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Abstract
This paper studies private equity (PE) firms’ perceptions of sellers’ affective deal commitment in buyout transactions. We use a sample of 174 buyouts to identify sources of affective deal commitment in completed deals. We test trust, goal congruence, and PE reputation as potential antecedents of perceived deal commitment and confirm a positive relationship for trust and goal congruence. We also examine whether and how different type of sellers, i.e. family vs. non-family firms, moderate sources of perceived affective deal commitment. In sum, we find evidence that non-financial factors play a role in buyouts.
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Introduction	
Private equity (PE) firms’ main investments involve buyouts in which PE firms negotiate deals with the current owners to form a new corporate entity—often involving a new or the incumbent management (Meuleman, Amess, Wright, & Scholes, 2009). PE backed buyouts are considered a form of entrepreneurship, in which PE firms increase efficiency and effectiveness and enhance growth (Harris, Siegel, & Wright, 2005; Meuleman et al., 2009). Buyout deals are usually portrayed as driven by rationality and financials, yet evidence from the general takeover market indicates that the process typically does not involve open market competition (Boone & Mulherin, 2007). In this vein, Arthurs and Busenitz (2003) have called for new theoretical approaches to advance our understanding about the relationship between PE firms and their acquisition targets. The authors assume relationship factors such as "goal congruence" and "trust" to be a promising route for future research (Arthurs & Busenitz, 2003). Similarly, Graebner & Eisenhardt (2004) conceive acquisitions as "courtship", i.e. corporate sellers assume an active and influential role in transactions and their selling decision to a large extent depends on non-financial considerations such as the relationship fit between deal parties. 
	Some research progress on the relational side of deals has been made regarding family firm sellers – they are often sellers in buyouts (DeTienne, 2010; Niedermeyer, Jaskiewicz, & Klein, 2010; Scholes, Wright, Westhead, Burrows, & Bruining, 2007). Family firms prioritize non-financial goals that help to fulfil their need for socio-emotional wealth (SEW) that guides family firm behavior (e.g., Gómez-Mejía, Haynes, Núñez-Nickel, Jacobson, & Moyano-Fuentes, 2007; Zellweger, Kellermanns, Chrisman, & Chua, 2012). Due to SEW, family firm sellers make conscious selection decisions about PE firms as transaction partners, in which the relationship or affective dimension plays a key role (Tappeiner, Howorth, Achleitner, & Schraml, 2012). In this regard, family sellers could constitute a class of buyout sellers for whom the relationship with a potential buyer is even more important than for non-family sellers. While sellers may be committed to a deal with a particular PE firm, the PE buyer who is typically focused on financial returns needs to perceive such commitment on the part of sellers if they are to invest costly effort in the process. Indeed, buyers need to perceive that the seller is committed to selling the company. This may be particularly critical when dealing with family firm sellers, who might be more reluctant for emotional reasons to sell the business. While some advances in understanding the role of relational factors in PE buyouts have been made (De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006; Howorth, Westhead, & Wright, 2004), we have limited knowledge about the key construct of commitment in exchange relationships. Commitment has a great deal of importance in almost all business relationships (e.g., Scheer & Stern, 1992). In particular, the affective form of commitment, which goes beyond "cold" cost-benefit calculations and results in preferences for certain exchange partners largely independent of financial gains (Meyer, Becker, & Vandenberghe, 2004) has not been investigated in the context of buyout deals. 
Accordingly, this paper aims to investigate the relationship-side of buyout deal-making, i.e. whether there is more to buyout deal-making than “hard” financial considerations. We aim for a number of contributions. First, we add to the limited literature on the negotiation process in PE firms and buyouts by hypothesizing and empirically testing antecedents of buyers’ perceptions of sellers affective deal commitment in buyouts. Rather than simply offering the highest price, showing organizational rapport is an important selection criterion for the seller side (Graebner & Eisenhard, 2004).  We shed light on this neglected role of relational factors in the context of PE and buyouts by empirically investigating which factors foster this rapport and thus affective deal commitment. Knowing more about these core decision criteria might help PE firms to outcompete their competitors in the process of bargaining about new buyout deals. Second, we contribute by arguing and showing that understanding of the negotiation process needs to recognize that PE firms' perceptions of affective deal commitment are dependent on the particular type of seller. In doing so, we add to the growing body of literature on family firms. We investigate buyer perceptions of whether family firms differ from non-family firms as sellers in buyout transactions. Thus, we provide further insights into the emerging recognition of the sale of family businesses as an important alternative to secure family firm survival when internal family succession is not feasible (Scholes, Westhead, & Burrows, 2008; Wennberg, Wiklund, DeTienne, & Cardon, 2010). As such, we highlight that selling a family firm should not be regarded as failure, but as one of many succession options. Third, our research adds insight into the processes through which firms are sold (Boone & Mulherin, 2007; Graebner & Eisenhardt, 2004) by highlighting that the process is heterogeneous depending on the different parties involved in the transaction. 
To reach our objectives, we use a survey-based data set of 174 PE-backed buyouts across Europe from 2008–2011. Respondents are high-profile individuals who mostly occupy managing director or investment director positions in PE firms. Thus, we explicitly ask PE managers representing the buying side for their perception of the selling side. Additionally, we analyse case studies representing the selling side for their perception of the PE firms in order to further enhance our findings.
	We proceed by firstly outlining the theoretical background for our considerations. In doing so, we briefly summarize the existing literature on commitment theory. Secondly, hypotheses regarding antecedents of perceived affective commitment in buyouts and the moderating effects of family firm sellers are developed. Thirdly, we describe the sample, the variables and constructs of our statistical analysis and present our empirical results.  Lastly, we discuss our findings and acknowledge limitations of our study while pointing to avenues of future research.
Theoretical background: Commitment 
Definitions of commitment vary and commitment can occur on different levels such as between individuals, between individuals and organizations, and between organizations (e.g., Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). We follow Oliver (1990, p. 30) who defines commitment as an “inclination to act in a given way toward a particular commitment target.” In particular, commitment refers to joint values, goals, and actions in a relationship leading to the intention of relationship continuation and deployment of resources (e.g., Mäkelä, 2006). Commitment can result in preferences for dealing with existing partners (Gounaris, 2005) and a propensity for relation continuity although alternatives exist (e.g., Anderson & Weitz, 1992; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).
	Commitment has a great deal of importance in a variety of business relationships (e.g., Scheer & Stern, 1992). For example, commitment has been associated with stronger cooperation and a desire for mutual profitability (Anderson & Weitz, 1992), greater access to market intelligence and loyalty, and being important for successful long-term relationships (Gundlach, Achrol, & Mentzer, 1995). Commitment is differentiated into two main forms, based on the specific motivation: affective and calculative commitment (e.g., Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). Affective  commitment is more emotional, and calculative commitment is more economic or rational in nature (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Affective commitment can be considered as being more positive and calculative commitment rather negative. Previous research highlighted the need to differentiate between different forms of commitment so that underlying motivations and antecedents can be distinguished (Geyskens, Steenkamp, Scheer, & Kumar, 1996). We focus on affective commitment, as it captures the relational nature of the buyout process. 
	Affective commitment is associated with a variety of feelings about the relationship with an exchange partner. These feelings include, among others, emotional attachment (Somers, 2010), loyalty and belongingness (Allen & Meyer, 1990), reciprocity and mutual attraction (Anderson & Weitz, 1992), enjoyment and positive feelings (Meyer et al., 2004), high identification and trust (Morgan & Hunt, 1994), and a desire to continue the relationship despite the existence of alternatives (Lawler & Yoon, 1993). Affectively committed actors are inclined to favor certain exchange partners for buying decisions, and thus, affective commitment translates into specific actions (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Gundlach et al., 1995). 
	Commitment has been studied in the context of buyouts, but most research has focused on venture capital firms (VCs). When using involvement as a proxy for commitment, VCs vary in the extent to which they provide their portfolio firms with strategic and operational advice or valuable network contacts (Sapienza, 1992), which is attributed to individual preferences or tastes of VC managers (MacMillan, Kulow, & Khoylian, 1989). Mäkelä and Maula (2006) argue that VC investors’ commitment towards their portfolio companies is driven by expectations fulfillment and moderated by factors of geographic distance, embeddedness, and financial importance of the portfolio firm. The more VC managers are committed to the relationship with portfolio firms, the more they are able to enhance their performance (Sapienza, 1992). According to Busenitz et al. (1997), deep commitment enhances information exchange due to increased acceptance of VCs’ advice by portfolio firms. VCs’ commitment towards portfolio companies also affects VCs’ perception of portfolio companies’ performance influencing investment decisions (De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006).
Hypotheses Development
Our study, instead, investigates commitment in the context of buyouts involving PE firms, with a specific focus on their perceptions of the sellers. We derive a set of hypotheses regarding PE firms’ perceptions of sellers’ affective commitment in buyout negotiations. We start by outlining antecedents which could determine the perceived sellers’ affective commitment, such as trust, goal congruence, and PE firm reputation. We consider these antecedents particularly promising given prior research on commitment-trust theory (e.g., Allen & Meyer, 1990; Morgan & Hunt, 1994), and commitment research in the context of PE that established the importance of financial investors’ reputation to receive funding commitment (Dimov, Shepherd, & Sutcliffe, 2007). In the subsequent section, we then hypothesize how the three antecedents interact with family firm seller status. Figure 1 illustrates our research model and corresponding hypotheses. 
----------------------------------
Insert Figure 1 about here
----------------------------------
Trust
The concept of trust has its origins in social psychology theory and its role has been described as a critical element for relationships and economic exchange. In general, trust can be conceived as the belief about the intent of an exchange partner—be it an individual, a group, or an organization (Pirson & Malhotra, 2011). The individual perspective, however, is supposed to be the originating force of trust generation (Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone, 1998). Definitions of trust rest upon dimensions of reliability, honesty, benevolence or similar constructs (e.g., Anderson & Weitz, 1992; Scholes et al., 2007). We define trust as the seller’s belief that a PE firm will be perceived as being honest, fair, and reliable during and after the buyout. Trust is the outcome of previous interactions and/or expectations about the future (Poppo, Zhou, & Ryu, 2008), but its creation is difficult and, once created, trust is vulnerable (Heide & John, 1992).
	Trust is considered as an essential determinant of the performance of exchange relationships. Trust infuses relationships with stability by transforming uncertainty into predictability (Doney & Cannon, 1997), and thus, limits concerns about opportunism (Gulati, 1995). As a consequence, trust requires less monitoring and facilitates risk-taking, fruitful communication as well as knowledge exchange (De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006). In particular, trust becomes important when economic transactions occur under conditions of high risk and complexity (e.g., Currall & Judge, 1995).  For example, VC firms prefer to pair with trusted other VC firms for identification of investment opportunities and rely on them to monitor portfolio firms (Sorenson & Stuart, 2001). 
	The relationship between trust and commitment has been widely established (e.g., Morgan & Hunt, 1994). For example, the more sellers are attributed with trust, the more committed buyers are in return (Ganesan, 1994). This is not surprising given that higher trust actors are biased in a sense that they maintain a positive attitude, motivation, and identification toward their exchange partners while discounting negative attributions (Holmes & Rempel, 1989). Additionally, perceived performance is facilitated by trust in buyouts (De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006). Actors with a high level of trust will de-prioritize calculative reasons while being willing to make concessions, and commit resources to the relationship (e.g., Geyskens et al., 1996). Put differently, commitment comprises a certain degree of vulnerability and in turn sellers in buyouts will be perceived as preferring trustworthy partners to avoid exploitation (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). We hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: From the perception of the PE firm, the sellers’ trust in the PE firm is positively associated with sellers’ affective commitment in completed buyouts.


