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Abstract

:

Companies in general and family businesses in particular engage in local collaborations in rather diverse areas through their corporate social responsibility activities. The COVID-19 pandemic has made these contributions to community improvement more apparent, suggesting a paradigm shift. This conceptual paper proposes a reflection about the evolution of the corporate social responsibility activities linked to family businesses in emergencies and from the socioemotional wealth perspective. The contribution of this paper is twofold. Firstly, it provides an in-depth reflection on the evolution of philanthropy, posing the following questions: are we witnessing a reinvention of corporate social responsibility within the framework of family businesses because of the global pandemic; does this new trend deserve support, given the fundamental role that family businesses have played in this situation; and if so, what should such support consist of, and what is the optimal channel for articulating it? Secondly, the paper proposes a theoretical framework from the socioemotional wealth perspective to advance research about corporate social responsibility carried out by family businesses. Business families are more likely to implement strategies that promote ethical behavior and CSR activities in their companies. The pandemic situation has created new possibilities for developing CSR.
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1. Introduction


The economic importance of family businesses is unquestionable, due to their enormous specific weight in any economy’s GDP (Gross Domestic Product) and employment [1], as they are the predominant way of doing business worldwide [2]. Historically, business families have also provided important patronage with relevant effects on their surroundings. For example, the architectural richness of present-day Florence would be inconceivable without the patronage of the Medici family during the Renaissance. This role not only has been maintained but also has increased and adapted to new political, economic and social contexts throughout history, evolving from the concept of patronage into the broader idea of philanthropy and, especially in modern times, the concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR) [3].



Companies’ philanthropy is included under the domain of corporate social responsibility (CSR) [4,5]. The European Union definition of CSR states that CSR is “a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their firm operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis” [6]. Nevertheless, as there is no globally accepted definition, it is generally accepted that CSR refers to “a company’s activities, processes, and status in connection with its related stakeholder obligations” [7] p. 207.



Currently, successful businesses are beginning to be defined by their integration of concepts such as management quality, environmental management, brand reputation, customer loyalty, corporate ethics and talent retention. These concepts constitute common CSR practices. It can be said that CSR strategies are related to sustainable development. Specifically, the measures derived from adopting ethical codes, better environmental practices or human capital development—measures included in the term CSR—are usually considered a good strategy that should lead to better corporate management and thus performance. Firms and investors recognize that investing in accordance with sustainability principles has the capacity to create long-term value [8].



Sustainable development is obtained through the management of environmental, natural, economic, social, cultural and political factors. These issues are interrelated and therefore should not be considered independently. They are part of the concept of CSR and have a voluntary character. They can be grouped into economic, social and environmental areas (the “triple bottom line”) [8] (see Figure 1).



Despite the relevance of family businesses worldwide, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, no previous research has analyzed family businesses and their philanthropic activities during crises or emergencies, such as pandemics. Although business families often collaborate with their local environments in diverse areas (e.g., economic, social, sanitary) through their CSR activities, the COVID-19 pandemic has made these contributions to community improvement efforts clearer, being in most cases appreciated by citizens. However, a certain evolution in the forms leads us to discuss a paradigm shift: philanthropic activities no longer focus solely on traditional economic or material donations but also include knowledge and organizational capacity, which many companies have made available to various governments to help manage and end the pandemic through unprecedented international logistical deployments.



In this paper, we focus on business families that collaborate—whether directly or through their businesses—in activities intended to support and resolve problems during emergencies such as those caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. The following questions must be answered: has CSR been reinvented due to the effects of the global pandemic? Would stronger support for CSR in family businesses be convenient, given its main role in these circumstances? What are the most appropriate mechanisms for this support, and how would they be articulated?



A special feature of business families is their special connection with local environments (in which they conduct business), so they want to return to the society that surrounds them part of what they receive from it. Their long-term vision leads them to think about not only short-term outcomes but also the legacies they will leave to future generations, as they expect that members of the family will continue the business activity. Thus, the motivations that lead business families to carry out philanthropic activities, whether directly or through their companies’ CSR activities, include their desire to pass on their legacies to future generations, their links with the communities in which they develop their activities and their desire to maintain their social reputations. Such philanthropic activity is, in short, a matter of contributing to the maintenance and transmission of a family’s socioemotional wealth (SEW). Therefore, the SEW perspective is the theoretical framework that can best explain business families’ motivations to develop philanthropic activities, especially during emergencies.



