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Abstract: The objective of this study is to investigate tloavpr of teens over family purchasing decision psscaver 25
products. The study divides these 25 products fimain categories according to the prices/riskingfssach product.
Moreover, the study distinguishes purchasing pmessthree sequential steps (i.e. recognition eflnmformation search
and actual purchase), we conducted a survey ovehigh school students in Eskisehir. The studyned at addressing this
question: What is the role (or influential powef)teens in family purchasing decision process éach step) of these five
type of product groups? The study finds that tlee$eare dominant player in each steps of purchdsimgroducts at which
teens are the main users. Moreover, the resultalarest same for low and high risk (or price) pradu Teens are selective
for products directed at family use. In particuldne relative influential power of teens in famiyurchasing process for
technology related products (e.g. TV, home thesitstem, DVD player, and camera) is significantipagent while teens are
not willing to contribute decision making for othgnoducts such as detergent, washing machine,etoap
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Ozet: Bu calsmanin amaci ergenlerin aile satin alim kararlaolaa etkilerini incelemektir. 25 adet riin ya dal mispi
risk ya da fiyatlar temel alinmak sureti ile 5 agraba bolinmgtir. Buna ilave olarak bu c¢afna satin alma sirecini 3
asamadan (ihtiyacin belirlenmesi, sinailmasi ve satin alinmasi) gtugunu varsaynstir. Cevaplandiriimak istenen soru:
Her bir mal gurubunun satin alinmasi sirecinderetgestrece ilgili iriin grup merkezinde ne kadakikgapmakta ya da
bu sirece ne kadar etki etmektedir? Bunun icin gébki ilinde 821 lise grencisi Uzerinde anket ¢gtnasi yapilmgtir. Bu
anketlere uygulanan analizler ekseninde, ergerdedilerine yonelik driinlere (gerek gik risk/fiyat gerekse de yiksek
risk/fiyat) ait karar verme samalarinin timinde temel karar verici durumundadirhile kullanimina yonelik Grinlerin
satin alinmas sirecinde ise ergenler segcici otdtuklulunmuytur. Ornein ergenler, aile kullanimina yonelik teknolojik
Urtnlerin (televizyon, ev sinema sistemi, DVD oyoei ve kamera gibi) satin alinmassamalarinda aktif rol
oynamaktadirlar. Bunun aksine ergenler, aile tikegnydnelik bazi Urinlerin (6rigen deterjan, cam@ makinesi, sabun
gibi) satin alinmasi sirecinde etkiligidirler.

Anahtar Kelimeler: aile satin alimi, satin alma karar streci, ergkisietersine toplumsaliana

INTRODUCTION

Children and teens are seen today as a powerfubaradtractive market segment, not only by markegiragtitioners, but
also by the academy (Beirao, 2006: 1). As teen€hasing power, market size, and family influenceréase, it becomes
vital for marketers to understand this unique mea¢8ehoenbachler et. al, 1995: 1).

The developments observed in the last few decaddmoih information and communication technologieseh caused

significant changes over both consumption patterd eonsumer socialization process. While psychetsgand family

counselors research debate the social and psydbaldgpact of technology and the internet on atgiftdand adolescents,
consumer behaviorists have generally not ventuaednto this domain (Batat, 2008: 4). However, tbehhology-related

products offer many new research questions ancesttag opportunities for scholars in marketingcgtibne.

The factors brought by technology to lives of baitults and teenagers have become very importaat fareseveral
disciplines including marketing. Due to their dyriam, aptitude towards risk-taking, flexible and quiate free time, teens
are perceived to be seeking out innovations anglahe willing to adopt them. With regards to consamlectronic products
they are called technology trendsetters who are #blwield considerable influence in household nedhgy purchases
(Gotze, 2006: 1). Adults, especially parents, ofterk to teens to guide a technology purchase (Kp2005: 2).

Marketing scholars have been investigating theofactietermining the purchasing decision procedamflies for several

years. One of the important research questionisisndomain addressed by the scholars has beenftherice of teens over
the family consumption decision. By dividing purcingsdecision into some sequential steps (i.e., geiton of need,

information search, actual purchase etc.), the lackioobjective is to detect the factors (i.e., agex, family type etc.)
positively or negatively correlated with teens’lignce over each step of the process.

