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A B S T R A C T

In this essay, we systematically review research at the intersection of internationalization and business groups by
conducting a content analysis from articles in top international business journals. We uncover that there is a
strong focus on the effect of business group affiliation on internationalization, yet less attention is given to the
internationalization strategies of business groups. Moreover, the literature on business groups and inter-
nationalization is mostly anchored in large business groups from emerging economies. We contribute to expand
business group research across countries by proposing an algorithm to identify hierarchical business groups
based on shareholdings and directorship interlocks. We conclude with suggestions for future research.

1. Introduction

What are the similarities among Samsung, Huawei, Petrobras,
Volkswagen and Inditex? These well-known global brands belong to the
broadly defined organizational structure of international business
groups. Since the original conceptualization of economic groups by Leff
(1978), there is some agreement on the definition of ‘business group’ as
a set of legally independent firms joined by formal ties – such as
ownership or interlocking directorates – and informal ties – such as
family, kinship, friendship, religion or language – that engage in op-
erational links and share group resources (Mahmood, Zhu, & Zaheer,
2017), both within and across national borders (Granovetter, 2005;
Guillén, 2000; Khanna & Rivkin, 2001).

In spite of this broadly accepted conceptual definition, the hetero-
geneous and extensive literature on business groups from different
academic disciplines introduces two critical drawbacks to empirically
advance what a business group is and to explore how business groups
internationalize. First, the fragmentation of business groups research
(Yiu, Lu, Bruton, & Hoskisson, 2007), propelled by a heterogeneity of
approaches, hampers the establishment of an agreed state of the art
(Barbero & Puig, 2016). Business groups have been studied from dif-
ferent conceptual approaches, such as institutional voids, transaction
cost or agency theories (Colpan, Hikino, & Lincoln, 2010; Holmes,
Hoskisson, Kim, Wan, & Holcomb, 2018). Second, the diversity of
business groups accompanied by their multitude labels around the

globe (Collin, 1998) make it difficult to generalize their structure. They
are prevalent in the emerging countries of Asia, Latin America and
Africa, as well as in the developed nations of Europe, Asia and North
America, where business groups have received different labels con-
tingent on the boundaries of their borders. Different labels of business
groups include: Japanese keiretsu (Aoki, 1990; Gerlach, 1992), South
Korean chaebol (Almeida, Park, Subrahmanyam, & Wolfenzon, 2011;
Chang, 2003; Guillén, 2000), Chinese qiye jituans (Keister, 1998), In-
dian business houses (Chittoor, Kale, & Puranam, 2015; Manikandan &
Ramachandran, 2015), Latin American and Spanish grupos (Guillén,
2000), Taiwan´s guanxiqiye (Chung & Luo, 2008), and so on, con-
stituting a symbol of their countries’ business systems (Carney,
Gedajlovic, Heugens, van Essen, & van Oosterhout, 2011).

Research on internationalization of business groups is a topic that
has received less attention than their economic relevance in the world.
However, there is increasing social focus in the convergence of these
two fields of research, internationalization and business groups, which
have previously been siloed from each other (e.g., Mukherjee,
Makarius, & Stevens, 2018). Therefore, in this essay, we discuss the
existing literature on this important International Business (IB) topic:
internationalization of business groups, we propose a technique on how
to identify business groups from large company datasets, and suggest
areas of future research.

Through content analysis, we systematically review 83 business
groups and internationalization-based articles published in 20 IB
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journals over the time period from 1996 to the first quarter of 2019. We
uncover that in a vast majority of articles business groups play a sec-
ondary role, as an organizational factor that influences the inter-
nationalization strategies of member firms. However, little attention
has been paid to the internationalization of business groups.
Furthermore, from a methodological point of view, many of these ar-
ticles draw on available “independent sources” (datasets) where busi-
ness groups have been previously identified in the context of one given
country (Masulis, Pham, & Zein, 2011: p. 3564). Consequently, research
results would improve with new techniques to empirically identify
business groups from raw databases across countries. These techniques
would facilitate future research on business groups not identified by
“independent sources” (e.g., small business groups).

Interestingly, while IB research has put considerable effort in
identifying internationalization (Sullivan, 1994), this has not occurred
when exploring business groups. Our review also joins Holmes et al.'s
(2018) who lament the scarcity of business groups research across
countries and instead focuses on single country studies. They assert that
the challenges to conceptualize business groups are attributed to dif-
ferences among factor markets and institutions across countries, as well
as cross-country cultural variations and the range of different business
group attributes worldwide. Thus, we propose an empirical approach
applicable to currently available datasets that will help to identify
worldwide business groups’ structures.

The contribution of this review article is threefold. First, we take
stock of research at the intersection between business groups’ literature
and internationalization strategies, by conducting a content analysis.
Additionally, through a citation analysis, we highlight the contributions
of articles that have been driving the research in the field. This exercise
allows us to also share the existing conceptual definitions of “business
groups.” Second, inspired by the existing definitions, we propose an
algorithmic approach to empirically identify hierarchical business
groups across countries with currently available large datasets. Third,
we suggest fruitful avenues for future research to understand the role of
business groups as relevant players in the international arena.

2. Literature review using content analysis

To take stock of the literature on internationalization and business
groups, we conduct a content analysis (following Gaur & Kumar, 2018;
Krippendorf, 2004; Neuendorf, 2016; Weber, 1990) to approach this
exercise systematically. This section describes the three first stages of
content analysis in our review: data collection, data coding, and ana-
lysis. The last and fourth stage –interpretation of coded content- ap-
pears in the following section, due to its extension and relevance for the
literature review insights.

2.1. Data collection

The first step in our content analysis was to search for articles on
business groups’ research published from 1996 up to the first quarter of
2019. We began with 1996 because, prior to this date, we did not find
articles related to business groups and internationalization in the set of
journals being considered. We started our data collection by including
the 22 journals comprised in the 2016 Financial Times Research Rank,
similar to the selection criteria by Holmes et al. (2018). Moreover, as
we focus on international research, we added seven leading journals not
included in the Financial Times Rank, highlighted in Gaur and Kumar
(2018) and Tüselmann, Sinkovics, and Pishchulov, (2016). Lastly, we
expanded our selection of journals with two additional references in the
fields of management, business, finance and economics. Thus, we sur-
veyed a total of 31 journals (see the supplementary data in the Online
Appendix).

In the search, we included both full-length peer-reviewed articles, as
well as editorials, letters and perspectives. Using Web of Science, we
searched for business groups or their variants industrial group, financial-

industrial group, keiretsu, qiye jituan, business house, grupo, grupo eco-
nomico, chaebol, guanxi qiye, or family holding (Holmes et al., 2018; Yiu
et al., 2007). The search was performed in the titles, abstracts, and
keywords of articles in the mentioned journals, yielding 478 articles
about business groups. From these articles, we retrieved their titles and
abstracts—as well as other bibliographic details such as authors’ names,
year of publication or authors’ affiliation. At a first sight, we read titles,
abstracts, and keywords to discard articles not focused on inter-
nationalization, since the set of articles was gathered from business
groups keywords. This first-round screening process yield a total of 106
articles, anchored at the intersection between business groups and in-
ternationalization.

To construct and visualize bibliometric networks we used the soft-
ware VOSViewer. Citations are a reliable proxy of the impact and in-
fluence of these authors and their articles relative to the field of IB and
business groups (Griffith, Cavusgil, & Xu, 2008). VOSViewer allowed us
to establish a rank of the most cited articles not only in the global Web
of Science data source, but also to identify the most cited articles in our
local sample. Being able to rank articles according to local citations’
impact, we carefully read the full content of doubtful articles, sorting
from the most relevant articles (highest number of local citations) to the
least relevant (lowest number of local citations) (Griffith et al., 2008).
In this second-round screening process, we removed those where in-
ternationalization or business groups were not the core of the research.
The final sample yielded 83 articles from 20 journals (see Table A.1 and
A.2 in the Online Appendix). To test for the inter-coder agreement of
article removal, we calculated Cohen’s Kappa coefficient (Neuendorf,
2016): 95 %.1

2.2. Data coding

As the aim of this review is both to take stock of the literature in
internationalization and business groups’ research and to offer an em-
pirical identification of business groups that is robust across countries,
we introduced some variation to the coding categories suggested by
Gaur and Kumar (2018). The parent categorization is based on cate-
gories identified in the review article of Griffith et al. (2008), but we
also consider the empirical information of revised articles to connect
with our proposal of business groups empirical identification. As a re-
sult, we establish the following 14 parent categories, explained below.

First, we merge four parent categories developed in Griffith et al.
(2008) into two –article type and research theme. Article type helps to
identify if we review conceptual, empirical or review articles. Research
theme supposes the core of this systematic literature review, which
determines five sub-categories on business groups and inter-
nationalization that will define section 3. A detailed explanation is
provided below. Then, we add two parent categories that focus on in-
ternationalization –where and how-, which aims at analyzing if firms
internationalize in emerging or developed economies and which mode
of entry they use, basically exports or foreign direct investment (FDI).
Furthermore, we introduce a parent category related to the theoretical
background –dominant theories-, and a parent category capturing dif-
ferences between business groups as a whole and business groups
member firms –BG/BGMF. Finally, we include eight parent categories
with empirical details –internationalization variable, business groups
variable, type of data source, business groups source, country, scope of
study, type of analysis, and type of research. Internationalization variable
and business groups variable gather information about the role of inter-
nationalization and business groups in the empirical analysis, whether
they are the core of the analysis (the dependent variable) or factors (the

1 We calculated Cohen’s Kappa coefficient in a random sample of 51 articles
(over 10% of the whole sample of 478 articles). We do not follow with the inter-
coder reliability in a larger sample due to the high level of coincidence between
coders.
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independent and other explanatory) that influence key variables.
Business groups source is relevant to capture if previous research has
been able to identify business groups or has relied on secondary data-
bases, and Country parent category allows as to determine whether
research has been more interested in emerging economies or developed
economies. Table 1 presents our coding scheme and its detailed ex-
planation.

Specifically, in the parent category of research theme, we combined
those based on the main IB topics in the domains of JIBS, similar to
Griffith et al. (2008), with the six research questions about business
groups following Holmes et al. (2018). Thanks to the combination of
these two areas of research, we highlight the topic of interest of our
review: the intersection between internationalization and business
groups’ literature. Table 2 offers a comparison between the themes

included in the IB review from Griffith et al. (2008), the research
questions from the business groups’ review proposed by Holmes et al.
(2018), and our five sub-categories within the research theme parent
category on internationalization and business groups. We describe each
of our five sub-categories next: (1) Institutions and other external factors
relates to interactions between institutions, business groups, and in-
ternationalization; (2) Internal capabilities and competitive advantage in-
cludes how firms affiliated to business groups deploy their inner cap-
abilities to internationalize, and how internationalization is a resources-
seeking strategy; (3) Corporate strategy alludes to the impact of different
firm strategies, such as product diversification or innovation, on in-
ternationalization, and how internationalization may catalyze (hinder)
different corporate strategies; (4) Firm performance category is mainly
based on the relationship between internationalization and

Table 1
Coding scheme.

Parent category Sub-categories Explanation

Article type Empirical The articles is empirical, conceptual, or a review
Conceptual
Review

Research theme Institutions and other external factors Relationship between institutions (home and host), business groups, and internationalization
Internal capabilities and competitive
advantage

How firms affiliated to business groups deploy inner capabilities to internationalize, and
internationalization as a resources-seeking strategy

Corporate strategy The impact of different strategies (e.g., diversification or innovation) on internationalization, and
vice versa

Firm performance Relationship between internationalization and firm performance, and the moderating role of
business groups affiliation

Corporate governance Relationship between corporate governance determinants (ownership and board characteristics)
and internationalization

Where? Emerging economies Whether the international activity is focused on EE or DE
Developed economies
Both

How? Export Whether the international strategy followed is through exports or foreign-direct investment
FDI
Both

Dominant theory Institutional / Neo-institutional theory Theoretical framework
Resource-based view
Resource dependence theory
Transaction cost theory
Agency theory
Network model
Internationalization theories
Others

BG/BGMF BG Whether the unit of analysis is the business group as a whole or business groups member firms
(affiliates)

BGMF
Both

Internationalization variable Dependent How internationalization plays in the empirical analysis
Independent
Other explanatory

Business groups variable Dependent How business groups plays in the empirical analysis
Independent
Other explanatory

Type of data source Primary Whether data come from primary or secondary sources
Secondary
Both

Business groups source Independent sources Whether the empirical definition of business group is given by an independent source or identified
by the authors

Identified
Country Emerging economies Whether country of the sample belongs to EE or DE

Developed economies
Both

Scope of study Single Sample is on one country or a variety
Cross-country

Type of analysis Longitudinal The data applied is longitudinal (over time) or cross-sectional (at a given point of time)
Cross-sectional

Type of research Quantitative The type of research conducted is quantitative or qualitative
Qualitative

For parent categories Internationalization variable and Business groups variable, it is relevant to emphasize that we differentiate between independent variable and other
explanatory variables (including control, moderator, and mediator variables). Following the discussion in Hayes (2017), we do not consider these explanatory
variables as independent variables, as control, moderator and mediator variables are variables that help to describe the relationship between dependent and
independent variables.

