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Abstract

Practitioners in particular have noted that kids are growing older younger (KGOY)
and academic research has in parallel shown that children are becoming more
involved in the final stages of purchase decisions, albeit in a limited number of
product categories studied. This quantitative and qualitative study examines the
relatively under-researched but increasingly important tweenager market across a
number of product categories and the extent to which 10-12 year olds are involved in
the final stages of purchase decison making. Further to this, the paper considers
whether a liberal versus traditional approach to decisions made within the family
(Gender Role Orientation) affects the degree of involvement. The findings suggest that
gender role orientation (GRO) is indeed a factor in family decision making but that
the relationship is far from a simple one. The authors posit why perceptions of
involvement are sometimes inconsistent and why some kids may not be growing older
younger (KGQY) in the way previously thought but may simply believe they are more
involved in purchase decision making as a consequence of parental strategies as well
as the influences of media, school and peers. The authors describe the implications

for marketing practitioners and academic researchers.

Key Words: Decision Making, Tweenagers, Involvement, GerRigle Orientation



Dr Julie Tinson is a Lecturer in Marketing at the University ofrl8stg where she
principally teaches Consumer Behaviour and Market@ommunications. Her
research interests include family decision makind eonsumer socialisation. Recent
consultancy includes work for Associa (NFU), Baysl®ank, Tpoll and Channel 4.

Professor Clive Nancarrowis Professor of Marketing Research at Bristol Bess
School, University of the West of England. ReseardRrests include marketing
research applications and consumer behaviour. \Afithacademic background in
psychology, he pursued a career in market researdboth the research agency and
client side (L'Oreal) before joining Bristol Buss®e School. He continues to be
involved with the marketing research industry ircansultancy role. He has been
retained by a number of major international comgam@ind presents regularly at both
academic and practitioner conferences.



Introduction

Typically, authors considering the role of childnendecision making have done so
by identifying the influence of the child duringetithree stages of decision making (1.
Searching or Information Gathering, 2. Negotiatingd 3. Making the Final
Decision). Until recently, findings have consistgrdupported the view that children
are influential in the first two stages of decisioraking and not necessarily as
effectual in the final stage. However, recent stadtonducted in New Zealand and
reported in the European Journal of Marketing ahd fournal of Consumer
Marketing indicate that adolescents seem to plaigmificant role in the final stages
of decision-making and suggest that further reseaught to re-consider the role of
children in family purchases at all stages of denisnaking (Lee & Beatty, 2002).
This is the stimulus for this programme of resea@iven the wide age range of
‘children’, the authors have identified ‘tweenagdB812 year olds) as a particularly
relevant and yet relatively under-explored segnenmmany of the previous family
decision making studies have focused on adoles¢@Btyears or more). The term

tweenagers is increasingly used by both the mediaesearchers.

Why do Children Appeal to Marketers?

Children are attractive markets not only becausey tmfluence their parents’
spending (Martin & Bush, 2000) but because they heye income from allowances
or jobs (Mangleburg, 1995). Understanding the hbalkkdecision-making process is
complex because decision makers in a family wilradfe according to product type,
attitudes to purchase decision-making roles in fmaily and particularly family
composition (e.g. single parent families, small gange families) [See for example:

Holdert & Antonides, 1997]. Undeniably however,ldhen and adolescents are often



involved in family decision-making and at a youngge (Roedder-John, 1999). Kuhn
& Eischen (1997) observe that children have expegein decision-making with

regard to simple impulse purchases as well as forenplanned, longer-term

purchases. Indeed, they argue that the child rathen the parent may in many
instances be the primary decision maker. This mayabconsequence of socio-
economic conditions or may be because the consampfibrands even in the case of
children has taken on increasing importance as anmeof expressing ones’

personality to both oneself and to others (Featbees 1990).

Are Tweens Becoming More Involved in Purchase Dedtns?

