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Abstract: This article studies factors on the willingness of leadership succession of private enterprises in China. There are two
issues associated with the willingness of leadership succession. The first issue is whether or not founders are willing to transfer the
leadership. The second issue is whether founders who are willing to transfer the leadership tend to transfer it to their children or to
professional executives. This article propose research hypotheses based on the literature review and builds binary logistic regres—

sions based on data from the Eighth National Survey of Chinese Private Enterprises conducted by the All-China Federation of Indus—
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try Business and some other official organizations in 2008. We found that most of Chinese private enterprise founders were willing to
delegate their power to well+rained executives for the professional management and lasting growth of their enterprises. Second the
significant factors impacting the willingness of leadership transfer and willingness to delegate leadership to executives include the de—
cision-making power of founders individual and family equities while the effect of constraint committees ( e. g. board of directors
supervision committee shareholder committee etc.) within the enterprises is not significant. These findings support our “power-in—
terests determinism” argument. That is the higher the decision-making power that founders hold the less that they are willing to
give up leadership. For those who are willing to transfer leadership the higher the power and interests of themselves and their fami—
lies the less they were willing to delegate leadership to executives. In order to increase founders” willingness of leadership succes—
sion we should make good organizational designs to undermine founder’s decision-making power and dilute their individual and fami—
ly equities. At the same time we should ensure these supervision organizations participate in the decision-making process of private
enterprises.

Key words: private enterprise; founder; willingness of leadership delegation; power; interests

N
80 30 o
o N 30
55-75 & 5-10 300
o 5-10 200
1
2
36
30 7-8
9
2 2
N
10-13
15 Pardo-del -Val
% Lam
7, 112
18
19 20 78

21



22 23-24

« » 26-27

28

29 25

43 ”»

30-31

32-33

34 16

38

113

37

»

35

113

[



46

2014

Hla:

Hl1b:

H2a:

40
»Carsrud

”( emotional kinship group)

»

«

”»

39

«



47

H3a:

H3b:

H4a:

H4b:

H3_1:

H4a_1:

1993

41

é“© »

2008 4

CEO



48

2014

(

93.9%
1393
4098

)

28 . . 45
87% .
91% (

( ) 3089

43 ”

2562

1766

31

”»

13

3%

2405

0. 55%o

4508
2009

5

1946

)42o

?”



49
) ( ) (
()
( »
( Binary Lo-
gistic)
( )
44 0.60
60% o 40%
7% o
7
50% o
( )
)
( ) [13 424
1 o (1)
(2) .(3) .(4) .(5) \ \
(1)
(2)
(B=-0.41 p<0.01) (2)
(1) (A =25.16 p<0.01)
Hla.
(6b=0.04 p>0.1)
o H2a
(B8=0.004 p<0.05) (4)
(1) (A =6.51 p<0.01) .
H3a_ 1 H3a.

(B=0.09 p<0.05) .

H4a_1 H4a.,



50 2014

(1) (A =49.89 p<0.01) .
(2) =(5) o
1 ( ) ( Binary Logistic)
PES ) | ommn | s | mm3) | s | mE(GS) | ame)
EHEE
£ 2k FLAE( In) 0.27™* 0.25™* 0.25™* 0.28™* 0.27™* 0.24™*
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
£ 0 S 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
ECRIA -0.22 ~0.20 -0.22 -0.22 -0.22 -0.19
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17)
JB Sk -0.07 -0.08 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17)
EEHFL -0.16 ~0.14 ~0.16 ~0.16 -0.15 -0.12
(0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19)
A4 A TR AR 0. 04 0. 04 0. 04 0.03 0.03 0.03
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
B A AT 0.06™* 0.05™* 0.05 0.06™ 0.05** 0.05™*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
) 45 A 0.01" 0.01° 0.01" 0.01™ 0.01" 0.01™
(0.005) (0.005) (0. 005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
>k 952
RERIA(=1) -0.41™ -0.52™
(0.08) (0.09)
WRH RN 0. 04 0.02
(0.03) (0.03)
# B
A48 AR 3 0.004 ™ 0.01™*
(0.002) (0. 00)
TR B FHK 0.09™ 0.09™
(0.04) (0.05)
& —1.82" —1.47" —1.74% ~2.18" ~1.84™ ~2.06™
(0.37) (0.37) (0.37) (0.39) (0.37) (0. 40)
+ 5 15 (x) 174. 67 199. 83 176.71 181.18 179.17 224.56
ayE(d 1) 8 9 9 9 9 12
F AT A(AY) 25.16™ 2.04 6.51™ 4.5 49.89™*

