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Corporate reputation and brand equity are two closely 
related concepts (Heinberg et al., 2018). For this reason, 
brand equity can be considered a good proxy for the as-
sessment of family business reputation. Brand equity, as 
an indicator of family reputation, is not only an important 
concern at the business level, but also mainly at the fami-
ly level due to the fact that family and business identities 
are normally tied (Berrone et al., 2010; Llanos-Contreras 
& Alonso-Dos-Santos, 2018). Hence, the family business-
es’ ability to assess and manage their firm’s brand equity 
can be considered one of its most salient socioemotional 
priorities and a source of a competitive advantage against 
their non-family counterparts (Llanos-Contreras & Alon-
so-Dos-Santos, 2018; Zellweger et al., 2013). Similarly, 

family business owners’ socioemotional priorities can be 
conceived as a job resource and a factor that fuels their mo-
tivation although job demands can take a toll on them when 
trying to deliver a personalized service and to build brand 
equity to the firm.

Previous literature has informed of the reputational 
advantages of family business firms over their non-fami-
ly counterparts (Deephouse & Jaskiewicz, 2013). For ex-
ample, Beck (2016) described family firms’ advantages in 
those processes that develop organizational identity, brand 
image, and brand reputation compared to non-family busi-
nesses. An argument behind family business firms having 
these advantages is how family businesses are interested in 
pursuing a strong brand equity for their firm due to their 
self-identification motivations (Deephouse & Jaskiewicz, 
2013). These competitive advantages are rooted in sever-
al unique and idiosyncratic resources as a consequence of 
the overlapping relationship between family and business 
identities (Binz Astrachan et al., 2018), but also, these ad-
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vantages relate to the family business priority of preserv-
ing socioemotional wealth among stakeholders (Berrone et 
al., 2010). All these motivational factors encourage family 
business owners, managers, and employees to propel strate-
gic decisions and processes (i.e., as personalizing services 
and developing brand equity) to preserve their family and 
business reputation and to enhance brand equity of the firm 
(Van Gils et al., 2014).  Therefore, decisions and business 
processes influencing family firms’ relationships with the 
relevant stakeholders are critical in explaining their reputa-
tional performance (Cruz et al., 2014). 

There is evidence that when family firms promote their 
brands using a “family business” claim, consumers often 
react positively as they rely on certain heuristics to better 
understand what the values of a family-firm are  (Alon-
so-Dos Santos et al., 2019).  Previous research informs 
that family businesses are perceived as socially responsi-
ble, trustworthy, customer-oriented, and authentic (Beck & 
Kenning, 2015; Binz et al., 2018; Presas et al., 2014; Saged-
er et al., 2015). Although these positive responses have been 
acknowledged by previous studies,  there are also circum-
stances under which stakeholders demonstrate negative at-
titudes toward family firms  (Botero et al., 2018). Family 
firms have also been viewed as poorly innovative, stag-
nant, and limited in terms of product offerings and pricing 
(Carrigan & Buckley, 2008; Krappe et al., 2011; Nieto et 
al., 2015). We believe that managing and controlling these 
factors adequately, through owners’ active involvement in 
taking time to serve customers, is a strategy that positively 
impacts the firm’s brand equity. However, this motivation 
requires owners’ energy and resources, but, according to job 
demands-resources theory these positive factors are coun-
terbalanced by signs of stress, burnout, and exhaustion as 
these job demands are related to work overload. 

One of the critical processes and characteristics, par-
ticularly in small and medium family enterprises (SMFE), 
is the firm’s ability to provide personalized services to their 
customers (Huang & Dev, 2019; Rust & Huang, 2014). The  
development of this strategic goal and value generation pro-
cess depends on whether the family firms have sufficient 
resources to sustain personalized services in the long run 
(Craig & Moores, 2005). Because in SMFE the owners di-
rectly take part in administering most of the business func-
tions, their time is considered to be a scarce and valuable 
resource (Berthon et al., 2008). Hence, family firms’ ability 
to deliver personalized services could be severely limited 
by the owner’s restriction of time, and how much the own-
ers suffer from work overload (George & Hamilton, 2011).  
Nevertheless, the presence of a working team of employees 
inside a family business, demonstrating collective organiza-
tional citizenship behavior (COCB), becomes a significant 

organizational characteristic, and a valuable job resource in 
mitigating the negative impact of the owners’ work over-
load in delivering personalized services (Glomb et al., 
2011). Regrettably, to the best of our knowledge, there is 
no previous research in SMFE assessing the relationships 
among these variables and how these factors are associated 
with brand equity. 

This research aims to fill this gap by responding to the 
following questions: (i) how family business owners’ time 
serving customers, work overload, and COCB interact and 
influence the delivery of personalized services in SMFE, 
and, (ii) understand how these relationships ultimately in-
fluence SMFE brand equity. To respond to these two rele-
vant questions, we rely on survey data collected from SMFE 
owners and their customers. This dyadic approach can help 
us understand the impact of the trade-off between SMFE 
owners’ time dedication to attend customers and work over-
load over personalizing services. Since the nature of SMFE 
is building brand equity, we include this variable as the out-
stream variable in the model.  

