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BT RAFH A,

y
g

_}‘% B

¥

F

i E: AAHAMEEAARALLARARET T2 @bk, KXKA
LA E ik, 44 2007 ~2020 5 SSCI, 2012 ~2020 4 CSSCI Ff # AL A &M g 22
AR LR, WA IE T T AR RN G EAE RS LR T ERAS ZE,
SPMEREN, HAEBRMEELEHINR AL LFRALERRG F X, KR, BHE,
BRI RS RM GRS Rk LA RIKANERG TR L E 5 M4,
ARFRTALEXMBEL Rrb L LREH RSN EEMGREARDY, FL
BEHRFOASERMEMNEF &, ShEDLSEBAMTELGRLE LK, £
v, YEFHELSZXMELSFEETFREROAIEEAM G ZETTA L,

KEEH: Fakbdl; AoHEAMEER; kit oM

A 2AE IS (socioemotional wealth, SEW) B S Al X 2258 B3 A2
HESER AR TR R A AR E T B RS, RO, SARRIK

w ARSCZEZA SRR TG H TR 25 A0 5 R G 2K S A SR A ol % 6 B BT RT A
(22AGLO1S) %D, 4. SUdmiREL FRE MLl BRIl 5485, a0 g 45 5 M i it
O, HE BERSSCRR. XA
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A AEEH P S S R 2 v i A I 4 1) I 5
WCREANIR], SR A b e P e 3 8 b 4k 2
TR & VS TER RAE N E % & (Gomez—
Mejia et al. , 2007; Berrone et al. , 2010) ,

RSB ZIASE D OE Ay | VRN S ow s BN iy
Bebk g g, B, Gomez-—Mejia 25 (2011)
XAk 2 T R ARE A L 2 S A e
TE M RIEAT T IR ; Berrone % (2012) Xf
R I R & 0 BT 2 i AN i AR T A
CHE:; Vardaman Fl Gondo (2014) ¥4t 2x
5 IR B R 40 o N R AN AN IR AN HE 2 5 Jiang 4
(2018) 3 b4 250 BE2A HIE T 5 AIH R T X4k
SV PSP ;. Swab 5§ (2020)
TS T HE 2315 IRV T 114 22 24 B 45 440 1 45 44t JiE 22 1)
MEFR; RIS (2012) , A% (2014) , 2
WA (2020) 358G X 4 2 1 ROV & 0 PN TR
FE RCAE FE | 0 0 LA B B R VR A T T R AT
T—EMIEMN RS, Gt ZEM KRR, BRAL
S ROV B 7 58 3 B S ME SR AN 4 W g
By RIS T B R M, R x4
15 A B TR AT A B 45 1) SOk O R R o2
LR FAR R o 3 L SR A A 2o ] i
7B C A AR, HOR R T 42
157 B0 g B — Ty T s Ly I 1) e Tk 2%
IR AT R 7 A 2 155 SRR B B3 A6 T A
FEP NS R

M, ARSCRASCERGTE T, R A
HbJE R T AL 23 1 R & B 7E K A BT 5
N 5 R . A SCATRERY BTRRAE T Did
Xit B Ak 2 15 SR UF B B AR SEHF 5T T 5 1) 56 gk
AR, OCH#ETR TimeLine 5 TimeZone 528 | B

TERRASCHER 7 UAF AT SCkH i, He 4
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TR 7 1 L2 i I I O A SR A WF
HRINLT S K QTR S A2
15 BV B FEAE A SCEFE B R 5 80K, Dy ik —
PR SR S0 e AR R, R
BRI R 2 T A B AL T =
IR R, R TERSE2%.

