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BUSINESS GOALS OF FAMILY-OPERATED
ACCOMMODATION ENTERPRISES:
THE CASE OF MUGLA, TURKEY
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ABSTRACT. Middleton (2001) noted that in Europe 95 percenttadrism
businesses, generating perhaps one-third of taiakin revenue, are micro-business
and most of these are family businesses (Getz,s&arand Morrison, 2004).
Contrary to their importance in the economic weliry of the country, they suffer
a wide range of strategic disadvantages and wes&sgweventing them from a
sustainable development and yielding desired outsorfYolal and Emeksiz,
2007). At the most basic level a family business lsa defined as “... an enterprise
which, in practice, is controlled by members ofragle family” (Barry, 1975). The
dominance of small and medium sized enterpriséldariourism industry calls for
extensive research on the businesses and it isriamido expand the knowledge
family businesses and the entrepreneurial busigeals of these firms. The paper
aims at examining business goals of family operaiszbmmodation enterprises.
The sampling frame for the survey is the familyraped accommodation enterprises
employing 1 to 10 employees. A total of 105 questaires were collected in
February and March 2009. The results of the stiidyved that almost two third of
the entrepreneurs were first generation in the lfamisiness. The results revealed
that the business goals of the family businesséseirstudy are growth, retirement
and slow down. The results also indicated thaetiteepreneurs ar mostly lifestyle
entrepreneurs. The study concludes with discus&iassd on the findings.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Tourism offers many opportunities for family busiee often embodying
direct host-guest interactions in a more formalirmment like family home or
property. They are often vital to customer expegsrand satisfaction, and to destination
and community development (Getz and Carlsen 2d@g)iism and hospitality as an

1 Assistant Professor, PhD, Anadolu University, St¢haf Tourism and Hotel Management, 26470,
Eskisehir, Turkey, myolal@anadolu.edu.tr

2 Assistant Professor, PhD, Anadolu University, Sd¢haf Tourism and Hotel Management, 26470,
Eskisehir, Turkey, fatay@anadolu.edu.tr



MEDET YOLAL, FATMAGUL CETINEL

industry is dominated by small and medium sizeahdirmany of which are family
and owner operated businesses. They are predotyirsiaited or purchased for
lifestyle and autonomy reasons (Andersson, CadsehGetz, 2002). Contrary to
their importance in the economic well-being of doaintry, they suffer a wide range
of strategic disadvantages and weaknesses pregethiiem from a sustainable
development and yielding desired outcomes (Yoldl Bmeksiz, 2007). However,
interest in and research on family business has imeeeasing rapidly due to their
scale and importance in most countries. Middle00() noted that in Europe 95
percent of tourism businesses, generating perhagpshod of total tourism revenue,
are micro-business and most of these are familynbases (Getz, Carlsen and
Morrison, 2004). In Turkey, the total number of @omodation operations certified
by the Ministry as small and medium sized hoteMKi&s) is 1,730 including one,
two, and three star-rated hotels, motels, penstamsping, chalets and hostels, which
results in 74.5 percent of total number of all éiméerprises. When the municipality
certified hotels and family businesses are includied figure rises to 95 percent
(Ministry of Culture and Tourism, 2005).

In Turkey, however, studies on the family businedsetourism are very
limited compared to their dominance in the touriand hospitality sector of the
country and their contribution to both the develepmof tourism industry and the
economy. As it is suggested by Getz and Carlsed0)2@ is important to business
development and destination planning programs tderstand what motivates
entrepreneurs and investors, and what their valteesn starting a business. Thus,
the main objective of this paper is to examine ab@ristics and business goals of
family operated accommodation enterprises using flam Mugla, Turkey.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