This article is organized as follows. The next section 
describes our theoretical framework and the research hy-
potheses. Second, we present the study’s methodology. 
Third, we present the results. Finally, the conclusion section 
describes this research’s contribution in relation to SMFE 
literature, managerial implications, and the study’s limita-
tions. 

Theoretical Framework

An owner of a SMFE might have to engage in multi-
tasking due to the lack of resources and limitations that are 
characteristic of a SMFE. Imagine the daily routine for an 
owner of a family business in which he or she will have to 
revise the financial performance of the firm, plan marketing 
strategies, deal with inventory and with supplier issues, and 
at the same time service consumers to ensure that a more 
personalized service can develop brand equity. One motiva-
tional factor that could explain such a great effort and ener-
gy in family business owners is the pursuit of a successful 
succession process over the next generations because cus-
tomer loyalty and brand equity are relevant factors related 
to SMFE performance ( Harris et al., 2005; Llanos-Con-
treras et al., 2019). However, we also need to consider that 
intrinsic motivation (i.e., a successful sucession process) is 
a scarce resource in individuals, especially, if job demands 
(e.g., how dedicating time to deliver a personalized service 
increases work overload) can play a significant role in de-
pleting job resources like intrinsic motivation or organiza-
tional characteristics.

According to job demands-resources theory [JD-R] 
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(Demerouti et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), job re-
sources correspond to those psychological, social, or orga-
nizational characteristics that propel individuals to act pos-
itively in their jobs.  Meanwhile, job demands (e.g., work 
overload) consume individuals’ energy and diminish their 
ability to perform well. Embracing job demands-resources 
theoretical framework is suitable to predict how SMFE own-
ers are capable of winning the battle against work overload 
in order to continuously deliver a personalized service that 
can further positively impact brand equity. Job demands-re-
sources theory has been applied to predict how individuals 
in organizations use their energy to increase a firm’s per-
formance (Schaufeli, et al., 2006), as well as how burnout 
impacts performance (Bakker, et al., 2004). Additionally, it 
has been applied to predict how job resources (i.e., orga-
nizational characteristics such as collective organizational 
behavior) limit the negative effects of job demands (i.e., 
work overload) in a firm’s performance (i.e., brand equity) 
(Bakker et al., 2005).

Brand equity is conceptualized as a sequence of repeat-
ed consumer purchases driven by effect-based perceptions 
that consumers have about the brand (Jung & Yoon, 2013). 
To develop in firm brand equity, it is necessary to:  (i) de-
velop a strong brand reputation (Srinivasan, 2006); (ii) de-
velop internal processes to strengthen the brand-customer 
relationship (Jung & Yoon, 2013); (iii) build an organiza-
tional culture that nurtures friendly relationships between 
employees and consumers (Srivastava & BaNir, 2016); and 
(iv) foster personalized services (Wolk & Wootton, 1995). 
Thus, it seems reasonable to conceptualize all these factors 
as job resources that family firms can internally nurture to 
enhance customer-service relationship quality through the 
delivery of a personalized service and simulataneously ad-
vance in developing brand equity.

In fact, family business owners demonstrate per-
sistence and resilience in every aspect of administering a 
SMFE to increase the firm’s performance because they con-
sider the success of the company a personal matter (Murphy 
et al., 2019). This level of persistence and strong motivation 
in an owner of a SMFE serves as a catalyst (i.e., a job re-
source) to dedicate time to serve customers.  This link is 
crucial in the performance of a family business (Hernán-
dez-Trasobares & Galve-Górriz, 2017), as SMFE owners 
favor time dedication to serve customers (Wolk & Wootton, 
1995). However, we believe this effort from owners is a job 
resource subject to depletion, as work overload can dimin-
ish the benevolent energy of SMFE owners to service cus-
tomers in a more personalized manner. When SMFE owners 
develop the courtesy to dedicate time to customer-oriented 
activities such as order taking, listening to customer needs, 
and solving customer complaints, they are directly and indi-

rectly building not only customer loyalty through being cus-
tomer-oriented, but also generating brand equity (Anees-ur-
Rehman & Johnston, 2019). In addition to this, when SMFE 
owners demonstrate their commitment to customer service 
and developing brand equity, employees at the SMFE will 
mimic this behavior and collectively support the owners’ 
mission. This is possible because owners are social actors 
and their personal traits permeate through the organization  
(Vizcaíno et al., 2021). This means that the negative effects 
of the owners’ burden in multitasking to handle and man-
age the family business activities while at the same time 
maintaining close contact with customers, are counterbal-
anced by the positive effects of COCB and by the fostering 
of brand equity (see Vizcaíno et al., 2021). Srivastava and 
BaNir (2016) argue that close contact with customers helps 
managers and employees to understand what the custom-
ers’ needs are. When a SMFE demonstrates production of 
customized services, the brand value of the firm increases, 
influencing brand equity. 