—. MRAE

AR SCR I Ok, IR IS Y AR B
CiteSpace ({5 B AT AL DI fE, 40 B 4 25 17 I
W B IS 7E R A W i g8 i N S R TR
A SR [ Ab SCHER B K U5 R e 4L 2 B2 g
SCRGIEE E (SSCT) , # [ P STk F 4k R
P ER 5 g v SCAE 2 B 51 SR 51 B
(CSSCI) ,

ASCHE WOS 54 PR 2% U1 T4 A Socioe-
motional Wealth” ff:h F:Mial, H T - REA %L
PR BT, ERESCHERIEH S “ Article” | Jf HA%
Gomez—Mejia 55 & R4 — i+ L2316 W & IS AT
SCHRIY 2007 4EFR e AL 2 18 BRI s FRI0 & 1Y
JUAR, AR SCHIF ST ) I ] DX [R] D) SRy 2007 ~
2020 47 o AR SCHE U PR 8 45 1T /2) R 4 o AL
5 % oy “ Social Sciences Citation Index ( SS-
CI) 7, Lk K3 765 5 Lk, i — K %
WOS 25| “Business” “Management” “Busi-
ness Finance” “FEconomics”, L8 %] 712 £ 3¢
R A ST PR SR At AN R 91 T T 3 0 1
12 FR3CHk, FReZA5 3 700 j AT A SCiEk, =
TESCA I T B, AR SCHR AR LA 712 J5 SCHRAE
VARIIDIE 38

AR E AT (CNKT) = 2K &R Ui



BN AR E, LA Gomez—Mejia 5 1
YRR M AL 23 15 B U MR S 1) 2007 45 2 FF I B
], T SCHR R 2 B[] X ] R 2007 ~ 2020
A7, R T RIEREAS B BT, B SOk Y
ORI, EEERh &,
HAURE R B “CSSCLITFI” iy Scik gkt , Sl
B B0 s 5 9 4%, S & B9 8 57 55 3k,
Hor, CSSCI AT ik & 325 4k 23 1 I v 21
YR O I A 8 B2 1 B ) 2012 4R, B,
AR 303 F CSSCT SCHREICHE Y B 18] DX ] 92 B 1y
2012~2020 4F

=, XHMBEIWSER

(—) JeRkul o by

A S gk O S ) ) A A3 AT L G H 3R] Time-
Line A1 FIC 5 18] TimeZone A /3HT, J
AL S IRV RV AR ST I s R A

1. XA4E1333 30 A7

SSCI J5 i, A<3Cilid CiteSpace LIFRal . 4
B ORHH R AL B B A Ol O BT R R, 4
CiteSpace ZbFIFE AR, L1953 491 4> it 4
15 B B S BIF 5T A G 1 SR , A A 1A
MAFMESE R (U0 corporategovernance il cor-
porate governance 5§ ) . 5% % PF 5 5 i 0 Pf 5
(11 socioemotional wealth F1 SEW ) ity 5 4 i) 7
WA, A3 F] 458 A~ OCHER . CSSCL Uy,
AICGE T CiteSpace PASCHET Ay SRR, &
FHE GRS (CInBOR R FEBUACER) , 34532
80 ™54k 23 1 SR B HHLIS A 5% AH 0% 1Y) 5% 1
& 1 {UR/R SSCI A1 CSSCI 3Lk FT #5561 i) 4t
BEBRT 15 (1564

%% %7 0

2022 # % 4 4

®1 SIXER

KA (SSCl) T || OCHEE (CSSCI) | i
Socioemotional Wealth 672 KAl 33
Family Firm 373 FIGEW A 6
Performance 325 FReBRAL R 5
Ownership 258 R CHE 5
Business 185 WEEBEA 4
Corporate Governance 168 FeBRAL R 4
Management 160 ks 4
Governance 143 PR 3
Agency 132 HER TS 3
Firm Performance 111 RGKF 3
Agency Cost 92 ESUNE 2
Entrepreneurial Orientation | 78 il £ 2
Moderating Role 70 JUARGER 2
Ownership Structure 69 [ bRk 2
Innovation 69 Al F 17 2

BORDRIR . A SR

SSCI SCHR FIr 5 S8t /7 T, BR T Socioe-
motional Wealth” “ Family Firm” * Business”
“ Corporate Governance” 2 [H ¥ J% i 85 7 THi J6
PR PN 28 B S B ) 22 A, R A S A ] AT
DAEor PR 53 —J7 T, 2 S DAAE 2315 Il
B VSRR B A, R A S Al
OB S FEME5E £, #14n * Innovation”

’