R.V. Aguilera, et al. Journal of World Business 55 (2020) 101050

3



performance, moderated by business groups affiliation; finally (5)
Corporate governance refers to the connection between corporate gov-
ernance attributes, such as ownership and board characteristics, and the
internationalization of business groups.

Once the coding scheme was defined, we coded the sampled articles
using its titles, abstracts, keywords, and content, if needed. Specifically,
two authors independently coded the 83 articles according to the 14
parent categories in our coding scheme. Then, these two authors jointly
reviewed the results. Moreover, to check for reliability of our coding,
we tested inter-coder reliability using Cohen’s Kappa coefficient
(Neuendorf, 2016) in the overall sample of articles.2 For example, the
Cohen’s Kappa coefficient was around 85 % for the coding of research
theme parent category, which is an acceptable range.3

2.3. Analysis: descriptive statistics

In this section, we present a descriptive analysis of the coded con-
tent. Table 3 is a summary of the 83 coded articles following our coding
scheme. The parent categories internationalization variable, business
groups variable, business groups source and country of the sample are the
most relevant to synthesize existing research at the intersection of in-
ternationalization and business groups.

The internationalization variable is a dependent variable in 50 % of
the empirical articles versus only 12 % where business group variable is
dependent. This imbalance confirms business groups’ research occupies
a secondary position in the literature of internationalization, where
business groups’ traits are explanatory variables.

As we have noted above, we believe that the empirical definition or
identification of business groups across countries is a limitation in this
literature. Almost 80 % of the empirical articles included in this review
obtain the information about business groups’ affiliation from in-
dependent sources, where business groups have been previously iden-
tified by secondary databases. For instance, a vast majority of Indian
business groups’ studies use independent sources, such as Prowess da-
tabase containing business groups’ affiliation. There are only a few
articles that manually identify business groups’ affiliation given the lack
of access to available databases gathering this information. Only a
handful of authors conduct business groups’ identification through
surveys, interviews and gathering online data, such as press releases,
annual reports, and companies’ websites (e.g., Dieleman, 2010; Guillén,
2002, 2003). Other scholars classify firms into business groups basically
considering vertical ties, such as ownership links (e.g., Bamiatzi,
Cavusgil, Jabbour, & Sinkovics, 2014), and horizontal ties, such as

cross-shareholding and interlocking directorates (e.g., Alcantara &
Mitsuhashi, 2012; Kim, Hoskisson, & Wan, 2004; Zia, 2008).

In 78 % of empirical articles, samples from emerging economies are
the target of the study in comparison with the 20 % which focused on
developed countries. Regarding the scope of study, there is a scarcity of
cross-country studies (9 %). This may be explained by the difficulty in
access to cross national business groups’ sources, when the business
group is the unit of analysis. We will come back to this deficiency in our
section on the empirical identification of business groups.

Furthermore, there are two categories that we include in this coding
scheme due to its relevance in the field of IB: where the international
activity is focused on, emerging economies or developed economies,
and how the international strategy is deployed, through exports or FDIs.
These two general categories allow us to map the path that IB has
followed during the last 23 years. Generally, articles are devoted to the
study of FDI in emerging economies.

The most common and dominant theoretical framework in inter-
nationalization and business groups’ research is the institutional and neo-
institutional theory (31 %) (North, 1990; Scott, 1995), followed by re-
source-based view (23 %) (Barney, 1991; Penrose, 1956, 1959), and
agency theory (18 %) (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Jensen & Meckling, 1976).
Theoretical approaches more tailored to international research, such as
Uppsala model (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977), three-stage theory of inter-
national expansion (Contractor, Kundu, & Hsu, 2003), and Dunning's OLI
eclectic paradigm (Dunning, 1980), are employed in 4 % of the articles,
where the view of internationalization has been analyzed in depth. This
is in a nutshell the snap shot of this corpus of work. Next, we turn to
discuss the content of these articles.

3. Making sense of coded content. What do we know?

Once the content of all articles included in the sample has been
coded, the most important step is to offer an interpretation of the
outcomes of our content analysis. This last stage is structured according
to the five sub-categories identified in the research theme parent cate-
gory, where we offer a discussion of the coded articles by each research
theme.

3.1. Institutions and other external factors

In emerging and developing economies, institutional voids and their
risks, which promote firms internalization processes and structures,
explains a great deal of the salience of business groups (Chung & Luo,
2019; Granovetter, 1995; Khanna & Yafeh, 2007; Yiu et al., 2007).
Business groups, for instance, provide better access to capital resources
when the capital market is weak (e.g., Kim & Song, 2017). The litera-
ture in this sub-category tests the relationship between institutions,
business groups and internationalization.

The unique characteristics developed by business groups to over-
come institutional deficiencies are relevant for the internationalization

Table 2
Comparison between research themes categories in Griffith et al. (2008); Holmes et al. (2018), and this study.

International business categories in JIBS (Griffith et al., 2008) Business groups categories in
Holmes et al. (2018)

Internationalization and business groups
categories in the present study

Interactions between MNEs and other actors, organizations, institutions and markets; How
international environment affects activities, strategies, structures and decision-
making processes of firms

Internal markets; Economic
impact

(1) Institutions and other external factors

International dimensions of organizational forms and activities Internal markets (2) Internal capabilities and competitive
advantage

Activities, strategies, structures and decision-making processes of MNEs; International
dimensions of organizational forms and activities

Corporate strategy; Innovation (3) Corporate strategy

Cross-border activities of firms Affiliate and business group
performance

(4) Firm performance

International dimensions of organizational forms and activities Corporate governance (5) Corporate governance
Activities, strategies, structures and decision-making processes of MNEs Corporate governance (6) Organizational structure

2 Gaur and Kumar (2018) chose a random sample of 15 articles, accounting
for 18% of the overall sample. Holmes et al. (2018) calculated the inter-rater
agreement by coding theoretical perspectives of 50 random articles (30% of the
whole sample).

3 The Cohen’s Kappa coefficient should be 0.8 or above to ensure inter-coder
reliability (Gaur & Kumar, 2018; Neuendorf, 2016).
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process –those providing ownership, location and internalization ad-
vantages of the OLI model (Dunning, 2003)- as suggested by Yiu (2011)
in the Chinese context. Similarly, Gaur, Kumar, and Singh, (2014) find
that firms affiliated to a business group in emerging economies are

more likely to shift from exports to FDIs, accruing firm and group level
resources as a reaction to the weak institutional environment (e.g.,
group level resources as international experience, or technological and
marketing resources). However, business groups may deter inter-
nationalization when some resources or characteristics developed in
one institutional context are not suitable for different institutional
contexts (e.g, some domestic institutional resources, such as local
business networks, in Tan & Meyer, 2010). Indeed, Garg and Delios’
(2007) suggest that certain compatibility between the home and the
host country institutional contexts is necessary for the survival of for-
eign affiliates of Indian business groups.

The institutional setting may also condition the effect of some firm
capabilities as facilitators of internationalization, such as innovation
capabilities in Yi, Wang, and Kafouros, (2013). Lu and Ma (2008) find
evidence suggesting that in international joint ventures, local partners
affiliated to a regional (national) business group are preferable when
the regional (national) rules restrict foreign investments. Informal in-
stitutions, such as managerial ethnic ties, are also relevant to determine
the location of direct investments by Taiwanese business groups in
China, according to Jean, Tan, and Sinkovics, (2011). Finally, foreign
institutional settings may also influence the behavior of domestic firms
with foreign shareholders due to their ability to legitimate certain
foreign practices or logics (e.g., a Chinese firm being affected by the US
institutional setting due to the influence of their US shareholders), ac-
cording to Chung and Luo (2008).

Many emerging economies reformed their institutional context to
trigger economic development, usually by implementing pro-market
reforms. Firms may take advantage to these reforms with organizational
transformations, such as internationalization, that is found to be related
to the access to international resources (e.g., technology and financing),
although interestingly this relationship is weaker for firms affiliated to
business groups (Chittoor, Sarkar, Ray, & Aulakh, 2009). Similarly,
Kim, Kim, and Hoskisson, (2010) uncover that the positive effect of
institutional reforms in emerging economies is less pronounced on
foreign firms and on firms affiliated to business groups than on in-
dependent firms (Chari & Banalieva, 2015). As a consequence of in-
stitutional changes, business groups respond by engaging in different
internationalization strategies. For example, Dieleman (2010) shows
that Chinese groups in Indonesia increase internationalization or
modify their internationalization strategy, such as increasing diversifi-
cation abroad. However, the decision to internationalize for business
groups is more complex than for stand-alone firms, because the former
have to decide which of the firms will get involved in the inter-
nationalization. Gubbi, Aulakh, and Ray, (2015) note that, since only
some firms within the business group internationalize, the access to
valuable resources for internationalization may be asymmetrically
distributed inside the group.

Our review shows that the literature has paid more attention to
emerging economies than to developed economies, mostly evaluating the
role of business groups as entities to fill institutional voids in emerging
markets. The institutional and neo-institutional theory (North, 1990; Scott,
1995) are the most widely employed theories, which constitute the
theoretical core of articles exploring the role of institutional changes
and transitions. We find a lower relevance of approaches from resource-
based view (Barney, 1991; Penrose, 1956, 1959), and network model
(Burt, 1997, 2000). Resource-based view is often used in combination
with the institutional-based view mainly because they treat the external
environment as an endogenous element (Yi et al., 2013), and due to the
power of the combined effects of both, firms resources and institutions
(Gaur et al., 2014).

3.2. Internal capabilities and competitive advantage

Whether firms use its internal capabilities to boost inter-
nationalization or internationalization itself is a tool to achieve com-
petitive advantage abroad are the two key questions under this sub-

Table 3
Summary of coded articles. N = 83.

Parent category Sub-categories Number of
articles
coded

Percentage of
articles coded

Article type Empirical 76 91.57%
Conceptual 6 7.23%
Review 1 1.20%

Research theme Institutions and other
external factors

21 25.30%

Internal capabilities and
competitive advantage

19 22.89%

Corporate strategy 17 20.48%
Firm performance 16 19.28%
Corporate governance 22 26.51%

Where? Emerging economies 27 32.53%
Developed economies 4 4.82%
Both 14 16.87%
N/A 38 45.78%

How? Export 10 12.05%
FDI 48 57.83%
N/A 17 20.48%
Both 8 9.64%

Dominant theory Institutional / Neo-
institutional theory

26 31.33%

Resource-based view 19 22.89%
Resource dependence
theory

4 4.82%

Transaction cost theory 3 3.61%
Agency theory 15 18.07%
Network model 5 6.02%
Internationalization
theories

3 3.61%

Others 34 40.96%
BG/BGMF BG 27 32.53%

BGMF 51 61.45%
Both 5 6.02%

Internationalization
variable

Dependent 38 50.00%

Independent 31 40.79%
Other explanatory 7 9.22%

Business groups
variable

Dependent 9 11.84%

Independent 48 63.16%
Other explanatory 23 30.26%

Type of data source Primary 7 9.21%
Secondary 68 89.47%
Both 1 1.32%

Business groups source Independent sources 59 77.63%
Identified 10 13.16%
N/A 7 9.21%

Country Emerging economies 59 77.63%
Developed economies 15 19.74%
Both 2 2.63%

Scope of study Single 69 90.79%
Cross-country 7 9.21%

Type of analysis Longitudinal 61 80.26%
Cross-sectional 16 21.05%

Type of research Quantitative 73 96.05%
Qualitative 3 3.95%

In some parent categories, such as research theme or dominant theory, the sum of
percentages are higher than 100 because of the existence of articles belonging
to more than one sub-categories. In other parent categories, such as where? or
how?, we include the N/A (not applicable) sub-category due to the impossibility
to codify articles within the other sub-categories. The categories inter-
nationalization variable, business groups variable, type of data source, business
groups source, country, scope of study, type of analysis, and type of research are
calculated exclusively for the 76 empirical articles. Parent categories in bold are
relevant to synthesize existing research at the intersection of internationaliza-
tion and business groups.
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category.
On the one hand, there are multiple articles exploring how firms use

internal capabilities, such as international experience (Banerji &
Sambharya, 1996; Gaur et al., 2014; Guillén, 2002; Tan & Meyer,
2010), reputation (Mukherjee et al., 2018), domestic capabilities
(Santangelo & Stucchi, 2018), and knowledge and connections with
sister affiliates (Lamin, 2013) to achieve their internationalization
strategy. Our literature review shows that business groups are an im-
portant source of resources that may contribute to the inter-
nationalization through the deployment of their inner capabilities. In
this sub-category, it is noteworthy to distinguish between the inter-
nationalization of the business group as a whole and business groups
affiliated members. Tan and Meyer (2010) focus on how managerial
resources, such as international experience or international education,
shared in the business group, influence internationalization. They un-
cover that while international experience fosters internationalization,
international education does not. Some organizational capabilities ty-
pically deployed in the local context may be extrapolated to the inter-
national arena. As an example, Santangelo and Stucchi (2018) indicate
that domestic capabilities –such as coordination and control- of busi-
ness groups may be reorganized when they face cross-border M&As for
the first time. They find that business groups re-use different inner
capabilities, initially applied to manage domestic geographic disper-
sion, to expand across borders. The study of Mukherjee et al. (2018)
discuss how business groups internal resources –such as reputation-
could be used towards the international expansion of affiliated firms. In
their conceptual framework, they sustain that variations on reputation
between different business groups lead to different patterns of geo-
graphic scope and location choices.

