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Abstract 
Brand equity is a topic that has been analyzed and discussed recently by scholars and researchers in the field of 
marketing. It is also considered as one of the most successful business strategies which allows enterprises, 
especially small ones, not only to survive in a highly globalized and competitive market bust also to attain a 
significant increase in their level of business performance. Moreover, the equity of the brand has commonly been 
studied from the perspective of big enterprises so there are few investigations focused in the analysis of these 
variables in small companies. This is why the objective of this empirical research is the analysis and discussion 
of the effects of equity of brand in business performance in small enterprises from a country with an emerging 
economy, as it is the case of Mexico. The results obtained show that equity brand in products and services of 
small enterprises have a positive, significant effect in the level of business performance. 
Keywords: Brand equity, business performance, family firms, small business 
1. Introduction 
Marketing has evolved significantly in the last three decades. A proof of this are the specialized journals and the 
increased publication of papers regarding this field of knowledge, which usually goes beyond current clients and 
suppliers of products and services of family and non-family enterprises, including small companies (Frow & 
Payne, 2011; Hult et al., 2011; Hult, 2011; Hillebrand et al., 2015). For this reason, the relation between firms 
and their main partners (e.g. investors, suppliers, distributors, clients, employees and commercial partners), are 
considered in the current literature as important resources that can help enterprises, including small ones, to 
improve not only their market ranking but also to increase significantly their level of business performance 
(Hillebrand et al., 2015; Hui-Ming & Sengupta, 2016). 
Similarly, Vallester and von Wallpach (2013) consider that researchers, academics and professionals in the field 
of marketing, should pay more attention to the importance of their commercial partners in the co-creation of 
value for the brand of products or services produced by family and non-family firms, but the research by 
Hui-Ming and Sengupta (2016) establishes that investigations must focus on the analysis of the relation between 
brand equity and business performance. However, according to Schultz (2016), there is still a void regarding the 
meaning of brand equity as there are some investigations that have considered it as the brand equity of 
consumers (Keller, 1993; Pappu et al., 2005), while other researches have labeled it as brand equity of the market 
(Amber, 2000; Leone et al., 2006; Frazen & Moriarty, 2009; Kapferer, 2012). 
A possible explanation of this issue can be that probably some researchers or academics ignore or do not have 
enough knowledge about the importance of the economic and sound value of brand equity in business 
performance (Kumar & Hansted-Blomqvist, 2004; Madden et al., 2006; de Chernatony, 2010), especially in 
family and non-family firms. One of the main reasons for this type of decisions taken by small family and 
non-family firms, typically the ones located in developing countries or with emerging economies (as it is the 
case of Mexico), could be that most of the perspectives used in the calculation of the value and equity of the 
brand is the return of investments (Hui-Ming & Sengupta, 2016). 
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In this regard, the use of the term brand implies that managers of small family and non-family firms will have to 
carry out the necessary actions to obtain a higher market ranking position, through a better distribution of their 
products as well as more and better margins of profit and business performance (Hui-Ming & Sengupta, 2016). 
This will allow consumers to have a greater perception of additional value and quality of the brand of products 
and services created by small enterprises (Grewal et al., 1998; Janiszewski & van Osselaer, 2000). Thus, brands 
will have an inherent value or equity that will be able to be transferred to the consumers of the products or 
services of both family and non-family firms through the process of market exchange (Schultz & Bailey, 2000; 
Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006), which could create higher benefits to organizations (Simon & Sullivan, 1993; 
Mizik & Jacobson, 2008), including a better level of business performance (Hui-Ming & Sengupta, 2016). 
In this regard, researchers, academics and professionals in the field of marketing will have to direct their efforts 
toward theoretical and empirical investigations, that provide sound knowledge of the relation between brand 