“ Entrepreneurial Orientation” “ Development In-

vestment” & 5j—Jrl, FFHE T RO RV
I, X “Succession”  “Ownership” “Own-
ership Structure” 25 5 ZE A b R J& 1 AH G B
FIGAR MY B T R BIFFE T BUT R R

CSSCI SCHik fir ¥ S B Jy T, BR T &k
k™ JEREET 200, EWNFE AL 5%
WA” “FGEERT AL, ETHAW
BV E EE X EERT PR

kSR BRI, UBR AR
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CEQARIKT BRI SRR AL AT AR
BANFERIWIIE FE RPN ADTIRERE

2. X 4#13 TimeLine £ £ 547

SSCI Jiii, K1 prs k1A TimeLine 32
MR Fh SR 44 B 7 M ) 2 B R R I 2R R 1L
IFIR], - [F)— SR B S B ) 1Y A WO B AR K P 2
Bk, 1 a2 18] A [R] B2 114 32 4 D) 2 7 5 it 1]
TERE 5 BRI LR B o S T #15 RN X
A SR OGS I X &7 SERRIR AT 53R

FBERAR, TEAA ST R Z 5, ASOR#
15 BELFRATE N “R&D Intensity”

AR VNN PSR IR % N o Nl
%, BEHRAE (Q fE) i 0.2668, F- 44 B {H
(S{H) Jy0.8824, 7EE 1 s i CHE A Time-
Line A, 155 19 MR, PB4
RAEALT 257 A, IR S B i) 1) A 22 BE AR
K, TAREUN T804 T 3 /Y O HR] OG5 3]
Hity 60.3% , ik % B R3O

#0 Strategic Orientation

#1 Organizational Identity Perspective
#2 Wealthiests Business Household

#3 Institutional Owner

#4 Family Business Field

#5 Social Performance

#6 Family Firm Internationalization

#7 Serial Multiple-mediation Model

#8 Technological Innovation Input

#9 Corporate Responses

#10 Strategic Reference Point

#11 Private Equity Investor
#12 FDI Entry Mode Choice

#13 Value Creation

#14 Risk Preference

#15 D Intensity

#16 Entrepreneurial Orientation
#17 Medium Family Firm
#18 Entrepreneurial Family Relationship

B 1 2437 TimeLine B22341E (SSCI)

BRI . AR

FEFRF SSCI Fir b ek 2517 1 s B8 4 56 5C
R AT CHER] TimeLine 8734, A SCF HAL
S IE I B B AR DGR AT 1) BN A A S
R RE

B, X R PSR R EOR TEA S I
W E e, Ao i R R s B R R K
i AR b R K 2 R 3k 5 R IBSC B R 1) 5 S 2 TR
% (Berrone et al. , 2012), 2# 5L DLk 21 Bt

®© WRrRE LG BERR, RTRE, EHAERIR, £R.
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B I TR TEAE G AR b 5 PR SR i
FEFF AR B A 2R B, DL S X S B A ]
PR T = A R R, AR R R LR 40
Strategic Orientation” “# 10 Strategic Reference
Point” “#14 Risk Preference” . |1, Riviezzo
55 (2015) X 24 ZEERMFGAN AT T 55
BIBESE, e T A AR R 5 A R A
FLEAP A fons ) Ak B PAFRRE ) s Kotlar 55
(2014) 383 I 5 KU ARAH IOME SR RL, R AT
G GGEAR AR OC SRR A 2 25 i BB Y
B GER, B T ZEA AR R A
AR F5 A AR ™ A1 B B 2 4 Al A
R&D FEHE M PRI b A 22 51

B, FIREEMELAZ A . AE S Z A
R R EEA I 25, G ARl 9 FE A —
B S 9T G A ol T 1% 1] ik 1) B B2 TR R
5 R IEAN SR Ja M2 ZE M5 A L AF 7 e 7
TRUE, MIEERZEAHE “#1 Organizational Iden-
tity Perspective” FI “#18 Entrepreneurial Family
Relationship” , {4, Anglin 25 (2017) it
JE S QA 7E A G0N [R] P AR 21 S B B ST E SR,
PR T RGNS A LU Z A KR
Adjei & (2019) 434t 7 AN [ All 28 5288 56 Z %)
et Ak Bk A B 5 BE 5% 2 9 1 1 RE 22 B AR X
AP SR e B/ AL o

