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The family business branding literature identifies numerous benefits to communicating family ownership. 

However, existing studies have omitted ethnic minority family businesses (EMFB), which present unique 

identity and cultural considerations. We examine potential antecedents to EMFB use of ethnic branding, 

which features their ethnicity within marketing communications. The study establishes a significant positive 

relationship between EMFB owners’ ethnic identification and socioemotional wealth (SEW), and between 

EMFB owners’ SEW and ethnic branding usage. Product ethnicity moderates the latter relationship such 

that a match between product ethnicity and EMFB ethnicity increases the likelihood of ethnic branding. 

Managerial and theoretical implications are further discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Family businesses are a large and growing part of the American economic landscape. For ethnic 

minority groups, they are important sources of income and multi-generational wealth (Puryear et al., 2008; 

SCORE, 2018). Family businesses are businesses that are owned or operated by a family (Carsrud, 1994; 

Chua et al., 1999) or have families with enough control to influence or determine strategic and operational 

decisions (Pounder, 2015). For ethnic minority family businesses (EMFB), which we define as businesses 

that are owned and/or operated by two or more family members who also belong to a group that is 

recognized as an ethnic minority, multiple factors distinctly affect their marketing decisions and brand 

strategies. Ethnic minority family businesses uniquely consider whether or not to use ethnic branding, 

defined as a brand strategy that emphasizes a particular ethnicity, such as ethnically-representative 

advertising and co-ethnic consumer targeting. Ethnic branding has various implications (Penaloza, 2018; 
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Li et al., 2013; Crockett, 2008; Puzakova, Kwak and Bell, 2015). Branding that includes implicit or explicit 

ethnic cues (e.g., the family’s ethnic surname) can yield both favorable and unfavorable results depending 

on the context (Orozco, 2022; Penaloza, 2018), brand ethnicity (Li et al., 2013), product category 

(Puzakova, Kwak and Bell, 2015), and audience (Zhang and Rowan, 2022; Licsandru and Cui, 2019; Bell 

and Puzakova, 2017). For an EMFB, integrating their family into the brand, whether through the business 

name, family photos, or narratives about their history, may inherently evoke such ethnicity-driven brand 

perceptions. This study seeks to better understand the antecedents of ethnic branding among EMFBs. 

Firms use branding to create points of advantageous differentiation, including firm expertise, functional 

benefits, or psychological benefits (Astrachan et al., 2018; Lude and Prugl, 2018; Micelotta, and Raynard, 

2011). In general, family firms must determine their brand strategies and consider how their offerings will 

be targeted, positioned, and promoted, including whether to use “family-owned” branding (Astrachan and 

Botero, 2017; Micelotta and Raynard, 2011; Zhang and Rowan, 2022). Among family businesses, 

emphasizing family members is shown to have numerous positive effects, including better trust, service 

evaluation, customer loyalty and reputation (Astrachan et al., 2018). Importantly, EMFB brands may also 

acquire meaning through firm leadership and employees, as well as through “typical” users of the brand 

(Batra, 2019).  

Temprano-Garcia and colleagues (2023; p. 1 – emphasis added) write, “Brand management may be 

particularly complex and challenging in family firms because – beyond the typical function of brands as 

differentiating factors that convey favorable quality perceptions – brands also play a role for these firms as 

family’s affective endowments, since they may encompass and portray the family nature of the business.” 

Family business branding at the corporate level is the corporate identity, which may be intertwined with 

family members’ identities and, therefore, may embody and reflect their values, self-image, and goals 

(Berrone et al., 2012; Wielsma & Brunninge, 2019; Temprano-Garcia, 2023). Further, as strategic brand 

managers, family business leaders must consider brand-driven consumer perceptions of product quality, 

levels of firm corporate social responsibility, and customer orientation and subsequent purchase intentions 

(Botero et al., 2013; Chaudhary et al., 2021; Köhr et al., 2021; Sageder et al., 2018; Alonso-Dos-Santos et 

al., 2019). Additionally, family business branding impacts how internal and external stakeholders perceive 

the firm’s organizational values, trustworthiness, reputation, and authenticity (Botero et al., 2013, 2018; 

Köhr et al., 2021; Lude & Prügl, 2018). 

Extending family branding to ethnic minority family businesses, prior research is limited yet identifies 

some distinct characteristics (Kidwell et al., 2012; Puryear et al., 2008; Shinnar et al., 2013). Namely, 

EMFBs must consider employing an ethnic branding strategy by positioning and promoting the business as 

ethnic minority family owned. For such businesses, employing “family-owned” branding may 

automatically reveal the family’s ethnic minority status (e.g., visually through family photos), which may 

shape customers’ and other stakeholders’ perceptions (Ferguson et al., 2020; Orozco, 2022; Zanette et al., 

2021). In a similar way to family business branding, ethnic branding may have affective impacts on the 

family (i.e., socioemotional wealth) due to the convergence of family and family business identities 

(Temprano-Garcia et al., 2023; Elsbach & Pieper, 2019). According to social identity theory, EMFBs may 

esteem their heritage, manage values, and require decision-making that differs from non-EMFBs due to 

their desire to maintain a social identity accepted among their family members and their broader ethnic 

group (Orozco, 2022). Those more strongly identify with their ethnicity should be more likely to focus 

business resources on objectives that strengthen communal bonds and signal shared values. In other words, 

EMFBs with strong ethnic identification would seek to preserve socioemotional wealth (SEW) and employ 

branding that highlights their ethnic identity and reflects pride in that social identity.  