The more recent research avenue differentiatesuerior role of teens over family purchase of tetbgy related products.
In particular recent studies show that there esigtae products for which the knowledge of teenagkosit these products is
much more or superior than that of parents (orro#ialeilts surrounding these young people). Todaenagers are ‘early
adopters’ of new technologies, while they live irdigital world surrounded by communication techigids and leisure
activities (Batat, 2008: 3). The phenomenon is kmaw reverse socialization. The main motivationevErse socialization
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model which is still in infancy is to incorporateet superior knowledge of teenagers over some ptedacthat the parents
(and other adults) are on the position to demaach#ip of teenagers for these products.

In this research, we will have two objectives: skir, by dividing purchasing process into threeusstdial steps, we will
show the relative influence of teens over familyghasing process over 25 different product/produotps in each step.
Secondly, by including some technology related potsl into our product categories, the study is edirat findings the
degree of reverse socialization for Turkish teens.

The paper consists of five parts. In the second per will present some background issues regarttiagnfluence of teens
over family purchasing process. The third sectibthe paper will explain the research design angotiyesis. The fourth
part will present the statistical findings. Thedfipart of the paper will discuss and evaluatdfitidings.

BACKGROUND: THE POWER OF TEENS OVER FAMILY PURCHASE

Researches linking the family with consumption bédraand consumption process have been dated tbat®70s. The
early works generally focused on the interactiohusgband and wife over family consumption protess

Why are teens so important in family-consumptioncpss? When we look at the issue in historical geetsve, the
paradigm shift in the role of children and teenfaimily consumption process took place after 1950 developments after
the WW-II observed in economics, finance, technglgaplitics and in many other areas have causatifigignt alteration
over the structure and organization of family. Amamther things, the developments have caused rohprges over the
role of children and teenagers. Due to these stralcnd organizational shifts, children and telemge become important
consumer agents in the family.

Prior to 1950s (it can go all the way back to irtiem of press), the traditional family structurel diot allow children and
teens to out speak their ideas. The paradigm sioft place in the 1950s due to several reasongh Ve entrance of
women in the work-force, women gained financialépendence which lead divorces occur more and mecpiéntly.
Secondly, connected with the first argument, thealmer of one-income families diminishes to the adage of two-income
families affecting amongst other the number of kaumweek parents work. Thirdly (also connected Withfirst argument),
the families started to have children in their 8040s. Finally, (also connected with the fagtl the third argument), birth
rate has fallen, leading to smaller families (Smedietail treatment for example; Wang et.al., 200Tijow, 1993; Ellwood,
1993, and Geuens et.al., 2003) . All these fadratative to teens who had lived prior to this cep} caused teens to have
more responsibilities, more financial resourcesammand and less competition from brothers andrsist

In the literature, teens are perceived as impowdatdrs in the market because of at least thresonsa They are a primary
market because they have money of their own; ségotiey influence buying decisions of the perstmgshom they relate

most closely; and they are tomorrow's customers,"fhture market" (See for example; Bao et.al. ,720Bao, 2001;

McNeal, 1998; Beatty & Talpade, 1994, and Gotze 5200

During the previous decades all three aspects gawed in relevance (e.g., in comparison to thafepts, children get more
pocket money, and they also are admitted more itripafamily buying decisions (See for detail treatrh for example;
Caruana and Vassallo 2003; Gétze, 2005).

Due to these developments, the scholars in magkstarted to include children (and teens) into fgrmdnsumption process
particularly after the late 197bs These researches focused different aspectsedhthily-teen-consumption triangle (also
known as triadic studies). One of the aspecthi@sd researches is to evaluate the interest of ta®h children over one
particular good or set of goods. Many of the tmadiudies focused on goods of particular interesthildren, such as
cornflakes, chocolate bars, and lemonadie addition to these relatively cheap and norhisijzated or “minor” goods,
triadic studies in the early 1980s started to stigate more sophisticated goods and servicesdimu house, refrigerators,
TV, VCR, decorative items, furniture, location andeiselection for family vacation, type or locatisalection for family
dinner etc®. The focus of most studies was the children’stiksarole in their parent’s buying decisions, chéld’s various
influence strategies, and their success (G6tze5:20)0