B=, RTEBEIA B THE A A 8k,
FIAAUAATL & 5 7 G2 W A M i B B AR v 2 —,
[l B A 2 W s 2R, IR
AR LRI ZEE R Al B
AR PRAP AL 2 1 I & BOCE 2, X Rh 4 1]
RERS i X i i A B SR B 2 B A 4R (Zell-
weger et al. , 2012) , S5 A ITA B HY

%% %7 0

2022 # % 4 4

WFoE R — B A e R s, FHR R
HKAFE “#2 Wealthiests Business Household” “#3
Institutional Owner” “#11 Private Equity Inves-
tor” . 4N, Ahlers 55 (2014) A F AR H
BTN IBA KT EZ G, KGR R G
A AT 2K 1T BE 23 B AT AR B 05 Ak i 2 55 4
{E; Nason 5§ (2019) 7o 7 R EmHEH K 1%
AR AR ISR O MO AT Oy, 4 HE I S K e
ARG EME 20 B S ks, IR
PIZERE BRI ; Chang I James (2020) W%
T AN AR GRS, Ay Ak E A H bR
AIANTRLLE BT 2 W) R i & SRR 2
=i T e, TR Es R aRY], HAR MK
JoARL B RE 52 B 22 5F H AR, o AE S AR & 3%
EE7

ST, Al [ B AL AL AT o P E R A
A RERARTETT K o Al [ Br A A QD AT Ry BE %
HE DAV AR A B 0 7 T 8, QIR A RE IS HY
Bl Ml 7 PR 3 A A H T 37 v S e AR TV, A
T K B3 (Teece et al. , 1997; Garcia—
Manjon & Romero—Merino, 2012) . M #t 215 Jik
W E G A, FIRAT R R T SR A AL
st BARMEAER T HAR Z G AE a3, MG
A ALFHE “#6 Family Firm Internationalization”
“#12 FDI Entry Mode Choice” “#16 Entrepreneur-
ial Orientation” , | {ll, Schepers %5 (2014) A
ORI AL 23 1 S0 5 23 B Lk Al A B 3y v
B ER ,  H S KOE B AL 23 18 B0 & 2 BR A A
A ZE K i A ok 19 BR A Y e Sciascia 4§
(2015) B 347 A B AL HY AL 2317 20 g B
W, MR T IR S S R bl BRI KR A%

PF, BT /ML TSR BT BEAY S 261
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ARG TR BT 5 i A7F A 5ik R SR AL T A AL
fifts Kraus % (2016) i BOMIHEE 1k LA
AIRETRDT T SR AR L AL 2 1 I s e Al ]
ot fe a5 R AL A i R AN R B2 ;- Diegu-
ez—Soto &5 (2016) MIMFTLAE R, KA B
WEALR 1 T 2 2% e A AR BIFT R 192850
I ELX 5 B A BT R X SR 5 i B
A RFEER; Kao F1 Kuo (2017) A58 0,
BGEAR M N TR E VERRARIT, WA
SEFMAM T oA EPr L, BEE N A
TEVERIREAR, ZE0 2 55 e B o 1) i ol T 1]
T2 VT T Al X — m R TR FDL g A
ko

B, RTREMIAL S Al St
IR A /N ZE 06 A M 55 077 T 32 REE 5 [
FEZ R 2 R TE. BARRE AR “#4 Family

Business Field” “#5 Social Performance” “#7 Se-

”

rial Multiple—mediation Model” “#9 Corporate Re-
sponse” “#13 Value Creation” “#17 Medium
Family Firm” , {41, McGuire 25 (2012) ANy
FMEA N AL AN AL 22 B0 2 IR AE 7 574 56
KE, AANAHAERRERRE SH258Z
[ HRAT R 9 A €5 S8 T R 2800 b/l T 2
KAl (Glowka et al. , 2020), Uhlaner %
(2020) FIFE B HAE /N RS, T
PR B S 5 3 = 0 AE ) i 3 A SR AR A
BT, FRTH AL T AP R EE A A X S OR
TS A RCR N B A2 B