Similarly, firms embedded or affiliated to business groups may
benefit from the shared use of resources when they internationalize
(e.g., Banerji & Sambharya, 1996, for the case of FDI of Japanese firms
in the US; Popli & Sinha, 2014, for the case of cross-border M&As by
Indian companies). Chari (2013) hypothesizes a positive impact of
business group affiliation on FDI and finds that the strength of this
relationship depends on the size and diversification of business groups.
Gaur et al. (2014) also show that affiliated firms benefit from the in-
ternational experience of the business group to increase their inter-
nationalization. Following this line of research, there are a set of studies
that compare affiliated with non-affiliated firms to a business group.
Lamin (2013) finds that firms affiliated to business groups attract more
clients from foreign markets and attain higher international sales than
non-affiliated firms. Once controlling for the same home-country in-
dustry, the former are more prone to entry in foreign markets than the
latter, since affiliated firms can benefit from the past experience of the
business groups and the imitation (Guillén, 2002). However, business
groups affiliation is not always a positive factor for internationalization.
Hundley and Jacobson (1998) show that firms affiliated to Japanese
keiretsu have lower export ratios than non-affiliated. Their explanation
is that some factors, such as the protection from competitors provided
by the business group, may reduce the competitiveness of affiliated
firms in foreign markets.

On the other hand, there is also research looking at how firms obtain
capabilities and resources from (Lamin & Dunlap, 2011) or thanks to (De
Beule & Sels, 2016; Gubbi & Elango, 2016; Zhao, Anand, & Mitchell,
2005) to internationalization. First, firms may attain resources and
capabilities from firms located in foreign countries. In the case of
business groups, firms acquire technological capabilities from foreign
affiliates and foreign customers (Lamin & Dunlap, 2011). Second, firms
may obtain resources and capabilities thanks to the strategy of inter-
nationalization through acquisitions and international joint ventures.
De Beule and Sels (2016) and Gubbi and Elango (2016) explore how
firms from emerging economies acquire firms in developed economies
to gain resources and capabilities. They find that business groups af-
filiation has a positive impact on shareholder value because of its su-
perior access to internal and external resources essential for capability

creation and international competitiveness, transferable to affiliated
firms. Besides cross-border acquisitions, international joint ventures
(IJV) also emerge as an internationalization strategy for resource-
seeking abroad. As an example, Zhao et al. (2005) investigate the inter-
organizational transfer of knowledge from IJVs to business groups in
China.

In environments with increasing international competition, for ex-
ample when there are FDI announcements by multinational entities
(MNE) or there is a presence of large asymmetries in foreign trade,
firms affiliated to business groups respond more assertively than non-
affiliated firms. Ayyagari, Dau, and Spencer, (2015) suggest that busi-
ness groups behave similar to large firms if threatened by international
competitors: “when poked, the lion responds” (Chen & Hambrick, 1995:
p. 461). The presence of large asymmetries in foreign trade (imports
and exports) and foreign investments (inward and outward stocks of
FDI) allows business groups to create an inimitable capability, ac-
cording to Guillén (2000). In this scenario, business groups combine
better domestic and foreign resources to entry industries quickly and
cost-effectively.

The most influential theory in this sub-category is resource-based
view, since firms apply their resources with the aim to enhance their
competitive advantage while they internationalize (e.g., Chesbrough,
2003; Guillén, 2000). Institutional and neo-institutional theories are also
relevant, and frame ideas, for instance, on the relationship between
firm and institutional resources and the internationalization process
(Gaur et al., 2014).

Almost all articles capture business groups from independent sources,
with the exception of the case of Guillén (2002, 2003), where he
identifies chaebol affiliates from company directories, on-site and tele-
phone interviews.

3.3. Corporate strategy

We identify two main streams of research under the sub-category
corporate strategy. First, some articles under this sub-category examine
how different corporate strategies such as product diversification
(Kumar, Gaur, & Pattnaik, 2012) and innovation (Purkayastha,
Manolova, & Edelman, 2018; Singh, 2009) influence the inter-
nationalization of business groups. Second, another set of articles
analyze the role of internationalization as a platform (or barrier) to
boost (or hinder) different corporate strategies, mainly innovation
(Chittoor, Aulakh, & Ray, 2015; Choi, Lee, & Williams, 2011; Mahmood
& Singh, 2003; Mahmood & Zheng, 2009).

The first stream of articles explores the impact of product diversi-
fication and innovation on internationalization. Kumar et al. (2012)
show a negative association between product diversification and the
international expansion of emerging economies’ business groups. This
relationship is positively moderated by former international experience
and exposure, and technological group resources. Similarly,
Purkayastha et al. (2018) find a positive association between R&D in-
tensity and the degree of internationalization, where firms affiliated to
business groups seem to positively moderate the former relationship.
Also stressing the role of affiliation to a business group, Singh (2009)
studies how different firms’ corporate strategies, such as R&D or ad-
vertising expenditures, and firm’s characteristics, such as size and
business group affiliation, directly affect export sales of firms from
emerging economies. His results show that while R&D expenditure
positively affects export sales, advertising has a negative effect. Busi-
ness group affiliation also yields a positive impact on export sales.

In a second stream of research, internationalization may be positive
or negative for different corporate strategies, although most research
focuses on innovation strategies. Mahmood and Zheng (2009) uncover
a negative effect of business groups’ international joint-ventures on the
number of approved patent applications. However, Chittoor, Aulakh,
Aulakh et al. (2015) find a positive effect of internationalization on
innovation, where technology imports and product market

R.V. Aguilera, et al. Journal of World Business 55 (2020) 101050

6



internationalization facilitate investments in innovation. Moreover,
Choi et al. (2011) show in their study of Chinese firms that the presence
of foreign shareholders is positively related to the patent activity, and
that business groups affiliation also positively relates to innovation. In a
similar way, Mahmood and Singh (2003) compare innovation cap-
abilities between firms in newly industrialized countries, such as
Taiwan or Singapore, and in emerging economies in Asia and Latin
America. They highlight the contagion effect of foreign MNEs on local
firms’ innovation, especially for business groups, which use their in-
ternal capabilities to enhance innovation.

The body of research regarding corporate strategy, inter-
nationalization and business groups is heterogeneous, aside from the
two main streams previously analyzed. Some articles (i) highlight the
irresponsible practices of business groups when they internationalize
(e.g., Su & Tan, 2018; Surroca, Tribó, & Zahra, 2013). For instance, Su
and Tan (2018) study how different aspects of business groups trigger
offshoring group companies to tax havens. Results show that business
groups with high levels of internationalization tend to offshore com-
panies in tax heavens. Additional findings (ii) show how the interna-
tional strategy of firms affiliated to business groups is less dependent on
subsidies to promote exports than stand-alone firms, presumably be-
cause of their superior access to financial resources within the business
group (Zia, 2008). The advantages provided by state ownership fa-
voring internationalization are ambiguous in the case of firms affiliated
to business groups. Li, Cui, and Lu, (2017) find that the moderating role
of business groups affiliation on the relationship between state share-
holding and foreign entry is positive or negative depending on the type
of state ownership. The investment strategy (iii) also impacts on in-
ternationalization. Specific factors such as the country risk of ex-
propriation in emerging economies may influence decisions of invest-
ment abroad, as found by Delios and Henisz (2000) for Japanese firms.
Product similarities between headquarters and foreign affiliates, ac-
cording to Lin (2016), determine investment decisions at the level of
the business groups on foreign affiliates. Finally (iv), some authors
analyze how the structure of business groups may lead to an increase of
international strategies. Kim et al. (2004) find that keiretsu affiliates
with more power within the business group structure place more em-
phasis in pursuing international diversification. Consistent with Kim
et al. (2004), Chen and Jaw (2014) uncover a positive and significant
impact of core firms within the business groups structure on inter-
nationalization.

The main theories applied in corporate strategy are resource-based
view –how resources from different strategies affect internationaliza-
tion, considering business groups as a pool of resources (e.g.,
Purkayastha et al., 2018; Singh, 2009)-, institutional theory –how in-
stitutional ownership and institutional stakeholders may influence
firms’ strategies- and agency theory –how the principal-agency conflict
and the monitoring activities may impact on firms’ corporate strategies
like innovation, corporate restructuring or foreign expansion. However,
there are several articles in this sub-category that are based on theories
classified as others, like entrepreneurial models (e.g., Lechner &
Leyronas, 2009) to explain the emergence and expansion of business
groups as an outcome of entrepreneurial firms and teams.

As in other sub-categories, business groups affiliation is identified
from independent sources, and only a few articles identify business
groups’ affiliation, for example, given by horizontal ties, such as own-
ership and directorship structure (Kim et al., 2004).

3.4. Firm performance

Articles that fall in this sub-category deal with the link between
performance, business groups and internationalization. The analysis of
the relationship between internationalization and firm performance
includes business groups affiliation as a moderating factor. There are
mixed empirical results for the internationalization-performance ana-
lysis, due to differences in samples or different variables to proxy the

internationalization strategy, or the context of study (Nachum, 2004).
Geringer, Tallman, and Olsen, (2000) show a linear and negative as-
sociation between international diversification and performance, com-
paring keiretsu affiliated firms and non-affiliated firms. Keiretsu affilia-
tion has an impact on international diversification, but no effect on
performance levels. Accordingly, Gaur and Delios (2015) also uncover a
negative and linear relationship between international diversification
and firm performance for Indian firms. They show that business group
affiliation reduces the negative performance effects of international
diversification, because of the combined size of all affiliated members.
Supporting this idea, Kim et al. (2010) also observe a negative and
linear relationship between internationalization and firm performance.
Business group affiliation moderates the association differently, de-
pending on the stage of the institutional change. However, other au-
thors uncover a non-linear relationship between these two concepts,
positive or negative. As an example, Ma, Yiu, and Zhou, (2014) show a
quadratic relationship in the form of a U-shaped between foreign sales
and firm value among Chinese firms, positively moderated by business
group affiliation. Unlike, Ito (1997) and Purkayastha, Kumar, and Lu,
(2017) find support to the quadratic relationship in the form of an in-
verted U-shaped, with samples from China, Japan and India. In addi-
tion, He and Ng (1998) uncover that the internationalization, measured
as the level of export ratio, explain the exposure to exchange-rate
fluctuations, and the characteristics of firms –leverage or liquidity-
which in turn also affect the risk exposure. In that scenario, firms af-
filiated to business groups are more exposed to the exchange variability
because they hedge less against exchange variability, thanks to their
strong liquidity position and low risk of bankruptcy.

The effect of different types of ties and networks on firm perfor-
mance has also been analyzed within this literature. There are articles
that have concentrated on the networking at the level of host country
(Chung, Lu, & Beamish, 2008; Liao, 2015) and at the level of home
country (Wan, Yiu, Hoskisson, & Kim, 2008). As an example, Liao
(2015) analyzes how clusters with host institutions, besides interna-
tional experience gained by a business group, influence the perfor-
mance of foreign firms, for the case of Taiwanese firms investing in
China. They yield mixed results for different types of clusters in the
context of this emerging economy.

International experience from emerging economies or developed
economies may help foreign firms to adapt to host settings. However,
Liao (2015) finds support for the positive impact of international ex-
perience acquired by the business groups on performance only if this
experience was gained in emerging economies, but not for the inter-
national experience obtained in developed economies. Chung et al.
(2008) study how subsidiaries networks of MNEs in the host country
affect their performance and reveal a positive relationship between
Japanese MNE networks and foreign subsidiaries performance during
periods of economic crisis. Similarly, Wan et al. (2008) study the con-
tingent effect of the economic environment in the home country by
looking at the performance implications of the social relationships of
Japanese banks during home-country macroeconomic expansions and
contractions. Home social network may be built from business groups
affiliation or cross-shareholdings. They observe that business groups
affiliation is positively related to financial performance during periods
of expansion but negatively related during economic downturns, since
banks are expected to support their keiretsu client firms even when the
Japanese economy is breaking down. Moreover, levels of inter-
nationalization are positively related to performance during periods of
contraction, since as banks internationalize more, they may find new
sources of revenue and be less constrained to home social ties, offsetting
the poor performance from local clients.

