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Abstract: Although family-owned businesses have been widely investigated, the question of con-
sumers’ perceptions of family firms is still worth more in-depth study. Drawing on the theories
of family businesses and consumer behavior, this paper investigates the relationship between the
consumers’ perceptions of family-owned enterprises and their purchasing decisions. Using a question-
naire, we surveyed 1069 young Polish consumers. Our findings demonstrate that young consumers’
convictions about family businesses are well-formed, despite their quite modest knowledge of these
business entities. The vast majority of the survey participants were not able to provide any family
business names. This implies that young consumers’ views on family businesses result from specu-
lation or adoption of opinions that are dominant in a given society. To raise the level of awareness
of their brands and transform consumers’ intentions into real purchasing behavior, family business
entities need to intensify the educational significance of their promotional activities to help counteract
the stereotypes about family businesses. The analysis presented here has important implications for
current debates on whether the development of emotional relationships with family business entities
and their brands is a suitable strategy to shape the purchasing attitudes towards the products made
by family companies. The research findings could also form the basis for an extended study exploring
what strategies family companies can implement in order to effectively shape young consumers’
perceptions about these firms. The research results can also serve as an aid for family firm owners
and managers in rebuilding their client-oriented activities. The aforementioned knowledge can
support family firm owners and managers in establishing effective marketing strategies. It also opens
interesting avenues for further research.

Keywords: purchasing intention; perceptions; family firms; young consumers

1. Introduction

Family businesses are undoubtedly one of the strategic ‘driving forces’ in every econ-
omy. In Poland, too, family businesses are the most numerous type of enterprise. More
than 2 million such enterprises produce 63–72 percent of GDP and generate about 8 million
jobs [1]. Family businesses in Poland are relatively young (more than 60% of currently
operating companies were founded in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The shorter tradition
of family firms in Poland means that the term “family business” is not as recognizable in

Sustainability 2022, 14, 13879. https://doi.org/10.3390/su142113879 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

https://doi.org/10.3390/su142113879
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142113879
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2817-8244
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5890-6118
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6275-7071
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8086-8015
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142113879
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su142113879?type=check_update&version=1


Sustainability 2022, 14, 13879 2 of 19

Poland as in countries where family businesses have a much longer history. This, according
to the authors of this paper, raises the need for research to verify whether family businesses
are recognized by consumers.

Currently, family firm owners are constantly confronted with growing requirements
from different stakeholder groups. One of the crucial challenges that family enterprises
have to tackle is to understand the mechanisms of purchase intentions of consumers. This is
the key factor determining a family business’s ability to implement the suitable consumer-
oriented activities. Knowledge of consumers’ purchase intentions is of key importance
in forecasting the demand for family firm products as well as in planning a company’s
marketing strategy. It determines the type of actions used to target the market behavior of
the final recipients of these goods [2,3]. Knowledge of the consumers, their needs, habits,
and customs, therefore, constitutes a significant factor guaranteeing a company’s market
success [4,5].

Existing empirical studies provide some scientific evidence on consumers’purchase
intentions. The term ‘purchase intention’ (or purchase intent) is defined as an orientation
on a specific purchasing behavior and declared readiness to implement this behavior. The
results of the study carried out by Kumar et al. [6], for example, support the hypothesis that
consumers’ attitudes—objective knowledge and subjective feelings—constitute significant
purchasing decision predictors. The purchase intention variable has often been selected
as the basis for studies on purchasing behavior [7,8]. Several studies have indicated that
the intention factor can serve as the main predictor of any consumer behavior, and it
depends on several external and internal factors (stimulus, outcome expectations, value,
recommendation, and emotional association) [9–12].

Although the existing empirical studies provide valuable evidence on the subject
under examination, some research gaps are noteworthy. First, a majority of the studies
have been carried out in the context of American and western European economies. Rel-
atively little research has examined the relationship between the consumers’ perception
of firms and their purchase intentions. Secondly, fewer studies focus on a specific group
of businesses which are family-owned enterprises. The high specificity of this group of
business entities results from the fact that they combine family relations with the logic
of running a business [13–15]. One relatively poorly recognized aspect of research on
family businesses is the issue of how consumers perceive family businesses. The research
carried out by Elsbach and Pieper [16] indicates that consumers’ psychological needs can
motivate them to identify with family businesses characterized by specific features. Thirdly,
there is a research gap regarding consumer’s purchase intentions in the context of eastern
European economies.

This paper aims at scientific examination of and scholarly reflection on the relationship
between the consumers’ perceptions of family businesses, as measured by their knowledge
and convictions about family firm products, and their purchase intentions. The authors
define a consumer as an individual ‘entity’ whose activities in the area of consumption are
aimed at satisfying the consumption needs expressed by himself/herself, as well as by other
entities, such as the household. In the Polish legal order, “a consumer is a natural person
performing a legal act not directly related to his/her business or professional activity” [17].
The most important characteristic that defines a consumer is the lack of a direct link between
the act of purchasing a product and his/her professional or business activity. However, this
does not exclude the recognition as a consumer of a businessperson who performs a legal
act (such as a sales contract) as a private person. As a rule, the consumer’s activity should
be aimed at satisfying his/her needs for existence, family or household maintenance [18].

The study attempts to address the research problem: what is the relationship between
the consumers’ perceptions of family businesses and their purchase intentions? Purchase
intention is the customer’s willingness to buy a certain product or service, commonly
measured and used by managers as an input for certain decision making [19]. The study
was designed to be conducted on a population of young consumers. Young consumer
is a concept defined differently due to the criterion differences of youth in the fields of
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psychology, sociology and management [20]. For the purpose of this paper, the authors
assumed that young consumers are those aged 20–25. The structured online questionnaire
survey method was selected. A total sample of N = 1069 consumers, females in majority,
completed the survey designed to assess consumer’s attitudes towards family companies.
The survey comprised three sections corresponding to the objective of the study.