PR CSSCI 1) & 4% 1Y 5 Ak 25 1 SR g 212
FHASC R SCHRAR XS 8520, HAR DG SR S B0 7 X it
B, BARRBEAIR, BRI FZE I RIRAL
MR FENAEINE 2 iR,

F 2 47 TimeLine B23k{E & (CSSCI)

BERT | FAAT | T e KA
OO AR . R . PRI E B S
o | s | somra |ERILE REK, FRACEH, WU, RO, O | KA A I
R R R LR . KA. A RBLL . % | S
Wedoll . SCRRIFGE. FRATAL. BB, TG
R AL ERBUE . . N MR S |
] b X o
B | 20150 Bl ST, BERHAL AR SORBIR, Sk, f | 0TSRRI
sy WS ”
. . R SukoRE . ABUNR. RN . SR, | -
2 | dkawt | 20164 | e A AT A 2
# TR Eea N e FiA AT AL 1T
e, SARK . GUBBA. S A BN R | R
3 A B PR 2018 4F . .
B | HERR ol onman WA 2 R i
#h | (CIRMER | 201468 | BUASHD . IR, [CIAL . WMEERE. SKIES: . (UIRIER | HIR eI e
S
b5 | BHRR | 20104 | ST . FHCR . LAV, EERMN. VL igmﬁ%%%g 1l
S R 2 R
W6 | EITTE | 20196 | EOIBI. L. SR, R ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ "

GERRIR . ASSCEER
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L X CSSCI fr b4k 2 1 R & RS 0F 5%
FHOESCHR AT e 5 3A) TimeLine S840 41, A 3¢
WAt oI IRV & B A SC BT E N AT
BEERPITF =

, TRZR BN [v] I ToA 5 2 I8 Fir A AL RN 45
AR G T 6 AR o G5 A il AR 34 1]
Bits/IME, LR T 3 - I A 55 DR A
—H, (R R B R A H RIS
FERE, AHCEREAAE “#0 FIGEW A" . 1 CSSCI
SCHRH, A3 AT 1K BT A AR i B 05 A

H) AR O L 15 JER U B A SE BIF S A A%
PR FIFRAETE (2014) d5c i aaad 4 [ FA B Al
FAE VR A EE X Al 2B AR I AT W R TT T e,
%% Anderson Fl Reeb (2003) Ky, M

CRECHHT KRR B HEAERF ST K
TR R] ™, RIBFTA ASRE il A 5 T

ST RGW N FHFEASE (2017) WA KRR
AU HPAALERE, 43 e T G806 BT A AU
il ZTT A AR SRS FRAUR 22 oA (E AL
LRSI o HoAth 2738 AR5 B AR S UE I B ik
ZH %S, AHHMFTURIK T LUHE TR A AL
ARG (4 AR = e, 2014; %
¥4, 20165 ARANHFFIFE AL, 2020)

S, SRTEZ MG AL B FT Y Hh R R
T8, TER AT, AV AT 9K T i 45 11 3
ANGEE . A5 B SIEAR R, DL Rk R 4 il ]
JEA R 0] (Marquis & Raynard, 2015),
FEAAAE T BE 28 FL R SR B o, G0 s ol 0 200
MR LT LAHE S 58 2 MBI (Puffer
et al. , 2010) , BUIA R MG RS KR AT LA
PRAMHSTTZ PRI A L, AHOCREAAE “#1
BOAKGHE” “#3 HIEEREE" “#5 JRE LR,

5% % 7 5
2022 £ £ 4

n, WIERHAMR—F (2017) UEWI B4R ANBUR
Siyeidid RSV BORREA” o gi it
BRI AL A PR SR A A ER
ferk; HEEm MR (2019) [IFEE IR T4l
RIS, BFFE RS R KGR R A
BRI A AT AN R 20 5 ™5 2R F0 5% A5
(2020) DXl AR 45 AR5 AT v ) SR A
W ATHA AR AT T SHIERF ST