This conceptual paper reflects on the evolution of the corporate social responsibility activities linked to family businesses in emergencies from the socioemotional wealth perspective. The contribution of this paper is twofold: firstly, it provides an in-depth reflection on the evolution of philanthropy, posing the following questions: are we witnessing a reinvention of corporate social responsibility within the framework of family businesses because of the global pandemic? Does this new trend deserve support, given the fundamental role that family businesses have played in this situation, and if so, what should such support consist of, and what is the optimal channel for articulating it? Secondly, it proposes a theoretical framework from the socioemotional wealth perspective to advance the research about corporate social responsibility carried out by family businesses. Business families are more likely to implement strategies that promote ethical behavior and CSR activities in their companies. The pandemic situation has created new possibilities for developing CSR.




2. Theoretical Background


2.1. Corporate Social Responsibility in Family Business


Given the important role of family businesses in the world economy, many researchers in areas such as finance, economics and management have studied how family and nonfamily businesses differ in terms of organizational performance and corporate governance [9,10]. However, so far, researchers have overlooked other topics such as CSR [11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23]. Table 1 summarizes the most-cited works on the topics of “CSR” and “Family business” in WOS. The important family business developments over the last fifteen years seem to have failed to account for business families themselves. Research has instead focused on business-related issues such as objectives, strategies, competitive advantages, leadership, philanthropic practices, professionalization and succession, applying multiple theoretical perspectives. Family influence is implied, and variables related to family involvement (e.g., ownership, generational evolution, participation in management) often serve as proxies for that influence. This indirect approach to business families limits study of the influence of the family and family relations on a company’s evolution, management and objectives, whether economic or noneconomic [24]. Here, we focus on business families because their long-term vision and ideas related to transmitting their legacy to the next generation are essential elements that increase their philanthropic activity. Owner families are able to integrate their decisions to promote this type of CSR activity in their corporate strategies.



Family businesses are usually characterized by three features: (1) control in the hands of family members, (2) long-term strategic guidelines established by members of the business family and (3) the desire to ensure that control of the company is exercised by successive generations. Thus, according to Chua and Gray [25], this business model is, by definition, governed or led by a dominant coalition controlled by members of the same family. This coalition shapes the vision of the business in a potentially sustainable way for future family generations. According to Cuadrado-Ballesteros et al. [26], a family business is a company in which the founders or their descendants, in addition to majority shareholders, hold senior positions or are present on the board of directors.



Family businesses have financial and nonfinancial objectives. Within the latter, the international literature has highlighted the interest in preserving identity, reputation and longevity as well as safeguarding a positive public image [27,28,29]. A more recent approach addresses SEW [30,31,32], which includes nonmonetary assets (e.g., family unit, community influence, family succession) that have a positive effect on the satisfaction of a business family’s affective needs. This approach recognizes that the objective function of the family business goes beyond simple profit maximization of the neoclassical company and includes pecuniary (earnings) and nonpecuniary objectives (SEW).



However, the major financial scandals of the early twenty-first century and the global economic crisis increased the demand for ethical behavior in the business world [33]. In particular, the crisis affected the welfare of society and showed that things would not go back to the way they used to be [34]. It also indicated the need for new ideas and models to broaden the perspective on the situation. It is thus envisaged that, in addition to the traditional indicators of results (i.e., productivity, competitiveness and the economic growth of the welfare society), it is necessary to account for social indicators, giving rise to the perspective of subjective well-being [35]. In this context, the COVID-19 pandemic has created an unprecedented global crisis on a larger scale than the recent financial crisis. The reaction and collaboration of family companies in the face of this situation represents a new shift in the philosophy of CSR by opening a space for cooperation through not only economic contributions but also collaboration in management and by putting knowledge of companies and family entrepreneurs at the service of the general interest.