EHERR: (D) FEARAE A LS (2008) 455 A H AR AR (2) HAFE =3089, p<0.1,7p<0.05,p <0.01( MR

) o



(2) (B:].IS
(8=50.83 p<0.01) Hlb. (3)

(B=-0.15 p<0.01) .
H2b. (4) (5)

(B=0.02 p<0.01;8=0.16 p<0.05) .

o (6)
(2) .(4) .(5) o
(3) o
2 ( ) ( Binary Logistic)
PR S | mAl [ w2 [ mA3 ] gaa [ EAas ] HEA6
ExiE
4>k FAZ(In) -0.38™ -0.30™ —0.28™ —0.34™ -0.39™ -0.28™
(0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07)
4> ok S 0.05™" 0.04™* 0.04™ 0.03™ 0.05™ 0.03*
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
B b 5 0.58 0.57 0.60 0. 60 0. 60 0.61
(0.37) (0.38) (0.37) (0.37) (0.37) (0.38)
s -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.01 0.00
(0.39) (0.40) (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (0. 40)
Eeirk -0.24 -0.21 -0.22 -0.16 -0.21 -0.11
(0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.45)
B 4 AT B 2K 0.10™ 0.10™ 0.09™ 0.10™ 0.09™ 0.09%
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
B HAKFH KT -0.15™ -0.13™ —0.14™ —0.14™ -0.15™ -0.12™
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
B d5 A8 0.10™ 0.11™ 0.11™ 0.11™ 0.10™ 0.11™
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
A #
RERA(=1) 1.18™ 1.05™
(0.17) (0.18)
B R -0.15™ -0.03
(0.03) (0.06)
FIE-2- 2
Bl dE AR H 0.02™ 0.01™*
(0.00) (0.00)
TR R FH 0.16™ 0.27"
(0.08) (0.08)
W HOR —4.23™ ~-5.50™ —4.55™ ~5.86™ —4.21™ -6.56™
(0.79) (0.84) (0. 80) (0.89) (0.79) (0.91)
F () 288.41 339.24 296.28 311.22 292.67 357.94
B E(dL) 8 9 9 9 9 12
F A T A 50. 83 7.87 22.81* 4.26™ 69.53™

(1) #AERR: P E RS S LA (2008) 465 AR EATEIR.(2) HAF =1766, p<0.1, ™ <0.05,™p <0.01( %
RARE)



52

2014

(50%)
(10%) .

”» 1 ”

[

(40%)

45

31

“«



1 ) — J. 2006( 7) : 57-59.

2 . 7. 2013(3) :92-97.

3 NORDQVIST M WENNBERG K HELLERSTEDT K. An Entrepreneurial Process Perspective on Succession in Family Firms
J . Small Business Economics 2013 40(4) : 1087-1122.

4 STEIER P MILLER D. Pre-and Post-succession Governance Philosophies in Entrepreneurial Family Firms J . Journal of Family
Business Strategy 2010 1(3) : 145-154.

5 WHATLEY L. A New Model for Family Owned Business Succession J . Organization Development Journal 2011 29(4) :21-

32.

6 J. 2013( 11) : 77-88.

7 ) J. 2009( 1) : 120-122.

8 J. 2009 (4) :74-104.

9 N . 2011-01-07( 1) .

10 AVLONITI A TATRIDOU A KALOUPSIS I et al. Sibling Rivalry: Implications for the Family Business Succession Process

J . International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 2013 18(5) : 1-18.

11 . - . 2012(3) :61-71.

