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Behavioral Outcomes of Next Generation Family Merab@ommitment to Their Firm

Abstract

Are there variations in behaviors and leadershijlestof next generation family members or
descendants who join their family business duefterdnt forms of commitment? Evidence
from a dual respondent study of 109 Canadian andsSamily firms suggests that
descendants with affective commitment to their fgriiims are more likely to engage in
discretionary activities going beyond the job dggmn, thereby contributing to
organizational performance. Next generation membélsnormative commitment are more
likely to engage in transformational leadershipdedrs. Both affectively and normatively
motivated next generation members use contingerdrceforms of leadership. A surprising
finding of this study is the binding force of nortiwa commitment on positive leadership
behaviors of next generation members. This studyirirally tests the generalizability of the
three-component model of commitment to family basses, a context in which different
forms of commitment may play a unique role.

Keywords:family business; next generation; commitment; lesitip; transformational

leadership; transactional leadership

A study of over five thousand new (less than 2 yeddl) and operating firms revealed
that over 77% of new and 80% of operating firmshim US are family firm's(Chua, Chrisman,
& Chang, 2004). That is, the creation and survfahese firms is significantly dependent on

the active involvement of family members in finaal@nd managerial aspects of the firm (e.g.,

! In this paper, we refer to family enterprise, figrbusiness and family firm interchangeably.
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Aldrich & CIiff, 2003; Colli, 2012; James, Jenninds Breitkreuz, 2012). As salient
stakeholders of an enterprise (Mitchell, Agle, Gman, & Spence, 2011), members of the
controlling family are uniquely positioned to sela&role models for other organizational
members. They have a significant influence on tdwgas environment or culture of their firm. In
turn, the family environment affects the performmaad sustainability of the enterprise (Miller
& Le-Breton Miller, 2006). Family business leadeiiso encourage, inspire, and motivate their
followers may be able to achieve better outcomas those who act autocratically or without
regard for the interests and needs of organizdtioeanbers.

Research has established the performance diffesdrateveen founders and later
generation family members. Founder-led firms atéeb@erformers as compared to non-family
firms or family firms led by descendants (e.g.,|dfil Le Breton-Miller, Lester, & Cannella,
2007; Villalonga & Amit, 2006). However, the causdwariance in performance observed in
descendant- or next generation-led firms have aehbnvestigated. It remains unclear what
factors influence the behavior or leadership styleext generation family members, which in
turn impact on firm performance. In particular, caitment of next generation family members
towards their business has been suggested to &g dekerminant of firm survival, success and
longevity (e.g., Chrisman, Chua, & Sharma, 199& ) dter, 1989; Sharma & Rao, 2000). Some
even argue that high levels of commitment compenigatlimitations in managerial competence
and ability of family members to achieve positiesults (Aldrich & Langton, 1998). Drawing
upon the organizational behavior literature (eMgGee & Ford, 1987; Meyer & Allen, 1991,
Morrow, 1983; Reichers, 1985), Sharma and Irvir@D8) proposed a theoretical framework of
next-generation commitment set within a family nesis context. These authors suggested that

different bases of commitment — affective (desaedal), normative (obligation based), and
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continuance (cost-avoidance based) — would be $sdavith different types of family
members’ behavior.

In this paper, we examine some of the predictsatut in Sharma and Irving’s (2005)
model of next-generation family members’ (hencéforéxt-gen members) commitment with a
sample of family firms based in Canada and Swigret] two countries with comparable societal
culture as it relates to family enterprises (Guptdanges, 2004). Specifically, we analyze
associations between the bases of next-gen mendwershitment and discretionary behavioral
outcomes using a dual respondent survey method. tDatssess the underlying form of
commitment were collected from descendants whatddeeh over the leadership of the family
firm. To assess the followers’ perceptions of #edership behaviors of these next-gen
members, data were collected from senior non-fagxicutives working closely with them
(Felfe & Heinitz, 2010). This dual respondent agmtoallows us to use independent validation
criteria that help to overcome problems associatiéiu single source methods (McKenny,
Payne, Zachary, & Short, in press).

This article makes three key contributions. Fiasta large majority of business
organizations in the world are family enterprfsdmdings of this study extend research on the
three-component model of commitment originally deped to explain organizational
commitment (e.g., Meyer & Allen, 1997) to theseeeptises. Not only are family firms the
predominant form of organization in the world, thego offer a unique context to examine the
different bases of commitment. For example, agdahely name is often closely associated with
the enterprise’s name, the potency of affectivero@dment is likely to be higher than in non-

family firms. Similarly, due to the overlap of fagand business in these enterprises, the

2 These are firms wherein the controlling family niers significantly influence the direction and kiscisions of
the business (e.g., Astrachan & Shanker, 2003; Méast& Cowling, 1998).
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obligations to an organization and to the familyyrba confounded to increase their intensity. It
is also easy to imagine how some next-gen membaysh& drawn to a family enterprise by
(cost avoidance) motives other than pure desipeoreived obligation to the family or business,
indicating all three forms of commitment are likédyco-exist perhaps on an extended scale in
these firms — making them an excellent contexéso the validity of the commitment theory.

