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Abstract 
Successions are usually portrayed as events where predecessors quickly and quietly fade away from the picture 
once the transfer of managerial authority is complete. However, for majority of the family firms this is not the case. 
Family firm predecessors can continue to be involved with the family business even after their retirement in 
myriad of ways through on-going and overlapping business and kinship relations. Based on interviews with 
predecessors and successors from nineteen family businesses in Turkey, this article presents that it is the 
successors’ expectation how their predecessors should act after the succession that determines whether 
post-succession predecessor involvement has a positive or negative influence on the family business.  
Keywords: Succession in family businesses, continued predecessor involvement, predecessor-successor 
interactions 
1. Introduction 
Succession in family businesses is seldom a seamless and continuous transition that ends with the “transfer of the 
baton” (Sigalas et al., 2008). Academic research and anecdotal evidence suggest that even after the transfer of 
managerial title and responsibilities, if the predecessor is still alive and able-bodied (physically and mentally), we 
should not automatically assume post-succession predecessor involvement will diminish or disappear. 
Predecessors can decide to continue to be involved with the family business in different capacities for different 
reasons (Cabrera-Suarez, 2005; Cadieux, 2007; Chung and Yuen, 2003; Feltham, Feltham and Barnett, 2005). For 
example, Stavrou (2003) found that most parent-predecessors, who had technically retired, desired to stay 
involved in their firms and continue to advise their heirs on how to manage, in a genuine attempt to be helpful to 
the firm and the offspring. Using anthropological theory, Grote (2003) argues that predecessors might not want to 
sever their ties with the family business after the succession because it reminds them of their own mortality and 
because the firm has become a surrogate family that they do not want to abandon.  
It is the interlocked spheres of family, management and ownership in family businesses that makes it possible and 
easier for predecessors to find alternative ways to continue to be involved with the family business (Harvey and 
Evans, 1995). Often incumbents and successors have a parent-child or senior family member-junior family 
member relationship (Jayaraman et al., 2000). In addition, during predecessors’ tenure they can build influential 
and loyal network ties with other stakeholders (i.e. other family members, employees, suppliers, customers, etc.). 
After their retirement, predecessors can still continue to be involved with the family business via commanding 
family relationships or loyalties of their networks (Davis & Harveston, 1998). Basically, predecessors who have 
given up their top managerial titles could still hold on to certain authority and power through their stocks, legacy, 
and family authority 
If retired predecessors can and often do continue to be involved with the family business even after the succession, 
it becomes important to understand how post-succession predecessor actions could influence successors and the 
family business. To this end, this research has two objectives: a) explore the different post-succession behaviours 
predecessors display by identifying the discriminating components of their actions, and b) examine the 
consequences of varying continued predecessor involvements on successor attitudes and the well-being of the 
family business.   
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2. Literature Review 
2.1 Reasons behind Continued Post-Succession Predecessor Involvement 
Continued predecessor involvement could be based on reasons like wanting to ensure family harmony, helping the 
new successor and assuring continuity in certain aspects of the business, but there could also be personal reasons 
such as not fully trusting the successor, lack of alternative activities, and reaffirming self-worth (Cater & Justis, 
2010; Kets de Vries, 2003; Quigley & Hambrick, 2012; Sharma et al., 2001).  Some predecessor might resist 
decreasing their involvement with the organization to ignore the signals of their mortality (Davis and Harveston, 
1998; Handler, 1990). Most predecessors, at great personal cost, invest a large part of their time and resources into 
the company (Cater & Justis, 2010) and when individuals are separated from projects they are heavily invested in, 
this decreases their morale so much that they are willing to return to the project under less desirable circumstances 
(Mochon, Norton & Ariely, 2012).  
Continued predecessor involvement can be attributed to the predecessors’ desire to ensure they are leaving their 
heirs a healthy and sound organization that could potentially exist for decades (Bjuggren & Sund, 2001; Le 
Breton-Miller & Miller, 2006; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005). This urge could be especially pressing when the 
