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Abstract

 The purpose of this work is to understand the role of family dynamics and culture in the development of psychological 
ownership of family shareholders. A qualitative and exploratory approach was used based on the study of 14 cases 
of Colombian shareholders and 5 cases of Finnish shareholders. The results show that family dynamics create 
opportunities to a) align expectations of the family concerning the business; b) improve communication between 
family members; c) consolidate common values in the family; and d), promote identification with the company. These 
opportunities foster the intention that family shareholders have to exercise control over the company, invest more 
time in it and, therefore, obtain a better understanding of it, which promotes the development of psychological 
ownership. When the two contexts were compared, it was found that the level of collectivism and individualism in each 
culture permeates the opportunities generated by family dynamics. In this sense, similarities were found regarding 
the alignment of expectations, communication, and interaction between family members, and identification with the 
company. On the other hand, it was observed that the dynamics that promote identification with the company through 
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parents’ messages and the handling of different opinions 
generate a favorable environment that encourages 
psychological ownership in the Colombian case, but not 
in the Finnish one.

Keywords: Psychological ownership, 
Family shareholders, Family dynamics,                                       

Family business, Culture.

Resumen

El objetivo de este trabajo es entender el rol de las 
dinámicas familiares y la cultura en el desarrollo de la 
propiedad psicológica en accionistas familiares. Se usó 
un enfoque cualitativo y exploratorio basado en el estudio 
de 14 casos de accionistas colombianos y 5 finlandeses. 
Los resultados muestran que las dinámicas familiares 
crean oportunidades para: a) alinear expectativas de la 
familia frente a la empresa; b) mejorar la comunicación 
entre miembros de la familia; c) consolidar valores 
comunes en la familia; y d) promover la identificación 
del accionista con la empresa. Estas oportunidades 
promueven la intención que tienen los accionistas 
familiares de ejercer control sobre la empresa, invertir 
más tiempo en la misma y, por lo tanto, obtener un mejor 
conocimiento de ella, lo cual promueve el desarrollo de 
la propiedad psicológica. Cuando se compararon los dos 
contextos, se encontró que el nivel de colectivismo e 
individualismo en cada cultura permea las oportunidades 
generadas por las dinámicas familiares. En este sentido, 
se encontraron similitudes en cuanto a la alineación de 
las expectativas, la comunicación e interacción entre 
los miembros de la familia y la identificación con la 
empresa. De otra parte, se observó que las dinámicas 
que promueven la identificación hacia la empresa por 
medio de los mensajes de los padres y el manejo de 
opiniones distintas generan un ambiente propicio que 
incentiva la propiedad psicológica en el caso colombiano 
más no en el finlandés.

Palabras clave: Propiedad psicológica, 
Accionistas familiares, Dinámicas familiares,                               

Empresa familiar, Cultura.

1. Introduction

In recent years, family business 
researchers have begun to explore 
psychological ownership feelings (PSO) and 
its effects on the business. Understanding 
PSO is important given that it can affect 
the attitudes and behaviors that individuals 
have towards a company and, consequently, 
it can affect their individual and group 
performance (Lee, Makri, and Scandura, 
2019; Liu, Chow, Zhang, and Huang, 2019; 
Martinaityte, Unsworth, and Sacramento, 
2020). PSO refers to ownership feelings that 

a person experiences towards something 
material or immaterial (Pierce, Kostova, and 
Dirks, 2001).

Research on PSO in the family business 
has focused on understanding the effects 
that PSO feelings have on the behaviors 
and attitudes of non-family employees 
towards the family business. In general 
terms, such studies have found that PSO 
feelings in non-family members are related 
to their commitment to the organization, to 
their satisfaction with their work, and their 
intentions to leave (Bernhard and O’Driscoll, 
2011; Henssen, 2012; Mustafa, Ramos, and 
Man, 2015; Savolainen and Kansikas, 2013; 
Sieger, Bernhard, and Frey, 2011; Zhu, Chen, 
Li, and Zhou, 2013). Although previous 
studies have shown that PSO is important 
in the context of the family business, there 
are two issues that have not received much 
attention. First, most of the research on 
PSO in family businesses has focused on the 
feelings of non-family stakeholders (Mustafa, 
Martin, and Hughes, 2016; Van Wyk and 
Adonisi, 2012). Although these stakeholders 
are important, the literature suggests 
that the highest PSO feelings that family 
members have towards the family business is 
the binding force between the family and the 
business (Bernhard and Jaskiewicz, 2011). In 
this sense, recent studies have found that the 
PSO of family members affects factors such as 
the capacity for innovation (Pittino, Martínez, 
Chirico and Galván, 2018; Rau, Werner and 
Schell, 2019), and impacts on the feelings of 
PSO of non-family employees (Lee et al., 2019; 
Zhu, Zhang, Han, and Huang, 2018). Second, 
most of the research has also focused on the 
consequences of PSO and less attention has 
been paid to the understanding of factors 
that can contribute to the development of 
PSO in family businesses. 