Second, by providing the first empirical evidené¢he nature of the relationship
between different components of commitment anddhdership behaviors of next-gen
members, we begin to understand why some descenataytbe more effective performers than
others. Third, the underlying reasons for transaeti vs. transformational styles have not yet
been investigated in the context of family entexgsi Furthermore, as observed by Judge and
Piccolo (2004), based on their meta-analysis af $tieam of leadership research, the available
literature is largely USA based. As the study f@esusn family enterprises in Canada and
Switzerland, it takes a step to extend the scojleesle leadership theories outside of the USA.

The remainder of this paper is structured asedldDrawing on the organizational
commitment literature, the next section preseritsed review of various components of
commitment. Next, we discuss behavioral consequeoceommitment and propose specific
hypotheses. This is followed by a description ef éimpirical study including our data collection
method and presentation of results. The articlelcaies with a discussion of the research, and
limitations and implications of the study.

Bases of Commitment

Individuals may engage in a course of action withsequences on one or more targets

(or foci) because they are driven by commitment — a fdrateis experienced as a mindset or

psychological state (drasi9 (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001)Whereas targets of commitment
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refer to the objects or entities to which one isnutted, the bases of commitment refer to the
underlying motives that produce the mindset. Is 8tudy, family businesses are the targets of
interest, and our aim is to understand how theouarcommitment mindsets of next-gen
members are associated with these individuals’\aetsawithin their firm.

Meyer and Allen (1991, 1997) proposed three forinsommitment, which are
considered as components of a commitment profifective, normative, and continuance
commitment, linked to mindsets of desire, obligatiand opportunity cost respectively.

Affective commitment drives family members who wankheir firms because thelesireto.

This form of commitment is defined as “emotionahahment to, identification with, and
involvement in the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 99: 67). Normative commitment drives
family members who feel a senseotiigationto work in their family firms (Meyer & Allen,
1991). These individuals feel a need to conformxi@rnal pressures or norms within their social
environment. Such obligation is not necessarilg@®ed as being negative, because individuals
may feel a sense of satisfaction if they are mgetie expectations of other family members and
maintaining positive social relations with thesgngicant people. Especially if combined with
strong affective commitment, as is often the casemative commitment may make individuals
willing to exert effort towards a goal that theylibee in because they feel it ‘is the right thirg t
do’ (Gellatly, Meyer, & Luchak, 2006; Meyer & Padyova, 2010).

Continuance commitment drives family members tokwortheir family firms because
they perceive that th@pportunity costf not doing so would be too high (Meyer & Aller§91).
Although this construct was initially conceivedkasng uni-dimensional in the organizational
commitment literature (Meyer & Allen, 1991), sonmagarical work has evidenced the

possibility of two underlying factors (McGee & FoitP87; Meyer, Allen, & Gellatly, 1990).
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Accordingly, Sharma and Irving (2005) distinguistedween a mindset of ‘having to’ remain
within the family firm because the costs of leavarg prohibitive (calculative commitment) and
a mindset of ‘needing to’ pursue a career in tmeilfafirm because of a perceived lack of
alternative employment opportunities (imperativenautment). In order to be consistent with
the prevalent organizational commitment literatuvbich bases itself on Meyer and Allen’s
(1991) work, and to test empirically the model gsscales that have been specifically
constructed to evaluate a three-component mod&r{& Meyer, 1990; Meyer, Allen, & Smith,
1993; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsk@02), in our study we consider the three
established bases of commitment: affective, norreaind continuance.
Behavioral Consequences of Commitment

Behavioral outcomes of the different componentsashimitment can vary depending on
whether the target is a course of action or artye(Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). The former
usually has specific behavioral consequences @gimitment to improve customer
satisfaction), whereas the latter are more gertergl, reduced employee turnover). Sharma and
Irving (2005) focused on commitment whose targ¢tesfamily firm. Although the three bases
of commitment, which stem from substantively diéiet mindsets of desire, obligation, and
opportunity cost, may all compel individuals to gue a career in their family business, Sharma
and Irving (2005) proposed that the different fomhsommitment may be associated with very
different discretionary behaviors amongst next-gembers (see Figure 1).