In product categories such as ethnic food, communicating a family business’ ethnic roots may provide 

advantageous authenticity or credibility (Grier et al., 2006; Zanette et al., 2021). Product ethnicity refers to 

the perception that a product category (e.g., bourbon) originates from a particular ethnic culture or country 

of origin (e.g., U.S.) (Puzakova et al., 2015; Usunier & Cestre, 2007). Product ethnicity embodies a 

prevalent, global consumer association between a general product and a country or culture of origin, and 

some products are perceived to be imbued with more ethnic characteristics than others (Li et al., 2013). 
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Thus, it may be advantageous for EMFBs to use ethnic branding when their product ethnicity “matches” 

their family’s ethnicity.  

On the other hand, non-ethnic branding may reduce harmful stakeholder biases (Ouellet, 2007; Abdul-

Latif and Abdul-Talib, 2017; Liu et al., 2020). In summary, there is scant research on the combination of 

ethnicity and family business brands (Kidwell et al., 2012), which may compound consumers’ brand 

inferences and affect family business members’ non-economic benefits (i.e., SEW) and strategic decisions. 

For example, are Latino family taqueria owners more likely to employ ethnic branding than Latino family 

pharmacy owners?  

In summary, EMFBs represent a major economic force yet are understudied (Puryear et al., 2008) 

despite America’s impending shift to a majority “ethnic minority” population by 2045 (Vespa, Medina and 

Armstrong, 2020). EMFB marketing practices about SEW endowment is absent from the literature. 

Moreover, EMFB and their branding strategies are critically under-researched (Danes et al., 2008). As such, 

it is critical to examine how attributes of EMFB, including their ethnicity, the strength of their ethnic 

identity, and SEW pursuit, inform their branding strategy. Our exploratory study aims to understand the 

antecedents of EMFB use of ethnic branding. Specifically, we examine how such business owners’ strength 

of ethnic identification (SoEI) influences their SEW. Further, we investigate the relationship between SEW 

and EMFB use of ethnic branding. Theories from social psychology, management, and brand management 

support the notion that SEW influences firm-level decisions such as branding strategy (Jiang et al., 2018; 

Micelotta & Raynard, 2011; Temprano-Garcia et al., 2023). Furthermore, we examine the effects of a match 

or mismatch between the family business ethnicity and the perceived ethnicity of its products (i.e., product 

ethnicity) on the use of ethnic branding. In the following section, we summarize the literature that supports 

our hypotheses development. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

 

Ethnic Minority Family Businesses 

Ethnic minority businesses generally remain under-researched compared to non-minority businesses 

(Cater et al., 2022; Danes et al., 2008; Haq et al., 2021; Harris, 2009). As Bates and colleagues (2018, p. 

417) state, “the nature of minority business is derivative of broad social, economic, and political forces,” 

which include social identity factors and potential discrimination within the marketplace (Bates et al., 2018; 

Pan et al., 2022; Puryear et al., 2008; Bruton et al., 2022; Ferguson et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, EMFBs differ in their decision-making and strategies due to “cultural mores, experiences and 

aspirations that are different from their non-ethnic counterparts” (Bhalla et al, 2009; p. 78). Socioemotional 

wealth is an antecedent of brand strategy for family businesses in general, thus it has potential implications 

for EMFB brand decisions (Temprano-Garcia et al., 2023). We posit that internal (e.g., SEW) and external 

(e.g., business performance) goals may drive EMFBs decision to employ ethnic branding or to use non-

ethnic branding.  

 

Branding Practices of Ethnic Minority Family Businesses 

Brands are critically important to firms, and when branding is applied at the corporate level, the 

corporate identity and corporate brand become synonymous (Beliaeva et al., 2022; Micelotta & Raynard, 

2011). A family business brand can be defined as: “The formal and informal communication (image) of the 

family element of firm essence (identity), which includes the family’s involvement in a firm, and which 

lead to associations and expectations in the mind of stakeholders (reputation) that help differentiate these 

firms from others in the marketplace and other venues” (Astrachan et al., 2018, p. 9). While the majority of 

family business literature considers branding outcomes for external stakeholders such as consumers, the 

current research explores brand strategy origins and implications for the family members themselves. 

(Botero et al., 2013; Chaudhary et al., 2021; Köhr et al., 2021; Sageder et al., 2018; Lude & Prügl, 2018). 

Family business branding is predicated upon identity; a family (corporate) brand establishes who they 

are as a family firm and how integrated they are with the business (Astrichan et al., 2018). According to 

Elsbach and Pieper (2019), organizational identification is the perception of an overlap between one’s and 
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an organization’s identities. The authors further identify psychological needs that motivate organizational 

(i.e., family firm) identification as well as identifiers’ (i.e., family firm members’) promotion of certain 

firm characteristics. This framework provides a potential explanation for how ethnic minority family 

members with strong ethnic identities may be motivated to seek socioemotional wealth and, subsequently, 

employ ethnic branding. EMFB are likely to meet their psychological needs, such as belonging, 

distinctiveness, meaning and self-esteem through their strong ethnic identities, which overlap with their 

family firm identities (or, family business brands). These affective rewards reflect SEW dimensions, 

including identification with the firm, binding social ties, and emotional attachment. Notably, ethnic 

minorities tend to maintain collectivist cultures, wherein individuals derive their identity from the family 

identity (Enz et al., 1990; Elsbach & Pieper, 2019). Such cultures are driven by shared values generally, 

and “community ties” specifically, which is an antecedent of the decision to use family business branding 

(or, ethnic minority family business branding in this present case). 

Following the logic of Elsbach & Pieper, these relationships may also have bidirectional effects (2019). 

The commingling of family business and ethnic minority identities meets the psychological needs of 

EMFBs and endows socioemotional wealth. Socioemotional wealth preservation efforts, including a desire 

to embody and signal shared values, inclines EMFBs to use ethnic (versus non-ethnic) branding. Therefore, 

EMFBs may achieve their psychological needs, such as self-esteem, through ethnic branding, which 

presents a positive image of their ethnic identity, and the positive image vis a vis ethnic branding may 

strengthen their (combined ethnic and family business) identity (2019; Blombäck & Ramírez‐Pasillas, 

2012). 

