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Abstract

This study investigates the determinants of customers’ perception of business model inno-
vation (BMI) and its impact on customer satisfaction (CS), customer loyalty (CL), and firm
sustainability (FS) within Ecuadorian family economic groups (EFEGs). It also examines
the moderating role of perceived BMI in the relationships between CS, CL, and FS. Data
were collected through an online survey yielding 342 valid responses, using a structured
instrument that included socio-demographic variables, perceived EFEG characteristics, and
nine validated constructs. Reliability and validity were corroborated through exploratory
and confirmatory factor analyses, while structural equation modeling (SEM) and multiple
regression analyses were employed to test the proposed relationships. The results reveal
that socially responsible consumption (SRC), technological/digital customer skills (TCS),
value creation innovativeness (VCrlI), value proposition innovativeness (VPI), and value
capture innovativeness (VCI) significantly influence customers’ perception of BMI. In turn,
BMI positively influences CS, CL, and FS, and moderates the relationships between CS and
FS, and CL and FS, though it does not significantly moderate the CS—CL relationship. These
findings are consistent with previous research on European family firms, emphasizing
the relevance of innovation capabilities, entrepreneurial orientation, and socioemotional
wealth in enhancing adaptability and performance in family-owned businesses. This study
contributes novel empirical evidence on BMI in the context of an emerging economy dom-
inated by family firms. It underscores BMI as a dynamic capability crucial for fostering
customer engagement, improving competitiveness, and ensuring long-term sustainability.
Managerial implications suggest that EFEG managers should prioritize digital integration,
service innovation, and transparency to strengthen customer trust and loyalty. Future
research should broaden the scope to include other Latin American contexts, integrate
internal organizational perspectives, and explore intergenerational dynamics and digital
transformation processes to deepen understanding of BMI in family business ecosystems.

Keywords: family business; customer experience; dynamic capabilities; technological
competence; innovation adoption; emerging economies
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1. Introduction

Economic Groups (EGs), defined as networks of firms controlled by a central family or
corporate entity, have emerged as dominant organizational forms, particularly in emerging
markets. Within this framework, Family Economic Groups (FEGs), characterized by strong
familial control over diversified business operations, play a pivotal role in shaping the
economic and social fabric of many nations. Ecuadorian Family Economic Groups (EFEGs)
exemplify this model, with a small number of powerful family-owned conglomerates
exerting significant influence across multiple sectors, including finance, retail, energy, and
services [1,2]. These firms operate in an increasingly dynamic environment shaped by digi-
tal transformation, rising consumer expectations, and growing demands for transparency
and accountability. To sustain competitive advantage and long-term viability, EFEGs must
adopt strategic mechanisms that enhance adaptability, innovation capacity, and market
relevance in response to these evolving challenges.

According to [2,3], over 80% of Ecuadorian firms across small, medium, and large
classifications are family-owned, with total equity estimated at USD 26 billion. This
represents approximately 51% of the country’s GDP and accounts for the employment
of around 1.6 million people. Quantitative analyses show that EFEGs are concentrated
in key provinces such as Guayas, Pichincha, Manabi, Azuay, and El Oro. Sectorally,
they are most prominent in financial and insurance services, wholesale and retail trade,
manufacturing, agriculture, and other service industries. From a qualitative standpoint,
EFEGs exhibit formal governance mechanisms with multigenerational structures, including
family councils and established succession protocols. These practices aim to preserve
organizational resilience, ensure continuity, reduce intergenerational conflict, and maintain
long-term stability.

Business Model Innovation (BMI), defined as the reconfiguration of a firm’s value
creation, delivery, and capture mechanisms [4-6], is increasingly recognized as a strate-
gic imperative for firms seeking resilience amid technological disruption and evolving
stakeholder demands. In this context, the integration of emerging technologies such as
artificial intelligence (AI), enhanced customer engagement strategies, and alignment with
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) standards has become central to transformation efforts in
family firms. However, BMI adoption is not uniform across these firms; it is heterogeneous,
shaped by organizational structure, context, and capacity for change [7,8].

Despite its importance, the role of BMI in shaping customer-related outcomes within
EFEGs remains underexplored. Prior studies have examined BMI in developed economies
and in standalone family businesses, but there is a lack of empirical research on large,
diversified family conglomerates in emerging markets like Ecuador. Additionally, limited
attention has been paid to how customers perceive these innovations and how such percep-
tions affect key outcomes such as customer satisfaction (CS), customer loyalty (CL), and
firm sustainability (FS). This study addresses this gap by investigating the determinants
of customers’ perceptions of BMI and analyzing its direct and moderating effects on CS,
CL, and FS in the Ecuadorian context. The customer base of EFEGs is primarily composed
of urban professionals residing in the same major provinces where these conglomerates
operate. Quantitative data show that these customers engage in relationship-based in-
teraction models characterized by high levels of trust, largely due to longstanding brand
reputation and perceived continuity. Qualitatively, customers express appreciation for
business attributes such as authenticity, personalized service, and consistent quality, traits
often less present in larger non-family corporations [9,10].

The study incorporates key constructs representing different dimensions of BMIL.
Socially Responsible Consumption (SRC) captures customers’ evaluations of a firm’s ethical,
environmental, and community-oriented behaviors, in alignment with GRI values [11,12].
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Technological/Digital Customer Skills (TCS) reflect users” ability to interact with digital
tools and platforms, increasingly crucial in service delivery. Innovation is further analyzed
through three interrelated dimensions [13-15]: value creation innovativeness (VCrl), which
assesses innovation in product or service development; value proposition innovativeness
(VPI), which evaluates the uniqueness and relevance of the firm’s offerings; and value
capture innovativeness (VCI), which reflects the firm’s ability to derive revenue from
new solutions.

The objectives of this study are threefold: (i) to identify and validate the determinants
of customers’ perceptions of BMI within EFEGs, (ii) to evaluate the relationship between
BMI and each of CS, CL, and FS (corresponding to hypotheses H2, H3, H4, respectively),
as well as the interrelationships among CS, CL, and FS (corresponding to H5, H6, and
H?7, respectively), and (iii) to examine the moderating role of perceived BMI in the CS-CL,
CS-FS, and CL-FS relationships. This research adopts a rigorous quantitative approach.
A structured survey was administered to a valid sample of 342 customers across the ten
most representative EFEGs, including both financial and non-financial institutions. The
data were analyzed using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to identify latent constructs
and assess data adequacy, followed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to validate
the measurement model. Structural equation model (SEM) was then applied to test the
hypothesized relationships and examine the moderating role of BMI in the links between
CS, CL, and FS.

The structure of the article is as follows: Section 2 provides a literature review on
determinants of BMI and its association with CS, CL, and FS. Section 3 outlines the research
methodology. Section 4 presents empirical findings. Section 5 offers a discussion of the
results. Finally, Section 6 concludes the article, highlighting key findings and recommenda-
tions for future research.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Business Model Innovation

The concept of BMI is multifaceted and has been interpreted through diverse theo-
retical perspectives. On one hand, some definitions adopt a broad systems-based view,
conceptualizing BMI as an activity system that serves as the level of analysis and empha-
sizes the mechanisms through which value is created [16]. On the other hand, BMI has also
been examined at a more granular level, focusing on specific components of the business
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model, such as the “who,” “what,” “when,” “why,” “where,” “how,” and “how much”, to
explain how firms innovate across various dimensions of their operations [17]. In both ap-
proaches, BMl is not seen as a mere technological upgrade [18], but rather as a strategic and
essential process [19], involving the reconfiguration of a firm’s value creation mechanisms
or even a complete reinvention of its business model [4].