2.2. Socioemotional Wealth, Corporate Social Responsibility and Family Business


In this paper, we propose using the SEW perspective as a theoretical framework. The perspective involves seeking to preserve the cumulative allocation in a company [36]. Be-rrone et al. [37] p. 258 contended that “SEW is the most important differentiator of the family firm as a single entity and, as such, helps explain why family firms behave distinctively.” SEW refers to “non-financial aspects of the company that meet the affective needs of the family, such as identity, the ability to exert family influence and the perpetuation of the family of the dynasty” [30] p. 106. Therefore, decisions made in the family business field are oriented to the maintenance of the socioemotional legacy even when they may adversely affect performance [38]. Berrone et al. [37] proposed a set of dimensions called FIBER (see Figure 2): family control and influence (F), identification of family members with a company (I), binding social ties (B), emotional attachment of family members (E) and renewal of family ties with a company through dynastic succession (R).



We propose using this theoretical framework to understand why business families engage in philanthropic activities or promote CSR in their companies. With regard to the control and influence of family members (F), an owner family controls, directly or indirectly, a family business and its strategic decisions.



Identification of family members with a company (I) is a possible result of the close link between a family and a company. Family ownership of a company provides the family and its members with a sense of identity. Identifying the family with the values and objectives of philanthropy is critical to promoting and enhancing CSR activities.



Identity perceptions are driven not only by the family context but also by a broader social context. Binding social ties (B) refer to companies’ social relations with various stakeholders. Family businesses are often deeply rooted in their local communities. Thus, business families become involved in solving problems in the communities in which they live and develop their businesses with a long-term horizon [3].



Emotional attachment of family members (E) can affect decision-making within a family business. Therefore, decisions can be made on the basis of feelings and relationships among family members.



The renewal of family ties with a company through dynastic succession (R) relates to the long-term vision of maintaining the family’s control of the company in future generations. This transgenerational vision and sense of dynasty are key concerns of family businesses. Business families seek to preserve family wealth for subsequent generations, and that includes not only assets but also family values.



This long-term vision leads the business family to make philanthropic decisions regardless of other economic issues. From this perspective, family companies present greater commitment to CSR or a more favorable focus toward investment in long-term sustainable projects as a mechanism that favors the company’s transfer to future generations [39,40]. In addition, this reinforces the company’s image [36] due to the strong link between the family’s reputation and the company’s success and image [7,41]. Thus, we argue that business families tend to view investments into CSR as leading to increased SEW and therefore allocate a significant volume of their funds to CSR strategies that will make them the most sustainable companies.



Based on the above, SEW preservation appears to be a key factor in the decision-making processes among family businesses, which are more sensitive to social and environmental demands and show greater commitment to CSR [42]. However, it remains unclear whether investments in CSR undertaken by family businesses entail competitive advantages or financial returns due to the prevalence of SEW over the economic-financial criteria in decision-making. The debate surrounding the generation of CSR value in family businesses has delayed its raison d’être in two respects: the questionable returns associated with CSR and aversion to lost SEW as compared to the loss of value creation.



First, despite the many benefits associated with CSR, the literature on this subject maintains that its financial return is dubious, at least in the short-term [43]. Numerous studies have shown that inaccurate results, as well as many other factors such as family ownership, influence this connection. However, most assert that CSR has a positive effect on a company’s performance [44]. Even so, in line with Buchanan et al. [45], overinvestment in CSR generates high cost figures, thus raising concerns about overinvestment. Therefore, based on the agency theory, managers can overinvest in CSR to increase their reputations and preserve their jobs, even at investors’ expense. Overinvesting in such practices can destroy a company’s value [46] for both family and non-family businesses. Oppositely, Porter and Kramer (2011) [47] consider compliance with the law and ethical standards to create shared value. For these authors, creating societal value is “one of the most powerful forces driving growth in the global economy” [47] p.15.



