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Abstract This paper integrates relevant literature and the

Sustainable Family Business Model regarding interchange

of financial resources between family and business. Two

distinct literatures on the use of owner resources in small

businesses are examined: the intermingling of business and

household resources from the family firm literature and

financial bootstrapping studies from the small business

finance literature. What has not been addressed in both

literatures about the use of owner resources is discussed

and the risks that owner resource bootstrapping and inter-

mingling may place on the household and the business are

considered. Recommendations and propositions for future

research are suggested. To fully understand the makeup

and success of household financial portfolios and family

businesses, it is important to understand the use of owner

resources in a holistic manner.

Keywords Family business � Financial bootstrapping �
Financial intermingling � Owner resources �
Small business � Sustainable Family Business Model

Introduction

Small businesses are important to the economy to create

jobs and advance wealth accumulation and growth. In

2003, a higher number of employees worked in firms

defined as small businesses with 500 or fewer employees

(57.47 million employees) compared to the number of

employees worked in large businesses (55.95 million

employees) (Office of Advocacy 2005). Small businesses

are a significant source of employment for U.S. workers. In

addition, small businesses produce 51% of private gross

domestic product (GDP) and provide 40.9% of private

sales (Joel Popkin Company 2002). The contribution of

small businesses is not only significant monetarily, but it is

also the heart of business innovation, and that innovation is

necessary for economic growth. According to the Small

Business Administration’s Small Business Innovation

Research Program (2006), the contributions of small

businesses have enhanced national defense, protected the

environment, advanced health care, and improved ability to

manage information and data. From the perspective of the

general economy, small and family businesses are an

important contributor.

Business ownership can be an important household

investment that at least initially replaces other assets in

household portfolios. Ownership may serve as a source of

income and expenses as well as an investment vehicle, but

it is not generally understood or considered as a household

portfolio risk. Small and family businesses may be riskier

than other investments because they are more susceptible

to attrition than are larger businesses. They are subject to

many threats and attrition is common, especially in the first

four years after launch (Headd 2003). This early failure is

generally attributed to a variety of factors such as und-

ercapitalization, poor timing and management decisions.
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However, according to Winter et al. (2004), not all causes

of business attrition are located within the business (many

stem from the family), and not all attrition is failure. Since

business capitalization is one key to success, it is important

to fully understand it within the context of family and

community. This paper focuses on financial interaction

between small businesses and their owning households and

integrates two different literatures and family systems

theory as means of examining resource flows to and from

households and their businesses.

Harrison et al. (2004) show that small businesses handle

the need for outside financing by utilizing two general

types of strategies. The first type is to acquire finances

creatively without resorting to banks by raising money

from personal and other sources external to the business.

The second type of strategy involves diminishing or

eliminating the need for financing by reducing the cost of

operations and carefully managing the cash flow of the

business. These strategies that are used by small businesses

to reduce their dependence on outside financing have been

referred to in the popular press and entrepreneurship lit-

erature as bootstrapping methods (Bhide 1992).

The flow of cash and cash equivalents from the house-

hold of the owner or family (or other sources such as

friends) to the business has been described in the financial

bootstrapping literature as ‘owner resources’ (Winborg and

Landström 2001). The term ‘owner resources’ has been

used in the bootstrapping literature and is an appropriate

term when the use of resources not generated by business

activities is viewed from the perspective of the business.

These resources stem from a variety of resources external

to the business such as the owner’s family, household and

personal assets, friends and acquaintances, so they might

also be described as ‘personal’, ‘family’ or ‘household’

assets. For the purposes of continuity and bridge-building,

we have chosen to use of ‘owner resources’ in this paper,

however, the reader should be aware that the term refers to

other assets than may strictly be considered to be those of

the owner of the business. The term is not perfectly

equivalent to ‘family resources’. These other assets may

flow from the family and/or household, but they may also

flow from the community of friends and acquaintances of

the owner. Nevertheless, it is likely that in many instances,

family assets are the bulk of ‘owner resources’.

Owner resources are not always financial in character.

Common owner resources were withholding manager’s

salary and use of manager’s private credit card for business

expenses (Winborg and Landström 2001). Use of free or

below market family labor (Beach 1994; Heck and Walker

1993) and space for the business in the household (Owen

et al. 1993) are also important cash equivalents that flow

from household-to-business at a cost to household mem-

bers. Rogoff and Heck (2003) describe the family as the

oxygen that feeds the fire of entrepreneurship. Without

family time, talent, treasure and space many businesses

would have little chance at success. However, Hanlon and

Saunders (2007) also found that entrepreneurs relied

heavily on friends as well as family. The majority of

support received by entrepreneurs from family and friends

was in the form of intangibles such as emotional support or

acting as a sounding board. Tangible support occurred less

frequently. Clearly, ‘owner resources’ are in part financial,

but they also include human, social and cultural capital

(Haynes et al. 2008).

While there has been more attention to the relationship

between family resource management and family life in the

family economic literature (Dew 2008), there has been

significantly less attention to family resource management

and business ownership. The literature on family firm

finances has recognized that financial resources of small

businesses are often intertwined with those of the house-

hold. Small businesses cannot be viewed as entirely sepa-

rate from their owners (Olson et al. 2003). At the same

time, small businesses owners are unlikely to have a single

overriding aim in establishing and managing their busi-

nesses. As discussed in Mcmahon and Stanger (1995), their

intentions are numerous and complex.

Financial resources follow a two-way street in small

businesses, confirming that the family and business interact

and resource exchanges occur in both directions. That this

interdependence of resources exists has been established by

a group of family business researchers who have studied

intermingling of household and business resources (finan-

cial and ‘in-kind’).1

The first part of this paper examines the two distinct

literatures on the use of owner resources in small busi-

nesses as described in the financial bootstrapping literature

and the family firm literature on the intermingling of

business and household resources. The questions investi-

gated regarding bootstrapping and intermingling have

varied, and so have the results of the studies. The second

section of the paper identifies what has not been addressed

in both financial bootstrapping literature and the family

firm literature such as how the stage of business develop-

ment, gender of the business owner and outside economic

factors affect the use of owner resources. There are some

underlying questions and issues which seem to be emerging

from what has been studied and what has not. We also

suggest some risks that bootstrapping and intermingling

place on the business and the household. The paper con-

cludes with recommendations for future research and sev-

eral testable propositions.

1 See, for example, Haynes et al. (1999), Yilmazer and Schrank

(2006) and Muske et al. (2009).
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What has been Studied?

Incidence of the Use of Owner Resources

in the Business and Intermingling

Bootstrapping includes the use of owner resources as well

as the use of customer, supplier and community resources

to benefit the business; in this paper, we focus on owner

resources. Intermingling as it has been studied to date

refers to the use of business assets (other than wage and

salary payments to family employees) for the support of the

household and/or the use of household assets for the sup-

port of the business. Intermingling represents a resource

exchange made to benefit either the business or the family.2

These resource exchanges are not strictly financial.

In past research, the use of owner resources in both

bootstrapping and intermingling studies has included

similar direct transfers of cash in the form of loans from the

household-to-business, as well as support of a business

seeking credit through the use of household property or

assets as collateral, the use of a personal credit card for

business expenses, the use of home equity loans for

business purposes, withholding owner/manager salary, or

providing space and utilities in the household for a home-

based business.3 Intermingling research has addressed the

flow of owner resources into the business as well as the

flow of business resources to the household. For example,

intermingling of resources from business-to-household

might include such transactions as wage and salary pay-

ments, owner draws, and direct loans or gifts to the

household and pledging of business assets as collateral for

personal loans. See Fig. 1 for a visual depiction of the

similarities and differences between bootstrapping and

intermingling. Detail on studies of specific strategies used

by small business owners are found elsewhere in this paper.

