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Abstract 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been practically oriented towards large companies, and few studies 

have analyzed this construct in a context of family businesses, but there are few studies that relate CSR in small 

and medium-sized enterprises Family businesses (SMEs) and non-family businesses. Therefore, this empirical 

study has the essential objective of analyzing CSR in a context of family and non-family SMEs in Mexico. The 

results show that CSR is exactly the same in both family SMEs and non-family SMEs in Mexico. 
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1. Introduction 

The debate related to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in the current literature of business and 

management sciences has focused mostly on big enterprises (Baumann-Pauly et al., 2013), especially in 

multinational ones (Spence, 2007; Jamali et al., 2009; Ladzani & Seeletse, 2012). However, there are relatively 

few theoretical and empirical investigations focused on the analysis and discussion of CSR in small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) (Bevan & Yung, 2015; Jamali et al., 2017), especially about SMEs in 

developing countries (Khan & Lund-Thomsen, 2011; Amaeshi et al., 2016; Jamali et al., 2017). There are even 

less researches published in the literature that analyzes CSR in family and non-family SMEs (Déniz & Cabrera, 

2005; Amman et al., 2012; Campopiano & De Massis, 2014; Yu et al., 2015). 

Even when researchers and scholars have acknowledged the importance of family enterprises in the economy 

and society for both developed and developing countries, as it is the case of Mexico, (Gersick et al., 1997; 

Neubauer & Lank, 1998; Dyer, 2003; Chua et al., 2003), because according to the most recent estimates it is said 

that, on average, family enterprises represent around 60% of the existing enterprises in countries (Déniz & 

Cabrera, 2005). Despite this, the analysis and discussion about the nature and operation of family enterprises and 

more specifically the discussion of the existing CSR in this type of enterprises mostly in family SMEs has 

received little attention from researchers and scholars (Gersick et al., 1997; Chua et al., 1999; Déniz & Cabrera, 

2005). 

Similarly, it is possible to find investigations in the current literature that imply that family enterprises tend to 

make decisions that allows them to be more socially responsible than non-family ones (Dyer & Whetten, 2006; 

Berrone et al., 2010). Moreover, Gómez-Mejía et al. (2007) concluded in their research that the control exerted 

by the owner of the family firm makes the rest of the family more conservative except when they take risks to 

improve the control of the firm. Thus, SMEs generally diminish the negative impacts of their industrial activities 

and make the most of their positive impacts through the improvement of social, economic and environmental 

problems as well as they contribute significantly to the development of the community and the society where 

they belong to which creates a higher level of social responsibility (Rundle-Thiele et al., 2008; Lindgreen & 

Swaen, 2010). 

Consequently, Quazi and O’Brien (2000) made an extensive review of the literature and summarized accurately 

the different approaches that enterprises have about CSR by creating a model that includes two basic dimensions: 
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the span in which the CSR activities take place and the rank of the results of this social commitment. 

Nonetheless, this investigation is not conclusive and it is necessary to carry out more empirical researches that 

provide more evidence of the CSR that SMEs have so this can be integrated to the biggest sector of organizations, 

that is, small family enterprises (Dyer, 2003). Additionally, it is also needed more research papers that identify 

and analyze the different types of behaviors that family and non-family firms have (Déniz & Cabrera, 2005), 

including CSR (Yu et al., 2015). 

Within this context, and following the suggestions of Uhlaner and Masuerl (2004), Déniz and Cabrera (2005), 

Campopiano and De Massis (2014), as well as Yu et al. (2015), the main contribution of this empirical research 

is the analysis and discussion of CSR in family and non-family SMEs, from a country with an emerging 

economy as it is the case of Mexico. Another contribution of this investigation could be the methodology used 

since it will apply the model of multi-group structural equations to test the projected theoretical model. The rest 

of the paper has been organized in the following way: the second section makes a review of the theoretical 

framework, the previous empirical researches and the establishment of the research hypothesis; the third section 

presents the methodology, the sample and the variables used; the fourth section analyzes the results obtained and, 

in the final section, the main conclusions and the discussion of the empirical research are presented 

2. Method 

The discussion and analysis of CSR as one of the main business topics has taken place since the beginning of the 

last century (f.e. Berle, 1931; Dodd, 1932) and now in the present its conceptualization is still a debate (Yu et al., 

2015) as there is not a clear consensus among researchers and scholars of a convincing definition although 

generally most authors consider that the definition must include the “triple bottom line” principles (people, 

planet and profit) (Yu et al., 2015). In this context, one of the closest definitions to these three principles is the 

one developed by Aguinis (2011: 855), who defines CSR as a “specific context of organizational actions and 

policies that take into account the expectations of suppliers and the social, economic and environmental 

actions”. 