Second, authors such as Gómez-Mejía et al. [48] have argued that families make strategic decisions to ensure the preservation of their SEW, even if they lead to worse financial results. A family business can invest in CSR strategies by visualizing more dangers related to not undertaking such projects than to profits [49]. In particular, Cruz et al. [49] pointed out that the lower financial performance generated by CSR investment will be even lower in family businesses because of the greater attention they pay to ensuring their survival and SEW through CSR practices, despite the potential losses that doing so generates. Thus, business families’ interventions in the face of the crisis generated by the pandemic have highlighted their concerns about long-term sustainability rather than financial returns. Measures by many family employers such as the temporary closure of companies without recourse to dismissals support this assertion.





3. Methodology, Findings and Discussion


Due to the exploratory nature of this study, no pre-defined hypotheses were tested. Rather, the study provides the groundwork for a nuanced understanding of the potential role of business families in helping in emergency situations, such as the one generated by the COVID-19 pandemic [50]. Three research questions related to the CSR activities of family businesses are posed. Information published in the media is used to respond to them. The answers are also justified from the theoretical SEW approach. We propose a reflection about changes in the CSR strategies carried out by family businesses, specifically in emergency situations [51].



3.1. Are We Witnessing a Reinvention of Corporate Social Responsibility within the Framework of Family Businesses Because of the Global Pandemic?


From the SEW perspective, adopted here as a theoretical framework, business families are more likely to implement strategies that promote ethical behavior and CSR activities in their companies [52]. The situation created by the pandemic has created new possibilities for developing CSR, different from traditional donations and collaborations.



CSR strategies have changed. Family businesses, in addition to making financial donations, have collaborated in managing the COVID-19 crsis. Business families have decided to pour their knowledge into developing their philanthropic projects in the five following ways.




	
Providing logistical support to the government to purchase and supply essential sanitary equipment.




	
The company Inditex (Spain) made its logistical capacity available to the Spanish health authorities for acquiring and transporting sanitary equipment and provided 35 million units of health-protection materials from China. These purchases were made not only by Inditex and the Amancio Ortega Foundation but also by the Government of Spain, autonomous communities and hospitals.



	
LVMH (France) secured an order with a Chinese industrial supplier for 7 million surgical masks and 3 million FFP2 masks for France.








	
Restructuring production plants and directing lines to the health-care field by manufacturing protective equipment, ventilators and disinfectant gel.




	
The LVMH family group remodeled its perfume- and cosmetic-production units to manufacture and distribute hydroalcoholic disinfectant gels for free.



	
The L’Oréal group (France) also remodeled its production units to collaborate with European health authorities and manufacture hand-sanitizer gel.



	
The Antolín Group (Spain), a Spanish family business specializing in automotive interior components, contributed to fighting the COVID-19 pandemic by manufacturing components for protective screens as well as protective gowns for health personnel.








	
Avoiding temporary layoffs as a supportive measure for employees and their communities’ economies, which returns the focus to the owner family that controls the company and has decided to think more about the long-term and its employees than its financial results.




	
On 17 March, the Inditex Group temporarily closed 3785 stores in 39 countries, but it decided not to apply temporary employment regulation files (ERTE in Spanish) to its workers and instead continued to pay its workers a full salary.



	
Similarly, Hijos de Rivera, the family business owner of Estrella Galicia, decided not to apply ERTE to its staff because, in the words of its CEO Ignacio Rivera, “You have to be supportive in this pandemic, pull out all the stops, and protect this great family that are our workers.”








	
Help suppliers by reducing payment periods.




	
The L’Oréal group decided to make payments immediately to help its suppliers during the possible economic slowdown resulting from the pandemic.



	
Mercadona, a Spanish supermarket chain, also helped its suppliers by injecting liquidity through an extension of its confirming lines worth up to 2.1 billion euros so that these companies could collect their bills on the spot and maintain employment.








	
Purely philanthropic activities such as donating millions of dollars or euros in response to the coronavirus, allowing for greater investment into the research and development of treatments and a vaccine for COVID-19, as well as donations in kind (with an example from Big Charitable Gifts, www.philantrophy.com, accessed on 9 December 2020):




	
“All In Washington Fund (Seattle): $25 million challenge pledge from Jeff Bezos to match gifts of under $1 million apiece from other donors who give to the fund’s efforts to provide immediate support for people who have been affected by the coronavirus pandemic across Washington State. Bezos founded Amazon.”