The existing literature on financial bootstrapping focu-

ses on a variety of bootstrapping strategies in addition to

owner resources and uses relatively small samples of small

businesses that operate in different industries or countries.4

These studies confirm that the use of owner resources as a

bootstrapping strategy is common among small business

owners (Freear et al. 1995; Harrison et al. 2004; Neeley

2003; Van Auken 2003, 2004; Winborg and Landström

2001). Indeed, Norton (1991) showed that internal financ-

ing was preferred by small publically held firms. Carpenter

and Petersen (2002) indicate that the growth of most small

firms is constrained by the availability of internal finance.

Watson and Wilson (2002) also reported that SMEs

(small and medium enterprises) preferred the use of

retained earnings over debt and debt over issuance of new

shares to outsiders. As might be expected, this preference

was especially strong in closely held firms. Although the

Watson and Wilson study was not focused on owner

resources, it does show a preference for internal over

external funding resources. The most common owner

resource strategies reported by 45–62% of firms studied

were use of personal credit cards and/or home equity/

mortgage loans, as bootstrapping strategies to finance the

business. Giving up personal salary and foregoing or

delaying compensation to family members was also

reported to be frequently used (18–77%). In addition,

running the business partially or completely at home was

another strategy commonly used (44–72%) by software

companies in these studies. A high percentage of new

businesses are home-based businesses, thus this form of

owner resource use can be viewed as a method of business

expense control, but since the family cash flow must cover

the cost of the space (in mortgage payments, utilities, taxes,

etc.) it might also be viewed as an owner resource cash

equivalent flowing toward the business, or as a transfer of

expense from business-to-household portfolio. Of those

firms studied, 45–62% utilized household space.

Studies with larger numbers of business subjects have

shown similar results to those with smaller samples.

Intermingling studies using data from the National Family

Business Survey (NFBS) and Survey of Consumer Finan-

ces (SCF) have shown that using owner resources to benefit

the business is a common practice.5 While Haynes et al.

2 There is a question whether the U.S. tax laws permit intermingling

between the household and business. The income of family businesses

is taxed no differently than that of non-family businesses operating

under the same form of legal organization. Legal organization options

exist to enable businesses to retain their private family nature (e.g. the

U.S. Sub-chapter S Corporation) and these legal organization types

have rules that specify who pays the business income tax (the

proprietor owner or shareholders, or the business, or both). U.S. tax

law permits businesses to deduct reasonable expenses necessary to

incur business income and thus reduce tax liability.
3 Direct transfers of cash in the form of gifts or loans and support of a

business seeking credit through use of household property or assets as

collateral are studied in Haynes et al. (1999) and Yilmazer and

Schrank (2006); use of a personal credit card for business use,

withholding manager salary and providing free space and utilities in

the household for a home-based business are studied in Freear et al.

(1995), Winborg and Landström (2001), Neeley (2003), Van Auken

(2003, 2004), and use of home equity loans for business are studied in

Freear et al. (1995) and Harrison et al. (2004).

4 For example, Winborg and Landström (2001) used data collected

from 900 small businesses in Sweden, while Neeley (2003) used data

collected from 255 small businesses in Illinois. Van Auken (2003)

used a sample of 91 small firms, and Van Auken (2004) used a sample

of 44 small technology-based firms in Midwest. Harrison et al. (2004)

used data collected from 40 independently owned software firms in

Ireland and England. Finally, Freear et al. (1995) used data collected

from 77 computer software entrepreneurs in New Hampshire.
5 Haynes et al. (1999) used data from 673 business-owning

households (NFBS), and Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) used data on

4,146 households that owned and managed businesses (SCF).
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(1999) indicated that almost 48% of the NFBS respondents

were involved in one or more family-to-business inter-

mingling strategies, Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) reported

that 37–23% of SCF respondents were involved in house-

hold-to-business intermingling. (The disparity between the

percentages of households intermingling in these two

studies may be due to the number of questions used to

examine intermingling.) Haynes et al. (1999) considered

any of the following as family-to-business intermingling:

whether home or other household real estate and property

is used to secure loans to finance the business; whether

family income is used to meet business cash flow prob-

lems; whether the business is currently indebted to any

family member; and whether any family member works for

the business without pay. However, because of limited

information in the SCF, Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) were

only able to consider whether small businesses utilized

personal assets as collateral or guarantee for business loans

(personal cosigning for business purposes) and/or the

businesses owed the household money during the current

year as household-to-business intermingling.

Both existing literatures demonstrate that cash and cash

equivalents flow between household and business (Carter

and Van Auken 2005; Neeley and Van Auken 2009, 2010;

Van Auken 2003, 2004; Winborg and Landström 2001)

and that this flow is two-way (Haynes et al. 1999; Muske

et al. 2009; Yilmazer and Schrank 2006).

The studies of intermingling just described have been

informed by the Sustainable Family Business model

(SFBM). The SFBM (Olson et al. 2003; Haynes et al.

2008) provides a systems theory foundation for looking at

the two-way resource interactions of business and com-

munity. What happens in one system affects what happens

in the other. The financial flows from the business to the

family are primarily in the form of wages and salaries, a

draw, or a share of profit if the business has generated

 
BOOTSTRAPPING 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INTERMINGLING 

 
Use of owner resources to benefit 

the business 
 

Loans from relatives 
Cash from relatives 
Personal savings 
Use of personal credit card 
Household property used as 

collateral for business loans
Family labor at no pay or 

below-market rates 
Manager works another job 

and takes no pay from 
business 

Manager foregoes pay for a 
time 

Business uses home space and 
utilities 

 
 

 
Use of business resources 

outside the business: 
 

Loans from business to 
relative 

Business cash used to help 
household cash flow 
problems 

Business purchases items 
used by family   

Business pays family 
employees at higher 
than market rate 

Business assets used as 
collateral for family 
loans 

Owner draw 

 
Business strategies related to 

Customer/Supplier/Community 
Resources 

 
Accounts receivable 

management methods (e.g., 
speed up invoicing, choose 
customers who pay 
quickly, cease business 
with late or nonpayers) 

Sharing or borrowing 
resources from other firms 
(shared space, equipment, 
employees)  

Delaying payments (suppliers, 
tax and employees) 

Minimizing of resources 
invested in stock through 
formal routines. 

Use of subsidies 

Fig. 1 Comparison of

intermingling and bootstrapping

in the family business
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sufficient income. However, there are also cash equivalents

and ‘in-kind’ resources that flow from business-to-family

(family use of business owned property including equip-

ment and unsold inventory, use of business property as

collateral for household loans, etc.). The use of business

resources by the household (excluding wage and salary

payments) was reported by only a small percentage of

respondents (1.2–3.3%) by Yilmazer and Schrank (2006),

but as many as 32% of respondents in the Haynes et al.

(1999) study. The incidence rate differs markedly in these

two studies. Again, the reason for the difference may be

due to sample characteristics, and differences in the types

of resource exchanges examined.6

Predictors of the Use of Owner Resources

and Intermingling

Small Business vs. Family Business

The financial bootstrapping and intermingling literatures

on the use of owner resources have focused mostly on

small businesses and family firms. A small business is

defined by the SBA as a firm with 500 or fewer employees

with annual revenue under $5,000,000. According to the

SBA, 99.7% of the firms in the United States in 2004 were

small businesses (Office of Advocacy 2005). The term

family business refers to a particular type of ownership and

employment structure of firms. A family business is

defined as a company owned, controlled and operated by

members of a family. Fleming (2000) defines a family

business as ‘any instance in which two or more people

from the same family work together in a business that at

least one of them owns’ (p. 11).7 For the purpose of their

study, Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) also defined family

businesses as small businesses that had two or more

household members working in the business that at least

one of them owns. Around 27% of the households man-

aging small businesses had two or more household mem-

bers working in the business. The authors examined

whether incidence and determinants of intermingling were

different in family businesses than in non-family busi-

nesses. After controlling for business and household char-

acteristics, Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) showed that there

were no significant differences between family businesses

(2 or more household members working in the business)

and other small businesses in terms of the likelihood of

selected household-to-business and business-to-household

intermingling. Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) also reported

that owning of copreneurial family businesses (two spouses

working together in a business that at least one of them

owns) decreased the likelihood of the household being

owed money by the business but did not have a significant

effect on cosigning and household owing money to the

business. Muske et al. 2009 found that the majority of

copreneurs and non-copreneurs did not report intermin-

gling. However, copreneurs were more likely than non-

copreneurs to use multiple intermingling methods, espe-

cially if they had begun the business as copreneurs.