This work addresses these problems 
through two objectives. On the one hand, 
understanding the role of family dynamics 
in the development of PSO of family 
shareholders in family businesses (that is, 
family members who own the company and 
are linked to the business as managers or 
members of the board of directors). For this, 
we explore the following research question: 
How do family dynamics contribute to the 
development of PSO of family shareholders 
in family business? Understanding the above 
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is important given that the feelings and 
behaviors of family shareholders have a great 
influence on strategic and equity decisions, 
which can affect factors such as performance 
and continuity of the family business, the 
family unit, as well as the commitment of 
other members to the company (Astrachan, 
Klein, and Smyrnios, 2002; Eddleston and 
Morgan, 2014; Kotlar and De Massis, 2013; 
Sharma and Irving, 2005).

On the other hand, this work seeks 
to understand the role of culture in the 
development of PSO. Previous studies 
indicate that culture affects the way in 
which people define themselves (Erez and 
Earley, 1993), and the manner in which they 
determine what is their own (Pierce et al., 
2001). The knowledge available on these 
companies corresponds mainly to literature 
developed in North America and Europe (De 
Massis, Sharma, Chua, and Chrisman, 2012) 
and, to a large extent, such studies have been 
carried out in a single country. This approach 
is problematic given that it prevents the 
understanding of similarities and differences 
in PSO feelings between countries. In this 
sense, we use a sample with Colombian 
and Finnish shareholders to explore the 
following research question: How does 
culture influence the development of PSO in 
Colombian and Finnish family shareholders 
in family businesses? 

2. Theoretical Framework 

2.1. Psychological ownership 
In the organizational context, PSO is a 

phenomenon in which an employee develops 
feelings of possession over an objective (Van 
Dyne and Pierce, 2004). It is often defined 
as a “state in which individuals feel that the 
objective of property (tangible or immaterial), 
or a part of this objective, is theirs” (Pierce 
et al., 2001, p. 299). Literature identifies two 
types of PSO, one based on the organization, 
and the other on work (Mayhew, Ashkanasy, 
Bramble, and Gardner, 2007). The former 

“has to do with the feelings of possession 
and psychological connection of individual 
members with an organization as a whole” 
(Mayhew et al., 2007, p. 478); while the 
latter “is related to the feelings of possession 

towards their particular jobs” (Mayhew et al., 
2007, p. 478). 

According to Pierce et al. (2001), there 
are three factors that contribute to the 
development of PSO in organizations, 
namely: 1) control over the objective; 2) 
level of knowledge of the objective; and 3) 
investment of oneself in the objective. The 
extent to which an individual feels they 
have control over an organization is directly 
related to their ownership feelings towards 
it (Csikszentmihalyi and Halton, 1981). The 
amount of information that individuals have 
about an organization can also affect the 
feelings towards it; the more information a 
deeper relationship can develop between 
them and the object, leading to stronger 
feelings of ownership towards it (Pierce 
et al., 2001). Lastly, the degree in which 
an individual invests time and efforts in a 
business also plays a role in the development 
of PSO feelings. People often feel they own 
what they create, therefore, the extent to 
which an individual invests time, efforts, 
energy, or attention towards a goal will 
greatly influence the sense of ownership 
toward that goal (Csikszentmihalyi and 
Halton, 1981).

2.2. Family Dynamics and PSO in family 
businesses 

Family businesses are organizations run 
by members of one or more families, aimed 
at contributing to the growth of that legacy 
through generations (Chua, Chrisman, and 
Sharma, 1999). This type of companies is 
an important context to understand how the 
feelings of PSO develop, since the interaction 
between family and business systems in 
these companies is manifested. Studies 
have found that such interactions generate 
family dynamics that have an influence on 
the company’s performance and family unity 
(Astrachan, 2010). 