Kids growing older younger (KGOY) has been the idigvforce for much of the

debate surrounding the children’s marketplace e l#st decade (Kurnit, 2004). In
effect the youth market has shifted with the imgion that weenagers are new
teenagers in terms of mindset (aspirations, valaed experience). The target
audience for toy brands, for example, is very naremd becoming narrower (Tutt,
2001) and although Kurnit (2004) very recently dioeeed the whole concept of
KGOY (suggesting children just wanted to be “kid€yen he recognised that
children are increasingly expressing their opinabyout family holidays, cars and

technological purchases.

Additionally McNeal (1999) suggests the number afgmts who ask their children’s
opinions about products they are going to buy erwhole family has been steadily
increasing over the years. As such this study ssgded to establish the foundation
for a longitudinal study and to provide clues asmuether tweens’ involvement at

different stages of purchase decision-making ishenincrease at a younger age. This



study was conducted in the UK with both parents anchild as most empirical
studies on family decision making and adolescentee tbeen conducted in the US
(Chavda et al, 2005) and many of the studies csHytlae parents about the role of the

child (as opposed to asking the child about trae)r

Driving Forces Behind Increased Involvement by Twesagers

Without the benefit of a longitudinal study, we saered what might be the impetus
for the hypothesised greater involvement of childend tweenagers in purchase
decisions. There are a number of possible carefid&t consider that include: the
evolving consumer society and associated consuo®alsation and the emergent
shopping ‘savvy’ child. In addition increasing tirpeessures and the shift to a more
democratic or liberal approach to decision makinthiw the family are potentially
responsible for changes in involvement in purchdseisions. We briefly explore

each of these below.

In many societies consumption has become increlgsimgortant fulfilling symbolic
as well as functional needs. As a consequence #tkamschools, the family, peers
and reference groups increasingly act as socigliagents, helping children to deal
with the consumer world and shopping. Children eguently are becoming more
knowledgeable and strategically sophisticated irms$e of shopping (“shopping
savvy”) and so are more likely to be invited totgpate in purchase decisions (as
suggested by Kuhn & Eischen, 1997) or, failing ,thts express unsolicited views

more vociferously.



Parent-child interactions take on new importancéinre-stressed families (Sabino,
2002). The need and expectation to maximise “guatime will lead in many
situations to conflict avoidance (possibly by geeainclusion at early stages of
decision-making if not all stages) and this greatnse of cohesion may lead to the
child (ren) making a greater number of decisionsualboth individual consumption
and family activities. On the other hand, if tinregsured, some parents might cut out
the involvement of children in some decision-makamgl live with the consequences

of dissatisfaction by the child or parent-child erecpurchase is made.

In parallel, role expectations and preferencesiwithmilies are reportedly changing
(Engel et al, 1990). Supporting this assertionhis increasing number of women
holding full-time, career type jobs and their amiowh influence in the decision
making process that is said to be significant r&tato non-working mothers (Lee &
Beatty, 2002). It is possible that families are dmamg more liberal or egalitarian in
their approach to decision-making not (just) beeanfstime pressures but as a result

of a more “modern” or “enlightened” outlook.

Studies that consider this phenomenon (increasemgodratisation within the family)
often focus on sex role orientation preference (PRO“gender role orientation”
(GRO). That is, both parents and children can begoaised along a “traditional” to
more “modern” (egalitarian) continuum depending their preferences towards
traditional household tasks such as childcare @rin& Nancarrow 2005). Lee and
Beatty (2002) describe egalitarian parent(s) asdgoeaiore ‘liberal’ in their attitude
towards family decision making. The more egalitariand to share responsibilities

and decisions in the household. This being the daseposited where egalitarian



parents are present then it is more likely theitsgan disposition might extend to
children and purchase decisions. This we wish t@icm this research. Thus, if there
is a shift in GRO preference towards a liberal apph to decision making amongst
parents then children’s involvement in purchasesit@e-making will increase. As