The study offers two contributions. First, by recognizing the relationship between the
consumers’ perceptions of family businesses and their purchase intentions, it contributes
to the literature in the research area of family businesses in eastern European economies.
Second, by directing the light on this relationship, it can support the owners and managers
of family enterprises in establishing suitable marketing strategies. At the same time, it
opens an interesting avenue for further research.

The paper is organized as follows. Following the introduction, Section 2 presents
a review of the literature focusing on purchase intentions, including new trends in the
purchasing behavior of young consumers and the perception of family businesses in the
light of the existing research. In the next section, the research methodology is described.
In Section 4, we then present the results of the study. The paper ends with conclusions,
limitations, and implications for further research.

2. The Essence and Factors Shaping Purchase Intentions

The economic development perspective, the changes in the environment, the COVID-
19 pandemic, and modern technologies (industry 4.0) determine consumer behavior pat-
terns and provoke changes in purchase intentions. Resilience and adaptability are the
driving forces behind the top global consumer trends [21,22]. Literature defines purchasing
intention as a consumer’s attitude towards a specific purchasing behavior and the con-
sumer’s degree of willingness to pay [10,23,24]. From the social psychology standpoint,
some theories, i.e., Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), Technology Acceptance Model
(TAM), Theory of Reasoned Action Model (TRAM), which were reviewed to determine
the factors influencing purchase intentions, have impacted the prediction of human be-
havior [7,25,26]. Some studies are characterized by common elements, such as attitudes,
subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control, which originate from the TRA and TPB
theories, as well as the perceived usefulness and compatibility or personal innovation in
information technology [7,27–30]. The TRAM suggests that subjective norms and attitudes
determine consumers’ behavioral intentions, whereas one’s behavior results from specific
behavioral intent [23]. Correspondingly, more variables should be taken into consideration,
and modifications should be made when using the TRAM model for studying consumers’
intentions to purchase different products [23,31]. A review of the literature shows that
these theories were developed and are still used to describe and predict behavior in various
fields of study, such as economics, psychology, sociology [32,33].

The consumer behaviors associated with purchase intention are of an interdisciplinary
nature and they encompass various perspectives, for instance, economic (e.g., the process
of purchase, the costs), social (e.g., an individual’s behavior in a group), or psychological
(e.g., achievement of satisfaction). The premises behind consumer purchase intentions
are related to the economic sphere (purchase based on the cost, price), the quality or the
technical conditions spheres (based on expected quality, the convenience of use, prod-
uct’s technical parameters), the social and cultural sphere (friends’ preference for a given
products, willingness to parallel others, regional and local conditions), as well as prefer-
ences (purchase based on a preference of a specific product brand, ethnocentrism), habits
(patterns and customs), and reputation (of a producer or seller, associated with previous
positive experiences in relation to the use of a product) [34–37].

According to the Theory of Reasoned Action, purchasing intention is shaped by subjec-
tive norms and purchasing attitudes [38,39]. Purchasing attitude is reflected in knowledge
and emotional tendency to specific behavior. It is conditioned by such factors as lifestyle
or consumer ethnocentrism. The study of purchase intentions entails exploration of con-
sumer opinions about specific products, including product categories and the company’s
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manufacturing them. It also aims to obtain information about the emotional relationship
with products and companies formed on the basis of previous purchasing experiences and
the interest in certain purchases to be made in the near future. This interest is expressed
through a consumer’s declaration of planned activity. The premise behind a consumer’s
declared intention is the attitude towards a product, a company or a brand, developed
based on the consumer’s knowledge and shopping experience but also on the opinions of
others [40,41]. One of the key determinants shaping the formation of one’s attitude towards
a product and the associated action is the consumer’s perception, i.e., the way in which
he/she assigns meanings to products/brands and the economic entities manufacturing
them [42,43].

2.1. New Trends in Young Consumers’ Purchasing Behavior

We define young consumers as those aged 20–25. The age-group approach to the
concept of youth assumes the presence of ‘common traits’ in young people resulting from
both their biological age and culturally attentive social situation. In Polish conditions, these
are people starting to enter the labor market who thus have independently earned money,
which means they have greater consumer independence [44,45].

Young consumers constitute an important, and at the same time a separate part, of
every society, requiring constant scientific exploration [46–51]. They are special market
participants, as they feel the needs, perceive the world, understand the messages addressed
to them differently; they have distinct value systems and ways of proceeding [52] Young
consumers, as representatives of the information society who commonly use modern tech-
nologies, are better informed about and aware of their impact on the good or service chosen
and on the reputation of a given brand or enterprise [47]. This awareness also applies to the
social and environmental aspects [6,53–55]. Young consumers’ purchasing behavior thus
expresses their striving for conscious, sustainable and responsible consumption [56–58].
Young consumers want to have more control over their lives and limit the influence of
institutions and brands by better management of what, when, where, and how they con-
sume, as well as what and from whom they buy. In the spirit of sustainable consumption,
they make purchasing decisions taking not only the satisfaction of individual needs and
desires into account but social responsibility as well [5,59,60]. Their purchases are primarily
based on eco-consumption and consumer ethnocentrism (preference for domestic and even
regional products) [61,62]. Young consumers’ purchasing behavior principally involves:

• selection of a given product category, e.g., energy-saving light bulbs, ecological clean-
ing agents, food from local farms [63];

• avoidance of a given product category [64,65];
• evaluation of the activities of specific enterprises and selection of ethical, socially

responsible and environmentally friendly companies, while avoiding those violating
social or environmental standards [66];

• a holistic approach that assesses both the companies and their products [57,60].