At the heart of any discourse is the notion of migén. In this regard,
family business definitions focus around varialdash as ownership participation
or risk assumption. Broader definitions also inelsdcial aspects of entrepreneurial
life. Wherever family systems strongly interactiwibe entrepreneurial level of the
enterprise system, the enterprise shows a famigyneas character. This implies
that the development of a family business depemdshcee factors, namely: the
entrepreneurs’ family, ownership, and enterprisgesy (Gersick, Davis, Hampton,
and Lansberg, 1997). Family ties and values asn afaid to create a strong business
identity and a high level of internal ‘closenesghich may lead to better performance
of the firm in terms of internal trust and cont{deenders and Waarts, 2003).
While defining family businesses Westhead, Cowiing Howorth (1998) refers to
a discussion in Chua, Christman and Sharma (198®)githat ‘previous studies
have tried to define the family business by its exship and management but companies
with the same level of family involvement in owrtépsand management may or may
not consider themselves family businesses and, mgrertantly, may or may not
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behave as family businesses’, and Cowling and &#esc(1998:370) regarded a
family business if more than 50 percent of ordineoying shares are owned by
members of the largest single family group reldigdlood or marriage, and if the
company is perceived by the chief executive/maragdinector/chairman to be a
family business. Evidently, the owner/manager'sdaination of what his or her

business is more important than how others defirle the same vein, Birley, Ng

and Godfrey (1999:598) list the characteristica émily business is as follows:

« family owners consider the business to be a soafdacome for all
members, whether or not they work in the business,

 children usually start at the top, don’t know wtiay are doing, and so
manage badly,

e parents apply pressure to their children underagsumption that they
will automatically join the business,

e parents never know when to retire and never gidr tbhildren any
responsibility,

* owner-managers can’t separate family and busirfésssaand

* most children regret joining the family business.

Family dynamics is a crucial factor in the familysiness. This is true even
for sole proprietors, because their business #esvifrequently involve other
family members, and they often have to balancenegsiand family interests (Getz
and Carlsen, 2005). To many, the main advantagésedfamily business seem to
be related tarust, control, andemployee motivation. Family ties and values are often
said to create a strong business identity and h leigel of internal ‘closeness’,
which may lead to better performance of the firnteiims of internal trust and control
(Leenders and Waarts, 2003: 689). However, fanigriesses are different from other
businesses because ownership and control of thiedsssoverlaps with family
membership and, as such, are “the most complex &rbusiness organization”.
As a result, conflicts and contradictions can oasithe business and the family
strives for different objectives (Birley et al.,99). The interaction between family
dynamics and business operations are importaritjdimg such topics as gender
roles, dealing with family issues, ownership, familvolvement, and evolution of
the business within the family lifecycle (Getz a@aklsen, 2000)

In general, having a good corporate atmosphererisidered an important
advantage for a company (Hudson, 2001; Schulz,)200% mental environment
of a firm reflects the attitudes of the managerd elmoices of the firm (Leenders
and Waarts, 2003: 689). It is often assumed thdafoily business, profits may be
sub-optimal because keeping a happy family somstiowgweighs creating more
value and profits. This can create a good corpatatesphere if the dominance of the
family emphasis is generally accepted in the fikmt¢ de Vries, 1993). By contrast, if
members of the organization know that actions aietly evaluated on financial
criteria, the atmosphere can also be good (LeermhersVaarts, 2003: 690).
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A regularly mentioned issue regarding family busses concernsonflict
resolution when conflicts between organizational members iodtaonflicts occur
between organizational members, they may be mdfeul to handle if the
family orientation is strong (Morris, Williams, Adh and Avila 1997; Holland and
Boulton, 1984). A strong business orientation mayniwre beneficial for conflict
resolution because it can provide some objectier@ to solve possible problems
and to evaluate solutions (Leenders and Waarts3: B89).

A number of researchers have determined that &ainyers in tourism are
usually low, and many owners lack pertinent expegeor training (Morrison,
Rimmington, and Williams, 1999). Consequently, la€krofessionalism is a frequent
complaint leveled at family businesses in tourisrd hospitality (McKercher and
Robbins, 1998; Szivas, 2001). Shaw and William®Q1&. Getz and Carlsen, 2005)
observed that noneconomic reasons existed for rt@nysm/hospitality owners
entering business in UK coastal resorts. For exgntipty wanted to be self-employed,
hated their previous occupation, sought a betlestiile, had personal reasons for
making a change, or preferred the location (ofter avacationing there). Semi-
retirement was also a big motive, and in some casasers had been made
redundant from their previous jobs and were foitoeskek a new source of income
(Getz and Carlsen, 2005: 243).

