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Family models as a framework for employment relationsin
entrepreneurial family businesses
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Abstract

Since the 1980s, family businesses have becomebalgbhenomenon. Research in Europe
and the USA shows that most of the new jobs creaték last decade have originated from
family firms and that there are links between fanilisinesses and profitability, longevity,
and entrepreneurship. Research has also showrthnaiverwhelming majority of family
firms are small- and medium-sized enterprises,itisdpart of the received wisdom that for
any small business, employment relations is on@imost important functions. Despite its
acknowledged importance, little research has femissn employment relations in either
‘family’, or ‘entrepreneurial’ businesses. This papprovides an overview of the relevant
research and offers a preliminary exploration oivhtbe family models, defined in binary
terms as patriarchal or parental, can impact onilyamnd non-family employees in
entrepreneurial, family businesses The family m®deke then combined with a learning
model as a framework for understanding employme&ations in such enterprises.

I ntroduction

Family businesses are important for a number ofaes Contrary to the widely held
perception of family businesses as backward an#ingcin most aspects of modern
management practices, data is emerging on theipamative success and their contribution
as a seedbed for entrepreneurship (Miller and LegeBrMiller, 2005; Neubauer and Lank,
1998; Aldrich and CIiff, 2003; Colli, 2003; Fletah004; Sharma 2004). Family businesses
also matter because of their numerical presenad@neconomy, primarily as small- and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) make up approxlyn@ percent of all enterprises in
USA and Europe (Neubauer and Lank, 1998; Fletck@d2; Colli, 2003; Sharma, 2004;
Chrisman, Chua and Steier, 2005). The limited datalable suggests similar prevalence of
family-owned SMEs in Aotearoa (Evans, 1998; Camexod Massey, 1999; Woods, Dale,
Shepherd and Oliver, 2005; Ministry of Economic Bleyment, 2005). Evans’s (1998)
survey of successful local enterprisésund just over 75 percent were 50 to 100 percent
family owned, and had been operating on average 2toryears. His figures reflect
international research that finds no evidence fhatily firms are less profitable, profit-
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oriented, or efficient than those run by manag€dl(, 2003); nor is there evidence that they
have shorter lives than non-family firms (Sharma40

While employment relatiosmatter to SMEs, there has been little researcthim area,
(although there are exceptions, for example Horngbg Kuratko (1990)Perry-Jenkins,
Repetti, and Crouter (2000, amm and Tipples (2005pnd Lamm, Massey and Perry (2008)
provide a comprehensive literature review on thgiclp even less research has focused on
employment relations in entrepreneurial, familyibasses. Employment relations in family
businesses are complicated by employment of bathlyfaand non-family members, with
family members frequently being used as unpaid ek In today’s economy, as in
yesterday’s, the tendency is to turn to family mershto assist in the process of resource
mobilisation and thus they are used as a souraenpdid labour, just as much as start-up
funds (Aldrich and ClIiff, 2003).

This paper follows the shift, in recent years,he tvay small family businesses are viewed,
from the traditional, microeconomic and managenmdthod of studying firms to a more
holistic and critical method, that incorporates legments, such as employment relations
(Chrisman et al, 2005). We also note the shift fi@mrusing on just “the entrepreneurial
founder” to “the entrepreneurial team”, that ise timportant contributions of employees
(Harper 2006; Ensley and Pearson 2005); and frauasiog on competition to recognising
the significance of networks and alliances thatad of a collaborative strategy used in a
range of employment relations activities, from labbire to occupational health and safety
practices (Tapscott, Ticoll and Lowry 2000; Getayl€en and Morrison, 2003; Lamm, et al.
2008).