Because the purpose of this study is to explore the im-
pact of the trade-off between SMFE owners’ time dedication 
to attend customers and work overload over personalizing 
services and how this set of factors ultimately does or does 
not generates brand equity, the proposed model includes all 
these variables. Figure 1 illustrates the constructs included 
in the model. 

Next, we provide theoretical support for the relation-
ships among the factors included in the framework by using 
the job demands-resources theory. It is important to note 
that we are interested in the chain of effects among SMFE 
owners’ time servicing customers, work overload, personal-
ized services, and brand equity. We further predict that the 
negative effect produced by work overload in personalizing 
services is moderated by collective organizational citizen-
ship behavior, which we conceptualize as a key resource of 
SMFE. 

Effect of Owner’s Time Servicing Customers in Work 
Overload

 
Research that compares small and large firms has indi-

cated that consumers develop stronger negative sentiments 
toward small firms compared to large firms when expec-
tations are infringed (Yang & Aggarwal, 2019). Similarly, 
previous research suggests that for SMFE, competence is a 
more relevant attribute than being perceived by customers 
as warm, close, or friendly, which are characteristics natu-
rally attributed to SMFE (Aaker et al., 2010; Kirmani et al., 
2017). Jha and Balaji (2015) suggest that firms focusing on 
delivering interaction quality (e.g., delivering a more per-
sonalized service) enhance consumers’ perceptions about 
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the firm and this positively impacts the firm’s performance. 
These arguments shed light on the importance for SMFE 
owners to be involved in servicing customers and delivering 
personalized services to make sure their firms are perceived 
by customers as being competent. Adding to this logic, it 
could also be interpreted that exceeding customer expecta-
tions, demonstration of competence, and delivering interac-
tion quality are job demands of SMFE owners.

Particularly in SMFE, personalized service has been 
described as a critical process to  build long term relation-
ships with customers and in the development of brand eq-
uity. Service personalization is defined as any adjustment 
of a service to fit customer requirements (Ball et al., 2006). 
As said before, delivering a personalized service is a job 
demand for SMFE owners. That is why SMFE owners must 
devote attention to serve customer needs, as this action is 
capable of signalling that SMFE are interested in customer 
welfare (Ball et al., 2006). Expected consequences of de-
livering a personalized service includes greater customer 
satisfaction, loyalty, and trust (Ball et al., 2006). Neverthe-
less, the firm’s ability to efficiently implement adjustments 
in their service delivery processes to offer a personalized 
service depends on whether the firm has enough resourc-
es (Craig & Moores, 2005). This includes SMFE owners’ 
time, motivation, and service orientation attitudes that can 
be conceived as job resources. In this study we focus on 
examining owners’ time dedicated to serving customers. 

SMFE owners are considered a critical resource for 
small family firms as they have a strong influence in the 
performance of the firm (Llanos-Contreras et al., 2019). 
In addition to the multiple roles and tasks SMFE owners 

face on a daily basis, they also allocate time to serve cus-
tomers (Wolk & Wootton, 1995). SMFE owners’ effort in 
servicing consumers may act as a catalyst to improve in-
teraction quality and can help the development of brand 
equity. Seeing SMFE owners’ time as a job resource is evi-
denced by previous literature that considers SMFE owners 
to be central for entrepreneurial success, firm survival, and 
business recovery when negative conditions of the environ-
ment take place (Abd-Hamid et al., 2015; Alonso-Dos-San-
tos & Llanos-Contreras, 2019; Llanos-Contreras & Jabri, 
2019; Marshall et al., 2015). However, according to job 
demands-resources theory, a job resource can be depleted 
by job demands such as exhaustion and burnout (Bakker et 
al., 2005).  This logic supports our prediction that SMFE 
owners face work overload when they are devoted to serv-
ing customers in a personalized way. Becherer et al. (2005) 
offer further evidence that in small businesses, top manage-
ment are likely to exhibit work overload.This negative effect 
can be further explained by the tradeoff between delivering 
exemplary interaction quality and attempting, at the same 
time, to develop brand equity while having to deal with the 
other job demands (George & Hamilton, 2011). Following 
this conceptualization, we predict:

H1. Family business owners spending time to service cus-
tomers leads to work overload.