Broadly defined, BMI refers to the design, transformation, or reinvention of a firm’s
business model to create, deliver, and capture value in novel ways [20]. This transformation
often includes modifications to value propositions, customer segments, revenue models,
and supply chain structures, typically in response to technological developments and dy-
namic market conditions. Digital technologies and platforms play a central role in enabling
the development of new, scalable, and customer-centric business models that enhance
competitiveness [21]. BMI increasingly relies on innovations such as digital platforms,
the Internet of Things (IoT), Al and big data analytics to deliver agile, personalized, and
efficient solutions [22,23].

Simultaneously, a notable shift in consumer behavior toward environmentally and
socially responsible consumption has prompted firms to integrate sustainability and eth-

ical considerations into their business models. Aligning business strategies with these
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values has become essential not only for long-term competitiveness but also for fulfilling
corporate social responsibility (CSR) goals. Companies are encouraged to leverage internal
assets, such as leadership, corporate culture, and dynamic capabilities, to institutionalize
these sustainability values within their organizational DNA [24]. Sustainability-oriented
business models not only contribute to reducing environmental and social harm, but also
create long-term advantages, both financial and non-financial, by strengthening legitimacy,
reputation, and consumer engagement [25,26].

SRC, guided by prosocial values and ethical norms, has become an increasingly
influential factor in shaping consumer expectations of corporate behavior [27]. While SRC
is partly influenced by socio-economic factors and personal identity, it also encompasses
consumer demands for eco-friendly products, transparent supply chains, fair trade, and
socially conscious innovations [28-30]. Consumers who identify with SRC view their
purchasing decisions as opportunities to drive positive environmental and social change.
Accordingly, they are more inclined to support firms that actively demonstrate commitment
to these ideals, suggesting that consumer perceptions of innovation are driven by both
technological advancement and moral alignment [12].

Thus, the relationship between BMI and SRC can be framed through the lens of
customer value co-creation. Increasingly, firms are redesigning their business models to
reflect sustainability-driven motivations, such as lowering carbon emissions, adopting
circular economy principles, ensuring supply chain transparency, and embedding ethical
innovation practices into core operations [29,31,32]. When aligned with these values, BMI
strengthens competitive positioning, enhances brand perception, and builds trust with
socially conscious customers [26,33].

Based on this discussion, we propose the following hypothesis:

H1a. Socially responsible consumption influences customers’ perception of business model innovation.

The rise of digital platforms and e-commerce has significantly increased consumer
access to information about corporate practices, enabling more informed and socially
responsible purchasing decisions [34]. This digital empowerment has occurred in parallel
with the evolution of TCS, defined as individuals” ability to interact with, utilize, and derive
value from digital technologies, services, and platforms. As firms increasingly deliver
personalized and data-driven experiences, TCS has emerged as a critical determinant
of consumer behavior with shaping expectations, engagement patterns, and loyalty [35].
A central element of TCS is digital literacy, which determines how effectively consumers
interact with digital interfaces and how readily they adopt innovative products and services.
This creates a feedback loop: firms rely on digitally competent users to test, refine, and
co-create effective BMI strategies [36]. Therefore, BMI is driven not only by technological
capabilities but also by the digital sophistication of end-users.

Empirical studies support a positive relationship between TCS and BMI. Digitally
literate consumers increasingly expect seamless, personalized, and omnichannel experi-
ences, prompting firms to embed capabilities such as automation, Al-powered services,
and predictive analytics into their business models [37,38]. In response, firms have re-
designed customer interaction channels, integrating tools such as chatbots, virtual assis-
tants, and Al-driven service interfaces, which have become core components of digital BMI
strategies [39]. TCS also plays a central role in how firms capture value. Many businesses
are shifting toward platform-based and subscription-driven models, which depend on
sustained customer interaction with digital ecosystems. These models enable continuous
data collection and monetization, allowing companies to offer insight-driven, value-added
services. However, the effectiveness of these models depends on customers’ ability to
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understand, navigate, and trust digital environments, reinforcing the positive influence of
TCS on BMI [40].

In sum, the relationship between TCS and BMI is mutually reinforcing. As digital
environments evolve, customer digital proficiency becomes an increasingly powerful force
shaping business innovation strategies. Firms that align their models with the digital
capabilities of their customers are better positioned to succeed in a rapidly transforming
market. Based on this discussion, we propose the following hypothesis:

H1b. Technological/digital customer skills influences customers’ perception of business model innovation.

VCrl refers to a firm’s capability to deliver novel and impactful solutions that meet
evolving customer needs and foster long-term relationships [41]. It involves the continuous
improvement of products, services, and internal processes, anchoring the firm’s capacity to
differentiate itself in competitive markets through innovation-driven strategies [42].

Existing literature confirms a strong positive relationship between BMI and VCrl.
Customers who perceive a firm’s offerings as innovative and relevant are more likely to
demonstrate higher levels of satisfaction, loyalty, and engagement, thereby reinforcing the
firm’s strategic positioning [38]. Often, perceived innovativeness is associated with techno-
logical sophistication and functional enhancement, positioning the firm as a leader within
its industry. This, in turn, encourages customer advocacy and deeper engagement [40].
Furthermore, customer participation in the co-creation of innovation through feedback,
collaborative development, or direct interaction, which ensures that innovations reflect not
only technological advancements but also customer expectations and values [43]. Trust,
transparency, and a customer-centric approach to innovation enhance the credibility and
perceived authenticity of BMI. As firms adopt these strategies, customer perceptions of
innovativeness improve, bolstering brand affinity, customer confidence, and long-term
competitiveness. Based on this discussion, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hlc. Value creation innovativeness influences customers’ perception of business model innovation.

VPI reflects a firm’s ability to creatively differentiate itself in the market by addressing
new or previously unmet customer needs. This may include the development of novel
products and services, increased personalization, or the delivery of enhanced and seamless
customer experiences [44,45]. VPI often necessitates fundamental changes in how value is
created, delivered, and captured, making it a core driver of BMI strategies [46].

Empirical evidence shows that customers react positively to innovative value proposi-
tions, especially when such innovations address quality improvements, emerging needs,
and the use of advanced technologies [47,48]. The effectiveness of BMI is shaped in large
part by customer expectations and perceptions. Firms that align their value propositions
with dynamic consumer demands are more likely to achieve higher CS and brand loyalty.
Moreover, this alignment improves both financial and non-financial outcomes, strengthen-
ing the firm’s market relevance and competitive positioning [49]. Based on this foundation,
we propose the following hypothesis:

H1d. Value proposition innovativeness influences customers’ perception of business model innovation.

VCI refers to a firm’s strategic capability to extract value, such as profits, revenue,
and competitive advantage, by adapting its revenue generation mechanisms to changing
market conditions and technological developments [14]. This often includes innovating
pricing strategies, forming strategic alliances, and managing intellectual property to ensure
sustainable growth and long-term market relevance [4].
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Given that BMI inherently involves redesigning value creation and delivery processes,
including revenue models, customer engagement strategies, and distribution channels,
the relationship between VCI and BMI is reciprocal and mutually reinforcing. On one
hand, innovative value capture mechanisms provide the necessary resources and strategic
incentives for firms to pursue and implement BMI. On the other hand, as business models
evolve in response to external pressures, they often require a recalibration of value capture
strategies to remain competitive and relevant to customer expectations and technological
trends [13]. Recent studies also highlight the growing role of sustainability in shaping VCI.
Firms committed to sustainable business practices are increasingly adopting alternative
revenue models, such as carbon credits, pay-per-use schemes, and circular economy ap-
proaches, to align value extraction with ethical, environmental, and social objectives [15].
These transformations show that VCI not only supports the renewal of business models
but also enhances alignment with the values of socially conscious consumers, ultimately
strengthening brand image and market positioning. Based on this discussion, we propose
the following hypothesis:

Hle. Value capture innovativeness influences customers’ perception of business model innovation.