There are other theoretical bases for the hypothesized relationships. According to the resource-based 

view perspective, a firm’s distinctive characteristics, including ethnic and/or family status, provide a 

competitive advantage as well as internal endowments. Boundary theory further supports the concept of 

overlap between ethnic minorities’ personal and family business identities. Lastly, while social identity 

theory explains why ethnic branding is advantageous for external stakeholders, we contend there are also 

internal benefits. Namely, through ethnic branding, EMFB members simultaneously gain affective 

endowment (i.e., social ties, sense of belonging, pride, etc.) and strengthen their identification with the 

family, firm, and self. The literature also reveals that certain logics and processes may drive family business 

brand decisions. We posit that EMFB with strong ethnic identification who emphasize SEW likely represent 

the “organic” logic and “emergent” process for (ethnic minority) family business brand strategy, wherein 

they rely upon intrinsic motivations related to confirming self, the firm’s history and ownership (Blomback 

& Ramírez‐Pasillas, 2012). 

In summary, the relationship between SEW and (ethnic) family business branding may be bidirectional 

wherein branding is both affected by and may affect socioemotional endowments, which was found to be 

true for family identity and business identity relationships (Wielsma & Brunninge, 2019). 

 

Employing Ethnic Branding 

Due to the growth of EMFB, it is important to understand their motivations for ethnic branding. Ethnic 

branding emphasizes a specific ethnicity through ethnically-representative advertising and co-ethnic 

consumer targeting. For EMFBs, using a family branding strategy may automatically mean using an ethnic 

branding strategy since the family brand may reveal their ethnicity. Just as family businesses generally 

consider whether to highlight their family nature in branding, EMFBs assess whether to emphasize their 

ethnic minority identity–yet there is added complexity (Liu et al., 2020). Astrachan and Botero (2017) 

delineate multiple identity-related factors that contribute to family branding such as pride in the family 

heritage and identification or commitment to the family.  

There are also extrinsic advantages of ethnic branding, such as its power to differentiate EMFBs from 

competitors, particularly for businesses where ethnicity is considered inherently relevant (for example, 

ethnic restaurants) (Grier, 2006; Zanette et al., 2021). In this case, using ethnic branding provides additional 

authenticity and expertise cues (Liu et al., 2020; Bell and Puzakova, 2017; Li et al., 2013). Furthermore, 

ethnic branding may elicit collectivism values among co-ethnic stakeholders and expectations of high co-

ethnic service quality (Ferguson et al., 2020). For non-co-ethnic stakeholders, consumption and support of 
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explicitly ethnic brands may signal solidarity with the ethnic group (Bell, Thach, and Schaefer, 2022; 

Crockett, 2008; Grier et al., 2006). 

 

Socioemotional Wealth 

Socioemotional wealth (SEW), is the ability of family firms to generate non-economic benefits for the 

owners, including family influence on and identification with the business, the social bonds of the family 

with the community, multigenerational family legacy, and social identity; these benefits distinguish family 

firms from other businesses (Berrone et al., 2012; Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007b; Gómez-Mejía & Herrero, 

2022). Prior research suggests that one of the differentiating factors between a family business and non-

family business is the intentional efforts of the business owners to preserve SEW endowments (Gómez-

Mejía et al., 2007a). Firms will align their strategies to support the maintenance of factors that preserve 

SEW (Pongelli et al., 2019). One such strategy is for family firms to include their ethnicity as part of the 

firm’s branding (i.e., ethnic branding). A brand expresses the unique value proposition provided and can 

include elements of authenticity and quality (Phung et al., 2019). Through ethnic branding, firms signal 

increased authenticity and quality, particularly if their offerings are ethnically-based (Orozco, 2022).  

Additionally, using the family firm brand signals to stakeholders that there are commonalities between 

the values, norms, beliefs, and interactions of the family and the firm (Rovelli et al., 2022), and these 

perceptions imbue uniqueness to the firm as a competitive advantage. For EMFB, signaling a shared 

ethnicity can lead to beneficial social and resource networks that reinforce shared connection with the 

community (Wingfield & Taylor, 2016). By employing ethnic branding, a family business communicates 

information about the social groups, relationships, and images the firm believes are important and have 

meaning for the family firm. Additionally, through ethnic branding, family firms can unite co-ethnic 

consumers and validate co-ethnic minority identities and communities (Peñaloza, 2018). 

In summary, the SEW endowments of ethnic minority family businesses likely affect their strategic 

decision-making to reflect the status of the family’s identification, social relationships, and emotional 

attachments. We expect that EMFBs will employ ethnic branding both to enjoy its affective rewards and to 

signal to stakeholders, co-ethnics, and others with which the firm, family, and their offerings share values, 

cultural beliefs and behaviors (Cokley, 2007; Ferguson et al., 2020; Tajfel, 1981; Elsbach & Pieper, 2019). 

Therefore, we hypothesize: 

 

Hypothesis #1: Ethnic minority family businesses’ socioemotional wealth (SEW) positively affects family 

business ethnic branding (FBEB).  

 

Strength of Ethnic Identification 

Ethnic identity represents one’s view of belonging to an ethnically-based social group, the importance 

of that group membership, and the degree of connectedness one has to their ethnicity (Green, 2018; Tajfel, 

1981). Strength of Ethnic Identification (SoEI) refers to how strongly someone identifies with his/her 

ethnicity (Phinney & Ong, 2007). Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974) indicates that individuals use 

ethnicity to categorize themselves and others. Appiah (2001) suggests that the degree of connectedness one 

has to their ethnicity can be expressed in ways that demonstrate alignment with their ethnic culture and 

values (more connected) or in ways that are dissimilar to their ethnic culture and values (less connected). 