such, there is a need to research the assumptaerpinning this hypothesis, namely

that GRO is related to involvement in decision-magki

Situational Factors Affecting a Child’s Involvementin Purchase Decisions

The degree of influence the child consumer has sdiely to be dependent on the
age of the child, the stage of decision-making r(deadiscussion etc.), the type of
product or brand (whether for a child’s own constiorpor family activity/good) and
its psychological significance in relation to pegrgarticular) Sedable |. Parental
yielding increases as the child’s age increasesdV§aWackman, 1972) and more
recently mid/late teenagers have been identifiedr@mging in a “consultancy” role
for family holidays (Dunne, 1999). Of course, shiogpsavviness or marketing

literacy is likely to correlate with age.

Take in Table |

Whilst it would also seem to be widely accepted deldren participate in the earlier
stages of decision-making (information gatheringl aegotiation stages) and that
parents have the final choice [For example seeh&ino& Dalakas 2003], it has been
noted that children have greater influence, in samages, in all stages of decision
making, if the product is child-centred (See: Forméaal, 1989; Shoham & Dalakas,

2003).



Interestingly, Lee and Beatty (2002) indicate thdblescents play a crucial role in
family purchase decisions suggesting they havewshmower as their parents in the
final outcome of the decision. Indeed, the role amfolescents should not be
underestimated, with calls for more research t& laovariety of products for public
(family) and private (individual) consumption. Orexognised limitation of the Lee
and Beatty study is that it centred on the sin@leeoved task the researchers gave the
families involved (to decide on where the familyrevgoing for a family meal). The
vast array of other products and services assacwith family decision making have

still to be explored in relation to the current egmg social environment.

The structure of a family unit may also influen¢e trole of children in decision
making (Rindfleisch, Burroughs & Denton, 1997).idtwidely recognised that the
types of families and households in the West aceeasingly disparate, reflecting
changes in relationship development and closune Yt see Social Trends, 2003).
As such, children are now increasingly raised ihjost traditional families but also
step-parent and single parent families (Haskey81L99 is also worth noting single
parent families, despite being a ‘modern phenomeseam to be less inclined to
shared decision-making within the family (Lee & Bga2002). However, this needs
further exploration as previous studies have ppaty focused on the traditional
nuclear family and those that have considered sipgtent families (See for example

Ahuja et al, 1998) tend to consider the views efrtiother only.

An lllusion of Influence?
However, caution must be exercised over accephegperceptions of the child in

terms of his/her role in decision-making. Childrare known to attribute more



influence to themselves than do their parents @xample see: Foxman et al, 1989
and Erduran, 1999). Corfman (1987) suggests tlmictuld be a self-serving bias or
as a result of social norms (that is the expectatiat they will have played a role in
decision making even if their role was less thaytbuggest). Belch et al (1985) and
Beatty and Talpade (1994) reported that ‘teenagigdien see themselves as exerting
more influence on the family decision process éxample regarding both how much
to spend and where to purchase) than do their {sarins of course possible that
whilst the decision may appear to be that of thédch is set within pre-determined
boundaries established by the parents (such gstleat deciding on the model of car
and the child choosing the colour). Erduran, (198fports this theory by suggesting
that there is a difference between making a detiar deciding on a brand. That is,
whilst the child may appear to make the final deasthe actual “choice” has been
limited by the decisions already made by the pé&sgntHowever, interesting to note,
is that the ‘teen’ respondents to both Belch et gliestionnaire and that of Beatty &
Talpade were on average 17 years old or more. Ak guestions regarding the

applicability of the findings to younger teens aweens are raised.

This Study

Research Questions

This study follows on from the authors’ earlier bjagive research on children and
experts (teachers, academics and marketing resgayadnd a quantitative pilot just
on children. The study reported here is the fitsigs of a longitudinal research
programme involving quantitative research_on hjpdhents and tweenagers from the
same families. The authors recognise the valueuefitgtive research, ethnography

and survey research — each brings different insiginid each has limitations. This

10



study complements the authors’ earlier work usingieolage of methods. What is
now required is a more reliable fix on the phenoomeamploying research vehicles
that have been carefully developed and craftedutiirahe stages already described

(expert panels, qualitative research and pilotinghaximise validity.