--Insert Figure 1 about here--

According to Organ (1990), discretionary behavemesthose that organizational

members can choose to proffer or withhold with@gfard to considerations of sanctions or

formal incentives. A number of terms are used aliferature to describe such behaviors.
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Examples include OCBs or organizational citizengigpaviors (Organ, 1988), contextual
performance (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996), extode (Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch,
1994), and pro-social behaviors (Brief & Motowidli®86). Sharma and Irving (2005) argued
that affective commitment would be positively asated with discretionary behaviors, because
individuals who identify with the family businesslivdesire to contribute to its success.
Individuals with normative commitment were also exed to exhibit discretionary behaviors,
but less so than affectively committed family mensb@s continuance commitment is
associated with a lack of perceived alternatiiesas expected to have the weakest link with
discretionary behaviors. In this study we focugwao important sets of discretionary behaviors
pertinent to next-gen members in family firms: @ttial performance and leadership styles.
Contextual Performance

Similarly to OCBs, contextual performance considtdiscretionary activities that,
although not part of the specific task requiremeis job, contribute to organizational
effectiveness by supporting organizational goalkil&\task performance has been found to vary
based on proficiency, the major source of variatiocontextual performance lies in volition and
predisposition (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). In othgords, as contextual performance
involves going beyond the job description, it isvdn more by motivation than by skill.

Although there is little empirical evidence linkidgfferent forms of commitment with
contextual performance, Van Scotter (2000) founatextual performance to be positively
associated with affective commitment. More reseaihexamined the linkages between the
bases of commitment and the related construct @0 their meta-analysis, Meyer et al.

(2002) found that affective commitment and normatemmitment were both positively
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associated with OCBs whereas the correlation betwestinuance commitmehand OCBs was
near zero. Given the similarities between OCBsamdextual performance and based on
previous findings, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1a: Affective commitment of next generation family meznd will be

positively associated with contextual performance.

Hypothesis 1b: Normative commitment of next generation family memswill be

positively associated with contextual performance.
L eader ship Styles

Organizational behavior researchers often distsigbietween two types of leadership
styles or behaviors: transformational and traneaeti (Yukl, 1989). Transformational leadership
is framed in terms of the effect leaders have emikeds, values and priorities of followers
(Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003; Korek, Felfe, & Zaagek-Rothe, 2010). Empirical studies have
consistently found that transformational leadenrgehaositive effects on the motivation and
performance of their followers (e.g., Lowe, Kroe&Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Waldman,
Ramirez, House, & Puranam, 2001). Transactionakeship is generally defined in terms of
leaders’ underlying influence process (Kark et2003; Korek et al., 2010). Transactional
leaders engage followers on the basis of a negdtechange, and provide rewards in return for
an agreed level of employee performance. Bass j188&red to this type of leadership as
‘contingent reinforcement.” Whereas a significaotlp of literature has examined the effects
transformational leaders have on followers, thersill considerable uncertainty as to the factors

influencing transformational or transactional laati behaviors. We believe that the nature of

% While we expect a near zero or negative relatignsatween continuance commitment, and contextual
performance and transformational leadership, fopscity of exposition in text and figure, formayotheses are
not listed. However, the results confirm thesetrateships.
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leaders’ commitment to the organization may playnamortant role in shaping their leadership
style.

Transformational leader ship. By inspiring and intellectually stimulating théallowers
(Bass, 1999), transformational leaders are presumbdild more than exchange-based
relationship (Burns, 1978), and “engage the ematiowvolvement of their followers to build
higher levels of identification, commitment anddtrin the leader and his or her mission” (Jung
& Avolio, 2000: 950). Four dimensions of transfotinaal leadership have been proposed in the
literature. These are charisma or idealized infb@eimspirational motivation, intellectual
stimulation, and individualized consideration (eJyidge & Piccolo, 2004). As empirical studies
consistently report a high correlation among théiseensions (e.g., Howell & Hall-Merenda,
1999; Judge & Bono, 2000), in this study, we feliftdent in treating transformational
leadership as a single variable.

Affectively committed next-gen members are emotilgrettached and strongly desire to
contribute positively to organizational outcomeg.ddnsistently demonstrating a positive
attitude and a willingness to go beyond the callutly, the behavior modeled by these
individuals is likely to inspire other members bétfirm especially when exhibited by salient
stakeholders such as members of the controllingyaMitchell et al., 2011). Thus, we expect
that affectively committed family business next-ge@mbers are likely to be perceived as
transformational leaders. Although individuals vare driven by normative commitment
perceive an obligation to remain in the family fjrthis is not necessarily perceived as being
negative because it is rooted in kinship tieshkirtarticle, Sharma and Irving (2005: 17)
reported how one of their interviewees felt “toudhéneeded”, and “unable to let the family

down”. Normatively committed next-gen members migp &xperience a strong drive to
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contribute substantively to organizational outcotesause this will positively affect their

family and loved ones. Such next-gen members magbe as transformational leaders because
they “generate awareness and acceptance of thegasjand mission of the group” (Bass, 1990:
21). Therefore, we expect normatively committedtsgen members to be perceived as
transformational leaders because they may influémegriorities of their followers (Kark et al.,
2003) as well as their sense of mission and expesta(Bass, 1990). Thus, we hypothesize the
following:

Hypothesis 2a: Next generation family members who have affectoamitment

towards their family firm will be perceived as tshormational leaders.