In this sub-category we also include research about the performance
consequences of foreign subsidiaries affiliated to business groups. We
find studies that cover how the managerial knowledge-sharing (Lee &
MacMillan, 2008) and the innovative knowledge transfers across peer
group-affiliated companies within chaebols (Lee, Park, Ghauri, & Park,
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2014) affect the foreign subsidiaries performance.
Lastly, there have been some attempts to link ownership, inter-

nationalization and performance (Cuervo-Cazurra & Dau, 2009;
Douma, George, & Kabir, 2006; Gaur & Delios, 2015; Purkayastha et al.,
2017). Purkayastha et al. (2017) uncover that ownership heterogeneity
among business groups moderates differently the internationalization-
performance relationship. While at lower levels of internationalization,
they find a positive moderating effect of family and foreign ownership
on this relationship, at higher levels of internationalization these two
different types of ownership has a negative moderating role. Douma
et al. (2006) analyze how different types of ownership, such as foreign
and local owners, impact firm performance, interacting business groups
affiliation with ownership types. Gaur and Delios (2015) conduct two
different analyses. They first examine the effect of ownership structure
on international diversification and show that greater domestic and
foreign concentration is related to higher level of international di-
versification. Furthermore, they explore the performance consequences
of international diversification, and they observe that there is a nega-
tive relationship which is moderated by the concentration of domestic
owners.

Institutional and neo-institutional theory, and resource-based view are
the predominant theories included in these firm performance articles.
While institutional and neo-institutional theory refers to the role of in-
stitutions on firm performance of foreign firms, resource-based view
foundations are based on the seeking of additional profits in interna-
tional markets when firms develop profit-making internal capabilities
(Geringer et al., 2000). Under this framework, for example, Lee et al.
(2014) aim to determine the patterns of innovative knowledge transfer
strategies of affiliated firms of business groups and how these patterns
affect the performance of foreign subsidiaries. Only the article from
Bamiatzi et al. (2014) identifies business groups affiliation by vertical
ties, ownership stakes above 25 %.

3.5. Corporate governance

Corporate governance sub-category includes articles that link corpo-
rate governance determinants and practices, such as ownership con-
figurations and board characteristics, with firms’ internationalization.
To start the discussion under corporate governance sub-category, it is
worth highlighting two contributions. Filatotchev and Wright (2011)
explore how agency theory helps understand several dimensions of
corporate governance in MNEs, such as internationalization, interna-
tional joint ventures, headquarters-subsidiary relationships, and global
business groups. They call for deeper research on different mechanisms
of corporate governance beyond ownership. Second, Aguilera and
Jackson (2010) and Aguilera, Marano, and Haxhi, (2019) analyze the
state of the art in international corporate governance and how com-
parative corporate governance has been understood from different
theoretical perspectives, such as the agency perspective.

According to Filatotchev and Wright (2011), research has mainly
studied the impact of ownership on internationalization instead of other
key corporate governance attributes (e.g., Chittoor, Aulakh, & Ray,
2015; Chung, 2014; Li et al., 2017; Luo, Chung, & Sobczak, 2009; Singh
& Gaur, 2013; Singh & Delios, 2017), such as board characteristics. We
concur that the vast majority of the articles in this current sub-category
focus on the impact of ownership on internationalization. As an ex-
ample, Singh and Gaur (2013) analyze the effect of different ownership
structures and business groups affiliation on innovation, and find a
positive effect of family ownership and group affiliation on foreign
investments. Considering foreign acquisitions as a mode of interna-
tional expansion, Chittoor, Aulakh et al. (2015) observe that firms with
high ownership concentration engage more in overseas acquisitions,
where business group affiliation reduces such influence. Li et al. (2017)
find similar results for the moderating effect of business groups af-
filiation in the relationship between state ownership and the engage-
ment in FDI by firms from emerging economies. The negative

moderating role is explained by the sharing of resources, information
and knowledge among member firms of a business group.

A second set of articles examines the impact of ownership along
with other governance attributes on internationalization strategies
(Chung, 2014; Ilhan-Nas, Okan, Tatoglu, Demirbag, & Glaister, 2018;
Luo et al., 2009; Singh & Delios, 2017). For instance, Luo et al. (2009)
analyze the impact of home-country corporate governance models,
namely family ownership and control in Taiwanese business groups, on
inward FDI from US and Japanese firms. They find that home-country
corporate governance models influence foreign firms’ decisions of local
joint ventures partners. Singh and Delios (2017) study how board and
ownership structure affect firm growth strategies, locally and abroad.
They uncover that boards with more independent members and CEO
duality are more likely to pursue growth strategies, by the means of
domestic ventures and foreign investments. Directors characteristics are
also studied in the articles of Belderbos, Van Olffen, and Zou, (2011)
and Chittoor, Aulakh, and Ray, (2019). The latter are keen on whether
owner CEO or professional CEO lead to higher degree of inter-
nationalization. Their interesting results show that while owner CEOs
internationalize when firms outperform, professional CEOs tend to
pursue international strategies when firms underperform. This effect is
larger for stand-alone firms than firms affiliated to business groups,
since CEOs make decisions with more autonomy in individual firms
than within business groups (Chittoor et al., 2019). The former in-
vestigate the effect of internationalization on corporate governance
issues, since they analyze whether foreign subsidiaries should have or
not expatriate directors seated in their boards. They observe that there
are some key determinants, such as international experience of direc-
tors from MNEs in Japan, which drive their expatriation around Asia
(Belderbos et al., 2011).

Lastly, another set of articles consider internationalization in the
way of foreign investors ownership, and their performance implications
(e.g., Baek, Kang, & Suh Park, 2004; Choi, Park, & Yoo, 2007; Douma
et al., 2006; Gaur & Delios, 2015; Perkins, Morck, & Yeung, 2014;
Purkayastha et al., 2017). During financial crisis, firms with foreign
investors ownership concentration experienced a smaller reduction in
their value, but firms affiliated to a business group, with concentrated
ownership by a controlling family, experienced a larger drop in their
value (Baek et al., 2004). Similarly, Gaur and Delios (2015) show that
foreign ownership concentration is positively related to inter-
nationalization, although this relationship comes with less performance
during institutional transitions. Nevertheless, the literature also con-
siders a positive relationship between foreign ownership and firm
performance. Douma et al. (2006) find a positive effect of foreign
shareholders on firm performance, associated with stability and long
term commitment of these investors. This effect is different for firms
affiliated to business groups. Accordingly, results from Choi et al.
(2007) show that foreign investors also have a positive impact on firm
performance, but chaebol affiliation has a negative impact. From these
mixed results, we can conclude that the impact of foreign ownership on
firm performance and the effect of business groups affiliation have not
reached a consensus yet.

Other research topics considered in this sub-category include how
corporate governance, such as foreign ownership and business group
affiliation, affect the strategy of corporate restructuring of firms (e.g.,
Chung & Luo, 2008; Park & Kim, 2008). Moreover, business group af-
filiation makes more effective the appointment of a new leader from the
business group than an outsider in emerging economies (Chung & Luo,
2013).

The predominant conceptual framework inside this sub-category is
agency theory, which has been a dominant perspective to identify the
main dimensions of corporate governance as ownership structure and
board composition (Filatotchev & Wright, 2011).The empirical defini-
tion of business group is predominantly given by independent sources,
and only a few articles identify business groups (Hearn, Oxelheim, &
Randøy, 2018; Perkins et al., 2014), investigating the structure of
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groups, such as pyramids. For instance, Perkins et al. (2014) compute
business groups pyramids recording the equity block holding through
external information and interviews with executives.

4. Identification of business groups

From section 3 we may conclude that most of the articles rely on the
use of independent sources instead of empirically identifying business
groups, which opens new avenues for the improvement of business
groups research. For example, the little empirical evidence on some
countries could be explained by the lack of independent sources identi-
fying business groups. Algorithms to systematically identify business
groups could help to overcome these drawbacks, although not exempt
from shortages, discussed below.

In this section, we first analyze the existing conceptual definitions
of business groups, and we discover a consensus. Then, we propose
an algorithm to define the boundaries of a business group from a
large database, which advances previous attempts in the literature.

4.1. Conceptual definition of business groups

Table 4 provides a summary of conceptual definitions of business
groups published in qualitative and quantitative reviews (6 articles),
conceptual articles (3 articles), and book chapters (2 articles). We
selected articles from Web of Science whose main aim was a review
on the literature of business groups –through traditional review or
meta-analysis-, or those intending to analyze in-depth a specific di-
mension of business groups, developed as conceptual articles or as
sections of books. These conceptual efforts to define business groups
associate them with different themes, such as affiliation, perfor-
mance or social embeddedness. From these articles’ definitions, we
identify four main characteristics that researchers have employed
widely to describe business groups: (i) as a set or collection of firms
with legal independence (e.g., Carney, Essen, Estrin, & Shapiro, 2017;
Granovetter, 2005); (ii) stand-alone firms joined together by formal
or informal ties, such as ownership, interlocking directors, or family,
kinship (e.g., Carney et al., 2011; Chung & Luo, 2019; Holmes et al.,
2018); (iii) usually, each business group features a common central
management responsible for control and coordination of objectives (e.g.,
Barbero & Puig, 2016; Locorotondo, Dewaelheyns, & Van Hulle,
2012; Yiu et al., 2007), and finally, (iv) develop their broad scope of
activities in unrelated industries (e.g., Carney, 2008; Chung & Luo,
2019; Khanna & Yafeh, 2007). Therefore, almost all theoretical de-
finitions encompass these traits of business groups. Besides the ex-
isting definitions, we also classified the theoretical framework ap-
plied in these selected articles. Institutional theory, transaction costs
theory (Coase, 1937; Williamson, 1975) and social capital
(Granovetter, 2005; Mizruchi, 1994) are among the most employed
theories in existing publications.

4.2. Empirical identification of business groups

While the conceptual definition of business groups is quite cohesive,
there are significant challenges to its empirical identification.
According to the results from the coded empirical articles in our data-
base, interpreted above, we find that scholars rely mainly on in-
dependent sources containing business groups’ affiliation. When this
kind of independent sources of business groups’ affiliation is not avail-
able, the scholar has to come up with an empirical identification, which
sometimes is difficult to obtain due to several reasons. First, empirical
research on business groups requires collecting data on the vast net-
work of relationships among firms. For some countries, databases of
business groups affiliation are provided and even required by law to be
publicly disclosed (e.g., Fisman & Khanna, 2004; Khanna & Rivkin,
2001), but this is rare. Second, the heterogeneity of accounting reg-
ulation worldwide does not bring an accurate measure and may induceTa
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a bias in the generalization of results4 . Along with this issue, access to
data with information about consolidation is restricted. As a con-
sequence of this dependence on secondary data sources, research on
business groups has underrated the analysis of some countries –where
business groups databases are non-existent or the access is limited- or is
anchored in the study of large business groups.

In this sense, we stress the opportunity of exploiting massive

datasets and cross-country samples. Although there have been a few
previous attempts to the use of this type of datasets (e.g., Belenzon,
Hashai, & Patacconi, 2019; Masulis et al., 2011), we encourage drawing
on systematic methodological identification of business groups, bene-
fiting from advanced computing capabilities. There are some types of
horizontal business groups (e.g., horizontal keiretsu in Japan, or guanxi
qiye in Taiwan) with informal links, such as family or ethnic ties, which
are not suitable for this kind of analysis. They rely more on informal
horizontal connectedness among member firms and they are closely
managed as strategic networks (Yiu et al., 2007). However, business
groups with a clear hierarchy and linked by formal ties (e.g., ownership
ties or interlocking directorates) may be analyzed by the application of
an algorithm in very large databases. Interestingly, Masulis et al. (2011)
find high accuracy of their systematic procedure checking their business
groups with other independent sources of business groups affiliation in

Fig. 1. Business group depiction by two different criteria.
Fig. 1 represents the business groups’ tree of Grupo Clarin, leading group of media communication in Argentina. Solid lines show the ownership links between the
headquarters and their affiliates, based on the more than 50 % criteria. Fig. 1 also depicts the hierarchical level of affiliates within the business group. Grupo Clarin SA
head the business group structure, as the headquarters. AGEA SA, ARTEAR SA or CMD SA, among others, are in the first level of the hierarchy. They are owned
directly by the headquarters. However, Clawi SA and Interwa SA are affiliates of second level. They are owned by affiliates of first level, in this case by CMD SA. In the
third column of the Fig. 1, affiliates of third level are depicted. Dashed lines show firms applying the interlocking directorates’ criteria. Papel Prensa SA and TRISA SA
are affiliates of Grupo Clarin because of interlocking directors. Information about business group composition has been corroborated with group website http://
grupoclarin.com/ir/Informacion-Corporativa/Estructura-Corporativa and other webpages https://mapademedios.com.ar/2017/11/29/grupo-clarin/

4 Unless a firm is required to adopt International Accounting Standards (IASs)
depending on the home country decisions, each firm may use home jurisdic-
tion’s standards. In the case of Spain, IASs are required for domestic public
companies and permitted or required for foreign listed companies. For example,
Spanish hotel business group Melia uses IASs because it is a listed business
group, but Barceló hotels as a non-listed business group may present its ac-
counts following Spanish accounting regulation.
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different countries. Furthermore, a systematic identification may lead
to answer some appealing research questions, as for instance those re-
lated to the analysis of the structure of business groups across countries.
This is discussed in the future research section.