To highlight important differences amongst familysinesses, we exaggerate a binary
distinction between a “patriarchal” familiness mhdend a “parental” familiness model.
Most family businesses would fall between the twtyaanes. The patriarchal model is rigid,
resistant to change, hierarchical, with a manabécemmand” culture. In contrast, the
“parental” familiness model is knowledgeable, ntirtg, co-operative, and flexible (Fletcher
2002; Yanagisako 2002; Cardon, Zietsma, Sapariethbtne and Davis, 2005). This use of
what could be classed as “family metaphors” as mplaeatory tool in business and
economics in not new. For example, in Adize’s (19life-stage framework, created to
research the organisational structure of firmspeadents self-classified as: Infancy; Go-go;
Adolescence; Prime; Mature; Aristocratic; Bureaticraor Missing Values. Ward (2005)
also remarks the importance of good parenting, imdmpact on the future of family
businesses; and Cardon et al (2005) use a parehthetaphor to emphasise the passion of
the entrepreneur for their “baby”, the businessrdGa et al, 2005: 26). Recent research has
also found that “good parenting” in emerging busses can be linked to financial success;
fairness for family and non-family members and otgeod business and governance
practices; as well as team working, networking altidnces (Heyden, Blondel and Carlock,
2005; Stavrou, Kleanthous and Anastasiou, 2005;itubnd Gianecchini, 2002). These
very different family models imply different issués employment relations whereby the
model influences systems, culture, orientation, aocess to and exercise of power. In the
final section, the concept of culture as a proéesssed with Nettle, Paine and Petheram’s
(2005) learning model of employment relations, &ulitins and Tipples’ (2004) report on a
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cooperative employment relations learning networtq foreground explanation,
understanding, communication and change in emplaymelations. This provides a
foundation for addressing the research questioan entrepreneurial family business, what
impact is the family model likely to have on empiegt relations, both for family and non-
family members?

Family-owned SM Es, Employment Relations and Entrepreneur ship

Family business researchers reject the traditiecahomic definition of “the family firm”
(e.g., in Casson, 2000) as one stage in the litaeEnterprise, following the start-up period
and preceding the public company phase. The “familsiness” is more than merely a stage
of growth, it involves “familiness”, Habbershon awdlliams’ (1999) all-encompassing term
for the sources, processes, and consequences iy famolvement, including ownership,
management, and intergenerational intention (Hablmer and Williams, 1999). To “kin,
property, and control” (Colli, 2003: 20), Chrismanal (2003) add three factors contributing
to the “essence” of a family firm: “unique, inseplle, and synergistic resources and
capabilities”; a vision, “held by the family forams-generational value creation”; and the
pursuit of such a vision (Chrisman et al, 2003:-4j0Rather than focussing exclusively on
the bottom line, on profits, Sharma (2004), Fletdf2604) and Miller and Le-Breton-Miller
(2005) also locate the guiding force in family messes in the fulfilment of a mission to do
something important and to do it exceptionally wEHese understandings of family business
fit well with “familiness”.

A business speaking proudly of “family values” isheing a claim made in every nation.
However, while “family” is often an idealised comteissues of “control, oppression and
inhibition” (Fletcher, 2002:6) are the darker smfefamily businesses. Fletcher (2002) and
Yanagisako (2002) point particularly to patriarcinabdels of the family, and managerial
models of the firm, as limiting and restrictive.téf, too, the SME is idealised. Challenging
the “small is beautiful bandwagon” that emergedhi@ 1970s. Rainnie (1989) surveyed the
amassing evidence that contradicts the cosy faatityosphere ascribed to small firms. In
these “flexible” SMEs, the evidence is of low paystematic evasion of employment rights,
and poor health and safety provisions, suggeshag “small is brutal” (Rainnie, 1989: 6).
The anti-labour connotations of “flexibility” areoted (e.g. Dunn, 2004), and the ILO’s
World Labour Report 1997-9%&ports the widespread empirical finding thatatige to large
firms, SMEs are far more likely to be non-unionidedlso factors into the proliferation of
SMEs the trend among large corporations towardoowtsng and subcontracting (ILO,
1997). The dark side of SMEs is often related tgleyment relations practices, in which
compliance with employment law is seldom a highogty for SMEs (Lamm 2002).
Murphy’s (2005) American family business reseafoh,example, shows that the economic
environment of the early twenty-first century diedess attention to family management
issues, employee issues, and government regulessoes; and directs most concern and
attention to issues of finance, operations, taxiasdrance.