intended successors are the children of incumbent CEOs (Grassby, 2001; Lansberg, 1999). When predecessors feel 
that their chosen successor might be challenged by the other potential candidates, they could continue involvement 
in order to provide support for the successor and protect family harmony (Lansberg, 1999). Finally, most 
predecessors know their retirement income will depend on the well-being of the business; hence, they might be 
reluctant to give up the opportunity to observe and/or control how the family business is managed if they perceive 
doing so would jeopardize their retirement income and legacy (Sharma, Chua & Chrisman, 2000). 
2.2 The Influence of Post-Succession Predecessor Involvement  
Davis and Harveston (1998) and Mitchell, et al. (2009) simply categorizes post-succession predecessor behaviours 
as “being involved” or “not being involved;” arguing that the former always leads to negative outcomes. Studies 
by Sonnenfeld (1988) and Cadieux (2007) argue that predecessors do not assume a singular post-succession 
involvement role and that their involvement could evolve overtime. They argue that predecessor personalities and 
retirement circumstances influence the post-succession level of involvement on a continuum ranging from “high” 
to “low”. Cabrera-Suarez (2005) through her case study argues that high levels of involvement will lead to 
negative outcomes but the low-level involvements can actually be beneficial for the organization if managed well.  
In family businesses, if predecessors’ post-succession behaviours create inertia for change and they try to keep 
time still, this can lead to friction and conflict among successors who perceive a need for change (Miller, Steier & 
LeBreton-Miller, 2003). Studies examining the impact of post-succession predecessor involvements in family 
businesses (e.g. Mitchell et al., 2009) confirm that increased predecessor involvement challenges successors’ 
control over the organization by hindering their ability to develop and implement appropriate strategies. Harvey 
and Evans (1995) argue that since predecessors do not usually act as change agents, their continued involvement 
will mostly lead to friction between them and their successors, causing successors to negatively react towards the 
predecessor and the family business. However, social norms governing parent-child relationships can influence 
successors’ reactions to their predecessors’ post-succession actions. If successors are aware of their 
parent-predecessor’s sincerity to help them, they can display less of an objection for their parent-predecessors’ 
post-succession actions in order to avoid hurting their parents’ feelings and/or to prevent damaging family 
relations (Rosenblatt, de Mik, Anderson & Johnson, 1985). In her 2005 case study, Cabera-Suarez provides 
examples showing how predecessors who have encouraged and supported their successors by allowing them to 
take responsibility and make mistakes generated positive successor reactions. The author describes in her study a 
context in which predecessors do not conflict with successors but cooperate with them by sharing the workload and 
providing advice. 
In addition, studies show that negative successor attitudes towards the predecessor, organization and/or the 
succession process could lead to increased intergenerational conflicts and deterioration of the family harmony 
(Brun de Pontet, Wrosch and Gagne, 2007; Venter, Boshoff and Maas, 2005). The dyadic interaction between 
predecessors and successors is important because if managed properly it builds greater trust, better understanding 
and opportunities for improved knowledge transfer among the actors (Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2001; De Massis, 
Chua & Chrisman, 2008; Handler, 1990,Harvey & Evans, 1995; Sharma et al., 2001, Ward, 1987), and it is linked 
directly to improved successor post-succession performance (Goldberg, 1996) and positive organizational 
outcomes (Handler, 1990; Le Breton-Miller et al., 2004; Stavrou & Swiercz, 1998; Venter et al., 2005). However, 
if the dyadic interaction between the predecessor and successor starts to deteriorate this could lead both to erect 
barriers hindering effective communication, adopt destructive roles and avoid each other’s company; preventing 
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critical resource sharing (Gordon & Nicholson, 2010) all of which can heart the well-being of the organization 
(Danes, Leichtentritt, Metz, & Huddleston-Casas, 2000; Stewart & Danes, 2001). 
3. Research Methodology 
The methodology required for this research had to provide the opportunity to identify particular attributes and their 
dimensions, compare these across cases and identify a pattern from the systematic comparison among cases. To 
achieve this goal and to identify such patterns, qualitative research methods, especially a grounded theory 
approach was particularly well-suited for this research (Gilgun & Sussman, 1996). Guided by the requirements of 
grounded theory methodology, the first step was to decide which organizations to approach for data collection.  