equity and business performance (Davis, 2002; Stahl et al., 2012; Kalb, 2014), especially in small family and 
non-family firms located in developing countries. Therefore, considering that there are relatively few published 
papers in the current marketing literature that analyze the relation between brand equity and business 
performance in small family and non-family firms, the main contribution of this empirical research is the 
analysis and discussion of the relation between brand equity and business performance, as it is established by 
Schultz (2016) as well as Hui-Ming and Sengupta (2016). 
2. Method 
In the current literature in the field of marketing it is possible to find some definitions about brand equity which 
differ among them, and there is no consensus for the use of a specific one (Veloutsou et al., 2013; Davcik et al., 
2015). For example, Ailawadi et al. (2003: 1) define brand equity as the “accumulative effects or results of 
marketing that a specific brand has when compared with the ones obtained by other similar products that have or 
do not have a brand or name”. Thus, some of the few published papers in the current literature have usually 
focused in the effects of brand equity regarding business performance from the perspective of an enterprise 
(Hui-Ming & Sengupta, 2016), especially in small family and non-family firms. 
In this regard, the perspective of the enterprise clearly indicates that the creation of brand equity will mostly 
depend on the results of the level of acquisition of the products and services as well as the perception, attitudes, 
knowledge and behavior that consumers have with brand equity (Christodoulides & de Chernatony, 2010). 
Consequently, most enterprises, especially small family and non-family ones, focus entirely in the attainment of 
more and better levels of results, such as the price of their products or services, the market fee, the profits and 
cash flow. All these elements create a higher level of business performance, as well as it allows the survival of 
this type of enterprises in the market in which they participate. 
Similarly, the perspective of brand equity based on the enterprise also contains some important considerations, 
such as the market of products and the financial markets (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). The first one practically 
reflects the performance of brands of the products or services in a market of products, whereas the second one 
reflects the future ability of brands to obtain benefits and cash flows into the enterprises, especially in small 
family and non-family firms. Therefore, both considerations are equally important to improve the results 
obtained from brand equity in the business performance, as well as the very survival of small family and 
non-family firms. 
In comparison to the traditional perspective of brand equity, a more contemporary point of view establishes that 
the brand equity emerges constantly through the interactions among the departments or areas that integrate the 
organization, the brands of their products or services and all their commercial partners (Merz et al., 2009; Davcik 
et al., 2015). Thus, the perspective of cooperation between partners and enterprises through the relation among 
small family and non-family firms, clients and consumers in the simultaneous creation of brand equity of the 
products or services of the organizations, binds together the perspective of the enterprise as well as the 
perspective of consumers. 
Some recent published papers in the field of marketing in the current literature that analyze the co-creation of 
brands, have explored different ways with multiple partners in the co-creation of brand equity (Hui-Ming & 
Sengupta, 2016), but the researches that have focused in this type of study are occasional. For example, the 
meaning of brand and brand equity have provided more and better results, including an significant increase in the 
level of business performance, when they have been carried out through a simultaneous interaction among 
enterprises, especially small family and non-family ones, and their main partners (Iglesias & Bonet, 2012; 
Vallester & von Wallpach, 2013). 
Moreover, Iglesias et al. (2013) concluded in their research that the partners can co-create brand equity, through 
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the conversation and negotiation with enterprises, especially small family and non-family ones, which can 
provide them a higher level of business performance. Likewise, Gyrd-Jones and Kornum (2013) analyzed in 
detail the process of the co-creation of brand equity, and they considered important for that the interaction of the 
main partners of the enterprises in the different activities that brand equity requires as this will allow enterprises, 