Accordingly, in the literature of business and management sciences, there are several definitions of family firm, 

but there is not a current consensus about a definition accepted by most researchers and scholars (Amann et al., 

2012). However, Villalonga and Amit (2004), as well as Allouche et al. (2008), suggested that any definition of 

family enterprise must include three essential elements: 1) one or more families will need to have most of the 

capital; 2) the family members will need to have most of the control of the enterprise including the distribution 

of capital, most of the rights to vote in the organization as well as the legal restrictions and, 3) the members of 

the family will have to be in the administrative positions of the enterprise. 

Despite the increase of theoretical and empirical investigations in the last decade, there are relatively few 

researches that have focused in the analysis of CSR in family firms (Yu et al., 2012; Amman et al., 2012; Yu et 

al., 2015), and more recently the publication of this topic has increased in family firms (Déniz & Cabrera, 2005; 

Craig & Dibrell, 2006; Dyer, 2006; Niehm et al., 2008; Huang et al., 2009; Berrone et al., 2010; Bingham et al., 

2011; Neubaum et al., 2012; Amann et al., 2012; Block & Wagner, 2014; Van Gils et al., 2014; Yu et al., 2015). 

It is also common to find in the literature papers that analyze family and non-family enterprises through the 

return of investments (Anderson & Reeb, 2003), the growth in sales (Daily & Dollinger, 1992; Gallo et al., 2000; 

Chrisman et al., 2004), the level of satisfaction in the job (Beehr et al., 1997), the innovation (Tanewski et al., 

2003) and, more recently, CSR (Deniz & Cabrera, 2005; Dyer & Whetten, 2006). 

Moreover, some previous investigations published in the current literature suggest that small family firms can 

tend more to the implementation of CSR activities (f.e. Uhlaner et al., 2004; Déniz & Cabrera, 2005; Block & 

Wagner, 2010) since one of the main arguments is that family enterprises have a better understanding of the 

reputation of the enterprise than those who are non-family organizations (Amann et al., 2012). Consequently, 

Block and Wagner (2010) compared the different types of owners of small enterprises and concluded that the 

proprietors of small family firms have a higher reputation about their social responsibility in the communities 

where they are located. 

Furthermore, it can also be found in the literature another explanation that complements the previous one which 

considers that the long term orientation of these small family enterprises is better when compared with 

non-family firms (Amann et al., 2012). This long-term orientation refers basically to the main shareholders of 

the family in the enterprise who have a vision of preserving the ownership of the small family firm through 

generational inheritance (Abdellatif et al., 2010). Likewise, Le Breton-Miller and Miller (2006) concluded that 

the long-term orientation allows family enterprises to attain organizational characteristics that are difficult to be 

imitated or copied by their competitors and at the same time these characteristics allow them to develop policies 
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for long-term investments in order to improve their corporate image. 

In a similar trend, Graafland (2002) considered that most small family enterprises have a positive between value 

addition in the long term and their corporate image; that is why they are more focused in the implementation of 

bigger CSR actions than non-family firms. Following a similar reasoning of the long term orientation Block and 

Wagner (2010) established that family firms that have adopted and implemented a long term orientation usually 

have a higher relation with their clients and suppliers when compared with non-family enterprises which can 

often be observed in the significant increase of social responsibility actions that small family organization carry 

out and, consequently, a higher level of CSR. 

Within this idea of long term orientation, small family firms usually protect their employees better, they get more 

involved in social and philanthropic activities in their communities, they implement management policies of 

their integrity regarding their business reputation and they respect the family values and traditions of their 

employees and the community when compared with non-family firms (Donnelly, 1964; Ward, 1987; Leach, 1993; 

Poza, 1995; Neubauer & Lank, 1998; Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2003). These special actions and characteristics 

that small family firms have is not only a source of competitive advantages but it is also the basis of resources, 

and specific abilities that become difficult for their main competitors to copy and imitate them (Ward, 1999; 

Habbershon & Williams, 1999; Cabrera et al., 2001; Gnan & Montemerlo, 2002), and producing with this a 

higher level of CSR (Déniz & Cabrera, 2005). 

