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Starting a Family Business as a Career Option: 

The Role of the Family Household in Mexico 

Abstract  

This study analyses the determinants of an individual’s intention to start up a new venture that 
involves family members. Building on the family embeddedness perspective, we hypothesize the 
existence of an inverted U-shaped relationship between the number of individuals in a family 
household and the intention to start a family business. Moreover, we argue that this relationship is 
moderated by the household income and the individual’s education level. With supportive 
empirical results based on data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) from Mexico, 
our work contributes to research on family embeddedness and entrepreneurial career intentions 
by identifying the importance of household-level factors in the family business start-up decision, 
and by depicting such decision as a distinctive career option in terms of self-employment. 
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Starting a Family Business as a Career Option:  

The Role of the Family Household in Mexico 

 

1. Introduction 

The family, as a social system, plays a paramount role in the process of new venture creation 

(e.g., Aldrich and Cliff, 2003; Chrisman, Chua and Steier, 2003; Goel and Jones, 2016; Jennings, 

Eddleston, Jennings, and Sarathy, 2015; Steier, Chua, and Chrisman, 2009). Family support for 

entrepreneurial initiatives represents indeed a crucial contribution to the growth of regional and 

national economies worldwide (e.g., Astrachan, Zahra and Sharma, 2003; Randerson, Bettinelli, 

Fayolle, and Anderson, 2015). The family embeddedness perspective (Aldrich and Cliff, 2003), 

in particular, has highlighted the importance of entrepreneurs’ family ties and resources in the 

entrepreneurial process, and further studies have addressed the influence of family background 

and context on an individual’s decision to become an entrepreneur (e.g., Criaco et al., 2017; 

Edelman, Manolova, Shirokova, and Tsukanova, 2016; Klyver, 2007; Sieger and Minola, 2017; 

Steier, 2009; Powell and Eddleston, 2017).  

However, while there is increasing general evidence “on how a new venture might spring from 

family relationships” (Aldrich and Cliff, 2003: 577), there is still limited understanding of the 

actual determinants of the involvement of family members in the entrepreneurial initiative, which 

in turn is connected to an individual’s decision to initiate a career as a family business 

entrepreneur. Gaining knowledge of this phenomenon is important, given that new ventures are 

often led by teams of relatives (e.g., Brannon, Wiklund, and Haynie, 2013; Cruz, Howorth, and 

Hamilton, 2013; Ensley and Pearson, 2005; Schjoedt, Monsen, Pearson, Barnett, and Chrisman, 

2013), and families contribute significantly to the labor supply in the creation of new enterprises 

(Cruz, Justo, and de Castro, 2012). This phenomenon is especially relevant in emerging 

economies, where the role of family support in entrepreneurial ventures is seen as crucial, given 
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the weakness of institutions and infrastructures supporting start-up processes (e.g., Jennings, 

Eddleston, Jennings, and Sarathy, 2015). It is therefore important to understand how and under 

what conditions family resources translate into an entrepreneurial initiative and to what extent 

resources at the family level may function as substitutes for supporting tools at the institutional 

level. Additionally, from the career perspective of an individual, the decision to start a new 

business involving multiple family members may have positive and negative implications 

regarding both expected economic utility and intrinsic satisfaction associated with the 

entrepreneurial role (e.g., Cruz et al., 2012; Fiegener, 2010). Therefore, it is relevant to identify 

which individual- and family-level factors are important in encouraging or deterring the pursuit 

of this career option, thus leading to the decision to start a family firm versus starting a non-

family business or not starting a new business at all. In this study, we define a family firm as a 

firm where multiple family members are involved as owners/managers (Arregle et al., 2007) so 

that the family unit plays an important role in the career choices of individual family members 

(Carr and Sequeira, 2007). The prospective involvement of family members has in fact a 

potential impact on various dimensions affecting the entrepreneurial career decision, such as the 

availability of resources, the extent of emotional support, the fulfilment of specific individual 

motivations. For example, as highlighted by Brush and Manolova (2004), the household structure 

influences the availability of start-up capital, the social desirability of the entrepreneurial career, 

and the household commitment in the new venture.  

As such, the present study analyzes the determinants of an individual’s decision to start a new 

venture that involves family members in the context of Mexico – a representative emerging 

economy in Latin America (Baños-Monroy, Ramírez-Solís, and Rodríguez-Aceves, 2016). As in 

many other economies around the world, family businesses in Mexico provide a significant 

contribution to GDP and employment. In Latin American countries, where 90 to 98% of 
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businesses are family-owned (Poza, 2010), family firms employ between 50 to 75% of the 

workforce. More specifically, in Mexico, there are 5,654,014 business units, out of which roughly 

90% are family businesses in the private sector, providing employment for 90% of the national 

workforce (FFI, 2016; INEGI, 2016). Most new firms in Mexico are indeed created and managed 

by members of the nuclear or extended family (Dávila and Hartmann, 2016). Under the adage of 

“you trust your blood”, business start-up decisions are strongly influenced by cultural patterns 

which originate from the family structure (Athanassiou et al, 2002; Silva, 2017). Yet, despite the 

documented relevance of the family context for the business development, there is scarce 

research on the role of the family in terms of size and its influence on the individual intent to start 

a business. Indeed, the influence of the family into the business has been studied from different 

angles, such as succession (Hoshino, 2004; San Martín and Durán, 2018; Soto et al., 2016; 

Ahrens et al., 2018; Harrington and Strike, 2018), corporate governance (Belausteguigoitia et al. 