The ongoing debate as to what kind of organization could be considered a family business and the focus being on 
the post-succession period meant that participants had to be selected from family businesses that fulfilled certain 
conditions. First, to ensure only organizations that fit the theoretical family business definition provided by Chua, 
Chrisman and Sharma (1999) were considered, the following factors about the organizations were controlled for: 
the amount of stock owned by a member or members of a single family had to represent the majority of the 
company shares, at least one family member had to be involved in the management activities, and there had to be 
the intention to keep the business sustainable, at least for the next generation family member(s). Second, in order 
for participants to be able to provide first-hand information about the post-succession period, they had to have 
gone through a succession in their family business. Potential participants were specifically asked to confirm 
succession in their family business had happened. This was important because the belief of passing over a 
threshold (i.e. the transition) influences peoples’ future expectations and behaviours compared to changes in their 
official titles (Handler, 1989). Finally, there needed to be confirmation that the succession was not brought about 
by the predecessors’ sudden death or a debilitating mental or physical illness. The purpose for this criterion was to 
ensure that the predecessors had the opportunity to choose between continued post-succession involvement or not.  
The next step was to decide whom to pursue in family businesses to participate in this research. Both predecessors 
and successors were identified as suitable participant candidates that could provide first-hand data for this research. 
Members from both genders were included in the research; however, the total number of women participants was 
low (only 2 out of 24 in the final sample), reflecting the comparatively low numbers of female family members 
who are involved in the management of family businesses (Cadieux, Lorrain, & Hugron, 2002). To determine if 
different levels of familial connections mattered in post-succession involvement, there was no restriction based on 
whether potential research participants were in a parent-child relationship. However, all of the 
predecessor-successor relationships ended up also being parent-child relationships.  
For this research data were collected from family businesses in Turkey. Unfettered access to the local Independent 
Industrialists and Businessman’s Association (MUSIAD (Note 1)) membership list made it possible to gain access 
to significant number of potential participants in a reasonable amount of time. Support of the association also 
helped ensure the trust relationship regarding how the sensitive information will be used during and after the 
research. Participants came from 19 family businesses (FB). Eighteen of the family businesses were 100% family 
owned and operated and could be classified as mid-size firms based on their revenues and number of regular 
employees. Only one FB was a publicly traded company where the family still controlled the majority of the shares 
and family members were involved actively with the management of the company by occupying the positions of 
chairperson, CEO, sales and marketing director. Predecessors were mostly majority shareowners while successors 
were minority shareowners. 
To protect the anonymity of the participants, both family businesses’ names and respondents’ names were replaced 
with an alphanumeric code (i.e. “FB-number” for the family business). Depending on whether the participant was 
a successor or a predecessor, the letter “S” or “P” was placed after the alphanumeric code. In total, from the 
nineteen family businesses, 24 individuals agreed to participate in this research; fifteen were successors and nine 
were predecessors. Most of the participating successors were middle-aged males with a university or higher degree 
education. The predecessors, on the other hand, were usually over the legal retirement age, were all males, and 
most had only equal to or less than a high school diploma. All of the family businesses were officially managed by 
the second generation; the predecessors were the founders of these firms. A summary of the characteristics of the 
family businesses and interviewees participating in this research is provided in Table 1 below.  
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Table 1. Characteristics of the family businesses and the participants  
A. A. Family Businesses   N = 19  
Industry   
Manufacturing 5 (FB’s 1,2,5,14,17) 
Construction  4 (FB’s 8,9,10,16) 
Textile 3 (FB’s 6,11,12) 
Food and Beverage 2 (FB’s 13, 15) 
Legal Service 1 (FB 19) 
Automotive 1 (FB 18) 
Optic Supplies 1 (FB 7) 
Tourism 1 (FB 3) 
Freight 1 (FB 4) 
Number of Employees   
49 or less 9 (FB’s 2,6,8,9,10,11,15,19) 
50-99 4 (FB’s 7,16,17,18) 
100-250 4 (FB’s 1,3, 12, 14) 
251 or more 2 (FB’s 5,13) 
Transfer of ownership  
Predecessor Owned 11 (FB’s 2,3,6,8,12,13,14,15,16,17,18) 
Successor Owned 5 (FB’s 1,4,5,7,9,10,19) 