In examining, the effects and influence of teenagerfamily consumption process, consumer socitdimatheory has been
the main theoretical tool. The term consumer digeiton borrows its basis from socialization resbas where the
traditional focus was the development of childnemT a perspective far more related to producticsrkvand education than
consumption, as when e.g. psychologists and s@igitohave studied achievement motivation, learaipitjities, schooling
practices, and so forth (Bjurstrom, 2002: 9). Conmusecialization, defined as the processes by wyncimg people acquire

3 See for example; Davis and Rigaux 1974; Davis 18il&itrault and Ritchie 1980; Spiro 1983.

4 See for example; Foxman, Tansuhaj et al. 1989;Baat Talpade 1994; Gétze and Schlegelmilch 2001.

5 See for example; Berey and Pollay 1968; Mehrotih Borges 1977; Atkin 1978; Roberts, Wortzel et &I81; Isler,
Popper et al. 1987; Rust 1993.

6 See for example; Ward and Wackman 1972; Szybillh Sosanie 1977; Jenkins 1979; Moschis and Moor8;19&lson
1979; Belch, Belch et al. 1985; Darley and Lim 19B6xman and Tansuhaj 1988; Beatty and Talpade 199gMburg,
Grewal et al. 1999.



skills, knowledge and attitudes relevant to thaindtioning as consumers in the marketplace (Wa®@412). The studies
referencing consumer socialization model have fedusn factors that might contribute to childrentsoice of and

knowledge about consumer products, as well as trehavior in different kinds of markets and thevgto of consumer
skills. The model has been used since the 197@sutly different aspects of children’s and youngppes relations to

market places, shopping and advertising (for amvie® of some aspects of this research, see e.gstBjmn 1994 and John
1999). Consumer socialization theory stems fromasdearning theory, but encompasses cognitive ldgveent theory as
well (Moschis and Churchill 1978:60 ). Social leaghitheory assumes that young people learn skiltautih a continuous
reciprocal interaction of personal and environmeefdators. The key to understanding developmentoisdentify the

personal and environmental factors relevant tobgavior of interest, as well as the processesndyithe interaction. Not
surprisingly, therefore, studies presented froms fioint of view have been first and foremost conedrwith the young
consumer’s role in marketing, and especially adsiag (Bjurstrém, 2002: 9).

In broad sense, having employed the consumer smatiah theory as the theoretical backbone, theigrap pieces
investigating the effects of teenagers over farpilyehasing process have produced some reascarabkestable factors or
variables. The researches have specified large @uaiflvariables in measuring such effects:
1. Variables related to teens (i.e. age [cognitivditghigender, birth order.
2. Variables related to family (i.e. family type [decnatic, tolerant, intolerant etc.],
age of mother and father, education level, ageather and father)
3. Variables related to culture
4. Variables related to products/services in question
5. Decision stage of related good into process offmsing (recognition of need,
information search, actual purchase etc)

In our study, we will focus on thé"dand the ¥ in investigating the family consumption procesalthough we include
almost all of the above variables in our broad aese (i.e. “reverse socialization”), in this papeg limit ourselves with
“consumer-socialization” issue. The most importaason for this is due to fact that when we designbroad research, we
did not participate to investigate the influenceesfns over purchase of the traditional goods andces. Therefore, we did
not pursue full scale statistical analysis overttadl variables outlined above. Since this worktils @ progress, we are on
the process to pursue this objective.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Why do we purchase some goods and services? Corsymuechasing is quite complex involving interactiof several
variables. Marketing discipline distinguishes pwasihg decision as a process involving a sequencgeps. The study
assumes that the family purchasing comprises tteges and these steps are: 1) recognition of radformation search;
3) actual purchaseThe first step of the purchasing process is adirgs(at least partially) this “why” question. Ihet
research design of the study, we assume that dyfamakes a single decision over each step in tliehasing process, but
each members of the family has some influential groar role in the formation of that particular otmi Therefore, we
assume that each step of purchasing process igleogd as a choice and each member in the family his/her persuasion
power or forming coalition with other family membeso that the final choice is formed. The recognitdbf need,
information search and actual purchasing, are assumbe independent choices formed by the famiynbers through
some sort of bargaining and through this bargaifimg choices are made at each separate step.