12 SHARMA P IRVING P G. Four Bases of Family Business Successor Commitment: Antecedents and Consequences ] .
Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice 2005 29( 1) : 13-33.

13 JANJUHA-JIVRAJ S WOODS A. Successional Issues Within Asian Family Firms: Learning from the Kenyan Experience J
International Small Business Journal 2002 20( 1) : 77-94.

14 BRACCI E VAGNONI E. Understanding Small Family Business Succession in a Knowledge Management Perspective J . [UP
Journal of Knowledge Management 2011 9( 1) : 7-36.

15 . N J. 2013( 8) : 108-110.

16 PARDO-DEL-VAL M. Succession in Family Firms from a Multistaged Perspective J . International Entrepreneurship and
Management Journal 2009 5(2) :165-179.

17 LAM W. Dancing to Two Tunes: Multi-entity Roles in the Family Business Succession Process J . International Small Business
Journal 2011 29(5) : 508-533.

18 . J. 2012( 1) : 61-64

19 . — J. 2009 6( 12) :1702-1708.

20 . J. 2013( 11) : 77-88.



54 2014

21
22

23
24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35
36

37

38
39

40

41

42

43
44

D . : 2013.
SHARMA P CHIRSMAN J J CHUA J H. Predictors of Satisfaction with the Succession Process in Family J . Journal of
Business Venturing 2003 18(5) : 667—-687.
J. 2007( 1) : 59-64.

RUBENSON G C GUPTA A K. The Initial Succession: A Contingency Model of Founder Tenure J . Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice 1996 21( 1) :21-35.
SHARMA P CHRISMAN J J PABLO A et al. Determinants of Initial Satisfaction with the Succession Process in Family Firms:
A Conceptual Model J . Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 2001 25( 3) : 17-35.

— J. 2011
(8) :102-110.

J. : 2005( 6) : 49-52.
I 2008( 6) : 63-67.
SHARMA P CHRISMAN J J PABLO A et al. Determinants of Initial Satisfaction with the Succession Process in Family Firms:
A Conceptual Model J . Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 2001 25(3) : 17-35.
BROCKHAUS R H. Family Business Succession: Suggestions for Future Research J . Family Business Review 2004 17(2) :
165-177.
MATTHEWS C H MOORE T W FIALKO A S. Succession in the Family Firm: A Cognitive Categorization Perspective ] .
Family Business Review 1999 12(2) :159-169.
SEYMOUR K C. Intergenerational Relationship Sin the Family Firm: The Effect on Leadership Succession ] . Family Business
Review 1993 6(3) :263-281.
HANDLER W C. Succession in Family Firms: A Mutual Role Adjustment Between Entrepreneur and Next-generation Family
Members J . Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice 1990 15(2) : 37-51.
SHARMA P CHRISMAN J J CHUA J H. Succession Planning as Planned Behavior: Some Empirical Results J . Family
Business Review 2003 16( 1) : 1-15.
MANDELBAUM L. Small Business Succession: The Educational Potential J . Family Business Review 1994 7(4) :369-375.
SHARMA P CHIRSMAN J J CHUA J H. Predictors of Satisfaction with the Succession Process in Family J . Journal of
Business Venturing 2003 18( 5) : 667-687.
MATTHEWS C H MOORE T W FIALKO A S. Succession in the Family Firm: A Cognitive Categorization Perspective J .
Family Business Review 1999 12(2) : 159-169.
- J . 2011( 8) :21-22.
ROTHWELL W. Effective Succession Planning: Ensuring Leadership Ccontinuity and Building Talent from Within M . New
York: Amacom 2001: 189-192.
CARSRUD A L. Meanderings of a Resurrected Psychologist or Lessons Learned in Creating a Family Business Program J .
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 1994 19( 3) : 39-48.
DYER W G. Potential Contributions of Organizational Behavior to the Study of Family Owned Businesses ] Family Business
Review 1994 7(2) :109-131.
() . 2006.6 -2008.6 M .
2009: 5.
N . 2010-11-05(1) .
J. 2006( 5) : 26-217.
( FIRK)