=, A SE RV E 2 HAR4E Y
AWFFEAESE . Berrone 45 (2012) B4t 1F &0
BRI N GRS KIENE . B
HARR . TR fERBIE T4 (FI-
BER), 7 CSSCI 3CHikHr, 24115 T [ sk
el BB SRR R RER”
FEZNYEENATIRAELR, FOCREAHE “#2
HETUE” ¥ AURTR” o b, 5IERR A
AR LG, G5 i M 70 5 AR 30 A R R ol
R I A5 DR 3R IR e 2 S IR 3= 3 b g
BT, B A5 65 AH O3 ) At 5 8 R
FIFEY RIFR A TE LR (Zellweger et al. ,
2013) . filan, BRAEZEMRKINA (2015) fHkk
FIHe GRS 5 At S TR R, R
Ul 5 R R £ S8R 5 A AR S Wl R I A A 2
it [AREHL, “UPRMERGEIE" TREth ik
I B B2 AR 7 (Swab et al. , 2020), 7E
A SR T, o SR A A A3 A B
M2 I B I BIA—— IR AL SR PE N,
PLSEBER K o XTIk, ARUTSE (2016) fH K%
T B ST, SRR T R0 5 ) S e 2 o
RUAE AR IRV &, TR A 7 T IS W S e 7Y
TR R, 5 TS T A S T X

I S AR BT B AR b, 5 2R S
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VAT, A e H B R B S 45 1) XU 5
Wil T, CSSCI iy #4 SCHk B %) G 1 A M AR B A%
R R 2 (5 B AEAGR, 20145 H§EEA
MR —F-, 2017),

3. %449 TimeZone B % 2 HF

AN SCIE ok S B 1] TimeZone S04, MBS
[FIAERE bR At 2 RV R0 TR A B

ERA R AT R SRR I, AR SCHE T
¥ SSCI SCHkFR 43 19 TimeZone 5537 JE 2R A A1
PUE AR A TR B Be: 2007 ~2009 42,
Gomez—Mejia % (2007) fgtf 223 ffi 4L & 1%
JERIVE B T M R R A M O 5 40 [, A
BE B 1R SCHik, BP 2007 45 b At 2y
15 B & HE 25 ) Socioemotional Wealth and Busi-
ness Risks in Family — controlled Firms: Evidence
from Spanish Olive Oil Mills, % FF2¢ A M) Ad-
ministrative Science Quarterly , T3 T 3 B P AEHE
A THAEBE AE 4G I TR 10, Wil R 4k &
R BB AR OGSk & %5 2010 ~2014 4, 4
4% SSCI %41 FiE L 7 19 Socioemotional Wealth”
FROCHR A B PR g, Hidr, 2010 AR IRR
3 jmSCHk, T 2014 ARG 60 F STk, T
AR SCEA 2015 ~2017 48, B4R Kk SCHUR
BNFE, SSCIATP- AR A 3K 23. 7 f ARG
CHk; 2018 ~2020 4E, [ 2018 4ESFHG, “ERNT
Sk S IR B B AR G I F 58 T T R AP
RIEH B, TEMCPY B, 13 54 & S 133

HAE 2020 FFiA3(E, LRI 158 .

SR T SBR[ B S A TR R X B, AR SO
JIr il CSSCI SCHR 43+ (14 A 5 60 38 2 3 A 4] 3
R IR = A B B 2012 ~ 2014 4R, R UL AF
(2012) HRIWERG MM AR S
MIPIA e . B AE RN TR, R 4R I A
TAESE BV 5 W A A SR ) 2 B R Ik A ol
GV I AQ B[R] 8 L R A B A% 7R S5 [ i, 2014
AR AL 2 17 SR & B M S 9 M 56 — S
W, YAEIL R S8 kS, 2015 ~2017 4F, fEHE
2015 41 & SCAR A Ja, 2016 4R BLEE — >
W, AR 11 G, Hod, RUidE (2016)
RET CERMR) 1 G s 7
RO A BTS2 —3C, IR
Miller 1 Le Breton—Miller (2014) 3&F 4t &1%
A BT “Z9HT”  (Restricted ) Fl “ ZEfEL”
(Extended) PJ2& %) 73 4% 5] 2= CSSCI ifi B¢ .
2018~2020 4, Z BBk CEUGREREAR 2B
BT, SN R SO R K R U
Sy BRI RTPIRT B, JFTE 2020 4F 1K 2 ) 4F 1 14
{B, FEC145,