The purchasing process begins with recognition exfdn Whenever the consumer gets aware that theses exdisparity
between his current situation and some desiredsgtia first step of purchasing over a particulammodity or service
becomes evident. Although Engel, Blackwell and Midiél995) recognizes three major determinants efinéencluding
individual differences, environmental influencesl anformation stored in the memory, in literatutee awareness of a want
or deprivation is generally expressed by the fortmer factors. In other words, the first step of ghasing encompasses a
variety of external or environmental factors (eglture, social class, personnel influence, famélgyl individual or internal
factors (e.g. consumer resources, motivation, kadge, attitudes, personality, lifestyle, demogreph{Williams, 2002:47)
The need may be aroused in response to a spedfitem (e.g. a broken window, flat tire) or a reguhnd common need
(e.g. hunger, companionship, prestige). Finally,some times, the need may be triggered by intestiatuli (e.g.
physiological thirst) or external stimuli (e.gv Rdvertisement) (Stokes and Lomax, 2008:120).

Once the consumer recognizes the need for a pratiecsecond stage of the purchasing takes plactkis stage, consumers
tend to engage searching for information about iptespurchase choices, the extent to which may dztufe of how
important or routine the decision is seen to beisitet maker (Williams, 2002:48). Although the ins@y and the
involvement of the consumer over the search agtiviby depend on properties of products (e.g. expensheap, private)
as well characteristics of consumers (e.g. incawel] gender, stinginess, outgoingness), the levetarch can be regarded
as a good indicator the degree of consumer invadvem Potential source of information are consideracluding the
media, friends, relations or other significant urgfhces, with external massages dominated by rahgeuketing sources,
including sales persons, point of sale material@hdr forms of advertising, etc (Williams, 2002:48

" In some studies, there are five steps: 1) neazhrétion, 2) search, 3) evaluation of alternativisactual purchase and 5)
post purchase.



In some circumstances, the consumer recognizesagbd but no further information is sought as thesamer moves
straight to the act of purchase. On the opposite sometimes consumers spend significant amouithefand resources in
gathering detail information about products. Befouging these (most likely) risky and expensive picid (e.g. house, car),
an active search for information is instigated &yiewing product literature, reading consumer nesgietalking to friends or
seeing product demonstrations Another possibifitgimple ignorance. The consumer acknowledges dhd but takes no
deliberate steps towards fulfilling it (Stokes drminax, 2008: 121). Instead their awareness of prizdor services fulfilling

the need is heightened and they become more reedpticommunications about those products, inclydidvertising, and
promotions and conversations among friends.

In the literature, product evaluation is also cdastd as another step before the actual purchagde. fmathis step, having
considered the range of alternatives availableptitential consumers then evaluates each in tefrgains and losses, this
consideration being based on the range of crithehas developed as being important to the pédaticdecision (Williams,
2002:50). In our study, we assume that at the rebaiep (i.e. information search) , the consumdr ardy gather
information but also evaluate the alternatives teefmal decision is made.

Finally, the study assumes that the final stepwtlipasing is “actual purchase” of the good. Actuaichase is the act of
acquiring the product or service. Although the tiemal effort spend by consumers in each step opthrehase display
significant variation, it is generally acceptaxteris-paribu} that the resources devoted in these steps artvphsrelated
with the consumer's perception of risk. In otherdgp the consumer’s perceived risk, consumer’sligroent and resources
devoted in each step are expected to be linked.aFoertain product, the higher the perceived riskhe greater the
consumer’s involvement and thus the greater the &imd effort spent in each of the steps. In oeapture this point (at
least partially), we divided products into five magub-categories. The definition and descriptibeacrh class are given on
Table 1. On the table, the first two product catezs (A and B) contain products directed at famitysumption. Category
A consists of “high risk” products while categdBycontains “low risk” products. Product category @isists of products
directed at mother and father use. Last two prodattgories (D and E) target products for teen Gs¢egory D and E
consists of “high risk” and “low risk” products,ggectively. In conclusion, the design of the stigdgimed at investigating
the teens’ influence over family purchase of someds where the study not only differentiates préslaccording to their
relative riskiness (and thus price) but also deamsep purchasing as three sequential but indepeadents.