Goal congruence
	 
Goal congruence concerns the extent to which buying and selling side share similar goals regarding important elements of the buyout deal agreement (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Goal congruence in buyout transactions is difficult to achieve because there is great potential for goal divergence resulting from complex financial, legal, strategic and personal issues that need to be resolved when crafting a deal agreement (Arthurs & Busenitz, 2003). If the seller’s objectives cannot be met by buyers and vice versa (i.e. goal congruence cannot be established), buyout negotiations might fail (Graebner & Eisenhardt, 2004).
	Goal congruence should have positive effects on the effective communication between deal parties. Prior research argued that higher goal congruence facilitates information exchange both in terms of quality and quantity (De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006). Goal congruence leads to actions beneficial for the relationship while reducing the need for monitoring (Madhok, 1995). Higher goal congruence also leads to a more positive perception of the exchange partner and enforces a shared logic on how information is processed to maximize one another's understanding (Lane & Lubatkin, 1998). Not surprisingly, higher goal congruence has been found to be associated with more cooperative bargaining solutions and less conflict (Cable & Shane, 1997). In the context of PE, high goal congruence requires less frequency of contact between investor and investee (Sapienza & Gupta, 1994), and positively affects perceptions of performance (De Clercq & Sapienza, 2006). On the contrary, low levels of goal congruence might inhibit information sharing, lead to destructive conflict, and generate a higher likelihood for opportunistic behavior (e.g., Busenitz et al., 1997; Larsson, Bengtsson, Henriksson, & Sparks, 1998). 
Goal congruence goes beyond financial motivations and is instead concerned with aspects of future relationship evolvement (Davis, Schoorman, & Donaldson, 1997). Prior research emphasized the importance of shared goals and values for the reciprocal commitment of exchange partners—the more common goals are shared, the more each side is likely to be committed to the other exchange partner (e.g., Morgan & Hunt, 1994). In the context of business sales, important goals of the selling side not only involve financial, but also non-financial goals on which there needs to be goal alignment with the buying side (Graebner & Eisenhardt, 2004). Indeed, sellers might be highly concerned about the future of the business after the sale and want the firm “to be in good hands” (Kammerlander, 2016). Sellers might also have an interest to stay informed about business matters or even want to be involved in management, advisory, or governance roles (Petty, Bygrave, & Shulman, 1994). We propose:
Hypothesis 2: From the perception of the PE firm, the sellers’ goal congruence with the PE firm is positively associated with sellers’ affective commitment in completed buyouts.