The growing consumer awareness and promotion of healthy lifestyles lead young
consumers to deconsumption, i.e., limited consumption [67,68]. They focus on consump-
tion rationalization, especially in relation to nutrition, medical services, leisure, and
clothing [69,70]. One example is the significant increase in the number of second-hand
store customers and the growing number of vegetarian and vegan consumers [71–74].
Young consumers are mass participants of prosumption, which for this age group means
not so much the involvement in the process of designing and manufacturing goods, but
rather the sharing of experiences, insights, ideas and knowledge with other consumers and
producers via social media [75,76]. It is thus a process of continuous consumer-to-consumer
or consumer-enterprise interaction [73]. Young people have great confidence in the new
technologies they use to find and verify product features, starting from the price, through
technical and functional parameters, to other users’ opinions [77].
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2.2. Perceptions of Family Businesses

Family businesses generate new jobs and contribute significantly to the creation of
GDP [78,79]. The important social role family businesses play causes them to be the subject
of a growing number of studies. Comprehensive analysis of the research in the field of
family business has indicated the topics most often investigated by researchers [13,80–85].
Nevertheless, despite the dynamic development of research on family businesses, there
are areas that still require in-depth analyses [86]. For the purpose of this study, a family
firm is defined as such a firm where multiple members of the same family are involved
as the main owners or managers, either contemporaneously or over time [87]. Andreini,
Bettinelli, Pedeliento & Apa conducted an in-depth review of the research (83 articles)
dealing with the meanings consumers assign to the family nature of businesses, examined
from perceptual, social, and cultural perspectives [88]. They analyzed the issue on the
micro, meso, and macro levels and found that most of the work (micro-level analysis) on
the consumer perception of family businesses incorporated a theoretical approach based
on signaling theory [89].

The existing research shows that family businesses are characterized by the advantage
of authenticity [90–92]. The relationship between a product and its place of origin as well
as the continuity in the market can be identified, which is in line with the consumer search
for authenticity, a dominant trend in modern markets [9,93]. Botero et al. [94,95] indicated
that family businesses differ in their decisions about whether or not to communicate family
involvement and analyzed the reasons for these differences in branding practices. Lude &
Prügl [92] emphasized the fact that, in recent years, more and more family businesses com-
municate their ‘family’ character. The conclusions drawn from their empirical research are
that the consumers’ purchase intentions associated with products revealing the companies’
family nature are stronger compared with products made by companies which do not pro-
vide such information. Carrigan & Buckley [96] presented the results of qualitative research
aimed at understanding consumer perceptions of Irish and British family businesses. They
determined that family-owned flagship brands are seen as more customer-oriented. They
indicated that the respondents had higher expectations of the services and products offered
by family businesses but were also willing to pay more to receive better quality. Based on an
empirical study of consumers in Switzerland, Botero, Astrachan & Calabro [94] presented
the descriptors most commonly associated with the concept of a family business: tradition
and continuity, small scale of operations, credibility, strong culture, professionalism, and
career opportunities. Research also shows that consumers have different associations with
the terms ‘family business’ and ‘public company’. The results of the study carried out
by Rauschendorfer, Prügl, & Lude [9], conducted among consumers in Germany, Austria
and Switzerland, show that signaling a company’s family nature affects the consumers’
perceptions and their willingness to pay more for a product. The researchers indicate how
positive and negative individual attitudes towards a given family affect the interpretation
of the company’s family character. Periodic surveys conducted in Poland show that the
most significant consumers associate family businesses with three features: high quality,
tradition, and trust [90]. The trends presented apply to the behavior of young consumers
from developed countries, including Poland [97–100].

3. Dataset and Methods
3.1. Sampling and Inclusion Criteria

The study was designed to be conducted on a population of young consumers. The
participants in the study were management students attending six Polish universities.
The selection of students for research is common both in Poland and abroad [101,102].
The selection of such a group of respondents is justified by the fact that they meet the
criteria in accordance with the accepted definition of a young consumer. Moreover, it was
determined by the possibility of surveying a large group of respondents in a short time.
A structured online questionnaire survey method was selected [103]. A total sample of
N = 1069 consumers, mostly aged 20–25 years, female in majority, completed the survey
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designed to assess consumer’s attitudes towards family companies. They survey comprised
three sections corresponding to three study objectives: (1) acquisition of information on
sociodemographic characteristics (i.e., sex, age, level of education, size of the place of
consumer’s residence); (2) assessment of the consumers’ orientation on products offered by
family companies; and (3) knowledge and convictions about family companies.

For the purpose of this study, knowledge of family company brands has been defined
as the ability to list names of family companies in response to an open question ‘List the
names and/or addresses of the family businesses you know’. The consumers’ responses
were categorized within three dimensions of knowledge: (a) general knowledge, ranked
as ‘Not Familiar’ if no family company names were listed, and ‘Familiar’ if one or more
family company names were listed; (b) quantitative dimension of knowledge, defined by
the number of the family company names listed; and (c) qualitative knowledge, defined as
‘International’ if all family company names indicate businesses active in the global market,
‘Local’ if all names indicate companies active in the local market, or ‘Mixed’ if the company
names indicate globally active companies and those active in the local market.

The consumers’ general convictions based on their impressions of family companies
were measured by indicating three out of eight attributes best describing a typical family
company, or by listing any additional attributes, if needed. The predefined options were
selected based on the literature. The respondent’s orientation to products offered by family-
owned companies was measured using four statements: (1) Information that a product is
made by a family company is of importance to me; (2) I notice the family business brand
labels/tags in branded graphics of products; (3) I am convinced that family firm brand
labeling/tagging emphasizes product traits; and (4). I am willing to pay a higher price for
a product made by a family company.

