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Abstract 
 
As the first decade of the 21st century draws to a close, articles have been published 

revealing the systematic need to analyse the research undertaken in the family business field. 
In line with these questions, our article aims to go one step further to define the context for 
family business research and the outlook and challenges facing for the next 10 years. For 
doing that, 1) we analyse the evolution of cognition in the first decade of the 21st

 

 century, 
identifying the breakaway points with existing core-knowledge in family business and the 
relevant elements for forming a new core-knowledge; 2) we consider the main challenges for 
gaining maturity in the field due to the parallelism between Management and family business 
field, the current gap between academic and practice worlds, and the solution that the holistic 
approach provide as an outlet for research. 

Introduction 
 

As the first decade of the 21st century draws to a close, articles have been published giving 
an insight into the field of the family business in the new millennium (Debicki et al., 2009), 
paradigms in the domain of family businesses have been put forward (Moores, 2009), and 
special topics have been published (Chrisman, Steier, & Chua, 2008). This type of articles 
reveals the systematic need to analyse the research undertaken, show the links between such 
contributions, analyse the content of the articles in question and suggest new challenges to be 
explored (Casillas & Acedo, 2007; Chrisman et al., 2010). 

 
In this respect, new concerns arise: are we capable, with theories derived from other fields 

of knowledge, within the dominant paradigm in family business, to develop a sufficiently 
extensive body of research to describe, explain, and predict the phenomenon of the family 
business?, can the family business phenomenon be explained, reflecting the essence of the 
focus of research and completely exhausting the possibilities of an overall understanding of 
its nature? In line with these questions, our article aims to go one step further to define the 
context for family business research and the outlook and challenges facing for the next 10 
years.  

 
For doing that, firstly, we analyse the evolution of cognition in the first decade of the 21st 

century, reviewing articles published in three journals, Family Business Review, Journal of 
Business Venturing and Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, identifying the breakaway 
points with existing core-knowledge in family business and the relevant elements for forming 
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a new core-knowledge. Secondly, we consider the main challenges for gaining maturity facing 
the field of family businesses for the new decade, due to the parallelism of methodological 
reflections published both in the most influential Management journals in general, and in 
those dealing with family business issues in particular. As a result of interpreting the 
information available, we have consider, adapting the typology of Katz (2008), the three 
aspects of legitimacy -moral, regulatory and cognitive- to family business field to understand 
the breakaway points with the old core-knowledge (subject or topics, theory and influence 
group) and progress to know the relevant elements (essence -the image and very nature of the 
family business-, influence - the effect that the family has on the business, and vice versa-, 
and integration -the ability of researchers to group together disperse knowledge in holistic 
studies that attempt to join the pieces of the puzzle of the family business seen from a number 
of disciplines) for forming a new core-knowledge where different paradigms can co-exist.  

 
Based on the exhaustive literature review, we argue that we should no longer talk of core-

knowledge on the baseline established in the 80s and 90s. Our analysis leads us to consider 
that the optimism for the new decade has three characteristics. First, due to the parallelism of 
methodological reflections published both in the most influential Management journals in 
general, and in those dealing with family business issues in particular. Second, the current gap 
between the academic and professional worlds is another basis for optimism, justified by the 
fact that the distance between these spheres is beneficial to both and, furthermore, justifies a 
future encounter. Third, family business must be able to create a group of characteristics, not 
only for the benefit of creating its own body of theory, but also to add to knowledge in all 
disciplines included in the different aspects of corporate research, bringing in factors which 
enrich and contribute to knowledge in general: the holistic approach is the reference.  

 
The 80s and 90s: autonomy of the family business field 

  
In the 80s and 90s family business created its own field of study. The significant evolution 

of the research during this long period is illustrated by the shift from the so-called pre-
paradigmatic stage (before 1983) to the prevailing paradigm development stage (1983-1988), 
and finally, to the frontier research development stage (from 1989). At this stage, so-called 
"core knowledge" revolves around: 1) family business exists as a specific type of company; 2) 
a family business is a reality comprising various systems; 3) conflicts arise due to the 
complexity of existing relationships; 4) the main challenge facing a family business is the 
issue of succession, and 5) there are tools which enable these conflicts and challenges to be 
met (Casillas & Acedo, 2007).  