The primary research objectives for the survey were

1. Building on Beatty & Lee’s (2002) work this studgeks to re-consider the
role and involvement of tweenagers at all the diffé stages of family
purchase decision making across a variety of prochtegories.

2. To explore whether tweenagers in a more liberalilfarsetting are more
involved in purchase decisions. If this is the caise we accept there is a shift
in attitude to a more liberal orientation, thensthwould suggest over time
tweenagers are becoming more involved in purchasisidns. Given this is a
benchmark study for longitudinal research thishis only way of testing this
hypothesis at this point in time.

3. To compare more liberal families with less libefaiilies to establish the
degree of disagreement over purchase decisionthanektent to which these
are resolved.

4. The extent to which the gender role orientatiothef child reflects that of the

parent(s).
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Method

Sample Definition

We decided to concentrate on 10-12 year olds toesept tweenagers at this stage
because of their probable greater influence onhasiag than 8-9 year olds and on
the basis of consultations with teachers, the peganethod using self-completion
guestionnaires. This decision is supported by tleéaranalysis on research methods

for children (Melzer-Lena and Middelmann-Motz, 1998

Research Approaches

This research involved not just a quantitative gtbdt also follow up qualitative
research. The former was to determine how mangm&rlwere involved in decision-
making across various categories, the associated d disagreement within the
family unit relative to purchase decisions and whese children were in terms of
GRO. The qualitative research was designed to exglie perceptions of modern
versus traditional roles, family strategies, pusehaole preferences and ways in

which conflict was dealt with and so build on theqtitative findings.

Quantitative Research

For the gquantitative research we used a self-cdiopleguestionnaire rather than

observation (the latter used and favoured by Le®&éatty 2002). We believe a

guestionnaire offers the opportunity to examine eneasily a number of different

types of decisions (level of involvement in theecatry and whether the purchase is
for the family or just for a child). Observationdtso a far from perfect tool as it often

involves contrived tasks and family “codes” tranded almost subliminally that may,
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therefore, not be noticed by a researcher. Foamtst, there may be a signal from the
mother or father that the child recognises as 8igig no more discussion but an

observer (ethnographic or laboratory) might easilys this.

A UK nationally representative sample of mothershwehildren aged 10-12 was
recruited by a major marketing research agency.36thers agreed to participate in
a university survey on family purchase decision imgkwhich involved the
husband/partner, the children and themselves eglpteting questionnaires
independently (to be returned in separate envelofmestry and encourage
confidentiality within the family and so maximisertest assessment and disclosure).
106 families responded with 101 family units beingable — a total of 264
respondents (children, mothers and partners). @asonably high response rate was
achieved by offering a £5 shop voucher and the dppity to be included in a prize
draw. The response rate, including sending outranger pack 4 weeks after the first

batch was sent, was around 30%.

Measures of GRO

Earlier stages of our research programme involvéditless search for ready-made
measures of GRO suitable for both children andmiaré&so with the help of a panel
of academic and practitioner experts and a poe@ldoits and children for testing we
developed a new measure for use in a questionaattea framework by which we
could evaluate this (Rossiter's C-OAR-SE). The iingd of the development have
been reported by the authors (2005). The GRO pattensists of twelve questions
which are summated to calculate a GRO score fdn easpondent. The following

section details the quantitative and qualitativeketing research tools employed to

13



explore aspects of family decision making and #&drs influencing purchases and

consumption within a household.

Purchases Covered

The three stages of decision making were examirséaguwo product categories
most children could relate to and that on the balsearlier research we identified as
differing in terms of involvement; casual clothes the child (high involvement —
that is greater depth in terms of search, evaloaind post-purchase evaluation) and
packed lunch for school (low involvement — les&lykto be a time intensive activity).
It is acknowledged some children may spend timesimg items for packed lunches
and be less interested in clothing. However for tnebsidren (typically) the higher

involvement item will be clothing because of theaer social risk.