2007;  Villalonga et al, 2015; González et al., 2019), and internationalization (Velez-Ocampo et 

al, 2017), but the literature studying family-based  factors as explanatory variables for enterprise 

creation (Aldrich and Cliff, 2003; Jennings et al., 2015) is still relatively scarce, especially with 

reference to the emerging economies (e.g. Carreón-Gutiérrez, & Saiz-Álvarez, 2019), in which 

the interface between the family context and entrepreneurial endeavor can help creating 

employment opportunities and alleviating poverty conditions.  

Following Aldrich and Cliff (2003), who suggest focusing primarily on the family household 

as the unit of analysis to evaluate the effect of family embeddedness on entrepreneurship, we 

primarily assess how the structure of the household, particularly in terms of size, affects the 

family business start-up intention. Specifically, we hypothesize an inverted U-shaped relationship 

between the number of individuals in a family household and the intention to start a family 

business. Then, given that the household income and the individual’s education level are 
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considered to be among the most important determinants of an individual’s intention to establish 

a new organization (e.g., Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Earle and Sakova, 2000; Krasniqi, 2009; 

Lazear, 2004) and existing research on family households has focused specifically on the roles of 

financial and human forms of capital on potential firm outcomes (Alsos et al., 2014; Brush and 

Manolova, 2004), we explore their moderating roles on the curvilinear relationship described 

above. To test our hypotheses, we rely on individual-level data from the Global Entrepreneurship 

Monitor (GEM) (2015) from Mexico. The data set includes information on adults weighted by 

gender, age, and state to make the dataset representative of the national population. The Mexican 

context is particularly appropriate for assessing the relationship between household 

characteristics and a family business start-up intention. In fact, venture creation is a common way 

to provide job opportunities for family members, and, at the same time, family members’ work 

represents a critical resource for new ventures in emerging economies (e.g., Mead and Liedholm, 

1998; Woodruff and Zenteno, 2007; ).  

Our study makes two main contributions. First, it contributes to the family embeddedness 

perspective in family business studies (Aldrich and Cliff, 2003; Edelman et al., 2016) and to the 

literature on the role of the family in entrepreneurial processes (e.g., Meliou & Edwards, 2018; 

Naldi, Baù, Ahl, & Markowska, 2019; Randerson et al., 2015; Welter, 2010) by exploring the 

potential involvement of the family in a new venture and suggesting that different and often 

conflicting considerations connected to family and business-related goals come into play in the 

start-up decision. Second, this study adds to the literature on the role of the family entrepreneurial 

career intentions (e.g., Douglas and Shepherd, 2002; Kolvereid, 1996; Fayolle and Liñán. 2014; 

Schjoedt and Shaver, 2007) by studying more in depth the option of starting-up a family business 

in the career decision-making process. Thus far, studies on entrepreneurial careers have mainly 

focused instead on family business succession as a possible mode of entry in entrepreneurship or 



 7 

as an alternative to a new venture start-up and the takeover of an existing firm (Bastié, Cieply and 

Cussy, 2013; Block, Thurik, Van der Zwan, and Walter, 2013;Parker and van Praag, 2012; 

Rocha, Carneiro and Varum, 2015).  

 

2. Family household, entrepreneurial intention and family involvement 

A household is a small, closely knit collection of individuals who occupy a housing unit 

(Lancaster, 1975). There are two types of households – family and non-family. Differently than 

the latter, the former consists of two or more individuals related by birth, marriage, or adoption 

(McFalls, 2007). The household structure is a broader unit of analysis than the family structure, 

and it typically comprises the nuclear and extended family. For the purposes of the present study, 

we consider this conceptualization of the household, to ensure comparability with previous 

research that have taken the household as a unit of analysis in the investigation of the family 

context – entrepreneurial career nexus (e.g. Brush and Manolova, 2004; Carter, 2011).  

As observed by Welter (2010), family business and entrepreneurship scholars have started to 

include the household and family as relevant contexts for entrepreneurial activities, leveraging on 

the concept of “socioeconomic hybrid systems” borrowed from the studies in agricultural 

economy (Welter, 2010). This view is also consistent with the recognition of the network 

embeddedness of economic action (Granovetter, 1985). As Aldrich and Zimmer (1986) argue, 

entrepreneurial behavior is embedded in social networks and therefore cannot be considered in 

isolation. According to the family embeddedness model (Aldrich and Cliff, 2003), the family, as 

a primary context of socialization, has a crucial impact on the process of new venture creation; 

therefore, the decision to establish a new business may be the result of the influence of a family 

household rather than an individual business strategy (Alsos, Carter, and Ljunggren, 2014). This 

perspective implies a view of the entrepreneurial career choice of an individual within the context 
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of her/his immediate family unit with implicitly blurred boundaries between the nascent business 

sphere and the private sphere. That is, new venture strategies are interwoven with household 

strategies. For example, household commitments such as child or elder care, household 

maintenance, and other tasks may represent a significant burden constraining the entrepreneurial 

intentions and actions. At the same time, the household can be seen as a rich supplier of resources 

for the new business (e.g., Brush and Manolova, 2004; Stewart, 2003). In particular, household 

members can be involved as co-founders and/or employees in the new firm (e.g. Cruz et al., 