The individual hypotheses (Hla-H1e) illustrate how each specific dimension whether
ethical, technological, or strategic independently contributes to customers” perception of
BMLI. Each factor captures a distinct aspect of consumer value orientation or firm-level
innovation capacity, influencing how customers evaluate the novelty, relevance, and strate-
gic value of a firm’s business model. In practice, however, these factors rarely function
in isolation. Customer perceptions of BMI are shaped by a multidimensional interplay
of socially grounded values (e.g., SRC), digital competencies (e.g., TCS), and innovation
strategies (e.g., VCrl, VPI, and VCI). This integrated view reflects the reality that consumers
form holistic judgments of firms based on the simultaneous expression of ethical alignment,
technological sophistication, and the perceived innovativeness of value delivery. Therefore,
synthesizing the theoretical and empirical evidence from all BMI components, we propose
the following comprehensive hypothesis:

H1. Socially responsible consumption (SRC), Technological/digital customer skills (TCS), Value
creation innovativeness (VCrl), Value proposition innovativeness (VPI), and Value capture innova-
tiveness (VCI) collectively influence customers’ perception of business model innovation (BMI).

2.2. Customer Satisfaction

CS is a critical outcome of a firm’s marketing efforts [50], strongly associated with the
fulfillment of customer expectations. It significantly influences purchase intentions, CL, and
long-term business success [51-53]. Unlike service quality, which is primarily a cognitive
evaluation of specific service attributes, CS encompasses both rational and emotional
assessments of the overall customer experience [54]. High levels of satisfaction often signal
successful innovation, particularly when such innovation is driven by customer-centric
value creation.

In this context, BMI plays a pivotal role in shaping customer perceptions and, con-
sequently, satisfaction. Firms that continuously innovate in products, services, and oper-
ational processes are better positioned to meet evolving customer needs, resulting in en-
hanced satisfaction [55]. Innovations in business processes, such as streamlined operations,
personalized services, and distinctive value propositions, positively influence customer
perceptions and reinforce satisfaction [56]. Empirical evidence supports this relationship.
Studies in the Pakistani mobile telecommunications sector [57] and the Jordanian bank-
ing industry [58] demonstrate that BMI-led innovations in service delivery and customer
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engagement significantly improve CS and overall business performance. These findings
underscore that customers’ perception of a firm’s innovativeness is a key determinant of
their satisfaction levels. Based on this evidence, we propose the following hypothesis:

H2. Customers’ perception of business model innovation positively influences customer satisfaction.

2.3. Customer Loyalty

CL is an intangible yet invaluable asset that serves as a critical source of competitive
advantage for organizations. It encompasses two primary dimensions: behavioral loyalty,
reflected in repeated purchases, and attitudinal loyalty, which includes emotional attach-
ment, brand preference, and advocacy [50,59]. Both dimensions contribute significantly to
long-term business success and a strong brand image. CL is shaped by multiple factors,
including CS, perceived value, service quality, and the overall customer experience [60].

In today’s dynamic business environment, evolving customer expectations compel
firms to innovate continuously. BMI has emerged as a strategic response to these shifts,
enabling firms to enhance their value propositions and maintain competitiveness. However,
the success of BMI in fostering loyalty depends largely on its alignment with customer
needs and perceived value [61]. Innovations that enhance transparency, reliability, and
personalization are particularly effective, as they build trust, an essential foundation
for loyalty [32,62,63].

When customers perceive that a firm is innovating to address their preferences and
deliver novel experiences, they are more likely to develop lasting emotional bonds with the
brand. Empirical evidence supports this relationship: studies across different industries
and countries indicate that perceived BMI positively influences brand loyalty by enhancing
perceived value, reliability, and customer trust [64,65]. Based on this evidence, we propose
the following hypothesis:

H3. Customers’ perception of business model innovation positively influences customer loyalty.

2.4. Firm Sustainability

FS extends beyond corporate growth and profitability to encompass broader societal
goals, including environmental protection, social equity, and economic resilience [66]. This
multidimensional concept integrates economic, environmental, and social pillars, all of
which are essential for achieving genuine long-term sustainability. However, the degree to
which firms can effectively implement sustainability strategies varies depending on factors
such as organizational size, maturity, and strategic capacity [67]. While sustainability report-
ing, such as adherence to GRI standards, is commonly used to signal commitment [67,68],
genuine sustainability requires deeper structural transformation in business operations
and logic. In general, financially stronger firms are better positioned to adopt sustainability
practices, as they can allocate greater resources to such initiatives [69].

A growing body of research highlights a strong positive association between sus-
tainability performance and financial outcomes [70]. The real impact, however, emerges
when firms embed sustainability principles directly into their core strategies through BMI.
Sustainable BMI enables firms to deliver socially and environmentally responsible prod-
ucts, expand into new markets, and develop novel revenue streams, thereby reinforcing
long-term viability and competitive advantage [71,72]. Moreover, customer perception
plays a crucial role in driving FS. As consumer awareness of ethical and environmental
issues increases, firms that innovate responsibly are more likely to gain trust, enhance
brand reputation, and strengthen CL. A business model perceived as both innovative
and sustainability-oriented not only garners public support but also contributes to finan-
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cial resilience and long-term business success. Based on this reasoning, we propose the
following hypothesis:

H4. Customers’ perception of business model innovation positively influences firm sustainability.

CS is widely recognized as a foundational element in the development of CL. While
these two concepts are closely linked, they differ in nature: satisfaction typically represents
a post-usage evaluation, which is more immediate and situational, whereas loyalty reflects
an enduring commitment and a deeper emotional attachment to the brand [73]. Loyalty
develops progressively across multiple stages, such as cognitive, affective, conative, and be-
havioral, indicating that it is not merely a transactional outcome but rather a multi-layered
process shaped by product perceptions, individual preferences, and social dynamics [73,74].
Extensive empirical research confirms that CS plays a critical role in shaping CL. Satisfied
customers are more likely to repurchase from firms that consistently meet or exceed their
expectations [75], and CS is considered essential in building both attitudinal and behavioral
loyalty [76,77]. Interestingly, the relationship between CS and CL may exhibit a nonlinear
pattern, where incremental increases in satisfaction can result in disproportionately stronger
loyalty [78]. Based on this evidence, we propose the following hypothesis:

H5. Customer satisfaction positively influences customer loyalty.

While CSis a key determinant of CL, the strength of this relationship can be influenced
by contextual factors. One important factor is customers’ perception BMI. When customers
perceive that a firm is innovating not only in its products and services but also in how it
creates, delivers, and captures value, satisfaction is more likely to translate into long-term
loyalty, reinforcing the firm’s strategic relevance and competitive advantage [38]. Under-
standing customer priorities enables firms to tailor offerings to align with expectations,
while trust and perceived quality further strengthen this bond [79,80].

In this sense, BMI may act as a moderating mechanism that enhances the CS-CL rela-
tionship. Firms that demonstrate visible, customer-centric innovation, such as transparent
operational processes, personalized service models, and adaptive engagement strategies,
are more likely to convert satisfied customers into loyal advocates [64,65]. Therefore, we
propose the following hypothesis:

H5a. Customers’ perception of business model innovation moderates the relationship between
customer satisfaction and customer loyalty.