 
This long period ends with two concerns. First, a greater consensus on elements such as the 

definition of the field of family business as a sphere of study and the concept of the family 
business itself as a focus of research (Astrachan, Kelin & Smyrnios, 2002). Second, to 
facilitate knowledge pooling and the development of the field of study, because parallel 
analyses are still being undertaken, it is difficult to limit the field of analysis, and assessment 
of research activity is a complex task. This stage, therefore, concludes with significant 
progress being made in the development of autonomy in the family business field. 
Nevertheless, bearing in mind the demands of researchers, the high, intermediate or low level 
of autonomy of the field is still under debate. 

 
The first decade of the 21st

 
 century: legitimacy with a new core-knowledge 
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At the start of the new century, new concerns arise: Are we capable, with theories derived 
from other fields of knowledge to develop a sufficiently extensive body of research to 
describe, explain, and predict the phenomenon of the family business? Can the family 
business phenomenon be explained, reflecting the essence of the focus of research and 
completely exhausting the possibilities of an overall understanding of its nature? 

 
Finding the answer to these questions has led us to consider the new challenge for this first 

decade of the 21st century: the credibility and legitimacy achieved by the research undertaken 
so far. Adapting the typology of Katz (2008) to the family business field cognition, we shall 
consider three aspects of legitimacy, as a many-sided concept: 1) moral, we adapt to the 
standards or values of the society in which we live, based on an assessment of the 
differentiating characteristics of family businesses, where stereotyped decision cannot be 
applied, 2) regulatory, we adhere to the rules laid down by the academic authorities, 3) and 
cognitive, level of acceptance of the product, process and result of research into family 
businesses.  

 What type of legitimacy has been achieved? Moral and regulatory legitimacy is quite 
important in family business. First, the idiosyncrasy of the family business beyond all doubt, 
and the existence of typologies and taxonomies highlight the specific modelling applied to the 
field of study (Basco & Pérez Rodríguez, 2009). Second, from an academic point of view 
there is ample agreement on the elements to be included in family business education, 
although greater recognition is needed for educational programmes with regard to receiving 
grants, dissemination and innovation, and training. Third, articles are published in specialised 
or general journals, dealing with internal selection, and disseminating articles through various 
communication vehicles. Discussions are also held on the most natural and ideal outlets 
(Chrisman et al., 2008). 

 
If moral and regulatory legitimacy has developed rapidly due to the interest awakened in 

the scientific community, cognitive legitimacy has followed a slower path as a logical result 
of the knowledge construction process. In order to know about cognitive legitimacy, we 
analysed the evolution of cognition in the first decade of the 21st 

 

century, reviewing articles 
published in three journals from 2000 until now: Family Business Review, Journal of Business 
Venturing, and Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice. We have examined them by the ability 
to: 1) analyse suitable elements that define the idiosyncrasy of family businesses, 2) acquire 
knowledge from external fields and adapt them to family business in order to create a unique 
theory, and 3) make inverse contributions, returning to other spheres that which was 
previously borrowed.  

First, in relation to the idiosyncrasy of the family business, research so far, as in other, 
older, spheres (such as Management), has attempted to echo the challenges these companies 
must face at the start of the new century. Theoretical development has been motivated by 
articles such as those of Heck et al. (2008), or Sharma (2004), who have revealed to us the 
trends for family business research during this period. There have also been many articles in 
which issues are modelled following years of research or levels of theory are integrated 
(Lambrecht, 2005), new approaches with respect to the grouping of family businesses are 
discussed (Basco & Pérez Rodríguez, 2009), or suitable contexts for performing certain 
management processes are defined (Blumentritt et al., 2007). 

 
Second, with regard to the openings for creating a family business theory, cognitive 

legitimacy implies that more discussions must be held on how to explain the raison d'etre of 
the family business and the purpose of the same: the repercussions that the business-family 
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relationship have both on formulation and strategic implementation, summarising all the key 
aspects leading to the creation of a reference framework for so-called Family Business 
Management.  

 
All the above has been brought to light through articles which during this decade attempt 

to analyse the internal behaviour of the family business: the keys to competitiveness 
(Chrisman, Steier & Chua, 2008), altruism  (Lubatkin et al., 2007), productive and destructive 
internal relationships, or conflict (Eddleston et al., 2008), corporate governance (Carney, 
2005), identity and commitment (Lumpkin et al., 2008), trust (Sundaramurthy & Kreiner, 
2008), the importance and the role of familiness (Pearson et al., 2008), and culture (DeNoble 
et al., 2007).  