Family businesses display a relatively low growdkey compared to non-
family firms. They often face typical managemend gnowth problems that call for
specific training areas such as succession oriconienagement issues (Ibrahim,
Soufani and Lam 2003). Furthermore family firms dngarticular priorities and
structures like family concerns that often reflgwt lifestyle that the family wants
to follow, rather than rational business princiglésters and Buhalis, 2004).

Seasonality has been an inescapable aspect adrtoand the fluctuations
in demand are more acute due to perishability efghoduct, and the effects of
seasonality are more drastic for the small or fanbilisinesses in the industry
limiting tourism business creation, profitabilitpéigrowth. A study of seasonality
revealed some of the pressures that are genenatieasndy businesses. They found
that owners relied heavily on summer student warkermeet peak demand, and
often worked themselves 100 hours a week over 201week season. Some took
another job in the off-season, while others hadustain the business (repairs,
marketing, etc.) (Getz and Carlsen, 2005: 241)z @etl Nilsson (2004) detected a
number of strategies used by family businesse#herecounter cyclical demand or
adapt to it, and all of the options have impacts$aonily life.

The National Survey of Small Tourism and Hospiyakirms in the UK
(Thomas, Friel, Jameson and Parsons, 1997) quedtiowners on their motives.
Fully 90 percent of owners gave non-economic reagonbeing in business. Few
were motivated by the anticipation of greater feiahrewards than could be expected
from paid employment. The most common reasons gigemusiness ownership
were to do what they enjoyed (45%) and the desirinflependence (30%). Only 4
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percent considered ownership of their small busitede a form of semi-retirement,
while 10 percent believed they had been driverlfeesnployment (Getz and Nilsson,
2004). Sharma and associates (1996) observedathdy business goals “are likely to
be quite different from the firm-value maximizatignal assumed for the publicly
traded and professionally managed firms”. In ayswidsmall tourism businesses in
Victoria, Australia, Bransgrove and King (1996) riduthat the top goals of owners/
managers were challenge/stimulus, business oppiyrtlifestyle, and long-term
financial gain (accounting for 18-24 % each). Bifgstyle goals were twice as
frequent in rural areas. Other rural tourism redezns have pointed to the goals or
rewards of improved social lives (Pearce, 199@),sacial standing (Pearce, 1990). In
the same manner, the paper examines characteasiicbusiness goals of family
operated accommodation enterprises using dataNtogta, Turkey.

3. METHODS

The aim of the study is to examine business go&lfamily operated
accommodation enterprises. The sampling framédnéostirvey was the family-operated
accommodation enterprises employing 1 to 10 empl®yA questionnaire is an
efficient data-collection mechanism when the researknows exactly what is required
and how to measure the variables of interest (8ekar992). The questionnaire
used in the study was developed on the basis of @wl Carlsen’s (2000) and
Gunver’'s (2002) previous studies, considering fpexific conditions of Turkey and
the tourism businesses. The questionnaires werénetiened personally in the
districts of Bodrum, Fethiye and Marmaris of Mugl@vince during January and
February, 2009. Almost 127 businesses were condlinete22 of them refused to
respond. The response rate was 82.6 percent.

The questionnaire has three parts. The first pasfudes demographic
questions about the owner-managers of the fanritysfi The second part questions
about the characteristics of the family firms. Aimaily third section includes questions
about the business goals.

4. RESULTS

All 105 respondents indicated that they had a fgmilned business, and
at least a member of the family was employed irbti@ness. The ownership among
the respondents proves the domination of malelerbtisiness life. Females merely
accounted for 20 percent in the respondents. Howévs is larger than expected,
since the female entrepreneurs accounted for @8 fdercent in Turkey according
to 2007 figures (www.koniks.com).