2013, Ensley and Pearson, 2005; Schjoedt, at el., 2013). In more general terms, the contribution 

of the family can be framed in terms of “household capital,” which is “both available to and 

created by members of the family unit” (Rodriguez, Tuggle, and Hackett, 2009, p. 261), and it 

involves financial and human components (Bubolz, 2001; Rodriguez, Tuggle, and Hackett, 2009; 

Sieger and Minola, 2017).  

 

2.1. Family household size and intention to start a family business 

Among the variables that define a family household structure, size is certainly one of the most 

important factors in influencing members’ entrepreneurial intentions (e.g., Alsos et al., 2014; 

Brush, Ali, Kelley, & Greene, 2017; Krasniqi, 2009). Larger households may provide support for 

potential entrepreneurs in terms of a wide range of resources. That is, larger families provide 

higher levels of emotional support, personal encouragement and mentoring (Arregle et al., 2015; 

Arregle, Hitt, Sirmon, and Very, 2007; Chang, Memili, Chrisman, Kellermanns and Chua, 2009; 

Edelman et al., 2016; Hoffman, Hoelscher and Sorenson, 2006). As the household size increases, 

it is also more likely that members will bring invaluable business connections and social capital 

(Anderson et al., 2005; Cruz et al., 2012; Dyer, 2003; Steier, 2001). We argue that these features 

increase the likelihood of individuals starting a family firm since that support is likely to translate 
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into the involvement of other members in terms of a direct supply of labor and/or participation in 

the new venture’s equity. Moreover, altruism and willingness to reciprocate by the nascent 

entrepreneurs have the potential to encourage them to provide job opportunities to their relatives 

(e.g., Cruz et al., 2012; Sieger and Minola, 2017). Overall, as observed by Cruz et al. (2012: p. 

63), the employment of relatives “offers a cheap way of securing workers and an efficient way of 

ensuring their trustworthiness and commitment.” We therefore expect to observe that as the 

family household size increases, a positive relationship between the number of family members 

in the household and likelihood to start a new family venture will manifest given the potential 

advantages arising from the practical and emotional support offered by the employment of family 

members. 

However, as the family household size increases further, the benefits are more likely to be 

offset by disadvantages. Although a large household may be beneficial because the potential 

entrepreneur can choose between more potential co-founders and managers from the family, this 

can also create possible tensions and dilemmas. The potential entrepreneur may feel morally 

obliged to involve multiple family members rather than more qualified external employees. That 

is, the likelihood to hire people with resources and capabilities that are insufficient or 

inappropriate for the business’s needs may increase, and so might conflicts at the family and 

business levels (Boles, 1996). Thus, beyond a certain family size, the entrepreneur’s altruistic 

responsibility to involve the highest possible number of family members in order to preserve 

kinship relationships and meet personal affective needs may impede an effective design of the 

new venture’s workforce composition (Fiegener, 2010; Lansberg, 1983; Nguyen & Nordman, 

2017). We argue therefore that individuals with entrepreneurial career intentions are increasingly 

likely to face a moral dilemma between competing family and business norms as household size 

increase further. Consequently, they may decide to avoid this uncomfortable psychological 
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situation by not considering the possibility of starting a family business, either taking the non-

family business route or abandoning the idea to start a business. 

In summary, as the number of household members increases, an individual’s intention to start 

a family business increases, as well. Yet, as the number of household members increases further, 

potential tensions and dilemmas between family and business norms tend to exceed the family-

based advantages. Therefore, we propose: 

Hypothesis 1: There is an inverted U-shaped relationship between family household size 
and an individual’s intention to start a family business. 

 

 

2.2 The moderating effects of household income and individual education 

It is reasonable to assume that the family household size interacts with other factors, both at 

the family and individual level, to affect the family business start-up intention. In particular, 

previous research on the influence of the household on entrepreneurial endeavors and firm-level 

outcomes has focused mainly on the roles of financial capital and human capital (Alsos et al., 

2014; Brush and Manolova, 2004). Accordingly, we focus our attention to these two factors as 

they are likely to relax the trade-off between family and business norms during the process of 

making a career-related decision.  

At the household level, a family’s financial resources are certainly important considerations. 

The household can obtain financial resources in multiple ways, for example, wages from its 

members’ employment, the rental of property, ownership and shareholding of additional 

businesses, returns from financial investments, social security transfers and pensions (see e.g., 

Alsos et al., 2014). The extent of household income may create slack resources that facilitate the 

pursuit of entrepreneurial strategic options by individual members and make the curvilinear 

relationship between household size and family business start-up less pronounced. In this 

situation, in fact, the employment of family members is less crucial as a cost-saving option given 
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that there are additional resources that release the financial constraints of the nascent venture. 