Hypothesis 2b: Next generation family members who have normatv@amitment

towards their family firm will be perceived as tsdormational leaders.

Contingent reward and transactional leader ship. Dimensions of transactional
leadership identified in the literature are: actranagement by exception, passive management
by exception|aissez-faire and contingent reward (Judge & Piccolo, 2004)ilgVéctive and
passive management by exception entail correctitierss respectively before and after the
behavior has taken place, datssez-faireessentially means avoiding leadership behaviors
altogether, contingent reward leadership invohetrgy up constructive transactions by
clarifying expectations, recognizing successfufgranance, and establishing related rewards
with followers (Bass & Avolio, 1994; Judge & PicopR004). Research has identified
contingent reward leadership as being the mosttafeebehavior and as being comparable to
transformational leadership especially in busirsetsngs (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). The other
dimensions of transactional leadership have zeregative effect on followers’ satisfaction

with the leader, job satisfaction and motivatioy(eBass & Avolio, 1994; Judge & Piccolo,

10
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2004). As our study is based in a business settiagyill consider contingent reward and
transactional leadership separately.

Because of their emotional attachment to the faffgctively committed next-gen
members are likely to want to provide positive feicement to their followers in return for
appropriate behavior, in the hope this will conitdpositively to the organization as a whole
(Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995). Indeed, recognitiof contributions to the organization has
been found to be associated with higher affectoraroitment (Buchanan, 1974). At the same
time, contingent reward has been related with lesduie aimed at achieving minimally
acceptable performance from followers (Waldman sB&sYammarino, 1990). In this sense,
individuals who are driven by normative commitmenraty feel that their perceived obligation to
remain in the family firm only requires them to sghimum standards for their employees.
Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 3a: Next generation family members who have affectimemitment

towards their family firm will be perceived as cimgent reward leaders.

Hypothesis 3b: Next generation family members who have normatov@amitment

towards their family firm will be perceived as cimigent reward leaders.

Individuals with continuance commitment are drisrnthe perceived costs associated
with leaving the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1984hus, their willingness to invest
themselves in the work of the business beyond wgratpected of them is likely to be lower
than that of affectively or normatively committedlividuals. Next-gen members whose primary
attachment to the organization stems from the gé&ysing financial or social investments
embedded within the family business may have littlpact on the needs, interests, expectations

and values of organizational members (Sharma &dyv2005). Rather than being committed to
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furthering the goals of the organization and itpkyees, individuals with continuance
commitment may direct greater energy toward bugdind protecting their own ‘nest egg.’
Next-gen members with continuance commitment mag kck confidence in their abilities if
they perceive a lack of alternative career oppdatiesioutside of their family’s business (Sharma
& Irving, 2005). Rather than inspire and motivatgamizational members, these behavioral
exhibitions may engender a culture of inferioribddearned helplessness. For these reasons we
expect individuals propelled by continuance comraitirto adopt #issez-faireattitude and
avoid making decisions when noticing deviant betyasyirather than inspire followers — all
characteristics associated with transactional lesa@@ass, 1990). Thus, we hypothesize the
following:

Hypothesis 4. Next generation family members who have continuaocemitment

towards their family firm will be perceived as teactional leaders.

Method

Sample and Data Collection

A sample of 109 Canadian and Swiss family firms wsed to test the theory developed
in this study. The sample was restricted to firhe tet two conditions: (i) leadership had been
transitioned to a family member of the next genenatand (ii) there was a senior non-family
manager who had a close working relationship withrtext-gen leader. Thus, to test our theory,
we needed family firms in a specific life cycleggaData were collected from two respondents
in each firm — a next-gen leader and a senior aomty manager. The next-gen leader provided
data for indicators related to the components afrodment, while the survey for the non-family
manager included indicators to measure the leagbebgihaviors of the next-gen member. Both

surveys included demographic variables.
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First, we surveyed a sample of Canadian firms, argwn the membership of the
Canadian Association of Family Enterprise (CAFE) rot-for-profit association of family
enterprises across Canada. CAFE facilitated thaydiy identifying 275 members as meeting
our criteria and distributing the survey packagealt qualifying firms. This package included a
cover letter detailing the purpose of the studyysyinstructions, an assurance of
confidentiality, and two separately colored (yellamd green) surveys. Instructions indicated
that the yellow survey was to be filled out by tMost senior next generation family member
(of 2" or higher generation)”, and the green survey ley*Most senior non-family manager
who works with the next generation family memb#ini out the yellow survey”. Family
business leaders were responsible for ensuringgsiwere filled out by the appropriate
respondents. Survey packages also included addléssed and postage paid envelope for each
of the two surveys, which were deliverable to the of the authors’ institution. Additionally, all
surveys were coded to facilitate anonymity in npidtimailings. In all, three mailings produced
at least a single response from 92 family busireessgresenting a total response rate of 33.5%.
Of those who responded 10, or just over one peregpticitly chose not to participate, often
when changes had taken place in the life cyclausiress that made the survey no longer
applicable. Additionally, a number of respondentdicated that no senior non-family managers
were employed by the business, and a small nunilimrsinesses only returned a single
response. The final sample consisted of 78 faméynimers, 47 non-family managers, and 44
complete dyads.