Other 1* (FB 11) 

B. B. Interviewees   
 Successors (N=15) Predecessors (N=9) 
Average age (S.D.) 44.5 (5.0)        70.7 (4.5) 
Gender   
Female 2 (FB’s 12, 13)             - - 
Male 13 (rest of the successors) 9 (all the predecessors) 
Education level   
Graduate degree  5 (FB’s 1,8,12,13,16) 1 (FB 19) 
Undergraduate degree  10 (rest of the successors) 3 (FB’s 2, 4, 18) 
High School diploma - - 4 (FB’s 1,3,5,16,) 
Less than 12 years - - 1 (FB 17) 
#Generation   
First (Founder) - - 9 (all the predecessors) 
Second 15 (all the successors) - - 

*Successor shares equal ownership with his partner/uncle (50-50 split). 

 
Semi-structured in-depth interviews were the primary source of data for this research. The interviews began by 
asking participants to provide information in their own words about the family firm (i.e. when/how/by whom was 
it established, its history up until now and future expectations), their personal and career history and family 
involvement with business. These questions were then followed with inquiries about events/actions/interactions 
that transpired after the succession in the organization, in the family and between the predecessor and the successor. 
Participants were encouraged to explain from their own perspective their reactions and feelings. Before concluding 
the interviews, demographic and personal information was collected from the participants. During the interviews, 
participants were encouraged to take the lead and express their thoughts freely without interruption. The length of 
the interviews varied between 45 minutes to two hours, and process notes were taken immediately following each 
interview. However, it is important to note that the interviews were not designed in such a way that a set of 
structured questions were asked in the same order all the time. Depending on the pace and information provided by 
the participants, the wording and order of the questions were modified during the interviews. The interview 
questions and the inquiry style took their final shape out in the field while actually interacting with the participants 
and collecting data.  
To triangulate the data, further information about the family businesses and the participants were collected from 
two different sources: company generated materials (e.g. annual reports, company brochures and websites) and 
third-party generated materials (print and web-based media). The secondary sources were used primarily to gather 



ijbm.ccsenet.org International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 14, No. 2; 2019 