Business Characteristics

Business characteristics including the number of employ-

ees, stage of development, business profit and net worth,

industry type, geographical location and access to credit

are also predictive of bootstrapping and intermingling

(Brush et al. 2006; Ebben and Johnson 2006; Haynes et al.

1999; Winborg and Landström 2001; Yilmazer and Sch-

rank 2006).

Number of Employees Winborg and Landström (2001)

demonstrated that the number of employees plays a sig-

nificant role in the use of bootstrapping methods and those

who use owner financing methods are relatively small

businesses (two employees). In contrast, Yilmazer and

Schrank (2006) showed that the likelihood of cosigning by

the household and lending to the business increases with

the number of employees. Winborg and Landström (2001)

also reported that those who delay payments to suppliers

and those who minimize accounts receivable are relatively

larger businesses (nine and ten employees, respectively).

This may be an indication that other types of financing

strategies are used as the business grows and the man-

agement matures.

Stage of Development In the popular business literature,

financial bootstrapping is usually presented as a financing

strategy for start-up businesses, but nearly every research

study of bootstrapping and intermingling demonstrates that

creative use of financial resources extends well beyond the

start-up stage. Many bootstrapping strategies are opera-

tionally intelligent ways of building and maintaining cash

flow, particularly those that bring in revenues sooner, and

6 Business-to-family intermingling in Haynes et al. (1999) is

measured by four questions regarding whether any business real

estate was used to secure loans for family needs, whether other

business assets had been used in that manner, whether business

income was used to meet family cash flow problems, and whether

family members owed any money to the business. In contrast,

Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) measured the financial support from the

business by determining whether the household owed the business

any money at the time of the survey.
7 Family businesses dominate USA firms. Based on a randomly

selected and screened household sample, Heck and Trent (1999)

estimated that 13.8% of all households in the USA owned at least one

family business. There were 114,470,000 households in the U.S. in

2006 (U.S. Census Bureau 2007), thus there were approximately 15.8

million family businesses among the estimated 23 million total

businesses in the USA (about two-thirds of all businesses).
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postpone expenses and by and large these are not ‘owner

resources’ but good business practices. There are, however, a

group of strategies that seem to be utilized longer in the

evolution of small businesses than one would expect, par-

ticularly the use of owner resources/intermingling from

household-to-business. Ebben and Johnson (2006) studied

the use of bootstrapping comparing small firms at different

stages of development. The firms in their study reported

using different types of bootstrapping methods at different

stages of the firm’s life cycle. They predicted that it would be

unlikely that owners would put their personal assets at risk

once the business was able to gain access to additional

sources of financing and that owner resource use would

decline. Their results demonstrated that firms do use owner

resources at all stages of firm development, and that the

amount of some types of household-to-business resource use

decreases over time, but not all types. Yilmazer and Schrank

(2006) also examined use of owner resources and found that

the flow of some types of owner resources did continue in

later stage firms where one would not expect to see it.

Overall, Ebben and Johnson (2006) reported a decrease in the

use of owner resources as the business aged. However, when

they separated the businesses into two groups, those that used

a particular technique early and those that did not, they found

that for most of the techniques of financing studied, many

firms did not change their level of use, more than 1/3

increased their use or continued at the same level. These

findings of later stage use of owner financing are similar to

those of Yilmazer and Schrank (2006). Based on the findings

of these two studies, it is clear that a significant portion of

‘aging’ small businesses are reporting that they use owner

resources, contrary to expectations.

Age of the Business According to Winborg and Lands-

tröm (2001) the businesses that use owner financing

methods include businesses just introduced to the market.

Those that minimize accounts receivable bootstrapping

methods are expanding or mature and those that share and

borrow resources from other businesses are mostly mature

in terms of stage of development. Businesses that delay

payments to suppliers include mature as well as immature

businesses. Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) demonstrated

that the likelihood of the household being owed money by

the business decreases by the age of the business. However,

the age of the business did not have a significant effect on

household cosigning for business loans nor on households

owing money to the business. Brush et al. (2006) studied

only women entrepreneurs and found that businesses that

have not achieved sales were more likely than those in the

early (those that have sales between $1 and 249,999) and

the rapid growth stage (those that have sales more than

$250,000) to utilize a bootstrapping strategy that would

reduce labor expenses. However, businesses that are in the

early and rapid growth stages were more likely to utilize a

bootstrapping strategy to minimize less specific costs of

operation.

Business Profits and Net Worth Both financial boot-

strapping and family firm intermingling literatures report

that business profits and net worth have varying effects on

different types of financing methods that the business uses.

For example, the findings in Winborg and Landström

(2001) showed that those businesses that are involved in

owner financing are fast growing businesses with low profit

margins. Similarly, Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) demon-

strated that the likelihood of household cosigning increases

by net worth of the business, while the likelihood of the

business owing money to the household decreases by net

profits of the business.

Firms seek financial support for several possible rea-

sons. In case of a financial shortfall or earnings fluctuations

that create cash flow problems, households may choose to

provide cash to the business. However, if the firm has a

desire to expand that requires additional capitalization;

households may use personal assets to cosign on loans for

the business (Yilmazer and Schrank 2006). Those busi-

nesses that delay payments and minimize accounts

receivable operate with a low profit margin. However,

those that do not use bootstrapping methods are character-

ized by a larger profit margin and low turnover (Winborg

and Landström 2001).

Preference for Owner Resources Norton (1991) demon-

strated that small public firms had a preference for internal

financing, and Watson and Wilson (2002) found similar

results with the SMEs in their studies. Carter and Van

Auken (2005) point out that owners may choose funding

sources based on their perceptions of the risk and con-

straints they face, a riskier climate is associated with a

greater preference for internal bootstrapping strategies.

These researchers demonstrate that bootstrapping methods

may be utilized by small businesses for a variety of rea-

sons, not necessarily newness of the firm, nor lack of credit

availability. Bootstrapping methods can make good busi-

ness sense, but businesses may be differ significantly in the

ability of their owners and managers to perceive risks and

act on alternative strategies to spending money. And, per-

haps using owner resources is preferred because it is ‘‘low

hanging fruit’’ that does not require a business plan, can be

more immediate, and may come without ‘‘strings

attached’’. In effect, if there is another option perhaps some

owners do not choose to expend time and effort looking for

outside resources.

Industry Differences Most of the bootstrapping studies

report industry differences in bootstrap strategies. The only
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owner resource study in the family firm intermingling lit-

erature to report industry type was Yilmazer and Schrank

(2006). Their results indicate that the general type of

industry does play a role in intermingling. Agricultural,

service and professional practice businesses were signifi-

cantly less likely to lend funds from household-to-business

than were businesses in retail and wholesale sectors.

However, there were no significant industry effects for

household cosigning for business loans. When business-to-

household transactions were examined, there were no

industry effects (Yilmazer and Schrank 2006).

Geographic Differences Interestingly, bootstrapping and

intermingling strategies seem to differ by business location

suggesting possible community influence on the use of

these strategies. Winborg and Landström (2001) reported

some rural and urban differences. Those businesses located

in large cities were more likely to use methods to delay

payments, minimize accounts receivable, or use owner

resources. Businesses in villages (rural locations) were

more likely to share resources with other businesses and to

minimize accounts receivable (Winborg and Landström

2001). Haynes et al. (1999) reported that rural and small

town businesses were significantly more likely to utilize

intermingling strategies (particularly business-to-family

intermingling) than were urban businesses.