Table-1: Product-Product Category

Class Directed to use of Relative Products
Price

car, camera/digital photo machil
refrigerator, TV/movie system, washi
machine, DVD player, laptogesktof
computer, home furniture (for family)

toothpaste, movie/rental  purchase
chocolate/chips, cosmetics (shampoo, sc

A Family High Risk

B Family Low Risk honey, jam, peanut butter ,cola, fruit jui
vegetables, fruits, washing detergents
cell-phone (for M&F), clothes and shoes (

c Father/Mother mother and father)

. . . Bicycles, ¢othes and shoes for teen, furnit

D Teenager High Risk for teen’s room, cell phone for teen’s use

E Teenager Low Risk stationery goods, olire games, game ren

or purchase

In order to measure the effects of teenagers dweget5 product categories (25 products) for thrgehasing steps: we
conducted a survey over 821 stud&niEhe sample is drawn from the universe of “stuglesttending high school in
Eskisehir®. Based on all the students attending high schodskisehir as our universe, we employ StratifiedhSliing
method where each type of high school is sampledrding to their relative size in total univers&€hese schools are: 1)
General high schools, 2) Anatolian high schoolsS8nce high school, 4) Private high schools, Bntocational high
school.

In determining the effect of teens; we ask the teecthoose the answer among a five point Likertesta particular goods.
Table-2 shows the explanation of the score foisttade we employ in the study.

Table-2: Likert Scale Scores

Score Meaning
1 My decision entirely: Teens is the only actor
2 My decision is more important than my parents

8 The survey was distributed total of 1273 studeRte survey with incomplete data is excluded fromanalysis.
® Eskisehir with a population of over 600,000 is a relaljMarge city by Turkish standards and it is velgse to nation’s
capital city, Ankara.



3 My parents and | decide together
4 My parents decision is more important than me
5 My parents decision entirely

The Measure of Teens’ Influence on Purchasing Prase

Following Giineri et.al. (2009)'s study, we transfothe result of questionnaire into a single Likecale. The scale is
employed through the analysis, where, 1 indicat&sl80 child’s influence and 5 indicates a %100uiefice by parents. At
the certain step of the purchasing process forticpkar product, the mean score indicates theageeinfluencing power of
teens. The higher the mean (or median) score particular good for a particular step of purchgsthe lower the influence
of teens at that particular step of the purchapirmgess. In more precisely, the mean score grézer3 implies that teens
hardly affect the step of purchasing process uniegstigation. The score close to 5 suggests ffexteof teen is
insignificant. On the other hand, if the scoreeisslthan 3 (or get closer to 1), the influencesehs$ over a particular product
is more apparent. In addition to this, in the asialywe distinguish relative influence of teenag@&te mean score less than
3 but greater than 2 is consideredraxest influencand the mean score less than 2 is considereths influence

The Reliability Analysis and Software

In order to analyze the data we use SPSS (15) awdtwackage. Before applying statistical analysis, cenducted a
reliability test (Cronbach Alfa test) to make stihvat our questioners and therefore our surveylimhie for the analysis. The
estimated Cronbach Alpha values for each step ofwoption step is greater than 0.80. In particuleg, estimated
Cronbach Alpha values for recognition of need, rimfation search and actual purchasing steps 0.87, &nd 0.86,
respectively. Since all the Cronbach Alfa values gmeater than 0,70, we concluded that the suresylr is reliable or
consistent with statistical analysis.