In this document, family dynamics are 
understood as those experiences that family 
members share together as a family in relation 
to the business. Family dynamics have an 
influence on the objectives, entrepreneurial 
activities, the company’s succession process, 
and on the family’s decisions with regard to 
the business (Astrachan et al., 2002; Chrisman, 
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Chua, and Sharma, 2005; Hanson, Hessel, and 
Danes, 2019; Zellweger and Dehlen, 2012). 
Non-economic objectives present in family 
dynamics affect decisions on resources and 
on the company’s performance (Gómez-
Mejía, Haynes, Núñez-Nickel, Jacobson, and 
Moyano-Fuentes, 2007). The sharing of 
values and beliefs among family members is 
part of those non-economic objectives that 
regulate behavior among its members and 
provide guidance in decision-making. They 
are a pillar for the continuity of the family 
business (Kotlar and De Massis, 2013). 

Pierce, Kostova, and Dirks (2003) suggest 
that the characteristics of a context affect the 
development of PSO. In this sense, sharing 
assumptions and values is a family dynamic 
that characterizes family businesses (Tàpies 
and Moya, 2012), helps in the decision-
making process, guiding daily and long-term 
activities and contributing to the success of 
the family business (Distelberg and Sorenson, 
2009; Koiranen, 2002). 

The social learning theory states that 
people learn by observing and imitating 
the behaviors of others, as well as by the 
consequences of those behaviors (Bandura, 
1977). This theory has been used to address 
the people’s cognitive social development, 
the behaviors learned during the observation 
process, and the development of personal skills 
to achieve the objectives in organizations 
(Wood and Bandura, 1989). According to this 
theory, personal factors such as cognitive 
processes and social factors that are 
manifested in behavior and the environment, 
shape a person’s learning process (Bandura, 
1977). The social learning theory allows us 
to understand how behaviors are learned by 
observation and imitation in a family context 
and, in turn, how such family environment 
influences individual behaviors. For example, 
one of the objectives of the family business 
is to transmit a legacy to future generations. 
In this sense, whatever is built by the family 
through the company is also a legacy that is 
transmitted (Hammond, Pearson, and Holt, 
2016; Lumpkin, Brigham, and Moss, 2010). 
Therefore, the social learning theory allows 
us to understand how behaviors and family 
dynamics are learned and transmitted; the 
latter is a fundamental aspect when building 
a family legacy. 

Following this logic, the experiences 
that shareholders share with each other as 
family members in relation to the business 
and among themselves (derived from family 
dynamics) can affect the development of 
PSO, since different family members learn 
positive or negative behaviors towards the 
company that could affect the desire to 
exercise control over the company, invest 
time and know it. Considering that there 
is no current research in this area, and 
given the exploratory nature of this study, 
the following research question was made: 
How does family dynamics contribute to the 
development of PSO of family shareholders in 
family businesses? 

2.3. Culture and PSO in family businesses 
Family businesses differ in many ways 

(Chua, Chrisman, Steier, and Rau, 2012). 
These variations are the result of family 
dynamics that have an influence on the 
business (Barnett and Kellermanns, 2006), 
and of cultural differences. Culture plays an 
important role in the feelings of ownership 
that individuals experience, since it 
influences the way in which those individuals 
define themselves (Erez and Earley, 1993), as 
well as in the manner in which they learn 
what they feel as their own (Pierce et al., 
2001). Hofstede (1994) defines culture as that 
collective programming of the mind which 
distinguishes people of one group from those 
of another group, or others. Research on PSO 
has been carried out in a single country; this 
limits the understanding of how culture can 
affect the development of PSO. This work 
explores two cultural contexts (Finland and 
Colombia) with different levels of collectivism 
and individualism, which can influence the 
PSO of shareholders towards their company. 

Individualism describes the preferences 
of a social setting where individuals are 
expected to take care of themselves (Hofstede, 
2001). For its part, collectivism describes a 
social framework in which individuals take 
care of each other and have a more extended 
family vision than the nuclear one (Hofstede, 
2001). In this sense, Finland and Colombia 
have a very different cultural orientation in 
terms of collectivism and individualism. The 
individualism score is 63 for Finland and 13 
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for Colombia. These results show Finland as 
a predominantly individualistic culture, while 
Colombia is described as a collectivist society 
(The Hofstede Insights Network, 2019).

