression weights for the godigudents who are business family
members.
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Table6
Regression Weights

Estimate SE. C.R. P
Credibility < Entrepreneurial Valugs 1.387 .309 4.483 ***

Desirability < Credibility 1.000
Feasibility < Credibility 903 .175 5.156 ***
Change < Entrepreneurial Valugs  1.000

Achievement
motivation

Competitivenes§ Entrepreneurial Values 1.541 .290 5.317 ***

< Entrepreneurial Valugs 1.778 .328 5.422 ***

5. Discussion and conclusions

The entrepreneurial attitude of family firm membevas analysed by a model tested for
structural equations modelling. The model shows lemtvepreneurial values, such as change-
orientation, achievement motivation and competitess, influence credibility, understood as
feasibility and desirability.

We used a sample of university students in Andajusiho were asked about their
entrepreneurial intentions and attitudes. The tegamhple included 3,070 students divided into
three sub-samples: (1) students who belong to bssifamilies, (2) students who are not eager
to start new businesses, and (3) students who eessdering starting new businesses.

Although the model is not valid for the total sampbecause the chi-square is not significant, it
can be used to analyse the data, since the ottieeg(CFI, TLI, RMSEA) present reasonable
figures (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). The modalakd for the sub-sample that includes new
generations of family firm members.

As noted in section 1, this paper aims to analysetiner new generations of family businesses
have a stronger entrepreneurial attitude in coraparwith the whole population. By comparing
the figures for the three sub-samples, it seemisstiidents who are business family members
seem to be more entrepreneurially-oriented thanbusinmess family students, whether they
wish to create a new firm or not. Students who rfemtended to start new businesses had
stronger entrepreneurial values as well as a stroagtrepreneurial attitude. These results may
partially support the notion that the new generaiof a family business can maintain the
entrepreneurial spirit needed in the family firmemhthey join it.

These results advance knowledge of the factorsgbsitively influence entrepreneurship by

providing evidence of the positive influence ofued common to family businesses. Thus, the
results suggest that university students who armbmees of business families have a higher
level of entrepreneurship and a different composiof entrepreneurial values and beliefs as
determinants of entrepreneurial attitude comparétth wtudents who are not members of

business families.
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