Economic Factors

Businesses may be involved in more or less use of owner

resources as the economy changes and as credit of one type

or another is more or less available or the lender market

concentration changes in the area where the firm operates.

The financial landscape ‘‘changed markedly’’ since 1987,

for example, between 1993 and 1998, the types of credit

small business owners reported that they used had changed

(Bitler et al. 2001). The percentage who had outstanding

loans and trade credit of typical business character declined

somewhat, while the percentage who had mortgages or

used personal and business credit cards for business pur-

poses had increased. By examining resource intermingling

between the family and the business at several different

points in time, Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) aimed to

establish whether there were some periods when inter-

mingling changed in character or degree. Their results

demonstrated that intermingling was significantly different

in some survey years included in the study. For example,

after controlling for business and owner characteristics, the

likelihood of households cosigning for business loans was

significantly lower in 1998 and 2001 compared to 1989.

While potentially a function of age or stage of development

of the business, significant differences in intermingling

between the years of SCF data collection provide an

indication that outside economic factors such as measure of

the availability of credit and other changes in the economy

should also be included in studies of small business owner

finance.

Availability of Credit

The effect of access to credit on bootstrapping methods

used has been examined by Winborg and Landström

(2001). While use of some of bootstrapping methods seems

to be directly affected by credit availability, use of other

methods is not. For example, businesses that use owner

resources and delay payments typically report a need for

further finance. A majority of these businesses lack long-

term bank loans, and their managers foresee problems in

obtaining finance from banks for the future. The businesses

that minimize accounts receivable and the businesses that

were active in sharing and borrowing resources from other

businesses, on the other hand, do not report a major need

for additional finance. The majority of businesses in this

group already have long-term finance from banks. Fur-

thermore, their managers report that they experience no

great problems in obtaining additional finance from banks

if needed (Winborg and Landström 2001).

Owner and Household Characteristics

Studies of intermingling have shown that selected owner

and household characteristics (age, education and gender of

owner; willingness to take risks for higher financial returns;

household net worth; and copreneurship) are predictors of

intermingling (Haynes et al. 1999; Muske et al. 2009;

Yilmazer and Schrank 2006). Financial bootstrapping lit-

erature for the most part does not examine the effect of

household characteristics on the use of owner resources or

other types of resources. A handful of studies examine

specific owner characteristics, particularly age, education

and gender of the owner (Neeley and Van Auken 2009,

2010).

Owner Characteristics Neeley and Van Auken (2009)

found owner age, education and gender accounted for some

differences in use of some types of bootstrapping. Their

study found six factors that described bootstrap financing

methods. There were education differences in owners who

preferred self-funding and those who used inventory

focused bootstrapping methods. There were also gender

differences among those owners who used self-funding,

customer-based and shared resource strategies. In particu-

lar, male business owners chose self-funded bootstrap

strategies more frequently than did women owners who

were more likely to focus on customer-based bootstrap-

ping. Age differences related primarily to customer focused

J Fam Econ Iss (2010) 31:399–413 405

123



bootstrapping and were not significant predictors of the use

of owner resources.

Yilmazer and Schrank (2006) reported that the likeli-

hood of the household being owed money by the business

increases with the age of the household head. In addition,

households with heads who were more willing to take risks

were more likely to have cosigned or lent money to the

business than their counterparts. Households headed by

persons with college and post college degrees were less

likely than those without college degrees to be owed

money by the business. Households of businesses run by

copreneurial couples were also less likely to be owed

money by the business (Yilmazer and Schrank 2006). Thus

there appears to be some ability on the part of some owners

to constrain their use of household resources, or to repay

the business debt to the household in a timely manner.

Household Characteristics According to findings in

Yilmazer and Schrank (2006), those households with

higher net worth are less likely to cosign for business loans.

The probability of the household being owed money by the

business and the household owing money to the business

also decreases with household net worth. Household net

worth has a negative effect on each type of intermingling,

which suggests that those with higher household net worth

may be less likely to be required to use personal collateral

as security and more likely to be able to find credit from

outside lenders (Yilmazer and Schrank 2006).

Gender Haynes et al. (1999) found that women were

significantly more likely to utilize intermingling strategies

in general, however, there was no difference between men

and women in their propensity to intermingle from family-

to-business or from business-to-family. Haynes and Haynes

(1999) found that women entrepreneurs were more likely

to borrow from family and friends than were their male

counterparts.

Most bootstrapping studies do not report the gender of

their respondents, or they focus only on women business

owners, thus it is difficult to assess the full impact of

gender.8,9 Some exceptions are Carter et al. (2003) and

Neeley and Van Auken (2010). For example, Carter et al.

(2003) studied the effect of human and social capital of

women entrepreneurs on debt and bootstrap financing of

their ventures. They found that women entrepreneurs

without start-up or ownership experience were more likely

to use credit cards (the study did not distinguish between

business credit cards and personal credit cards) and

retained earnings to finance their businesses. Neeley and

Van Auken (2010) studied whether women entrepreneurs

develop strategies to resolve the continuing need for

financial capital differently than men. Their main focus

was on bootstrap finance techniques, and their results show

that women relied more on techniques to reduce expenses

while men relied more on ending business relations with

late paying customers.

On average women-owned small businesses are smaller

than men-owned businesses and generate less in sales and

revenue than those owned by men. According to the 2002

Economic Census data, the average sales and revenues of

women-owned businesses was less than half of that of

male-owned businesses ($877,100 vs. $1,865,390) (U.S.

Census Bureau 2006). In 2002, women-owned businesses

hired an average of 8 employees, and 68% of women-

owned businesses employed fewer than five employees,

while men-owned businesses hired an average of 12

employees, and 62% of male-owned businesses employed

fewer than five people.

It has been recognized that women business owners

make different choices about the size and growth of their

ventures than men. Women tend to set lower business

thresholds beyond which they prefer not to expand and

appear to be more concerned with risks attached to fast

growth than are men (Cliff 1998; Orser et al. 2006; Watson

and Robinson 2003). Menzies et al. (2004) suggested that

women may have a lower propensity towards growth of

their businesses. Morris et al. (2006) note that women

business owners in their study seemed to have a sense of

the costs and benefits of growth of their businesses and

made clear choices based on trade-off decisions. For

instance, females on average use fewer resources in their

ventures (Watson 2002).

Previous research studied the relationship between

gender and financing. Orser et al. (2006) showed that

women business owners are less likely to seek equity

financing. Carter and Allen (1997) asserted that lack of

financial experience or knowledge could have led to

women’s decisions not to seek outside financing. As

demonstrated by Fabowale et al. (1995), the ability to get

outside loans and financing increases with owners’ higher

educational attainment. The possible causes such as lack of

access to outside credit and/or slow growth choices for

women-owned businesses need to be studied. It seems clear

that women differ from men in their business growth

strategies and in their access to outside capital for their

firms.

8 Gender was not a predictor of intermingling in Yilmazer and

Schrank (2006). However, gender was examined jointly with marital

status because of the limitations of the SCF data used in this study.
9 Brush et al. (2002) assessed the role of gender in linking suppliers

of financial capital and entrepreneurial firms. Significantly more men-

owned businesses had been able to acquire venture capital at all stages

of business development than women-owned businesses.
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Unanswered Questions about Owner Resources

and Intermingling Practices in Family Businesses

The two sets of literatures offer two different lenses on the

use of owner resources in financing of owner managed

businesses. The business literature focusing on small

business finance has approached the study from the lens of

how a business is financed and what business characteris-

tics and managerial decisions and preferences may influ-

ence financing choices. The view in this literature is

focused squarely on the acquisition and management of

financial resources in new and small businesses to insure

business continuance. It has acknowledged the flow of

financial resources from the family of the business owner

to the business but not in the other direction, from the

business to the household. The family firm intermingling

literature, albeit is small, grows out of a systems theory

base and is focused on the exchange of resources between

the family system and the business system. This literature

acknowledges a two-way exchange, but examines only a

few actual examples of this exchange. Both bodies of lit-

erature offer important insights. Both bodies of literature,

taken individually, are not sufficiently comprehensive to

fully capture the financial flows between household and

business and business and household and the factors that

affect their utilization. The following discussion will point

out several important research considerations for the future

and suggest testable propositions.