	
“Covid-19 Therapeutics Accelerator (Seattle) has received a pledge of $20 million from the billionaires Michael and Susan Dell through their foundation. This effort was created in March by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and others to speed up the development of treatments for Covid-19 patients and make it easier for those with the disease to access treatment. Michael Dell founded and leads the technology company Dell, in Austin, TX, USA.”














3.2. Does This New Trend Deserve Support, Given the Fundamental Role That Family Businesses Have Played in This Situation?


As a CSR formula, philanthropy and its paradigmatic instrument, patronage, must be examined in the context of this evolution, the trajectory of which had a strong effect on the emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic. In this context, the measures resulting from the state of alarm have led to a radical transformation of daily life for the time being, which has seriously affected economic activity, given the limitations to which the population has been subjected. However, the family business, with its traditional proximity to its most immediate socio-economic environment, may be at an initial advantage, given an appropriate social responsibility strategy. In this sense, the promotion of patronage, particularly at the local level, can be an opportunity from the perspective of such companies and the public authorities when facing future economic challenges.



In this way, the potential for private collaboration in public interest projects via patronage, as a possible CSR strategy on the part of family companies, stands out. Such businesses’ unique characteristics make such an instrument suitable for meeting immediate future challenges, provided the company meets the public authorities’ guidelines for the promotion of this instrument. Thus, patronage resonates as an ideal instrument for channeling private initiative not only to ensure that action is taken more quickly but also to address a likely situation of social and economic alarm resulting from the coming recession.




3.3. If So, What Should Such Support Consist of, and What Is the Optimal Channel for Articulating It?


In the current pandemic and in the recession to come, it would be appropriate for the public authorities to use all measures at their disposal to increase their available resources. An effective strategy for promoting the patronage activities of family businesses at the local level involves developing an appropriate framework that balances present interests, starting with the limits imposed on regional powers in the exercise of their own competencies. However, according to the Global Philanthropy Index 2018, which was developed by Lilly Family School of Philanthropy at Indiana University, not all countries have environments conducive to philanthropy, so its potential can be strengthened primarily by providing the appropriate legal channels. In addition to specific issues related to legislative technique, at least five crucial aspects must be addressed when designing patronage rules to maximize their potential as a dynamizing instrument for the local economy. First, consideration must be given to competence levels—and therefore the potential for impact on available financial resources—that each administration concerned can enjoy, particularly in strongly decentralized countries.



Second, a matter that can be politically complex is the nature of the sectors in which patronage, traditionally limited to the field of culture, is permitted to operate within that field. Regardless of whether a large number of projects can be incorporated within the framework of such a core in the broadest sense, it is convenient that patronage transcends its usual comfort zone and extends to other areas likely to be addressed through the public–private collaboration that characterizes this mechanism. Thus, in particular, the research (particularly at the level of public universities), health, education, and non-professional sport sectors are capable of integrating the scope of the patronage to facilitate its promotion and increase its impact.



Third, in promoting patronage, the public authorities must not consider it as a completely philanthropic or altruistic activity. This means that a correct balance of interests must allow an adequate combination of economic and non-economic benefits for the patron, in the form of “veiled sponsorship” [53] p. 159. In the first category, tax bonuses stand out, especially deductions on the full share of income tax as well as possible reductions in inheritance tax bases, if applicable. Depending on their intensity, these tax-policy measures may also provide an incentive to prevent family businesses from fleeing to more fiscally attractive territories.



Fourth, the economic measures identified above, which are pointedly tributary, can and should be accompanied by other stimuli in the form of non-economic benefits. These have the advantage of much lower economic and political costs for the public authorities. For instance, recognition of the figure of patronage and the patron for the task can imply an indirect business benefit in the form of social prestige and promotion of the brand, which increases SEW. Other stimuli, such as preferential access to the results of sponsored projects, participation of sponsors in the collegiate advisory bodies of beneficiaries or future beneficiaries, as well public bodies to which relevant competencies can be conferred, may also be included here. All these non-economic benefits, intended in principle to benefit the patron, can also have a positive effect on the image of patronage by facilitating the continuity of the sponsor’s link to the sponsored projects.