23 
 

additional information about the family business, the family and the participants. In some cases, the secondary data 
confirmed some of the information that was provided by the participants during the interviews. Events that took 
place in the public eye also provided a starting point to discuss matters that were personal in nature.  
Data analysis for this research began as soon as first data were collected (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). After each 
interview the voice recordings and field notes were transcribed as soon as possible. Process notes including themes, 
interpretations, ideas and interesting quotes were noted as memos and attached to the participant’s file. Once an 
interview record was transcribed, transcriptions were read line by line, and a new code was created whenever a 
statement was discovered that indicated an incident not yet covered by any of the previously introduced codes. No 
preconceived codes were used during the data analysis process. All of the codes freely emerged during the analysis 
of the data. Coding properties of incidents such as context, interaction among parties and consequences also were 
noted freely (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Evidence from new cases was continually compared while remaining open 
and sensitive to the emergence of new incidents not previously covered.  
After finishing the initial first-level coding, each code was re-examined to ensure that they accurately represented 
the incidents to which they were assigned and to determine whether some codes should be split, combined or 
renamed (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 2013). Moving to the second order categorization, or in other words, 
grouping first-level codes into code families, reduced the germane categories into a more manageable number 
(Gioia et al., 2013). Code families were further linked to higher order concepts called “themes.” Since this research 
collected data from two different groups of participants (predecessors and successors) and was interested in both 
successor and organizational outcomes, the themes were further categorized according whether they were related 
to predecessor actions, successor reactions or organizational outcomes. This further categorization of data was 
done to develop a more parsimonious conceptual framework for explaining the outcomes of post-succession 
predecessor involvement. This higher-level conceptualization was necessary to make the emerging framework 
more solid by using parsimonious concepts with higher explanatory power. In addition, it is considered a key 
component of demonstrating rigor in qualitative research (Pratt, 2008).   
To minimize bias and further improve the reliability of the process, the help of an independent business faculty 
member who is familiar with qualitative studies was obtained. Free rein was given to the independent coder to go 
beyond the coding guideline, and to identify new ways of coding and new words for the codes. Comparison 
between the two sets of coding revealed 83% agreement. The minor differences were mostly due to redundancies 
and the choice of words used to name codes. After careful deliberation, all of these issues were resolved quickly.  
4. Results 
All of the participants reported that in one form or the other there was continued predecessor involvement at their 
family business post-succession. This reaffirms previous researchers (e.g. Cadieux, 2007; Davis & Haveston, 1998; 
Harvey & Evans, 1995; Sonnenfeld, 1988) and practitioners arguments, even after predecessors and/or successors 
claim that the succession in the family business has occurred, this does not mean that the previous generation has 
stopped their involvement with the organization. From the beginning of the research it quickly and consistently 
appeared that participants differentiated predecessors’ post-succession involvement behaviour based on how often 
it occurred, how intense it was and how wide an influence it had. 
4.1 The Involvement Dimensions 
Frequency of the predecessors’ post-succession involvements differed as if they were on a continuum where at the 
one end there was constant contact with the organization and its stakeholders, and on the other end there was barely 
any noticeable contact with the organization and its stakeholders (see Figure 1). Predecessors, who monitored 
events in and around the organization on a regular basis, who made their presence felt at the office, regularly 
examined official reports, kept in touch with different stakeholders on an ongoing basis and/or often took part in 
the strategic decision-making processes, were considered to be frequently involved with the family business. On 
the other hand, predecessors who did not come to the office regularly, seldom checked reports and tried to avoid 
taking part in decision-making processes were considered to be infrequently involved with the organization. It 
emerged that in eleven of the family businesses the predecessor’s involvement level was high and in eight of them 
it was low.  
The second matter participants focused on when talking about post-succession predecessor involvement was the 
style predecessors employed (see Figure 1). Participants described predecessor behaviours either as an active 
attempt to try to force the successor’s decisions and behaviour to be in alignment with their own or as providing 
alternative views and solutions to the successor’s without imposing their will or desires onto successors. These 
descriptions are similar to the “directive” versus “consultative” style leaderships (Bass, 1990; Pelletier, 2010). 
Hence, an involvement can be deemed directive in style when predecessor involvement leads to strategic 
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organizational decisions to be made in alignment with the desires and/or needs of the predecessor rather than the 
desires of the successor and/or the needs of the organization. On the other, consultative style involvements are 
when predecessors just share their views, thoughts or knowledge and do not impose their will onto the next 
generation. Participants reported that in twelve of the family businesses the predecessor’s involvement style was 
directive while in seven of them it was consultative.     
After the succession, predecessors can choose to be involved with the whole of the organization or decide to limit 
their involvement to a certain area or issue of the business (see Figure 1). Being involved with the whole of the 
organization involves monitoring the whole of the organization and dictating decisions or giving advice about 
matters that would impact the entire organization and its stakeholders. On the other hand, when predecessors feel 
the need or want to help their successors in certain areas where they think their expertise could be beneficial, or 
when the successors perceive a desire for this within their predecessors, this type of involvement becomes limited 
in scope. It emerged that in eleven of the family businesses the predecessor’s involvement scope was limited while 
in eight of them it encompassed whole of the organization.   
 

 
Figure 1. Examples of the dimensions 

 
4.2 Post-Succession Predecessor Behaviours  
When these three dimensions are combined (see Figure 2) two distinct post-succession predecessor involvement 
patterns emerge. It seems that although predecessors can choose any combination of post-succession behaviour 
along these dimensions they tend to prefer two types of involvement behaviour. In the first type, the predecessor 
frequently tries to dictates his/her vision about how the whole company should be managed post-succession. In the 
second type of continued post-succession involvement, the predecessor seldom provides alternative suggestions, 
like a consultant, limited to only specific matters about the organization. It appears there is a strong relationship 
between these dimensions; high frequency, directive style and whole organizational scope post-succession 
predecessor involvements are regularly exhibited together. In a similar fashion, low frequency, consultative style 
and limited scope post-succession predecessor involvements are regularly exhibited together. 