However, the use of algorithms to systematically identify business
groups is not exempt of limitations. Although this type of method may
offer cross-country comparisons, for researchers keen on studying
business groups in a single country –as for instance, India- it may be
more precise to rely on given databases. Indeed, the systematic iden-
tification with algorithms widens the number of business group iden-
tifications at the cost of being less precise than other identification
methods based on several exclusive sources of information, such as
interviews with executives.

With regards to our algorithm, it is capable of dealing with very
large raw databases of firms and may expand the analysis of business
groups’ configurations worldwide. We use a database (Orbis) con-
taining information about freestanding firms and data on their owner-
ship structure, and their board characteristics. Previous attempts to
empirically capture a business group using algorithms and massive
databases are based on ownership ties (e.g., Belenzon et al., 2019;
Masulis et al., 2011). For example, Masulis et al. (2011), focused on
ownership links between shareholders and firms, establish a threshold
of 20 percent of ownership by a shareholder to identify the ultimate
owner of the business group, and they consider all the firms under the
same ultimate owner like the member firms of the same business group.
However, we also consider Khanna and Rivkin's work (2006), which
find that interlocking directorates may also be considered a boundary
on the identification of business groups –although they apply a given
configuration of business group affiliation from a secondary database
instead of directly identifying them. Therefore, our criteria is based on
both: ownership (Belenzon et al., 2019; Masulis et al., 2011) and in-
terlocking directorates (Khanna & Rivkin, 2006).

The first step of our algorithm is to detect the headquarters in the
apex of the structure. The headquarters are firms not owned by another
firm. The second step is to detect all affiliated firms. We apply the
ownership criteria assuming that a firm belongs to a business group
(headquarters) if there is a majority ownership link higher than 50 %
among them. The 50 % threshold avoids the double counting dilemma,
when a firm may belong to two different business groups, although it
may be relaxed (e.g., 20 % of ownership) in order to match a set of
identified business groups. We also apply a second criteria, the inter-
locking directors between firms, which also provides formal relevant
information for group structures even under ownership links below the
majority threshold. We assume a formal link whenever there are a
significant proportion of interlocked individuals; therefore, a firm can
be controlled with ownership links lower than 50 % through the in-
terlocking among directors. Therefore, we reinforce the sense of control
by introducing further requirements about the interlocking. For ex-
ample, to include a firm in a business group, at least 20 % of their
directors must have positions in boards of other firms within a business
group.

Fig. 1 represents a graphical depiction from an example of a hier-
archical business group with formal ties, Grupo Clarin, the largest media
business group in Argentina, achieved after computing our algorithm.
Solid lines show the ownership links between the headquarters and
their affiliates, according to their hierarchical level within the organi-
zational structure. These ownership links are based on the more than 50
% criteria. Dashed lines show firms applying the interlocking directo-
rate criteria. Our identification of business group appeals for this type
of example, where we retrieve firms in a business group when the
ownership tie is under the 50 % of control. In this case, we consider the
sense of control through interlocking directorates. The combination of
ownership and directorship ties criteria helps to overcome the lack of
information about ownership block holding in raw datasets. In Fig. 1,
we can appreciate how business group boundaries differ depending on
the criteria applied –firms in gray boxes would have not been identified

as affiliated firms without the interlocking criteria. In this sense, our
algorithm reinforces the empirical identification of business groups by
mapping an extensive network of firms tied by formal links. This ex-
ample comes from a raw data with more than 800,000 business groups
located across more than 100 countries. When we expand the sample
with the interlocking director relationships among member firms, the
average number of firms per business group increases in 14 %. We think
this refinement of the business group identification can truly advance
what we measure and what we study.

In summary, our script computing the empirical identification of
hierarchical business groups with formal ties (ownership and inter-
locking directors) contributes in three ways. First, we are able to deal
with the problem of constrained data access on business groups’ af-
filiation, usually unavailable in developed economies and also for small
business groups. The algorithm eases the identification of business
groups from a database with information about stand-alone firms.
Second, we advance the methodological approach by Masulis et al.
(2011) and Belenzon et al. (2019) by adding the interlocking directo-
rate criteria. Although the ownership criteria have been applied before,
we simultaneously apply ownership and directorship ties in large da-
tasets, with a massive number of firms from across the world. Third, our
algorithm allows us to reconstruct the structure of business groups
hierarchically. For instance, monitoring function by headquarters on
affiliated firms could be different depending on the level within the
hierarchy of a business group (e.g., Chung & Dahms, 2018).

Lastly, it is relevant to note that our algorithm may help to expand
research on internationalization and business groups in cross-country
analyses, including developed countries and also small business groups
which have been typically neglected.

5. Lines of future research

Based on our empirical identification, studies including a large
number of hierarchical business groups with formal ties across coun-
tries may offer a better understanding of how they map around the
world. This is a necessary step to move the field forward, since our
proposed identification strategy may overcome the lack of available
data on business groups’ affiliation. In other words, adopting fine-
grained empirical measures of these business groups, scholars could
answer some of the prominent future research questions suggested in
this section.

Business groups in obliviousness. Most of the literature reviewed in
this study is focused on the effect of business groups on inter-
nationalization, but there is little evidence on how the inter-
nationalization of firms leads to the emergence and structure of busi-
ness groups. Only the work from Chittoor and Ray (2007), in which
they conceptually identify different patterns in the internationalization
strategies of Indian business groups, explores the internationalization of
business groups.

Therefore, we call for more research shedding light on how inter-
nationalization affects different business groups’ emergence and con-
figurations. In particular, we highlight three potential research avenues.
First, it would be important to uncover the determinants of the decision
of business groups’ formation. Our literature review reveals that many
business groups were formed to overcome market imperfections, such
as weak factor markets and weak institutions (Holmes et al., 2018).
Based on this economic reason and grounded in several theoretical
perspectives such as institutional theory, resource-based view and
transaction cost theory, business groups emerge as a response to
weaknesses in these factor markets and institutional voids by estab-
lishing internal markets (Douma et al., 2006; Holmes et al., 2018;
Khanna & Palepu, 2000; Leff, 1978; Singh & Gaur, 2009). Drawing on
agency theory, business groups may appear as a result of ownership
concentration in hands of founding families, with control motivations
(Masulis et al., 2011) and through the use of pyramids and complex
cross shareholdings (Almeida & Wolfenzon, 2006). Besides these
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theoretical arguments, internationalization may also lead to the emer-
gence of small business groups, especially in the context of developed
countries (Lechner & Leyronas, 2009).

Second, it would be interesting to evaluate the impact of different
institutional contexts on the organizational structures of international
hierarchical business groups. For example, Chung and Dahms (2018)
find that indirect ownership may be better than direct ownership in
some circumstances when Taiwanese multinational family business
groups grow with affiliates in a foreign country. Therefore, when a
business group expands their scope by going abroad, which organiza-
tional structure do they adopt? Do international business groups use
vertical structures or flat ones? With formal or informal ties? Which
characteristics do explain their complexity? Do business groups build
around financial firms or investment offices? From a comparative point
of view, do institutional factors affect in the same way domestic busi-
ness groups as internationalized business groups?

Third, examining the corporate governance structure within busi-
ness groups is also a potential field of study, beyond the focus on
ownership and its relationship with internationalization and business
group (Filatotchev & Wright, 2011). Although there have been some
contributions analyzing a broader perspective of corporate governance
in business groups (e.g., Chung & Luo, 2013; Singh & Delios, 2017), a
complete examination of corporate governance mechanisms inside
business groups and its relationship with internationalization is lacking.
For instance, to study how boards are structured inside business groups
and to investigate how the director’s flows between headquarters and
foreign affiliates work opens an untapped avenue of research. Belderbos
and Heijltjes (2005) by analyzing the determinants of the presence of
expatriates in the boards of foreign affiliates represent a first attempt in
this line of research. Moreover, by integrating agency theory and re-
source-based view, it would be appealing to capture the role of inter-
locked directors in the international landscape of headquarters and
affiliates and differentiate their main functions: monitoring (Kim,
Prescott, & Kim, 2005), advising (Hillman, Cannella, & Paetzold, 2000)
or both (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Kim, Mauldin, & Patro, 2014). Fur-
thermore, connecting international ownership structures with corpo-
rate governance practices (Aguilera & Crespi-Cladera, 2016) in the
context of business groups also emerges as a field of research to better
understand the relevance of this kind of organizations. Lastly, to move
forward on the work from Desender, Aguilera, LopezPuertas-Lamy, and
Crespi-Cladera, (2016) exploring the relationship between board
monitoring and foreign ownership introduces another research oppor-
tunity. Desender et al.' findings (2016) suggest that board monitoring is
only activated when shareholder-oriented foreign ownership is high
and that the influence of foreign ownership is especially strong in firms
without large domestic owners. It would be interesting to test to what
degree business groups are more resilient to these foreign pressures and
in particular, internationalized business groups.

An appeal to business groups by developed economies. We encourage
business groups’ scholars to integrate cross-country databases in their
analysis of business groups. So far, business groups research has focused
on a group of countries, generally associated with developing econo-
mies (Chittoor, Kale et al., 2015). However, business groups appear in
both developed and developing countries (Collin, 1998) and occupy a
relevant place in both economies around the world (Manikandan &
Ramachandran, 2015: 613).5 Business groups emerge in developed
economies as a result of entrepreneurial activities, product and inter-
national diversification (Lechner & Leyronas, 2009), although institu-
tional weakness may also generate business groups in developed

economies (Belenzon, Berkovitz, & Rios, 2013). The mapping of cross-
countries configurations of business groups, based on large interna-
tional datasets, would disentangle the developing-developed countries’
puzzle, and may offer more generalizable results for the global phe-
nomenon of business groups.

Additionally, while the literature on emerging markets is heavily
focused on large business groups, Lechner and Leyronas (2009) point
out the relevance of small business groups in developed economies,
finding their existence related to national and international growth.
Thanks to the empirical identification on massive databases researchers
may overcome the conventional focus on large business groups (espe-
cially in emerging countries) and provide information on the less-
known small business groups, either in developed or emerging econo-
mies.

We have uncovered in this review the necessity of cohesion between
home and host contexts as a key for success when firms decide to move
abroad (Garg & Delios, 2007; Tan & Meyer, 2010). According to this IB
lacuna, it would also be interesting to understand the shift from com-
petitive disadvantages into advantages of emerging economies’ business
groups when they operate in developed countries, as it is the case of
South Korean chaebol Samsung beating Apple in the global smartphone
sales (Forbes, 2018). Moreover, the rise and entry of Asian companies
into the European market is forcing European companies to adapt to the
new contingent setting (The Guardian, 2017). How emerging econo-
mies firms react to the entry of developed economies MNEs has been
widely studied in the literature (e.g., Ayyagari et al., 2015). However, a
response in the opposite direction, especially by business groups of
developed economies, would constitute a prominent avenue of re-
search.

The dark side of business groups. Do business groups that inter-
nationalize engage in unethical strategies, such as tax evasion or irre-
sponsible business practices outside their home country? Is the business
group structure well-suited for such practices? Our review shows how
internationalization is positively related to the practice of holding off-
shore companies in tax heavens, although the practice is less pro-
nounced for business groups with prosocial orientation (Su & Tan,
2018). Moreover, in the case of multinationals, Surroca et al. (2013)
show how they conduct irresponsible corporate social responsibility
practices only in institutional environments with weaker institutional
enforcement when they internationalize. To analyze this mimetic
strategy to benefit from the institutional shortages constitutes a virgin
pathway of future research worth exploring.