Ethnic identity is often prominent with ethnic individuals because ethnicity is frequently apparent and used 

in the marketplace (Grier et al., 2019) to determine levels of similarity with others and categorize people 

into broad groups (Elsass & Graves, 1997). Although alignment with one’s ethnic group is not automatic 

(Hogg et al., 1995), people that ethnically identify with each other will seek to develop relationships, 

communicate, and engage in resource exchanges with each other (Ferguson et al., 2020; Montoya & Briggs, 

2013). 

There are important business implications for ethnic identification as well. Orozco (2022, p. 246) 

examines minority business owners’ “ethnic salience” concerning their businesses by observing, “The 

strength of ethnic social ties in ethnic enterprises largely depends on the business owner’s meaning assigned 

to an ethnic identity.” Chaganti and Greene (2002) introduce the construct “ethnic involvement” which, 
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similarly to ethnic identification, emphasizes the degree of connectedness ethnic minority entrepreneurs 

have with their community. Entrepreneurs’ degree of ethnic involvement considers the number of linkages 

to their ethnic community via engagement and the importance they place on contributing to their community 

(Chaganti and Greene, 2002). The authors contend and find evidence that those businesses with higher 

ethnic involvement feel a stronger sense of community responsibility and maintain more collectivist values, 

among other differences from less involved businesses.  

The socioemotional wealth of EMFBs has had limited examination (Danes et al., 2008; Kidwell et al., 

2012; Puryear et al., 2008) but the family business literature suggests that preserving SEW is an influential 

factor in family firm decision-making about operations practices investment priorities, and strategic 

direction (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011; Hernández-Linares et al., 2019; Souder et al., 2017). Additionally, the 

SEW concept suggests that family businesses are motivated to preserve their socioemotional wealth 

(Hernández-Perlines et al., 2021) and will take action to ensure that the affective benefits realized will not 

be diminished even if those decisions decrease financial wealth (Leitterstorf & Rau, 2014) or increase risks 

to firm performance (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007b; Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011; Souder et al., 2017).  

Among multiple proposed measurements of SEW (Hernández-Perlines et al., 2021; Swab et al., 2020), 

Berrone et al. (2012) proposed a five-dimensional FIBER model to examine non-financial influences on 

the family firm: 1) Family control and influence, 2) Family member Identification with the firm, 3) Binding 

social ties, 4) Emotional attachment, and 5) the Renewal of family bonds via intergenerational succession. 

In their analysis of SEW using the FIBER model, Swab et al. (2020) note that while firm identification, 

binding social ties, and emotional attachment dimensions are necessary conditions for socioemotional 

wealth, all three dimensions are not required for SEW to exist and they can exist independently of each 

other. In short, we argue that ethnic minority family businesses with higher ethnic identification are more 

likely to value the affective endowment benefits characterized in socioemotional wealth (SEW) due to 

multiple unique factors. According to resource disadvantage theory–and as well-documented within 

minority entrepreneurship literature–ethnic minority businesses often face discrimination from multiple 

stakeholders as well as social and financial disadvantages as “outgroups” in society. The desire to succeed 

against the odds, provide role models for their co-ethnic peers, and sustain social ties (a dimension of SEW), 

should be prominent for ethnic minorities with strong ethnic identification. 

These findings lend credence to SoEI as an antecedent of SEW and ethnic branding among EMFBs. 

We posit that ethnic minority family business members who more strongly identify with their ethnicity are 

more likely to value and seek to preserve SEW’s affective endowment benefits due to an integration of their 

ethnic identification and identification with the family business spurred by their distinctive outsider, 

collectivist, and often disadvantaged, ethnic minority status. Additional research finds that EMFBs rely 

upon the SEW dimensions of family influence and family social capital, both of which have the potential 

to be stronger than in non-ethnic minority businesses due to the identity above factors (Kidwell et al., 2012).  

In summary, Berrone and co-authors (2012) question why some family firms are guided more by SEW 

than others. Prior research reveals that ethnic family businesses are more likely to be guided by SEW than 

non-ethnic family businesses due to collectivist and altruistic values and binding community ties (Danes et 

al., 2008; Enz et al., 1990; Kidwell et al., 2012). Further, within the SEW concept, elements that enhance 

the non-economic value derived from the family firm are related to how the family members view the 

business as an extension of themselves (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007b). We posit that ethnic minority family 

businesses with strong ethnic identification are more likely to value and work to preserve SEW because its 

benefits are more salient due to their alignment with their ethnic identity. Further, we expect that EMFB 

members with high SoEI place more importance on the SEW dimension of family prominence, which is 

defined as the importance of community perception of the family (Debicki et al., 2016). Ethnic minority 

family businesses manage values and require decision-making that differs from non-EMFBs due to their 

desire to maintain a social identity that is accepted among their family members and their broader ethnic 

group (Orozco, 2022). Those who more strongly identify with their ethnicity should be more likely to focus 

business resources on objectives that strengthen communal bonds and signal shared values.  

Therefore, we hypothesize: 
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Hypothesis #2: The strength of ethnic identification (SoEI) of ethnic minority family business owners 

positively affects their socioemotional wealth (SEW).  

 

The Moderating Role of Product Ethnicity 

The ethnicity of a minority family business may or may not align with the ethnicity of its products and 

services. Product ethnicity refers to the perception that a product category originates from a particular ethnic 

culture or country of origin (Puzakova et al., 2015; Usunier & Cestre, 2007). For example, tacos, tortilla 

chips, and tequila are associated with Latino culture, while bourbon and hamburgers are stereotypical non-

Latino product categories (Bell & Puzakova, 2017; Puzakova et al., 2015). Product ethnicity embodies a 

prevalent, global consumer association between a general product and a country of origin, and some 

products are perceived to be imbued with more ethnic characteristics than others (Li et al., 2013). While 

product ethnicity refers to perceptions about general product categories, brand ethnicity refers to the 

perception that a brand originates from a particular ethnic culture or cultural diaspora (Li et al., 2013; 

Puzakova et al., 2015). Further, the intersection of product ethnicity and brand ethnicity yields important 

marketing considerations, such as brand name development and positioning strategies, as well as marketing 

outcomes, including consumer brand preference, perceived authenticity, and attitudes toward 

advertisements (Li et al., 2013; Puzakova et al., 2015).  