including small family and non-family ones, the joint exploration of new models of representation and 
expression for brand equity through the improvement or development of new products will allow them to obtain 
a higher level of business performance. 
Similarly, the few published investigations in the marketing literature that analyze brand equity and business 
performance in small enterprises are the result of three major reasons. The first one is that, usually, researchers 
only analyze the role of brand equity in the creation of sustainable relations and business performance between 
small enterprises, mostly small family and non-family ones, and the different partners (Balmer & Gray, 2003; 
Schwaiger & Sarstedt, 2011). The second reason is that the effects of the main partners are more easily 
observable in the business identity, the image and the reputation of the enterprise, as well as the brand equity 
(Brown et al., 2006). The third reason is that, from a point of view of management, the decision of designating 
the resources to the main partners of small enterprises, usually takes place at the level of the equity of the 
business brand. 
However, according to Kozlenkova et al. (2014), when enterprises (including small family and non-family ones), 
have resources of the brand that are valuable, unique and clearly inimitable, they have higher possibilities to 
obtain a better brand equity and, consequently, a significant increase in their level of business performance, since 
brand equity can be in itself a competitive advantage for small enterprises, precisely because the brand of 
products or services manufactured by the organization create an economic value which is not possible to 
generate in any other way (Barney, 2014). This facilitates that small family and non-family firms can have a 
significant increase in their level of business performance. 
In this regard, the brands of products or services of small enterprises create equity as one of the most powerful 
ways to establish sustainable competitive advantages (Hui-Ming & Sengupta, 2016). Therefore, from a 
perspective of the resources and capacities that small enterprises have, there are two approaches that can be 
distinguished about brand equity in the current literature in the field of marketing (Barney, 2001). Firstly, it is 
possible the competitive advantages that small enterprises have as a result of the actions implemented of brand 
equity since organizations, often face the actions carried out by other enterprises, which are usually their 
competitors, when there are activities leading to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of brand equity, which 
is why small enterprises acquire competitive advantages. 
However, the brand equity of goods or services of small family and non-family firms can also show a strategic 
advantage for the organization regarding the strategies that their main competitors have. This is why it is possible 
to establish that this approach corresponds practically to a traditional concept of brand equity, which is 
intrinsically related with the clients and the results of the products or services in the market (Hui-Ming & 
Sengupta, 2016). For example, brand equity develops more intensively when consumers react efficiently and 
effectively to the actions of the brand carried out by small family and non-family enterprises regarding the brand 
actions implemented by their main competitors (Capon, 2013), which creates a significant increase in the 
business performance. 
Secondly, the competitive advantages that small enterprises have can also be based in the expectations of the 
economic rent of the investment of shareholders or owners (Barney, 1986, 2001). Thus, enterprises can use the 
brand of their products or services to create attractive returns of the investment, according to the expectations 
that investors or owners have from small family and non-family firms, which can create not only more and better 
competitive advantages but also a higher level of business performance (Hui-Ming & Sengupta, 2016). This 
approach corresponds undoubtedly to a concept of brand equity based on financial results, since brand equity is 
usually considered as the current and futures skills that managers of small enterprises can implement to attract 
the attention of customers and increase in this way the return of investment from shareholders (Capon, 2013). 
Within this set of ideas, the current literature in the field of marketing establishes that brand equity is considered 
a strong precedent in business performance (Madden et al., 2006; Morgan et al., 2009), and it can also provide 
different types of competitive advantages such as leadership in the management of the strategy, a unitary cost of 
manufacture, volume of sales from inventories, delivery, flexibility in the change of volume of orders, and access 