Political connections of business groups. Political connections are re-
levant to overcome the risk of unfavorable political decisions (Cooper,
Gulen, & Ovtchinnikov, 2010; Tihanyi et al., 2019), especially in less
developed economies, with weak institutions (Leuz & Oberholzer-Gee,
2006). Research included in this review has shown that business groups
are in a better position to obtain and to manage political connections
(Lu & Ma, 2008). The political perspective of business groups indicates
that business group membership may add value to affiliated firms
thanks to the political capital and the access to political agents in the
host country (Kock & Guillen, 2001; Yiu, Bruton, & Lu, 2005). Ac-
cordingly, in many situations political connections are obtained by
hiring politicians as board directors (Pascual-Fuster & Crespí-Cladera,
2018), either in the host or home country. Additionally, pyramidal
control structures could be used to allocate benefits and costs of the
political connection (Okhmatovskiy, 2010) according to the interest of
the controlling shareholders. These insights from the literature open a
pair of fruitful avenues of research. First, academics may focus on how
business groups must establish political connections in the host country
when they internationalize, therefore modifying their board structure
with the hiring of politicians directors. Second, scholars may analyze if
business groups affiliation, thanks to their access to policy makers, has a
positive impact on foreign firms value when they enter business groups’
local countries. To the best of our knowledge, there is only one article
from (Lu & Ma, 2008) linking the value of business groups partnership

5 For example, researchers have identified their existence to be related to
developed economies such as Sweden (Collin, 1998), to developing economies
such as India (Chittoor, Kale et al., 2015; Manikandan & Ramachandran, 2015),
Taiwan (Mahmood et al., 2017), South Korea (Guillén, 2000), and to economies
in transition such as Russia and China (Keister, 1998; Khanna & Rivkin, 2001).

R.V. Aguilera, et al. Journal of World Business 55 (2020) 101050

13



of IJVs; therefore, some research effort is needed.
Another promising avenue to advance research on the intersection

between business groups and political connections would lie in the link
between ownership type of business groups and the prevalence of po-
litical ties. The nature of the agency conflict differs among family-
owned and wide-spread business groups, and to study what the out-
comes are of these ownership type differences is a novel and prominent
pathway. Moreover, motivated by the contingent value of being local
(Taussig & Delios, 2015), to analyze whether business groups with local
ownership outperform foreign-owned business groups due to strong
political connections could constitute another interesting new line of
research.

The persistence of mixed results. Findings in some sub-categories of
this systematic literature review of business groups and inter-
nationalization show a lack of consensus, emerging from mixed results
between the articles.

In the sub-category of internal capabilities and competitive advantage,
there is still room for consensus, since it is not clear whether business
group membership leads to internationalize more (e.g., Chari, 2013) or
less (e.g., Hundley & Jacobson, 1998) by using shared resources. Fur-
thermore, in our corporate strategy sub-category, the results from a few
articles do not clarify whether the effect of internationalization on in-
novation strategies is positive (e.g., Chittoor, Aulakh, Aulakh et al.,
2015) or negative (e.g., Mahmood & Zheng, 2009). Additionally, the
relationship between internationalization and performance and the
moderating role of business group affiliation, discussed in our firm
performance sub-category, has provided unclear results. We do not
know yet if the link between these concepts follows a linear (positive or
negative) (e.g., Geringer et al., 2000) or a quadratic (U-shaped or in-
verted U-shaped) (e.g., Ma et al., 2014) relation. Finally, there is also
room for further research exploring the effect of foreign ownership on
firm performance, under our corporate governance sub-category. The

Fig. 2. Synthesis of the review in business groups and internationalization literatures.
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stock of the literature so far has not been able to clarify whether foreign
investors lead or not to the achievement of a better firm performance
(e.g., Choi et al., 2007; Gaur & Delios, 2015).

We point out that probably this lack of consensus is due to the ap-
plication of different samples and contexts –although there is a strong
presence of studies mainly in emerging economies- and the variance of
structure of business groups across countries. Owing to this drawback,
we encourage scholars to use cross-country samples, from emerging to
developed economies, in order to offer more generalizable results. We
think that our empirical identification of business groups may con-
tribute to the widening of research in this sense.

Fig. 2 summarizes the review on business groups and inter-
nationalization literatures, according to the main issues within the five
sub-categories from section 3. The implication of this figure for ad-
vancing future research is threefold. First, we need further compre-
hension of the role of business groups and their strategy of inter-
nationalization. Second, we stress the importance of the effective
identification of business groups across countries, as most of the em-
pirical studies in this research are targeted to single countries. Third, we
claim for further research on business groups in developed economies,
specially focusing on small business groups, as most of the studies are
still anchored in emerging economies. We find that current research
considers these small organizations in the shade of large business
groups, which are the economic relevant players in most of the
economies around the world.

6. Conclusion

This literature review offers the current state of the art of research
combining internationalization and business groups. We argue that
further understanding of business groups’ internationalization strate-
gies is required to balance the intersection between these two research
domains. Moreover, we propose to improve the empirical identification
of business groups by returning to the roots of the organizational unit,
which is collecting data from freestanding firms on ownership thresh-
olds and directorship interlocks. By offering avenues for future re-
search, we hope to stimulate IB scholars to move forward on these
emerging themes.

Acknowledgements

We are grateful to Ministerio de Ciencia, Innovación y
Universidades (Spain) (Grant/Award Numbers: ECO2017-86305-C4-1-
R and ECO2017- 86903-P; MINECO/AEI/FEDER, UE) for the financial
support.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary material related to this article can be found, in the
online version, at doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2019.101050.

References

Aguilera, R. V., & Crespi-Cladera, R. (2016). Global corporate governance: On the re-
levance of firms’ ownership structure. Journal of World Business, 51(1), 50–57.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JWB.2015.10.003.

Aguilera, R. V., & Jackson, G. (2010). Comparative and international corporate govern-
ance. The Academy of Management Annals, 4(1), 485–556. https://doi.org/10.1080/
19416520.2010.495525.

Aguilera, R. V., Marano, V., & Haxhi, I. (2019). International corporate governance: A
review and opportunities for future research. Journal of International Business Studies,
1–42. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3346138.

Alcantara, L. L., & Mitsuhashi, H. (2012). Make-or-Break decisions in choosing foreign
direct investment locations. Journal of International Management, 18(4), 335–351.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2012.07.002.

Almeida, H., Park, S. Y., Subrahmanyam, M. G., & Wolfenzon, D. (2011). The structure
and formation of business groups: Evidence from Korean chaebols. Journal of
Financial Economics, 99(2), 447–475. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.08.017.

Almeida, H. V., & Wolfenzon, D. (2006). A theory of pyramidal ownership and family
business groups. The Journal of Finance, 61(6), 2637–2680.

Aoki, M. (1990). Toward an economic model of the Japanese firm. Journal of Economic
Literature, 28(1), 1–27.

Ayyagari, M., Dau, L. A., & Spencer, J. (2015). Strategic responses to FDI in emerging
markets: Are core members more responsive than peripheral members of business
groups? Academy of Management Journal, 58(6), 1869–1894. https://doi.org/10.
5465/amj.2012.0521.

Baek, J. S., Kang, J. K., & Suh Park, K. (2004). Corporate governance and firm value:
Evidence from the Korean financial crisis. Journal of Financial Economics, 71(2),
265–313. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(03)00167-3.

Bamiatzi, V., Cavusgil, S. T., Jabbour, L., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2014). Does business group
affiliation help firms achieve superior performance during industrial downturns? An
empirical examination. International Business Review, 23(1), 195–211. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2013.04.003.

Banerji, K., & Sambharya, R. B. (1996). Vertical keiretsu and international market entry:
The case of the Japanese automobile ancillary industry. Journal of International
Business Studies, 27(1), 89–113. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490126.

Barbero, M. I., & Puig, N. (2016). Business groups around the world: An introduction.
Business History, 58(1), 6–29. https://doi.org/10.1080/00076791.2015.1051530.

Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of
Management, 17(1), 99–120.

Belderbos, R. A., & Heijltjes, M. G. (2005). The determinants of expatriate staffing by
Japanese multinationals in Asia: Control, learning and vertical business groups.
Journal of International Business Studies, 36(3), 341–354. https://doi.org/10.1057/
palgrave.jibs.8400135.

Belderbos, R., Van Olffen, W., & Zou, J. (2011). Generic and specific social learning
mechanisms in foreign entry location choice. Strategic Management Journal, 32(12),
1309–1330. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.938.

Belenzon, S., Berkovitz, T., & Rios, L. A. (2013). Capital markets and firm organization:
How financial development shapes European corporate groups. Management Science,
59(6), 1326–1343.

Belenzon, S., Hashai, N., & Patacconi, A. (2019). The architecture of attention: Group
structure and subsidiary autonomy. Strategic Management Journal, 1–34. https://doi.
org/10.1002/smj.3059.

Burt, R. S. (1997). The contingent value of social capital. Administrative Science Quarterly,
42(2), 339–365.

Burt, R. S. (2000). The network structure of social capital. Research in Organizational
Behavior, 22, 345–423.

Carney, M. (2008). The many futures of Asian business groups. Asia Pacific Journal of
Management, 25(4), 595–613. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-008-9092-5.

Carney, M., Essen, M. V., Estrin, S., & Shapiro, D. (2017). Business group prevalence and
impact across countries and over time. What can we learn from the literature?
Multinational Business Review, 25(1), 52–76. https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-09-2015-
0216.

Carney, M., Gedajlovic, E. R., Heugens, P. P. M. A. R., van Essen, M., & van Oosterhout, J.
(2011). Business group affiliation, performance, context and strategy: A meta-ana-
lysis. Academy of Management Journal, 54(3), 437–460.

Chang, J. (2003). Ownership structure, expropriation, and performance of group-af-
filiated companies in Korea. Academy of Management Journal, 46(2), 238–253.

Chari, M. D. R. (2013). Business groups and foreign direct investments by developing
country firms: An empirical test in India. Journal of World Business, 48(3), 349–359.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2012.07.019.

Chari, M. D. R., & Banalieva, E. R. (2015). How do pro-market reforms impact firm
profitability? The case of India under reform. Journal of World Business, 50(2),
357–367. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2014.05.004.

Chen, M. J., & Hambrick, D. (1995). Speed, stealth, and selective attack: How small firms
differ from large firms in competitive behaviour. Academy of Management Journal, 38,
453–482.

Chen, Y.-Y., & Jaw, Y.-L. (2014). How do business groups’ small world networks effect
diversification, innovation, and internationalization? Asia Pacific Journal of
Management, 31(4), 1019–1044. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-014-9385-9.

Chesbrough, H. W. (2003). Environmental influences upon firm entry into new sub-
markets. Research Policy, 32(4), 659–678. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)
00033-1.

Chittoor, R., Aulakh, P. S., & Ray, S. (2015). Accumulative and assimilative learning,
institutional infrastructure, and innovation orientation of developing economy firms.
Global Strategy Journal, 5(2), 133–153. https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1093.

Chittoor, R., Aulakh, P. S., & Ray, S. (2015). What drives overseas acquisitions by indian
firms? A behavioral risk-taking perspective. Management International Review, 55(2),
255–275. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-015-0238-7.

Chittoor, R., Aulakh, P. S., & Ray, S. (2019). Microfoundations of firm internationaliza-
tion: The owner CEO effect. Global Strategy Journal, 9(1), 42–65. https://doi.org/10.
1002/gsj.1193.

Chittoor, R., Kale, P., & Puranam, P. (2015). Business groups in developing capital
markets: Towards a complementary perspective. Strategic Management Journal, 36(9),
1277–1296. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.

Chittoor, R., & Ray, S. (2007). Internationalization paths of Indian pharmaceutical firms
— A strategic group analysis. Journal of International Management, 13(3), 338–355.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2007.05.008.

Chittoor, R., Sarkar, M., Ray, S., & Aulakh, P. S. (2009). Third-world copycats to emerging
multinationals: Institutional changes and organizational transformation in the Indian
pharmaceutical industry. Organization Science, 20(1), 187–205. https://doi.org/10.
1287/orsc.1080.0377.

Choi, J. J., Park, S. W., & Yoo, S. S. (2007). The value of outside directors : Evidence from
corporate governance reform in Korea. Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis,
42(4), 941–962.

Choi, S. B., Lee, S. H., & Williams, C. (2011). Ownership and firm innovation in a tran-
sition economy: Evidence from China. Research Policy, 40(3), 441–452. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.01.004.

Chung, C.-N., & Luo, X. (2008). Institutional logics or agency cost: The influence of
corporate governance models on business group restructuring in emerging

R.V. Aguilera, et al. Journal of World Business 55 (2020) 101050

15

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2019.101050
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JWB.2015.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2010.495525
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2010.495525
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3346138
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2012.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.08.017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0035
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0521
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0521
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(03)00167-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2013.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2013.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490126
https://doi.org/10.1080/00076791.2015.1051530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0065
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400135
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400135
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.938
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0080
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3059
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3059
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0095
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-008-9092-5
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-09-2015-0216
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-09-2015-0216
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2012.07.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2014.05.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0130
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-014-9385-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00033-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00033-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1093
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-015-0238-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1193
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1193
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2007.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0377
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0377
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.01.004


economies. Organization Science, 19(5), 766–784. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.
1070.0342.

Chung, C.-N., & Luo, X. R. (2013). Leadership succession and firm performance in an
emerging economy: Successor origin, relational embeddedness, and legitimacy.
Strategic Management Journal, 34(3), 338–357. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.

Chung, C. C., Lu, J. W., & Beamish, P. W. (2008). Multinational networks during times of
economic crisis versus stability. Management International Review, 48(3), 279–296.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-008-0016-x.