67.6 percent of respondents were married and 5&dept have at least
one child (the ages of the children were not qaestil). Of the 69 respondents
who had children, 21.7 percent had one child foldvy 43.5 percent having two
children, 21.7 have three children 10.1 perceneHawur children and finally 2.9
percent have five children.
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In terms of education, the largest group (35.2 %the respondents had a
university degree, 24.8 percent had high schoolifipaions, 15.2 had a college
diploma, 14.3 percent primary school and 7.6 pé¢read secondary school diploma.
Merely 2.9 percent had advanced degrees.

The dominant age category of respondent was 3824 (6), followed by
41-50 (23.8 %). The 21-30 age category accounted8d percent and the 51-60
category was 15.2 percent. Only 8 respondents lvatveeen 61-70 (7.6 %) and only 3
(2.9 %) were over 71.

As an entrepreneurial characteristic, 68.6 pergktiie respondents indicated
that they were the first generation in the familiginess, while 30.5 percent were the
second generation. These findings can be integrieteseveral ways. First, it is
seen that the respondent 67 percent of the firnte wpen for 2 to 15 years, and
most of the businesses are being operated byftheiders. Secondly, the analysis
of age groups of the respondents revealed that@@dent of them were between
21-40 age groups, and this age group is not seitabtransfer the business to the
second generation. Finally, 70.3 percent of thediwere founded after 1990s, and
they can be regarded as new in the business life.

The founder of the surveyed businesses has a timéaeety. 55.2 percent
of the respondents stated that they were the fouofdéhe business themselves.
33.4 percent explained that the founder of the l[falnisiness was their parents, and
they had inherited the business. In 32.4 percetii@businesses only a member of
the family was the owner of the business. Seveatggnt noted that ownership of
the business was a form of partnership among thédyfanembers.

The ownership of the real estate in which the mssroperates defines the
managerial style. The study findings showed thatithilding belonged to the family
(the respondent himself/herself, spouse, childegn parents) in 85.7 percent of
the respondents. On the other hand 13.3 percéin¢ dfusinesses were being operated
in a rented building. Only one respondent stated the building belonged to a
relative. These buildings could also be used aa@e f residence for the family.
And it was also found that 23.8 percent of the oesignts were living in the family
business building.

It is known that small businesses, especially fammilsinesses offer limited
service. In this vein, it is surprising to find dahiat 70.5 percent of the respondent
businesses offer restaurant facilities, and theyesieoth lunch and dinner. Besides,
24.8 percent of the respondents operate bed aadtfast. Finally, 4.8 percent did
not offer any food and beverage facilities.

As mentioned above at least a member of the fawdly employed in the
business. The number of family members employdtérbusinesses varies one to
six. The largest group (30.5 %) of the respondieisated that two family members
were employed in the business, followed by 27.@gearemployed three and 25.7
percent employed just one family member. 10.5 peroad four members and 4.8
percent had five members. Merely one respondemidrasshad six family members
employed in the business.
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Another important finding of the study is that 5¥¢ent of the respondents
did not rely on solely their accommodation businddwey also had other sources
of income except the accommodation business. mrdgard, 61.9 percent of the
respondents evaluated their income leveyasl, and 25.7 perceniery well. The
rest of the respondents (11.4 %) evaluated theimme levels asoderate. Although
satisfaction from the income levels is relatives itinderstood that all the respondents
were earning satisfactory in their businesses. Wewehis does not guarantee the
future well-being of the family businesses.

The future of such firms was also questioned. Hspaondents were asked
to indicate whether they prepare someone for therdutransfer of the business.
Forty percent of the respondents stated that ttaéyetd some family members for
future transfer of the business. Although this saems to be low, when it is compared
with the age groups of the respondents, this issagirising and exceptional since
more than half of the respondents are between 24g40groups. Similarly, they
were asked about the transfer of the businesses.g@scent of the respondents
stated that they would transfer the business io$bas, while only 4.8 percent would
transfer to their daughters. The parents wereniettlto transfer their businesses to their
sons rather than their daughters. However, 13.8&peof the respondents indicated
that they were planning to transfer the busines®ite who was talented. This finding
is also important for the sustainability of the ibess and safer generation shift.