Second, in order to increase the number of respusgee identified a comparable
sample in Switzerland, which according to the GLOBEdy has a similar societal culture to

Canada for family enterprises (Gupta & Hanges, 208dcording to this study, which updated
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and extended Hofstede’s (1980) culture classificesti Canada and Switzerland are assigned to
the subcategories of ‘Anglo’ and ‘Latin Europe’pestively. The GLOBE clustering results
show that Latin Europe is the next best alternatiuster classification for Anglo, and vice
versa. Furthermore, Anglo and Latin Europe arecadljato each other in the GLOBE
metaconfiguration of societal cultures. We ideatf373 family firms registered in the Chamber
of Commerce in Canton Ticino, located in Switzedlaritalian-speaking region, as meeting the
study requirements. The questionnaire was tramsfaden English into Italian, using a
translation and back-translation procedure, by uwersity scholars fluent in both languages.
Following the same procedure adopted for the daitaated in Canada, the questionnaire
package was sent to the Swiss family firms. Thradings produced responses from 121 family
businesses representing a total response rate4%e37Z he final sample for Switzerland
consisted of 121 family members, 67 non-family nggamrs, and 65 complete dyads. In all, we
had data from 199 firms and complete dyads fromfit6%s.
Measures

Commitment. Measures of the three bases of commitment weapted from Allen and
Meyer (1990) and Meyer et al. (1993) to reflectfidmmily business contexa. (= .59 for affective
commitmento = .72 for normative commitment,= .73 for continuance commitment). The
adaptations consisted of contextualizing the measueplacing the word ‘organization’ in the
original scale with ‘family business.’ Variables iganeasured on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly
disagree, 5 = strongly agree).

Contextual performance. We used 15 items derived from Van Scotter andoMitlio’s
(1996) measure of contextual performance. The measnsists of seven items that assess the

subscale of interpersonal facilitatiam=£ .89) and eight items that assess the subsc@h of
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dedication ¢ = .93). Because these two subscales were higintglated (r = .79), we collapsed
them into a single measure of contextual perforradme .95). Senior non-family managers
were asked to indicate the probability that thgetinext-gen member would engage in these
contextual performance behaviors. Responses wegisurerl on a 10-point scale (1 = 0%-9%,
10 = 90%-100%).

L eader ship styles. We used the Multifactor Leadership Questionnair€ QVbx-Short;
Bass & Avolio, 1994). The 20 MLQ subscales of idaad influence, inspirational motivation,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized coresidtion were combined: & .94) to create the
transformational leadership variable. We used fulnscaleso(= .81) to measure contingent
reward leadership. The 12 subscales of (activepasdive) management-by-exception and
laissez-fairdeadership were combined € .67) to create the transactional leadershipabéei
Responses were on a 5-point scale (0 = not &t allfrequently, if not always).

Control variables. In the analysis we controlled for the number @rng the respondent
has been working in the family firm because thig atkect family dynamics (Chrisman et al.,
1998) and there is evidence to suggest that cariceicommitment might increase with time
spent in the organization (e.g., Meyer et al., 200& also controlled for sample (O for
Canadian, 1 for Swiss respondents).

Results

First, we compared the Canadian and Swiss datagtetsegard to multiple variables,
including respondents’ age, generation, positiod, years with the firm and found no
statistically significant differences. Thereforeg two samples were combined although a
control variable for sample was used in the regoessnalyses. As expected this control variable