Chung, C. N., & Luo, X. (2019). The economic and sociological approaches to research on
business groups in emerging markets. In R. Grosse, & K. E. Meyer (Eds.). The Oxford
handbook of management in emerging markets.

Chung, H.-M. (2014). The role of family management and ownership on semi-globali-
zation pattern of globalization: The case of family business groups. International
Business Review, 23(1), 260–271. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2013.04.005.

Chung, H., & Dahms, S. (2018). Ownership strategy and foreign affiliate performance in
multinational family business groups: A double-edged sword. Journal of International
Management, 24(4), 303–316. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2018.03.002.

Coase, R. H. (1937). The nature of the firm. Economica, 4(16), 386–405.
Collin, S.-O. (1998). Why are these islands of conscious power found in the ocean of

ownership? Institutional and governance hypotheses explaining the existence of
business groups in Sweden. Journal of Management Studies, 35(6), 719–746.

Colpan, A. M., Hikino, T., & Lincoln, J. R. (2010). The Oxford handbook of business groups.
Oxford University Press.

Contractor, F. J., Kundu, S. K., & Hsu, C. C. (2003). A three-stage theory of international
expansion: The link between multinationality and performance in the service sector.
Journal of International Business Studies, 34(1), 5–19.

Cooper, M. J., Gulen, H., & Ovtchinnikov, A. V. (2010). Corporate political contributions
and stock returns. The Journal of Finance, 65(2), 687–724. Retrieved from http://
www.jstor.org/stable/25656307.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., & Dau, L. A. (2009). Promarket reforms and firm profitability in
developing countries. Academy of Management Journal, 52(6), 1348–1368.

De Beule, F., & Sels, A. (2016). Do innovative emerging market cross-border acquirers
create more shareholder value? Evidence from India. International Business Review,
25(2), 604–617. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2015.09.008.

Delios, A., & Henisz, W. J. (2000). Japanese firms’ investment strategies in emerging
economies. Academy of Management Journal, 43(3), 305–323. https://doi.org/10.
2307/1556397.

Desender, K. A., Aguilera, R. V., LopezPuertas-Lamy, M., & Crespi-Cladera, R. (2016). A
clash of governance logics: Foreign ownership and board monitoring. Strategic
Management Journal, 37(2), 349–369. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.

Dieleman, M. (2010). Shock-imprinting: External shocks and ethnic Chinese business
groups in Indonesia. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 27(3), 481–502. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10490-009-9154-3.

Douma, S., George, R., & Kabir, R. (2006). Foreign and domestic ownership, business
groups, and firm performance: Evidence from a large emerging market. Strategic
Management Journal, 27(7), 637–657. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.535.

Dunning, J. H. (1980). Toward an eclectic theory of international production: Some
empirical tests. Journal of International Business Studies, 11(1), 9–31.

Dunning, J. H. (2003). The eclectic (OLI) paradigm of international production: Past,
present and future. International Business and the Eclectic Paradigm: Developing the OLI
Framework, 8(2), 21–39. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203576427.

Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983). Separation of ownership and control. The Journal of
Law & Economics, 26(2), 301–325.

Filatotchev, I., & Wright, M. (2011). Agency perspectives on corporate governance of
multinational enterprises. Journal of Management Studies, 48(2), 471–486. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.00921.x.

Fisman, R., & Khanna, T. (2004). Facilitating development: The role of business groups.
World Development, 32(4), 609–628. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2003.08.
012.

Forbes (2018). Samsung beats Apple in the global smartphone market as Chinese brands close
in. Retrieved May 16, 2019, fromhttps://www.forbes.com/sites/
panosmourdoukoutas/2018/09/13/samsung-beats-apple-in-the-global-smartphone-
market-as-chinese-brands-close-in/#3f0973c697d3.

Garg, M., & Delios, A. (2007). Survival of the foreign subsidiaries of TMNCs: The influ-
ence of business group affiliation. Journal of International Management, 13(3),
278–295. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2007.05.007.

Gaur, A., & Delios, A. (2015). International diversification of emerging market firms: The
role of ownership structure and group affiliation. Management International Review,
55(2), 235–253. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-015-0240-0.

Gaur, A., & Kumar, M. (2018). A systematic approach to conducting review studies: An
assessment of content analysis in 25 years of IB research. Journal of World Business,
53(2), 280–289. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2017.11.003.

Gaur, A. S., Kumar, V., & Singh, D. (2014). Institutions, resources, and internationaliza-
tion of emerging economy firms. Journal of World Business, 49(1), 12–20. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.04.002.

Geringer, J. M., Tallman, S., & Olsen, D. M. (2000). Product and international diversifi-
cation among Japanese multinational firms. Strategic Management Journal, 21(1),
51–80. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200001)21:1<51::AID-
SMJ77>3.0.CO;2-K.

Gerlach, M. L. (1992). The Japanese corporate network: A blockmodel analysis.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 37(1), 105–139.

Granovetter, M. (1995). Coase revisited: Business groups in the modern economy.
Industrial and Corporate Change, 4(1), 93–130.

Granovetter, M. (2005). Business groups and social organization. In N. J. Smelser, & R.
Swedberg (Eds.). The handbook of economic sociology (pp. 429–450). Princeton
University Press.

Griffith, D. A., Cavusgil, S. T., & Xu, S. (2008). Emerging themes in international business
research. Journal of International Business Studies, 39(7), 1220–1235. https://doi.org/
10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400412.

Gubbi, S. R., Aulakh, P. S., & Ray, S. (2015). International search behavior of business

group affiliated firms: Scope of institutional changes and intragroup heterogeneity.
Organization Science, 26(5), 1485–1501. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2015.0990.

Gubbi, S. R., & Elango, B. (2016). Resource deepening Vs. resource extension: Impact on
asset-seeking acquisition performance. Management International Review, 56(3),
353–384. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-016-0282-y.

Guillén, M. F. (2000). Business groups in emerging economies: A resource-based view.
Academy of Management Journal, 43(3), 362–380.

Guillén, M. F. (2002). Structural inertia, initation, and foreign expansion: South Korean
firms and business groups in China, 1987-95. Academy of Management Journal, 45(3),
509–525. Retrieved from http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did=129136451&
Fmt=7&clientId=4574&RQT=309&VName=PQD%5Cnpapers3://publication/
uuid/12F094CD-7090-4A4F-8396-E3A1776CE044.

Guillén, M. F. (2003). Experience, imitation, and the sequence of foreign entry: Wholly
owned and joint-venture manufacturing by South Korean firms and business groups
in China, 1987-1995. Journal of International Business Studies, 34(2), 185–198.
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400016.

Hayes, A. F. (2017). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis:
A regression-based approach. Guilford Publications.

He, J., & Ng, L. K. (1998). The foreign exchange exposure of Japanese multinational
corporations. The Journal of Finance, 53(2), 733–753. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-
1082.295575.

Hearn, B., Oxelheim, L., & Randøy, T. (2018). The institutional determinants of private
equity involvement in business groups — The case of Africa. Journal of World
Business, 53, 118–133.

Hillman, A. J., Cannella, A. A., & Paetzold, R. L. (2000). The resource dependence role of
corporate directors: Strategic adaptation of board composition in response to en-
vironmental change. Journal of Management Studies, 37(2), 235–256. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1467-6486.00179.

Hillman, A. J., & Dalziel, T. (2003). Boards of directors and firm performance: Integrating
agency and resource dependence perspectives. Academy of Management Review, 28(3),
383–396. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2003.10196729.

Holmes, R. M., Hoskisson, R. E., Kim, H., Wan, W. P., & Holcomb, T. R. (2018).
International strategy and business groups: A review and future research agenda.
Journal of World Business, 53(2), 134–150. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JWB.2016.11.
003.

Hundley, G., & Jacobson, C. K. (1998). The effects of the keiretsu on the export perfor-
mance of Japanese companies: help or hindrance? Strategic Management Journal,
19(10), 927–937. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199810)
19:10<927::AID-SMJ989>3.0.CO;2-1.

Ilhan-Nas, T., Okan, T., Tatoglu, E., Demirbag, M., & Glaister, K. W. (2018). Board
composition, family ownership, institutional distance and the foreign equity owner-
ship strategies of Turkish MNEs. Journal of World Business, 53(May), 862–879.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2018.07.006.

Ito, K. (1997). Domestic competitive position and export strategy of Japanese manu-
facturing firms: 1971–1985. Management Science, 43(5), 610–622. https://doi.org/
10.1287/mnsc.43.5.610.

Jean, R.-J. B., Tan, D., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2011). Ethnic ties, location choice, and firm
performance in foreign direct investment: A study of Taiwanese business groups FDI
in China. International Business Review, 20(6), 627–635. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ibusrev.2011.02.012.

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency
costs and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(4), 305–360. https://
doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X.

Johanson, J., & Vahlne, J. E. (1977). The international process of the firm: A model of
knowledge development and increasing foreign markets commitments. Journal of
International Business Studies, 8(1), 23–32.

Keister, L. (1998). Engineering growth: Business group structure and firm performance in
China’s transition economy. American Journal of Sociology, 104(2), 404–440.

Khanna, T., & Rivkin, J. (2006). Interorganizational ties and business group boundaries:
Evidence from an emerging economy. Organization Science, 17(3), 333–352. https://
doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0188.

Khanna, T., & Palepu, K. (2000). The future of business groups in emerging markets:
Long-run evidence from Chile. Academy of Management Journal, 43(3), 268–285.

Khanna, T., & Rivkin, J. (2001). Estimating the performance effects of business groups in
emerging markets. Strategic Management Journal, 22(1), 45–74.

Khanna, T., & Yafeh, Y. (2007). Business groups in emerging markets: Paragons or
parasites? Journal of Economic Literature, 45(2), 331–372. https://doi.org/10.1257/
jel.45.2.331.

Kim, B., Prescott, J., & Kim, S. M. (2005). Differentiated governance of foreign sub-
sidiaries in transnational corporations: An agency theory perspective. Journal of
International Management, 11, 43–66. Retrieved from https://www.sciencedirect.
com/science/article/pii/S1075425304000754.

Kim, H., Hoskisson, R. E., & Wan, W. P. (2004). Power dependence, diversification
strategy, and performance in keiretsu member firms. Strategic Management Journal,
25(7), 613–636. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.395.

Kim, H., Kim, H., & Hoskisson, R. E. (2010). Does market-oriented institutional change in
an emerging economy make business-group-affiliated multinationals perform better?
An institution-based view. Journal of International Business Studies, 41(7), 1141–1160.
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2010.17.

Kim, H., & Song, J. (2017). Filling institutional voids in emerging economies: The impact
of capital market development and business groups on M&A deal abandonment.
Journal of International Business Studies, 48(3), 308–323. https://doi.org/10.1057/
s41267-016-0025-0.

Kim, K., Mauldin, E., & Patro, S. (2014). Outside directors and board advising and
monitoring performance. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 57(2–3), 110–131.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.02.001.

Kock, C. J., & Guillen, M. F. (2001). Strategy and structure in developing countries:
Business groups as an evolutionary response to opportunities for unrelated diversi-
fication. Industrial and Corporate Change, 10(1), 77–113. https://doi.org/10.1093/
icc/10.1.77.

R.V. Aguilera, et al. Journal of World Business 55 (2020) 101050

16

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1070.0342
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1070.0342
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-008-0016-x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0200
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2013.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2018.03.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0230
http://www.jstor.org/stable/25656307
http://www.jstor.org/stable/25656307
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2015.09.008
https://doi.org/10.2307/1556397
https://doi.org/10.2307/1556397
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-009-9154-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-009-9154-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0270
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203576427
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0280
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.00921.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.00921.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2003.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2003.08.012
https://www.forbes.com/sites/panosmourdoukoutas/2018/09/13/samsung-beats-apple-in-the-global-smartphone-market-as-chinese-brands-close-in/#3f0973c697d3
https://www.forbes.com/sites/panosmourdoukoutas/2018/09/13/samsung-beats-apple-in-the-global-smartphone-market-as-chinese-brands-close-in/#3f0973c697d3
https://www.forbes.com/sites/panosmourdoukoutas/2018/09/13/samsung-beats-apple-in-the-global-smartphone-market-as-chinese-brands-close-in/#3f0973c697d3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2007.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-015-0240-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2017.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200001)21:1<51::AID-SMJ77>3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200001)21:1<51::AID-SMJ77>3.0.CO;2-K
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0335
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400412
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400412
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2015.0990
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-016-0282-y
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0355
http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did=129136451%26Fmt=7%26clientId=4574%26RQT=309%26VName=PQD%5Cnpapers3://publication/uuid/12F094CD-7090-4A4F-8396-E3A1776CE044
http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did=129136451%26Fmt=7%26clientId=4574%26RQT=309%26VName=PQD%5Cnpapers3://publication/uuid/12F094CD-7090-4A4F-8396-E3A1776CE044
http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did=129136451%26Fmt=7%26clientId=4574%26RQT=309%26VName=PQD%5Cnpapers3://publication/uuid/12F094CD-7090-4A4F-8396-E3A1776CE044
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0370
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-1082.295575
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-1082.295575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0380
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00179
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00179
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2003.10196729
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JWB.2016.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JWB.2016.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199810)19:10<927::AID-SMJ989>3.0.CO;2-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199810)19:10<927::AID-SMJ989>3.0.CO;2-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2018.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.43.5.610
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.43.5.610
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2011.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2011.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0430
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0188
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1060.0188
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0445
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.45.2.331
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.45.2.331
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1075425304000754
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1075425304000754
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.395
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2010.17
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-016-0025-0
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-016-0025-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2014.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/10.1.77
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/10.1.77


Krippendorf, K. (2004). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology. Thousand
Oaks, California: Sage.