The items included in the questionnaire were based on previous studies in the lit-
erature. A pilot questionnaire was carried out. The study used snowball sampling for
selection of the research participants to be surveyed. A total sample of N = 1069 consumers
(females: 68.1%; males: 31.9%), mostly aged 20–25 years (n = 828; 77.5%), were asked
to fill in the questionnaire. The survey questionnaires completed were included in the
dataset (n = 775, 72.5%). Males were surveyed significantly more frequently (χ2 (1) = 20.258;
p < 0.001; V = 0.135), as opposed to female students (n = 191, 26,4%), and there were fewer
undergraduate students (n = 98, 26.2%). A typical student surveyed was a citizen of a city
of over 50,000 inhabitants (n = 552, 51.6), and about a quarter of the sample were citizens of
small towns (n = 291, 27.2%) or lived in a city of under 50,000 inhabitants (n = 224, 21.0%).
These proportions were quite similar for both female and male students (χ2 (2) = 0.693;
p = 0.405; V = 0.026).

3.2. Analytical Procedures

The consumer orientation towards products made by family-owned companies was
measured using four statements: (1) Information that a product is made by a family com-
pany is of importance to me; (2) I notice the family business brand labels/tags in branded
graphics of products; (3) I am convinced that family firm brand labeling/tagging empha-
sizes product traits; and (4) I am willing to pay a higher price for a product made by a
family company. In order to precisely measure the consumers’ general orientation towards
products made by a family company, the survey responses were accumulated using the
methodology of Item Response Theory (IRT) [104]. The procedure is appropriate for con-
struction of short, reliable and valid scales measuring knowledge and attitudes within the
domain of market and employee research [105]. One advantage this procedure offers is that
each item—here the aspect of orientation on products made by family companies—reflects
a single latent variable called ability, marked with the Greek letter Theta (θ). The analysis
was aimed at estimating the probability of a given consumer under examination being
characterized by a particular level of θwhen responding to a different category question.
Accordingly, the highest probability indicates the most probable level of θ characterizing
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the consumer surveyed. The θ value estimated is distributed in a standard normal scale,
with the mean of µ = 0 and variance of σ2 = 1.

4. Measurement

In order to assess the consumer’s attitudes towards family companies, a paper and
pencil survey was carried out, comprising three sections addressing three objectives: (1) ac-
quisition of sociodemographic characteristics (i.e., sex, age, level of education, size of the
place of consumer’s residence); (2) assessment of the consumers’ orientation towards prod-
ucts offered by family companies; and (3) objective knowledge and general convictions
about family companies.

4.1. Objective Knowledge

Knowledge of family company brands is defined as the ability to list the names of
family companies, in response to an open question ‘List the names and/or addresses of the
family businesses you know’ [106]. The quality of consumer knowledge was assessed within
the scope of three dimensions of knowledge: (1) General, ranked as ‘Not familiar’ if no
family company names were listed, and ‘Familiar’ if one or more family company were
listed; (2) Quantitative, defined by the number of the family companies names listed; and
(3) Qualitative, defined as ‘International’ if all company names indicate businesses active
in the global market, ‘Local’ if all names indicate companies active in the local market, or
‘Mixed’ if the company names indicate both globally active companies and those active in
the local market.

4.2. Consumers’ Convictions about Family Businesses

In order to assess consumers’ convictions, based on their impressions of family compa-
nies, the participants were asked to select three out of eight attributes describing a typical
family company or list any additional attributes, if needed. The predefined options were
as follows: (a) Honesty, (b) Tradition, (c) Small scale of activity, (d) Low product quality,
(e) High product quality, (f) Solidity, and (g) Responsibility. These predefined options were
selected based on the literature [88,107].

4.3. Orientation towards Products ‘Made by’ Family Companies

In order to assess the consumer’s orientation towards products offered by family
companies, defined as a set of convictions and purchasing behaviors oriented towards
products made by family companies, the consumers surveyed were asked four three-part
questions (with possible answers: yes/no/uncertain) regarding: (a) the fact of noticing
family business brand labels/tags in branded graphics of products; (b) the conviction about
the importance of communicating the information that a product has been made by a
family company; (c) the conviction that a family company brand label/tag emphasizes
the product’s trait; and (d) the willingness to pay a higher price for a product made by a
family company.

5. Results

Consumers’ knowledge of family company brands is probably the best indicator of
objective knowledge on family businesses. In order to assess the respondents’ knowledge
of family companies, an open question was asked: ‘List the names and addresses of some
family companies you are familiar with.’ A total of n = 749 (71.3%) consumers did not
list any names of family companies, and n = 301 (28.7%) consumers listed at least one
name of a family company; overall, the respondents provided k = 540 examples of family
companies. The consumers surveyed listed between 1 and 6 names of family companies, of
whom n = 162 (54.5%) consumers listed only one name, and n = 28 (9.4%) consumers listed
more than three family business names. Over 50% of the consumers listed names of large
international companies (n = 179, 58.3%), whereas almost 33% of the consumers listed only
the names of local companies (n = 100, 32.6%; n = 10 of the respondents did not provide an
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exact name but referred to the companies listed as e.g., ‘the baker in my neighborhood’, etc.).
Less than 10% (n = 28, 9.1%) provided names of both local and international companies.
The family company names listed most frequently were Koral (n = 32), Grycan (n = 26) and
JBB Bałdyga (n = 21). All these companies operate internationally and are well-known in
the food industry.

Detailed examination of the frequency of the names of the companies operating in
the local and the international market showed that those consumers who listed only local
companies, generally provided from one to three family company names, whereas all those
consumers who listed from four to six names, were able to additionally provide names of
international family companies. The results can be seen in Table 1. This suggests that the
people who are familiar with family companies operating internationally can name such
companies with greater ease compared with the persons associating family brands with
the local market only.