In the current study, the family business embodies a brand, and the ethnic heritage of the family 

represents the brand ethnicity. The relationship between the family business (brand) ethnicity and product 

ethnicity is likely to influence both the degree to which the family business members experience SEW as 

well as the use of ethnic branding by the business. Interestingly, Puzakova et al. (2015) found that a “match” 

between a brand spokesperson’s ethnicity and the advertised product’s ethnicity positively affects consumer 

perceptions of brand sincerity, a potential antecedent of brand attitude. By invoking prior research and 

considering both source congruity theory (Kirmani & Shiv, 1998) and the match-up hypothesis (Kamins, 

1990), we proffer that consumers will likely respond more favorably to congruence between brand ethnicity 

and product ethnicity. Thus, firms acting in self-interest and seeking to maximize resources are more likely 

to promote their brand ethnicity when there is an advantageous match between brand and product 

ethnicities.  

Therefore, we hypothesize: 

 

Hypothesis #3: Congruence between EMFB (brand) ethnicity and product ethnicity moderates the 

relationship between SEW and ethnic branding such that a “match” will be significant while a “mismatch” 

will be non-significant.  

 

FIGURE 1 
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METHODS AND ANALYSIS 

 

Sample Selection and Data Collection 

Prior to conducting a widely distributed survey to collect our data, we invited family business owners 

of non-European ethnicities affiliated with a university center to attend focus groups to discuss ethnicity 

and marketing considerations for their business. Focus groups are a common qualitative tool used for 

exploratory research purposes that may provide understanding of the context surrounding research issues 

(Hennink, 2013) and can be utilized effectively across various stages of instrument development (Nassar-

McMillan et al., 2010). Nine family business owners attended these sessions, which provided us with 

relevant context for developing the survey’s language. Subsequently, we invited a broader group of 

members affiliated with the same university-based family business institute to complete the online survey 

we developed based on extant literature and feedback obtained during our focus groups sessions.  

We also engaged the support of Qualtrics Survey Panel Services to expand our sample size more 

effectively. We selected participants limited to members of U.S. family businesses with a controlling 

interest (immediate, extended, or in-laws) and decision-making authority. We selected participants whose 

family businesses were governed and/or managed to shape and pursue the vision of the business held by a 

dominant coalition controlled by members of the same family or a small number of families in a manner 

that is potentially sustainable across generations of the family or families (Chua et al., 1999). All the 

participants were required to have strategic knowledge of marketing decisions for the family business. 

Seventy-one percent of our respondents were the chief officer of the family business, 17% were other senior 

executives, 8% were mid-level executives, and 4% identified as having other roles. Ninety-four percent of 

the participants had an ownership interest in the company, 6% were relatives of the owners (3% immediate 

family, 1% extended family, 2% in-law family). Qualtrics Survey Panel Services provides survey 

participants with an incentive from its rewards system with an estimated value of less than $15. The 

participants received one email reminder, and they completed the survey within a median time of 15 minutes 

in 20 days from the original invitation. The instrument development and data collection were completed in 

approximately six months, yielding an original sample of 264 participants. 

We eliminated incomplete responses and extracted only those participants who self-identified as having 

a non-European ethnicity (N=56). There were 30 male survey respondents (53%), 24 female respondents 

(43%), and two non-binary respondents (4%). Respondents from the final sample identified as Black 

(N=24; 43%), Latino/a/x (N=19; 34%), Asian (N=7; 12%), Native American (N=4; 7%) and Mixed-Race 

(N=2; 4%). Among the participating businesses, 6 had one employee (11%), 25 had two to five employees 

(44%), 13 had 6 to 15 employees (23%), 10 had 16 to 40 employees (18%), and 2 had more than 40 

employees (4%). The sample was split between business-to-business firms (27 participants; 48%) and, 

business-to-consumer firms (25 participants; 45%), and firms conducting business with government 

agencies (7%). See Table 1 for sample classification and Appendix A for ethnic group 

classifications/definitions.  
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TABLE 1  

SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHICS AND CLASSIFICATIONS 

 

 
 

Instrument Development 

The items used in the survey were adapted from established scales, which are identified below, using a 

5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Table 2 contains the expanded language for 

the construct referents listed below. 
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TABLE 2 

CONSTRUCTS AND REFERRENTS 

 

 
 

Ethnic Branding 

We adopted Li et al.’s (2013) scale to measure Ethnic Branding (EB), defined as the extent to which a 

firm employs branding strategies, such as representative advertising and co-ethnic targeting, that emphasize 

the owners’ ethnicity. EB was measured using six items. A representative item is “Our brand’s 

advertisements primarily include scenarios that reflect the ethnicity of our family.” 

 

Socioemotional Wealth 

We adopted Hauck et al.’s (2016) scale to measure Socioemotional Wealth (SEW), which refers to the 

notion that family members of the business receive non-economic benefits from the social connection of 

the family business with the community and other business stakeholders (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007b). SEW 

was measured by 7 items. A representative item is “Continuing the family legacy and tradition is an 

important goal for our family business.” 