N T REG BT A R A2 IR T DG B
W ORI R A S T R L4
L2 BEFI BT A 5 ) ) A0 53 A, AR
SCTE AN JR 7S 1R 33 2ok 2 Wk LA T v B B HE 44
10 7 oG], BRI 3 fin,

®3 MINEAMREMKER

] B B R (SSCI)

] B B R (CSSCI)

tion; Return

Performance; Management; Agency; Perspective; Strategy;
2007 ~2009 4E | Model; Compensation; Prospect Theory; Empirical Examina-
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ol
%ﬂ%?ﬂ
2022 # % 4 #

R[] By FAOCHER  (SSCI) P[] By FROCHER  (CSSCI)
Socioemotional Wealth; Family Firm; Ownership; Business; § . R
AN . WAL BB
2010~2014 4E | Corporate Governance; Governance; Firm Performance; A-|| 2012~2014 4= AR AU AR IR A Sk

gency Cost; Entrepreneurial Orientation; Moderating Role

W WERBA

2015~2017 4%

Internationalization; Heterogeneity; Human Resource Man-
agement; Technological Innovation; Knowledge; Nonfamily
Firm; Upper Echelon; Decision Making; Sustainability; Be-
havioral Agency Model

2015~2017 4

FWER . A S HARRIE . HE R
J1. sk, B, BoA Kk

2018~2020 4

tion; Gender Diversity

Trust; China; Corporate Diversification; Embeddedness; Dy-
namic Capability; Mediating Role; Goal; Intention; Reputa-

2018~2020 4

RGBT A RE KRR, TIRE
S ST

BORBRUR . ASCERE,

AT LT b B G A IR] TimeZone 582 4]
FRAL S MRS, A SCTE IR MO I (1) S Atk 0K 3

B BT AL 0 SRR 2, o,

S|

[P

[F)AF HH BLAY S B TR SRS AR 7B, FoR Tl
M, BARINIE 2 P BERTIE 2 B i 5 i)
TimeZone JAEANIE], ASCHAT T IR HARARHT -

20074F 20084F 20094F 20104F 20114F 20124F 20134F 20144F 20154F 20164F 20174F 20184F 20194 20204F

technological innovation

performance
management
agency
strategy
model
compensation
prospect theory
empirical examination

return

ORI . ARSCRERE

socioemotional wealth
ownership
business
governance
agency cost

corporate governance

family firm

FIGEAR.
(MR

WERAEA gl
S R

RIEW A

internatie

2 X$#2i7 TimeZone XA E

7o

onalization dynamic capability
human resource management "‘*'"”"‘"]g rote
knowledge goal

nonfamily
upper echelon

SR (
e g
TS S
Kk S0

HARIH

trust
China

i intention
i reputation
i

corporate diversification
embeddedness

firm gender diversity

heterogeneity
sustainability
decision making

| A
| FGEF
i B TUARVE I
Lo, RS

i
i
i
i
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2007 ~ 2009 4, Gémez—Mejia 25 (2007)
DARI 5B IE FOAT 0 A H B8 25 VF o0 e JE A,
PR TR G A Ml SR 2 B 0] R Ak 2 15 Uk
W EHE I g A b A5k A 3 T A v v
XoF GIGAR M ARG ) AT SEUERT 58 . TERBT B,
CSSCI Sk i A& ¥ 2 4k 2 1 B & HLie BF 5T
453

2010~2014 4=, Lo W0 & B /R N g
B TR AR R I A Ml 22 0 THT e A J M I A SR AE
2R, BT T E AN E AT AT IR R ER R
M SSCI SCHk T e A G B ] o] LU M, FEAL
SV B B K I, A R G A
218 I w BB A T A AL (Stockmans et al.
2010) . AFIVEFE (McGuire et al. |, 2012) | 2
FIZE%3 (Garcia—Castro & Aguilera, 2014) . %
AN AL S ) (Miller et al. , 2013; Schepers
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Socioemotional Wealth Theory and Family