As well as employment relations and familiness,regreneurship is central to this

preliminary research. The entrepreneurial familgibess is distinguished from the family-
owned SME where vision is often limited to the “3”"Bthe BMW car, the bach, and the
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boat. Schumpeter’s (1942) creative destruction}ymg@ dynamism, innovation, change, and
growth, is a prerequisite, and we suggest this mysa links to learning models of
employment relations, as discussed below. We algmest the distribution of power is
revealed in models of patriarchal and parental lfaggs. Family businesses tend to be
entrepreneurial (Fletcher, 2004; Sharma, 2004), llkkedSMEs generally, they are diverse
(Chrisman et al, 2005). Family business researdgnse that the types of firms and family
businesses that prevail in a country are consulaamel impacted by cultural, geographical,
demographical, historical and legal frameworks, dnyd changes in those frameworks
(Sharma and Manikutty, 2005). As Sharma (2004)aéng: in every country, national laws,
including inheritance, capital gains tax laws, a@amdployment law, “influence the type of
family firm that prevails; and in every countryatiers of firms attempt to minimise tax
payment and retain the fruits of their labour withiheir family and business” (Sharma,
2004:5). Aotearoa New Zealand, for example, is uabsmong Western economies in
having no capital gains tax or inheritance penadtyd has one of the lowest rates of
compliance costs in the OECD countries (McMillarQ02). However, Aotearoa New
Zealand is not unusual among Western economiesxperiencing radical change in
employment relations in the last 30 years. An eabdn system supported by a closed
economy was replaced in 1991 by a contract-basedefivork compatible with a deregulated
economy (Rasmussen and Lamm, 1999Peeks and Rasmussen (2001) emphasise the
“relative powers and interests of the key partiemployees, employers and government — in
the regulation of employment conditions and thaldsghment of workplace rights”; and also
the strategies, rules and processes that are adogtel the cultural, social, economic,
political, legal, and institution contexts withinrhweh power is established and exercised are
critical to employment relations (Deeks and Rasmus2001:4). In essence, orthodox
employment relations recognise that the contexd, tae relative powers of the key parties,
can and do chande.

In addition to the influence of national and in&ranal legislative environments and
cultures, every business is shaped by its own mlttthe historically evolved, learned
values, attitudes and meanings shared by membexrgiven community” (Lewis, 1992:1).
Yanagisako (2002), like Lewis (1992), develops ¢bacept of culture as “a process rather
than a stable structure or system” (Yanagisako,2&)0 This approach, allowing for
responsiveness and adaption to changes in thd,qoaisical and economic environments, is
applied here to family culture. Like all culturéamily culture is not fixed and immutable, it
responds to endogenous and exogenous pressurem, Addyton and Salvato (2004)
establish organisational culture as an importaateggic resource that family firms can use to
gain a competitive advantage, realised when tine iSrmore proactive, innovative, and risk-
oriented (Zahra et al, 2004).

Gersick, Davis, Hampton and Lansberg’s (1997) d&fim of culture fits well with the
models of patriarchal and paternal family businessggested here:

“A company’s culture (like the culture of any sdajaoup) is its strongly held values
and assumptions about correct behaviour in a nurobeareas: proper decision-
making authority (hierarchical, collateral, or imdiual), the role of management,
ideal leadership style (autocratic, consultativeparticipatory), norms of openness
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versus secrecy, people versus task orientatioajtioyo the leader versus loyalty to
the organisation, respect for management hieraestd/ structure, the role of the
family in the business, and the time orientationhef company (focused more on the
past, the present, or the future).” (Gersick e1887:149).

The founder, the “patriarch”, symbolises and atites these underlying values and beliefs.
Founder myths and stories, dress codes and vibleires of the company, the written
philosophy, traditions, and other such culturalefatts also identify the values and
assumptions of family businesses. Moreover, Gersickl (1997) suggest the early success
of the business depends on these values and assompihat are part of the “founder
mythology” (Gersick et al, 1997:149).

Entrepreneurial family-owned SMEs

There is no internationally agreed definition faniily business, SMESs, or entrepreneurship.
Harper (2006) notes that focus on the founder ed®ongside the conceptual framework
underlying most entrepreneurship research whiclatésc entrepreneurial agency solely
within single enterprising individuals (e.g. Vendaman, 1997). Harper also notes that
while Schumpeter’s original theory develops theiarobf the entrepreneur as a ‘lone hero’
with exceptional creative ability who overcomeslakriers to innovation in order to bring

discontinuous new combinations to fruition (Schutepel947); Schumpeter’s later work

suggests that the entrepreneurial function maydsmpned collectively (Schumpeter, 1965

as cited in Harper, 2006). Following Fletcher (2084d Sharma (2004) the entrepreneurial
function could be allocated amongst family and feomily employees in a family business.