was not significantly related with our outcome wahies. Second, we compared the means of
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respondents and non-respondents with respecintiosfze and age, and used a t-test and chi-
square test to establish whether the group of resgus was representative of the initial
population. No significant differences were foumtlird, in order to mitigate the issue of
common methods bias, we performed the Harman'daxter test. Multiple factors emerged,
and the first factor did not account for the majoaf variance, suggesting that the factor
structure is not an artifact of the measurementgse (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Fourth, we
examined the variance inflation factors (VIFs), erhindicated that multicollinearity was not a
concern as all VIF coefficients were lower tharHauitilton, 2006). Finally, we tested for
heteroscedasticity, by screening the data withhéip of the White test (Cameron and Trivedi’s
decomposition of the IM-test), which establishesthier the residual variance of a variable in a
regression model is constant. The White test (Ditextual performance: Chi 66.82;p = .32;
DV transformational leadership: Ghi 63.91;p = .40; DV transactional leadership: €hi
56.25;p = .29) indicated that heteroscedasticity was rairecern in our study (Hamilton, 2006).
The average size of firms in the sample, measweahhbual revenue, was between
$500,000 and $1,000,000, while the average agenas faried between 21 and 40 years old.
Table 1 presents descriptive statistics. Of theegtiorms of commitment, affective commitment
was the strongest in our sample (mean = 4.37, Si5); indicating that — whilst all three forms
of commitment were quite high as is to be expettddmily firms where attachment to the
business of the family is usually strong (Cabrends8z, De Saa-Pérez, & Garcia-Almeida,
2001; De Massis, Sharma, Chua, & Chrisman, 2012pkllem, Dibrell, & Craig, 2012) — next-
gen members tend to experience desire more stramghyobligation or opportunity cost.
Further, normative (obligation based) commitmens warrelated both to affective (desire based)

and continuance (opportunity-cost based), sugggthiet, while many family members may be
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drawn to pursue a career in their enterprise becaiufamily obligations, they also experience
other forms of commitment. Previous research hdsdd suggested that individuals are often
driven by a combination of different feelings andnfis of commitment (Jaros, 1997; Meyer &
Herscovitch, 2001; Somers, 1995). It is interestongote the significant positive correlation
between the contextual performance (or beyond @gseription efforts) of next gen leaders, and
their transformational and contingent reward stglieleadership. In contrast, a significant
negative correlation is observed between contexteidibrmance and transactional leadership
style.

--Insert Table 1 about here--

Table 2 presents regression results for the téstpdtheses. Of the seven hypotheses,
four were supported by this dataset.

--Insert Table 2 about here--

The focal participants in this study were next-geembers who were actively managing
their family firms at the time of the study and isemon-family managers working with them.
The seven hypotheses related different forms ofnaibment to the discretionary behaviors of
contextual performance and leadership styles. lagion between affective commitment and
contextual performance was significant and in tkgeeted direction (b = .5§,< .05). The
relation between normative commitment and contéxtegormance was not significant (b =
.48, n.s.). Therefore, Hypothesis 1a was suppovtade H1b was not.

With Hypothesis 2, we expected next-gen membels affective and normative
commitment to their family business to be perceigedransformational leaders. There was a
positive and significant relation between normatieenmitment and transformational leadership

(b =.32,p < .01). However, the relation between affectivenoatment and transformational
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leadership did not reach standard levels of sigaifte (b = .15, n.s.). Therefore Hypothesis 2a
was not supported, but 2b was.

With Hypothesis 3, we expected next-gen membels affective and normative
commitment to their family business to be perceigeaontingent reward leaders. There was a
positive and significant relation between affectbaenmitment and contingent reward leadership
(b =.26,p < .05) and between normative commitment and cgatibreward leadership (b = .34,
p < .05). Therefore Hypothesis 3a and 3b were supgor

With Hypothesis 4, we expected next-gen membeils gghtinuance commitment to
their family business to be perceived as transaatieaders. The relationship was not
significant (b = .07, n.s.), thus Hypothesis 4 wassupported. However, we found a significant
and negative relation between affective commitnaet transactional leadership (b = -.g%
.01), which we had not hypothesized.

Discussion

In this study, we examined potential discretiornaehaviors that are related to different
bases of commitment to the family enterprise exgpeed by next-gen members. Furthermore,
we assessed relationships between these basemwiittoent with the leadership style of these
family members from the perspective of senior nemify managers of the firm. Several
interesting findings are revealed through our tvatien, dual respondent study.

Affective or desire based commitment to family eptise has a significant positive
relation with behaviors that extend beyond thedebcription of next-gen members. That is, a
family member who has joined the business basedtonsic engagement is more likely to
undertake contextual behaviors or discretionaryst&s make a positive difference in the family