The three stages of the purchase process wereirigpakound for” products (search),
“talking about” (discussion & negotiation) and “lag a say” in making the final

decision. Another twelve product categories weneoed in terms of “having a say”
and “having the last say”. These other categore®m@d products for the family as

well as products just for the child in question.

The Qualitative Follow-Up

A qualitative follow up study involving 12 in-depthterviews with parents was used
to explore additional themes or issues in greagptid for example strategies for
resolving conflict and parents’ interpretation affily orientation - modern versus

traditional. This qualitative approach is endorbgdeatty & Talpade (1994).
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The summated GRO scale from the quantitative staly used to identify whether
parents in a household were traditional or egaitamodern) or a mix. A sample of
12 respondents was drawn from those who had agmedx re-interviewed. The
sample included males/female whose partners shbed GRO preference and an
equal number that did not. Respondents were recruitom a variety of socio-
economic groups and from a variety of familial isef$ (single parent, blended and

intact).

Findings from the survey

The quantitative survey findings are presentedbews:

1. The perceived degree of involvement in purchases
a) Having a say and having most say (twelve prodategories)
b) For a high and a low involvement category thgrée of involvement in the
three stages of purchase decision-making (prodeetch, talking about the
purchase and degree of influence on final purcbhege)

2. The influence of GRO on involvement and influenc

Before examining the findings in relation to thedgectives we need to bear in mind
we are considering perceptions of family membeescéptions within a family may
differ for a variety of reasons other than respaonsi@ot taking the exercise seriously.
Our analysis shows that 74% of the rankings of gieed relative influence within
family units do correspond (See Appendix 1 for axpltion). However, this also
means 26% of the time they do not. The reasorepons may not correspond are

shown inTable Il :

Take in Table Il
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la. Perceived degree of involvement in purchases

a) To set the findings in context we first of all shdimdings relating to 12
product categories (and so going beyond the limitezls of many past
studies). We examine bofamily purchases (a car for the family, a family
holiday, a family trip to the cinema and going dot a family meal) and
purchases for the child (book/comic, shoes for school, sweets, PC ganfe, so
drink, music CD, and fruit). As we wished to compaand contrast the
perceptions of children, mums and partners reggrdieir own and the
involvement of others we confined ourselves toGhdamilies where we had

full data on all three family members.

There are several noteworthy findingable 111).

Take in Table Il

As one might expect children were seen by all teehgreater participation in

purchases that were for them (“have a say”: 61%)7/@mpared to purchases for the

family (33-42%).

In the case of purchases for the family both adaiésseen more often than the child

as “having a say” (adults: 72%-80% versus tweersadd&3%-42%) and in particular

“having the last say” (adults: 49%+ versus tweenad®%o-15%).

The child’s perception of his/her participation dodiffer from the parent’s in a

number of respects (s@@ble Il ). However, the differences are even more marked

16



when we look at the two categories we examinederms of the three stages of
decision-making. Here we just present the datanoost say on final decisionT@ble
IV). The two categories are casual clothes (highlu@ment) and packed lunch for

school (low involvement):

Take in Table IV

Clearly, some children regard themselves as haamnigfluence that is not recognised
by the adults in the household. The perceptionmathers and male partners also

differ slightly.

1b. High involvement versus low involvement and the three stages of decision
making

For the three stages of decision-making we examihedigh and low involvement
categories (casual clothes and packed lunchesctavos respectively). The main

observations are as follows:

a) Mums and partners perceive the child’s involveite be greater for casual clothes
compared to packed lunches in both of the earlgestgdsearching for products and
talking about options). The child also sees thithe case in the search stage but not
the discussion stage where the child sees himihepeally involved in discussion

for both casual clothes and packed lunches.

b) In the final stage of decision-making and havingst say” the child sees very

little difference in his/her involvement betweersgal clothes and packed lunches.