Stage of Development

Ebben and Johnson (2006) studied change in bootstrapping

strategies by age of business and predicted a decline in the

use of owner resources as other sources of financing

became available. Levenson and Willard (2000) show that

the firms with unmet credit needs are smaller and younger

than the typical firm. Nevertheless, it might be necessary to

use owner resources for these credit constrained firms

regardless of business age or stage of development.

It is important that we understand why owner resources

are being used in businesses beyond the usual start-up

stage. Are owner resources being substituted for other

types of bootstrapping such as customer-based resources?

Are these businesses not generating the expected reve-

nues? Are their owners managing their businesses differ-

ently? Are the owners aware of the household investment

costs of owner resources? Why do some business owners

continue to use bootstrap financing, especially the use of

owner resources, after the initial stages of development?

Are their businesses unable to generate sufficient internal

and external funds? Has use of owner resources become a

strategy of choice and do owners prefer it to other means

of generating capital for their businesses? If so, why do

they prefer it?

Gender

Are women more likely to deliberately grow their busi-

nesses more slowly in order to retain control and protect

themselves and their business investment? If so, is this a

deliberate and wise choice or a personal or managerial

preference? Or is it due to obstacles faced in obtaining

financial capital? The choice to grow the business slowly

may influence the ability of women to attract capital, but on

the other hand, this choice may also be motivated by

ability/inability to attract capital (or at least owner per-

ceptions of probability).10 Further, the choice may be

motivated by time constraints for those business owners

who manage both business and household, a situation that

many women business owners face.

The relationship between human capital and firm survival

has been established (Cressy 1996). Coleman (2007) has

shown that growth in women-owned firms is largely unaf-

fected by those measures of human or financial capital

included in their empirical analysis, which suggests that

determinants of growth in women-owned firms need to be

further studied. Bird and Brush (2002) criticized the business

literature on the creation of organization that utilizes a

masculine gender framework, noting that women choose to

organize new ventures differently than men. For instance,

women seem to choose relational and personal management

practices rather than transactional or hierarchical approaches

to organize their ventures (Buttner and Moore 1997).

Women may deliberately choose different strategies for

achieving the level of business success necessary to com-

pete for outside financial resources, or perhaps they have

no choice because their businesses are not perceived by

lenders and venture capitalists as good investments, or

perhaps women owners are not aware of other growth

strategies they might use. Marlow and Patton (2007) sug-

gest that women experience additional gender-related dis-

advantages to gaining access to appropriate levels of

finance. If women-owned firms are to grow at equivalent

10 Brush et al. (2004) reviewed the literature on women’s entrepre-

neurship to determine underlying explanations for the difference in

sales and size of women and male-owned businesses. They focused

on human capital (education, experience derived from paid employ-

ment or managerial responsibilities, industry experience related to

venture and to prior self-employment), social capital (participation in

appropriate networks, spending sufficient time and effort in building

networks and using the networks appropriately), financial capital (the

amount of capital in starting and acquiring businesses and use of

personal savings), cognitions (motivations, family and work balance

and risk preferences) and finally strategic choices (choice of industry,

choices related to business strategy and the choice to grow the

business or not).
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rates to those of men, it is important to understand whether

current growth rates are a matter of choice or a matter of

access for women-owned businesses.11

Economic Factors

How do outside economic factors such as the availability of

credit and other changes in the economy influence the flow

of resources from business-to-household and household-to-

business? Are these outside factors influencing owner

resource use decisions through owner perception, credit

constraints or lender decisions? Yilmazer and Schrank’s

results (2006) provide an indication that outside economic

factors such as measure of the availability of credit, rela-

tionships with financial institutions and other factors such

as changes in the economy should also be included in

studies of small business intermingling since these may be

playing a direct or indirect role in owner decisions about

flow of resources to and from the owner’s household and

business. For example, Chakravarty and Yilmazer (2009)

showed that good relationships with a financial institution

increase the availability of credit for small businesses,

especially during economic expansion periods.

Perception and Management of Risk

Owner management of certain risks is an area that has not

been fully addressed in either of the financial bootstrapping

or the family firm intermingling literatures. The concern

here is not with risk management strategies such as the use

of insurance to protect against fundamental risk, nor is it

concern with the risks of choosing one bootstrapping

strategy over another. Rather, the risk to the household of

including an owner operated business as part of the

household investment portfolio needs to be studied. Sink-

ing household resources into one’s own business seems like

a potential ‘‘double-whammy’’ with respect to speculative

risk. As Haynes et al. (2007) point out, small business

prosperity doesn’t necessarily translate into family

prosperity. It is important to examine owner decisions to

take this risk in comparison to the risks of other possible

household portfolio investments.

The risk of using business resources for the household

may be magnified in family businesses where the tempta-

tion and opportunity to utilize business assets and resources

by the family may be greater than in non-family businesses

(e.g. family members of an automobile dealer who drive

vehicles from the dealership inventory, higher than market

wages paid to family members, raiding the cash register).

Do owners who flow business assets into the household

portfolio, or reduce household expenses by using business

assets, understand the true costs of doing so?

The Direction of the Resource Flow

Many studies have demonstrated the importance of family

influence in family and small businesses. Certainly, the

financial bootstrapping and family firm intermingling liter-

atures have demonstrated this role in the financing of small

businesses. Most of these studies have not addressed the

two-way flow of resources, but have focused only on the flow

of resources into the business. Even those intermingling

studies which do examine the two-way flow of resources do

not characterize the balance of flow because they typically

are not sufficiently comprehensive, e.g. they do not include

the wage and salary payments from the business-to-family

members. Including a broader range of exchanges in future

studies would help to address the question of the balance of

resources flowing two ways between family and business. Is

there a balancing of these resource flows when everything is

considered? Current studies would tend to suggest that the

family is not getting the same benefit as the business, but if

wages and salaries are considered and intermingling is

studied over time, there may be more equilibrium than

appears to be the case at the moment.

What impact do these practices have on the business?

How do these owners effectively assess management effi-

ciency in the business when household expense equivalents

are slipped into business costs and financial statements and

not recorded as household expenses? When the owner uses

business assets as collateral for a household loan, is the

owner taking a carefully calculated risk, or perhaps not

understanding the risk taken? Carter and Van Auken (2005)

indicated that use of various types of bootstrap financing

strategies are influenced by owners’ perceptions of their risks

but owners may tend to opt for what they are familiar with or

what is readily available rather than exploring alternatives.

Owner Control

The risk of using equity and debt capital from sources other

than the household offers a potential for decreased owner

11 Family economics literature suggests a different issue to be

considered in study of the role of gender in financing small and family

firms. Jianakoplos and Bernasek (2008), suggest that women’s

bargaining power in household financial risk decisions is influenced

by whether the wife earns more or less than her spouse. Yilmazer and

Lyons (2010) offer another example that shows the relationship

between couple’s bargaining power and financial discussions.

Understanding of household financial decision making and risk

taking within married households and female gendered households

needs to be examined in the context of using household resources in a

business owned by a member of the household as well as in

understanding the flow of business resources into the household. For

example, in a qualitative study, Kirkwood (2009) examined role the

spouse plays in an entrepreneur’s motivations for entrepreneurship

and found that women and men tend to have different expectations of

their spouse at the time when they think about starting a business.
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control of the business. Perhaps owners understand this risk

and thereby chose to risk owner financial resources rather

than risk owner control. It would be interesting to deter-

mine whether continued use of owner resources in a

business beyond start-up stage is a choice weighing

opposing risks, or a default position without adequate

consideration of one or more risks taken. Are owners truly

cognizant of differing risks that accompany their financing

decisions, risks not only for their businesses, but also for

their families?