Frequency: 
High: “Dad was always here watching over my shoulder. On top, he always wanted to take part in 

every managerial decision I made.” (FB-14.S) 
Low: “After we took over dad dropped by once in a while to check how we were doing or to deal with 

old customers who insisted on negotiating with him.” (FB-9.S) 
Style: 
      Directive: “He might listen to you but once he makes ups his mind there is no going back. He will find a 

way to make sure you follow suggestion, if you could call it a suggestion.” (FB-6.S)  
      Consultative: “My role is to be a figurehead and provide advice based on my knowledge and experience. 

Whether they take it or not is their choice.” (FB-19.P) 
Scope: 
      Wide: “Nobody looks after the property of the owner like the owner himself; thus, I always have to be alert 

and follow everything on the factory floor.” (FB-2.P) 
      Limited: “His [the predecessor’s] only responsibility is to look after the accounting department.” 

(FB-15.S) 
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most part, perceived as complementing or conflicting with their successors’ management decisions, it is not 
surprising to expect and observe successors to be the first to react. Successors’ reactions regarding their 
predecessors’ post-succession involvement are especially important when we consider that successor satisfaction 
is strongly linked to the well-being of the firm under their tenure (Sharma et al., 2001). 
A number of studies show that unanticipated behaviours (i.e. the discrepancy between what is encountered and 
what was expected) can lead to various negative outcomes, such as emotional exhaustion (Proost, Ruysseveldt and 
Dijke, 2012), lower organizational commitment (Wanous, Poland, Premack & Davis, 1992), and increased 
turnover intentions (Houkes, Janssen, de Jonge, & Bakker, 2003; Turnley & Feldman, 2000). In family businesses, 
when family members, especially the successors, are not engaged properly (i.e. behaving contrary to their 
expectations) this damages their sense of fairness within both the organization and the family, and it can ultimately 
hurt the organization’s survivability (Van der Heyden, Blondel, & Carlock, 2005). 
From this research it emerged that successor reactions were either functional or dysfunctional in nature depending 
on the overlap between actual predecessor involvement behaviours and successors’ post-succession expectations 
from them. Functional reactions are when successors are willing to work together with their predecessors, despite 
their involvement, to generate ideas, pathways and solutions to tackle problems and enhance the achievement of 
individual and organizational goals. Functional reactions can ensure that both predecessors and successors work 
together to find a satisfactory solution before stress and conflicts spiral out of control (Reddy, 1994). On the other 
hand, a dysfunctional reaction is when the successor disagrees with the predecessors’ actions, has an increase in 
negative feelings towards the predecessor, limits interaction with the predecessor and spends time and resources to 
undo or undermine the predecessor’s action rather than collaborate with each other to achieve individual and 
organizational goals.  
In this research, the successors wanted to benefit from their predecessors’ experiences and network connections 
but did not want their management to be openly challenged or hindered by the post-succession involvement. In 
majority of the family businesses (fifteen) the desired predecessor involvement behaviour was low frequency, 
consultative style and limited scope. On the other hand, among the four family businesses (FB-10, FB-11, FB-12 
and FB-15) that wanted their predecessors’ to be involved in high frequency and directive style involvement, three 
of them (FB-10 , FB-11 and FB-12) did not consider limiting the scope while one (FB-15) wanted it to be limited 
to the area of accounting. In the cases where a higher frequency, directive style predecessor involvement was 
expected, the successors needed their predecessors to either act as a counterweight against other important family 
members (FB-11 and FB-12), continue to learn by being at their presence (FB-10) or benefit from their specialized 
knowledge (FB-15) (see Figure 4). In eight of the family businesses it was reported that predecessor’s 
post-succession involvement overlapped with what the successors expected, while in eleven of the family 
businesses there was a gap (see Figure 5).  