enterprise. These discretionary behaviors are exassarily skill-based nor are they influenced
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by extrinsic rewards. Rather, these are pro-orgdioizal, voluntary behaviors associated with
intrinsic motivation. This finding is consistentttvimeta-analytic studies (Meyer et al., 2002)
that demonstrate that affective commitment typychHs the strongest relationship with OCBs.
We theorized that next-gen members driven by affectommitment would engage in
transformational leadership inspiring values andrjres of followers, rather than in exchange
based transactional leadership. However, thisioglstiip was not supported in this study. Whilst
we found a significant negative relation betwedadaive commitment and transactional
leadership, the relationship between affective cdamenmt and transformational leadership was
in the expected direction but did not reach traddi levels of statistical significance. Two
possible explanations for this finding include: 2@ low reliability of the affective commitment
measure may attenuate this relationship; or ()ayes it is here that the leadership skills play a
role. That is, desire to contribute or make a d#ifee may be sufficient to exhibit contextual
performance, and may indeed be associated withinggmit reward styles, but skills of different
form are needed to inspire followers. More rese&cteeded to further investigate this
relationship. The positive aspect of this findisdghat affectively committed next-gen members
appear to be sufficiently motivated to engage stditionary behaviors that positively affect the
family firm and to offer rewards in exchange foldavers’ efforts. Furthermore, research
suggests that transformational leadership skillsckvare more personal and informal, can be
learned (Barling, Weber, & Kelloway, 1996; Yammaxibubinsky, Comer, & Jolson, 1997).
Whereas previous studies have found that affectwvemitment correlates with a wider
range of behavioral outcomes (Meyer & Herscovig)01), in this research normative
commitment emerged as the only predictor of a fransational leadership style. It may be that

the felt obligation of family members is a strongestivator in developing transformational
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leadership skills than is affective commitment, 9bly reflecting the combined obligation to
both organization and family of such individual&us, within the context of family enterprises,
the behavioral consequences of normative (rattear #diffective) commitment may be perceived
as being broader than when other mindsets prevéilei commitment profile, making a
normative mindset a stronger ‘binding force’ (MegeHerscovitch, 2001). Furthermore,
normatively committed individuals seem to be ablentoke simultaneously transformational
and contingent reward leadership styles, perhapssiponse to situational demands. The context
created by the other components of commitment wihiamily firm may be influencing
behavior associated with leaders’ normative commithiGellatly et al., 2006; Meyer, Stanley,
& Parfyonova, 2012). This is an intriguing directifor future research, to explore the
relationship among the nature of intelligence, bafecommitment, and leadership styles of
next-gen members. Not surprisingly, continuanceragment was not related to
transformational leadership although the trend wabke negative direction.

One finding of note not previously discussed isdbeelation among the different bases
of commitment. Consistent with previous meta-anagsearch, affective and continuance
commitment are unrelated. However, in most previegsarch examining the three-component
model of commitment, the correlation between affecand normative commitment tends to be
relatively high and the correlation between cordimee commitment and normative commitment
tends to be moderate. By contrast, in our familyiless sample, that tendency is reversed (see
Table 1). Given the low reliability of the affeaticommitment measure, the low correlations
with affective commitment might reflect attenuatidue to unreliability. However, it might also
be that these findings are driven by context. fanaily environment, next-gen members

experience dual obligation to both family and fitimd because, although employees can leave
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a firm, it is more difficult to leave a family, tee next-gen members might be more inclined to
experience higher levels of normative and contiseasommitment simultaneously. What
remains to be seen how this is associated witlopaeince and discretionary behaviors.

Contextual performance activities contribute toamigational effectiveness through
interpersonal facilitation and job dedication (V@&eotter & Motowidlo, 1996). The significant
positive relationship between affective commitmamdl such behavior suggests that individuals
who support and identify with organizational goat&l are driven by desire (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993) are more likely to go beyond wisatontractually required to meet the goals
of their family firm. Our findings also suggest tmrmative commitment is often not perceived
as a negative force. According to our findings,nmatively committed individuals are more
likely to be transformational leaders rather tHawse who are driven by affective or continuance
commitment. This suggests that they contributergaoizational performance by instilling in
their followers their own sense of mission and pgg(Bass, 1990), which is derived by feeling
social and/or normative pressure towards the fafimity. Felt obligation seems to make next-gen
members charismatic leaders by giving them a seindety and responsibility. Transformational
leadership has been found to be effective in arggibsitive outcomes such as inspiring
innovative behavior among followers (Pieterse, Kaippenberg, Schippers, & Stam, 2010).

Limitations

The results reported here must be viewed in cordida of the study’s limitations. The
cross-sectional research methodology does not alfote make causal inferences with respect to
the model being tested. In addition, the sample wias relatively small, reflecting the difficulty

in finding firms and individuals who both met ouaclusion criteria and were willing to

21



OUTCOMES OF NEXT GENERATION COMMITMENT

participate. The small sample size may have limigdstatistical power to detect significant
relationships among the study variables.

Another limitation is the Cronbach alpha for affeetcommitment, which was
unexpectedly low and may have attenuated findieganding relationships with this basis of
commitment. However, the pattern of results invadvaffective commitment was largely
consistent with previous research. In addition fo that affective commitment, as expected,
had the strongest relation with contextual perforogasomewhat mitigates this concern.
Furthermore, a Cronbach alpha of .60 has beendenesi adequate (e.g., Gupta, Chen, &
Chiang, 1997; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1.98gbenga, Postma, & Stratling, 2007)
and levels approaching .60 can be found in thealtiee (e.g., .59 in Parmerlee & Near, 1984,
.57 in Krueger, 1993; and .55 in Dijkstra, van Bietonck, & Evers, 2005). Nevertheless, future
research should include a more reliable measuaffedtive commitment to family firms.