Similarly, there are other published investigations in the literature that establish that small family firms have a 

socially responsible behavior that is higher than non-family ones (Amann et al., 2012). Thus, for example, 

Adams et al. (1996) analyzed the ethical behavior of family and non-family firms but their results did not show 

any significant difference between them. However, theses researchers considered some arguments to differentiate 

the ethical behavior of family and non-family enterprises by using, for example, the long-term orientation that 

family firms have (f.e. Dyer, 2003; Zellweger, 2007), which produces not only a higher ethical behavior in 

family companies over non-family organizations (Long & Mathews, 2011), but also a higher social responsibility 

in their strategic decisions (Chrisman et al., 2012; Kotlar & De Massis, 2013). 

Moreover, the strategies adopted and implemented by family firms are usually associated to their ethical 

behavior (Donckels & Frohlich, 1991), which allows family companies to be more progressive than non-family 

organizations in terms of their human resources and in their social responsibility (Aldricht & Langton, 1998; 

Reid & Adams, 2001; Colombo et al., 2014). Accordingly, Dyer and Whetten (2006) proved that there are no 

significant differences between family and non-family firms regarding the implementation of support to their 

employees, the society and the environment but they did find that family companies tend to be more cautious in 

the social actions that they develop, in the protection of their reputation and validate their social responsibility in 

the community where they are located when compared with non-family firms. 

In this regard, small family firms have more social pressure in the implementation of business actions and 

activities that ensure a better conservation of the environment (social responsibility) of the area or community 

where they are located (Yu et al., 2015) since this type of pressure is generally associated with the high level of 

concentration in the specialization of only one product or service or in the geographic limitation where small 

family companies work (Berrone et al., 2010). Consequently, it is possible to find in the literature some 

investigations that have proved that family enterprises tend to adopt and develop innovations that are more 

well-intentioned with the environment than non-family companies which makes them more socially responsible 

and better connected with the area or community where they are located (Zellweger & Nason, 2008; Huang et al., 

2009). 

According to this perspective, small family firms have a higher social commitment to protect and maintain the 

environment because such commitment does not only reinforce the affective bonds but also keep the 

socio-emotional richness from both the members of the family enterprise and the community in general 

(Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007; Berrone et al., 2010; Cennamo et al., 2012). As a result, this perception provides 

small family firms with access to the different resources of the family (Sirmon & Hitt, 2003; Arregle et al., 2007) 

facilitating with this the creation and development of a family identity, a bigger emotional capital (Sharma, 2004) 

and strong family values (Dyer, 2003) creating with this a higher CSR and the implementation of better 

environmental corporate practices (Cennamo et al., 2012). 

Within this perspective, Berrone et al. (2010) concluded that the socio-emotional richness of family firms is one 

of the most solid arguments that explain why families do not only have a better control of the enterprises but 

they are also more committed with the protection and preservation of the environment than non-family 

enterprises. Therefore, the socio-emotional richness creates a higher social commitment in small family firms 
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(Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007; Berrone et al., 2010) and a significant increase in the level of economic resources of 

the family enterprise (Gómez-Mejía et al., 2007) and it is one of the essential elements that allow that the 

behavior of small family enterprises is completely stimulated by the achievement of economic and 

non-economic goals as it is the case of CSR (Kotlar et al., 2013). Thus, at this point, it is possible to establish the 

following research hypothesis: 

H1: Family and non-family SMEs are different in their CSR practices. 

2.1 Sampling Procedures 

In order to answer the research hypothesis stated in this research paper, an empirical investigation was made with 

a sample of 400 small and medium-sized enterprises from Aguascalientes State (Mexico). For the research it was 

considered the 2016 business directory of the Sistema de Información Empresarial Mexicano (System of 

Mexican Business Information, or SIEM) for Aguascalientes State which had 5,194 registered enterprises in 

December 2016 but for practical purposes the only enterprises considered for this research were the ones that had 

from five to 250 workers which produced a business directory of 1,261 enterprises. Additionally, the sample was 

selected randomly with a reliability level of 96% and a sampling error of ±4.5%, which produced a total sample 

of 400 enterprises. The interviews were made from January to April 2016. 

Similarly, the instrument used was a questionnaire, which was applied as a personal interview to managers 

and/or owners of the 400 selected enterprises. Moreover, from the total of questionnaires obtained, 264 (66%) 

were considered as family firms and 136 (34%) as non-family companies. Finally, the questionnaire obtained 

information regarding the characteristics of the enterprises (family and non-family SMEs) as well as the adoption 

and implementation of socially responsible business activities of SMEs. 