to labor capital, among others (Saeidi et al., 2015). Thus, if brand equity is improved in small enterprises, 
whether they are family or non-family owned, it will be more probable to obtain a significant increase in the 
results of organizations, including a higher level of business performance (Feng et al., 2015).  
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Finally, even when it is true that business performance does not only depend on the brand equity of products or 
services of small enterprises, but also on the factors related to the market and the enterprise in general, the 
interaction of brand equity with consumers and partners could create a higher level of business performance 
rather than not carrying out any action (Morgan et al., 2009; Vorhies et al., 2011).  
Additionally, the enterprises that achieve the integration of commercial intelligence and information from their 
main partners, will be able to redesign the resources and processes of the brand equity of the business, as well as 
to identify and react quickly to the opportunities given by the market for the development of new products, 
services and processes which will increase the level of business performance (Ayuso et al., 2006; Weerawardena 
et al., 2006; Olavarrieta & Friedmann, 2008; Bruni & Verona, 2009; Ngo & O’Cass, 2012; Dangelico et al., 
2013). Therefore, considering the information presented above, it is possible to establish the following research 
hypothesis: 
H1: The higher the brand equity, the higher the level of business performance 
2.1 Sampling Procedures 
In order to answer the research hypothesis established in this empirical investigation, it was considered relevant 
to use the business directory of the Sistema de Información Empresarial Mexicano (System of Mexican Business 
Information) from Aguascalientes State which had 1,427 registered enterprises, each one containing from 5 to 
250 workers at the end of January, 2017. Moreover, an instrument of data collection (i.e. a survey), was designed 
to be answered specifically by managers or owners of small enterprises. It was carried out as a personal 
interview with a sample of 300 enterprises selected through a random sampling with a maximum error of ± 5% 
and a level of reliability of 95%, which represented slightly over 21% of all the enterprises registered in the 
business directory. Finally, it is also important to mention that the survey took place between February and April 
of 2017. 
2.2 Measures and Covariates 
The scale used for the measurement of brand equity was adapted by Berthon et al. (2008) from a scale developed 
by Keller (2000), who considered that it is possible to measure brand equity through a five-item scale. 
Additionally, business performance was measured through a three-item scale (1: return of investment, 2: profit 
compared with the competition, and 3: market participation compared with the competition). This scale was 
adapted from Tan and Litschert (1994). All the items of both scales were measured through a Likert-type scale of 
five positions from “1 = completely disagree” to “5 = completely agree” as limits. 
Similarly, a Multiple-group Confirmatory Factorial Analysis (MCFA) was carried out to evaluate the reliability 
and validity of both scales, by using the method of maximum likelihood with the software EQS 6.2 (Bentler, 
2005; Brown, 2006; Byrne, 2006). Furthermore, the reliability was evaluated with Cronbach’s alpha as well as 
the Composite Reliability Index (CRI), proposed by Bagozzi and Yi (1988). The results obtained are shown in 
Table 1 and show that the theoretical model analyzed has a good adjustment of data (S-BX2 = 344.707; df = 38; p 
= 0.000; NFI = 0.805; NNFI = 0.835; CFI = 0.860; RMSEA = 0.079). Likewise, the values of Cronbach’s alpha 
and the CRI are higher than 0.7, which indicates the presence or reliability in the scales of brand equity and 
business performance (Nunally & Bernstein, 1994; Hair et al., 1995). 
Furthermore, the results obtained from the FCAM indicate that all the items of the factors related are significant 
(p < 0.01). The value of all the standardized factorial loads is higher than 0.6 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), and the 
Extracted Variance Index (EVI) of each pair of constructs of the theoretical model of brand equity and business 
performance has a value above 0.5 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). These values indicate that the theoretical model 
has a good adjustment of data and provide evidence of the presence of convergent validity. 
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Table 1. Internal consistency and convergent validity of the theoretical model 
Variable Indicator Factorial Loading Robust t-Value Cronbach’s Alpha CRI EVI 