Table 1. Frequency of the consumers’ listing of the names of family companies operating in local and
international markets compared with the total number of company names listed.

Range of Activity
Number of Family Companies Listed

Total
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

None 743 0 0 0 0 0 0 743
(70.8%)

Local 10 76 11 3 0 0 0 100
(9.5%)

Mixed 0 0 12 7 7 2 0 28
(2.7%)

International 0 86 42 32 12 6 1 179
(17%)

Total 753
(71.7%)

162
(15.4%)

65
(6.2%)

42
(4%)

19
(1.8%)

8
(0.8%)

1
(0.1%)

1050
(100%)

Source: own study.

In order to measure consumers’ convictions about family businesses, the respondents
were asked to select three out of nine most common attributes of family company brands
using predefined options or by providing their own responses. Table 2 shows that the most
commonly selected family brand attribute was tradition with about 75% of the students
selecting it as one of the three main family business attributes (n = 801, 76.3%), and small-
scale activity (n = 528, 50.3%) was also frequently selected. The family business attributes
most frequently omitted were low product quality (only 2% of the respondents selected
this answer; n = 19, 1.8%), and custom (non-standard) features (n = 23, 2.2%). Furthermore,
a small group of consumers (n = 58, 5.5%) were not aware of any family company brands
and were not willing to pay more for a product made by a family company. These findings
suggest the existence of certain stereotypes among young people about family companies.

The Z test of proportions indicated that only two convictions are highly ambiguous,
meaning the number of the consumers sharing a given conviction is roughly equal to 50%.
Nearly half of the respondents are convinced that family companies only operate on a small
scale, whereas nearly 40% believe that family companies provide high quality goods or
services. For the majority of the sample, the other features are not as ambiguous. They
rather share common convictions that family businesses can be characterized as Traditional
and not Responsible, Solid or Honest. Results can be seen in Figure 1.
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Table 2. Main family businesses attributes.

Convictions about
Family Brands

Frequency of the Conviction
Being Shared Test of Whether 50% of Consumers Share the Conviction

N % Z p ε2

Tradition 801 76.3 −20.041 <0.001 −0.618

Low Scale 528 50.3 −0.194 0.846 −0.006

High Quality 381 36.3 9.232 <0.001 0.285

Honesty 325 31.0 13.312 <0.001 0.411

Solidity 304 29.0 14.996 <0.001 0.463

Responsibility 254 24.2 19.520 <0.001 0.602

Do Not Know 58 5.5 63.250 <0.001 1.952

Other Features 23 2.2 105.595 <0.001 3.259

Low Quality 19 1.8 117.476 <0.001 3.625

Note: ε2—estimate of standardized effect size. Source: own study.
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Detailed analysis, the results of which are presented in Table 3, revealed that over 60%
(n = 643, 61.2%) of the consumers surveyed do not take notice of family company brand
labels/tags in branded graphics of products, and only about 20% (n = 227, 21.6%) state
that they notice such markings. It is somewhat surprising, in the context of the perceived
importance of communicating the fact that a product has been made by a family company,
that less than 20% (n = 194, 18.5%) of the consumers state a lack of interest in being provided
such information and about 55% declare this information is of significance (n = 567, 54.0%).
Most surprisingly, most consumers surveyed declared they were highly convinced (n = 698,
66.5%) that indication of a family company brand in the branded graphics of a given
product emphasizes its traits, whereas only 7% (n = 72, 6.9%) were of the opposite opinion.
Additionally, over 20% of the consumers (n = 239, 22.8%) are willing to pay higher prices
for products made by family companies. Compared with the perceived importance of
communicating the information about a product being made by a family company or
taking notice of family company branding, a smaller group of consumers are willing to
pay higher prices for products made by family companies, and they do not recognize such
labeling/tagging or they are not convinced that such information is of importance.
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Table 3. Frequency of the responses provided to the questions measuring consumers’ orientation to
products made by family companies.

Aspect No Uncertain

Information that a product has been made by a
family company is of importance for me. 567 (54.0%) 289 (27.5%)

I notice family company brand labels/tags in
branded graphics of products. 643 (61.2%) 180 (17.1%)

I am convinced that family company brand
labels/tags emphasize product traits 352 (25.1%) 698 (49.8%)

I am willing to pay a higher price for a product
made by a family company 454 (43.2%) 357 (34.0%)

Source: own study.

The results of the analysis in Figure 2 show that some consumers are not willing to
pay higher prices for products made by family companies. This group of respondents does
not, however, take notice of family company brand labels/tags in branded graphics of
products. Similarly, these consumers do consider this information as an important factor
influencing purchase decisions. The above inconsistency may result from the consumers’
lack of knowledge.
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In order to increase the reliability of the results obtained, two competing models:
(a) Graded Response Model (GRM); and (b) Generalized Partial Credit Model (GPCM) were
employed to describe the consumers’ orientation to products made by family companies.
The results of the analysis indicate that both procedures led to a sufficiently valid measure
explaining more than 20% of the variance in the general ability θ (GRM: H2 = 0.468;
GPCM: H2 = 0.365), slightly favoring the GRM procedure, which explains about 47% of the
measurement variance (Table 4).

Table 4. Summary of the measurement model of orientation to products made by family companies
with global fit indices.