PE firm reputation

Reputation of PE firms can be defined as expectations about a company’s ability to provide future value based on past performance (e.g., Podolny, 2005). Reputation is cognitively constructed and attributed to a company when stakeholders monitor, evaluate, and interpret the company’s activities based on available information (e.g., Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). An excellent reputation can be a strategic asset which can differentiate a company from others in the marketplace (Rhee & Valdez, 2009). In particular, it could help to overcome information asymmetries by indicating customers’ favorable purchase decisions (Shapiro, 1983). 
	Prior research has recognized the importance of past performance for future performance in the context of PE firms. Investors will be able to generate a higher fund inflow for future funds the more previous funds have succeeded (e.g., Dimov et al., 2007). Reputation is a valuable asset to raise future funding and to receive more favorable financing conditions (Demiroglu & James, 2010). Reputable investment firms are also preferred syndication partners (Manigart, Lockett, Meuleman, Wright, Landström, Bruining, Desbrières, & Hommel, 2006).
	 The importance of reputation could extend to the selling side of buyouts. In VC transactions, entrepreneurs are willing to accept lower valuations when dealing with high reputation VCs and if VCs’ expertise is beneficial for the future development of the buyout target (Hsu, 2004, 2006). Further, visibility of high-reputation VCs might provide entrepreneurs with legitimacy towards stakeholders which provide business opportunities and talented managers (Gompers, 1996), and attract subsequent financing (Janney & Folta, 2006). Entrepreneurs also feel more inclined to follow advice of reputable investors (Busenitz et al., 1997; Hsu, 2004, 2006). 
	In a similar vein, reputation is perceived to be one of the key criteria for sellers to select PE firms as exchange partners in buyouts (Schmohl, 2009). Selecting a partner whose reputation is perceived to be good will provide the selling side with more certainty that the firm’s development post-buyout will be positive (Dimov et al., 2007). Further, PE firms with better reputations are associated with a lower likelihood for opportunistic actions, given that PE firms try to maintain and gain future legitimacy (Raub & Weesie, 1990). Thus, perceived reputation can help to overcome challenges of information asymmetry for sellers in low information-efficient investment markets, considering that the sale of a business is often a once-in-a-lifetime event for an entrepreneur or CEO (Akerlof, 1970; Capron & Shen, 2007). PE reputation is likely based on expertise, which should also provide sellers with added value for their business once a deal is closed (Cressy, Munari, & Malipiero, 2007). We hypothesize as follows: 
Hypothesis 3: From the perception of the PE firm, the reputation of the PE firm is positively associated with sellers’ affective commitment in completed buyouts.

The moderating role of family firms vs non-family firm sellers
A particular and common type of seller in buyout transactions is the family firm. Family firms constitute a dominant type of corporate ownership (Anderson & Reeb, 2003) and increasingly face difficulties to secure intra-family succession, which can lead to the sale of the family business (Scholes et al., 2008). Family firms differ from non-family firms in that the family influences mission, strategy, objectives and resources and capabilities (Chrisman, Chua, & Kellermanns, 2009; Sharma, 2004). The relationship between PE firms and family firms has some potential for further research on its distinctive nature (Tappeiner et al., 2012). Compared to family firms, PE firms are relatively short-term and profit-focused investors who use considerable leverage to finance deals (Dawson, 2011). Family firms usually employ a long-term perspective on the business, use little debt and often compromise on financial objectives (Carney, 2005; Sirmon & Hitt, 2003).
	Prior research suggests that family firms aim for socioemotional wealth (SEW) which comprises multiple factors such as ensuring control of the family business, securing binding ties to family members and family harmony, and continuing a family dynasty among others (Berrone, Cruz, Gómez-Mejía, & Larraza Kintana, 2010; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007; Gómez-Mejía, Makri, & Larraza-Kintana, 2010). SEW represents the collection of families’ non-economic goals and affective needs guiding family firms’ actions (Berrone et al., 2010; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2010; Zellweger et al., 2012). We hypothesize that family firm sellers’ need for SEW will influence the aforementioned antecedents of perceived affective commitment in buyouts.
Family Firm Seller and Trust Interaction 
	Trust could play a stronger role for family firm sellers when they engage with PE firms compared to non-family sellers. Family firms are often referred to as "high trust" organizations which reflects families’ need for SEW provision (Gómez-Mejía, Núñez-Nickel, & Gutierrez, 2001). In particular, the internal work relationship between family members is associated with high trust because family members have usually known each other for a long time, and share many experiences, personal characteristics and intimacy (e.g., Davis, Allen, & Hayes, 2010). Additionally, the interaction between family members and non-family employees often shows a high degree of trust, because family firms are regarded as responsible employers (e.g., Lee, 2006). Family firms also have a preference for informal agreements with exchange partners, which is enabled by trust-infused relationships (Salvato, 2004). Trust can also contribute to higher levels of social capital in family firms, i.e. superior relationships with suppliers, customers, politicians and support organizations (e.g., Blyer & Coff, 2003; Gedajlovic & Carney, 2010). As a result, family firms might benefit from high trust relationships in the form of lower control costs, faster decision-making, and more effective information sharing (Davis et al., 1997; Eddleston, Otondo, & Kellermanns, 2008).
	The need of trust for affective commitment might be even higher for family firms when dealing with PE firms in buyouts. For family firm sellers, company ownership is associated with strong emotional attachment that goes far beyond the firm being a tradable asset (Zellweger & Astrachan, 2008). If family sellers depart from full control of the business, it becomes critical that they can trust to whom they sell their "lifetime achievement". Indeed, family firms look for PE firms as exchange partners whom they trust and they could (intentionally) limit their search for transaction partners, despite the fact that selling in an auction could maximize the selling price (Tappeiner et al., 2012). To quote one family entrepreneur in the case study analysis of Tappeiner et al. (Tappeiner et al., 2012, p. 47), “We did not look at any other PE houses. We only knew them and we trusted the people.”
	Additionally, prior research has argued that family sellers initially want to price-in the SEW the family gives up due to business exit (Zellweger & Astrachan, 2008; Zellweger et al., 2012). When family sellers sell their business, they can no longer exhibit family control and adopt a SEW-influenced reference point so that only a higher price can convince them to sell the business (Zellweger et al., 2012). However, family firms are not traded at above-market prices for comparable non-family firms, but rather at a discount (Salvato, Chirico, & Sharma, 2010). Thus, in real world market transactions, SEW is not factored in financially. PE buyers will likely recognize that, to compensate for loss of SEW, family sellers might require non-financial, affective compensation in order to show deal commitment. For example, PE buyers may engender trust by having been seen to maintain the local profile of family firms post previous acquisitions. We hypothesize as follows:
Hypothesis 4: Family firm sellers moderates the relationship between trust and affective commitment, such that the relationship will be strengthened for family firm related deals.