Effect of Work Overload in Delivering Personalized 
Services

As explained before, SMFE owners are motivated 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model
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in servicing customers, but the chances of work overload 
playing a role are considerable. Work overload is related to 
job stress, interpersonal conflict, work-family conflict, and 
emotional exhaustion levels (Jaramillo et al., 2011). Emo-
tional exhaustion is a typical consequence of work overload 
and is related to physical or emotional fatigue. In individu-
als (e.g., SMFE owners), work overload causes a reduction 
of their mental energy. It also depletes people’s resources 
for coping with the challenges associated with work over-
load. Further, work overload generates feelings of discour-
agement from work and a sense of ineffectiveness (Doğan et 
al., 2015). Work overload supposes a loss of personal iden-
tity and the absence of a feeling of achievement  (Kimura 
et al., 2018). Added to these negative consequences of work 
overload is the loss of communication skills (Altinoz et al., 
2016). Therefore, poor performance of the firm is expected 
as a consequence of work overload (Becherer et al., 2005). 
This happens because job demands, such as work overload, 
predict disengagement (Bakker & de Vries, 2020; Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2017). In summary, we predict that under work 
overload conditions it will be very difficult for SMFE own-
ers to ensure the provision of personalized service. 

H2. Work overload negatively impacts the delivery of per-
sonalized services to customers.

The Moderating Effect of COCB in the Relationship 
between Work Overload and Delivering Personalized 
Services

Work overload triggers a hostile environment with-
in organizations which makes it hard to support relation-
ship-building processes with stakeholders (Kimura et al., 
2018), so, we predict that work overload harms the inten-
tions to deliver personalized services. However, the pres-
ence of a job resource such as a team committed to demon-
strate COCB is a valuable factor to mitigate this problem 
(Glomb et al., 2011). When employees in an organization 
engage in collaborative effort, perform voluntary tasks, 
assist fellow employees and customers, and participate 
in extra-role tasks beyond their duties, the organization is 
determined to be demonstrating organizational citizenship 
behavior as a characteristic (Organ, 2018; Organ & Paine 
1999).  A key outcome of COCB is how employees use their 
positive motivation and altruistic behavior as job resources 
to improve the organization in many aspects, including the 
delivery of high-quality service interactions with customers 
(Podsakoff et al., 2009). 

Several studies investigating COCB identify that this 
organizational factor is critical to deliver service quality 
(Bell & Menguc, 2002; Bienstock et al., 2003; Morrison, 

1996; Yoon & Suh 2003). Moreover, not only does COCB 
increase the probability of delivering high quality service 
to customers, but it is also beneficial to employees in the 
sense of providing them with a positive energy (e.g., a job 
resource) to regulate their mood (Glomb et al., 2011). When 
employees are focused on “doing good,” they also “feel 
good” (Glomb et al., 2011) and feel energized (Lam et al., 
2016). Therefore, it can be expected that the whole organi-
zation is willing to leave aside their work overload prob-
lems as everyone in the organization, including its owner,  
is willing to “go the extra mile” to service customers in a 
personalized manner. In this way, COCB constitutes a job 
resource that consistently supports the delivery of a person-
alized service. 

When employees are satisfied with their jobs, they en-
gage in COCB (Foote & Tang, 2008). Because delivering a 
personalized service requires an organizational effort to go 
beyond the organizational scripts, COCB seems to be the 
perfect match to SMFE owners’ motivation to help them 
reduce the negative effects of stressor variables (i.e., work 
overload) impacting the delivery of personalized services. 
It is well understood that COCB helps SMFE owners and 
firm employees to achieve strategic business goals (Organ, 
2018). Certainly, we can expect COCB to support the goal 
of delivering a personalized service although work over-
load is a present factor. Central to COCB are the values of 
altruism, courtesy, empathy, and virtue (Podsakoff et al., 
1997). These values are common in SMFE owners, can be 
conceived as resources, and produce a greater motivation to 
strengthen relationships with customers (Jones, 2010). An-
other way to foster COCB in family businesses is through 
teamwork, flexibility, multitasking, and proactiveness (Van 
Dyne, et al., 2007), which are all factors embedded in own-
ers’ and employees’ resources when personalizing services. 
Thus, COCB could also be interpreted as a job resource be-
cause it is an organizational characteristic that nurtures goal 
achievement. 

H3. COCB moderates the relationship between work over-
load and personalized services in a way that it diminishes 
the negative effect of work overload in delivering person-
alized services. 

The Effect of Personalized Services in Brand Equity

One of the most important aspects of brand equity 
is, without a doubt, building strong relationships between 
consumers and the organization (Jung & Yoon, 2013). 
Srivastava & BaNir (2016) highlight the importance of a 
good-quality interaction between the customer and firm, 
which implies a close communication that allows the firm to 
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create, design, and customize products or improve service 
quality. Therefore, brand equity can be reached through per-
sonalizing services, which refers to the way a firm creates 
value by adapting itself to better meet customers’ needs typ-
ically through offering an individualized service (Ball et al., 
2006).  

Customization of a service implies tweaking the vari-
ous processes and elements that make up the marketing mix 
with a focus on the customer. As Ball et al. (2006) state, 
the personalization is not limited to altering the core ser-
vice or product offerings; personalized services also repre-
sent adapting the firm pricing strategies, promotions, and 
the distribution practices to accommodate customer needs.  
Shugan (2005) describes that there is a close relationship 
between a personalized service and the way a customer 
builds a relationship with a brand to eventually become loy-
al to it. Nonetheless, in order for personalized services to be 
effective, it is crucial to have a good understanding of the 
organization’s operational system (Shugan, 2005).