RESULTS
Demographics

Table 3 contains information about the demographitables of the sample. The current sample (N=8®hpisted of 447
male (%54.4) and 374 female (%45.6). The distiioubf the age the responders indicate that ntgjofi the group is

located 15-17 years old where the share of thepgiodotal sample is %81.6. The mean and mediarngesponders are
16,07 and 16, respectively. Table 2 also showsdib&ibution of high school. The information abdbe school of the
responders was as follows: % 26.6 General Higho8lclo 23.5 Anatolian High School, % 10,7 SciendgghHSchool, %

11,4 Private High School, and % 27.8 Vocationalechnical High Schodf

Table 3. Demographic and Other Characteristics of th Sample

Group Description Frequency Percent (%)
Male 447 54.4
Sex
Female 374 45,6
13 2 0,2
14 63 7,7
15 198 24,1
Age
16 248 30,2
17 226 27,5
18 84 10,2
General 218 26,6
Anatolian 193 23,5
School Type* Science 88 10,7
Private 94 11,4
Vocational 228 27,8

10 Note that the distribution of our survey accordinghe type of high school is consistent with timéverse or the share of
each school in total size in Eskisehir city. Tlsi®ecause of Stratified Sampling method.



® The name of these high school and their Turkishesaare provided as italiGeners
High School Genel Lis¢ Anatolian High SchoolAnadolu Lise9i Science High Schc
(Fen Lisesi, Private Scools (jzel Lis¢, Vocational and Technical HighSchoo
(Meslek/Teknik Lige See for detail informatio
http://education.stateuniversity.com/pages/156 48yHSECONDARY-EDUCATION.html

The Effects of Teens in the Recognition Step

The first step of purchasing process begins witlhgaition of need. Table 4 shows the mean, medianstandard deviation
scores for each statement measuring the influehteenagers in the recognition of needs over 5 rpadduct classes. The
table shows that the teens’ influence on familyislen making is particularly prominent for produdisected towards teens’
use and the influence seems to be independentrfstnor prices. All the mean score for productdath Class D and E is
less than 2 indicating teens ana@jor influencer Overall, teens appear to have significant infaeeim the first step of product
decisions for which they are the primary consumie finding is consistent with other studies cortdddén mainly Western
countries (e.g. Ahuja 1993; Atkin 1978; Beatty aradpfide 1994; Belch, Belch, and Ceresino 1985; Burn<Giliet 1987;
Foxman and Tansuhaj 1988; Foxman, Tansuhaj, anttdBks1989; Isler, Popper and Ward 1987; Manglebl®§2;
Swinyard and Sim 1987; Ward and Wackman 1972).

Table 4: The Influence of Teens on Recognition of Negd®

Product Type Mean Med Std.

(3) (4) (5)

1.Car 3.64 3 0.99

3. Refrigerator 4.22 5 0.99

4. Washing Machine 4.23 5 1.01

Class-A- 10. Laptop-desktop computer 2.34 3 1.24
13. Camera/digital photo mach 2.52 3 1.22

17. TV/ Movie System 3.15 3 1.19

18. DVD player 2.21 2 1.20

22. Home furniture (for family) 3.75 3 1.06

2. Toothpaste 2.33 2 1.43

7. Movie/rental purchase 1.61 1 0.97

14. Chocolate/ chips etc 1.45 1 0.86

Class-B: 19. Cosmetics (shampoo, soap) 1.78 1 1.10
20. Honey, jam, peanut butter 3.08 3 1.35

23. Cola, fruit juice 2.07 2 1.21

24. Vegetables, Fruits etc.. 3.14 3 1.38

25. Washing detergents 450 5 0.94

Class-C: 9. Cell-phone (for M&F)) 4.10 5 1.20
16.Clothes and shoes (for M&F) 4.40 5 0.95

8. Cell phone for teen’s use 1.67 1 1.03

Class-D: 12. Bicycles 1.71 1 1.05
15. Clothes and shoes for teen 1.45 1 0.85

21. Furniture for teen’s room 1.86 1 1.17

5. Stationery goods 1.34 1 0.80

Class-E: 6. Game rental or purchase 1.44 1 0.89
11. On-line games 1.67 1 1.07

1- The score is based on Table-2
2- Dark shaded area shows the effect of teenagerthigproduct is relatively significant.
3, 4, 5Shows the mean, the median and the standard devjiatispectively.

In terms of Class A and B, the result suggests #eaig are very selective. For high risk productSlass A, the table shows
that the calculated mean score of some of the ptedsi less than 3 (e.g. laptop/desktop computgitaticamera and DVD
player) while the score is greater than 3 for ttheeis (e.g. refrigerator, washing machine, and hfurréture).  For low risk
products or Class B, the influence of teens is mbrgonis relative to Class A but we still observe saliserimination by
teens. For Class C, the mean scores are above dssinggittle involvement by teens.