Family Firm Seller and Goal Congruence Interaction
	Family sellers might also put more emphasis on goal congruence for affective commitment compared to non-family firms as a result of their need to earn SEW after the buyout deal is signed (Berrone et al., 2010; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007; Graebner & Eisenhardt, 2004). The family sellers’ own identity is ultimately connected to the identity of the firm (Cruz, Justo, & De Castro, 2012; Zellweger, Eddleston, & Kellermanns, 2010). As such, the family firm is a catalyst of social prestige, recognition, and reputation for provision of SEW (Berrone et al., 2010). Even after the sale, family sellers in particular still identify with the business and exhibit strong feelings of responsibility for employees and stakeholders as well as feelings of identification, especially if the firm carries the family name (Dyer & Whetten, 2006; Lee & Rogoff, 1996). In particular, family sellers compared to non-family sellers might have a stronger need for goal congruence when it comes to factors of information access, ongoing involvement, and an aversion to put the firm’s future at risk (Kammerlander, 2016; Steen & Welch, 2006). For example, if the survivability of the business and its prosperity is potentially at risk due to high leverage of a PE firm buyer, ongoing identification with the business to generate SEW will not be possible for the family seller. Thus, family sellers will place a greater emphasis on factors of goal congruence so that their future desire for SEW can be met. Whether or not SEW can still be generated after the sale depends to a large extent on how PE and family seller’s objectives are congruent. We conclude: 
Hypothesis 5: Family firm sellers moderates the relationship between goal congruence and affective commitment, such that the relationship will be strengthened for family firm related deals.

Family Firm Seller and Reputation Interaction
	The role of PE firm reputation is even more relevant for family sellers vs. non-family sellers. Family sellers will incorporate a SEW-influenced reference point when engaging with potential PE firms. Family firm sellers have need for reputation and prestige that provides them with SEW (Berrone et al., 2010). Previous performance of reputable PE firms is likely to be based on expertise and specialization, which should provide a value-add to the former family business post-acquisition (Cressy et al., 2007). Reputable PE firms will be less inclined to engage in unpopular activities, such as restructuring or opportunistic actions that might damage their own reputation (Raub & Weesie, 1990). If family sellers partner with reputable or prominent PE firms, legitimacy can also be bestowed on the exchange partner, even more so if the partner is exclusive (e.g., Janney & Folta, 2006). In order to generate as much reputation from the sale as possible, at the moment when the sale is announced and going forward, a reputable PE firm’s legitimacy shines upon sellers and lets them enjoy endorsement by family stakeholders (Janney & Folta, 2006); even more so if the family firm continues to carry the family name. We hypothesize:
Hypothesis 6: Family firm sellers moderates the relationship between PE firm reputation and affective commitment, such that the relationship will be strengthened for family firm related deals.