By offering a more personalized service, there is great 
possibility for SMFE to increase customer perceptions for 
a greater service quality.  In this way, brand equity is en-
hanced via service customization due to the fact that, by 
having a wide variety of options available to customers, a 
better customer-service match can be achieved, compared 
to standardized services (Coelho & Henseler, 2012). Brand 
equity can also be enhanced by the additional interactions 
that take place between customers and SMFE owners. As 
stated by Solomon et al. (1985), this can be explained by 
role theory, which states that if a business owner or their 
staff is able to adapt their attitudes and behaviors for differ-
ent clients, they are likely to meet generated expectations 
and lead to a better level of satisfaction. Thus, by having 
owners who are customer-oriented and dedicated to serving 
customers, a better service quality can be obtained (Solo-
mon, et.al, 1985). As a consequence, brand equity can be 
nourished when owners engage in personalizing services to 
customers. 

Previous studies that analyzed the relationship be-
tween personalized services and brand equity have deter-
mined that there is a positive relation between these two 
constructs (Ball et al., 2006; Coelho & Henseler, 2012). As 
such, this indicates that having a service delivery system 
from the owner that focuses on the customizing customer 
needs enhances the likelihood that customers will develop a 
strong level of commitment and bond to the family business 
brand. Furthermore, this implies that a firm that is capable of 
personalizing services generates an atmosphere determined 
by being customer-oriented.  A potential consequence of 
this firm capability can be reflected in a customer showing 
a self-connection with the brand, repeated purchases, and 

brand favoritism (Hwang & Kandampully, 2012). Addition-
ally, when a firm aims to personalize services, this strate-
gy is positively linked to customer satisfaction, perceived 
service quality, brand loyalty, and brand equity (Coelho & 
Henseler, 2012). Based on these arguments, the following 
hypothesis is proposed:

H4. Personalized service has a positive relationship with 
brand equity.

Method

Data Collection and Sample Characteristics

The reference population for this study are American 
and Ecuadorian family business owners and their custom-
ers. Family businesses in the sample of the study were cho-
sen based on the authors’ personal contacts with owners and 
based from a small business directory. The final database 
of firms consisted of 1,072 firms to whom an email invi-
tation was sent to participate in the study. The snowball-
ing sample technique was also utilized to reach favourable 
responses. A dyadic sample of owners and customers was 
selected as the sampling strategy. Authors carefully checked 
if the selected businesses fulfilled the criteria suggested by 
Diéguez-Soto et al. (2015) to classify them as family busi-
nesses. Two surveys were designed for the present study. 
One for the owners and another for their customers. We 
used the back-translation technique (Beaton et al., 2000) to 
translate the surveys to Spanish when the surveys were used 
in Ecuador. This technique assured the validity of the two 
surveys by first using a professional translator to translate 
the questionnaire from English to Spanish. In parallel, one 
of the authors translated the survey and asked an indepen-
dent scholar to back translated it to English.  Then, two of 
the authors solved discrepancies by comparing the original 
items with the new. Then, before inviting business owners 
to participate in the study and ask them to collect data from 
their customers, we pilot tested the surveys with a sample of 
undergraduate students. Two waves of email invitations to 
participate in the study were sent. Data was collected from 
April 2019 to August 2019. The final sample is made up of 
246 pairs of family business owners and customers across 
different industries. The sample family businesses belong 
to multiple industries, such as consumer services (33%), re-
tail (24%), manufacturing (21%), imports and exports (8%), 
and miscellaneous others (14%). SMFE owners had a mean 
age of 39.47 years (SD= 9.61), and 48% were female. Cus-
tomers had a mean age of 32.51 years (SD= 10.35), and 
46% were female. 
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Measurement Variables

Our literature review of the constructs included in the 
model provides the basis for the design of the questionnaire. 
Scale adaptations from previous studies were used. All items 
and their validity scores are listed in Appendix A. To ad-
dress the potential concern of common-method bias in our 
study, we ran two tests. First, we used Harman’s one-factor 
test with all of our items entered into an exploratory factor 
analysis, which yielded that in no case was there a one fac-
tor solution. Second, we used Kock’s (2015) full collineari-
ty test for common-method bias in PLS-SEM models. This 
test resulted in none of our items showing a VIF higher than 
3.3, as they ranged between 1.329 and 2.782. Thus, the test 
results were optimal.