Small Family Business 

Brand Equity 

BSR1 0.823*** 1.000a 

0.903 0.904 0.655 
BSR2 0.868*** 22.059 
BSR3 0.872*** 16.955 
BSR4 0.761*** 14.733 
BSR5 0.710*** 15.064 

Business Performance 
REN1 0.842*** 1.000a 

0.878 0.879 0.710 REN2 0.964*** 14.418 
REN3 0.702*** 10.753 

Small Non-Family Business 

Brand Equity 

BSR1 0.931*** 1.000a 

0.915 0.916 0.690 
BSR2 0.975*** 22.765 
BSR3 0.877*** 14.099 
BSR4 0.674*** 8.460 
BSR5 0.641*** 9.047 

Business Performance 
REN1 0.795*** 1.000a 

0.863 0.864 0.686 REN2 0.990*** 8.380 
REN3 0.667*** 6.462 

S-BX2 (df = 38) = 344.707; p < 0.000; NFI = 0.805; NNFI = 0.835; CFI = 0.860; RMSEA = 0.079. 
a = Constrained parameters to such value in the identification process. 
*** p < 0.01. 
 
Similarly, the discriminant validity of the theoretical model of brand equity and business performance was 
measured through the reliability interval test (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), which establishes that with an 
interval of 95% of reliability none of the individual elements of the latent factors of the matrix of correlation 
must have a value of 1.0. Therefore, based on the results obtained from the test applied, it can be concluded that 
there is enough evidence of the presence of discriminant validity. 
 
Table 2. Discriminant validity of the theoretical model 

Variables Brand Equity Business Performance
Brand Equity 0.139  –  0.399  

Business Performance 0.102  –  0.478 
 

Above the diagonal the estimated correlation of factors is presented with 95% confidence interval of the Family SMEs. 
Below diagonal, the estimated correlation of factors is presented with 95% confidence interval of the Non-Family SMEs. 

3. Results 
In order to answer the research hypothesis established in this empirical research, a multi-group structural 
equations model was applied with software EQS 6.2 (Bentler, 2005; Byrne, 2006; Brown, 2006). Likewise, the 
nomological validity of the theoretical model of brand equity and business performance was examined through 
the Chi-square test, which compared the results obtained between the theoretical model and the measurement 
model. Such results indicate that the differences between both models are not significant, which can offer an 
explanation of the relationships observed among the latent constructs (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hatcher, 
1994). Table 3 shows the results in a more detailed way regarding the implementation of the model multi-group 
structural equations model. 
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Table 3. Results of the structural equation model of second-order 

Hypothesis Structural Relationship 
Standardized 

Coefficient 

Robust 

t-Value  

Small Family Business 

H1: The higher level of brand equity, higher level of business 

performance. 

Brand Equity  →  

Business P. 
0.328*** 4.363 

Small Non-Family Business 

H1: The higher level of brand equity, higher level of business 

performance. 