This would justify a “less steep” relationship between number of household members and the 

likelihood to start up a family firm in the ascending portion of the curve. 

Additionally, as the number of family members increase further, higher levels of family 

income also make less salient the dilemma regarding hiring or not incompetent additional family 

members. Therefore, the descending portion of the curve has a less pronounced downward slope. 

This happens because higher family income makes the choice to employ relatives that are 

insufficiently qualified for the requirements of the nascent business more sustainable. In support 

of this logic, family business literature has extensively discussed the tendency of family business 

owner/managers to use excess financial resources on the family or on the business side to 

compensate family employees, regardless of their relatively low levels of 

qualification/productivity (e.g., Danes, Zuiker, Kean, and Arbuthnot, 1999; Lansberg, 1983).  

As such, we predict that the inverted U-shaped relationship between family household size and 

family business start-up intention becomes less pronounced (i.e., flatter) at higher levels of family 

income. Formally stated:  

Hypothesis 2: Family income moderates the inverted U-shaped relationship between a 
family household size and an individual’s intention to start a family business in such a way 
that the inverted U-shaped relationship will be flatter in households with a higher income. 
 

Another crucial factor in the decision to pursue an entrepreneurial career is an individual’s 

education level (e.g., Davidsson and Honig, 2003), which is likely to produce a moderating effect 

similar to that predicted in relation to the family household income (i.e., a flatter relationship). A 

higher level of education increases the personal endowment in terms of general human capital, 

which consists mainly of explicit knowledge that is easily transferable across various settings. 

Human capital is indeed positively associated with the identification and pursuit of 
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entrepreneurial opportunities (e.g., Ucbasaran, Westhead and Wright, 2009; Zhang, Duysters and 

Cloodt, 2013), as it enhances the screening ability to detect business opportunities and increases 

the expected returns from their exploitation (Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Shane and Kuhrana, 

2003). As human capital acts as a driver for the recognition of profitable and innovative 

opportunities, it may help to align the economic priorities of the nascent business and the family-

related non-financial goals (e.g., Gomez-Mejia, Campbell, Martin, Hoskisson, Makri, Sirmon, 

2014; Martin and Gomez-Mejia, 2016). 

Specifically, it is likely that better educated individuals are able to spot more profitable 

opportunities; therefore, they expect to derive higher financial returns from the entrepreneurial 

endeavor in comparison to less educated individuals (e.g., Douglas and Shepherd, 2002). The 

higher expected returns create the potential for a less financially constrained situation, which, 

again, reduces the dependence of the nascent venture on family members’ work and buffers the 

detrimental effect of hiring incompetent relatives. This would account for a less pronounced 

downward slope in the descending portion of the relationship between household size and the 

likelihood to start a family venture. The ascending portion of the curvilinear relationship will be 

also less steep, as more educated individuals, having themselves higher capacity of information 

processing and being more productive compared to individuals with lower education levels, will 

be more “indifferent” to the hiring of additional family members with the aim to expand the 

information processing and productivity of the new venture. This leads us to the following 

hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 3: An individual’s level of education moderates the inverted U-shaped 
relationship between a family household size and an individual’s intention to start a family 
business in such a way that the inverted U-shaped relationship will be flatter for 
individuals with higher levels of education. 
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3 Method 

3.1. Sample 

To test our hypotheses, we relied on the Adult Population Survey (APS) of the Global 

Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) collected during 2015 in Mexico (GEM Mexico 2015). The 

GEM APS focuses on the characteristics, motivations, and ambitions of individuals starting 

businesses, as well as social attitudes towards entrepreneurship. The dataset includes information 

on adults weighted by gender, age, and Mexican states, offering a representative sample of the 

national population. Based on the full set of available data, our final sample consisted of 3,540 

cases. 

3.2. Variable definitions and measurements  

The dependent variable is intention of starting a family business, and it was obtained by 

asking respondents who do not currently own a business, first if they are planning to start a new 

business and subsequently, if this is the case, if they are considering involving any family 

member as owner/manager in the creation of this new business. The variable is dummy coded as 

1 in the case of a positive answer and is 0 in the cases in which an individual has the intention to 

start a non-family business or to not start a business at all. We also ran two robustness tests of our 

results by excluding first the individuals with the intention to start a non-family business, and 

second the individuals with no intention to start a business. In the first case, all hypotheses were 

confirmed. In the second case Hypotheses 1 and 3 were confirmed, but Hypothesis 2 was not 

(although the coefficients were in the expected direction). 