This document explains that the levels 
of individualism and collectivism can affect 
the development of PSO. Individualism and 
collectivism can also affect the efforts made 
by family shareholders for the company and 
the influence that family dynamics play in 
the process. Individualistic or collectivist 
levels of a culture can affect the manner in 
which individuals perceive exercising control 
over the company, knowing the company and 
investing time in it and, consequently, having 
an influence in the development of PSO. The 
following research question was asked in an 
attempt to better understand the role that 
culture can play in the development of PSO: 
How does culture influence the development 
of PSO of Colombian and Finnish family 
shareholders in family businesses?

3. Methodology 
This work addresses the role of family 

dynamics and culture in the development 
of PSO in family shareholders from an 
exploratory qualitative method (Miles, 
Huberman, and Saldana, 2014), based on 
the study of multiple cases. The case study 
is a widely used approach in management 
research (Yin, 2017), which allows the 
construction and deepening of theories, and 
even the use of cases to clarify theoretical 
constructions (Siggelkow, 2007). The use of 
this methodology is justified for three reasons: 
(a) this approach is suitable for the study of 
psychological processes in organizations 
(Strike and Rerup, 2016; (b) it is relevant when 
a hardly explored topic is addressed (Elsbach 
and Kramer, 2003); and (c) because this study 
is focused on the theoretical preparation 
(Lee, Mitchell, and Sablynski, 1999), in order 
to improve the previous understanding about 
the role of family dynamics and culture in the 
development of PSO. 

A multiple-case approach was adopted, 
as it allows comparisons for similarities 
and differences between cases (Bika, Rosa, 
and Karakas, 2019), while providing a more 
general, more reliable and convincing level 
of theorizing compared to the study of single 

cases (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). The 
unit of analysis was the individual, specifically, 
the family shareholder. In this sense, 19 cases 
were used to create theoretical ideas about 
the role of family dynamics and culture in the 
development of PSO in family shareholders. 

3.1. Instrument and Participants 
A semi-structured interview was used to 

identify the role of family dynamics in the 
development of PSO in shareholders who are 
members of the owner family. The two contexts 
of analysis were selected given the authors’ 
knowledge of family businesses in Colombia 
and Finland. A convenience sampling was 
carried out (Patton, 2002) using as inclusion 
criterion the fact of a shareholder being a 
family member owning a family business. 
This sampling technique consists of selecting 
individuals from the population by the fact 
that they are accessible, that is, because they 
are available and belong to the population 
(Flick, 2018). The theoretical saturation 
criterion was used to establish the number of 
cases (Guest, Bunce, and Johnson, 2006), that 
is, the point at which no new and important 
information is obtained by including another 
case. In this manner, the interview was 
applied to 19 family shareholders (14 from 
Colombia and 5 from Finland). This number 
is consistent with other studies that indicate 
that theoretical saturation is reached using 
between 15 and 20 interviews (MacGillivray, 
2010). 

Table 1 presents the instrument used. It 
was prepared based on the works of Pierce 
et al. (2001), Ward (1988) and Astrachan et 
al. (2002); 63% of participants being women. 
As regards generation, 84% of participants 
belonged to the second generation, 11% to 
the third generation and, finally, 5% to the 
fourth generation. 19% of participants were 
in an age range between 30 and 40 years; 
20% between 41 and 50 years; 40% between 
51 and 60 years; and 21% between 61 and 
70 years. All the interviewees participated 
in the family business as managers, or as 
members of the board of directors. 53% held 
positions in management and in governing 
bodies at the same time. All participants had 
an undergraduate degree, while 42% had 
completed a master’s degree. 
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Table 1. Semi-structured Interview Guide

Psychological Ownership

Based on your experience in your family business, please answer the following questions:

1. Do you feel that the company is yours?

2. When you talk about your family business do you use the words “My family business” or “Our family business”? Why?

3. If you did not have a percentage of ownership in the family business, would you feel that the business is yours? Why?

4. Do you think you know your family business well? What motivates you to gain more insight into the company?

5. Do you consider that that you have invested time and efforts in your family business? What motivates you to invest your 
time and efforts? Why?

6. Do you think that you have some kind of control in the decision-making process in your family business? What motivates 
you to exercise that control? Why?