Business Research: A Review

Ruosen Yan Shunxin Feng Yali Zhao

(Economics and Management School, Wuhan University )

Abstract: Socioemotional Wealth Theory provides an important theoretical foundation for family business research. After years
of development, although Socioemotional Wealth Theory has made great progress in both improving the research framework and en-
riching the research themes, the existing literature summarizing the stages of Socioemotional Wealth Theory does not fully cover the
new academic achievements. These literatures tend to summarize the existing academic results through a retrospective approach,
which only elaborates the developmental lineage of one or several aspects of Socioemotional Wealth Theory, resulting in the applica-
tion and development of Socioemotional Wealth Theory in family business research not being fully demonstrated.

To this end, this paper adopts the method of bibliometrics and appropriately draws on the information visualization function of
CiteSpace to analyze and comprehensively demonstrate the application and development of Socioemotional Wealth Theory in family
business research. In this paper, the source of foreign literature data is limited to the Social Science Citation Index Database ( SS-
CI), and the source of domestic literature data is limited to the Chinese Social Science Citation Index Database ( CSSCI) .

This paper finds that the focus of the SSCI literature on Socioemotional Wealth Theory has undergone several iterations, from
the initial focus on ownership and control, corporate performance, and other persistent themes in family business research to the re-
cent focus on internationalization, heterogeneity, executive teams, and dynamic capabilities. It is noteworthy that the involvement
of family attributes makes “trust”, “reputation” and “gender diversity” also attract the attention of the field of Socioemotional
Wealth Theory. Family businesses in emerging economies represented by China, are also attracting increasing attention from the
SSCI literature on Socioemotional Wealth Theory due to their unique entrepreneurial activities in the process of market development
transition. The research related to Socioemotional Wealth Theory in the CSSCI literature has not only discussed the themes of own-
ership and control of family businesses, internationalization and corporate performance, but also combined Socioemotional Wealth

¢

Theory with elements or variables that reflect the Chinese institutional context such as “institutional environment” , “political affili-
ation” and “kinship” , which enriches and expands the contextual boundaries of the research related to Socioemotional Wealth The-
ory. However, the concepts of “trust”, “reputation” and other themes have not been brought into the research frame of CSSCI lit-
erature.

This paper also finds that the research on Socioemotional Wealth Theory has not formed a complete systematic framework, but
in the large amount of SSCI and CSSCI literature related to Socioemotional Wealth Theory, various research frameworks such as
“family governance—-corporate governance” framework, “governance—decision making” framework, “governance—performance”
framework , “decision making—performance” framework, and “governance—decision making—performance” framework exist in the

literature in a scattered or fragmented manner. Environment, governance, decision making, and performance are all important ful-

crums and components of a systematic framework for family business research related to Socioemotional Wealth Theory, and com-
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pared with other research frameworks, the framework of “governance—decision making—performance” can help scholars build a
clearer logic from corporate governance transmission to corporate decision making and then to performance outcomes.

The possible contributions of this paper are as follows. Firstly, This paper summarizes and analyzes the research related to So-
cioemotional Wealth Theory through keyword word frequency, keyword Timeline and TimeZone clustering, theoretical embedding
literature approach and other bibliometric analysis methods to comprehensively demonstrate the application and development of So-
cioemotional Wealth Theory in family business research. Secondly, based on the results and assessment of the existing research on
Socioemotional Wealth Theory, this paper provides insights and references for further enriching and deepening the foundation sys-
tem of Socioemotional Wealth Theory, especially for constructing and enriching the research system of Socioemotional Wealth Theo-
ry based on the Chinese context.

In the future, scholars can try to build a theoretical model of socioemotional wealth that is more compatible with the actual sit-
uation of family businesses and develop a more scientific method to measure socioemotional wealth, so as to promote the deepening
and development of Socioemotional Wealth Theory. In particular, Chinese scholars should try to build and enrich the research sys-
tem of Socioemotional Wealth Theory based on the Chinese context.

Key Words: family business; Socioemotional Wealth Theory; bibliometric analysis
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