Methodology
Sample
Membership directories of European PE industry associations and internet search helped us to identify 856 PE firms located across Europe. However, 348 PE firms were dropped because the investment focus was on early stage businesses, no deal track record was observable, and/or the firms already discontinued operations. Remaining in the sampling population were 508 PE firms, and members of their management were sent a personalized survey as part of a larger research project. We received responses from 188 PE firms between September 2011 and March 2012, which represented a response rate of 37%. Fourteen questionnaires could not be used due to incompleteness and were removed from the sample. One respondent per firm reported on a single buyout in which the PE firm had invested. Thus, we used a key informant approach (Kumar, Stern, & Anderson, 1993). Respondents fulfilled three requirements for answering the survey. Firstly, they should report on a single deal in which their PE firm had invested. Secondly, respondents had to be actively involved in the deal-making and the negotiation process with the selling side. Thirdly, in order to reduce recall bias the deal should not date back more than three years. We guaranteed all participants confidentiality and anonymity in handling their questionnaires. Respondents identified themselves as partners or managing directors (43%), investment directors (44%) or investment associates (13%). The majority of completed questionnaires came from Germany (27%), Italy (14%), France (11%), UK (10%), and Spain (7%). 
Because our data were cross-sectional and collected via questionnaires, we performed tests to alleviate concerns about common method and non-response bias. First, as suggested by Podsakoff and Organ (1986), we conducted a Harman’s single-factor statistical test. This is an accepted and frequently used test in family firm research using primary data (e.g., Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007). This test entails entering all the items of the variables in the research model into a factor analysis to examine the number of factors that emerge and the amount of variance explained. Common methods bias is not an issue if there is not a dominant factor that emerges. Eight factors emerged from our analysis, accounting for 70.79% of the variance, with the first factor explaining 19.31%. Accordingly, we conclude that common method bias does not present an issue in our research. Second, we checked for potential non-response bias. Research shows that late respondents are more similar to nonrespondents than they are to early respondents (Kanuk & Berenson, 1975). Our split into early and late respondents and testing with ANOVA revealed no statistically significant differences, which indicated the absence of a non-response bias (Armstrong & Overton, 1977).	Comment by Author: It’s not the only one though and some suggest more sophisticated tests should now be used
Measures
	Our constructs were adapted from previously validated scales; however modifications were necessary to account for the context of buyouts. We used five-point Likert scales with the endpoints “strongly disagree” (1) and “strongly agree” (5) to measure items for our constructs (except for PE reputation which was measured differently). All construct items and alphas (all α > .70) are included in the appendix of this paper.
	Dependent variable. Three items were used to measure perceived affective deal commitment in buyout transactions. These items were based on Allen and Meyer’s (1990) conceptualization of the employee’s affective commitment to the organization, but we adapted them to the context of management buyouts (i.e., the seller’s affective commitment to the buyer). One aspect of affective commitment is described as an “affective attachment to the goals and values of the organization” (Allen & Meyer, 1990: 2; Buchanan, 1974). To capture this aspect in the context of buyouts in which both the selling and buying side are considered, we asked the question, “The seller preferred dealing with my PE firm over others because our business philosophies were matching.” Another aspect of affective commitment is the need to feel comfortable in the relationship with the organization, measured through personal involvement (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Accordingly, we asked the question, “The seller preferred dealing with my PE firm over others because we shared a strong personal relationship.” Another important contributing aspect of affective commitment is the work experiences between the employee and organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990). As such, and adapted to the experiences between the seller and buyer, the final item of our scale was, “The seller preferred dealing with my PE firm over others because of a strong partnership even at the expense of financial advantages.” The three-item scale exhibited reliability with the alpha of the composite of .70.
Independent variables. Consistent with previous literature, our three item measure of trust consists of three components; namely, reliability, predictability, and fairness (Poppo et al., 2008; Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone, 1998). We adapted our items to the context of buyouts. For example, Poppo and colleagues (2008) investigated suppliers and included the item, “This supplier keeps the promises it makes to your company” while our item is “The seller believed that promises made by my PE firm were reliable.” The alpha of the composite is .77. To ensure discriminant validity between trust and affective deal commitment, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). We assessed fit by the goodness of fit index (GFI) and normed fit index (NFI) using the generally accepted cutoff criteria of .90 (Bollen, 1989; Hu & Bentler, 1999). The two factor model with the three items measuring trust separate from the three items measuring affective deal commitment fit the data well (GFI = .986; NFI = .972), while the single factor model did not (GFI = .881; NFI = .779). The two factor model exhibited superior fit over the single factor model (χ2difference (9-8) = 62.33 – 7.76 = 54.57, p < 0.001). Furthermore, each item loaded significantly on its construct in the two factor solution without any cross loadings. 
Four items were adapted from De Clercq & Sapienza (2006) and Sapienza (1992) to measure goal congruence. The items examine goal congruence related to degree of control, degree of leverage, and future involvement of the seller. The alpha of the composite is .70. As we did with the trust construct, we conducted a CFA to ensure discriminant validity between goal congruence and affective deal commitment. The two factor model with the three items measuring goal congruence separate from the three items measuring affective deal commitment (GFI = .959; NFI = .904) exhibited greater fit (χ2difference (9-8) = 81.49 - 22.60 = 58.89, p < 0.001) than the single factor model (GFI = .838; NFI = .654). Additionally, in the two factor model, each of the items loaded significantly on their separate constructs without any cross loadings. Thus, we can conclude there is no empirical overlap between the independent variables (e.g., trust, goal congruence) and the dependent variable.
We measured PE firm reputation using three items from Dimov, Shepherd, Sutcliffe (2007). These items are (1) Total amount of invested capital by the PE firm, (2) Total number of companies in its portfolio, and (3) Age of PE firm. The alpha of the composite was .79.
	Control variables. Various control variables were used to improve reliability of our statistical analysis. Firstly, we controlled for country composition. Compared to the European buyout market (EVCA, 2013), our sample includes more German firms, while France and the UK are less represented. As such, we used two dummy codes for Germany and Italy as control variables, with “other countries” as the reference category. Secondly, four dummy codes allowed us to control for the industry in which the buyout transaction took place: consumer, IT, healthcare, manufacturing and other industries. “Manufacturing” was the reference category. Thirdly, the year of the buyout transaction was controlled for because buyout markets are cyclical (Scholes, Wright, Westhead, Bruining, & Kloeckner, 2009), with “2011” as the omitted reference category. Lastly, we controlled for the deal size because larger deals could involve more intermediaries, which might provide fewer opportunities for affective commitment.   
	Moderating variable. There is considerable debate on how to define family firms, but ownership and participation of family members in the business are used most frequently (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Ling & Kellermanns, 2010; Sharma, 2004). In this study, family firm sellers were classified as firms with an ownership level of at least 50% and participation of family members in management or governance roles (Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007). Using this criteria, 48% of the selling firms in our sample were family firms. We created a dummy variable, coded 0 for a non-family firm seller and 1 for a family firm seller. 
Data analysis and results
A summary of means, standard deviations and correlations is provided in Table 1. The table   reveals some significant positive correlations of the two independent variables of trust and goal congruence with the dependent variable being perceived sellers’ affective commitment. Thus, these correlations provide some preliminary evidence that trust and goal congruence are positively associated with perceived sellers' affective commitment.
----------------------------------
Insert Table 1 about here
----------------------------------

	We tested our hypotheses with hierarchical regression analysis. Avoidance of multicollinearity issues during moderation analysis was achieved by centering the independent variables to create the interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991). Only moderate levels of correlation were observed among the variables and indicators such as variance inflation factors (VIF) (all < 1.595), tolerance (all > 0.627), and condition index (all < 2.580) all suggested no issues of multicollinearity (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). Results are displayed in Table 2.
----------------------------------
Insert Table 2 about here
----------------------------------

	All control variables were inserted in model 1. The only significant control variable was the consumer industry (β = -.27, p < 0.01). The independent variables were inserted in model 2 to test hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. The change in R2 was significant (Δ R2 = 0.22, p < 0.001); trust (β = 0.37, p < 0.001) and goal congruence (β = 0.18, p < 0.05) showed a significant effect on sellers’ perceived affective commitment. PE firm reputation was observed to have a significant and negative effect on sellers’ perceived affective commitment (β = -0.16, p < 0.05). Thus, we find support for hypothesis 1 and 2, but we do not find support for hypothesis 3 as we hypothesized a positive significance. 
	A family firm seller moderator variable was included for model 3. Model 3 indicated that family firm sellers show higher levels of perceived affective commitment (β = 0.21, p < 0.01) and a significant change in R2 was observed (Δ R2 = 0.04, p < 0.01). Model 4 shows the interaction effects of family firm seller. For model 4, trust and family firm influence interaction is significant (β = 0.14, p < 0.05).  The other interaction terms of family influence with perceived goal congruence and PE reputation were not significant. The overall R2 change of model 4 showed significance (Δ R2 = 0.04, p < 0.05). Thus, we find support for hypothesis 4, but reject hypotheses 5 and 6. For ease of interpretation, the significant interaction of trust and family influence is graphically displayed in Figure 2. Family firm sellers moderate the effect of trust on PE firms’ perception of sellers’ affective commitment. As illustrated, family firm sellers have higher levels of perceived affective commitment when perceived trust in the PE firm is high, when compared to non-family firm sellers. Thus, family sellers show a stronger effect of trust on affective deal commitment.
----------------------------------
Insert Figure 2 about here
----------------------------------