7. Which factors help strengthen your sense of psychological ownership of your family business? How and why?

8. Which factors decrease the feeling of psychological ownership you have for your family business? How and why?

Family Dynamics

 Based on your experience in your family business, please answer the following questions:

9. Do your family members share the same values with each other? How do you share these values? How do you think this 
impacts your feelings of psychological ownership?

10. Are the same values shared between your family and the company? How is this process carried out? 

11. How do you think this impacts your feelings of psychological ownership?

12. Do you think that your family influences the manner in which the company is run? How? How do you think this impacts 
your feelings of psychological ownership?

13. Do you support the decisions your family makes for the future of the family business? How do you support them? How do 
you think this impacts your feelings of psychological ownership?

14. What is the focus of your family business: Family first? Business First? Or a balance between family and business? How do 
you think this impacts your feelings of psychological ownership?

15. Do you and your family share a family vision? How shared and common is that vision? How do you think this impacts your 
feelings of psychological ownership?

16. Do you know what is the family legacy that your family would like to leave to future generations?

17. How do you think this impacts your feelings of psychological ownership?

18. How has your experience in the family business contributed to your feelings of psychological ownership?

19. How do you think values learned at home contribute to feelings of psychological ownership?

20. How do you think the sharing of views and ideas among family members can contribute to feelings of psychological 
ownership?

Source: Own preparation based on Pierce et al. (2001), Ward (1988) and Astrachan et al. (2002).

3.2. Analysis of Information
Interviews were transcribed and reviewed 

using the content analysis technique 
(Neuendorf, 2016). This technique is 
appropriate for the study of family businesses, 
since its purpose is to understand perceptions 
and feelings in relation to the family business 
(Berrone, Cruz, and Gomez-Mejia, 2012). The 

information was prepared for analysis using 
data reduction, visualization, categorization, 
and contextualization techniques (De 
Massis and Kotlar, 2014). First comes the 
identification of the information that best 
answered the research questions (reduction). 
Second, the information was organized 
in matrices to identify general themes 
and possible conclusions (visualization). 
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Third, data were grouped into categories 
of information, to facilitate comparisons 
(categorization). These groups were discussed 
by the researchers to develop a list of common 
categories in each research question. Finally, 
based on the information collected in the 
previous activities, the connections between 
family dynamics and the development of PSO 
were identified, as well as the similarities and 
differences between Colombian and Finnish 
shareholders.

4. Results 
The analysis allowed us to group the 

information into two classes of data that 
are shown in the code System in Figure 
1. The analysis included six categories 
affecting family dynamics (alignment of 
expectations, communication, common 
values, identification with the company, and 
levels of individualism and collectivism). The 
results for each group of data are presented 
below. 

4.1. Family Dynamics and Psychological 
Ownership 

The first research question explored the 
role of family dynamics in the development 
of PSO. Four categories emerged in relation 
to this question. The first was “alignment of 
the family members’ expectations in relation 
to the family business”. The interviewees 
indicated that family dynamics, such as 
informal gatherings and other more formal 
meetings in the company allowed the creation 
of spaces to generate this alignment of 
expectations. The alignment of expectations 
that family shareholders have towards the 
company helps to reduce conflicts among 
themselves, which helps these shareholders 
perceive and enjoy a sense of family union, 
which promotes in them the development 
of the feeling of PSO. Some interviewees 
highlighted the following: 

“When you have good family dynamics it 
is easier to interact because people have 
similar goals and objectives; they have a 

Figure 1. Categories of analysis

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Consolidation of common values of the business 
family  

Informal meetings of family members and more formal 
gatherings in the company; reduction of conflicts 
between themselves; common goals 

Initial codes Categories Theoretical dimension  

Opportunities for alignment of family 
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between family members  

Identification with the family business  

Level of individualism 

Level of collectivism 
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Cultural Context 

Family gatherings, sharing of information on the company, 
sharing of opinions, beliefs, building the company together  

Shared conversations; transmission of family history and 
of their customs; sharing of values  

Learning about the company, family participation in the 
company, give example with the decisions made  

Respect for individual opinions, spaces to express different 
opinions, own decisions, individual freedom 

Decisions consulted with others, parents’ influence, and 
their example, need for consensus 
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common vision, and this creates cohesion” 
(Colombian participant)

“Good family dynamics make it easier for us 
to interact; we want to work in the company, 
be here, and be more productive” (Finnish 
participant) 

The above suggests that the alignment 
of expectations among family shareholders 
allows them to have a better family harmony, 
in addition to the feeling that they have a 
better work environment. This motivates 
family shareholders to share their opinion, 
to make decisions, to invest their time in 
the company, thus gaining more knowledge 
about it. 