2.2 Measures and Covariates 

Accordingly, the scale adapted from the European Union (2001), Bloom and Gundlach (2001), Bigné et al. 

(2005) as well as Alvarado and Schlesinger (2008), was used for the measurement of business social 

responsibility. They considered that CSR can be measured easily through three dimensions: social responsibility 

(measured by means of a ten-item scale), environmental responsibility (measured by means of a seven-item 

scale), and economic responsibility (measured by means of a seven-item scale). All the items of the CSR scale 

are based on a Likert-type scale of five positions from “1 = completely disagree to 5 = completely agree” as 

limits. 

Furthermore, the reliability and validity of the CSR scale was evaluated with a Multiple-group Confirmatory 

Factorial Analysis (MCFA), by using the method of maximum likelihood with the software EQS 6.1 (Bentler, 

2005; Brown, 2006; Byrne, 2006). Furthermore, the reliability of the five scales considered in this empirical 

research was evaluated with two essential indices: Cronbach’s alpha and the Composite Reliability Index (CRI) 

(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Additionally, the recommendations made by Chou et al. (1991) and by Hu et al. (1992), 

were taken into consideration regarding the correction of statistics of the theoretical model when it is considered 

that the normalcy of data is present as well as the robust statistics in order to provide a better statistical 

adjustment of the data (Satorra & Bentler, 1988). 

Additionally, the adjustments indices used were the Index of Normalized Adjustment (NFIT), the Index of Not 

Normalized Adjustment (NNFIT), the Index of Comparative Adjustment (CFI) and the Root Mean Square of 

Error Approximation (RMSEA) (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980; Byrne, 1989; Bentler, 1990; Hair et al., 1995; Chau, 

1997; Heck, 1998). If the NFIT, NNFIT and CFI values are between 0.80 and 0.89 then it can be said that there 

is a reasonable adjustment of the theoretical model (Segars & Grover, 1993). Conversely, if the average of these 

three indices is equal or higher than 0.90 then it is an evidence of an excellent adjustment of the theoretical 

model (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1986; Byrne, 1989; Papke-Shields et al., 2002). If the RMSEA value is lower than 

0.080, it is considered as acceptable (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1986, Hair et al., 1995). 
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Table 1. Internal consistency and convergent validity of the theoretical model 

Variable Indicator 
Factorial 
Loading 

Robust  
t-Value 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

CRI IVE 

Family SMEs 

Social Responsibility 

RSS2 0.642*** 1.000a 

0.913 0.914 0.606 

RSS5 0.688*** 9.235 
RSS6 0.740*** 10.546 
RSS7 0.810*** 11.120 
RSS8 0.867*** 11.555 
RSS9 0.883*** 11.640 

RSS10 0.788*** 11.003 

Environmental Responsibility 

RSA1 0.918*** 1.000a 

0.915 0.916 0.636 

RSA3 0.718*** 14.577 
RSA4 0.750*** 15.337 
RSA5 0.792*** 16.192 
RSA6 0.847*** 17.398 
RSA7 0.785*** 15.762 

Economic Responsibility 

RSE2 0.648*** 1.000a 

0.859 0.860 0.555 
RSE4 0.654*** 9.300 
RSE5 0.810*** 10.464 
RSE6 0.809*** 10.339 
RSE7 0.788*** 9.682 

Non-Family SMEs 

Social Responsibility 

RSS2 0.642*** 1.000a 

0.902 0.903 0.575 

RSS5 0.681*** 9.235 
RSS6 0.691*** 10.546 
RSS7 0.777*** 11.120 
RSS8 0.857*** 11.555 
RSS9 0.866*** 11.640 
RSS10 0.763*** 11.003 

Environmental Responsibility 

RSA1 0.809*** 1.000a 

0.908 0.909 0.625 

RSA3 0.735*** 14.577 
RSA4 0.777*** 15.537 
RSA5 0.803*** 16.192 
RSA6 0.854*** 17.398 
RSA7 0.761*** 15.762 

Economic Responsibility 

RSE2 0.615*** 1.000a 

0.862 0.863 0.562 
RSE4 0.628*** 9.300 
RSE5 0.831*** 10.464 
RSE6 0.854*** 10.739 
RSE7 0.786*** 15.762 

S-BX2 (df = 276) = 426.525; p < 0.000; NFI = 0.882; NNFI = 0.899; CFI = 0.929; RMSEA = 0.052 
a = Parameters limited to that value in the identification process 
*** = p < 0.01 