 
Finally, with regard to inverse contribution, cognitive legitimacy also involves spreading 

the idea that we do not always adopt ideas from other spheres, as if we were robots, trying to 
find expression for a scope of research or a sample group of businesses. For example, agency 
theory has been debated to explain the relationship between ownership and management in 
Management literature (Katz, 2008). The theory should be understood from the point of view 
of the value it adds to the family business because, although family businesses per se were not 
taken into account when developing the theory, they have been included in surveys: most 
companies on the worldwide economic stage are family businesses. 

 
This position of strength gives us the standing required to have more cognitive legitimacy 

through studies such as those of Karra, Tracey & Philips (2006) linking altruism and agency 
theory, Eddleston et al. (2008) putting forward the stewardship theory perspective, Pearson, 
Carr & Shaw (2008) with the social capital approach, Tokarczyk et al. (2007) with the theory 
of resources and capacity, Nicholson (2008) from the psychological perspective, Leaptrott 
(2005) from the institutional theory, or Pieper & Klein (2008) or Riordan & Riordan (1993) 
from the systemic perspective. The paper by Chrisman et al. (2010) gives us key information 
about influential articles in family business area based on agency theory or the resource-based 
view, and Moores (2009) introduces how the subject body of the business family domain can 
be better articulated by building a theoretical model concurrently adapting and integrating to 
the business family three theories. 

 
Considering the cognitive legitimacy of the family business field, we have identified three 

breakaway points with existing core-knowledge (subject, theory and influence group). The 
breakaway points are neither exclusive nor exclusionary, although we consider them to be the 
most representative as they are closely linked with the academic limitations raised by 
researchers in their papers, that can be arranged into three categories: 1) the different types of 
family businesses considered, 2) the lack of consensus on the measurement of variables in 
each subject and within the limits of the family business field, and 3) the fragmentary nature 
of the research, undertaken in different countries, research centres and groups and/or 
individuals.  

 
The first breakaway point comes from relevant subjects and the appearance of new 

variables in family business research, bringing in new researchers from different fields. The 
range of subjects has considerably increased and the focus which till then was aimed on some 
subjects, such as succession, has changed (in some cases being reinterpreted in the light of 
new variables). This first breakaway point is in line with the limitations that researchers 
encounter in their articles, and which transcends conceptualisation of the family business: 
conceptualising different types of family business. Family businesses do not form a 
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homogenous group, and this is why many researchers suggest the need to test the variables 
and relationships in their models on different types of family business and then decide which 
variables are suitable for defining types. This limitation, therefore, suggests to us that the 
importance lies not only in defining the family business or in determining the variables, even 
though these may have been changed and adapted. The challenge is to ensure that studies can 
be integrated into models that can explain the family business phenomenon per se. 

 
The second breakaway point has to do with the theories on which research papers are 

based. In the first place, the progress of research challenges the life cycle approach, as not all 
family businesses evolve in the same way, and therefore classifying businesses based on 
stages of development is not longer valid. Secondly, the systems theory has been, and 
continues to be, one of the main theoretical frameworks for recognising family businesses, 
although the concept of "system" has changed. Thirdly, there has been a signification influx 
of new theoretical frameworks from other disciplines (resources-based approach, agency 
theory, stewardship theory, etc.). This new breakaway point also is in line with the limitations 
pointed out by researchers when referring to the wide variety of measurements used in 
different subjects. Lack of theory in the family business field creates methodological 
limitations: experimentation does not simply consist of developing an empirical analysis; an 
empirical study must link theory with measurements to prove the basic proposition of the 
same. 

 
The last breakaway point is related to the centre of gravity of cognition power groups to 

guide progress in the field. Casillas & Acedo (2007) highlight a group of authors who have 
been key to understanding core-knowledge. During the first decade of the 21st century a new 
group of researchers has taken over, bringing in new ideas and, by dint of their publications 
becoming a point of reference. The paper by Debicki et al. (2009) illustrates the direction the 
field is taking. In line with this breakaway point, many articles published emphasise the 
limitations imposed by the scope of the sample groups and the generalisation of results. The 
reason for this limitation can be found, in many cases, in the fragmentary nature of the 
research undertaken: divided between different countries, research centres and groups and/or 
individuals. Although the dispersal of efforts has led, on the surface, to an increase in 
research, it has also contributed to a lack of in-depth knowledge and the difficulty of creating 
papers using representative samples and longitudinal studies. 