 

Strength of Ethnic Identification 

We adopted the Phinney & Ong (2007) scale to measure the Strength of Ethnic Identification (SoEI), 

defined as how strongly someone identifies with their ethnicity. SoEI was measured with six items. A 

representative item is “I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group.”   
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Product Ethnicity-Family Ethnicity Congruity 

Participants were asked their main ethnicity and the perceived ethnic association of their family 

business’s primary product or service. We then analyzed their responses to determine if there was an exact 

match between these two ethnicities. A dummy variable was created to classify those whose ethnicity 

congruency was a ‘match’ (coded as 2) and those that were a ‘non-match’ (coded as 1).  

 

Ethnic Groups 

Participants identified their primary ethnicity based on the U.S. Census Survey categories (U.S. Census, 

2020). A dummy variable was created to classify their main ethnicity into non-Hispanic white ethnicities 

and minority ethnicities. 

 

PLS-SEM Analysis 

The valid responses were imported into SmartPLS 4.0 (Ringle et al., 2022) to conduct a partial least 

squares structural equation analysis (PLS-SEM) for hypothesis testing purposes. SmartPLS 4.0, is 

considered to be an effective nonparametric statistical method for exploratory research that focuses on 

predicting key target or driver constructs. PLS-SEM focuses on the prediction of the hypothesized 

relationships that maximize the explained variance in the dependent variables (Basco et al., 2022; Hair et 

al., 2017). This method is highly suitable when exploring theoretical extensions of established theories 

(Hair et al., 2019). While the lack of a suitable global goodness-of-fit measure is traditionally considered a 

drawback of PLS-SEM (Henseler & Sarstedt, 2013), a PLS-SEM model’s predictive capabilities should be 

used to judge the model’s quality (Hair et al., 2017). This method is particularly valuable in social sciences 

research with small sample sizes, and it makes no assumptions about the underlying data nor its distribution. 

The OLS regressions in PLS-SEM estimate the model’s partial regression relationships but not all of these 

relationships in the structural model are calculated at the same time; thus, PLS-SEM yields higher levels of 

statistical power in situations of small sample sizes when compared to other methods (Hair et al., 2017; 

Reinartz et al., 2009). Experts suggest that a minimum sample size for PLS-SEM analysis should be 

strongly determined by the model’s power-level, significance level, and effect size, as well as the number 

of independent variables (Hair et al., 2017). Our sample meets the minimum recommended sample size 

(N=55) at a significant level of α=5%, power level at 1-ß = 80%, the effect size of f2=0.15, and less than 3 

independent variables (Hair et al., 2017).  

The hypothesized paths that we established suggest that certain discernible patterns should manifest 

themselves in the values of the variables we observe. These patterns enable us to leverage the relationships 

between the observed variable values to gauge the strengths of the proposed effects and verify if the 

observed data meet the conditions of the hypothesized causal relationships (Pearl 2009). The average 

communality for each latent factor in our reflective model is greater than 0.5 (FBEB=0.858, SEW=0.784, 

SEI=0.849) and greater than the Fornell-Larcker inter-construct correlations, explaining at least half of the 

variance of their respective indicators (Hair et al., 2017). In addition, an analysis demonstrates that all 

indicators’ outer loading on the associated construct were found to be greater than any of its cross-loadings 

on other constructs. We also followed Henseler et al.’s (2015) proposed heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio 

of the correlations as a more robust measurement of discriminant validity. The HTMT analysis shows 

satisfactory levels for all cross relationships (SEW-FBEB=0.362, SoEI-FBEB=0.542, and SoEI-

SEW=0.592), indicating that the measurement model’s discriminant validity is well established. Table 3 

includes a correlation matrix for the variables included in this study. 
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TABLE 3 

CORRELATION MATRIX AND DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY OF CONSTRUCTS 

 

 
 

A reliability and validity analyses of the sample data were conducted using the following criteria: 

construct reliabilities should exceed 0.80 using Cronbach’s Alpha (Hair et al., 2017); all indicator factor 

loadings should be significant and exceed 0.70 (Henseler et al., 2015); average variance extracted (AVE) 

by each construct should exceed the variance due to measurement error for that construct (Hock et al., 

2010); and, a discriminant validity demonstrated by the square root of AVE should be higher than the 

correlations of the constructs with all other constructs in the structural model. Measures SEW1_2, SEW1_4, 

SEW1_5, SoEI1_1, SoEI1_2, SoEI1_3, SoEI1_4, SoEI1_5, SoEI1_6, SoEI1_7, SoEI1_8, and SoEI1_20 

exhibited correlation values lower than 0.70 and were removed to improve the overall validity effect. We 

used the variance inflation factor (VIF) to evaluate potential collinearity issues with the constructs (Hair et 

al., 2019). The latent variable scores of the predictor constructs in a partial regression were used to calculate 

the VIF values yielding all values lower than 5. The coefficient of determination (R2) and the statistical 

significance and relevance of the path coefficients were used to assess the measurement model (Hair et al., 

2019).   

We analyzed the convergent validity of the reflective model by using composite reliability. Since the 

model uses adaptations of pre-established scales, composite reliabilities should be equal or higher than 0.7 

(Henseler et al., 2015). Table 4 contains the factor reduction results of the composite reliability values for 

Strength of Ethnic Identification (rho_a=0.953, rho_c=0.944), Socioemotional Wealth (rho_a=0.872, 

rho_c=0.888), and Family Business Ethnic Branding (rho_a=0.809, rho_c=0.886) providing evidence that 

all reflective paradigms have internal consistency reliability (Hair et al., 2019). The AVE was also used to 

test both convergent and divergent validity before and after removing those factors with low factor loadings. 

The satisfactory indicator loadings and other descriptive statistics of the measurement model are also 

included in Table 4. 
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TABLE 4 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND ASSESSMENT RESULTS OF THE 

MEASUREMENT MODEL 

 

 
 

Hypotheses Testing Results 

Hypothesized relationships were calculated using a bootstrapping technique with path loading and t-

statistics for the different sample groups. That is first for the minority-owned family business, and then the 

two subgroups–those with a family ethnicity and product ethnicity match, and those without a product 

match. Table 5 summarizes the PLS-SEM statistical results for all the hypotheses. R2 represents the value 

for any endogenous and predicted latent variable describing the structural model fitness for this research. 