 
Figure 4. Examples of successors desiring high frequency and directive style post-succession predecessor 

involvements 
 

To act as a counterweight against other family members: 

“I [the successor] am working with my brother, the head of finance, and his wife, the head of public relations. To ensure that my decisions are 

not second-guessed or I am out voted; having dad’s stamp of approval becomes very invaluable. That is why despite his desire to retire 

completely I make sure he comes to work every day, shares an office with me and follows up on the business.” (FB-12.S)  

To learn more from the predecessor: 

“Dad [the predecessor] wanted to leave everything to us, but we asked him to continue to be involved as actively as he could because we had a 

great deal more to learn from him. He knew all the important buyers and sellers in this industry; he had this ability to judge people and 

determine if they were good or bad to do business with. You cannot buy this kind of ability, but when dad was around, he provided it for free. 

Not wanting to benefit from his wisdom and knowledge would have been stupid.” (FB-10.S) 

To benefit from their specialization: 

“My Dad [the predecessor] by profession is a charted accounted. When I took over the general management I asked him to head the accounting 

department. This saved the company money but not having to hire a professional.” (FB-15.S)
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infrastructure development and product diversification, which had been neglected by their predecessors, had to be 
done as quickly as possible. However, these successors also felt that their predecessors’ continued involvement 
prevented them from making and implementing strategic investment decisions, causing them to react negatively, 
creating a hostile work environment and leading them to conclude that the well-being of the family was not served. 
In addition, appearance of disunity hurt the organization in several ways. The participants reported that when a 
new procedure or rule was not liked by the old suppliers, customers or employees, these stakeholders tried to use 
the disunity among top management to continue to do business as if nothing had changed. One successor (FB-14.S) 
reported that he wanted to introduce a new automated ordering system for the suppliers and the customers, thus 
eliminating purchase and sales deals without any paper trail, which the old system was notorious for. However, the 
system never took off until he removed his father (the predecessor) from the business, because both the old 
suppliers and customers were not willing to be part of the system and continued to deal the old way with the father. 
If we summaries the findings of this research, it appears events and interactions that take place between 
predecessors and successors after the succession are as interactive and influential as the events and interactions 
prior to the succession. It seems that after the succession, predecessors either prefer to be regularly involved with 
the family business, dictating and ordering their successors what to do (i.e. frequent-directive-wide scope), or they 
choose only to give advice when it is needed and requested in regard to specific issues (i.e. 
infrequent-consultative-limited scope). Personal factors that influence predecessors’ desire to initiate and transfer 
control to the successor during the pre-succession period similarly influence their choice of post-succession 
actions. The more predecessors trust their successors, are comfortable dealing with uncertainty and are involved in 
alternative activities, the more these predecessors adopt a consultative role, providing advice only on issues they 
are consulted on. While the opposite conditions lead predecessors to adopt roles that provided them oversight over 
the organization and the successor, allowing them to regularly dictate their wishes to the other stakeholders.  
However, the key actor in this dyadic interaction is the successor, to be more specific his or her reaction to the 
involvement behaviour. Whether a predecessor is involved in a frequent, directive and wide scope way or an 
infrequent, consultative and limited scope way, they should make sure that their actions are desired by the 
successors or not. Undesired involvement behaviours, regardless of their type, tend to lead to dysfunctional 
successor reactions, which tarnishes the dyadic communication and cooperation, eventually preventing 
predecessors and successors from working together towards the common goal (i.e. the growth and survival of the 
firm) and hurting the organization that both care about and/or depend on.  Hence, it is the responsibility of the 
predecessors to learn what their successors desire from them post-succession and it is the successors responsibility 
to properly inform their predecessors what they expect from them. Since mismatch between successor 
expectations and predecessor behaviours have the potential to disrupt the family harmony and hurt the 
organization even after the succession is complete, post-succession preparations should be a part of the overall 
transition plan in family business.  
5. Discussion and Conclusion 
Researchers who view continued predecessor involvement with the family business as a major source of conflict 
have recommended keeping the predecessors as far away as possible from the family business (Brun de Pontet et 
al., 2007; Davis & Harveston, 1998; Harvey & Evans, 1995; Quigley & Hambrick, 2012). However, trying to keep 
predecessors away from the family business would mean the successor and the organization can lose access to 