 
These three breakaway points have changed the shape of family business research, creating 

new spaces and ways to understand the phenomenon being studied, bringing in elements for 
creating new core-knowledge. New core-knowledge is based on considering the family 
business as a unique system to be studied. To understand this, researchers focus their attention 
on the essence and the influence of the family business -the foundations on which it is created, 
developed and maintained- and integration of the research done.  

 
The essence is the image and very nature of the family business. By influence we mean the 

effect that the family has on the business, and vice versa. The essence and influence have 
been developed through contributions made by different theories or other disciplines to the 
field, adapting variables or creating new ones. Although influence and essence enable us to 
establish why a family business continues to represent an alternative and viable organisation 
in capitalist economy, they are also part of the future trend of research: dispersal and 
fragmentation of subject matter, with the corresponding consequences.  
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In this respect, at the end of the first decade of the 21st

 

 century researchers have found what 
seems to be a logical solution to the problem: integration as the ability of researchers to group 
together dispersed knowledge in holistic studies that attempt to join the pieces of the puzzle of 
the family business seen from a number of disciplines. The integration umbrella can be seen 
in studies on management decisions and governance (Basco & Pérez Rodríguez, 2009), in the 
integration of levels (Shepherd, 2009), or in the consideration of configurational approaches 
(Casillas, Moreno & Barbero, 2010).  

Essence, influence and integration change the basis of the field. We believe that we should 
no longer talk of "core-knowledge" on the baseline established in the 80s and 90s. The “new 
core-knowledge" of this decade and the next implies understanding that: 1) family business is 
a single system, 2) understanding of its internal behaviour is based on the duality of the 
business-family relationship in different decisions to be taken (on both formulation and 
implementation strategy), 3) each family business interprets the business/family balance in the 
light of the goals it has set and the scope of the context, 4) these goals are as much economic 
as family-oriented objectives, 5) time and context modify challenges, and challenges are 
reinterpreted in time and according to context), 6) there is a Family Business Management, 
based on specific internal behaviour, duality of the business/family relationship in decisions, 
and economic and family objectives.  

 
The integration process initiated, however, is a challenge to be carried over to the coming 

decade. Perhaps the moment has arrived to take a look into the past, to return to the origins of 
family business studies, in order to understand that the second decade of the 21st

 

 century will 
be a key period for bringing research to maturity.   

The second decade of the 21st

 
 century: towards maturity 

The optimism with which we confront the new decade has three characteristics. Firstly, 
due to the parallelism of methodological reflections published both in the most influential 
Management journals in general, and in those dealing with family business issues in 
particular. Secondly, the current gap between the academic and professional worlds is another 
basis for optimism, justified by the fact that the distance between these spheres is beneficial to 
both and, furthermore, justifies a future encounter. Finally, the revision made through time 
show that we have a long way to go, and that the holistic approach and context provide an 
outlet for research, a guide for the future and a solution for the gap.  

 
Parallels between the current situation of Management and Family Business Field 

In recent years, various articles have echoed to debate on the growth, maturity and possible 
golden age of Management, debates are held on how to change the process and outcome of 
research, the need for collaboration between academics and professionals is put forward, or 
the need to contextualise research to shorten the gap between micro and macro levels, and the 
need to multilevel research ((Agarwal and Hoetker, 2007; Bartunek, 2007; Pfeffer, 2007).  

 
In line with these studies, articles have been published in family business and related 

journals (such as the field of entrepreneurship or small and medium sized enterprises) on the 
need for credibility in research into family businesses in the light of the debate on the 
autonomy of the field  (Katz, 2008), the identification of different areas of research more 
closely linked to the real world as a means of focussing future research (Vought et al., 2008), 
the multidisciplinary approach (Heck et al., 2008), or the most suitable communication 
vehicles for family business studies (Chrisman et al., 2008). To all this must be added 
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interesting papers analysing the evolution of the intellectual structure of both Management  
(Colquitt and Zapata-Phelan, 2007) and the family business field (Casillas & Acedo, 2007; 
Chrisman et al., 2010; Debicki et al., 2009; Moores, 2009). 