Data Analysis Technique

In order to test the proposed model and hypotheses, we 
used Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling 
(PLS) to simultaneously assess the measurement and the 
structural model. PLS is considered a reliable data analy-
sis technique to study relationships among variables (Gar-
son, 2016; Hair et al., 2019; Hair Jr et al., 2016). PLS is 
a multivariate statistical tool that is suitable to use when 
the researchers’ objective is to examine construct relation-
ships that include multiple dependent variables when the 
proposed model includes complex relationships (i.e., testing 
moderation effects) and when the study sample is not large 
(Roldán & Sánchez-Franco, 2012). Smart-PLS version 
3.2.7 software (Ringle et al., 2005) was used to compute 

the items’ psychometric properties, items’ factor loadings, 
estimate model fit statistics, and compute path coefficients.

Results

Results from the analysis of the PLS comprises the as-
sessment of the validity of the measurement model and the 
assessment of the structural model. Next, we describe the 
findings from these two steps.

Measurement Model

First, we evaluated the psychometric properties of the 
constructs included in the proposed model and estimated the 
corresponding reliability scores for each measure. Conver-
gent validity was assessed by the average variance extracted 
(AVE) scores and composite reliability (CR) for all vari-
ables.  AVE scores were above 0.5 threshold as Anderson 
and Gerbing (1988) and Hair et al. (2017) recommended. 
Therefore, the constructs included in the proposed model 
are explaining more than fifty percent of the variance. CR 
scores for all constructs were robust and above 0.80. 

Second, the constructs demonstrated adequate reliabil-
ity indices as Cronbach’s alpha scores ranged between 0.77 
and 0.87. Following Henseler et al.’s (2015) recommenda-
tion, the Hetereotrait-Monotrait indices were shown to be 
below the maximum value of 0.90. Finally, all outer load-
ings were significant and the rho_A indicators were higher 
than 0.70 (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015). Table 1 illustrates 
the constructs’ attributes and the robust reflective scheme of 
the inner model.

Table 1 
Measurement model results

Construct Name
Construct Reliability 

Statistics Rho_A Standardized 
Loadings

Owners’ time dedicated to attending customers’ needs (TC) 1.0 1.0 1.0

Work overload (WO) Cronbach’s alpha = 0.82
AVE= 0.73
CR= 0.88

0.93 0.67 – 0.94 ***

Collective Organizational Citizen Behavior (COCB)
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.77
AVE= 0.68
CR=0.86

0.78 0.81 – 0.84 ***

Personalized Services (PS)
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.79
AVE= 0.71
CR= 0.87

0.83 0.71 – 0.90 ***

Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBE)
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.86
AVE= 0.70
CR= 0.90

0.86 0.79 – 0.90 ***

Notes: AVE= average variance extracted; CR= composite reliability
 *** = p < 0.001
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Third, the analysis for the discriminant validity tests 
were successful. The average shared variance of each con-
struct and its diagonal values, illustrated in bold on Table 
2, exceeds the shared variance with other constructs (For-

nell-Larcker criterion). Table 2 shows the Heterotrait-Mono-
trait Ratio (HTMT) above the diagonal, square root of the 
AVE in the diagonal (bold) and correlations between the 
constructs under the diagonal. 

Table 2 
Discriminant validity

Construct Name TC WO COCB PS CBE

Owners’ time dedicated to attending customers’ needs 
(TC) 1.0 0.14 0.27 0.13 0.15

Work overload (WO) 0.14 0.85 0.11 0.16 0.08

Collective Organizational Citizen Behavior (COCB) 0.24 0.03 0.82 0.07 0.06

Personalized Services (PS) 0.11 -0.13 0.06 0.84 0.71

Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBE) 0.14 -0.05 0.02 0.60 0.84

Common method bias was not a concern. The assess-
ment of a single latent factor applying all the scale items as 
indicators, revealed low correlations among the variables. 
Descriptive statistics for the constructs included in the pro-
posed model are illustrated in Appendix B.

Structural Model

After the successful evaluation of the measurement 
model, the second step in our data analysis considered the 
inner model and the estimation of the path coefficients. 
We conducted this analysis using the PLS bootstrap meth-
od with 5.000 samples, as recommended by Hair Jr et al., 
(2016). When assessing our models with PLSpredict, we 
followed the steps detailed in Evermann and Tate (2016) 
and Shmueli et al., (2016). Results from PLSpredict analy-
sis yield in having a robust model.  In addition, the R-square 
results of the structural model provide evidence that an ac-
ceptable portion of the variance of brand equity (R2 = 0.35) 
and personalized services (R2 = 0.25) is being described 
by the model. These R-square indicators are in accordance 
with Chin’s (1998) limits on how to test the homological 
validity of the model. In addition to these robustness indica-
tors, the standardized root mean square residual coefficient 
(SRMR) reported by the model was 0.06. This indicator 
demonstrates the model has an adequate fit, as Henseler et 
al. (2016) suggests.