17



This again is not the view of the mother who sties the child has having “most say”

to a greater degree for casual clothes than fdtquhltinches.

c) This difference in perceptions in the same asiglghow the complexity of the

situation and the potential relevance of some efalP effects noted ifable II.

2. The Effect of GRO — Liberal versus more Traditimal Orientations

Adults and children were scored in terms of ther@spreference or orientation and
then, each within each group (children, mothersthed partners), respondents were
divided into high and low scorers based on the aredcore within each respective
group. This permits examination of those who areeniiberal in outlook and those
less so or more traditional. As it seems likelgttgender role orientation might be
correlated with gender, we examined the gender ositipn of the GRO preference
groups. For both children and adults the GRO pesiee groups exhibited no
statistically significant difference between thee® So we can examine the effect of
GRO preference on involvement in the decision n@kirocess and eliminate gender

as a moderator variable.

However, because of the relatively small numbeneh in the sample (h=61) and the
splitting of these into two GRO preference groups ioitial examination considers
all children and mothers in the sample irrespectivevhether a partner completed a
guestionnaire or the mother was “single”. This gasen effective sample size of 101
children and the same for mothers. As the natureghaf study is essentially

exploratory (and given the low sample sizes) wee rastything that is indicative and

18



verging on statistical significance. We also, olise, note anything at the more

conventional levels of statistical confidence.

Sage 1: Looking around a lot

In the case of casual clothes and “looking arouatdpotential purchases the more
egalitarian/liberal mother, as one might anticipaees her child as more involved
than the traditional mother sees her offspringaljeyian: 52% versus traditional:

38%). As regards packed lunches for school the@baoding was mirrored.

Sage 2: Talking a lot about the purchase/options

As one might expect, compared to the more traditiehildren, the more egalitarian
children see themselves and their mothers bein@ miben involved in talking about

purchases.

Sage 3: Say in final purchase decision

Perceptions of who had most say frequently confdriteethe expectation that the
more liberal children see themselves as having reayethan is the case for more
traditional children. Traditional mothers see tselies as having more say than
egalitarian mothers. Compared to traditional akitg the more egalitarian children
regarded themselves more often as having the ragsnhghe final purchase decision
on casual clothes. In parallel the more traditiactaldren often see their mother as
having most say compared to the perception by theeregalitarian children. For

packed lunches for school there is no differencevéen egalitarian and more

traditional children. Traditional mothers see thelwmss as having most/some say

more often than do modern mothers.
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To conclude there seems to be evidence that the hio@ral outlook correlates with

greater decision making involvement but this relahip is far from perfect.

In a similar fashion we examined the other twelk@lpct categories to see the effects
of GRO preference and this time confined ourseteethe 61 families with a male
partner participating in the research. So we tramfécample size against greater
reliability by covering more product categorieshisTanalysis suggests that children
with a more liberal preference tend to see themsetaore often as having a say in
both family purchases and purchases for themsehsbefore the picture comparing
perceptions of the three family members oftemot correspond and the DIP factors

(See Table Il) are likely explanations for this.

Whilst DIP may partly explain the imperfect relaiship between GRO preference
and involvement in the purchase process, we alamiewed household compositions
in terms of GRO preferences. Does a child’'s GRGepeace match his/her parents?
Is it a nurtured family trait? We analysed the etation coefficients for GRO scores

within a householdTable V):

Take in Table V

The strongest correlation for GRO preferences twéen the adults (the mother and
her partner). The weaker correlations are betwden adults and the child and
therefore greater potential causes for disagreenefs far as GRO preference and
children are concerned we should also bear in noither influences, namely the

media, school, peers, and reference groups anthtbhehat tweenagers are in their

20



relatively early formative years. Clearly there aifferent family compositions in
terms of GRO preferences and this might also emplaeé complicated nature of

family decision-making and one potential causeiocfibn in decision-making.