The results of the MCFA are presented in Table 1 and they suggest that the theoretical model of business social 

responsibility has a good adjustment (S-BX2 = 426.525; df = 276; p = 0.000; NFI = 0.882; NNFI = 0.899; CFI = 

0.929; RMSEA = 0.052). All the items of the related factors are significant (p < 0.001), the size of all the 

standardized factorial loads are higher than 0.60 as recommended by Bagozzi and Yi, 1988; Cronbach’s alpha 

and the CRI have a value higher than 0.70 and the variance extracted index (VEI) has a value higher than 0.50 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). These values indicate that there is enough evidence of reliability and convergent 

validity, which justifies the internal reliability of the CSR scale used (Nunally & Bernstein, 1994; Hair et al., 

1995). 

Likewise, a reliability interval test was carried out in order to evaluate the discriminant validity of the CSR 

model, for both family and non-family firms proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). It establishes that with 

an interval of 95% of reliability none of the individual latent elements of the matrix of correlation must have a 

value of 1.0 for both family and non-family SMEs. Therefore, based on the results obtained (with the same 

results for family and non-family firms) from this test, it can be concluded that that both measurements provide 

enough evidence of discriminant validity of the theoretical model. These results can be observed in detail in 

Table 2. 
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Table 2. Discriminant validity of the theoretical model 

Variables Social Responsibility 
Environmental 
Responsibility 

Economic Responsibility 

Social Responsibility 
 

0.256  –  0.427 0.293  –  0.385 

Environmental Responsibility 0.256  –  0.427 
 

0.268  –  0.404 

Economic Responsibility 0.293  –  0.385 0.268  –  0.404 
 

Above the diagonal the estimated correlation of factors is presented with 95% confidence interval of the Family 

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

Non-Family SMEs. 

3. Results 

In order to prove the hypothesis presented in this empirical research, a structural equations model (SEM) with 

software EQS 6.1 was applied (Bentler, 2005; Byrne, 2006; Brown, 2006). In it, the nomological validity of the 

theoretical model of CSR was examined through the Chi-square test, which compared the results obtained 

between the theoretical model of CSR and the measurement model of CSR. Such results indicate that the 

differences between both models are not significant which can offer an explanation of the relationships observed 

among the latent constructs (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hatcher, 1994). Figures 1 and 2 show a path analysis of 

these results for both family and non-family SMEs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Results of the structural equation model of Family SMEs 

 

Figure 2. Results of the structural equation model of Non-Family SMEs 

As it can be seen in Figures 1 and 2, small family firms have better results in the implementation of CSR 

activities (0.642; 0.818; 0.563), than small non-family firms (0.527; 0.619; 0.398), which can validate the 

hypothesis established about the existence of differences in CSR activities between family and non-family 
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enterprises. Accordingly, both family and non-family firms develop more activities of environmental 

responsibility followed by social and economic responsibility but then again family organizations have better 

results. Thus, it is possible to conclude that the results obtained show that small family firms have better results 

of the adoption and implementation of CSR activities than small non-family firms and that the environmental 

responsibility is the most developed activity in both types of enterprise. 

4. Discussion 

The results obtained in this empirical research can conclude three main aspects. Firstly, the adoption and 

implementation of social activities carried out by family SMEs in communities or regions where they are located 

produce a higher level of social responsibility when compared with non-family SMEs. For this reason, the 

philanthropic activities carried out for family and non-family firms have a positive impact in the organization’s 

image as a whole although non-family SMEs have a lower level of impact in their CSR. This can make that 

consumers and clients of products and services prefer the acquisition of the products or services from family 

SMEs instead of the ones from their main competitors. 

Secondly, it is also possible to conclude that SMEs which carry out social activities regarding the protection of 

the environment have a bigger CSR impact than the activities implemented by non-family SMEs but the society 

of the communities or areas where they are located both family and non-family firms perceive that this type of 

enterprises promote significantly the protection of the environment of their community or are. Consequently, the 

development of the activities carried out by both family and non-family SMEs that promote the protection of the 

environment usually produce an acknowledgement not only as socially responsible SMEs but also as enterprises 

with a higher degree of acceptation of their products or services from consumers and clients both current and 

potential. 