CS is instrumental in achieving FS. As noted by [81], CS directly contributes to cus-
tomer retention, revenue growth, and long-term profitability, which are key pillars of sus-
tainable performance. As sustainability becomes a global priority, consumers increasingly
favor companies that demonstrate social and environmental responsibility. In response,
firms are embedding sustainability into their business strategies, frequently adopting mod-
els such as the circular economy, which require significant operational adaptations and
enhanced capabilities [82,83]. Sustainable practices align with customer values and drive
satisfaction. For instance, green initiatives have been shown to significantly enhance CS,
which, in turn, increases repurchase intentions and long-term engagement [84]. Satisfied
customers reinforce FS by promoting consistent interactions, brand loyalty, and reputational
resilience [85]. Based on this evidence, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hé6. Customer satisfaction positively influences firm sustainability.
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While CS contributes significantly to FS, the strength of this relationship may be
amplified by customers’ perception of BML. When firms adopt innovative business models
that integrate sustainability principles, such as transparency, circularity, and social equity,
and customers are more likely to interpret their satisfaction as part of a broader ethical
alignment [12]. This perception increases consumer trust, advocacy, and willingness to
support the firm over time, thereby strengthening the CS-FS connection. Thus, BMI
acts as a moderating factor that deepens the impact of satisfaction on FS by enhancing
alignment with customer expectations and shared values [27,85]. Accordingly, we propose
the following hypothesis:

He6a. Customers’ perception of business model innovation moderates the relationship between
customer satisfaction and firm sustainability.

CL plays a vital role in enhancing FS, particularly by reinforcing the economic di-
mension of long-term viability [86]. Loyal customers contribute to consistent revenue
through repeat purchases, premium pricing, and reduced acquisition costs. They also
act as brand advocates, strengthening market positioning and defending against compet-
itive pressures [86,87]. This sustained profitability motivates firms across industries to
adopt sustainability-oriented strategies as a form of differentiation [29,32], However, the
magnitude of loyalty’s impact on FS may vary depending on whether a firm operates
in product- or service-based industries [81]. Based on this reasoning, we propose the
following hypothesis:

H7. Customer loyalty positively influences firm sustainability.

Beyond financial contributions, CL influences FS strategies both strategically and
reputationally. Loyal customers often expect firms to align with ethical and environmen-
tal standards, creating pressure and opportunities for companies to adopt sustainability
initiatives [88,89]. This expectation encourages firms to embed sustainability within their
core business models to maintain and strengthen loyalty relationships [90]. Moreover,
socially responsible innovation enhances brand reputation and increases customers” will-
ingness to support and advocate for the firm [91]. In this regard, customers’ perception of
BMI acts as a critical moderating factor. When customers view a firm’s business model as
innovative, particularly in its sustainability orientation, they are more likely to associate
their loyalty with shared values [15,51]. This perception amplifies the impact of CL on
FS, reinforcing both economic and reputational sustainability outcomes. Accordingly, we
propose the following hypothesis:

H7a. Customers’ perception of business model innovation moderates the relationship between
customer loyalty and firm sustainability.

3. Methodology
3.1. Research Model

Figure 1 presents the proposed research model, which depicts the relationships be-
tween the determinants of customers’ perception of BMI, CS, CL, and FS. Additionally, the

model highlights the moderating role of customers’ perception of BMI in the relationships
between CS and CL, CL and FS, as well as CS and FS.
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Figure 1. Diagram of the research model. Note: Hypotheses in italics, arrows, and dashes lines
represent the moderating effect on the relationships between variables.

3.2. Measurement of Constructs

To collect data on customers’ perception of BMI in the EFEGs, an online survey was
employed. The survey instrument was pre-tested and refined based on expert feedback to
improve clarity, content validity, and reliability. The use of an online format was justified
by the nature of the study, as customers’ perception of BMI includes the construct of TCS,
which relates the ease and autonomy of using digital tools. Online survey methods offer
several advantages, including cost efficiency, broad geographic reach, and the ability to
collect real-time insights. This study capitalizes on these benefits while acknowledging
potential limitations, such as response bias and digital divide issues, which may affect rep-
resentativeness. By leveraging the scalability and convenience of online surveys, valuable
data can be efficiently gathered to inform evidence-based decision-making. However, en-
suring reliable and valid data collection requires careful attention to these methodological
challenges. In this study, specific measures were adopted to mitigate such risks, allowing
the advantages of online surveys to be effectively harnessed while maintaining data quality
and credibility. Table 1 outlines the operational definitions and sources of measurement
for each construct included in the study. The survey instrument was organized into three
main sections:

e  Socio-demographic information: This section collected data on participants’ gender,
age, level of education, occupation, and monthly income (see Table 2).

e Perceived features and challenges of EFEGs: Participants were asked to identify
key features and challenges related to EFEGs, based on prior literature [2,92,93]
(see Table 3).

e  Construct measurement: The final section included 45 items across 9 constructs, each
measured using a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree).
These constructs were designed to assess the determinants of customers’ perception of
BMI, CS, CL, and FS.

Table 1. Constructs, operational measurements, and related sources.

Items (Statements) Label Related Literature

Construct
Socio-demographic Gender, age, level of education, occupation,
information and monthly income. Nominal scale
Knowledge of EFEGs Characteristics and challenges of EFEGs.

Socially responsible
consumption (SRC)

I strive to purchase from firms that pay

- SRC1
fair wages.
I avoid buying from firms that discriminate. SRC2 [26,29,30]
I donate to charities through my purchases. SRC3 e
I consume products not made with child labor. SRC4

I support firms hiring people with disabilities. SRC5
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Table 1. Cont.

Construct Items (Statements) Label Related Literature
I'm familiar with firms’ digital services. TCS1
. . Most firms I buy from offer apps/websites. TCS2
Technologlcaill/d1g1tal COVID-19 increased my use of digital services. TCS3 [37-39]
customer skills (TCS) I .
prefer electronic payments. TCS4
I use chatbots/social media to resolve queries. TCS5
Employees serve me efficiently. VCrll
Value creation Technical staff are efficient. VCrl2
ir?nu\e/ Ctif/a no (VCr) Services are personalized. VCrI3 [38,40,43]
ovatveness Production processes are innovative. VCrl4
Firms show responsibility and governance VCrI5
Firms support social innovation. VPI1
Value pr iHon Firms use creative advertising/sales. VPI2
hfnu‘e, pt i\(;pr(:s (()VPI) Products/services are innovative. VPI3 [46,47,49]
ovativeness Firms have social media/websites. VP14
Firms monitor quality of service. VPI5
Firms offer complementary services. VCI1
Val ¢ I enjoy integrated service offerings. VCI2
hfnue Ctaip 1111re (VI Good price/quantity ratio. VCI3 [5,15,94]
ovativeness Good price/quality ratio. VCI4
Competitive price differentiation. VCI5
I feel secure transacting digitally. BMI1
C , . Firms authenticate my identity. BMI2
ustomers” perception Offers are tailored to my preferences. BMI3 [29,40,49]
of BMI Fi . .
irms are transparent in operations. BMI4
Firms lead their economic sectors. BMI5
I'm satisfied with service quality. Cs1
Customer service is high quality and friendly. CS2
Customer satisfaction (CS)  Staff are knowledgeable and helpful. CS3 [50,55,57]
Customer service is personalized. Cs4
Firms are well-positioned in the market. CS5
Firms recognize me as a loyal customer. CL1
I mention firms’ attributes. CL2
Customer loyalty (CL) I consider myself a loyal customer. CL3 [32,60,61]
I find it difficult to switch brands/firms. ClL4
I feel an emotional or identity bond. CL5
Firms comply with national laws. FS1
Firms protect my data confidentiality. FS2
Firms’ sustainability (FS) Firms maintain strong management. FS3 [66,69,70]
I align with firms’ mission and values. Fs4
Firms have long-standing market presence. FS5
Table 2. Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents.
Variables Categories Frequencies Percentages
Gend Men 191 55.8%
ender Women 151 44.2%
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Table 2. Cont.
Variables Categories Frequencies Percentages