Family household size is measured as the total number of members that make up the 

permanent household of the individual, including the respondent. Family household income 

represents the total annual income of all the members of the household, including the respondent. 
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The variable is measured in Mexican Pesos considering 7 categories (less then Mex $1,500; 

$1,501–$3,500; $3,501–$7,000; $7,001–$10,000; $10,001–$15,000; $15,001–$25,000; more than 

$25,000). The Individual level of education is based on the national Mexican classification 

scheme. The variable is measured on a scale of 1-10, which ranges from no degree to university 

degree (1=cannot read; 2=incomplete elementary school; 3=completed elementary school; 

4=incomplete junior high; 5=completed junior high; 6=incomplete high school; 7=completed 

high school; 8=incomplete college; 9=complete college; 10=graduate school). 

We also controlled for ten variables (age; gender; perceived entrepreneurial skills; previous 

entrepreneurial experience; social capital; business opportunities; perceived easiness to start a 

business; fear of failure; desirable career; desirable status) believed to influence the relationship 

between our dependent and independent variables (e.g., Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Krasniqui, 

2009). First, we controlled for the respondent age, coded as a continuous variable, given its 

potential effect on individuals’ desire to start a family business (Minola et al., 2016). Second, a 

person’s gender may also influence the decision of starting a business, and the work-family 

issues are particularly relevant in such choices (Langowitz and Minniti, 2007); thus, we 

constructed a dummy variable, where 0 is male and 1 is female. Third, prior research has 

indicated that individuals’ entrepreneurial family behaviour is affected by their perceived skills to 

be entrepreneurs, thus we controlled for the individual’s perceived entrepreneurial skills codified 

as a dummy variable equal to 1 when the person believes to have the skills required to start a new 

business (Clercq and Arenius, 2006; Criaco et al., 2017). Fourth, the prior entrepreneurial 

experience may also influence the decision to start a family business (Baù et al., 2018). The 

variable was coded as 1 when the respondents declared that they owned a managed a firm which 

was sold or shut down, and was coded 0 otherwise. Fifth, prior research has also discussed the 

effect of inter-personal relationship on entrepreneurial intention, thus we controlled for social 
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capital using as proxy the individual’s acquaintance with someone who started a business in the 

past 2 years (Criaco et al., 2017; Estrin, Mickiewicz, and Stephan, 2013), codified as 1 in case of 

positive answer and 0 otherwise. Sixth, past research indicates that businesses are founded as a 

consequence of opportunity recognition or necessity (Block et al., 2015). Accordingly, we 

controlled for business opportunities as a dummy variable coded 1 if the respondents recognize 

good opportunities in the next six months for starting a new business in the area where they live, 

and coded 0 otherwise.  Seventh, prior studies addressed the influence of the national business 

regulations and context on entrepreneurial behavior. Thus, we controlled for the individual’s 

perception about the perceived easiness to start a business (Van Stel, Storey, and Thurik, 2007). 

The variable was coded as a dummy with value 1 when the individual perceived that it was easy 

to start a business in Mexico, and 0 otherwise. Eighth, similarly the fear of failure could affect 

the entrepreneurial spirit of individuals (Koellinger, Minniti, and Schade, 2007). Thus, we used a 

dummy variable coded as 1 when the respondent indicated that the fear of failure would prevent 

from starting a business, and 0 otherwise. Ninth, prior research indicated both positive and dark 

sides of entrepreneurship as a career choice (Kolvereid, 1996). Thus, we controlled for the 

individual’s perception of entrepreneurship using a dummy variable coded as 1 when the 

respondent indicated that in Mexico, most people consider starting a new business a desirable 

career choice, and 0 otherwise (desirable career). Finally, literature shown that societal factors 

and the seek for a higher status affect the entrepreneurial intention of individuals (Tominc and 

Rebernik, 2007). Thus, we controlled for desirable status coded as a dummy variable equal to 1 

when the individual indicated that those successful at starting a new business have a high level of 

status and respect in Mexico, and 0 otherwise. 

 

4. Results 
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4.1. Descriptive statistics 

The descriptive statistics and correlations of the variables analyzed are presented in Table 1. 

An inspection of the variance inflation factors (VIFs) revealed that multicollinearity is not a 

concern. All the VIF coefficients were lower than 2 (Kutner et al., 2004). 

------------------------------------------- 
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------- 

4.2. Logistic regression analyses 

We tested the hypotheses using five models, which are reported in Table 2. First, we 

considered the control variables (Model 1) and then added the independent variables—household 

size, education, and household income—of interest (Model 2). In Model 3, we computed the 

squared value of household size to assess the curvilinear effects. Finally, we tested the interaction 

effects of household size and its squared term with education (Model 4) and household income 

(Model 5). 

------------------------------------------- 
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------- 

Hypothesis 1 argues that an inverted U-shaped relationship exists between household size and 

the intention to start a family firm. The analytical results and related plot (+/- 1 s.d.) support our 

first hypothesis, where household size is positive and significantly related to the intention to start 

a family firm, and its squared term is negative and statistically significant (see Model 3 and the 

plot in Figure 1). 

------------------------------------------- 
INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------- 

Hypothesis 2 suggests that household income moderates the hypothesized curvilinear 

relationship in such a way that in situations of higher household income, the inverted U-shaped 
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becomes flatter. We plotted the results in Figure 2 (+/- 1 s.d.) to fully interpret our empirical 

findings from Model 4. As expected, the curvilinear relationship becomes flatter for individuals 

with higher household income, thus supporting Hypothesis 2. 