The R2 for the dependent variable FBEB is 0.118 (0.102 adjusted), which means that the independent 

variables SEW and SoEI explain about 11.8% (10.2% adjusted) of the variance in FBEB. SoEI explains 

26.6% of the variance in SEW. Further segmentation of ethnic families based on the ethnicity match 

between the family and their products and services provides a higher R2, 15.1% for those whose ethnicity 

do not match their products and services and 30.1% for those whose ethnicity matches.  
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TABLE 5 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND PLS STATISTICS 

 

 
 

Hypothesis 1 posits that EMFB socioemotional wealth (SEW) orientation positively affects EMFBs 

propensity to engage in family business ethnic branding (FBEB). Family business ethnic branding was 

predicted by SEW in ethnic minority family businesses (β=0.344, t=3.38, p=0.001). Hence, H1 is supported. 

Hypothesis 2 posits that EMFB owners’ strength of ethnic identity (SoEI) positively affects SEW 

orientation. SoEI predicted socioemotional wealth in ethnic family businesses (β=0.556, t=5.748, p<0.001). 

Hence, H2 is supported. 

Hypothesis 3 posits that the unity between the family business ethnicity and its product or service 

ethnicity positively moderates the propensity to promote the family business’ brand ethnicity such that a 

“match” increases family business ethnic branding, and a “mismatch” decreases such branding. A multi-

group analysis used the categorical dummy variable for product ethnicity-family ethnicity match. The MGA 

analysis shows that the effect size of all the three examined relationships were stronger for ethnic family 

businesses who sell products of services that match the family ethnicity (SEW - FBEB [β=0.645, t=8.276, 

p=<0.001], SoEI - FBEP, [β=0.473, t=4.829, p=<0.001], SoEI - SEW [β =0.733, t=9.262, p=<0.001]). On 

the other hand, this effect is reduced or was statistically insignificant when there is a mismatch between the 

ethnicities of the families that own the business and their products or services (SEW - FBEB [β=0.294, 

t=0.909, p=0.363], SoEI - FBEP, [β =0.117, t=0.671, p=0.502], SoEI - SEW [β=0.399, t=2.483, p=0.013]). 

Hence, H3 is supported.  

 

DISCUSSION  

 

The endogenous and predicted latent variable describing the structural model fitness for this research 

suggests that the predictability of this model is moderate. During our focus groups we learned that many of 

the family businesses owned by minorities often modulate their expressions of social ethnicity to fit their 

audience. For example, when transacting with members of their own ethnic enclave, they often highlight 

family history and ethnicity to authenticate the products and services they offered. When working with 

other business contacts that were not part of their ethnic enclave, their ethnic expressions were more subtle, 

and they were minimized to conform to a broader audience. In one example, a Black-owned company 

believed that using a sales representative of Anglo ethnicity would lead to more business connections in the 

manufacturing industry and kept their ethnic identity relatively reserved from business associates. Some 

family business owners believed that using their ethnicity in their branding represented a way in which they 

could inspire other members of their ethnic enclave to advance their legacy with their businesses as 

representatives of their ethnicity in their community. Their success fostered a sense of pride given their 

background and their family history, which was reflected in their branding decisions. Some family business 

owners, on the other hand, stated that it was important to participate in general business forums, such as 
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chambers of commerce that were not dedicated to certain ethnicities, in order to be more successful in 

business and their branding decisions played a big role in this balancing act. Thus, the variance not 

quantified in this model may be explained by the modulation of their ethnic expression affecting their 

branding decisions.  

Family businesses are essential to the American economy, particularly for ethnic minority groups. 

However, ethnic minority family businesses face unique circumstances in terms of branding, including 

whether or not to use ethnic branding. The current study is one of a few to examine the motivations of 

family business owners (that is, SEW preservation), rather than external stakeholders’ perceptions and 

motivations, on strategic branding decisions (Temprano-Garcia, et al., 2023). Our research first proposes a 

novel antecedent to SEW–strength of ethnic identification–which is unique to EMFB. Next, the study 

explores the relationship between SEW and the use of ethnic branding, which has been found to yield both 

favorable and unfavorable business outcomes. Finally, the study investigates the impact of congruence 

between the family business ethnicity and their product ethnicity and finds that a match strengthens the 

relationship between SEW and ethnic branding. 

Our study is one of the first to explore the concept of SEW and its antecedents and consequences within 

the ethnic minority family business context. Although previous research has established that family 

business branding can influence how stakeholders view the firm in terms of organizational values, 

trustworthiness, reputation, authenticity, and customers’ intention to buy their goods or services (Astrichan 

et al., 2018; Botero et al., 2013; and Wielsma & Brunninge, 2019), there is limited research on how internal 

stakeholder factors, such as family business owners’ identities and motivations, may influence SEW and 

brand management (Bettinelli et al., 2022).    

While SEW has been explored in previous literature, typically focusing on general family businesses, 

our research provides an original contribution by focusing on ethnic minority family businesses, 

specifically. By applying social identity, corporate identity, and brand management theories, we begin to 

address the gap in understanding the motivations of (ethnic) family businesses to conceal or reveal their 

(ethnic) family brand (2011). Our results confirm that when EMFB owners view their identity as strongly 

bound to their ethnic group, this yields positive affectual, non-economic benefits from family business 

ownership. We posit that the overlap of EMFB personal and business identities drives this relationship. For 

EMFBs, their ethnic identity provides distinctiveness, one of the motivating psychological needs proposed 

by Elsbach and Pieper (2019) as well as a competitive resource. Using this framework, there is a 

bidirectional effect of SEW and ethnic branding, such that SEW instigates EMFB to promote their ethnic 

identity and the shared values it represents. Ethnic branding endows EMFB with benefits such as strong 

communal ties and identification with the firm. Thus, maintaining overlap between the identities of the 

family and the business owners’ ethnic identity and the business, is psychologically valuable to these 

business owners. 