Kumar, V., Gaur, A. S., & Pattnaik, C. (2012). Product diversification and international
expansion of business groups: Evidence from India. Management International Review,
52(2), 175–192. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-012-0133-4.

Lamin, A. (2013). Business groups as information resource: An investigation of business
group affiliation in the Indian software services industry. Academy of Management
Journal, 56(5), 1487–1509. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0176.

Lamin, A., & Dunlap, D. (2011). Complex technological capabilities in emerging economy
firms: The role of organizational relationships. Journal of International Management,
17(3), 211–228. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2011.05.004.

Lechner, C., & Leyronas, C. (2009). Small-business group formation as an entrepreneurial
development model. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3), 645–667. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00320.x.

Lee, J. Y., & MacMillan, I. C. (2008). Managerial knowledge-sharing in chaebols and its
impact on the performance of their foreign subsidiaries. International Business Review,
17(5), 533–545. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2008.04.001.

Lee, J. Y., Park, Y. R., Ghauri, P. N., & Park, B. I.l. (2014). Innovative knowledge transfer
patterns of group-affiliated companies: The effects on the performance of foreign
subsidiaries. Journal of International Management, 20(2), 107–123. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.intman.2013.04.002.

Leff, N. (1978). Industrial organization and entrepreneurship in the developing countries :
The economic groups. Economic Development and Cultural Change, 26(4), 661–675.

Leuz, C., & Oberholzer-Gee, F. (2006). Political relationships, global financing, and cor-
porate transparency: Evidence from Indonesia. Journal of Financial Economics, 81(2),
411–439. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2005.06.006.

Li, M. H., Cui, L., & Lu, J. (2017). Marketized state ownership and foreign expansion of
emerging market multinationals: Leveraging institutional competitive advantages.
Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 34(1), 19–46. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-
015-9436-x.

Liao, T.-J. (2015). Local clusters of SOEs, POEs, and FIEs, international experience, and
the performance of foreign firms operating in emerging economies. International
Business Review, 24(1), 66–76. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2014.06.002.

Lin, W.-T. T. (2016). FDI decisions and business-group insider control: Evidence from
Taiwanese group-affiliated firms investing in the Chinese market. Journal of World
Business, 51(4), 525–533. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2016.01.003.

Locorotondo, R., Dewaelheyns, N., & Van Hulle, C. (2012). The consequences of business
group affiliation: A review of the literature. Review of Business and Economic Literature,
57(01), 77–97.

Lu, J. W., & Ma, X. (2008). The contingent value of local partners’ business group af-
filiations. Academy of Management Journal, 51(2), 295–314.

Luo, X., Chung, C.-N., & Sobczak, M. (2009). How do corporate governance model dif-
ferences affect foreign direct investment in emerging economies? Journal of
International Business Studies, 40(3), 444–467. https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2008.66.

Ma, X., Yiu, D. W., & Zhou, N. (2014). Facing global economic crisis: Foreign sales,
ownership groups, and corporate value. Journal of World Business, 49(1), 87–100.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.02.002.

Mahmood, I. P., & Singh, J. (2003). Technological dynamism in Asia. Research Policy,
32(6), 1031–1054. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00109-9.

Mahmood, I. P., & Zheng, W. (2009). Whether and how: Effects of international joint
ventures on local innovation in an emerging economy. Research Policy, 38(9),
1489–1503. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2009.07.003.

Mahmood, I. P., Zhu, H., & Zaheer, A. (2017). Centralization of intragroup equity ties and
performance of business group affiliates. Strategic Management Journal, 38(5),
1082–1100. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2542.

Manikandan, K. S., & Ramachandran, J. (2015). Beyond institutional voids: Business
groups, incomplete markets, and organizational form. Strategic Management Journal,
36(4), 598–617. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.

Masulis, R. W., Pham, P. K., & Zein, J. (2011). Family business groups around the world:
Financing advantages, control motivations, and organizational choices. Review of
Financial Studies, 24(11), 3556–3600. https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhr052.

Mizruchi, M. S. (1994). Social network analysis: Recent achievements and current con-
troversies. Acta Sociologica, 37, 329–343.

Mukherjee, D., Makarius, E. E., & Stevens, C. E. (2018). Business group reputation and
affiliates’ internationalization strategies. Journal of World Business, 53(2), 93–103.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2017.12.003.

Nachum, L. (2004). Geographic and industrial diversification of developing country firms.
Journal of Management Studies, 41(2), 273–294. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
6486.2004.00432.x.

Neuendorf, K. A. (2016). The content analysis guidebook. Sage.
North, D. (1990). Institutions, institutional change, and economic performance. New York:

Norton.
Okhmatovskiy, I. (2010). Performance implications of ties to the government and SOEs: A

political embeddedness perspective. Journal of Management Studies, 47(6),
1020–1047. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00881.x.

Park, C., & Kim, S. (2008). Corporate governance, regulatory changes, and corporate
restructuring in Korea, 1993–2004. Journal of World Business, 43, 66–84. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jwb.2007.10.008.

Pascual-Fuster, B., & Crespí-Cladera, R. (2018). Politicians in the boardroom: Is it a
convenient burden? Corporate Governance: An International Review, 26(6), 448–470.
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12261.

Penrose, E. T. (1956). Foreign investment and the growth of firm. The Economic Journal,
66(262), 220–235.

Penrose, E. T. (1959). The theory of the growth of the firm. NY: John Wiley and Sons.
Perkins, S., Morck, R., & Yeung, B. (2014). Innocents abroad: The hazards of international

joint ventures with pyramidal group firms. Global Strategy Journal, 4(4), 310–330.
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1087.

Popli, M., & Sinha, A. K. (2014). Determinants of early movers in cross-border merger and
acquisition wave in an emerging market: A study of Indian firms. Asia Pacific Journal
of Management, 31(4), 1075–1099. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-014-9378-8.

Purkayastha, S., Kumar, V., & Lu, J. W. (2017). Business group heterogeneity and the
internationalization-performance relationship: Evidence from Indian business groups.
Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 34(2), 247–279. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10490-016-9489-5.

Purkayastha, S., Manolova, T. S., & Edelman, L. F. (2018). Business group effects on the R
&D intensity-internationalization relationship: Empirical evidence from India.
Journal of World Business, 53(2), 104–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2016.11.
004.

Santangelo, G. D., & Stucchi, T. (2018). Internationalization through exaptation: The role
of domestic geographical dispersion in the internationalization process. Journal of
International Business Studies. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-018-0151-y.

Scott, W. R. (1995). Institutions and organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Singh, D. A. (2009). Export performance of emerging market firms. International Business

Review, 18(4), 321–330. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2009.03.002.
Singh, D. A., & Gaur, A. S. (2009). Business group affiliation, firm governance, and firm

performance: Evidence from China and India. Corporate Governance: An International
Review, 17(4), 411–425. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2009.00750.x.

Singh, D. A., & Gaur, A. S. (2013). Governance structure, innovation and inter-
nationalization: Evidence from India. Journal of International Management, 19(3),
300–309. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2013.03.006.

Singh, D., & Delios, A. (2017). Corporate governance, board networks and growth in
domestic and international markets: Evidence from India. Journal of World Business,
52(5), 615–627. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2017.02.002.

Su, W., & Tan, D. (2018). Business groups and tax havens. Journal of Business Ethics,
153(4), 1067–1081. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3910-6.

Sullivan, D. (1994). Measuring the degree of internationalization of a firm. Journal of
International Business Studies, 25(2), 325–342.

Surroca, J., Tribó, J. A., & Zahra, S. A. (2013). Stakeholder pressure on MNEs and the
transfer of socially irresponsible practices to subsidiaries. Academy of Management
Journal, 56(2), 549–572. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0962.

Tan, D., & Meyer, K. E. (2010). Business groups’ outward FDI: A managerial resources
perspective. Journal of International Management, 16(2), 154–164. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.intman.2010.03.006.

Taussig, M., & Delios, A. (2015). Unbundling the effects of institutions on firm resources:
The contingent value of being local in emerging economy private equity. Strategic
Management Journal, 36(12), 1845–1865. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2312.

The Guardian (2017). Global power is shifting to Asia - and Europe must adapt to that.
Retrieved May 12, 2019, fromhttps://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/
sep/09/global-power-shifting-asia-europe-must-adapt.

Tihanyi, L., Aguilera, R. V., Heugens, P., van Essen, M., Sauerwald, S., & Duran, P. (2019).
Clutch or crutch? A meta-analytic review of the antecedents and performance con-
sequences of state ownership and political connections (in press) Journal of
Management.

Tüselmann, H., Sinkovics, R. R., & Pishchulov, G. (2016). Revisiting the standing of in-
ternational business journals in the competitive landscape. Journal of World Business,
51(4), 487–498. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2016.01.006.

Wan, W. P., Yiu, D. W., Hoskisson, R. E., & Kim, H. (2008). The performance implications
of relationship banking during macroeconomic expansion and contraction: A study of
Japanese banks’ social relationships and overseas expansion. Journal of International
Business Studies, 39(3), 406–427. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400364.

Weber, R. P. (1990). Basic content analysis, Vol. 49. Sage.
Williamson, O. E. (1975). Markets and hierarchies. New York: Free Press.
Yaprak, A., & Karademir, B. (2010). The internationalization of emerging market business

groups: An integrated literature review. International Marketing Review, 27(2),
245–262. https://doi.org/10.1108/02651331011037548.

Yi, J., Wang, C., & Kafouros, M. (2013). The effects of innovative capabilities on ex-
porting: Do institutional forces matter? International Business Review, 22(2), 392–406.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2012.05.006.

Yiu, D., Bruton, G. D., & Lu, Y. (2005). Understanding business group performance in an
emerging economy: Acquiring resources and capabilities in order to prosper. Journal
of Management Studies, 42(1), 183–206. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.
00493.x.

Yiu, D. W. (2011). Multinational advantages of Chinese business groups: A theoretical
exploration. Management and Organization Review, 7(2), 249–277. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1740-8784.2010.00210.x.

Yiu, D. W., Lu, Y., Bruton, G. D., & Hoskisson, R. E. (2007). Business groups: An integrated
model to focus future research. Journal of Management Studies, 44(8), 1551–1579.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00735.x.

Zhao, Z., Anand, J., & Mitchell, W. (2005). A dual networks perspective on inter-orga-
nizational transfer of R&D capabilities: International joint ventures in the Chinese
automotive industry. Journal of Management Studies, 42(1), 127–160. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00491.x.

Zia, B. (2008). Export incentives, financial constraints, and the (mis)allocation of credit:
Micro-level evidence from subsidized export loans. Journal of Financial Economics,
87(2), 498–527. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2006.12.006.

R.V. Aguilera, et al. Journal of World Business 55 (2020) 101050

17

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0485
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-012-0133-4
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0176
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2011.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00320.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00320.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2008.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2013.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2013.04.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0520
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2005.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-015-9436-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-015-9436-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2014.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2016.01.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0550
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2008.66
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00109-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2009.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2542
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhr052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0590
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2017.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2004.00432.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2004.00432.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0610
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00881.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2007.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2007.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12261
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0635
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1087
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-014-9378-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-016-9489-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-016-9489-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-018-0151-y
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0665
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2009.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2009.00750.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2013.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2017.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3910-6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0695
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0962
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2010.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2010.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2312
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/sep/09/global-power-shifting-asia-europe-must-adapt
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/sep/09/global-power-shifting-asia-europe-must-adapt
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0720
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400364
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1090-9516(18)30930-1/sbref0740
https://doi.org/10.1108/02651331011037548
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2012.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00493.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00493.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2010.00210.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2010.00210.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00735.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00491.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00491.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2006.12.006

	Business groups and internationalization: Effective identification and future agenda
	Introduction
	Literature review using content analysis
	Data collection
	Data coding
	Analysis: descriptive statistics

	Making sense of coded content. What do we know?
	Institutions and other external factors
	Internal capabilities and competitive advantage
	Corporate strategy
	Firm performance
	Corporate governance

	Identification of business groups
	Conceptual definition of business groups
	Empirical identification of business groups

	Lines of future research
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Supplementary data
	References