The second category is “communication 
and interaction between family members”. 
In this sense, family dynamics (such as 
family gatherings) and the different ways 
of sharing information, whether written or 
spoken, promote interaction between family 
members and allow the generation of spaces 
for communication and interaction. These 
communication opportunities help family 
members understand the views of other 
members and can help facilitate the decision-
making process among shareholders. Here 
are some thoughts from those interviewed: 

“It is easy to think ahead when communication 
is open, and we share similar beliefs about 
our family and the business. This makes 
us want to be together and work together” 
(Colombian Participant). 

“Good communication creates a good 
connection between family members, and 
this makes us feel motivated to participate 
in our company and each one knows that 
they can make decisions and share them” 
(Finnish Participant). 

These comments point to the general 
idea that positive communication can create 
contexts where interactions generate unity 
and harmony. Family shareholders feel that 
sharing common interests helps them to 
contribute ideas and build for the company. 
This, in turn, generates a desire in the family 
shareholder to want to invest time. Learn 
more and make decisions concerning the 
company because they feel comfortable. 
In this sense, family dynamics can create 
situations in which family shareholders 
develop PSO. 

The third category corresponds to 
“common values that the business family 
has”. In this sense, family dynamics such as 
shared conversations, transmission of family 
history and their customs, allow the creation, 
sharing and strengthening of values among 
family members, which in turn generate 
a space of trust, where shareholders feel 
empowered to make decisions on relevant 
issues in the company. These values also 
enable the creation of common points of view 
in relation to the business. The interviewees 
highlighted the following: 

“If you don’t share similar values, it may be 
that your relationship with your family has 
some difficulty; on the contrary, when we 
share values, we feel more encouraged to 
want to be integrated and learn more about 
our company” (Finnish Participant). 

“When we share family values, I feel that I 
can identify with the company, and it makes 
me want to know more about our business. 
This company is part of who I am and is 
part of our family traditions” (Colombian 
Participant). 

These conversations and spaces for the 
transmission of values help to create a 
harmonious environment that invites family 
shareholders to share time with other family 
members. This in turn influences their 
decision to invest their time in the company 
and, therefore, they acquire more knowledge 
about it, which leads them to develop PSO 
feelings. 

Lastly, the fourth category corresponds 
to “identification with the family business”. 
Family shareholders stated that family 
dynamics create opportunities to learn 
more about the company and to share the 
views that each one has about the company 
and on the family’s participation in it. At 
this point, the example, and words that the 
founding fathers have given to the second 
and third generations are highlighted. 
Through their daily actions, these examples 
of industriousness and love for the company, 
as well as their thoughts, have become a 
motivator for these shareholders to want to 
know and invest time in the business. The 
opportunity to get to know each other a bit 
more as a family and as individuals who can 
contribute to the company’s equity, is also 
highlighted. Below are some comments that 
stand out in the interviews: 
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“Our family dynamics help me create 
awareness about what I need to learn if I 
want to contribute to the company; how I 
can grow as a person; and they help me to 
see the potential that the company can also 
offer me for my professional development” 
(Finnish Participant). 

“Our father always told us, this is for you, 
the company is yours; work and learn so 
that you can contribute in the future. When 
they tell you this during your childhood and 
youth, they strengthen a connection that 
goes beyond the monetary factor, which 
is that this company is the history of our 
family” (Colombian Participant). 

The foregoing suggests that the 
shareholder’s motivation to know and invest 
time in the business increases to the extent 
that family dynamics create opportunities 
to share experiences and gain knowledge 
about the company and the family itself and, 
consequently, the willingness to participate 
in decision-making processes. 