Robustness Checks
Our quantitative analysis relies on surveys from PE firms to investigate the importance of perceptions and motivations during buyout deals. To supplement our findings, we collected and qualitatively analysed interview data on three case studies of buyout deals with family firms (for more information see Sabel, 2013).  These case studies represent the seller’s side, thereby allowing us to assess the robustness of our quantitative results which represent the buyer’s side. 	Comment by Author: We may need to say somewhere that we did not ‘lead’ the respondents using the terms of trust, affective commitment and congruence but that their language in the interviews related to these constructs???
Case 1 comprises a medium sized family firm with 70 employees, €13m turnover, operating in industrial process measurement and control. Throughout the interview, the former family firm owner repeatedly stressed that the relationship with the PE firm and especially with the PE managers was characterized by a high level of trust. Their behaviour was described as “highly reliable and trustworthy.” Of great importance, according to the owner, was that the PE firm shared similar views about the continuance of the family firm as an independent entity under the established firm name. Furthermore, both parties aimed at securing all existing working contracts, indicating a high level of goal congruence. Additionally, at one point in the interview the owner discussed the relevance of the PE firm’s reputation in the negotiation process. All these aspects led to the family firm owner’s high affective commitment toward the PE firm. Interestingly, the owner negotiated with other potential investors and received an additional financially comparable offer, but chose the PE firm. This corroborates our quantitative findings and indicates that the final agreement could have a strong affective component, as the owner states about his decision that he “[…] had a good gut feeling, […].”
The interview in case 2 was conducted with the former owner from the second generation of the owning family. The family firm had 1,900 employees, €100m turnover, and operated in the clothing industry. The owner negotiated with different investors and stated that he perceived “… significant differences in the discussions…” making the need for trust more salient for him. While he couldn’t be sure about the PE firm behaviour after the deal closed, he felt especially confident that one PE firm would continue the family firm in his tradition and according to his interests. He explicitly pointed out that a trusting relationship and goal congruence in buyout deals is of great importance. The reputation of the PE firm, on the other hand, was not mentioned as a crucial element in the selection decision. All in all, the owner built a strong affective commitment towards the PE firm in which he trusted the most and which had the highest goal congruence. This led to the acceptance of the PE firm’s offer and simultaneously to the rejection of competing offers from two other PE firms and one strategic investor. The accepted offer was substantially lower, implying that strong affective commitment, rather than financial considerations, sealed the deal.
The buyout deal in case 3 related to a small family firm in the first generation with €15m turnover operating in the consumer goods industry. During the interview, the company founder described the PE managers as “likable, respectable, and trustworthy.” More notable, he repeatedly mentioned that his views about the future of the company aligned with the PE firm’s vision of the company’s future. Goal congruence was highlighted regarding continuance of the firm as an independent entity, preservation of employment contracts, growth strategy, and a fifteen year investment horizon. Like in case 2, we did not witness any reference hinting at reputation as an influential factor of affective commitment. High affective commitment to the chosen PE firm, on the other hand, was quite obvious. The owner carried on negotiations with eleven PE firms and strategic investors. His final decision was not based on financial considerations but was reached because “[…] the PE firm convinced me the most in our talks.” 
All three cases show that affective commitment tends to be of high importance, over and above financial considerations, for the decision with whom to close a buyout deal. Furthermore, trust and especially goal congruence was prominently referred to in all three cases when describing the relationship with the PE firm. Professionalism, market knowledge or other rather functional aspects were almost never mentioned. Only one seller explicitly put reputation on record. Accordingly, these case observations provide additional qualitative and robust support for the findings from our quantitative analyses.
Discussion and Conclusion
	Prior research in the context of buyouts has largely neglected relational dimensions. In particular, the role and antecedents of PE firm perceptions of sellers’ affective deal commitment in buyouts have not been studied before. Furthermore, it is not clear whether sources of perceived affective deal commitment are dependent on a particular type of seller. This paper has helped to begin to close this research gap. We have highlighted two factors, trust and goal congruence, which induce perceived affective deal commitment of sellers in buyouts. In contrast to findings from the VC and PE literature about the importance of reputation in selecting an investor that can help the firm to develop, we found no evidence that PE firms’ reputation has a positive effect as an antecedent of sellers’ perceived affective commitment. Moreover, we have demonstrated whether and how family sellers moderate the role of trust for perceived affective commitment; we cannot confirm a significant family sellers’ moderating effect on goal congruence or PE firms’ reputation for perceived affective deal commitment. 
	Our research generally indicates that buyout deals take account of perceptions of non-financial considerations from the selling side. Affective commitment, in contrast to calculative commitment, is about emotional attachment, closeness, and positive feelings under which the maximization of financial gains can be compromised (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer, Allen, & Gellatly, 1990). We found evidence that perceived affective commitment in buyout deals is more pronounced if the PE firm is dealing with family firm, rather than non-family firm, sellers. Thus, we further extend prior case study research in this context that portrays the change of ownership as courtship rather than takeover—emphasizing the need for perceptions about mutual agreement of the buying and selling side and the importance of relational factors that go beyond financial considerations (Graebner & Eisenhardt, 2004). Indeed, we explicitly asked whether sellers would be willing to incur financial losses in deal-making with the PE firm at hand as part of our perceived affective commitment scale. 
	Furthermore, we highlight the role of trust and goal congruence as antecedents of perceived affective commitment in buyout deals. Trust has long been considered as an essential determinant for the performance of exchange relationships, facilitating knowledge exchange and safeguarding against opportunism in situations involving uncertainty (Gulati & Nickerson, 2008; Zaheer et al., 1998). Our research shows that the importance of trust for inter-organizational relationships is equally true in the context of buyout deals. In a similar vein, we have highlighted the importance of perceptions about whether the buying and selling sides share similar goals and how this affects PE firms’ perceptions of sellers’ commitment to doing a deal with them. Goal congruence as a factor in buyouts goes beyond pure economic motivations, but considers the future of and involvement in the business once a deal is closed. We could not confirm a positive role of PE firm reputation for perceived affective commitment in either our quantitative or qualitative analysis. This suggests that reputable PE firms find other means to secure deals. Indeed, reputation in our quantitative analysis has a negative effect on perceived affective commitment. This is consistent with more reputable PE firms focusing on different types of deals, such as auctions and the acquisition of majority stakes. 
	Our research also indicates that family sellers are different from non-family sellers. Our hypothesis has been that family sellers have moderating effects on PE firm perception of their affective commitment and that it is higher for family firms which we could confirm. This finding is consistent with previous literature on SEW that stresses the importance of affective needs for the family firms (Berrone, Cruz, & Gómez-Mejía, 2012). We further confirmed trust to be moderated by family sellers in its effects on affective commitment. On the contrary, goal congruence and PE firm reputation are unconfirmed as being moderated by family firms. In sum, we have provided further evidence for the existence of SEW that distinguishes family from non-family firms.
	Our research also complements the concept of emotional value—one of the cornerstones of SEW in family firm research. Prior research has shown that family sellers have a higher emotional attachment to their business due to SEW and will aim to translate SEW into a higher selling price (Zellweger & Astrachan, 2008; Zellweger et al., 2012). SEW literature has used "prospect theory" and the "endowment effect" to explain why family sellers want to be financially compensated above a market price for the loss of SEW when selling their business (e.g., Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman, 1991; Zellweger et al., 2012). However, it is unlikely that any non-family buyer will price-in SEW to such an extent in the marketplace. In our research, PE firms represent non-family acquirers, and family sellers nevertheless exhibit perceived affective commitment. Thus, our research indicates that emotional value might not necessarily translate into a higher price, but rather the role of trust in the PE firm could affectively compensate for the loss of SEW.