Finally, technical aspects related to the modalities of the patronage should not be neglected. As noted above, this is not limited to the mere monetary contributions by the patron. Therefore, its effectiveness can be maximized not only through other means (i.e., not only money but also of any type of goods or services) but also through the various legal tools that can serve this purpose. In this sense, it is not a matter of relying solely on classic donations, accommodations, or cooperation agreements. Rather, it involves expanding the range of possibilities, including civil instruments (e.g., all kinds of transmissions, inter vivos, or mortis causa, as well as condonations or figures present in foreign systems, such as endowments) and fiscal instruments (e.g., the use of tax credits to satisfy the payment of taxes by the patron), that modulate the institution of patronage to increase its efficiency.





4. Conclusions


This study was aimed at understanding how business families can contribute during emergencies through philanthropy or company CSR activities. It analyzes whether the shape and content of philanthropic activities have changed because of the COVID-19 pandemic. This paper contributes to the business-family and CSR literature in several ways. First, it analyzes company CSR activities by focusing on the family, which ultimately influences the strategic decisions driving CSR and ethical behavior in family businesses [54]. Second, it analyzes CSR activities and philanthropy during emergencies by using examples of family business collaborations during the COVID-19 pandemic. Third, from the SEW perspective, this paper discusses why business families are more likely to implement company strategies that drive ethical behavior and CSR activities. Finally, the fundamental role of family businesses in the COVID-19 pandemic is demonstrated by emphasizing that private–public collaborations at the global level are important. Institutions and governments should encourage these new CSR strategies to facilitate business contributions during this new global crisis. They must do so from a normative point of view (e.g., new legal formulas such as a patronage laws, new tax policy measures and reduced bureaucratic complexity) and from one of promoting a new ethical culture of philanthropy in society.



From the SEW perspective, adopted here as a theoretical framework, business families are more likely to implement strategies to promote ethical behavior and CSR activities in their companies [13]. The situation created by the pandemic has created new possibilities for developing CSR, different from traditional donations and collaborations.



Future research should analyze CSR strategies and focus more on the business families than on family businesses to understand the families’ behavior. In this way, we could apply the FIBER scale to measure the SEW that a family business brings to the family nucleus, in terms of CSR. A multi-case study research in line with Bhatnagar et al. [54] could also be considered. The main limitation of this work is derived from its qualitative, non-empirical nature and the difficulty of such a study in terms of access to information. It would be interesting, in light of the above, to conduct a pre- and post-pandemic study that analyzes the CSR strategies of family companies to determine the extent to which these strategies changed during the crisis. These strategies might include not only financial objectives but also those more in line with SEW, to assess their effects on brand image and the families’ reputations.



In general, note that we have discussed the need for and fundamental purpose of CSR. In essence, we have addressed trust, a requirement for all permanent human relationships, as well as long-term vision and interest in sustainability. Neither the most demanding laws nor the best-crafted codes can guarantee good governance by companies without, in addition to professional competence, the ethical commitment of their managers. Their example, along with their behavior patterns, influences the whole organization and its stakeholders. It may seem utopian, but this is the best line of thinking to guarantee the establishment of a new ethical culture in companies in general and in business families in particular.
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Figure 1. Activities of Corporate Social Responsibility. 
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Figure 2. FIBER (Dimensions of SEW). 
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Table 1. Research on CSR and Family Business.
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	Author; Date
	Journal, JCR List Rankings & Citations
	Method and Sample
	Theoretical Perspective
	Main Results





	[11]
	Journal of Business Ethics (Q1 Ethics, Q2 Finance); 142
	Quantitative: survey of 112 Spanish family firms; cross-sectional
	Corporate social responsibility approach
	FF are not a homogeneous group, and the differences in perceptions towards CSR do not seem to be associated with biographical characteristics.