Friction: Degree of Disagreement & its Resolution

Although conflict and conflict resolution have beeansidered (See Spiro 1983;
Qualls & Jaffe, 1992; Lee & Collins, 2000), as &rwe know this is the first study to
examine theperceived degree of disagreement or upset associated with a puechgs
various family members. This analysis is basedhentdtal sample (Sekable VI).
As one might expect it shows that Casual Clothesaarategory more likely to lead to
disagreement or upset between family members. &ughalysis shows that across
the two categories, on average, 70% of familiegéad” on whether there were
disagreements or not. However, this means withifo 36 families there were

differences in perceptions.

Take in Table VI

Analysis of children’s perception (with a more likepreference) showed a lower

level of upset or disagreement over the purchasmsdal clothes than was the case

for more traditional children. The same was truegacked lunches for school. This

presumably is as a result of their greater perceineolvement as indicated earlier.

In 4 out of 10 cases all upset or disagreemengsslved for both categories which

may still leave some resentment.
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The findings for the matched mums, partners anldiien mirrored the above

findings.

Findings from the Qualitative Depth Interviews

The survey allowed us to categorise parents indasfitheir gender role preference
(using the GRO summated scale). We wished to ta&eopportunity to understand
what is meant by being more ‘egalitarian’ or moteaditional’ from a parent’s
perspective, to establish if families perceive thelwes as being ‘egalitarian’ or
‘traditional’ and how this influences the dynamafgurchase decision making within

the family.

What it Means to be a Modern or Traditional family

No-one, not even those with very high egalitarianres, described themselves as
being entirely “modern”, although those with egaién scores were more likely to be
working (Lee & Beatty, 2002). Additionally, thosehw expressed egalitarian
preferences described themselves as “traditionaith-a bit of a twist” or “a bit of
both really [traditional and modern]’. The respomnidesuggested that appearing too
modern suggests a lack of discipline or a lackaofify structure or cohesion. These
egalitarian interviewees clearly viewed their famak a unit and as having rules and

boundaries.

In terms of decision making, almost all parentseneren to suggest that they took the

views of their children into account. The differenbetween parents with an

egalitarian or modern outlook was that they oftemted their children to understand

22



why a patrticular decision had been made wherea® doaditional parents held the

view that they made the final decision which thédckimply had to accept.

Parents expressing an egalitarian preference gegpla greater need to illustrate
“respect” for what their children would like or tie. For example, these parents did
not want their children to be “laughed at”. Thattise role of peers and the way in
which the children were perceived by their friemdss more significant for parents

with a modern outlook.

Final or Last Say

Interestingly some parents with a liberal GRO megiee indicated that although they
talked about products that were going to be pueghagth their children, they would
offer the children two or three choices they hagady decided on. In essence the
final decision would be that of the parents altHoitgivould appear to the child(ren)
that the decision had been theirs. This may acdaurgome of children in the survey
who believed they had the last say even when thenpaindicated that the final

decision had been that of the mother or fatheoth fa variant of subtle persuasion).

Intriguingly, those (modern) parents who tried tdlyf involve their children in

decision making (i.e. providing details of finaricimplications) found that their
children worried about the economics of purchasgsdm making. As such, this
level of involvement was reduced and discussionm@arely the pros and cons of

purchasing a product or service was restored.
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It was noted that children within a household all®veloped strategies to have a
greater say in decision making. On the whole, whibee children ‘ganged up’
together to put forward their case for a purchtseparent (s) was more likely to buy
it. This ‘ganging up’ was typically accompanied hwidrguments that suggested the
children would not ask for another product for agdime or that the product would
keep all the children occupied (and not ‘underfdet’ of the parents). Simply put a

cost-benefit analysis that would buy the parenfrés) time.