  
Reflecting on the content of these papers and the relationship between the same, we can 

see that the parallels between the current situation of Management and family business field is 
justified for the following reasons that have arisen as a conclusion of the above reflection.  

 
First, research into family business has tentatively (prior to the 80s) found a niche within 

the field of Management, gradually becoming more consolidated and finding its own identity 
(as shown by the progress made in the 90s and the first decade of this century). Second, as a 
result of the above, the reasons for justifying the autonomy of the family business field lead 
us to a situation similar to that experienced by Management: we should no longer be 
discussing the existence of the field but discuss the parameters of the same (Vought et al., 
2007).  

 
Third, the conceptual problem of the family business and of limits is a concern which is 

currently to be found in a wider context: the search for an explanation of how companies 
compete and why some are better than others, thus justifying, in the case of the family 
business or any other business, its existence.  

 
Fourth, and as a consequence of the previous idea, Management theories should be 

understood based on the value family business add, because Management has reached it 
evolutionary peak and maturity thanks to the companies analysed and these, naturally, include 
family businesses. The time has come to state that understanding Management theories 
demands incorporating the family business into the corresponding explanation. Furthermore, 
Management alone does not provide access to the family business if its theories do not 
consider the core knowledge generated. 

 
Fifth, the possibility of the field of family business becoming a discipline capable of 

returning to other disciplines as much, if not more, of the theory and concepts borrowed is a 
reality. So know, with the legitimacy gained, we have passed the point of no return; no 
serious and rigorous study can refer to the family business as a mere sample group, even 
though the research is not interested in analysing the idiosyncrasy.  

 
Sixth, the legitimacy achieved by the family business field (to be consolidated in the near 

future) with the new core-knowledge, leads us to talk of the family business strategy, of 
family business organisation, of family business as an economic organisation, where the 
competitive, strategic, economic perspective, …, can be used as a basis for generating the 
corresponding theory based on established core-knowledge.  

 
Seventh, as a result of the above, if we are in a position to return to Management what has 

been borrowed from Management, we are now in a position to speak of Family Business 
Management, as our classifications and conclusions cannot be transferred or interpreted 
within the single Management framework.  

 
Eighth, as some authors suggest, family business research seeks to fulfil the promise of 

helping companies achieve better results (Chrisman et al., 2005). On this point we are on a 
level with Management, which has always been concerned with these issues (for example, the 
case of the Academy Management Journal since 1958 to the present day, cited by Bartunek in 
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the 2007 essay). Theoretical construction creates epistemological and institutional barriers to 
overcome the gap between academia and the professional sphere (John, 2006), both in 
Management and Family Business. However, we believe that the new decade reveals to us a 
period when links between academia and the corporate world are more than just a dream, as 
we will explain after.  

 
Research-practice gap and the holistic approach 

 There is no doubt which comes first, the egg or the hen. Adapting Bartunek's (2007) idea, 
if family businesses did not exist, family business academics would be out of a job. Now, if 
research into family businesses aims to help companies achieve better results (Chrisman et 
al., 2005), there are several questions to consider because the barriers between the two 
spheres are clear. 

  
The goal of cognitive legitimacy is affected by the fact that the importance of research is 

trivialised with regard to its real world application: most of the advice given in research 
papers (the journals considered) is not easily implemented by managers and professionals. If 
academics are as willing to develop a good theory as managers can be persuaded to adopt it, 
and each action undertaken by managers is based on some theory lodged in the back of their 
minds, then the challenge is to properly reflect these theories and connect them. How?  

 
It could be, as suggested by Vought et al. (2008), that a good theory does not need to be 

immediately useful to professionals to resolve real world problems. If our papers were 
immediately useful and practical they would probably not be real theories. However, the 
guidance provided by a strong theory can facilitate research and allow the field to move in the 
direction of channels that can provide certain information that can be immediately useful, and 
other that can be applied in the future. We need to establish more serious and rigorous 
reflections that pave the way to dialoguing with the professional sphere. Theory should be 
understood, and not only in the way suggested by Sutton and Staw (1995), who have left us 
magnificent reflections which have served as a guideline for justifying the contribution made 
by our research. It should also be understood as a kind of statement predicting which actions 
will lead to which results and why (Christensen & Raynor, 2003).  