 Hypothesis testing was performed by computing 
and examining the path coefficients among the constructs. 
These path estimates are included in Table 3 and are the 

result of the bootstrapping technique obtained from the PLS 
analysis. H1 states that owners’ time spent in servicing cus-
tomers is predicted to be positively linked to job workload. 
The path coefficient (β = 0.138, p < 0.01) confirmed this 
prediction. For job workload and its negative relationship 
with personalized service, H2, we also found supporting ev-
idence (β = - 0.134, p < 0.01). Then, we focused on the main 
outcome variables in the model. Hypothesis (H4) predicts 
that a personalized service has a positive relationship with 
brand equity. The path coefficient (β = 0.595, p < 0.001) 
confirmed this prediction. Moreover, the results of the inner 
model provide evidence of the moderating effect of collec-
tive organizational citizenship behavior in the relationship 
between job workload and personalized services. H3 was 
supported (β = 0.103, p < 0.001); when the family business 
has created an organizational culture that supports employ-
ees volunteering and championing for each other, this orga-
nizational factor weakens the negative effect between job 
workload and personalized service. For further examination 
of the moderating effect, Appendix C graphically represents 
the interaction effect following the method recommended 
by Aiken et al., (1991). Appendix C shows work overload 
at high and low values (one standard deviation above and 
below the mean) of COCB and the impact on personalized 
services. In effect, the graph shows that the slope for those 
firms high in COCB protect the delivery of personalized 
services when work overload is high. Therefore, all the hy-
potheses were supported. Table 3 presents the path coeffi-
cients and goodness-of-fit statistics for the structural model. 
Figure 2 illustrates the model’s path coefficients.
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This empirical paper estimates the chain of effects re-
lated to SMFE owners’ time dedication to service customers 
and work overload. Dyadic data from pairs of owners and 
customers were analyzed using partial least squares struc-
tural equation modeling. This method allows us to study the 
simultaneous influence of the owner’s time servicing cus-
tomers, work overload, and personalized services on brand 
equity, taking into account the moderating effect of COCB 
between work overload and personalized services.

Contribution to Family Business Marketing Literature

The results suggest that SMFE owners spending time 
to service customers leads to work overload. More precise-
ly, the paper provides evidence that owners’ job resources 
are scarce, and this triggers work overload because owners 
spend more than half of their time servicing customers. This 
means that owners must absorb the costs related to their job 
demands and try to find extra energy to deliver personalized 
services. 

Moreover, our results suggest that work overload nega-

Table 3 
Structural model results

Structural Relationships
 

Coefficient t-Value
Hypothesized Links
H1 Owners’ time to serve customers → Work overload 0.138 2.18**
H2 Work overload → Personalized service -0.134 -2.54**
H3 Personalized service → Brand equity 0.595    11.41***

H4 Moderation Test 0.103      3.00 ***
      (COCB x Work overload) → Personalized service
Control Variables
Owner’s Tenure → Work overload 0.03 0.50 ns

Notes: **   p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001

Figure 2. Model’s Path Coefficients Conclusions
Notes: **   p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001
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tively influences the delivery of personalized services. This 
finding is crucial, as it suggests that owners’ resources are 
limited, and this negatively impacts on delivering personal-
ized services when firms try to use this type of interaction 
quality as a marketing strategy. Even though the negative 
effect of work overload on delivering personalized services 
seems to be present in family businesses, we found a posi-
tive effect in the relationship between personalized services 
and brand equity. This positive and significant effect can 
be conceptually acknowledged via two distinct theoretical 
approaches. On one hand, the attitudinal approach shown 
by customers when perceiving a firm delivering a person-
alized service describes the way in which they demonstrate 
a profound tie with family business organizations and show 
commitment with it, despite there being many switching op-
portunities available in the market (Hwang & Kandampully, 
2012; Oliver, 1999). This positive effect is constant despite 
the fact that the toll of delivering personalized services is 
work overload. Secondly, the behavioral approach refers 
to a customer’s continuous repurchase of the goods or ser-
vices provided by a specific brand (Hwang & Kandampully, 
2012; Reinartz & Kumar, 2000).  As mentioned by Coelho 
and Henseler (2012), the main purpose of customization is 
to meet the needs of a customer in a superior way to those 
available from a more basic service. As a consequence, the 
appeal of other alternatives (i.e., service offerings provided 
by large firms or non-family firms) diminishes when com-
pared to that of the personalized service offering of a family 
firm. 

Applying the job demands-resources theory to the 
proposed link between SMFE owners’ time dedicated to 
serving customers and work overload provides a suitable 
framework for our predictions. As the job demands-re-
sources theory predicts, certain job resources such as SMFE 
owners’ motivation and certain organizational factors such 
as COCB constitute valuable assets for family businesses 
when they decide to deliver a personalized service. Both 
factors mitigate work overload, which is a natural factor 
present in SMFE owners. It is noteworthy to point out that 
conventional wisdom dictates that COCB is a common 
factor in family businesses. This leads to conceptualizing 
COCB as a resource for family businesses. However, our 
findings suggest that COCB needs to be nurtured inside the 
organization, as this resource is the one that mitigates job 
demands. 

