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(Exploratory Study on the Influence on Family Involvement
on Corporate Innovation Performance)
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Abstract Prior studies have reported equivocal patterns of the results about the relationships between
family involvement and firm performance, particularly financial performance. In line with this research
trend, this study focuses on non-financial performance that agency costs may marginally influence. tries
to identify the relationship between nepotism and the three types of innovation performance, namely
corporate entrepreneurship, radical innovation performance, and incremental innovation performance. The
results has shown that family involvement is positively correlated with the three types of innovation
performance.

Key Words : Nepotism, Agency Costs, Corporate Entrepreneurship, Radical Innovation Performance,
and Incremental Innovation Performance
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Table 2 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Test

Item Name Factor Loading
CE4 .899
CE5 879
CE1l .849
CE3 .839
CE2 .836
Corporate CE9 .801
Entrepre- CE6 783
neurship CES8 N
CE13 775
CE7 691
CE12 .659
CEl4 490
CE11 A78
Radical Innovation | RIP3 925
Performance RIP2 919
Incremental 1IP3 924
Innovation P2 .899
Performance
The Number of .943
Participating Family 923
Involvement 756
Eigenvalue 7.55 3.13 0.68 2.313
Variance explained(%) 53.91 7314 17.08 77.11

Table 3 Correlation Matrix
(1] [2] [3] [4] (5]

1 Level of Family Involvement 303 2 3%% 288 * 215%
9 The Number of Particfpating Family 299 296+ 247 %
Members
3 Corporate Entrepreneurship 19%x | T 2%
4 | Incremental Innovation Performance N(VES
5 | Radical Innovation Performance
Mean 4.89 4.85 4.17 4.22 3.97
Standard Deviation 1.42 5.62 1.23 1.01 1.24
Cronbach’s a .805 - 918 .939 959

* p<(.05, ** p<0.01
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