 
At the same time, progress in the field demands new basis for justifying, in the near future, 

the limitations of our work. Methodological limitations are not enough, being the basis for 
extending and improving academic contributions and validating future development. When 
we justify a paper we are excessively concerned with the theoretical contribution that requires 
a certain amount of structure and justification within the framework of the state of the issue, 
which is defined by the validity previously contributed by academics. In some cases we seem 
to have lost the value perspective contributed by early studies in the field of family business, 
characterised by the inductive approach. Probably, many of the deductive studies undertaken 
in recent years have removed us from reality because we need to accept the limitations of our 
research in the light of the demands made by journals and their editors. We have to 
periodically question whether or not theories being developed can in some way, at some time, 
help to resolve practical problems, in what way we are making inverse contribution to 
Management, and how we are given a new step to the Family Business Management.  

 
As our journals are not always the best vehicles for transmitting research to the 

professional sphere and communication is not as agile, fluid, effective and useful as needed to 
connect different family business interest groups (businessmen, consultants, academics, 
politicians, institutions,...), ever more communication channels must be opened up between 
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academia and the professional sphere. Good examples are: 1) the Family Business 
Practitioner analysed but also the content of the Academy Management Perspectives journal; 
2) the networks of chairs of family business and important centres of research currently in 
existence as a way of reaching out to professionals, not forgetting the importance of training 
to meet future challenges for all involved; 3) another example is the IFERA conference which 
includes a seminar called “the global forum on family business policy”. 

 
But, as some authors consider, research generates value when theoretical development is 

motivated by challenges faced by companies and management (Bartunek, 2007). The solution 
also lies, therefore, in designing papers based on the concerns of management, promoting 
evidence-based management collaboration with the goal of informing managerial decisions by 
the best available scientific evidence. The holism will be the reference. Family business 
research must be able to create a group of characteristics, not only for the benefit of creating 
its own body of theory, but also to add to knowledge in all disciplines included in the different 
aspects of corporate research, bringing in factors which enrich and contribute to knowledge in 
general. To this end the holistic approach has a number of benefits: 1) taking into 
consideration aspects acting simultaneously; 2) identifying better the nature of the 
phenomenon of the family business; 3) allowing family and business to unite in a single 
system; 4) interpreting family businesses in the context in which they develop by recognising 
the importance of the family elements within the business as a whole.  

 
In this way we can achieve a better understanding of the balance between the family and 

business activity, how this balance is achieved and what decisions should be taken (with 
regard to strategic process, defining governing bodies, human resources policy or in 
succession processes) to achieve it. The importance of this balance is also justified by its 
association with economic and family-based goals.  

 
Some burning issues have been analysed without the existence, at this time, of an 

integrating framework applied to the problem which enables a synthesis to be made of the 
subject studied in order to determine in which direction to continue, and which can be applied 
as a real-life solution. Here we are thinking, by way of example, of studies on succession or 
professionalization or family-business orientation, among others.  

 
As Debicki et al. (2009) pointed out, we must consider the need for greater methodological 

rigor and multilevel analyses, definitional convergence, and a fuller reporting of sample 
characteristics and descriptive statistics, considering more sophisticated and stringent 
statistical analysis methodologies. Meta-analysis is the tool that delivers evidence-based 
management collaboration providing conclusions that are generalizable, unambiguous, and 
more easily acceptable to organizations, translating conflicting results from single studies into 
conclusive and credible answers to their research questions, thereby making their research 
more relevant to practitioners.  

 
Conclusions 

 
The main contribution of our article is to bring a perspective, based on a new core-

knowledge, to reflections on the future and evolution of research into family businesses. 
Specifically, 1) we can see that if Management is in a position to achieve a golden age, the 
same can be said of Family Business, through its ties with Management; 2) we find arguments 
to support the idea that we are in a position to give back to Management what Management 
has given to us; 3) we understand that we can now talk of Family Business Management, as 
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our classification and conclusions cannot only be transferred to or interpreted within the 
single Management framework; 4) our approach allows us to establish that there are always 
goals remaining to be achieved to strengthen the field of family business, where time and 
context modify challenges and where challenges are reinterpreted as time and context 
progress; 5) the new decade reveals to us a period when links between academia and the 
corporate world are more than just a dream. 
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