Model
Fit Indices Marginal Reliability Empirical Reliability

M2 df RMSEA SRMSR TLI CFI AIC BIC HQ logLik Estimate Lower Upper Estimate Lower Upper

GRM 16.033 2 0.082 0.034 0.935 0.978 7461.5 7520.9 7484.0 −3718.7 0.693 0.666 0.719 0.698 0.671 0.723

GPCM 13.453 2 0.074 0.033 0.947 0.982 7441.7 7501.1 7464.2 −3708.8 0.684 0.656 0.710 0.692 0.665 0.718

Source: own study.
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Detailed analysis of the global fit indices favors the GPCM model (i.e., lower val-
ues of AIC and BIC) with a trivial difference between these models (∆RMSEA = 0.008,
∆CFI = 0.004, ∆TLI = 0.012]) Likewise, the difference in the measurement reliability for
both models is satisfactory [Rxx ≈ 0.70], whereas the difference—although very marginal
(∆Rxx < 0.01)—slightly favors the GRM model (i.e., reliability estimates Rxx are higher).
Detailed analysis of item statistics revealed that item discrimination is satisfactory for all
four items using GRM scoring, and all the discrimination indices are sufficient (i.e., a > 0.70);
however, the factor loadings estimated for the items extracted via the GRM procedure are
closer to the general orientation to products made by family companies (λ > 0.40), whereas
the GPCM procedure factor loading for Detection of Branded Graphics is reasonably under
the threshold of 0.40 (λ = 0.274), explaining less than 10% of the item variance (η2 = 0.075).

In summary, the research results slightly favor the GPCM model in the global fit
sense; nevertheless, from the perspective of reliability and validity, the results favor the
GRM model (Table 5). The difference between the models is trivial. With respect to
such insignificant differences, the GRM model was selected, since it is slightly easier to
implement and more stable in estimation [104].

Table 5. Summary of the orientation to products made by family company measurement: model item
analysis.

Item Discrimination
Easiness Loadings

d− d= λ η2

Graded Response Model SS = 1.873, H2 = 0.468

Importance of communicating the information that a
product has been made by a family company 2.139 −0.275 −2.47 0.783 0.612

Noticing family business branded graphics 0.771 −0.516 −1.442 0.413 0.170

Conviction that family company brand
labeling/tagging emphasizes product traits 1.547 3.523 0.994 0.673 0.452

Willingness to pay higher prices for products made by
family companies 2.261 0.481 −2.126 0.799 0.638

Graded Partial Credit Model SS = 1.460, H2 = 0.365

Importance of communicating the information that a
product has been made by a family company 1.703 −0.525 −2.181 0.707 0.500

Noticing family business branded graphics 0.485 −1.253 −1.206 0.274 0.075

Conviction that family company brand
labeling/tagging emphasizes product traits 1.297 2.591 3.641 0.606 0.367

Willingness to pay higher prices for products made by
family companies 1.763 0.171 −1.311 0.720 0.518

Source: own elaboration.

In order to verify the hypothesis that consumers’ orientation to products made by
family companies is predicted by their knowledge of family businesses and estimate the
significance of this knowledge for the prediction considering sociodemographic character-
istics, a K-Nearest Neighbors Regression (KNN) analysis was carried out [108]. The KNN
procedure is suitable for prediction of the outcome variable’s value as the average value of k
observations (used as training data) most similar to a particular unknown observation. The
similarity of observations is defined as the Euclidean Distance between those observations,
estimated based on dummy coded indicators of Gender, Age, Level of Education, and Size
of the Place of Consumer’s Residence. In order to test the model’s generalizability and
provide an insight into how the model will predict new independent data (i.e., an unknown
dataset), a k = 10-fold cross-validation procedure was used, using a randomly selected
n = 755 (71.9%) training data sample (Table 6). The model estimates were then tested on the
data obtained from the test data (n = 315, 68.1%) that had not been used in the estimation
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procedure. The KNN procedure was selected because of its stability in multicollinear data
estimation [109], which is the case in this study, where the indices describing consumers’
knowledge of family company brands were obtained via multiple classifications of a single
list of company names provided in the responses to an open question.

Table 6. Summary of the KNN regression determination conducted to predict consumers’ orientation
to products made by family companies within the scope of knowledge of family company brands
and sociodemographic characteristics.

Data R2
95% Confidence Test of Significance

Lower Bound Upper Bound F df p

Training
data 0.032 0.012 0.062 2.044 12, 742 0.019

Test data 0.049 0.013 0.104 1.750 12, 302 0.056
Source: own study.

The first analysis was conducted to predict the consumers’ orientation to products
made by family companies using demographic data and objective knowledge.

The results of the analysis revealed that minimal prediction residuals can be obtained
by averaging the outcome variable values of k = 43 nearest neighbors, which leads to fair
accuracy across k-fold resampling MAE ≈ 0.70 (RMSE = 0.835, MAE = 0.689).

Detailed analysis of the coefficients of determination revealed that similarity in
both the knowledge and the sociodemographic characteristics aspects explains about
5% (R2 = 0.049), which is a marginally significant (F(12, 302) = 1.750, p = 0.056) and a rather
small effect.

The results of the analysis show that knowledge is of much more significance in
predicting consumers’ orientation to products made by family companies compared with
demographic characteristics. The significance of sociodemographic characteristics is highest
for gender (Imp. = 44.5), which compared with the most important predictor, is more than
two times less significant in terms of reducing prediction errors. All three factors pertaining
to the knowledge of family company brands turn out to be the most significant predictors
of consumers’ orientation to products made by family companies, with the most important
factor being the number of family business names provided as a response to the open
question. The quantitative difference in the listing of the names of companies operating
on local and international markets (Imp. = 58.6) is a less significant factor of knowledge
on family businesses, which compared with the number of the family business names
provided, is almost two times less significant in predicting consumers’ orientation to
products made by family companies. The predictor variables are shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Summary of predictor importance analysis.

Characteristic Overall

Number of company names listed 100.00

Level of knowledge 65.59

Range of company activity 58.63

Gender 44.51

Age 34.62

Size of the place of consumer’s residence 10.22

Education 0.00
Source: own study.