The shift of attention from the manager, founderjnalividual entrepreneur, to the team
(Harper, 2006; Ensley and Pearson, 2005), is arcasy the more holistic and critical
approach to the study of firms previously noteds®&hift, which could be described as from
patriarchal to parental, has yet to produce a emuseon either the nature of teams (Cooney,
2005), or their value (Allen and Hecht, 2004; Wetsal, 2004). Like patriarchal and parental
models of family businesses, teams function in b&mily and non-family firms.
Unsurprisingly, at the same time as attention visef$irsg from the individual entrepreneur to
the team, attention was shifting from competitiometworking, alliances and collaboration
as strategies (Tapscot et al, 2000; Getz et al32@or SMEs, and family businesses,
guantum growth often requires strategies that telpartnering with others in order to take
the unique bundle of heterogeneous resources, itiipaband competencies that is the
family firm and use them to achieve sustainableaathge (Hamel and Prahalad, 1994;
Campbell-Hunt, 2001; Culpan, 2002). Partnering withers may take the form of
franchising, mergers, acquisitions, or other madéances or networks with distributors
and agents. Networks are based on trust, and Landes/5) list of advantages of family
firms includes in particular the cultivation of stuwith long-term commitment, and know-
how. Early research suggesting that networking alidnces are an intergenerational
strategy in family businesses (Shepherd and Wo2d85) leads to the linkage here of
entrepreneurial teams, top management teams (TMihs),networking. This holistic and
critical method, changing from static to dynamiesonates with learning models of
employment relations, discussed in the final saectio
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Networks and family connections could be importantboth start-up and development
phases of the family business (Getz et al, 20083iriess webs (b-webs), whether networks,
coalitions or alliances, offer growth opportunities SMEs from internet-based models,
dramatically reducing the costs of many kinds ahsactions (Tapscott et al, 2000). Also,
informal networks are cast widely in a quest foefukinformation and advice on product
development, competitive concerns, and labour sgléngsley and Malecki, 2004). The
downside is that networks, coalitions and stratediances can result in “deskilling” and
“hollowing out”, with the firm “locked out” from larning critical new skills and
technologies (Lei and Slocum Jr., 1992: 82-6). &ed Slocum Jr. (1992) suggest that
successful alliances are based on integration d¥ gmocesses; and understanding of
corporate values. Also, their research finds thaba-hierarchical or horizontal (parental)
organisation works better than a traditional fupresl structure (Lei and Slocum Jr., 1992).

Patriarchal and parental models are also read npeig2006). The patriarchal “founder”
model is apparent in his “nested entrepreneurigdit, where the set of agents contains a
lead entrepreneur and at least one sub-entreprehieurcites several empirical studies,
including Timmons (1994), which support the existeof a lead entrepreneur who displays
a superior ability to “... imagine how to changee tlenvironment to create profit
opportunities” (Harper, 2006: 8). Harper (2006) tcasts “nested” or patriarchal teams with
“emergent entrepreneurial” teams containing attléa® entrepreneurs, where group
orientation and power allocation make it apparéiat imembers are on an equal footing,
collaborating in the joint enterprise: a parentaldel. He suggests some profit opportunities
can only be discovered and exploited if entrepresieambine with others in the pursuit of
common goals, thus his definition of entreprendprsfmphasises communication. He
argues that “the more frequently, extensively ammendly members of a small team
communicate and interact with one another, the midely will team members
spontaneously come to share a common entrepreheisian which guides their problem-
solving”, thus. Harper suggests members of emergggins epitomise “entrepreneurial
discovery as an integrated, socially distributedcpss” (Harper, 2006: 8-15). Team
members trust one another, and trust is a charstatesf family firms (Neubauer and Lank,
1998; Landes, 1975).