26-35 years old 149 43.6%

36-45 years old 101 29.5%

Age 46-55 years old 39 11.4%
18-25 years old 38 11.1%

Older than 56 years 15 4.4%

College graduates 142 41.5%

Education level Master’s and/or doctorate degrees 134 39.2%
Junior college graduates 66 19.3%

Private employees 164 48.0%

Public employees 101 29.5%

Occupation Non-governmental organization employees 24 7.0%
P Entrepreneur/self-employed 20 5.8%
Students 18 5.3%

Other 15 4.4%

460.00-700.00 132 38.6%

700.01-950.00 77 22.5%

Monthly income (USD) 950.01-1200.00 59 17.3%
1200.01-1500.00 37 10.8%

More than 1500.00 37 10.8%

Table 3. Frequency table for knowledge of EFEGs.
Variables Categories Frequencies Percentages

Economic elite 191 55.8%

Economic power 191 55.8%

Economic interrelation 151 44.2%

Social commitment 125 36.5%

Characteristics of EFEGs Political elite 104 30.4%
(multiple choice question)  Diversification 76 22.2%
Communication power 61 17.8%

Internationalization 52 15.2%

Political power 40 11.7%

Strategic control 35 10.2%

Sustained growth of the EG 256 74.9%

Innovation 182 53.2%

Challenges of EFEGs Subsmtepce of.the EG o 136 39.8 O/o
(multiple choice question) Economic environment/situation 126 36.8%
Implementation of corporate governance 126 36.8%

Generational succession 113 33.0%

Professionalization of managers 87 25.4%

3.3. Sampling and Procedures

Electronic survey data were collected using the Google Forms platform between Au-
gust 2024 and January 2025. A total of 368 responses were initially recorded; after excluding
incomplete, duplicate, and inconsistent responses, the final sample consisted of 342 valid
cases. The survey targeted customers of the ten most representative EFEGs during 2023.
These firms comprised five financial institutions: Banco Pichincha, Banco de Guayaquil,
Produbanco, Banco Bolivariano, and Banco Internacional, and five non-financial firms:
Almacenes Juan ElJuri, Corporacién Favorita, Schlumberger del Ecuador, OCP Ecuador,
and Corporacién El Rosado. Data processing and statistical analysis were conducted using
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IBM SPSS Statistics 27.0 for descriptive and exploratory analyses and Amos 26.0 for CFA
and SEM.

The minimum required sample size was estimated based on established guidelines
for SEM, as it is the primary analytical technique employed in this study. According
to methodological recommendations [95,96], SEM requires a minimum of 10 responses
per estimated parameter, with an absolute minimum of 200 cases to ensure sufficient
internal reliability, consistency, and statistical power for robust parameter estimation. Our
research model comprised 9 latent constructs measured by 34 items, with Cronbach’s
alpha values exceeding the recommended reliability threshold of « > 0.6. Considering
the number of free parameters and adopting the conservative 10:1 ratio (responses per
parameter), the minimum required sample size was approximately 300 respondents. Data
collection initially yielded 368 responses, which, after excluding incomplete, duplicate,
and inconsistent records, resulted in a final dataset of 342 valid cases, exceeding the
recommended threshold for SEM.

The survey was distributed through the official communication channels of the ten
selected EFEGs to directly reach their customers. Participation was entirely voluntary and
anonymous. Given the high urban concentration of EFEG customers and the considerable
internet penetration rate in Ecuador’s urban areas (approximately 78% according to [97]),
an online survey was considered the most appropriate and efficient data collection method.
The inclusion criteria required respondents to (i) be current customers of the selected firms,
(ii) be at least 18 years of age, and (iii) have engaged in at least one transaction or service
interaction with the firm within the past 12 months. These criteria ensured that all responses
were based on recent and relevant customer experiences, thereby enhancing the validity
and reliability of the collected data.

To assess potential common method bias, Harman'’s single-factor test was conducted.
The results indicated that the first factor accounted for less than 50% of the total variance,
suggesting a minimal threat of common method bias and supporting the representativeness
of the data [96]. EFA was then performed, yielding a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value
of 0.865, exceeding the recommended threshold of 0.80, and a significant Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity (p < 0.001), thus confirming the adequacy of the data for factor analysis. Using
the principal components extraction method with Oblimin rotation, the total explained
variance reached 79.877%, which is considered satisfactory for social science research.

Subsequently, CFA was performed to evaluate the validity of the measurement model.
This analysis retained 34 items across the nine constructs: 5 items for SRC, 3 for TCS, 4 for
VCrl, 4 for VPI, 4 for VCI, 4 for BM], 3 for CS, 3 for CL, and 4 for FS. Discriminant validity
was established using the Average Variance Extracted (AVE), with all constructs reporting
AVE values above the recommended threshold of 0.5. Composite reliability values for all
constructs exceeded 0.7, confirming adequate internal consistency [98,99]. Finally, SEM
was applied to test the hypothesized relationships between observed variables and latent
constructs. The results confirmed the model’s overall fit and predictive power, supporting
the proposed theoretical framework.

The representativeness of the sample and, consequently, the representativeness of the
results are critical considerations for evaluating the applicability of the study’s findings
across all EFEGs, which also constitutes an important limitation of this research. First,
the sampling was confined to the ten largest and most influential EFEGs, which together
represent more than 40% of assets of all economic groups in Ecuador. Although this
selection enhances the relevance of the findings, it may not fully capture the diversity
of customer experiences in medium-sized or smaller EFEGs. Second, the study focused
exclusively on urban customers, justified by the high internet penetration in urban areas.
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As a result, customers in rural areas or those with limited internet access were not included,
which may lead to an underrepresentation of these segments.

Nevertheless, the inclusion of both financial and non-financial sectors, combined with
the relatively large sample size, increases the likelihood that the findings are reasonably
representative of the broader population of EFEG customers, particularly in urban contexts.
However, caution should be exercised when generalizing these results to all EFEGs or
to rural customer segments. Additionally, the specific legal and regulatory frameworks
governing EFEGs should be taken into account when extrapolating these findings to
other contexts.

4. Empirical Results
4.1. Demographic Analysis

Table 2 summarizes the socio-demographic characteristics of the 342 participants
included in the final sample. The gender distribution was relatively balanced, with 55.8%
identifying as male and 44.2% as female. The majority of respondents (73.1%) were within
the 2645 age range, indicating a predominantly young to middle-aged demographic
profile. Regarding educational attainment, 80.7% of participants reported holding at least
a university degree, with a significant proportion possessing a master’s or doctoral degree.
In terms of employment status, 77.5% of respondents (n = 265) were employed in either
private or public sector organizations. With respect to income, more than three-quarters
of participants (n = 268, or 78.4%) reported a monthly income between USD 450.00 and
USD 1200.00.

Table 3 presents respondent’s perceptions of the key characteristics and challenges of
EFEGs. The multiple-choice question results revealed that more than 50% of respondents
identified economic elite and economic power as the most representative features of EFEGs,
whereas political power and strategic control were perceived as fewer defining character-
istics. Regarding challenges, respondents predominantly highlighted sustained growth
and innovation as critical priorities for EFEGs. In contrast, generational succession and the
professionalization of managers were considered comparatively less significant challenges
by the participants.