------------------------------------------- 
INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------- 

Hypothesis 3 suggests that education moderates the hypothesized curvilinear relationship in 

such a way that for higher levels of education, the inverted U-shaped relationship is less 

pronounced, and the curve is flatter. We plotted the results in Figure 3 (+/- 1 s.d.) to fully 

interpret our empirical findings from Model 5. Again, as expected the curvilinear relationship 

becomes flatter for individuals with a higher education level, thereby supporting Hypothesis 3. 

------------------------------------------- 
INSERT FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE 
------------------------------------------- 

 Finally, in order to assess the goodness-of-fit (GOF) of our models, we reported the following 

GOF measures (see Table 2): McFadden’s R2, log likelihood, LRChi(2), Akaike’s information 

criterion (AIC) and the Hosmer-Lemeshow-GOF-Test, which are important for the contemporary 

logistic fit analysis (see e.g., Hilbe, 2009). All the values presented satisfactory levels. 

4.3. Robustness tests for the U-shaped relationship 

In accordance with previous studies (e.g., Wales et al., 2013), we drew on the tests of Lind and 

Mehlum (2010) and followed the recommendations of Haans et al. (2016) to further assess the 

validity of the inverted U-shaped relationship between household size and the intention to start a 

family business. These tests determine whether the extreme point (or the inflection point) is 

within the bounds of the data. First, we used a Wald test to assess the joint significance of the 

direct and squared terms of household size on the dependent variable. The results confirmed that 

both terms are jointly statistically significant [chi2(2) = 14.50; Prob > chi2 = 0.000]. Second, the 
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directions of the slopes at low and high values of the household size were estimated. If the slope 

at the low value of household size is positive and the slope at the high value of household size is 

negative, the relationship likely exhibits an inverted U-shape. It is necessary to test slopes at these 

bounds to ensure that such a relationship is representative of the data and is not a statistical 

artifact. Thus, the Sasabuchi test (Sasabuchi, 1980) was used to assess whether (1) the effect of 

household size on the intention to start a family firm is increasing at low values of household size 

and (2) decreasing at high values. The test indicates the presence of an inverted U-shaped 

relationship (Lower bound slope=.024; t-value=3.21; P>|t|=.014; Upper bound slope=-.033; t-

value=-2.20; P>|t|=.014; overall test: t-value=2.20; P>|t|=.014). Third, to further assess whether 

the extreme point is within the upper and lower bounds of household size, Lind and Mehlum 

(2010) propose the Fieller approach for estimating confidence intervals around the extreme 

points. If the confidence intervals are within the bounds of the low and high values of household 

size, it provides further evidence of the inverted U-shaped relationship in the data. In our 

analysis, the estimated extreme point was 7.27, which is within the upper and lower bounds of 

household size (95% Fieller interval for extreme point: [6.02; 12.37]). 

 

5. Discussion 

The present study offers relevant implications for research. Unlike previous studies (Bastié, 

Cieply and Cussy, 2013; Block, Thurik, Van der Zwan, and Walter, 2013; Parker and van Praag, 

2012; Rocha, Carneiro and Varum, 2015), our work contributes to research on entrepreneurial 

career intentions by depicting the family business start-up decision as a distinctive career option 

in terms of self-employment. Moreover, whereas existing studies at the intersection between 

entrepreneurial career choices and family business have focused on the influence of the family on 

the decision to continue or exit a firm (e.g. Chirico et al., 2019; Hsu, Wiklund, Anderson, & 
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Coffey, 2016; Marshall, Dibrell, and Eddleston, 2018), or to entry an existing firm as a successor 

versus starting up a new company (e.g. Pittino, Visintin, & Lauto, 2018), our research devotes 

special attention to the possibility to start up a family business as a more or less desirable career 

option. 

Additionally, our study underlines the importance of altruistic concerns in a career decision 

that is usually portrayed as individualistic (e.g., Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Douglas and 

Shepherd, 2002; Fayolle and Liñán, 2014). Previous research has focused on individual 

characteristics; rather, our study extends existing literature to include the role of the family 

household as a deciding factor. Specifically, our work suggests that the family household 

structure, measured in terms of size, affects an individual’s decision to start the self-employment 

career as an entrepreneur in a family business versus the options to start a non-family business or 

to not start a business at all. Figure 1 shows that when the number of household members 

increases from low to moderate levels, the potential entrepreneur views favorably the possibility 

of starting a business involving family members, given the potential advantages from the 

resources embedded in the household and translated into the business through the active 

commitment of the relatives. This result provides support for existing research about family 

involvement in small and new firms, which is depicted as a crucial resource to overcome the 

“liability of smallness” (e.g., Aldrich and Auster, 1986; Cruz et al., 2012; Wheelock and Baines, 

1998). However, the most interesting finding lies in the “descending” part of the curvilinear 

relationship. Here, the conflicting norms of family altruism and business efficiency are likely to 

come into play, as the results highlight the ambivalent effect of family embeddedness on the 

likelihood of starting a family firm.  