Adapting Gersick et al (1997), Fletcher’s life aychodel (2004), as shown in Figure 1, adds
a fourth “entrepreneurial” dimension to the thr@aehsions of family, ownership, and
business (e.g. Basu and Altinay, 2003). It is attthird “harvesting” stage on the
entrepreneurship axis that attention moves to rigenerational emergence”, a process of
interpreneurship in which “family members are iatding and creating new possibilities for
themselves, their lives, and their organisationgsivrawing upon past events, happenings,
experiences and conversations” (Fletcher, 2008)36he entrepreneurial axis increases the
model’'s applicability to the complex reality of fdynbusiness, allowing for a return to the
investors, and a future beyond the conception ealiization of the founder’s ideas. For
Fletcher (2004), the model takes account otlie.inter-relationship between family,
ownership, management and entrepreneurship ...slainistantly emerging through old and
new, family and non-family interactions that areays culturally, socially and politically
situated” (Fletcher, 2004: 46); that are alwaypriocess.
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Fletcher (2004), like Poza (1988), Hoy and Verd€94), and Aldrich and CIiff (2003),
emphasises entrepreneurship at the centre of uaddisg of family business. Innovation is
strongly associated with family firms, where lessnfality and greater decentralisation is
associated with a greater innovational posture i@Cand Moores, 2006). Family firms
“create value through product, process, and innowstthat fuel growth and lead to
prosperity”, and long-term family firms’ ownershgllows them to dedicate the resources
required for innovation and risk taking, yet, ahiaet al (2004) note, over time, ‘some
family firms become conservative, unwilling or uf@lio take the risks associated with
entrepreneurship” (Zahra et al, 2004: 363). PoAB&)] also makes the point that: “the
difficult destruction that is needed within a buesia to create something better is even harder
to accomplish when the business system is entwividd a family system” (Poza, 1988:
347). Compounding the difficulty, King, Solomon aRk@&rnald Jr. (2001) find that non-
family members who are treated as family are oféduictant and resistant to change.

Figure 1. Four dimmensional developmental model of Family Business
Source: Fletcher (20040 . 37, Gersick et al (1797) adapted
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Family and non-family business comparisons

As already indicated, much research relating toilfabusinesses and employment relations
is contradictory. For example, there is conflictiegdence from McCann, Leon-Guerrero
and Haley (2001) and Neubauer and Lank (1998) erisdues surrounding “familiness” of
the business, and its impact on employment relatibltCann et al (2001) and Neubauer and
Lank (1998) agree that all the family businessesy thurveyed gave more importance to
long-term sustainability than short-term profitélgil Neubauer and Lank’s (1998) list of
advantageous characteristics of family firms begingh introduction of excellent
management development systems for family and détenon-family members. McCann et
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al (2001) also found the family businesses surveymat the highest priority to building the
management team, but priority was given to oppaigsmfor growth and development for
non-family members.

Jorisson, Lavern, Martens and Reheul (2005), howewggest that as well as stereotypical
notions of family resulting in biased data, diffeces found between family and non-family
firms could be due to demographic sample differendéney found “real” differences for
exporting, budgeting, variable reward systems, ifaofity and gender, educational degree,
and tenure of the CEO. However, they found no difiees between family and non-family
firms in strategy, networking, long-term planninghda control systems, perceived
environmental uncertainty, growth, or managemaeaihimng (Jorisson et al, 2005). Over the
past 15 years, the characteristics of family and-family firms have been identified and
debated in contributions based on many theorefremheworks, including agency theory
(e.g. Jorisson et al, 2005), transaction costsrihée.g. Williamson, 1981; 1996), and
theories attributing differences between family amoh-family firms to contradictions
between “subjective and emotional” family systerasd “objective” business systems
(Ward, 1987; Craig and Moores, 2005). For de V(i#893), the dual characteristics of
family and business result in benefits: long-termemation, strong commitment, less
bureaucratic, and less impersonal processes. Buoityfaharacteristics can also result in
disadvantages: confusing organisation, nepotismmilyadisputes, autocracy leading to
secrecy and resistance to change, and successimasir

Ensley and Pearson (2005) compare the cohesiofljctopotency, and shared strategic
cognition of three types of top management tean\T@): non-family; family with parent
involved; and family without parent involved. Thestart with the assumption that
behavioural processes of TMTs affect the strateiection and performance of family
firms. Composition of the TMT determines the bebaval processes which are different in
family firms and non-family firms. Ensley and Pearslso found that TMTs in family firms
with parents actively involved were different fraimose where parents were not actively
involved. Their results suggest that family busshésams that include parents have more
effective behavioural attributes than both othemifa business teams and non-family
business teams. Family business teams without {sahed the highest level of ideas and
relationship conflictS, and were also weakest in terms of cohesion, pytesed shared
strategic cognitions. Importantly, on all the bebaval measures, non-family teams scored
between the two groups of family firms (Ensley a@Pearson, 2005), indicating that the
family model has a strong effect on the outcomes'fdTs, and is a source of both strength
and weakness. As previously argued, a “’kin-effextfamiliness effect is intensification, for
good or ill.