Effective Decision Making

Muske et al. (2009) point out that not understanding the

exchange of owner and business resources between the

business and family can have significant business conse-

quences. To develop a solid financial plan and determine if

the business and family are meeting goals, it is necessary to

know where both obtain their income and how they spend

their resources. Many authors recommend there be a clear

trail of funds entering and exiting both family and business,

and this is particularly true for businesses that use owner

resources.

Furthermore, using household savings or other assets for

the business may lead to cash flow problems in the house-

hold, or to loss of household assets. Since business is

inherently a speculative risk (potential for either loss or

gain), financing it with owner resources would seem to

extend that risk to the household in ways that owners may not

be adequately considering. For the family, there is the port-

folio risk of ‘no gain’ from invested dollars and the oppor-

tunity costs of not investing elsewhere. Do households

recognize and protect themselves in any way against this

risk? Most household loans to business probably place no

contractual obligations on the business to repay the loan, and

thus increase the probability of loss of principal and interest,

or slow repayment to the household. How often does the

business default on obligations to the household? Legally,

the household is likely to be last in line of business creditors,

if it is even a creditor of record. Is the use of owner resources

truly a loan, or a gift in the end? Are owners cognizant of the

opportunity costs of this choice?

Conversely, there is also a risk to the business when its

assets are used in support of the household by use of

strategies such as direct loans or cosigning for loans using

business assets as collateral, or use of business inventory

by the household. If there is no protection for the business

assets, the business faces the risk of loss of the asset. If

owners don’t recognize and record these transactions, it

may be difficult to accurately assess the progress of the

business and to protect it against loss. Do owners think

about (or care about) risk at all when they flow business

financial resources into the household? Are financial

advisors and accountants made aware of these

transactions?

Of course, risk is also inherent in the decision to move

away from the use of owner resources in the business and

toward outside equity or debt capital. At this stage of

development, the owner faces a potential loss of some of

the control of the business when a new partner enters the

business, or an obligation to repay debt to an outside lender

is taken on. Menzies et al. (2004) suggested that men were

more likely to take on non-family partners, start high tech

businesses and focus on intellectual property issues than

women, resulting in ventures that offered higher risk at

start-up, but had greater growth prospects.

It would be interesting to examine business financing at

various stages of development in light of owner percep-

tions of a variety of risks. What do business owners view as

a risk? Do they view risk in the same way that a financial

advisor might view it? How do owners protect themselves,

their ventures, and their financial partners (including the

household) against various risks?

Clearly, we do not know enough about the flow of owner

resources between the household and business systems.

McConaughy et al. (2001) suggest ‘‘that firms controlled

by their founding families have greater value, are operated

more efficiently, and carry less debt than other firms’’. The

use of owner resources seems to have positive benefits for

at least some family firms. But does it have positive ben-

efits for the families who own small businesses?

Testable Propositions for Future Research

Finally, we propose several testable propositions that might

be utilized in future research studies regarding the flow of

owner resources to small businesses and the flow of small

business resources to the owners’ households.

P1 When a full complement of resource flows are

included in two-way flow studies of owner and

business resources, the amount of resources flowing

will approach equilibrium over the long-term, but in

the short term, it will favor the business

P2 When family variables are included in studies of

intermingling, new explanations for the use of

household resources in the business and new

explanations for the use of business resources in the

household will emerge. These explanations will not

be limited to financial ones, but will include

relationship factors

P3 When business owners decide to utilize owner

resources in their businesses, their assessments of

costs are focused on the gains to the business rather

than on the opportunity costs to the household

portfolio
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P4 Business owners who utilize owner resource

strategies longer do so to maintain control over

their business and control over their time. These

factors are deemed less important by business owners

who seek external funding

P5 Business owners who do not routinely use standard

measurement tools such as debt ratios to assess their

business portfolios or credit scores to assess their

household portfolios are more likely to intermingle

business and household resources than business

owners who utilize these tools

P6 When business owners decide to utilize a business

resource in support of their household, they do not

give as much weight to the long-term cost to the

business as they do to the short term financial or

relationship gains for the household

Conclusions

Hanlon and Saunders (2007) call for a more holistic

understanding of entrepreneurial support. Haynes et al.

(2008) pointed out that the financial health of the house-

hold and business for families who own businesses is

intertwined and that analysis of the finances of the business

is incomplete and useless without considering the house-

hold. Intermingling obscures the financial records of both

family and firm and when it is ignored or overlooked in

analysis can lead to misleading results. To that end, this

paper aims to bring together two groups of research studies,

the financial bootstrapping literature from the business field

and the family firm systems theory based intermingling

studies of small and family businesses. These two groups

of research studies intersect and we believe that it is time

for them to merge so that business and household finances

can be more holistically understood, particularly for family

businesses. To continue on separate paths suggests that

some important aspects regarding the nature and impact of

the family role in the growth and survival of small and

family businesses may be overlooked. In addition some

significant risks and gains to the household portfolio may

well be overlooked, particularly by business advisors who

may not fully explore the family nature of their client

businesses.

The financial bootstrapping literature does not address

the influence of household characteristics on the use of

owner resources in the business. Since nearly two-thirds of

all small firms in the United States are family firms, it

would be prudent to consider family influence on financial

aspects of the firm (and vice versa). On the other hand, the

systems based family firm intermingling literature to date

has focused on a very limited set of owner resources used

in the support of the business and a very limited set of

business resources used in support of the household. The

set of investigated owner resource strategies should be

expanded to include a wider array of cash and cash

equivalent strategies such as the use of unpaid or underpaid

labor, expense reduction strategies such as use of space in

the household, use of household assets as collateral for

loans, use of a family vehicle for business use. Similarly,

the set of investigated business resources used in the

intermingling family firm needs to be expanded to include

strategies such as purchase of supplies and assets for

household use, payment of higher than market wages to

family members, and use of business resources (e.g. vehi-

cles, property, supplies, and gifts) by the household. Most

importantly, we should be including the wages and salaries

for family members, benefits and owner draws that are part

of small business practice. By not asking about a wide

variety of strategies, researchers may be missing valuable

clues to the nature and equilibrium of the flow of resources

into and out of the business. In addition, it is likely that the

true magnitude of the exchange of owner and business

resources is being underestimated by not including a

comprehensive set of cash and cash equivalents.

There are also areas that seem to be understudied by

both financial bootstrapping and family firm intermingling

literatures. It is commonly assumed that lack of credit

availability is a major reason for the use of owner resources

by small and family businesses until they have adequate

track records to attract lenders or venture capitalists. Yet,

some businesses appear to utilize owner resources and

intermingling between business and household well after

they should be qualified for external financing. The reasons

for the continuation of the use of owner resources should

be explored, particularly in family businesses, since the

continued use of owner resources or other bootstrapping

techniques probably places the business and household at a

degree of continued risk. A further issue to examine would

be the stage of development of the family in relation to the

stage of development of the business since they may not be

in the same stages.

Second, gender and age effects on the interaction of the

utilization of bootstrapping strategies and the stage of

development should be investigated using both male and

female owned businesses. Women seem to differ from their

male counterparts in their choice of business growth

strategies and their access to outside capital for their firms.

Therefore, women-owned businesses may also differ from

male-owned ones on the utilization of the financial strate-

gies during the life cycle of the business. Bertaut and Starr-

McCluer (2000) report that age has significant effects on

ownership of risky assets and on the structure of household

portfolios. Thus ownership of a small and family business,

the age of the owning family and the perception of the risks

inherent in operating a business probably have interaction
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effects beyond the notion of investment returns that are not

yet fully understood.

Third, outside factors, such as the availability of credit,

may affect which financial strategies are used and when,

particularly the use of owner resources. Business owners

may prefer to use personal loans to the businesses during

economic phases when the availability of credit is limited

or the interest rates are elevated.