Table 1 shows the details of degrees of importavite each one of the
eleven statements provided in the third part of ghestionnaire. For simplicity,
attributed agreement levels were summarised inpgmercentages as “strongly
agree or agree” and “strongly disagree and disagfée overall mean value was
2.36 out of 5, which means the agreement levehefréspondents towards business
goals, in general, was neither favourable nor unieable.

As can be seen in Table 1, 80.0 percent of theoregnts agreed with the
goal “prefer a quite life far from the crowd of thity” with a mean value of 3.65,
while 51.4 percent of the respondents agreed Wwelgbal “to increase the number
of employees”. However the mean value of “to insesthe number of employees”
was found to be 3.32, which is in thiadecided area. The respondents are also neither
agree nor disagree with the goals of “meeting neapfe rather than making lots
of money”, “to grow business”, “to increase the fo@mof rooms” and “pass on the
responsibility to children”. These findings canrbad as that the respondents in the
survey are lifestyle entrepreneurs.

On the other hand, it seems that the respondesagrmie with the goals of
“enjoying the property by not accepting customersiinear future”, “transfer the
management to other people”, and “sell the busingssn a reasonable price
occurs”. Besides they strongly disagree with “gservice by diminishing the number
of rooms”, and “close this business and open a oe&/. These findings reveal
that the respondents like to work in the tourisiduistry but they do not intend to
grow their family businesses.
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Table 1. Business Goals of Family Operated Accommation Enterprises

® o Py
30 |20 o
582 182 |3
S®® g2 25
GOALS =Ehw | £ o & Mean St. D.
ass |E5 |5
c =
= n
% % %
prefer a quite life far from the crowd of the 19.0 1.0 80.0 3.65 .96
city in a small business.
to increase the number of employees. 231 25)0 51.43.32 .93
meeting new people rather than making lots 46.7 22.9 30.5 2.85 .90
of money.
to grow business. 44.8 31.4 23.8 2.8D 1.02
to increase the number of rooms. 46.7 29.5 238 927 1.06
pass on the responsibility to children. 51.4 19.0 9.62 2.69 1.25
enjoying the property by not accepting 75.2 3.8 21.0 1.95 1.36
customers in a near future.
transfer the management to other people 85.7 28 151 1.67 1.01
sell the business when a reasonable price 76.2 19.0 4.8 1.66 1.03
occurs.
go on service by diminishing the number of 95.2 29 1.9 1.34 .63
rooms.
close this business and open a new one. 96.2 148 0 1. 1.26 .63

The eleven perceptional items were factor analyzeld varimax rotation
to delineate the underlying dimensions of busimgsss of the family businesses.
Each dimension had an Eigenvalue at least onegbehiand explained more than
3 percent of the variance. The total variance emxpthwas 60.3 percent. One item,
‘meeting new people rather than making lots of nggnehich was removed from
further analysis, had a loading of less than 04t total Cronbach’s alpha value
indicated that the model was internally relialoleQ; 770). The appropriateness of factor
analysis for business goals was determined by Bartest of sphericity=467,623
p<0.001 and the test KMO = 0.625, Sig 0.000. Thtofaanalysis of these items
resulted in three factor groupings. The three dsiozis were than labeled according
to the variables that carried higher factor loadingthin each particular factor
(Table 2). The reliability coefficients for threactors were as 0.893 for growth, 0.716
for retirementand 0.706 for slow down.
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Table 2. Factor Analysis Results of Business Goals

[%]

q) -

2 23 38 52

o O = o=

Subscales 2 & < 3 c g

Q = o S & L ©

o L o x |

i X o >l
Growth 2.854 .893 25.958
- to grow business. .955
- to increase the number of rooms. .955
- to increase the number of employees. .790
Retirement 2.725 716 18.701
- to enjoy the property by not accepting custoners 851

a near future.
- pass on the responsibility to children 772
- prefer a quite life far from the crowd of theyciih

a small business. 539
- transfer the management to other people 523
Slow Down 1.725 .706 15.680

- sell the business when a reasonable price occurs. .806
- close this business and open a new one. 787
- go on service by diminishing the number of rooms. 677

5. CONCLUSION

The study reports on a field survey on the fampgi@ted accommodation
businesses in Mugla. The analysis reveals thafatihdy-operated accommodation
enterprises in the region are relatively new, naésthich are in the business life
between 2 to15 years. And most of them are beiegatgd by their first generation
founders in the age group of 30-40. This can bé&aaedl by the rapid development of
tourism industry in Turkey as a result of TourismcBuragement Law of 1982. An
elaborate incentive system, using Ministry of Crdtand Tourism and the Tourism
Bank as main instruments, was introduced backedulfficient resources at least
until the end of 80 (Goymen, 2000).