Chrisman, Chua and Steier (2005) suggest Ensleyaadson’s (2005) study has important
implications for understanding the sources and egumsnces of familiness in family firms. It
also has implications for understanding family medad employment relations. Their three
main points are, firstly: “compared with non-famfiyms, it appears that family involvement
in top management leads to a distinctive set oabieliral dynamics that has the potential to
affect the evolution and performance of family farfior good or ill” (Chrisman et al, 2005:
241). Secondly, apparently, “the strengths and weaknesses of a family manageteemt
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are contingent upon the relationships between temipers of that team” (ibid). The third
point is: “these strengths and weaknesses imply wea might expect different types of
behaviour from different types of family teams”iip

Thus, by applying the exaggerated binary distimctwithin the familiness model, it is

possible to reveal and articulate the state offtéimeily business’ employment relations in
terms of its culture, the system and distributibpawver. As noted, “parenting”, as opposed
to a “patriarchal” model, appears to link to finedcsuccess; fairness for family and non-
family members, and other business and governaraiges; and teamwork, networking
and alliances. These metaphors or models of fariginesses reveal also different
employment relations cultures, and different un@dedings and applications of rights,
equity, and power.

The Resear ch Question and L earning M odels of Employment Relations

Cardon et al (2005) note that metaphor is ofterd Use scientific theory generation and
development, and it is a strong tool for commurmgaemotions and bringing to the surface
taken-for-granted assumptions. Also, people thimiderstand, and learn through metaphor,
mapping one domain onto another. Like Cardon e28l05), we are cautious in the use of
the patriarchal and paternal metaphors for therasgtional structure or model of the family
business, knowing tropes can be dangerous and tkeachwarranted assumptions and
inferences (Cardon et al, 2005). However, suclsrésk minimised firstly by acknowledging
the unrealistic exaggeration in the models, anarsdly, by recognising the mutability of
culture. As well as changing in response to exogsipuessures, culture is a process that can
change by choice. This concept of deliberate andem change is applied in learning models
of employment relations, which bring to the forg@kxation, understanding, communication
and improvement.

The research question i1 an entrepreneurial family business, what impigacthe family
model likely to have on employment relations, otlfamily and non-family member3he
previous sections have surveyed international awhl|research on family business,
employment relations, entrepreneurial teams, artdapehal and parenting metaphors to
address this question. In particular, we have Hmbugrward the negative aspects and
outcomes of the patriarchal model, and the positispects and outcomes of the paternal
model. While we suggest these models are a usellldr language for understanding
employment relations, their usefulness is severehstrained if they are not understood in
the context of culture and change. Family cultlike, every culture, changes in response to
internal and external pressures. Although the stibjeere identified as farming businesses
rather than families, the “explanation and improeeath model of employment relations
developed by Nettle et al (2005), and the Good Bygl experiment (Edkins and Tipples,
2004), offer useful frameworks to explore, expland improve the complex and dynamic
employment relations environments that are entrepmeal family businesses. In these
learning models of employment relations, the emighiason chosen and deliberate change,
reinforcing the point that the culture of an entegis not inevitably fixed.
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In their learning model of employment relatibnilettle et al (2005) develop a conceptual
model to assist in understanding the change presessfarm employment relationships.
Their qualitative research approach aimed to captime constructed perspectives of
employer and employee, deepening understanding noployment relationships and

processes. Nettle et al, 2005 state that the ecmtgtnist approach “requires a methodology
that permits the study of actual employment retetiops in real time and allows for the
differences in how employment participants constraeanings” (p.24-25); and the approach
also “allows concepts and theory to emerge froma'dalThe methodology requires

sensitivity, confidentiality for participants, angcknowledgement of the complexity of
relationships. It requires access to employmeraticgiships; discovering ways to capture
and interpret employment events (ibid).