Finally, it is also possible to state that the economic activities implemented for both family and non-family SMEs 

have a smaller impact in CSR even when the results show that family SMEs carry out better economic support 

activities for their workers and the area or community where they are located this type of enterprise. Thus, the 

actions of economic support and improvement of the quality of life for the workers of both family and 

non-family SMEs and the society as a whole are appreciated by the people of the community or area although 

with a different emphasis from the social and environmental actions but this also gives them a higher level of 

social responsibility to family SMEs and a lower level to non-family SMEs 

Similarly, the results obtained and the conclusions achieved also have different implications for both executives 

as well as family and non-family SMEs. Thus, a first implication could be that family firms usually have social 

values which are very similar to the ones of the society in the communities or areas where they are located since 

most workers and employees come from these places and even the very same family that owns the enterprise live 

in the same community or area which makes them known and respected families by the society as a whole. This 

creates a higher acknowledgement as enterprises that are socially responsible. Nonetheless, this does not happen 

with non-family SMEs which settle in industrial parks and they do not have values, similar organizations to the 

society in the communities or areas where they are located, not even the executives have ties with the society. 

A second implication may be that the owners of family SMEs usually support economically to the development 

of social activities that highlight and promote religious and/or civic traditions of the communities or areas where 

they are located. This allows them not only to be recognized as an essential part for the growth and economic 

and social development of the area or community but also as socially responsible enterprises. The opposite thing 

happens to non-family SMEs, since generally the social traditions of the area or community where they are 

located are not part of their organizational culture and they do not sponsor their development. This avoids them 

from getting a similar rank of family SMEs, that is, they are not considered as socially responsible. 

A third implication could be that family SMEs also usually have a good social reputation, not only for the 

production of products or services required by society, since generally this type of enterprises have a local or 

regional market, but they also contribute regularly with economic resources for the support and preservation of 

the environment of the community or area where they are located which allows them to be considered as socially 

responsible enterprises. On the other hand, non-family SMEs normally do not get involved in activities for the 

care and preservation of the environment of the area or community where they are located, they do not even 

provide economic elements for the preservation of natural resources which could be one of the main reasons to 

not consider them as socially responsible at the same level of family SMEs. 

Finally, a fourth implication could be that family SMEs usually carry out philanthropic activities to benefit the 

society of the communities or areas where they are located since the values of the society are an essential part of 

the values and the culture of the very family organization. When they settle down, normally next to hospitals, 
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schools and churches, these institutions ask for in-kind contributions or economic support for the development of 

their activities, which creates a big acknowledgement as enterprises that are socially responsible. However, 

non-family SMEs do not normally do this type of philanthropic contributions or get involved in the social 

activities of the community or area where they are located. This could be one of the main reasons that the 

members of a society do not consider them as socially responsible enterprises and they do not have a similar 

image to those that are family SMEs. 

Additionally, this empirical research also has different limitations that are necessary to present. The first one is 

related to the use of the scale for the measurement corporate social responsibility of family and non-family 

SMEs since only three factors or dimensions were considered: social, economic and environmental responsibility. 

Future investigations will need to consider other factors or dimension in order to prove the results obtained. A 

second limitation could be the collection of information since the only variables considered for the measurement 

of corporate social responsibility of family and non-family SMEs were qualitative variables. Further researches 

will have to consider the incorporation of quantitative or hard data variables in order to check if the results 

obtained are the same as the ones of this research paper. 

A third limitation could be the instrument to collect information that was applied only to managers and/or owners 

of family and non-family SMEs. Consequently, the results obtained in this research paper can change 

considerably if a different population is considered. Further investigations will need the implementation of an 

instrument to collect information of clients and consumers, for example, of family and non-family SMEs to 

verify the results obtained. A fourth limitation could also be that for practical purposes of this empirical research 

the only enterprises considered were the ones that had between five and 250 workers so in future studies it will 

be important to consider enterprises that have less than five workers as they represent a little over 50% of 

enterprises in Mexico in order to verify the results obtained in this research paper. 

Finally, a fifth limitation could be that a high percentage of family and non-family SMEs that were interviewed 

considered that the information requested was classified as confidential so the data provided by family and 

non-family firms may not necessarily reflect the reality of corporate socially responsible activities that are 

carried out by this type of enterprises. Further investigations will have to consider the direct participation of 

business committees or associations to avoid as much as possible the falsehood of the information requested 

from both family and non-family enterprises. 
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