Finally, none of the studies to date fully address the risks

being taken by the household and business, nor the strat-

egies (if any) that business and household take to protect

themselves from risk. It is clear that there is room for

further study of the implications of the financial interaction

between household and business, and the nature of the risk

that is placed on both household and business and the long-

term health of both systems. Such research could provide a

more complete picture than studies of financial bootstrap-

ping and intermingling have provided separately to date.

Neither of the literatures have examined whether and how

household resources are protected when used to support a

business (business is inherently a speculative venture), or

whether households take any steps to protect their assets

(e.g. legal agreements).

Reasons for business demise have been primarily

investigated from a business management perspective, and

largely been assumed to indicate failure. The reasons for

demise of new businesses may lie at least in part in the

family. Previous research has shown that the health of the

business is influenced by the health of the family (Olson

et al. 2003). Therefore, the household situation is important

to take into account in understanding what happens in the

family businesses. Some so-called business ‘‘failures’’ may

be due to factors such as family breakups or lack of family

support for the business. Perhaps some businesses cease

operations not because of some failure in the market place

but because the household can not adequately support them

with owner resources and the business is discouraged from

borrowing from outside traditional sources, or perhaps the

business is seen by the household as a temporary income

stream and not a long-term investment vehicle. Business

demise may signal household opportunity. Unfortunately,

little research to date has examined this perspective. Fur-

thermore, the street of influence is a two-way street, and

some family financial and/or social failures may stem from

business difficulties.

It is clear that the literatures on financial bootstrapping

of small and family businesses and family firm intermin-

gling of financial and related resources between the family

and the firm are closely related. To fully understand

household financial practices, it would be well to under-

stand small and family business financing in a more holistic

manner by examining the small firm in the context of its

owning family (and supporting community), more fully

examining the role of gender and other owner character-

istics in equity financing, and by more thoroughly under-

standing financial resource exchanges between household

and business.

Acknowledgments The authors wish to thank the participants of the

2nd Workshop on Family Firm Management Research in Nice,

France for their helpful comments on an earlier version of the present

paper, and especially the two anonymous referees and the editors of

the special issue on family business, Linda Niehm and Jane Swinney,

as well as the editor of the journal, Jing Xiao, for excellent sugges-

tions and guidance.

References

Beach, B. (1994). Family support in home-based family businesses.

Family Business Review, 6, 371–379.

Bertaut, C., & Starr-McCluer, M. (2000). Household portfolios in the

United States. Working Paper. Retrieved on October 15, 2009,

from Federal Reserve Board of Governors website, http://ideas.

repec.org/p/fip/fedgfe/2000-26.html.

Bhide, A. (1992). Bootstrap finance: The art of start-ups. Harvard
Business Review, 70, 109–117.

Bird, B., & Brush, C. (2002). A gendered perspective on organiza-

tional creation. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 26,

41–65.

Bitler, M. P., Robb, A. M., & Wolken, J. D. (2001). Financial services

used by small businesses: Evidence from the 1998 Survey of

Small Business Finances. Federal Reserve Bulletin, 87,

183–205.

Brush, C., Carter, N., Gatewood, E., Greene, P., & Hart, M. (2004).

Women entrepreneurs, growth and implications for the class-

room. Coleman Foundation White Paper Series. Retrieved on

October 15, 2009 from U.S. Association for Small Business

and Entrepreneurship, http://www.usasbe.org/data/documents/

Coleman_White_Paper.doc.

Brush, C., Carter, N., Gatewood, E., Greene, P., & Hart, M. (2006).

The use of bootstrapping by women entrepreneurs in positioning

for growth. Venture Capital, 8, 15–31.

Brush, C., Carter, N., Greene, P., Hart, M., & Gatewood, E. (2002).

The role of social capital and gender in linking financial

suppliers and entrepreneurial firms: A framework for future

research. Venture Capital, 4, 305–323.

Buttner, E., & Moore, D. (1997). Women’s organizational exodus to

entrepreneurship: Self-reported motivations and correlates with

success. Journal of Small Business Management, 35, 34–46.

Carpenter, R., & Petersen, B. (2002). Is the growth of small firms

constrained by internal finance? Review of Economics and
Statistics, 84, 298–309.

Carter, N. M., & Allen, K. R. (1997). Size determinants of women-

owned businesses: Choice or barriers to resources? Entrepre-
neurship and Regional Development, 9, 211–220.

Carter, N. M., Brush, C., Greene, P., Gatewood, E., & Hart, M.

(2003). Women entrepreneurs who break through to equity

financing: The influence of human, social and financial capital.

Venture Capital, 5, 1–28.

Carter, R., & Van Auken, H. (2005). Bootstrap financing and owner’s

perceptions of their business constraints and opportunities.

Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 17, 129–144.

Chakravarty, S., & Yilmazer, T. (2009). A multistage model of loans

and the role of relationships. Financial Management, 38,

781–816.

J Fam Econ Iss (2010) 31:399–413 411

123

http://ideas.repec.org/p/fip/fedgfe/2000-26.html
http://ideas.repec.org/p/fip/fedgfe/2000-26.html
http://www.usasbe.org/data/documents/Coleman_White_Paper.doc
http://www.usasbe.org/data/documents/Coleman_White_Paper.doc


Cliff, J. E. (1998). Does one size fill all? Exploring relationships

between attitudes towards growth, gender and business size.

Journal of Business Venturing, 13, 523–542.

Coleman, S. (2007). The role of human and financial capital in the

profitability and growth of women-owned small firms. Journal of
Small Business Management, 45, 303–319.

Cressy, R. (1996). Are business startups debt-rationed? Economic
Journal, 106, 1253–1270.

Dew, J. (2008). Themes and trends of Journal of Family and

Economic Issues: A review of twenty years (1988–2007).

Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 29, 496–540.

Ebben, J., & Johnson, A. (2006). Bootstrapping in small firms: An

empirical analysis of change over time. Journal of Business
Venturing, 21, 851–865.

Fabowale, L., Orser, B., & Riding, A. (1995). Gender, structural

factors, and credit terms between Canadian small businesses and

financial institutions. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 19,

41–65.

Fleming, Q. J. (2000). Keep the family baggage out of the family
business. New York: Simon and Schuster/Fireside Books.

Freear, J., Sohl, J., & Wetzel, J. (1995). Who bankrolls software

entrepreneurs? Retrieved from October 15, 2009, from Babson

College Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research website,

http:www.babson.edu/entrep/fer/papers95/freear.htm.

Hanlon, D., & Saunders, C. (2007). Marshaling resources to form

small new ventures: Toward a more holistic understanding of

entrepreneurial support. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
31, 619–641.

Harrison, R. T., Mason, C. M., & Girling, P. (2004). Financial

bootstrapping and venture development in the software industry.

Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 16, 307–333.

Haynes, G. W., Danes, S. M., & Haynes, D. C. (2008). Management

issues of business-owning families. In J. J. Xiao (Ed.), Handbook
of consumer finance research (pp. 239–251). New York:

Springer.

Haynes, G. W., & Haynes, D. C. (1999). The debt structure of small

businesses owned by women in 1987 and 1993. Journal of Small
Business Management, 37, 1–19.

Haynes, G. W., Onochie, J. I., & Muske, G. (2007). Is what’s good for

the business, good for the family: A financial assessment.

Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 28, 395–409.

Haynes, G. W., Walker, R., Rowe, B. R., & Hong, G. (1999). The

intermingling of business and family finances in family-owned

businesses. Family Business Review, XII, 225–239.

Headd, B. (2003). Redefining business success: Distinguishing between

closure and failure. Small Business Economics, 21, 51–61.

Heck, R. K. Z., & Trent, E. S. (1999). The prevalence of family

business from a household sample. Family Business Review, XII,
209–224.

Heck, R. K. Z., & Walker, R. (1993). Family-owned home businesses,

their employment and unpaid helpers. Family Business Review,
6, 397–415.