More generally, our analysis adds new insights into how firms are sold (Boone & Mulherin, 2007; Graebner & Eisenhardt, 2004) by highlighting that the process is heterogeneous reflecting the different natures of both the buying and selling parties involved. While Boone and Mulherin (2007) explored the private negotiation aspects of the takeover of public firms, Graebner & Eisenhardt (2004) examined the sellers’ courtship perspective in technology based ventures. We add to this developing literature on the relational aspects of the acquisition market by considering PE buyouts as an additional context and also by showing that the nature of the process varies depending on the buyer’s perceptions about the attitude and commitment of different types of sellers.    
	Taken together these findings have also practical implications for PE firms. Sellers are perceived as having affective commitment to the buying PE firms that match their goals and in whom they can trust rather than on the PE firm’s reputation per se. Thus, sellers are perceived as valuing the relationship side of deal-making. PE firms that excel in these dimensions are likely to succeed when buyout markets further consolidate and bidding competition becomes even fiercer, at least when dealing with family sellers. Efforts of PE firms to develop networks in particular industries might be beneficial to strengthen sellers’ trust and could help to develop a better understanding of sellers to target their needs (Hochberg, Ljungqvist, & Lu, 2007). Indeed, our results indicate that buyouts in the consumer industry had the lowest levels of affective commitment, suggesting that PE firms may need to spend more time and attention when courting those sellers. Further research is needed to explore why affective commitment levels are low in this particular sector. 
Additionally, the well-known “winners’ curse”, which assumes that winning bidders succeed, but will overpay for deals (Capron & Pistre, 2002), might not hold entirely given our research findings. To the contrary, sellers could mitigate overpayment by relationship fit. Furthermore, PE firms might be advised to target certain groups of owners, such as family firms, differently to succeed in deal-making.  
Limitations and future research 
	Some limiting factors require consideration when discussing the findings above but which open avenues for further research. First, survey respondents represented only the buying side of buyout deals, i.e. the PE firm. However, because our research focused on the need for PE buyers to form perceptions of seller commitment as a central part of the acquisition process we suggest that this does not present a major hurdle. Further, PE firms routinely accomplish buyout deals and respondents to our survey were high-profile PE managers; both factors should provide our analysis with a credible source of information. Further reducing the concern that PE managers may not be a credible source for assessments on the seller, previous research has pointed out that negotiation partners in inter-organizational transactions generally have correct perceptions of their negotiation partners (Gering & Herbert, 1989; Mjoen & Tallman, 1997). This might be particularly true for PE firm managers in buyout deals. Negotiations usually take place over a longer period of time in a private negotiation process, with the process of deal initiation and due diligence extending this time period even further. The specialist expertise and the length of negotiations likely contribute to accurate perceptions by PE firms. Indeed, we have provided supplemental qualitative data from the seller’s side to ensure our results were robust. However, to examine further research questions relating to the sellers’ perspectives, an in-depth qualitative approach may be needed (e.g., Graebner & Eisenhardt, 2004). 
Second, all PE firms in our survey and selling firms in the case studies reported on completed deals. While it has not been our goal to research the question of the effects of affective commitment on the probability of deal completion, it is nevertheless of high interest to find out whether or not affective commitment affects deal completion. We encourage future research to investigate this issue in more detail and obtain failed deal completion information. To elaborate, research might usefully explore differences in perceived affective commitment in cases that were completed and those that were not. Such research might also consider what happened to these latter cases. For example, many private and family firms may be bought by established corporations as an alternative to a PE buyout. Future research might usefully compare perceptions of sellers’ affective commitment in other forms of acquisition transactions. It was also beyond the scope of this study to explore issues relating to the relationship between affective commitment and subsequent deal performance and exit and further research on this aspect may be warranted.  
	Thirdly, we have focused on affective commitment, as it tends to predict outcomes most strongly of all the commitment constructs (e.g., Tett & Meyer, 1993). Yet, other facets of commitment, i.e., calculative commitment, could be analysed. Calculative commitment stems from an analysis of anticipated termination, switching, and sunk costs as well as attractive alternatives available, independent of the non-economic relationship value itself (Meyer & Allen, 1991). It would be interesting to investigate the relationship between affective commitment and calculative commitment, i.e. the relative strength of the two in sellers’ decision-making in buyout deals. Furthermore, future research might investigate how antecedents of affective commitment such as trust, goal congruence, and PE reputation affect the calculative form.
	Fourth, we have not discussed the potential antecedents of trust. Given the pronounced role of trust in our research and the moderating effect of family sellers, further research into the specific antecedents of trust, i.e. how trust can be generated in buyouts, is needed. There is some preliminary evidence that "respect" which is given to sellers and the seniority of PE managers might have an effect on trust generation in buyout deals (Tappeiner et al., 2012). However, more detailed and comprehensive analysis is needed. Similarly, while we focused on potential antecedents that are particularly salient in the context of commitment theory further research may be needed to explore other antecedents to commitment. 
Lastly, we focused on differentiating family vs. non-family firms and thus treated family firms as homogeneous compared to non-family firms. However, the literature has noted that within the group of family firms, a great amount of heterogeneity exists as well (e.g., Westhead and Howarth, 2007), including with respect to their goals (Kotlar and DeMassis, 2013). Thus, future research is encouraged to take a more fine grained approach and study if the investigated relationships differ by family firm type and how family firm characteristics impact PE relationships. For example, to what extent are there differences between family firms where owners are involved in the management of the firm and those with family owners who are not part of management?  To what extent are there differences between family firms with largely financial goals versus those with largely socioemotional goals?   
Conclusions	
Finally, our paper opens up new avenues for future research on the role of relationships in the context of the acquisition process in private firms, both with respect to the nature of the buyer and of the seller. Our research suggests scope to examine further the relative importance of financial versus non-financial factors influencing the exit of private firm owners and the acquisition of their firms by PE and corporate buyers. Given that family firms face considerable challenges to secure family succession (e.g., Eddleston, Kellermanns, Floyd, Crittenden, & Crittenden, 2013), selling the family firm in buyouts could be a promising way to secure survival and deserves future research attention (e.g., Wennberg, Wiklund, Hellerstedt, & Nordqvist, 2011; Wright, Hoskisson, & Busenitz, 2001), especially regarding the sale and purchase process.
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Figure 1: Research Model
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Figure 2: Interaction between Trust and Family Firm Seller
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Table 1: Correlation Matrix, Means, and Standard Deviations
	Variable
	Mean
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	1. Germany
	.27
	.45
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2. Italy
	.15
	.36
	-.255**
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3. Consumer
	.29
	.45
	.071
	.090
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4. IT
	.11
	.32
	.024
	-.101
	-.229**
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5. Healthcare
	.10
	.31
	-.079
	-.089
	-.216**
	-.122
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6. Other Industry
	.13
	.34
	-.085
	-.116
	-.248**
	-.141
	-.133
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7. 2010
	.29
	.46
	-.022
	-.057
	.065
	-.034
	.030
	.010
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	8. 2009
	.09
	.28
	.090
	-.071
	-.059
	-.046
	.030
	.001
	-.198**
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9. 2008
	.13
	.34
	-.046
	.170*
	.090
	-.034
	-.021
	-.052
	-.251**
	-.120
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10. Transaction Value1
	4.46
	1.53
	-.090
	-.021
	.120
	.022
	-.072
	.100
	-.073
	-.069
	-.031
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	11. Trust
	4.30
	.56
	-.055
	-.149
	-.169*
	.033
	.019
	.095
	.022
	.066
	-.200**
	.100
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 