Our study offers multiple contributions. First, our research examines an under-researched demographic, 

i.e., ethnic minority family businesses, which are a growth engine for economic expansion in the United 

States (Puryear et al., 2008). Second, we contribute to the existing family business research by investigating 

how ethnic minority family business ethnicity intersects with socioemotional wealth. Theoretically, we 

contribute a conceptual model that empirically tests the nomological network of socioemotional wealth, 

confirming the strength of ethnic social identification as an antecedent and ethnic branding as a consequence 

of socioemotional wealth for ethnic minority family businesses. Thus, it contributes to and expands our 

knowledge of social identity theory. 

Our study also reveals that SEW is a link between the ethnic social identity of minority family business 

owners and the ethnic branding of the businesses’ products. We tested SEW’s impact on the branding 

strategies of EMFB and its products/services. The results reveal that SEW does have a significant positive 

relationship with minority businesses employing ethnic branding. This suggests a positive relationship 

between the socioemotional endowment provided by the family business and the strategic decision to align 

the family business brand with the owners’ ethnicity. In other words, the higher the socioemotional 

endowment of an ethnic minority family business, the more likely it is that the business will use ethnic 

branding. 
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From a managerial perspective, our results guide EMFB as they consider their marketing strategy in 

concert with their social identity, values, and the non-financial benefits they seek. Our research also 

examines the role of the match between product and family business ethnicity as a moderator of the 

influence of socioemotional wealth on ethnic branding. Our study provides empirical evidence that product 

offerings that are incongruent with the family business ethnicity significantly lower SEW’s association with 

ethnic branding, another managerial consideration of incongruent product expansions. Family business 

owners looking to expand their product offerings outside of the family ethnic identity may experience a 

reduced–if not severed–SEW relationship with the ethnic branding (i.e., a sense of selling out the family 

identity for profits).  

However, there are a few limitations and opportunities for future research. We intentionally focused on 

the under-researched population of ethnic minority family businesses with a limited sample, while previous 

research focused on family businesses in general. Future research could investigate group differences 

among the general population of family businesses, comparing ethnic minority business owners and non-

ethnic minority business owners with a broader sample. Some participants self-reported the modulation of 

their expressions and representations of ethnicity based on different business scenarios and to comply with 

social norms. Future research could explore the genesis of this behavior and its impact on strategic branding. 

Scholars may examine additional EMFB motivations influencing socioemotional wealth and subsequent 

brand strategies. Another research stream could extend this work to consumers’ perceptions of ethnic 

minority family businesses and their brand strategies (i.e., whether to reveal or conceal their ethnic 

identities). Finally, a closer look at various promotion channels could provide insight into different strategic 

branding and messaging decisions based upon the medium and its anticipated audiences. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

In conclusion, our study sheds light on the antecedents of ethnic minority family businesses’ use of 

ethnic branding. This topic has been largely overlooked in the family business branding literature. Our 

findings suggest that the strength of ethnic identification among business owners has a positive association 

with socioemotional wealth, which, in turn, is positively related to their use ethnic branding. We also found 

that a match between the firm’s product ethnicity and family business ethnicity increases the likelihood of 

using ethnic branding. These findings provide insight into EMFB motivations to use ethnic branding, the 

strategic value of which can subsequently be examined in studies by measuring performance. By 

understanding the potential outcomes of ethnic branding, businesses can make informed decisions about 

including their ethnic identity in their brand communications and how to position and promote their 

business to target audiences. 

Our study highlights the need for continued research into the unique aspects of ethnic minority family 

businesses and the implications of ethnic branding on consumer perceptions and behavior. As ethnic 

minority family businesses continue to play an increasingly vital role in the American economy, we must 

develop a deeper understanding of their branding strategies and the factors that influence their decision-

making processes. Our study underscores the importance of recognizing diverse family business 

perspectives and motivations and encourages more inclusive scholarship.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

Ethnic Group Classifications/Definitions (U.S. CENSUS, 2020) 

LatinX: A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other Spanish 

culture or origin, regardless of race.  

White: The category “White” includes all individuals who identify with one or more nationalities or 

ethnic groups originating in Europe, the Middle East, or North Africa. Examples of these groups include, 

but are not limited to, German, Irish, English, Italian, Lebanese, Egyptian, Polish, French, Iranian, Slavic, 

Cajun, and Chaldean. 

Black or African American: The category “Black or African American” includes all individuals who 

identify with one or more nationalities or ethnic groups originating in any of the black racial groups of 

Africa. Examples of these groups include, but are not limited to, African American, Jamaican, Haitian, 

Nigerian, Ethiopian, and Somali. The category also includes groups such as Ghanaian, South African, 

Barbadian, Kenyan, Liberian, and Bahamian. 

Native American or Alaska Native: The category “Native American or Alaska Native” includes all 

individuals who identify with any of the original peoples of North and South America (including Central 

America) and who maintain tribal affiliation or community attachment. It includes people who identify as 

“Native American” or “Alaska Native” and includes groups such as Navajo Nation, Blackfeet Tribe, 

Mayan, Aztec, Native Village of Barrow Inupiat Traditional Government, and Nome Eskimo Community. 

Asian: The category “Asian” includes all individuals who identify with one or more nationalities or 

ethnic groups originating in the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent. Examples of these 

groups include, but are not limited to, Chinese, Filipino, Asian Indian, Vietnamese, Korean, and Japanese. 

The category also includes groups such as Pakistani, Cambodian, Hmong, Thai, Bengali, Mien, etc. 

 

 