Jianakoplos, N. A., & Bernasek, A. (2008). Family financial risk

taking when the wife earns more. Journal of Family and
Economic Issues, 29, 289–306.

Joel Popkin Company (2002). Small business share of economic

growth. Small Business Research Summary No. 211. Retrieved

October 15, 2009 from U.S. Small Business Administration

website, http://www.sba.gov/advo/research/rs211.tot.pdf.

Kirkwood, J. (2009). Spousal roles on motivations for entrepreneur-

ship: A qualitative study in New Zealand. Journal of Family and
Economic Issues, 30, 372–385.

Levenson, A., & Willard, K. (2000). Do firms get the financing they

want? Measuring credit rationing experiences by small busi-

nesses in the U.S. Small Business Economics, 14, 83–94.

Marlow, S., & Patton, D. (2007). All credit to men? Entrepreneurship,

finance, and gender. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29,

717–735.

McConaughy, D., Matthews, C., & Fialko, A. (2001). Founding

family controlled firms: Efficiency, risk, and value. Journal of
Small Business Management, 39, 31–49.

Mcmahon, R. G. P., & Stanger, A. M. J. (1995). Understanding the

small enterprise financial objective function. Entrepreneurship:
Theory and Practice, 19, 21–39.

Menzies, T., Diochon, M., & Gasse, Y. (2004). Examining venture

myths concerning women entrepreneurs. Journal of Develop-
mental Entrepreneurship, 9, 89–97.

Morris, M., Miyasaki, N., Watters, C., & Coombes, S. (2006). The

dilemma of growth: Understanding venture size choices of

women entrepreneurs. Journal of Small Business Management,
44, 221–244.

Muske, G., Fitzgerald, M. A., Haynes, G., Black, M., Chin, L.,

MacClure, R., et al. (2009). The intermingling of family and

business financial resources: Understanding the copreneurial

couple. Journal of Financial Counseling and Planning, 20,

27–47.

Neeley, L. (2003). Entrepreneurs and bootstrap finance. Retrieved

October 15, 2009, from Academy of Entrepreneurial Finance

website, http://www.aoef.org/papers/2003/neeley.pdf.

Neeley, L., & Van Auken, H. (2009). The relationship between owner

characteristics and use of bootstrap financing methods. Journal
of Small Business and Entrepreneurship, 22, 339–412.

Neeley, L., & Van Auken, H. (2010). Differences between female and

male entrepreneurs’ use of bootstrap financing. Journal of
Developmental Entrepreneurship, 15, 19–34.

Norton, E. (1991). Capital structure and small growth firms. Journal
of Small Business Finance, 1, 161–177.

Office of Advocacy, Small Business Administration (2005).

The small business economy: A report to the president. Retrieved

October 15, 2009, from United States Small Business Admin-

istration website, http://www.sba.gov/advo/research/sb-econ

2005.pdf.

Olson, P. D., Zuiker, V. S., Danes, S. M., Stafford, K., Heck, R. K. Z.,

& Duncan, K. A. (2003). The impact of the family and business

on family business sustainability. Journal of Business Venturing,
18, 639–666.

Orser, B. J., Riding, A. L., & Manley, K. (2006). Women

entrepreneurs and financial capital. Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice, 30, 643–665.

Owen, A. J., Carsky, M. L., & Dolan, E. M. (1993). Home-base

employment: Historical and current considerations. Family
Business Review, 6, 437–452.

Rogoff, E., & Heck, R. K. Z. (2003). Recognizing family as the fuel

that feeds the fire of entrepreneurship. Journal of Business
Venturing, 18, 559–566.

SBA Small Business Innovation Program (2006). Program descrip-

tion. Retrieved October 15, 2009, from U.S. Census Bureau

website, http://www.sba.gov/SBIR/indexsbir-sttr.html.

U.S. Census Bureau (2006). Women-owned firms: 2002. Retrieved

October 15, 2009, from U.S. Census Bureau website, http://

www.census.gov/prod/ec02/sb0200cswmn.pdf.

U.S. Census Bureau (2007). U.S. Households by Size, 1790-2006.

Retrieved July 15, 2010 from the U.S. Census Bureau website,

http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0884238.html.

Van Auken, H. (2003). An empirical investigation of bootstrap

financing among small firms. Journal of Small Business Strategy,
14, 22–36.

Van Auken, H. (2004). The use of bootstrap financing among small

technology-based firms. Journal of Developmental Entrepre-
neurship, 9, 145–159.

412 J Fam Econ Iss (2010) 31:399–413

123

http://http:www.babson.edu/entrep/fer/papers95/freear.htm
http://www.sba.gov/advo/research/rs211.tot.pdf
http://www.aoef.org/papers/2003/neeley.pdf
http://www.sba.gov/advo/research/sb-econ2005.pdf
http://www.sba.gov/advo/research/sb-econ2005.pdf
http://www.sba.gov/SBIR/indexsbir-sttr.html
http://www.census.gov/prod/ec02/sb0200cswmn.pdf
http://www.census.gov/prod/ec02/sb0200cswmn.pdf
http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0884238.html


Watson, J. (2002). Comparing the performance of male- and female-

controlled businesses: Relating outputs to inputs. Entrepreneur-
ship Theory and Practice, 26, 91–100.

Watson, J., & Robinson, S. (2003). Adjusting for risk in comparing

the performances of male- and female-controlled SMEs. Journal
of Business Venturing, 18, 773–788.

Watson, R., & Wilson, N. (2002). Small and medium size enterprise

financing: A note on some of the empirical implications of a

pecking order. Journal of Business Finance and Accounting, 29,

557–578.

Winborg, J., & Landström, H. (2001). Financial bootstrapping in

small businesses: Examining small business managers’ resource

acquisition behaviors. Journal of Business Venturing, 16,

235–254.

Winter, M., Danes, S. M., Koh, S., Fredericks, K., & Paul, J. J.

(2004). Tracking family businesses and their owners over time:

Panel attrition, manager departure and business demise. Journal
of Business Venturing, 19, 535–559.

Yilmazer, T., & Lyons, A. C. (2010). Marriage and the allocation of

assets in women’s defined contribution plans. Journal of Family
and Economic Issues, 31, 121–137.

Yilmazer, T., & Schrank, H. (2006). Financial intermingling in small

family businesses. Journal of Business Venturing, 21, 726–751.

Author Biographies

Tansel Yilmazer is Assistant Professor in the Department of Personal

Financial Planning at the University of Missouri. Her research focuses

on issues related to household economics, family and small business

finances, and financial services and institutions. She is the associate

editor of Family and Consumer Sciences Research Journal. She

received her Ph.D. in Economics from the University of Texas at

Austin.

Holly Schrank is Professor Emeritus of Consumer Sciences &

Retailing at Purdue University. Her research focuses on issues related

to small and family businesses. She is currently Co-PI on an NSF

grant to study small business recovery and demise after natural

disasters. Her Ph.D. was received from The Ohio State University.

J Fam Econ Iss (2010) 31:399–413 413

123


	The Use of Owner Resources in Small and Family Owned Businesses: Literature Review and Future Research Directions
	Abstract
	Introduction
	What has been Studied?
	Incidence of the Use of Owner Resources in the Business and Intermingling
	Predictors of the Use of Owner Resources and Intermingling
	Small Business vs. Family Business
	Business Characteristics
	Number of Employees
	Stage of Development
	Age of the Business
	Business Profits and Net Worth
	Preference for Owner Resources
	Industry Differences
	Geographic Differences

	Economic Factors
	Availability of Credit
	Owner and Household Characteristics
	Owner Characteristics
	Household Characteristics
	Gender



	Unanswered Questions about Owner Resources and Intermingling Practices in Family Businesses
	Stage of Development
	Gender
	Economic Factors
	Perception and Management of Risk
	The Direction of the Resource Flow
	Owner Control
	Effective Decision Making
	Testable Propositions for Future Research

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 149
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 149
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 599
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