	[12]
	Journal of Business Ethics (Q1 Ethics, Q2 Finance); 110
	Quantitative: 450 Malaysian family firms
	Kelly’s personal construct theory
	Small business owner-managers differentiate among the various concepts related to corporate responsibility and business ethics but at the same time recognize the interrelationships and interdependencies of these concepts.



	[13]
	Journal of Business Ethics (Q1 Ethics, Q2 Finance); 106
	Qualitative: CSR reports of 24 family firms and 74 nonfamily enterprises; content analysis and statistical inference
	Institutional theory
	Family firms disseminate a greater variety of CSR reports, are less compliant with CSR standards and place emphasis on different CSR topics.



	[14]
	Business Ethics Quarterly (Q1 Ethics; Q2 Business); 104
	Conceptual
	Stakeholder theory; socioemotional wealth
	Normative power is more typical in family business stakeholder salience; for family stakeholders, legitimacy is based on heredity, and both are linked in the family business case because of family ties and family-centered noneconomic goals.



	[15]
	Journal of Business Ethics (Q1 Ethics, Q2 Finance); 86
	Quantitative: 90 family firms and 90 nonfamily firms on the Fortune 500 list
	Stakeholder theory
	Family businesses do downsize less regardless of financial performance considerations. However, their actions are not related to their employees.



	[7]
	Family Business Review (Q1 Business); 79
	Qualitative: interpretative and 12 case studies of Spanish family firms
	Stewardship theory; socioemotional wealth
	This article identifies the connection between family involvement and CSR engagement by means of the values that a family transfers to a family firm.



	[16]
	Journal of Business Ethics (Q1 Ethics, Q2 Finance); 78
	Quantitative: 689 Dutch SMEs
	Theory of planned behavior
	Several endogenous factors, including tangibility of a sector, firm size, innovative

orientation, family influence and perceived financial benefits from energy conservation, predict an SME’s level of

engagement in selected environmental management practices.

For family influence, this effect is found only in interaction with the number of owners.



	[17]
	Family Business Review (Q1 Business); 56
	Review: 35 articles
	Social identity theory, stewardship theory, agency theory, behavioral agency model, stakeholder theory, institutional theory, social exchange theory, sustainable family business theory and the resource-based view
	This article suggest future research questions on the social issues of family business interface.



	[18]
	Review of Managerial Science (Q1 Management); 50
	Review of literature: 73 papers
	Organizational identity theory, socioemotional wealth, the resource-based view, agency theory and brand-identity theory
	Family firms enjoy favorable reputations compared with nonfamily firms and help create competitive advantages.



	[19]
	Family Business Review (Q1 Business); 41
	Quantitative: 526 US small family firms
	Stewardship theory
	This article observes the relation between family involvement and a firm’s ethical focus. Increased ethical focus predicted increased financial performance.



	[20]
	Corporate Governance:-The International Journal of Business in Society (Emerging); 36
	Quantitative: 450 Malaysian companies
	Agency theory
	The presence of women directors affects the level of CSR initiatives. A positive relationship exists between nonexecutive directors and CSR initiatives in nonfamily businesses, and a negative relationship exists between independent nonexecutive directors and CSR for family-controlled businesses.



	[21]
	Family Business Review (Q1 Business); 33
	Literature review: 55 articles
	Agency theory, enlightened self-interest model, organizational identity, social capital, socioemotional wealth (SEW), stakeholder identity orientation, stakeholder, stewardship, sustainable family business
	This review synthesizes the current knowledge of philanthropic practices of family enterprises from both academic and practitioner points of view.



	[22]
	Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management (Q1 Business Q1 Environmental Studies Q1 Management); 30
	Quantitative: firms listed on the TWSE
	Stakeholder theory
	Socially responsible firms can achieve financial results superior to those of firms that do not pursue CSR initiatives. There are differences in the results for electronics and non-electronics industries. For the non-electronics industries, board ownership has a significant positive influence on the CSR–CFP relationship, and there is a negative relationship with a family business.



	[23]
	Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (Q1 Business); 27
	Conceptual
	Agency theory
	Agency theory can lead to additional valuable insights about CSR in family firms.







Source: Own elaboration.
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