In the second model KNN regression, the procedure was repeated, using the Euclidean
Distance between the observation measures estimated based on either the sociodemo-
graphic characteristics or the indices of objective knowledge on the family businesses and
the consumers’ convictions about family businesses.
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The results of the analysis in Table 8 show that the averaging of k = 41 nearest neigh-
bors minimizes the variation of residuals (RSE = 0.752, MAE = 0.622) and maximizes the
prediction accuracy in the resampling procedure. The model obtained explains about
16% of the variance of consumers’ orientation to products made by family companies
(R2 = 0.160, F(22, 292) = 2528, p < 0.001), indicating that the consumers’ sociodemographic
characteristics, in conjunction with their knowledge of family company brands and their
convictions about family businesses, significantly predict the consumers’ orientation to
products made by family companies, whereas the prediction itself is highly accurate in the
effect size sense.

Table 8. Summary of the coefficients of determination in the KNN regression model of prediction
of consumers’ orientation to products made by family companies regressed on sociodemographic
characteristics, indices of consumers’ knowledge and convictions about family brands.

Data R2
95% Confidence Test of Significance

Lower Bound Upper Bound F df p

Training
data 0.255 0.2021 0.311 11.389 22, 732 <0.001

Test Data 0.160 0.0915 0.239 2.528 22, 292 <0.001
Source: own study.

Detailed analysis of the ranged values of the variable significance in the reduction of
residual errors revealed that the most significant prediction factors include the consumers’
convictions about family companies, especially the convictions of high quality of products
(Imp. = 100.0), solidity of production (Imp = 73.7), and honesty (Imp. = 30.5). These
convictions moved the indices of knowledge of family brands to the position of less
significant ones compared with the previously estimated model. The significance of the
indices of knowledge of family company brands ranks them in the 8th through to the 10th
place, which is more than ten times less significant compared with the most significant
conviction about family businesses (Table 9).

Table 9. Overall significance of sociodemographic characteristics, indices of knowledge and convic-
tions about family businesses in predicting the orientation to products made by family companies.

Predictor Overall Significance

High quality 100.00

Solidity 43.73

Honesty 30.58

Small scale 20.58

Uncertain 20.35

Responsibility 12.01

Other 9.50

Number of family company names listed 8.69

Level of knowledge of family company brands 5.70

Range of activity of family companies listed 5.09

Low quality of products 4.15

Gender 3.87

Age 3.01

Size of the consumer’s place of residence 0.89

Traditional production 0.47

Education 0.00
Source: own study.
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6. Discussion

Young consumers have a modest knowledge of family businesses, as evidenced by the
fact that the vast majority of the survey participants were not able to provide the names
of family businesses. Even so, their beliefs about family businesses as producers are well
formed. It can be assumed that the views of young consumers about family businesses
result from speculation or taking over the opinions dominating in a given society.

To raise the level of awareness of their brands and transform the consumers’ intentions
into real purchasing behavior, family business entities need to intensify their promotional
activities of educational significance. Moreover, they should considerably improve commu-
nication of their family character to consumers. Such activities are conducive to deepening
knowledge about the family businesses’ product offer and building consumers’ perceptions
of family businesses, and can counteract stereotypes about family businesses.

The analysis presented here has important implications for current debates on whether
development of emotional relationships with family business entities and their brands is a
good strategy for shaping the purchasing attitudes towards the products made by family
companies. This can be facilitated by a marketing technique that consists of adapting a com-
pany’s activities to the requirements of current market trends (local, awareness, ecological)
and consumer lifestyles. In other words, by using emotions and referring to the values that
are important to young consumers, family businesses can invoke positive opinions about
their market offers. In summary, the results of the study take the development of theoretical
and decision-making foundations one step further for Polish family businesses by facili-
tating the understanding of young consumers’ perceptions of family-owned businesses
in the context of their purchase intentions. This knowledge can support the managers of
family enterprises in establishing suitable marketing strategies. It also opens an interesting
avenue for further research.

Learning about how young consumers make decisions in light of their perceptions
of family businesses is, according to the authors of this article, an important factor in the
process of arguing for their sustainability. J. Tu, C. Hsu and K. Creativani in their study
emphasized that “consumers with a higher level of conscious control are more likely to
have an awareness of sustainable environmental protection when conducting consumption
behavior and making purchasing decisions” [110]. For example, increasing the allocation
of resources towards emphasizing the family nature of companies can induce buyers to
make decisions that are highly beneficial not only to the family entrepreneurs themselves,
but also to the environment by shortening the supply chain, reducing transportation costs
and reducing the consumption of raw materials.

7. Conclusions

This study has revealed that young consumers’ convictions about family businesses
are well-formed, despite their quite modest knowledge on family businesses as producers
of goods. The vast majority of the survey participants were not able to provide any family
business names. This implies that young consumers’ views on family businesses result
from speculation or adoption of opinions that are dominant in a given society. To raise
the level of awareness of their brands and transform the consumers’ intentions into real
purchasing behavior, family business entities need to intensify their promotional activities
of educational significance. Moreover, they should considerably improve communication
of their family character to consumers. Such activities are conducive deepening of the
knowledge about the family businesses’ product offer and building consumers’ perceptions
of family businesses, and can counteract the stereotypes about family businesses.

The analysis presented here has important implications for current debates on whether
development of emotional relationships with family business entities and their brands is a
good strategy for shaping the purchasing attitudes towards the products made by family
companies. This can be facilitated by a marketing technique that consists of adapting
a company’s activities to the requirements of current market trends (local, awareness,
ecological) and consumer lifestyles. In other words, by using emotions and referring to
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the values that are important to young consumers, family businesses can invoke positive
opinions about their market offers.

In summary, the results of the study take development of theoretical and decision-
making foundations one step further for Polish family businesses by facilitating the un-
derstanding of young consumers’ perception of family-owned businesses in the context
of their purchase intentions. This knowledge can support the managers of family enter-
prises in establishing suitable marketing strategies. It also opens an interesting avenue for
further research.