4.2. Descriptive Statistics and Exploratory Factor Analysis

Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics and the results of the EFA. The KMO mea-
sure of sampling adequacy was 0.865, exceeding the recommended threshold of 0.80, and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically significant (p = 0.000), confirming the suitability
of the data for factor analysis. The total variance explained by all significant items and
constructs was 79.877%, indicating a strong representation of the underlying factors. Fur-
thermore, all AVE values exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.50, supporting the
convergent validity of the constructs.

Among all constructs, CS achieved the highest composite mean score (i = 4.175),
suggesting that respondents are generally satisfied with the quality of service and the
expertise demonstrated by firm staff in resolving customer inquiries. This high level
of satisfaction likely contributes to the strong market positioning of the firms analyzed.
Regarding the determinants of customers’ perception of BMI, TCS emerged as the most
prominent factor (1 = 4.055), reflecting customer’s appreciation for efficient and accessible
digital service channels. Conversely, VCrl received the lowest mean score (i = 3.829),
indicating that while customers recognize the efficiency of service delivery and digital
purchasing options, there remains potential for improvement in firms’ innovative efforts,
particularly in production processes and service personalization. These findings emphasize
that customers value fair practices, ease of electronic transactions, efficient support services,
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and integrated solutions. Such factors contribute to the perception that these firms are
leaders in their respective sectors, positively influencing CS and CL and exerting a favorable
long-term impact on FS. Finally, AVE values ranged from 0.552 for the SRC construct to 0.661
for the CL construct, all exceeding the minimum recommended of 0.5, further confirming
the robustness of the measurement model.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and exploratory factor analysis.

Construct Label Mean Std. Devw. Composite Mean Factor Loadings AVE
SCR1 4187 1.102 0.710
SCR2 4246 1.063 0.79

SRC SCR3 3.292 1411 3.889 0.667 0.552
SCR4 3.652 1475 0.825
SCR5 4067 1.148 0.705
TCS1 3.874 1.038 0.702

TCS TCS2 4082 0.944 4.055 0.767 0.568
TCS4 4208 1.019 0.789
VCrI1 4076 0.821 0.888
VCrI3 3.763 0.995 0.739

Vil VCrl4 3781 0.917 3.829 0.743 0.627
VCrl5 3.696 1.025 0.789
VPIL 3.681 0.907 0.789
VPI2 3.991 0.973 0.641

VPl VPI3 3.792 0.981 3.968 0.750 0.560
VPI4 4406 0.850 0.802
VCIl 3.734 1.043 0.714
VCI2 4073 0.946 0.844

VCI VCI3 3.988 0.947 3.936 0.703 0.536
VCI5 3.950 0.954 0.654
BMI2 3.947 0.927 0.861
BMI3 3.760 0.880 0.719

BMI BMI4 3.564 1.156 3811 0.687 0.554
BMI5 3.971 0.814 0.698
Cs1 3.997 0.905 0.722

cs CS3 4.099 0.864 4175 0.777 0.590
Css 4430 0.714 0.803
CL3 3573 1117 0.723

CL CL4 3.456 1214 3.364 0.814 0.661
CL5 3.061 1.361 0.893
FS1 3.848 0.993 0.883
FS2 3.635 1.198 0.754

FS FS4 3.322 1271 3.777 0.831 0.628
FS5 4304 0.808 0.687

Note: N = 342. AVE = average variance extracted. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkim (KMO) = 0.865. Significance of Bartlett’s Test
of sphericity = 0.000. Extraction sums of squared loadings (cumulative variance explained) = 79.877%. Extraction
method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: Oblimin. Factor extraction criteria: eigenvalue (1, 0).

4.3. Validity and Reliability Analyses

Table 5 presents the results of validity, reliability, and inter-construct correlation analy-
ses. Discriminant validity was confirmed, as the square roots of AVE for each construct
(diagonal values) were greater than the corresponding inter-construct correlation coeffi-
cients in the same columns and rows. These diagonal values ranged from 0.732 to 0.813,
indicating a satisfactory level of discriminant validity. Internal consistency was confirmed
by Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, all of which exceeded the minimum acceptable threshold
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of 0.60, with values ranging from 0.645 for TCS to 0.804 for VCI. Additionally, composite
reliability (CR) scores for all constructs were above the recommended benchmark of 0.70,
ranging from 0.812 for CS to 0.870 for VCrl and FS, confirming the adequate reliability
of all constructs. Finally, multicollinearity was not detected in the model, as none of the
Pearson correlation coefficients among constructs exceeded the conservative threshold of
0.70 [100]. This further validates the independence of the constructs and the robustness of
the measurement model.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix.

Correlations
Const.  Items cA CR SRC TCS verd VPI Vel BMI cs cL FS
SRC 5 0.828 0.860 (0.743)
TCS 3 0.645 0.797 0342%*  (0.754)
VCrl 4 0.776 0.870 0451%*  0.573%*  (0.792)
VPI 4 0.825 0.835 0477%*  0461%*  0514**  (0.748)
\( 4 0.838 0.821 0396**  0516%*  0.605**  0.661**  (0.732)
BMI 4 0.804 0.831 0324 0471%*  0.681**  0.634™  0.685**  (0.744)

cs 3 0732 0.812 0.272%*  0.384%*  0.659**  0.625"*  0.688™*  0.552%*  (0.768)

CL 3 0.792 0.853 0.382%*  0431%*  0509%*  0.574**  0.651**  0.618**  0491***  (0.813)

FS 4 0.739 0.870 0.468**  0.330%*  0.633**  0.609**  0.613**  0.679**  0.690**  0.601**  (0.792)
Note: CA = Cronbach’s alpha. CR = composite reliability. Values in parentheses on the diagonal represent the
square root of the AVE. *** indicates significance at the 1% level.

4.4. Regression Analysis
Table 6 presents the results of multiple linear regressions conducted to examine the
effects of the key determinants of customers’ perception of BMI on CS, CL, and FS. Addi-
tionally, the analysis evaluated whether BMI moderates the relationships between CS—CL,
CS-FS, and CL-FS within the context of EFEGs.
Table 6. Multiple regression results.
. Independent Dependent R Durbin -
Hypothesis Var. Var. B t VIF Adj. R Watson F Decision
SRC 0.071 ** 1.975 1.333
TCS 0.048 ** 2.209 1.587
Hi1 VCrl BMI 0.106 ** 1.999 3.554 0.665 2.109 136.460 *** Accepted
VPI 0.276 *** 4.435 3.930
VCI 0.504 *** 9.916 2.635
Hla SRC BMI 0.324 *** 6.310 1.000 0.102 2.176 39.816 *** Accepted
Hib TCS BMI 0.471 *** 9.850 1.000 0.220 2.115 97.027 *** Accepted
Hilc VCrl BMI 0.681 *** 17.154 1.000 0.462 2.093 294.259 *** Accepted
Hid VPIL BMI 0.734 *** 19.918 1.000 0.537 2.073 396.729 *** Accepted
Hle VCI BMI 0.785 *** 23.389 1.000 0.616 2172 547.064 *** Accepted
H2 BMI CS 0.752 *** 21.005 1.000 0.563 2.163 441.203 *** Accepted
H3 BMI CL 0.618 *** 14.506 1.000 0.380 1.988 210.418 *** Accepted
H4 BMI FS 0.679 *** 17.047 1.000 0.459 2.100 290.597 *** Accepted
H5 CS CL 0.491 *** 10.389 1.000 0.239 1.896 107.935 *** Accepted
BMI 0.508 *** 2.840 3.539
Hb5a CS CL 0.018 0.143 4.676 0.379 1.903 70.278 *** Rejected
BMI x CS 0.102 0.392 3.440
Hé CS FS 0.690 *** 17.567 1.000 0.474 1.982 308.609 *** Accepted
BMI 0.547 *** 3.529 1.539
Héa CS FS 0.528 *** 4.844 4.676 0.533 2.107 130.699 ***  Accepted
BMI x CS 0.280 ** 2.234 3.440
H7 CL FS 0.601 *** 13.852 1.000 0.359 2.011 191.883 *** Accepted
BMI 0.481 *** 4.362 3.467
H7b CL FS 0.264 *** 2.470 2.470 0.510 2.024 119.086 *** Accepted
BMI x CL 0.041 ** 2.165 3.477