In so doing, our work sheds additional light on research on family embeddedness by focusing 

specifically on the creation of a family firm as an entrepreneurial outcome and by highlighting 
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the possible negative effects of family “over-embeddedness” situations on the entrepreneurial 

career option, which is the result of a trade-off between financial and non-financial costs and 

benefits of family involvement (Fiegener, 2010). When relatives see the new business as a job 

opportunity regardless of their level of competence, the nascent entrepreneur is somewhat forced 

to choose between helping family members in need or limiting the family involvement to the 

most qualified and resourceful members (Lansberg, 1983). Ignoring business needs from the 

inception may threaten the survival of the new venture, whereas deliberately overlooking family 

interests can result in a traumatic personal experience for the potential entrepreneur (Davis, 

1983). Our theory and findings suggest that when faced with this possible dilemma, individuals 

discard the opportunity to start a family business.  

Moreover, our theory and results suggest that the family household income and the 

educational level may offer a richer resource endowment or the possibility of more favorable 

business conditions, which relieves the tensions between family and business norms, thus 

increasing the overall intention to start a family firm (in Figure 2 and 3 the curves corresponding 

to high family income and high educational levels lie constantly above the low income and low 

education curves) while weakening the relationship between household size and family business 

start-up intention.  

As such, our study extends previous work on household families and individuals’ 

entrepreneurial intention (Criaco et al., 2017; Mungai and Velamuri, 2011) that surprisingly 

failed to explore the effect of the household family size together with the family income and 

educational level on individuals’ entrepreneurial intentions. In so doing, we advance the literature 

on entrepreneurial family intentions (e.g., Laspita et al., 2012). We also contribute to the non-

economic goal literature (Chua, Chrisman, De Massis & Wang, 2018; Chrisman et al., 2012; 

Chua et al., 2015; Kotlar and De Massis, 2013; Vazquez & Rocha, 2018) in nascent businesses. 
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Our study provides evidence that a complex relationship fueled by economic and non-economic 

goals and motivations may exist even before the start-up of a family business and that the family 

household size together with other crucial financial and human resources may affect an 

individual’s intention to start a family business in the Mexican context. 

However, as in any study, our work is not without limitations, which suggest several 

directions for future research. First, we do not directly measure either family resources or forms 

of conflicts/tensions but rather use such arguments to motivate our hypotheses. Second, we focus 

on an individual’s family firm start-up intention. It would be of interest to explore the extent to 

which our specific findings may be extended to other social contexts. For instance, perhaps 

similar predictions for family firms may be extended to contexts which are unrelated to kinship 

yet characterized by strong emotional commitments. Third, our data were collected in Mexico 

through GEM, thereby limiting the possibility of generalizing our findings to other countries or 

continents. An individual’s intention to start a (family) business may be specifically bound to 

cultural contingencies. We suggest extending the findings through a country-level analysis, which 

includes comparisons across countries, to examine similarities and differences in cultural factors 

related to family links. For instance, results may change when considering developed countries. 

Finally, other important variables beyond income and education could moderate the relationship 

between a family household size and an individual’s intention to start a family business (e.g., 

country-level factors) which suggest further research directions to pursue. For instance, the 

structure of the household and the role of the entrepreneur may have an influence on the start-up 

intention, especially if we consider the possibility that a household may provide different kinds of 

support to different members; e.g., in the form of cheap labor (mainly from younger members) or 

mentoring, social capital or financial support (probably from older members). All these factors 

could moderate the relationship between a family household size and an individual’s intention to 
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start a family business. Also, future studies may explore how our theory would be affected when 

considering individuals whose parents run a family business (Criaco et al., 2017). Additionally, in 

relation to our dependent variable, although proxies of future actions through intentions (Ajzen, 

1991) have been extensively employed in entrepreneurship research, and the robustness of the 

connection between intentions and actual behavior has been consistently proven in previous 

empirical studies (e.g. Kautonen, van Gelderen and Fink, 2015), given the characteristics of our 

dependent measure we cannot rule out the possibility that the potential entrepreneur may finally 

effectively involve or not family members once the new venture has been started.  

Regarding our data, we acknowledge that even though we focus on an individual’s start-up 

intention, it is not possible to identify the role of this particular entrepreneurial adult within the 

household. As the unit of analysis for GEM is the adult population, the sampling method requires 

an adult to be randomly selected within the household. However, although the GEM-APS survey 

is nationally representative for the adult population, it could be of great interest to further 

research this relationship considering the household as the unit of analysis, as this will allow us to 

explore the relationship between the household size and the intention to start a business among all 

its members.  

Our work has also several important practical implications. Our findings invite potential 

entrepreneurs to be aware of the possible trade-offs that exist between family and business norms 

in the context of household entrepreneurship and their potential related start-up intentions. 