Brand Equity  →  

Business P. 
0.327*** 3.160 

S-BX2 (df = 38) = 344.796; p < 0.000; NFI = 0.805; NNFI = 0.835; CFI = 0.860; RMSEA = 0.079 

*** = P < 0.01 

 
Table 3 shows the results obtained from the multi-group structural equations model and it can be observed that 
the results of the research hypothesis H1 (β = 0.328, p < 0.01) of small family firms, indicate that brand equity 
has significant, positive effects in the business performance. Moreover, the results obtained regarding the 
research hypothesis H1 (β = 0.327, p < 0.01) of small non-family firms, indicate that brand equity also has 
significant, positive effects in the business performance. Therefore, it is possible to establish that the different 
activities of brand equity adopted and implemented by small family and non-family firms have a positive and 
significant effect in their level of business performance. 
4. Discussion 
The results obtained in this empirical research allow us to conclude in three main aspects. Firstly, brand equity 
activities regarding the products or services created by small enterprises, whether they are family or non-family, 
are essential not only for the attainment of more and better results but also for the very survival of small 
enterprises. Consequently, it is possible to conclude that the brand equity of products and services from small 
family and non-family firms, must be considered by different researchers and academics in the current marketing 
literature, as one of the most successful business strategies nowadays which is being used by an increasing 
number of small enterprises in order to stay in the market where they participate as well as to obtain better 
business performance. 
Secondly, it is possible to state that most, if not all, small family and non-family firms have as a main goal to 
attain a significant increase in their level of business performance. Thus, in order to achieve this objective, it will 
be necessary to adapt or modify their current business strategies or produce new ones such as brand equity. As a 
result of this, it is possible to conclude that brand equity is one of the business strategies that can be used for both 
small family and non-family firms, in order to get better results including a higher level of business performance, 
since brand equity can be easily adapted to the organizational structure of small enterprises without making big 
changes in the organization. 
Thirdly, it is possible to conclude in a general way that brand equity activities carried out by both small family 
and non-family firms, have positive, significant effects in their level of business performance. Consequently, if 
small enterprises have as one of their main goals to increase their level of business performance, then first they 
will have to adopt and implement activities that imply brand equity, because it is precisely this type of activities 
that facilitate the attainment of more and better results in the organization, such as the level of business 
performance and a better market position in which they participate regardless if it is a small family or non-family 
firms. 
Furthermore, the results obtained in this empirical research have several implications that are important to 
mention. It is possible to establish as the first implication that, in general, most small family or non-family firms 
in developing countries, as it is the case of Mexico, do not copyright the commercial brand of their products or 
services and consequently some brand equity activities can become very difficult. That is why managers and/or 
owners of small family or non-family firms, will have to make an effort, besides copyrighting the brand of their 
products or services, in order to adopt and implement all the activities that imply and effective and efficient 
brand equity of their products or services, which will provide the enterprises with a better market ranking in all 
the line of their products or services.  
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A second implication obtained from these results is that both small family and non-family firms, have to consider 
that brand equity not only as another business strategy of the organization, but rather as a series of activities that 
must be implemented every day so they become an essential part of the organization. Therefore, it will be 
necessary that managers and/or owners of enterprises involve all the areas or departments that are part of the 
organization so small family and non-family firms can achieve an efficient and effective brand equity of their 
line of products or services. 
A third implication of the results obtained is that managers and/or owners of small family and non-family firms, 
will have to involve all their employees and workers in the different activities of brand equity regarding their line 
of products and services. This is mostly because the personnel of the organization are the one that will be in 
direct contact with clients and consumers of the products or services produced by the enterprise. If they do not 
have in mind the importance of brand equity, then it will be too complicated for them to provide a good image 
and information about the products or services of the organization. This could create not only a significant 
decrease in the level of business performance of small family and non-family firms, but also a reduction in their 
possibilities to survive in the market where they participate. 
A fourth implication of the results obtained is that managers and/or owners of small family and non-family firms, 
will have to implement training programs for their employees and workers so they have the necessary tools, 
knowledge and skills to make more efficient and effective the brand equity of the products or services of the 
organization. It is also possible to take advantage of the different training programs offered by business 
associations, international organizations or any of the three levels of government branches regarding brand 
equity and intellectual copyright. This training will allow small family and non-family firms to have higher 
possibilities to increase significantly their level of business performance and their market position. 
Additionally, this empirical research has some limitations that are necessary to mention.  The first one is about 
the sample used as only small family and non-family firms that had between 5 and 250 workers were considered. 
That is why future investigations will have to consider small family and non-family firms with less than five 
workers in order to confirm the results obtained. The second limitation is that the questionnaire applied to collect 
the data only considered small family and non-family firms in the state of Aguascalientes (Mexico), even when 
small enterprises have similar characteristics in all the country. Future researches will need to apply the 
questionnaire in other states of the country and even other countries in order to verify if the results obtained are 
similar. 
A third limitation is the scale used to measure both brand equity and business performance of small family and 
non-family firms, as it used only five items to measure brand equity and three items to measure business 
performance. The following investigations will need to use a different scale for the measurement of both 
variables to confirm the results obtained. A fourth limitation is that only qualitative variables were considered to 
measure both brand equity and business performance, so in future investigations it will be necessary to consider 
hard data or quantitative variables to prove the presence or lack of any significant differences in the results of 
brand equity in business performance. 
A fifth limitation is that the instrument applied to collect data only considered managers and/or owners of small 
family and non-family firms. This created the assumption in the research paper that they have a deep 
understanding about brand equity and business performance of their enterprises. Future research papers will need 
to apply the same questionnaire to employees and workers of small family and non-family firms, in order to 
confirm the results obtained. Finally, the last limitation is that a high percentage of small family and non-family 
firms, considered that the information requested was confidential so the results obtained do not necessarily 
reflect the reality that this type of enterprises have regarding the brand equity and business performance of 
enterprises. 
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