valuable resources such as access to personal networks, transfer of idiosyncratic knowledge and experiences 
learned from the past. In addition, the assumption that predecessors’ ties can be easily severed in family business, 
especially when there is a familial relationship involved, ignores the side channels of informal communication that 
exist in these organizations (Pieper, 2010). Previous studies (e.g., Aranoff, 1998; Cadieux, 2007; Davis & 
Harveston, 1998; Harvey & Evans, 1995; Pardo-del-Val, 2009; Sonnenfeld, 1988) show that even after 
predecessors claim they have retired and transferred the baton to their successors, most continue to be involved 
with the family business and interact with their successors. Predecessors’ transfer of title, authority and/or 
responsibility might signal a change at the executive level, but it does not mean that dyadic interactions, 
relationships, and effects on the organizational outcomes necessarily end (Harvey & Evans, 1995). Organizations, 
especially family businesses, have to be prepared for continued predecessor involvement (Aronoff, 1998). The 
focus of post-succession preparation should shift from the question “what will the predecessor do after he/she 
retires?” to “how can we accommodate the predecessor so that they, their successor, the organization and the 
family can all benefit from this?” Studies show being prepared (via mentality, motivation, knowledge and skill) is 
significantly related to positive succession outcomes both for the individual and the organization (Chittoor and Das, 
2007).   
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Predecessors must realize that they add more value to the family and the organization when they build institutions 
that effectively govern the relationship between family, management, and ownership without the need for 
continuous micromanagement (Poza, 2007). Predecessors’ experience, network connections, and resources are 
valued and many successors do enjoy working with their parents, but they do not like to be constantly challenged 
or told what to do (Miller et al., 2003). If predecessors, regardless of their intentions, do not allow the next 
generation to stand on their own feet, the successors will be highly dependent on the predecessors and will have 
less desire to take responsibility and eventually hurt the organization (Stravrou, 2003; Cabrera-Suarez, 2005). 
Predecessors need to recognize that they will not be around indefinitely to oversee their successors; thus, 
predecessors should provide successors with the space and opportunity to develop their own management style and 
organizational strategy. On the other hand, successors have to remember to recognize the physical, financial, and 
psychological investment their predecessors have made to the family business (Cabrera-Suarez et al., 2001). 
5.1 Limitations and Future Research Suggestions 
The research relied primarily on the use of in depth-interviews; thus, the data collected depended on the self-report 
of participants. The concern with self-reporting is the validity issue, with the accuracy of a self-report depending 
on many factors including an individual’s motivation, perception, and ability to describe (Judd, Smith and Kidder, 
1991). To counter the possible negative effects of self-report, several measures were taken. First, participants 
during the interview were specifically asked to provide both positive and negative examples. The aim was to 
encourage participants to remember events, interactions and outcomes that could not be denied or idealized. 
Second and most importantly, the research was designed to collect data from multiple data sources. When possible, 
both the predecessor and the successor from the same family business were interviewed to compare and contrast 
interpretations of events and interactions.  
Since majority of the participants (and all of the predecessors) were male, the perspectives and concerns mentioned 
by them might not be reflective of how female predecessors behave after the succession. Female predecessors can 
be more reluctant to relinquish total control over the business compared to male predecessors (Cadieux et al., 
2002). Dumas (1992, 1998) has shown that the gender of the successor and the predecessor matters prior to and 
during the succession process. Comparing and contrasting post-succession behaviours of both genders would be an 
interesting and valuable extension of this research.  
Another future research avenue would be, a growing number of family businesses are now handing over their top 
positions to successors who have no family connection to their predecessors. In some organizations this is 
happening in an attempt to professionalize the firm’s management, while in others, small family sizes are limiting 
the chances of finding qualified family member successors (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Bhappu, 2000). Having 
professionals manage the family business means a separation between ownership and management that can create 
an interesting dynamic between the predecessor and the successor.  
In conclusion, it appears that even after we take the old man out from the business, we cannot take the business out 
of the old man because the two are integrally intertwined. Hence, when preparing for the succession and afterwards, 
instead of trying to figure out how to separate predecessors from family businesses, it would be more beneficial to 
find suitable ways to manage their continued presence. Finally, both predecessors and successor must ensure they 
properly inform each other about their post-succession expectation. 
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