Figure 2. A conceptual model of employment relationships. (Mettle et al, 2005)

Processes of explanation and improvement take place in opposite directions in the flow chart

Understanding employment relationships

..
£y £ £

1. Core principles 2. Mediating 3. Change 4. Relatinnship
guiding employment processes processes outcomes

«F ST U
et ——

Improwing employment relationships

Nettle et al's (2005) research offers evidencesafring, and of the impact of learning on the
employment relationship. Concepts explaining thecoete events of the farm employment
relationships in Gippsland, Australia, were devebbphrough an iterative process. The key
concepts identified, functioning in closely relatedys in the employment relationship, were
condensed into four concept categories: core miesiguiding employment; mediating
processes; change processes; and relationship noegcoshown in Figure 2. While
employment outcomes are often viewed as an endcemgelves, Nettle et al's (2005)
analysis suggests relationship outcomes are suwenatid hierarchical: “to achieve higher
level outcomes such as synergy, there is a stageflow from a balanced outcome, through
resilience to synergy” (p.29-30). They also make tmportant point that relationship
outcomes can operate in reverse, exacerbatingcastesating a negative business outcome.
This reflects the finding in family-owned SMEs a&dy noted: the “family effect” intensifies
processes and relationships in either direction.
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Drawing on Tipples, Hoogeveen, and Gould (200@itlM et al's (2005) research suggests
employers’ or employees’ core principles, their i¢fs| attitudes and values about
employment, already set prior to entry into an ewplent relationship, guide their often
unconscious action, and influence pre-perceptidrbligations and balance in employment.
Importantly, Nettle et al's (2005) research sholat if employers and employees are aware
of these core principles and how they apply to thedaes, and are able to explore them, “it
provides a starting platform for initial perceptibalance” (p.30); for learning, change, and
improvement.

The second example of a learning model of employmelations draws on Edkins and
Tipples (2004) report of a local internally-drivenprovement, the Amuri Dairy Employers’
Group (AEDG). Their research focuses on the AEDsBaldished to combat the social and
economic hardships of a downturn in the industng difficulty recruiting and retaining
quality employees in that geographically isolatedaa Established at a public meeting in
April 2000, the AEDG’s main aims were: functioniag a group of high calibre employers;
promoting the Amuri dairy industry as a career chand an employment option; and as a
secondary function, providing a dairy employer ratafor local area industry support. Most
of the rules in the Code of Practice, also propastethat meeting, were adopted without
disagreement, and initial employer and employe@itrg was set up. By 2002, the
overwhelming majority of employees and ADEG membpesceived improvement in
Amuri's employment situation. In addition to itsntgbutions to training, networking and
support, and action, the ADEG changed the farmmys employment values in a positive
way (Edkins and Tipples, 2004).

Discussion

It is reasonable to assume the farming enterpasesnainly family businesses. That point is
secondary. The principal reason for inclusion @sthexplanation and improvement models
of employment relations is to reinforce the conadpthange as both possible and beneficial,
and to ensure that the metaphor of patriarchahoeral, when applied to or within a family
business is not perceived as a permanent chasdittetn answer to the research question,
the previous sections have shown that, in an emtneprrial family business, the family
model is likely to have a profound impact on empheyt relations, both for family and non-
family members. Parenting in businesses, as opposagatriarchal culture, appears to link
to productive teams, networking and alliances; alVauccess; fairness for family and non-
family members; and other good business and gomeengractices.

The advantage of explanation and improvement moaélssmployment relations is
expectation, recognition, and incorporation of tagacity for learning and change into the
understanding of both the family and non-family ibass. By supporting learning and
change, like Harper's (2006) “communication”, ldaghmodels of employment relations
support growth, and continued innovation and emémegurship. Cultures, assumptions,
models, and businesses can choose to change, wioethet the firms are family-owned.
Employment relations can also change, whether bit tlee change is deliberate and directed
development. Another advantage of learning modélsngployment relations is that they
appear to reveal the patriarchal or parental cleniatics of the individual family business
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model. This revelation could serve to articulatel &neak costly patterns and systems, and
instigate advantageous changes in perceptiongjreptommunication, and the distribution
of power, benefiting family and non-family emplogee

The anecdotal evidence as well as the statistlatiirg to employment relations are stacked
against family-owned SMEs. At the same time, thatigics show family enterprises,
depending on their model, score well on entreprestgp, innovation, teamwork, and
longevity. The recurring explicit and implicit thes of culture, communication, perception,
and power appear to be captured in the distindbetween patriarchal, individualistic or
founder models, and parental or group or team taiemodels of families, and businesses.
Paternal and patriarchal appear to be useful madelsmetaphors for generalising family
businesses, and understanding the culture andigtrédtion of power, in order to improve
employment relations for family and non-family ewoy#es, and thus to improve
entrepreneurial and economic performance.