The Effects of Teens in the Information Search Step

The second step of family purchase is informatiearch. In this stage, the families are assumeddognize the need and
move to engage searching for information aboutiptespurchase choices and evaluate them. In this {h& objective is to
show the relative involvement of teens in searcimfmrmation about the product or product categarglyzed.

The results for information search are shown oné&bFirstly, the mean and median scores for prtsdwithin Class D and
E show that the teens’ involvement in each prodoety these categories is extremely clear. Sdgptite pattern we
observed in recognition step for Class A and B da@¢<hange in the second step of purchase. We abtieat the teens are
selective in involving the search activity foroducts directed at family use. For low risk goods. (Class B), teens’
contribution in search activity for some produstyéry noticeable (e.g. toothpaste, movie rentdlmnchase, chocolate and
chips and cola and fruit juice) while for the athé is not (e.g. honey, jam, vegetables, fruitashing detergent). The mean
scores for high risk products (i.e. Class A), temmesalso very selective with a relatively cleat¢rat the more teenagers use
durable family products, the greater is their retafparticipation in the search activity. In paui@r, the mean scores for
products with low-ambition or unable-to-use by t®e(e.g. car, washing machine, home furniture afidgerator) display
very high score indicating low level of involvemei@n the other hand, in this category, teens tendontribute high
ambition products (e.g. Laptop-desktop computer, &€ardigital photo mach, TV/ Movie System, DVD playein the
search activity. Finally, we found that for celgne of their mother and father (Class C), teens tenidvolve search
activity. The results for Class A and Class C in tie@ support the “reverse socialization “ hypothesis

Table 5: The Influence of Teens on Information Searcf?®

Product Type Mean Med Std.

(3) (4) (5)

1.Car 3,60 4 1,33

3. Refrigerator 4,17 5 1,08

4. Washing Machine 4,15 5 1,14

Class-A: 10. Laptop-desktop computer 2,17 2 1,23
13. Camera/digital photo mach 2,28 2 1,25

17. TV/ Movie System 2,92 3 1,31

18. DVD player 2,18 2 1,26

22. Home furniture (for family) 3,72 4 1,21

2. Toothpaste 2,71 3 1,52

7. Movie/rental purchase 1,49 1 0,91

14. Chocolate/ chips etc 1,72 1 1,12

Class-B: 19. Cosmetics (shampoo, soap) 1,90 1 1,21
20. Honey, jam, peanut butter 3,18 3 1,42

23. Cola, fruit juice 2,26 2 1,36

24. Vegetables, Fruits etc.. 3,26 3 1,45

25. Washing detergents 4,27 5 1,17

Class-C: 9. Cell-phone (for M&F)) 2,89 3 1,49
16.Clothes and shoes (for M&F) 4,09 5 1,21

8. Cell phone for teen’s use 1,55 1 0,98

Class-D: 12. Bicycles 1,75 1 1,30
15. Clothes and shoes for teen 1,55 1 1,04

21. Furniture for teen’s room 1,99 1 1,27

5. Stationery goods 1,48 1 0,97

Class-E: 6. Game rental or purchase 1,39 1 0,83
11. On-line games 1,60 1 1,04

1- The score is based on Table-2
2- Dark shaded area shows the effect of teenagertbigproduct is relatively significant.
3, 4, 5Shows the mean, the median and the standard devjiatispectively.

The Effects of Teens in the Actual Purchase Step

The third step of family purchase is informaticasch. In this stage, the families are assumedhishfrecognition of the
need and the search (and the evaluation) and meogetual purchasing. In this part, the objective¢a show the relative
influence of teens in the actual purchase overi#&rent products. Table 6 outlines the mean, mediad standard deviation
scores of our survey. When we compare Table-4,eFaldnd Table-6, the mean and median scores fohrak steps for
each goods seems to be very close suggestinghthatftuence of teens for a particular good displgyite smooth pattern
throughout the purchasing process.