Female entrepreneurship is also found to be asa®®0 percent. In their
study, Cetinel, Yolal and Emeksiz (2009) foundrailsir ownership pattern in small
and medium sized hotel enterprises that merely pérbent of the businesses are
owned by females. This is the result of male domieain the business life in
Turkey. In a similar manner, transfer plans of tveners are also problematic.
They mostly plan to transfer their businesses éftiure to their sons. However, it
Is expected them to transfer the businesses taldr@ed children. At this point it may
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be argued that it is too early for the owner maragé the family businesses to
plan for a transfer due to their younger ages aastiyntheir being the founder of

the family businesses. On the other hand, the emasagers of the family-operated
accommodation businesses are found to be well &tlicRhough, it is expected

that these people would follow a more professiapgroach in the management of
their family firms, and contribute to the sustaiitigbof their businesses.

The property of the firm belongs to over 85 peradrthe families. This is
important for the financial well-being of the busases. On the other hand more
than half of the families did not rely solely orethaccommodation businesses and
this diminishes over-dependence of the familiesttom family accommodation
business. This also helps families to overcome lprob caused by seasonality of
demand. Contrary to expectations, most of the legsies offer restaurant facilities.

When the business goals are examined, it is sesn8th percent of the
respondents prefer a quite life far from the crafdhe city in a small business.
They also place emphasis on increasing the nunfbemployees. They may wish
to create employment for the family members. Tiselte of the study also indicated
that the respondents planning to continue theiilyabusiness without any intention
to transfer or sell or grow their business. It mslerstood that the owner managers
of the surveyed family businesses are mainly §esentrepreneurs. Three factors
dominate their business goals: growth, retiremamt slow down. These three
dimensions of business goals demonstrate that é dfirretirement with limited
service and limited guest, enjoying the propertypassing on the responsibility to
children and slowing down the business are impbgaals for the family businesses.
These findings can also be read as the proofsféstyle entrepreneurship.

The study is limited to only one destination in Rey, and the study areas
should be diversified in order to evaluate the ¢guas a whole. Further studies
would also contribute greatly to the understandifithe family firms and present
insights on the characteristics and strategic tatems of family firms.

REFERENCES

1. Andersson, T., Carlsen, J., and Getz, D. (2002nilyebusiness goals in the tourism
and hospitality sector: Case studies and cross-gaabysis from Australia, Canada,
and Swederf-amily Business Review, 15(2): 89-106.

2. Barry, B. (1975). The development of organizativacure in the family firmJournal of
General Management, 42-60.

3. Birley, S., Ng, D. and Godfrey, A. (1999). The faymand the business.ong Range
Planning, 32(6): 598-608.

4. Bransgrove, C. and King, B. (1996). Strategic mtnke practice amongst small
tourism and hospitality businesses. In Thomase®.) §oring Symposium Proceedings
of International Association of Hotel Management Schools, (pp. 29-38).Leeds Metropolitan
University.

70



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

BUSINESS GOALS OF FAMILY-OPERATED ACCOMMODATION ENHRPRISES

Cetinel, F., Yolal, M. and Emeksiz, M. (2009). Humasource management in small
and medium sized hotels in Turkejournal of Human Resources Management in
Hospitality and Tourism Management, 8 (1): 43-63.

Chua, J., Chrisman, J. and Sharma, P. (1999). ibgfthe family business by behaviour.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 23(4): 19-37.

Gersick, K.E., Davis, J.A. Hampton, M.M. and Langpd. (1997).Generation to
Generation: Life Cycles of the Family Business. Boston: Haword Business Press.
Getz, D. and Carlsen, J. (2000). Caharcteristicsgarals of family and owner-operated
businesses in the rural tourism and hospitalityagscTourism Management, 21(6):
547-560.