4.2.  Culture, Family Dynamics, and 
Psychological Ownership 

The second research question explored 
how culture influences family dynamics 
that can promote the development of PSO in 
Colombian and Finnish family shareholders. 
Similarities and differences were identified 
in the results. On the one hand, the analysis 
of the interviews showed similarities between 
family shareholders in Colombia and Finland 
in three of the four categories, as follows: 
(a) alignment of expectations of family 
members in relation to the family business; 
(b) communication and interaction between 
family members; and (c) identification with 
the family business. Both Colombian and 
Finnish family shareholders considered that 
these three opportunities generated by family 
dynamics motivate them to make decisions 
about the company, learn more about it, and 
invest time in it, as indicated by some of the 
interviewees: 

“As long as we work together as one, it is 
easier to carry out a project because no one 
is trying to hinder the objectives, as we all 
understand where we are going and what 
will make us better” (Finnish Participant). 

“Family dynamics are important because 
they create spaces to respect our differences 

and where family members can live and 
build together; this makes me feel that I 
want to be here” (Colombian Participant). 

According to the foregoing, it was observed 
that in spite of the differences in the levels 
of collectivism (Colombia) and individualism 
(Finland), opportunities created by these 
family dynamics have a relevant meaning 
and value in each of these cultures, 
according to their social framework and 
the role of individuals in it. Both Colombian 
and Finnish shareholders experience these 
dynamics from their cultural context and 
value them because through the alignment 
of expectations regarding the business, the 
possibility of having a better communication 
with each other and learning more about 
the company, they feel motivated to take in 
decision-making, exercising control in some 
way, investing time in the company, as well 
as gaining more knowledge of it. 

On the other hand, there were differences 
found between family shareholders of 
Colombia and Finland with regard to the fourth 
category: identification with the company 
through messages that were transmitted 
by their parents about the business were 
important for them to feel motivated, to learn 
more about the company, and thus invest 
their time in this issue. Due to the level of 
collectivism present in Colombia where the 
extended family of an individual continues its 
relationship with the nuclear family, parents’ 
influence in adult life continues to be an 
important factor. For the Finnish sample on 
the contrary, their interest in knowing the 
company and investing their time in it was 
their own decision, without being influenced 
by their family, given the cultural orientation 
towards individualism. 

Another difference stands out in the 
interviewees within this category of 
messages, that is, the importance of having 
points of view in common. For Colombian 
shareholders, having points of view in 
common is a very important factor that 
helps in family cohesion. This suggests that 
having different points of view in Colombian 
culture creates a certain level of conflict, 
which discourages the willingness to make 
decisions, invest time in the business and get 
to know it better. On the contrary, for Finnish 
family shareholders, having different points 
of view enriches discussions and creates a 
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better environment to encourage the fact of 
wanting to exercise control, investing in, and 
learning about the company, as indicated by 
some interviewees: 

“I haven’t been forced to be here by my 
parents, nor by their stories. This is my own 
election, and I have my own options and 
opinions” (Finnish participant).

“Sometimes we don’t know how to handle 
these differences of opinion and that 
displeases us; we don’t know how to handle 
the issue” (Colombian participant). 

5. Conclusion
This research explored the development 

of PSO feelings in family shareholders 
in Colombia and Finland, with the aim of 
understanding the role of family dynamics in 
the development of a comparative perspective 
of the Colombian and Finnish cultures. The 
results suggest that family dynamics and 
culture play a determining role for the 
development of PSO in family shareholders, 
since family shareholders activate their 
decision to exercise control within the 
company, invest time in it, and gain a deeper 
understanding of the business through the 
following: (a) alignment of expectations of 
family members in relation to the family 
business; (b) communication and interaction 
between family members; (c) the common 
values that the business family has; and (d) 
the identification with the family business. 

Based on empirical results and theoretical 
interpretations presented in this study, the 
conclusion is that family dynamics contribute 
to the development of PSO feelings in family 
shareholders, in Colombian and Finnish 
family businesses, creating spaces and 
opportunities that are appreciated with a 
high level of importance in each culture. 
In accordance with the foregoing, the 
propositions are: 

P1: Family dynamics contribute to develop 
PSO feelings in family shareholders in family 
businesses.

P1a: Family dynamics create 
opportunities for alignment of expectations, 
for communication among family members, 
and for the consolidation of common values 
of the business family.

P1b: Opportunities to align expectations, 
to communicate, to consolidate common 
values of the business family and to identify 
with the company, motivate shareholders of 
family businesses to exercise control over 
the company, get to know the company, and 
invest time in the company. 