	12. Goal Congruence
	3.80
	.72
	-.046
	.056
	.004
	-.048
	.091
	.053
	-.073
	-.095
	-.041
	-.051
	.269**
	1
	 
	 
	 

	13. Reputation
	4.06
	.91
	.042
	-.176*
	.070
	.166*
	-.005
	.145
	.017
	-.146
	-.079
	.491**
	.019
	-.048
	1
	 
	 

	14. Family Firm Seller
	.48
	.50
	-.044
	.014
	-.080
	.012
	.049
	-.037
	-.016
	-.010
	.064
	-.259**
	-.004
	.229**
	-.267**
	1
	 

	15. Affective Commitment
	3.18
	.84
	-.017
	-.013
	-.304**
	.028
	.085
	.159*
	-.013
	-.001
	.027
	-.102
	.427**
	.286**
	-.178*
	.282**
	1


	
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). ; *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
1 Logarithmn

Table 2: Results of Regression Analysis

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Step 1: Control Variables
	
	
	
	

	Germany
	.017
	.062
	.073
	.055

	Italy
	.020
	.038
	.050
	.052

	Consumer
	-.271**
	-.204**
	-.193*
	-.202**

	IT
	-.009
	.034
	.025
	.004

	Healthcare
	.039
	.046
	.045
	.059

	Other
	.110
	.117
	.120†
	.112

	2010
	.009
	.034
	.032
	.008

	2009
	-.015
	-.027
	-.024
	-.037

	2008
	.053
	.124†
	.112†
	.095

	Transaction Value1
	-.074
	-.023
	.006
	.005

	
Step 2: Independent Variables
	
	
	
	

	Trust
	
	.373***
	.384***
	.371***

	Goal Congruence
	
	.175*
	.127†
	.139†

	PE Reputation
	
	-.164*
	-.125
	-.121

	
Step 3: Moderator
	
	
	
	

	Family Seller
	
	
	.205**
	.199**

	
Step 4: Interaction Terms
	
	
	
	

	Family x Trust
	
	
	
	.144*

	Family x Goal Congruence
	
	
	
	.069

	Family x Reputation
	
	
	
	-.090

	
	
	
	
	

	Change in R2
	.111*
	.216***
	.036**
	.037*

	R2
	.111
	.327
	.363
	.400

	Adjusted R2
	.057
	.273
	.307
	.334

	F
	2.038*
	5.988***
	6.473***
	6.114***


Notes: Beta weights are reported for the final stage in each model; n = 174; *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05;  † p < 0.1 

a Regression coefficients are reported as betas.
1 Logarithmn.
 




Appendix: Scale Items and Reliabilities

	Construct
	Items 
	α

	Dependent variable
	
	

	Affective commitment
	The seller preferred dealing with my PE firm over others because our business philosophies were matching.
The seller preferred dealing with my PE firm over others because we shared a strong personal relationship.
The seller preferred dealing with my PE firm over others because of a strong partnership even at the expense of financial advantages.
	0.70

	Independent variables
	
	

	Trust
	The seller believed that promises made by my PE firm were reliable.
The seller perceived my PE firm as an honest and trustworthy partner.
The seller trusted my PE firm to serve his/her specific needs well.
	0.77

	Goal congruence
	The seller and my PE firm shared the same opinion about the seller's involvement in the buyout target after deal closure. 
The seller and my PE firm shared the same opinion about the acceptable degree of leverage.
The seller and my PE firm shared the same opinion about the degree of control.
	0.70

	PE firm’s reputation
	Total amount of invested capital by the PE firm.
Total number of companies in its portfolio.
Age of PE firm.
	0.79

	Moderator
	
	

	Family firm
	Firms with an ownership level of at least 50% and participation of family members in management or governance roles.
	N/A
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