Note: Beta (f3) corresponds to standardized coefficients. ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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The adjusted R? values ranged from 0.102 (H1a) to 0.665 (H1), indicating moderate
to strong explanatory power of the independent variables. Durbin-Watson statistics were
close to 2 across all models, suggesting no evidence of first-order autocorrelation [100].
Moreover, F-statistics were significant at the 1% level, confirming the joint significance of
the predictors. All hypothesized relationships were supported except H5a, indicating that
customers’ perception of BMI does not significantly moderate the relationship between
CS and CL. However, all standardized beta coefficients were positive and statistically
significant (at least at the 5% level), confirming the following relationships: (i) SRC, TCS,
VCrl, VPL, and VCI positively influences customers’ perception of BMI, (ii) BMI positively
influences CS, CL, and FS, (iii) CS positively influences CL and FS, and (iv) CL positively
influences FS. Finally, customers’ perception of BMI was found to significantly moderate
the relationships between CS-FS and CL-FS, reinforcing its strategic role in enhancing
firm performance.

5. Discussion

This study examined the impact of customers’ perceptions of BMI on EFEGs. Specifi-
cally, it analyzed five key dimensions of BMI perception: SRC, TCS, VCrI, VPI, and VCIL
Drawing on previous studies suggesting that such customer perceptions influence CS, CL,
and FS, a research model was developed, and operational definitions of variables, as well as
corresponding questionnaire items, were established. An empirical analysis was conducted
to investigate how these BMI perception dimensions affect CS, CL, and FS. Additionally, the
moderating role of customers’ overall perception of BMI in the relationships among these
variables was explored. The findings provide both theoretical and practical implications by
offering strategic guidelines for EFEGs. These insights aim to support decision-makers in
designing innovation-driven strategies that strengthen customer relationships, enhance
market competitiveness, and promote long-term sustainability in the context of family
business ecosystems.

Thus, this research investigates the influence of key components of customers’ percep-
tion of BMI on CS, CL, and FS within the context of EFEGs. It also examines the moderating
role of customers’ perception of BMI in the relationships between CS and CL, CS and FS,
and CL and FS. The findings are particularly relevant given the unique organizational
structures and market dominance of EFEGs.

The results confirm that all hypothesized relationships are statistically significant,
except for the moderating effect of BMI on the CS—-CL relationship. Specifically, SRC, TCS,
VCrl, VPI, and VCI were identified as significant determinants of customers’ perception
of BMI. Moreover, BMI was found to positively influence CS, CL, and FS, while also
moderating the relationships between CS-FS and CL-FS, strengthening their effects on
firm performance. These findings are consistent with prior research, reinforcing the notion
that these five determinants contribute significantly to shaping customer perceptions
in EFEGs. Customers place strong value on organizational attributes such as ethical
business practices, visionary strategic planning, leadership quality, employee satisfaction,
personalized offerings, integrated services, transparency, sustainability, innovation, and
dynamic capabilities. Together, these attributes reflect an advanced and responsive business
model aligned with evolving market demands and customer expectations.

Such capabilities provide firms with a sustainable competitive advantage and enable
market differentiation. In turn, these dynamics foster strong customer engagement, rein-
forcing trust, loyalty, satisfaction, and ultimately contributing to long-term FS. This study
highlights the critical role of BMI in influencing not only customer perceptions but also
behavioral and attitudinal outcomes. By strengthening emotional connections between
customers and brands, BMI enhances repurchase intentions and long-term loyalty. For
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managerial perspective, the findings suggest that EFEGs should prioritize BMI as a strate-
gic pillar, integrating innovative practices and customer-centric approaches to enhance
value creation. Additionally, fostering internal capabilities and networks that support
transparency, technological integration, and sustainable practices will further consolidate
customer relationships and ensure business longevity.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

BMI plays a critical role in enhancing the adaptability and competitiveness of FEGs,
particularly in emerging and dynamic markets such as Ecuador. BMI represents a paradigm
shift that enables firms to reconfigure their value propositions, customer engagement
strategies, and revenue models. This strategic flexibility allows FEGs to respond proac-
tively to market volatility, technological changes, and institutional uncertainty, thereby
strengthening their competitive positioning. From a theoretical perspective, BMI can be
conceptualized as a dynamic capability that equips firms with the means to integrate,
build, and reconfigure both internal and external resources to adapt to rapidly evolving
environments. Such capabilities facilitate operational adaptation, revenue diversification,
and market exploration, ultimately contributing to organizational resilience. In the specific
context of family firms, BMI functions as a mechanism to leverage their inherent strengths,
such as cohesive internal relationships, a long-term strategic orientation, and deep-rooted
family values. These attributes allow firms to innovate and evolve in alignment with
technological advancements and shifting market demands.

A critical dimension influencing BMI in family firms is the concept of socioemotional
wealth, which encompasses the non-financial aspects of firm value, including family iden-
tity, shared values, control and influence over the business, societal legitimacy, and the
desire to preserve and perpetuate the family legacy. These socioemotional considerations
often shape strategic decision-making and innovation trajectories. In the context of BMI,
socioemotional wealth may both enable and constrain change, while the aspiration for
intergenerational continuity can motivate innovation, the desire to maintain traditional
structures may limit the adoption of more radical business model transformations. Empiri-
cal evidence from Ecuador supports the relevance of these dynamics. Ref. [101] found that
industrial small and medium-sized enterprises exhibiting higher levels of entrepreneurial
orientation demonstrated stronger innovation capacity and greater strategic flexibility. This
suggests that cultivating an entrepreneurial mindset within family firms can significantly
enhance their ability to design and implement effective BMI strategies.

Furthermore, open innovation, defined as the strategic use of external knowledge and
partnerships to complement internal innovation efforts, is an important contributor to BML
For Ecuadorian family firms, adopting open innovation requires a delicate balance between
leveraging external collaborations and maintaining family control. Ref. [6] highlight that
while open innovation can stimulate BMI, the desire to retain autonomy often limits the
scope and depth of such initiatives. Overall, BMI plays a moderating role in shaping the
performance and adaptability of FEGs. Its effectiveness is influenced by a complex interplay
of dynamic capabilities, socioemotional wealth, entrepreneurial orientation, openness to
innovation, and the broader cultural and institutional context. In Ecuadorian family firms,
these factors interact in context-dependent ways, ultimately shaping both the trajectory
and the outcomes of BMI.