Summary

Employment relations is complex and made more sthéyensions between the needs and
expectations of family and non-family employees.e Ttontradictory claims regarding
treatment of family and non-family employees haweerb remarked. Differences between
family and non-family firms, as well as differendestween parent-involved and non-parent
involved family businesses have also been noted.ntltiplicity of variables that interplay
with and influence family business cultures, inahgd owners’ values, organisational history
and accomplishments, the competitive conditiontheffirm’s major industry, and national
and regional cultures, the ethnic heritage of #mailly that owns and runs the firm, and a
wide range of political, ideological, sociologicabperiential, economic, and psychological
factors, makes them “distinct and difficult to iate” (Zahra et al, 2004: 382). It also makes
it difficult to generalise from the data. Also, ma$ these variables and factors influence the
cultures, structures, entrepreneurial and employmedations decisions and actions of non-
family firms, as much as family firms.

The approach suggested here provides a level dfssmahat recognises the complexities of
the research question, and provides direction tduré research. The entrepreneurial
dimension of family businesses demands a dynamaemmmcorporating capacity for growth
and change, and for learning. It appears that istendtion between patriarchal and paternal
models is useful for distinguishing the type ofrepteneurial team functioning in a family or
non-family business. Most importantly, Nettle et (2D05), and the Amuri experiment
(Edkins and Tipples, 2004), show that learning em@imunication can have dramatic effects
on employment relations, and on other economicsaeiil dimensions. Learning models of
employment relations acknowledge both the neceasitlyinevitability of organisational and
cultural change over time, and involve change @sosen process instead of a threat to well-
being. The learning approach to employment relatisapports business growth, and
entrepreneurship in family and non-family businesse

The exaggerated opposites of patriarchal and paEtdamily models provide a useful
framework to communicate the culture and proces$esbusiness, and the distribution of
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power. They also appear to have implications fateustanding businesses beyond those that
are family owned. The next research steps willtberefine this approach to employment
relations; secondly, to test the model in analgsid comparison of entrepreneurial family
business case studies; and thirdly, to take thigl@ment relations framework out to family
businesses and investigate its usefulness for iilatimg and improving their employment
relations processes.

Notes

! Evans uses a minimum of average and median asales per FTE of $345,000 and $227,000 respectively
define success (Evans, 1998, p. 23).

2 |ssues of culture, communication, perception, gmdler, in an entrepreneurial context, a contextainge,
foreground the issue of language. For examplesitian from Industrial Relations (IR), to Labour IR&ons

(LR), to Employment Relations (ER), and recenttyHuuman Resources Management (HRM). See Deeks and
Boxall (1991) on language and culture, and Rasnmuasd Lamm (1999) on HRM.

¥ Rasmussen and Lamm'’s record of radical changes iheludes: Labour Relations Act 1987, Employment
Contracts Act 1991, Health and Safety in Employm#&ett 1992, Industry Training Act 1992, and Accident
Rehabilitation and Compensation Insurance Act 199%] Human Rights Act and Privacy Act in 1993
(Rasmussen and Lamm, 1999: vi). More recently, Engployment Relations Act 2000 and Amendments
restored some rights to employees and unions, ant $alance to power relations between employer and
employee.

* Although the employment relationship is describsdontractual, Jacobssen and Skillman (2004)thate
unlike other commercial contracts, not all relevi@nins of a labour exchange can be costlessly fgeind
enforced via the use of employment contracts, thestructure of relations within the workplace et
Employment is “a hierarchical relationship in whitie work of non-firm owners is supervised by fiomners
or their agents” (Jacobsen and Skillman, 2004: 286 paper argues that the hierarchical distigioubf
power between employers and employees is intedsifiéamily businesses; and the balance of powbwdsn
employers and employees in family businesses erehted and revealed in the patriarchal or parentalel
of ER

® In their study, Ensley and Pearson (2005) valulicts of ideas as constructive

® Interestingly, neither learning model of ER wasonrdriven. The first was research-instigated, #redsecond
was an employer initiative.
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