In Table-6, the mean scores for high and low riskdpcts (Class A and B) resemble the score we obddanvthe second
step of purchase. The teens believe they playfaslsome products while they do not for the othdis.articulate more
clearly, teens are not active player in this stpproducts such as car, washing machine, andjeeditor while they are
more active in the actual purchase of laptop-desktimputer, camera , TV and movie system, and DYAyep. The result
is parallel to the findings for previous steps &rgliggests that the more teenagers use durablly fammducts, the greater is
their relative participation in the actual purcimasiFor family products with low risk, the resuttiee not different from the
previous steps. For Class D and E, Table-6 shoaiglile teens’ are the major actors in the actualhase of these products.

Table 6: The Influence of Teens on “Actual Purchase®®

Product Type Mean Med Std.

(3) (4) (5)

1.Car 3,76 4 1,15

3. Refrigerator 4,12 5 1,06

4. Washing Machine 4,10 5 1,12

Class-A: 10. Laptop-desktop computer 2,40 3 1,28
13. Camera/digital photo mach 2,42 3 1,21

17. TV/ Movie System 2,94 3 1,23

18. DVD player 2,31 2 1,25

22. Home furniture (for family) 3,62 3 1,19

2. Toothpaste 2,73 3 1,49

7. Movie/rental purchase 1,61 1 1,04

14. Chocolate/ chips etc 1,79 1 1,15

Class-B: 19. Cosmetics (shampoo, soap) 1,96 1 1,24
20. Honey, jam, peanut butter 3,01 3 1,40

23. Cola, fruit juice 2,29 2 1,32

24. Vegetables, Fruits etc.. 3,25 3 1,42

25. Washing detergents 4,23 5 1,18

Class-C: 9. Cell-phone (for M&F)) 3,27 4 1,38
16.Clothes and shoes (for M&F) 4,10 5 1,21

8. Cell phone for teen’s use 1,72 1 1,15

Class-D: 12. Bicycles 1,85 1 1,16
15. Clothes and shoes for teen 1,62 1 1,06

21. Furniture for teen’s room 1,96 1 1,25

5. Stationery goods 1,55 1 1,04

Class-E: 6. Game rental or purchase 1,49 1 0,96
11. On-line games 1,77 1 1,14

1- The score is based on Table-2
2- Dark shaded area shows the effect of teenagertbigproduct is relatively significant.
3, 4, 5Shows the mean, the median and the standard devjiatispectively.

CONCLUSION

During the last fifty years, we observed major depments in both information and communication tesibgies. These
developments have been significantly altering tmilfy structure. Marketing scholars have been itigasng the factors
determining the purchasing decision process oflfasiior several years. One of the sub study asetie influence of teens
over this decision process. For many product odyecbtypes, the family purchase can be regardedpaecess rather than a
snap-shot action. In this process, each membeplzgnrole and the degree of role in each step nependd on several
things. In the research, we divide purchasing m®dato three steps (recognition of need, inforomtsearch, actual
purchase), and we define these three process fdiff2Eent products or product groups. The studgiised at fulfilling three
objectives: 1) Firstly, we want to differentiateethroducts/product-groups so that we want to systieally differentiate the
relative influence of teens over these productd, Zrwe want to differentiate the degree of infloein these three steps in
the purchasing process, and 3) we want to shed Bghts on the main features of products for which teens actuate their
influential power in the purchasing process. Thiougvestigating these objectives, the paper alsiréntly assesses the
reverse socialization for Turkish teens.

The research shows that the influence of teensdispendent from the purchasing steps. That isowed that the effects of
teens in each step of purchasing process (i.egnittan, information search and actual purchasekéveral products does
not change significantly. For a particular prodiica tens is not influential in the first step @cognition of need), he or she
is not influential in the second or third step eitlfor vice-versa). The characteristic of good mdpct seems to be more
important than the step of purchasing. If a teemisinterested in for a particular product, hedgenot to be an active player
in the purchasing process.



Second, teens are very active for products thet #ne the main users. In other words, for prodatégory D and E, teens
are the main players. For example, for productsydie, video games, cell phone for teenagers, efo#tc, teens are willing
to play active role in each step of the purchaBkird, when we look at the picture for goods famfty use, we found mix
results. Teens are active player for some butarathike others.
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