These family dynamics are influenced by 
the cultural context, specifically by the levels 
of collectivism and individualism and by the 
perception that the individual has about what 
they consider to be their own in the countries 
studied. The level of individualism, where 
the individual takes care of himself, makes a 
difference in the manner in which some family 
dynamics motivate family shareholders to 
know more about the company, to invest 
their time in it, and to exercise control over 
business decisions, which according to Pierce 
et al. (2001) are the factors that make up the 
sentiment of PSO. Accordingly, in Finland 
the dynamics that generate communication, 
interaction and alignment with others develop 
PSO more than those dynamics that focus on 
avoiding the difference of opinions and those 
dynamics that influence the freedom of the 
individual through messages, and stories of 
the company’s founding fathers. This analysis 
led to the following propositions: 

P2: The cultural context influences the 
generation of family dynamics that promote 
the development of the feeling of PSO in 
family shareholders of family businesses. 

P2a: The level of individualism or 
collectivism marked by the cultural context 
influences the way in which shareholders 
perceive these opportunities to align 
expectations, to communicate among family 
members, to consolidate common values of 
the business family, and to identify with the 
company. 

P2b: The level of individualism or 
collectivism marked by the cultural context 
influences the motivation that shareholders 
of family businesses have to exercise control 
over the company, get to know the company 
and invest time in the company. 

Figure 2 summarizes how family dynamics 
contribute to the shareholder’s motivation 
to exercise control, invest their time, and 
get to know the company, according to the 
cultural context. This figure integrates the 
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discussions and propositions previously 
raised. 

Given that research on PSO in family 
businesses has focused on studies that span 
a single country (Bernhard and O’Driscoll, 
2011; Sieger et al., 2011), this study reinforces 
the idea that the cultural context of each 
country is relevant to understand that there 
are family dynamics that create opportunities 
for the PSO to develop in family shareholders, 
and that through a cultural analysis these 
dynamics may or may not be similar in some 
cultures (Pierce et al., 2001, 2003). The ability 
to extend the frontiers of this knowledge and 
explore this topic in future research will be 
relevant to obtain an understanding of when 
family dynamics and cultural context may or 
may not activate the components of PSO.

In light of previous research that highlights 
the role of family dynamics in the behavior 
of family members in the company and in its 
dynamics (Blanco-Mazagatos, de Quevedo-
Puente, and Delgado-García, 2016; Neubaum, 
2018), the work herein highlights that the 
opportunities generated by family dynamics 
have an influence on family relationships 
and decisions vis-a-vis the company, and 
which are transmitted to the family based 

on the sharing of values, sayings and 
actions (Gehman, Trevino, and Garud, 2013), 
motivating family shareholders to get to 
know each other, to get to know the business 
and to exercise control over the firm.

Practical contributions are also derived 
from the present study. In the analysis of 
interviews, it was observed that the parents’ 
example influences the manner in which 
their descendants develop feelings towards 
the company. Relationships in the family 
context have an influence on the success of 
important processes for the family business, 
such as the succession process (De Massis, 
Chua, and Chrisman, 2008; Schepker, Kim, 
Patel, Thatcher, and Campion, 2017). This 
suggests that the family business owners 
and shareholders, as well as those who 
have the responsibility of training the 
next generations, should try to create 
opportunities and spaces in which family 
members can improve their communication 
with each other, allowing spaces to learn 
about the company’s fundamental aspects. 
Thus, when there is a better knowledge of 
the company you can raise more awareness 
concerning the need to train ourselves as 
active owners. In this sense, Ward (2006) 
considers that the family business deserves 

Knowing the company  
(Pierce et al., 2001) 

Having control over the company 
(Pierce et al., 2001) 

 

Investing time in the company 
(Pierce et al., 2001) 

 
Feelings of psychological ownership  

Opportunities for alignment of expectations 
Opportunities for communication 
Consolidation of common values of the business family  
Opportunities to identify themselves with the company  

Family dynamics and culture 

 

Figure 2. Family dynamics and psychological ownership in family shareholders

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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to have owners that are committed to the 
business. In this manner, adequate training 
as an active owner will allow these family 
members to have the skills to exercise 
adequate control over the company, as well 
as encourage their motivation to invest more 
time in the company’s activities.

This study has two limitations: (a) the 
size of the sample limits the generalization 
of results; and (b), the results are based on 
the individual perception of the interviewees, 
therefore, future research should contrast 
these individual perceptions with the 
perceptions of other members of the same 
family and, thus, be able to understand PSO 
in a collective, rather than in an individual 
manner. 
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