5.2. Managerial/Practical Implications

This study provides several managerial and practical insights derived from the syn-
thesis of its findings.
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First, it conceptualizes and empirically applies definitions of BMI, CS, CL, and FS
within real industry settings. Notably, it offers new insights into customer perceptions
of BMI in the context of FEGs operating in the Ecuadorian market, an area that has been
largely unexplored. The findings suggest that BMI can be both relevant and impactful in
emerging economies where family-owned firms hold dominant positions. This underscores
the need for managers to foster innovation capabilities, cultivate entrepreneurial orienta-
tion, and strategically leverage socioemotional wealth to remain competitive. Second, this
research addresses a critical methodological gap by providing a standardized measurement
framework for BMI in conjunction with constructs such as SRC, TCS, VCrI, VPI, VCL The
identification of universal BMI measurement items reflecting customer perceptions across
diverse industries and channels can guide managers in monitoring and benchmarking their
innovation efforts. Furthermore, the study highlights key drivers of customer perception,
enabling firms to prioritize the most influential factors in the innovation strategies. Third,
when analyzing the relationship between customer perception and satisfaction in the FEG
context, the findings indicate that customers are increasingly accustomed to technological
innovations, often perceiving them as extensions of existing services rather than as dis-
tinct innovations. This familiarity contributes to higher satisfaction levels, as customers
find digital solutions easy to adopt. However, digital integration, service enhancements,
and transparency are now considered baseline expectations rather than differentiating
factors. For managers of EFEGs, this implies that digital integration, service innovation,
and operational transparency should be treated as essential operational standards rather
than optional enhancements. To sustain CS and CL, these elements must be seamlessly
embedded into the customer experience. Managers should focus on delivering consistent,
user-friendly services, while simultaneously exploring advanced innovation avenues that
go beyond basic expectations, such as personalized service models, sustainability-driven
value propositions, and data-driven predictive engagement strategies. These efforts will
help firms maintain customer trust, strengthen loyalty, and secure long-term sustainability
in increasingly competitive and dynamic markets.

6. Conclusions

In this study, an empirical analysis was conducted to examine how the key dimensions
of customers’ perceptions of BMI influence CS, CL, and FS. The findings provide valuable
insights for both theory and practice, offering strategic directions for the development of
theoretical frameworks and practical guidelines tailored to the unique context of EFEGs.
These strategic guidelines aim to support decision-makers in enhancing innovation capabil-
ities, strengthening customer relationships, and promoting long-term sustainability within
family business ecosystems. It also explored the moderating role of BMI in the relationships
among CS, CL, and FS. The results reveal that economic power and elite status are perceived
as core attributes of EFEGs, whereas sustained growth and innovation represent the most
pressing challenges. In contrast, political influence and managerial professionalization
were perceived as less critical, suggesting that customers prioritize value creation over
structural control. Findings from the EFA and multiple linear regression confirmed the
robustness of the proposed model: SRC, TCS, VCrl, VPI, and VCI all significantly influ-
enced customers’ perceptions of BMI. BMI was found to have a positive effect on CS, CL,
and FS, and significantly moderated the relationships between CS-FS and CL-FS, although
it did not moderate the CS-CL link. These findings align with prior studies [4-6,61,101],
reinforcing the view that innovation capabilities and entrepreneurial orientation are critical
drivers of adaptability and performance in family firms. The results further support the
theoretical perspective that socioemotional wealth, dynamic capabilities, and openness to
innovation are essential for effective BMI implementation, particularly in emerging markets
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such as Ecuador. Overall, this study underscores the strategic relevance of BMI as a crucial
lever for enhancing organizational adaptability, deepening customer engagement, and
fostering long-term sustainability in family business ecosystems.

This study systematically analyzed the relationships between BMI characteristics and
both customer behavior (CS and CL) and corporate behavior (FS) within the context of FEGs,
thereby contributing to a deeper understanding of the dynamics and strategic implications
of these organizational forms. This study provides several original contributions to the lit-
erature on BMI and family business research. First, it expands the empirical understanding
of BMI by adopting a customer-centric perspective, a dimension often overlooked in favor
of managerial or organizational viewpoints. By analyzing how customers perceive BMI, the
study offers insights into how innovation is experienced and valued in market interactions.
Second, it situates BMI within the unique socio-economic context of Ecuador, where FEGs
play a dominant role. This contextualization contributes to a more comprehensive under-
standing of how BMI unfolds in emerging markets with distinct cultural, institutional, and
structural characteristics. Third, the study proposes a multidimensional model that inte-
grates key innovation constructs, including VCrl, VPI, VCI, alongside customer capabilities
such as TCS. This framework enhances the theoretical understanding of how customer
perceptions of innovation influence CS, CL, and FS. Fourth, by examining the moderating
role of perceived BMI on the relationships between CS, CL, and FS, the study offers a more
nuanced view of how innovation perceptions condition customer behavior and long-term
business performance. Finally, the study adopts a multidisciplinary theoretical approach,
drawing from strategic management, innovation theory, consumer behavior, and family
business literature. It aligns with the dynamic capabilities” framework, which emphasizes
the continual reconfiguration of firm resources and competencies in response to evolving
environmental conditions.

Despite its theoretical and practical contributions, this study has certain limitations
that provide avenues for future research. First, it focuses exclusively on EFEGs, which
may limit the generalizability of its findings to other regional or institutional contexts,
especially considering the variation in legal framework governing family business groups
across countries. Second, the reliance on cross-sectional survey data restricts the ability
to observe longitudinal dynamics, such as how customer perceptions of BMI evolve over
time or how BMI influences sustained competitive advantage. Third, the study primary
examines customer perceptions, excluding internal organizational perspectives, such as
those of management or employees, which could offer a more holistic understanding of
BMI processes and their implementation challenges. This study did not account for the full
diversity of customer perceptions regarding BMI. The characteristics of customer percep-
tions examined were limited to respondents participating in the online survey. In practice,
however, the influence of BMI characteristics, and potentially other unexamined factors,
may vary depending on different determinants of customer performance (e.g., CS and CL)
and corporate performance (e.g., FS). Another limitation of this study is the absence of
qualitative analysis to complement the quantitative approach. While SEM provides ro-
bust statistical evidence of the relationships among variables, it does not fully capture the
underlying causal mechanisms or the contextual nuances that may influence customer
perceptions and firm outcomes. Furthermore, the study does not incorporate a temporal
dimension, which limits the ability to analyze how causal relationships evolve over time. In
real-life processes, causes and effects unfold in sequence, and overlooking this time factor
may constrain the interpretation of dynamic interactions among constructs such as CS, CL,
and FS.

Future research should consider broader and more diverse customer segments to
capture these variations and provide a more comprehensive understanding of BMI's
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impact. Moreover, studies could address these limitations by conducting comparative
studies across different Latin American countries or by analyzing diverse types of family
firms to test the generalizability of findings. Incorporating qualitative methods, such as
in-depth interviews or case studies, would allow researchers to capture richer insights
into the interaction between socioemotional wealth and innovation practices. Furthermore,
examining intergenerational dynamics, governance structures, and the role of digital
transformation in shaping BMI would provide a deeper understanding of sustainable value
creation in family business ecosystems. Finally, future research would benefit from the
use of longitudinal designs or mixed-methods approaches that integrate qualitative data
to explore these processes more deeply. Such designs could help uncover the temporal
succession of effects and provide a richer understanding of the strategic role of business
model innovation in family business ecosystems.
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CFA Confirmatory factor analysis

CS Customer satisfaction

CSR Corporate social responsibility
EFEGs Ecuadorian family economic groups
EGs Economic groups

EFA Exploratory factor analysis

FEGs Family economic groups

FS Firm sustainability

GRI Global reporting initiatives

IoT Internet of Things

KMO Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin

SEM Structural equation modeling
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TCS Technological /digital customer skills
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VCI Value capture innovativeness
VCrl Value creation innovativeness
VPI Value proposition innovativeness
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