Another limitation concerns our examination of behavioral correlates of the bases of
commitment using only zero-order correlations. Altgh this has been historically the means by
which such correlates have been examined, recesamreh in commitment (e.g., Gellatly et al.,
2006; McNally & Irving, 2010; Meyer et al., 2012n8lair, Tucker, Cullen, & Wright, 2005;
Somers, 2009; Wasti, 2005) has explored patterpsadites of commitment because all three
bases of commitment may be experienced by indilsdatedifferent levels, and their combined
influence may have different behavioral consequendefortunately, our smaller sample size
did not allow us to examine multiple interactiofeets. Future research should explore these

patterns as they relate to next-gen members.
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Concluding Remarks

This study is perhaps the first to examine empigidde multi-dimensional nature of the
forms of commitment within the family business @it Although often cited as an important
variable contributing to the effectiveness of fanfitms, we have demonstrated that Hasisof
next-gen members’ commitment places an importaalifiqgation on this claim. Specifically,
next-gen members driven by affective commitmentewiely to be viewed as engaging in
contextual performance and contingent reward lesdniler Also, next-gen members driven by
normative commitment were more likely to be vievesdeing transformational or contingent
reward leaders. Conversely, continuance commitmoienéxt-gen members was shown to have
no significant relation with discretionary behawoAlthough further empirical work is
necessary to confirm these findings, it appearsdbiatinuance commitment of next-gen
members may be problematic for some family firmsereas affective and normative
commitment are more desirable. However, researamaxng commitment context effects
suggests that it might depend on whether indivislaa¢ driven by more than one form of
commitment. Gellatly et al. (2006) referred to desf in which affective and normative
commitment are dominant as moral imperative, whiely suggested would lead to more
positive organizational outcomes. These authoesned to the combination between normative
and continuance commitment as indebted obligaiowhich individuals might feel obligated to
engage in those behaviors they feel are restrtatedntractual commitments. Given the role of
normative commitment in organizations in which fnaind organizational obligations are
confounded, the family firm may be a context ripedxamination of these varying effects of

normative commitment.
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Figure 1
Discretionary Behaviors and Leadership Styles ofthen Members

COMMITMENT DISCRETIONARY
FORMS BEHAVIORS/
LEADERSHIP STYLES

Contextual
Performance
| Going beyond the job descriptio

Affective Commitment
Desire based

Transfor mational

L eadership
Normative Commitment | Emotional involvement of
L followers
Obligation based
Contingent

Reward L eader ship
Clarifying expectations and
rewards upfront

Continuance Commitmen H4 Transactional
Opportunity cost based = L eader ship
Negotiated exchange or laissez-
faire

* Thicker arrows indicated statistically significastationships.
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Bisitias of Study

'(V'Sge)‘” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Affective 4.3
Commitment (.65) (:59)
2. Normative 3.69 x
Commitment (.71) 22 (-72)
3. Continuanc 3.04 -
Commitment (.67) -01 42 (.73)
4. Contextua 8.19 .
Performance (1.54) 24 19 .00 (:95)
> 2.81
Transformational ('71) 19 23* -.10 .68* | (.94)
Leadership '
6. Contingen 277
Reward . 25%* 24* -.09 B63** .85** (.81)

(.84)
Leadership '
7. Transactione | 1.37
Leadership (51) -.28* | .07 14 -.26** | -.06 -12 (.67)
8. Sampl '(6:9) 02 | .14 | ae* | -17 | -01 | .10 | .07
9. Years n Firr (2101'030) 06 .7+ |.a4r | a7 | 07 | 14 | -01 | -03

N = 109; * p < .05; ** p < .01; Reliabilities arested along the diagonal
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Table 2

Regression of Affective, Normative, and Continua@oenmitment on Respective Predictor

Variables

Criterion Variable

Contextual L eader ship Styles
Performance Transformational | Contingent Reward Transactional
Predictor Going beyond the job . Emotional Clarifying expectations Negotia}ted exc.hange o]
- description involvement of and rewards upfront laissez-faire
Variables followers
Affective .524* 153 .259* -.218**
Commitment
Normative 483 317+ .342* .050
Commitment
Continuance -.048 -.203 -.237 .068
Commitment
Control
Variables
Sample -.544 -.004 170 .012
Years in the 017 .003 .009 -.001
Firm
Overall model F| 3.127* 2.556* 3.767** 2.086
Adjusted R .091 .067 114 .048
Standard Error 1.482 .684 73 .504
Degrees of 106 108 108 108
freedom

* p<.05; ** p<.01
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