Managerial Implications

In the context of family businesses, developing and 
maintaining a customer base loyal to the brand, via person-
alized services, is a key element to take into consideration 

for family firms, for the fact that it ensures a fruitful avenue 
of opportunities (Obermiller, 2002). As stated by Reichheld 
(1993), having a loyal group of customers is beneficial, 
from a financial point of view, as it is less costly and more 
efficient to sell their goods and services to these clients, in-
stead of trying to obtain new ones. Similarly, a strong brand 
equity is important for family businesses, since loyal cus-
tomers will be less perceptive and sensitive towards new 
market offerings and/or price changes from competitors 
(e.g., non-family businesses or large-scale firms), thus, giv-
ing a family business advantages when implementing mar-
keting strategies (Obermiller, 2002; Aaker, 1991).

Future Research and Limitations

Future research might consider our findings and ex-
plore in more depth which factors develop COCB in fam-
ily business. Our results suggest that when employees feel 
empowered, demonstrate being collaborative with their 
co-workers,  are motivated to extend their duties beyond 
their assigned tasks, and exhibit customer orientation, a 
family business develops an organizational culture that can 
handle stressor variables (e.g., job demands) that affect top 
management and in particular the owner of a family busi-
ness. Moreover, future studies might want to explore if 
business owners at family firms can have control of strat-
egies that nurture COCB in their organizations. Previous 
research shows that owners’ attitudes and personality per-
meate through the organization (Vizcaíno et al., 2021) and 
act as an exemplary behavior for employees to facilitate 
building brand equity. Thus, the first individual in a family 
business to act as a role model of COCB is the owner. 

We also must acknowledge this study presents a few 
limitations. First, this study is cross-sectional and presents 
evidence from a single point of time in which our society 
was not yet impacted by Covid-19 virus breakout. Today’s 
business environment is very different in terms of the high 
levels of concern and anxiety present in family business 
owners. Thus, SMFE have to deal with more job demands, 
especially those concerning how to cope with Covid-19, 
which leads us to think that work overload might be even 
more severe under today’s circumstances. Second, our dy-
adic sample did not include employee perspectives. Future 
research might incorporate their own evaluation about work 
overload and COCB in family firms. Finally, our study 
might be vulnerable to a selection bias, due to the nature of 
our sampling strategy as we only include one customer for 
each family business owner.  
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Appendix A 
Study’s Measures

Measurements’ Items and Responses Format Loading
Owners’ time dedicated to attending customers’ needs: 
- 0 = “none at all” to 100 = “a great deal” 
(1) “How much time at work do you spend dealing with customers?”
Work overload (Spector & Jex, 1998)
- 7-point scale from 1 = “far too little” to 7 = “far too much”
(1) “How often does your job require you to work very hard” .924
(2) “How often does your job require you to work very fast” .945

(3) “How often does your job leave you with little time to get things done” .666
Collective Organizational Citizenship Behavior (Williams & Anderson, 1991) 
- 7-point scale from 1 = “does not describe my organization” to 7 = “describes my organization very well”
(1) “My employees help others who have been absent” .846
(2) “My employees help others who have heavy workloads” .810
(3) “I take time to listen to my employee’s problems”
(4) “I go out of the way to help my employees and customers” .810
Personalized Services (Items developed by the authors based on Bowen, 1990; Liu, Shan, & Pigneur 
2016; Wang & Groth 2014 ).
- 7-point scale from 1 = “distant contact” to 7 = “close contact”
(1) “How would you rate the level of personal contact you had with employees at this company” .898
- 7-point scale from 1 = “not at all” to 7 = “I feel all the time”
(2) “When you are doing business with this company, how much do you receive a preferred treatment 
from them”

.710

(3) “When you are doing business with this company, how much do you feel you receive a customized 
service to your needs”

.896

Consumer-Based Brand Equity (Yoo & Donthu, 2001)
- 7-point scale from 1 = “extremely unlikely” to 7 = “extremely likely”
(1) “If price is not a consideration, how likely are you to purchase services from our brand in the future” .819
- 7-point scale from 1 = “not well at all” to 7 = “extremely well”
(2) “How well does our brand fit your practical needs” .792
- 7-point scale from 1 = “extremely badly” to 7 = “extremely well”
(3) “How good or bad is the quality of our brand” .869
- 7-point scale from 1 = “extremely untrustworthy” to 7 = “extremely trustworthy”
(4) “In relation to comparable brands in the marketplace, how trustworthy is our brand” .867
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Appendix B 
Descriptive Statistics

Measures Mean SD

Owners’ time dedicated to attending customers’ needs (TC) 57.59 31.04

Work overload (WO) 4.52 1.41

Collective Organizational Citizen Behavior (COCB) 4.65 1.00
Personalized Services (PS) 5.90 1.04
Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBE) 6.11 0.79
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Appendix C 
Interaction Effect