8. Limitations

This work is not free of limitations. The first limitation is the respondents’ age. Due to
the fact that the survey respondents were young adults students (under 26 years of age)
at management faculties of different Polish universities, the results cannot be applied to
consumers with differing sociodemographic characteristics. Similarly, the results may not
apply to young consumers from other countries with different cultural characteristics. The
second limitation is the type of the research tool employed. The tool employed in this study
tested the respondents’ declared perceptions, as opposed to their actual perceptions. From
this perspective, it would be interesting to study consumers’ real perceptions, using other
research instruments. Finally, it would be beneficial to broaden the scope of the research to
economies in which family businesses are characterized by higher maturity and older age.

The results of this study confirm the significance of consumers’ perceptions in the
context of potential influences on their purchase decisions. These results also prompt family
firm owners and managers to focus more on recognizing the above attitudes in order to
develop their companies effectively in the future.

Furthermore, studies in this area should be continued and broadened to a sample
of young respondents from different European Union countries in order to compare the
results. This should constitute a component of a continuous process aimed at narrowing
the gap in the relationship between consumers, their perceptions of family firms and their
purchase intentions. It also opens an interesting avenue for further research.
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J.S. and B.Ż. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was non-interventional in nature and did not
require permission from the Ethics Committee. The research does not fall within the field of clinical
psychology. Neither is it of a clinical nature. This type of research does not in any way threaten
the well-being of the people involved. The respondents were informed in advance that the research
concerns beliefs. The respondents answered the questions included in the questionnaires. The
survey was anonymous and participation was voluntary. The respondents could withdraw from
participation at any time.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Ogonowska-Rejer, A. Firmy Rodzinne to Rodzaj Specyficznego Biznesu, Rzeczpospolita E-Wydanie. 2020. Available online: https:

//www.rp.pl/wydarzenia-gospodarcze/art8925071-firmy-rodzinne-to-rodzaj-specyficznego-biznesu (accessed on 29 May 2020).
2. Armstrong, J.S.; Morwitz, V.G.; Kumar, V. Sales Forecasts for Existing Consumer Products and Services: Do Purchase Intentions

Contribute to Accuracy? Int. J. Forecast. 2000, 16, 383–397. [CrossRef]

https://www.rp.pl/wydarzenia-gospodarcze/art8925071-firmy-rodzinne-to-rodzaj-specyficznego-biznesu
https://www.rp.pl/wydarzenia-gospodarcze/art8925071-firmy-rodzinne-to-rodzaj-specyficznego-biznesu
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2070(00)00058-3


Sustainability 2022, 14, 13879 16 of 19

3. Ba, S.; Kumar-Tiwari, M.; Chan, F.T.S. Predicting the consumer purchase intention of durable goods. An attribute-level analysis. J.
Bus. Res. 2019, 94, 408–419. [CrossRef]

4. Abraham, V.; Reitman, A. Conspicuous consumption in the context of consumer animosity. Int. Mark. Rev. 2018, 35, 412–428.
[CrossRef]

5. Firat, A.F.; Dholakia, N. From consumer to construer: Travels in human subjectivity. J. Consum. Cult. 2017, 17, 504–522. [CrossRef]
6. Kumar, P.; Ghodeswar, B.M. Factors affecting consumers’ green product purchase decisions. Mark. Intell. Plan. 2015, 33, 330–347.

[CrossRef]
7. Peña-García, N.; Gil-Saura, I.; Rodríguez-Orejuela, A.; Siqueira-Junior, R. Purchase intention and purchase behavior online: A

cross-cultural approach. Heliyon 2020, 6, e04284. [CrossRef]
8. Uwemi, K.H.U.; Fournier-Bonilla, S.D. Challenges of E-commerce in developing countries: Nigeria as case study. Northeast. Decis.

Sci. Inst. Conf. 2016, 31.
9. Rauschendorfer, N.; Prügl, R.; Lude, M. Love is in the air. Consumers’ perception of products from firms signaling their family

nature. Psychol. Mark. 2022, 39, 239–249.
10. Wekeza, S.; Sibanda, M. Factors Influencing Consumer Purchase Intentions of Organically Grown Products in Shelly Centre, Port

Shepstone, South Africa. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 956. [CrossRef]
11. Kim, E.; Ham, S.; Sun Yang, I.S.; Choi, J.G. The roles of attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control in the

formation of consumers’ behavioral intentions to read menu labels in the restaurant industry. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2013, 35,
203–213. [CrossRef]

12. Li, J.; Guo, F.; Xu, J.; Yu, Z. What Influences Consumers’ Intention to Purchase Innovative Products: Evidence from China. Front.
Psychol. 2022, 13, 838244. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Kayid, W.A.; Jin, Z.; Priporas, C.V.; Ramakrishnan, S. Defining family business efficacy: An exploratory study. J. Bus. Res. 2022,
141, 713–725. [CrossRef]

14. Zulfiqar, M.; Zhang, R.; Khan, N.; Chen, S. Behavior Towards R&D Investment of Family Firms CEOs: The Role of Psychological
Attribute. Psychol. Res. Behav. Manag. 2021, 14, 595–620. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Chrisman, J.J.; Chua, J.H.; Steier, L.P. An introduction to theories of family business. J. Bus. Ventur. 2003, 18, 441–448. [CrossRef]
16. Elsbach, K.D.; Pieper, T.M. How psychological needs motivate family firm identifications and identifiers: A framework and

future research agenda. J. Fam. Bus. Strategy 2019, 10, 100289. [CrossRef]
17. Ustawa z dnia 23 kwietnia 1964 roku Kodeks cywilny (t.j. Dz.U. 2020 r. poz. 1740). 1740.
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