Getz, D. and Carlsen, J. (2005). Family businegsunism-state of the ar&nnals of
Tourism Research, 32(1): 237-258.

Getz, D., Carlsen, J. and Morrison, A (200%he Family Business in Tourism and
Hospitality. Cambridge: CABI Publishing.

Getz, D. and Nilsson, P.A. (2004). Responses oilfémsinesses to extreme seasonality
in demand: The case of Bornholm, Denmdidurism Management, 25(1): 17-30.
Goymen, K. (2000). Tourism and governance in Turkewals of Tourism Research,
27(4): 1025-1048.

Gunver, B.A. (2002).Aile Idetmelerinin Yapis ve Gelecegi (Characteristics and
Future of Family Businesses). Istanbul: Istanbul Kultur Universitesi Yayinlari.

Holland, P. G. and Boulton, W. R. (1984). Balancthg family and the business in
family businessBusiness Horizons, 27(2): 16-21.

Hudson, K. M. (2001). Transforming a conservatiganpany-one laugh at a time.
Harvard Business Review, 79(7): 45-53.

Ibrahim, A.B., Soufani, K. and Lam, J. (2003). Fnfiusiness training: A Canadian
perspectiveEducation& Training, 45(8/9): 474-482.

Kets de Vries, M. F. R. (1993). The dynamics ofifaroontrolled firms.Organizational
Dynamics, 21(3): 59-71.

Leenders, M. and Waatrts, E. (2003). Competitivenedsevolution of family businesses:
The role of family and business orientatidturopean Management Journal, 21(6):
686-697.

McKercher, B., and Robbins, B. (1998). Businessttgpment issues affecting nature-
based tourism operators in Australlaurnal of Sustainable Tourism, 6(2): 173-188.

Middleton, V. (2001). The importance of micro-blesses in European tourism. In
Roberts, L. and Hall, D. (edsRural Tourism and Recreation: Principles to Practice.
Wallingford: CABI International.

Ministry of Culture and Tourism (MCT) (2005). Korakna Tesislerine Ait Istatistikler
(Accommodation Statistics) Retrieved December 2005
www.turizm.gov.tr/TR/BlegeGoster.

Morris, M.H., Williams, R.O., Allen, J.A. and Avil&.A. (1997). Correlates of success in
family business transitiongournal of Business Venturing, 12(5): 341-422.

71



23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

72

MEDET YOLAL, FATMAGUL CETINEL

Morrison, A., Rimmington, M., and Williams, C. (199 Entrepreneurship in the
Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure Industries. Oxford: Butterworth Heinemann.

Pearce, P. (1990). Farm tourism in New Zealandodas situation analysig\nnals of
Tourism Research, 17(3): 117-125.

Peters, M. and Buhalis, D. (2004). Family hotelibasses: Strategic planning and the
need for education and trainirigducation& Training, 46(8/9): 406-415.

Schulz, J. W. (2001). Tapping the best that is iwitlVhy corporate culture matters.
Management Quarterly, 42(1): 29-36.

Sekaran, U. (1992Research Methods for Business: A ill Building Approach (2™ Ed.).
New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Szivas, E. (2001). Entrance into tourism entrepuestep: A UK case studylourism
and Hospitality Research, 3(2): 163-172.

Sharma, P., Chrisman, J. and Chua, J. (199Rgview and Annotated Bibliography of
Family Business Sudies. Boston: Kluwer.

Thomas, R., Friel, M., Jameson, S. and Parsong1®®7). The national survey of
small tourism and hospitality firms. Annual report 1996-97. Leeds: Leeds Metropolitan
University.

Westhead, P., Cowling, M. and Howorth, C. (2001he Tdevelopment of family

companies: Management and ownership imperativasily Business Review, 14(4):
369-385.

Yolal, M. and Emeksiz, M. (2007). A cooperative keting model proposal for
SMHEs in TurkeyWorld Journal of Tourism Small Business Management, 1(2):57-68.

www.koniks.com Retrieved April, 2009.