Government, institutions and University programs should be specifically implemented to better 

sustain and support household families for the creation of new (family) businesses. The 

household family represents indeed ‘the oxygen that feed the fire of entrepreneurship’ (Rogoff 

and Heck, 2003) and our study provides arguments related with the importance of both financial 

and education forms of capital which need to be channeled through dedicated programs at the 
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national level. Additionally, we provide insights for practitioners and policymakers regarding the 

design of support tools that help future entrepreneurs to address, at the psychological level, the 

pressures and stress derived from the need to sacrifice some portions of the family relationships 

for the overall personal and household well-being.  

In general, we trust that this study serves as a basis for further elucidating the role of a family 

household in an individual’s intention to start a family business while enriching knowledge and 

encouraging future work on the antecedents of a family firm start-up intention. 
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Table 1 – Correlation table and summary statistics. 

  Mean S.D. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 9. 8. 10. 11. 12. 13. 

1. Starting a family business 0.08 0.28              

2. Household size 5.20 2.04 0.05             

3. Household income 5.71 1.82 0.07 -0.05            

4. Individual Education  3.84   1.17 0.09 0.21 0.33           

5. Age 36.69 12.64 0.02 0.02 -0.30 0.03          

6. Gender 1.52   0.50 -0.03 -0.01 -0.07 -0.03 -0.01         

7. Perceived entrepreneurial skills    0.38   0.59 0.17 -0.01 0.14 0.15 0.02 -0.07        

8. Previous entrepreneurial experience   0.05   0.22 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.07       

9. Social Capital   0.44   0.54 0.15 -0.04 0.14 0.07 0.01 -0.06 0.30 0.06      

10. Business opportunities   0.36   0.48 0.18 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.01 -0.06 0.26 0.06 0.25     

11. Perceived easiness to start a business   0.14   0.59 0.06 -0.02 0.08 0.11 0.00 -0.01 0.24 0.05 0.16 0.24    

12. Fear of failure   0.24   0.59 0.04 -0.01 0.04 0.10 -0.02 0.01 0.10 0.04 0.10 0.08 0.17   

13. Desirable career   0.33   0.69 0.08 -0.03 0.09 0.05 -0.01 -0.03 0.18 0.01 0.17 0.22 0.24 0.11  

14. Desirable status   0.40   0.66 0.07 -0.08 0.07 0.04 -0.01 -0.03 0.20 0.02 0.22 0.17 0.19 0.10 0.39 

N = 3,540; Correlations with values of |0.03| or greater are significant at p<0.05. 
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Table 2 – Logistic regression (DV: starting a family business) 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Age 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
 (0.63) (0.75) (0.99) (0.93) (0.91) 
Gender -0.07 -0.05 -0.05 -0.04 -0.05 
 (0.61) (0.40) (0.40) (0.37) (0.45) 
Perceived entrepreneurial skills  0.75*** 0.70*** 0.72*** 0.71*** 0.73*** 
 (5.76) (5.30) (5.41) (5.40) (5.48) 
Previous entrepreneurial experience 0.17 0.13 0.18 0.20 0.20 
 (0.73) (0.55) (0.77) (0.83) (0.86) 
Social Capital 0.57*** 0.57*** 0.55*** 0.54*** 0.55*** 
 (4.25) (4.17) (4.05) (3.99) (4.03) 
Business opportunities 0.94*** 0.93*** 0.94*** 0.93*** 0.93*** 
 (7.12) (7.09) (7.11) (7.06) (7.03) 
Perceived easiness to start a business -0.11 -0.12 -0.11 -0.10 -0.11 
 (1.06) (1.15) (0.97) (0.94) (1.00) 
Fear of failure 0.20+ 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 
 (1.83) (1.52) (1.52) (1.59) (1.51) 
Desirable career 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 
 (0.83) (0.74) (0.65) (0.65) (0.64) 
Desirable status -0.09 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 
 (0.82) (0.64) (0.68) (0.67) (0.64) 
Household income  0.15* 0.14* 0.07 0.14* 
  (2.21) (2.09) (0.91) (2.04) 
Individual Education  0.09 0.11 0.11 -0.01 
  (1.36) (1.60) (1.53) (0.12) 
Household size   0.16*** 0.26*** 0.26*** 0.34*** 
  (2.67) (3.59) (3.41) (4.13) 
Household size2   -0.12** -0.17** -0.19*** 
   (2.76) (3.08) (3.49) 
Household size * Household income    -0.06  
    (0.84)  
Household size2 * Household income    0.08*  
    (1.97)  
Household size * Individual education     -0.15* 
     (2.22) 
Household size2 * Individual education     0.12** 
     (2.77) 
Constant -3.64*** -3.67*** -3.61*** -3.56*** -3.56*** 
 (15.15) (14.88) (14.53) (14.27) (14.24) 

Log Likelihood -989.55 -979.72 -975.29 -973.34 -970.36 
LR Chi2 192.35*** 211.99*** 220.85 224.77 230.73*** 
Hosmer-Lemeshow Chi2  20.32 8.82 12.27  9.80 9.50 
AIC 1993.55 1982.46 1975.18 1974.99 1969.04 
Pseudo R2 0.088 0.097 0.1017 0.1035 0.1063 
N 3,540 3,540 3,540 3,540 3,540 

+ p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
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Figure 1 
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