Summary

Lee and Beatty (2002) found that adolescents aged9lexerted less influence
relative to their parents during search and nefjotisstages but that their influence
actually increased during the outcome stage to lbwst equal to their parents.
Building on Lee & Beatty's (2002) work this studig@ sought to re-consider the role
and involvement of tweenagers at all the differtages of family purchase decision
making across a variety of product categories.réistengly our study on tweenagers
did not mirror their findings. Tweenagers were legtuential in the final stage of
decision—making. It may be that the acronym KGOYd{&Growing Older Younger)
is not necessarily true as suggested by Kurnit4p@@d that whilst the aspirations of

tweenagers’ involvement may increase, their infagedoes not in this respect.

Interestingly, Lee and Beatty (2002) observed titber’s influence in the decision
making process tended to decrease across most Huddseas the discussion
continued. Our study illustrated that for the tvategories we examined involvement
was low at all stages. There appeared to be digengent by the male partner or

perhaps delegated responsibility relative to thpes&cular products.
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In addition to this survey and the qualitative mtews, the authors’ work suggests
that GRO preference affects involvement. This belregcase and if there is a shift
towards liberal attitudes and behaviour then thieuld mean an increasing
involvement by kids in decision making. In this waye explored our research
objective illustrating that tweenagers in a moreedal family setting are more
involved in purchase decisions. However, thereoisanperfect relationship between
GRO and involvement in purchase decision makindniwithe family. This could

partly be because within a household there is aitemx of GRO preference types.

There are likely to be other pressures, for insganther members of the household
and social circle to take into account. The DIP rgmeena suggested: subtle
persuasion (subconsciously influencing the targetl),of the loop (not being aware of
all the interactions of family members), known prehces (using experience to take
other views into consideration without discussianyl posturing/SDB (inflating own

importance) may partly explain the different petoaps of each others’ involvement

in family decision making. These factors would atsnise problems for observational

research approaches (ethnographic or laboratory).

Of course the relevance of these DIP factors ahdrotariables (some that might
have moderating effects such as family compositioriact, blended/step and single)
needs to be taken into account. It was indicatreenfour qualitative research, for
example, that women who were in a full or part tijole/career were more likely to
have a ‘liberal’ outlook. Other additional situatidactors (seeTable 1) could

possibly provide alternative explanations for gendde preference, consumption

attitude and family decision making behaviour.
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Recommendations for Future Research

This research programme demonstrates the poteeligaslance of GRO preferences of
family members relative to purchase decision makinglight of the sample size,

however, it is evident that further research oradr sample would provide the
opportunity to examine the interrelationship of ®ey variables and in particular to
examine the different household GRO compositiomsaddition, a larger sample will

permit the examination of strategies to avoid poétwconflict. However, we do not

just advocate quantitative surveys as we belieleranethods (qualitative research,
ethnographic and laboratory observation) all briisgful insights. Another relevant
focus for future research is on the nature and madg of the DIP factors in this and

other family decision-making arenas.

Managerial Implications and Applications

This research suggests most children claim to laasay in purchases of particular
interest to themselves (where they are the con®)rasrwell as for family purchases.
However, these findings also indicate that whiisiskmay be growing older younger
(as is evidenced by their shrinking toy consumptiban earlier age) this may be not
be true of other product categories. Indeed, thidysillustrates a variety of ways in
which decision strategies are employed by pareasil{usion of influence) and
potential conflict avoided. Marketers and reseaichwll be interested in ways in
which children appear to be given a choice butality the decision has already been
thought through by the parents. Marketers needsare they get their product on the

short list of the mother as well as trying to irfhice the child.
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This research also posits the GRO variable as siljesaddition to the number of
demographic variables used to understand consuef@viour. Whilst the picture is
not black and white it is clear that many childmamsed in traditional households
believe their mother has the ‘final say’ in decamsimaking purchases whilst those
tweenagers raised in liberal households often beltbey have the final say (as do
their mothers). It is apparent that marketing comitation approaches could be
specifically tailored to different GRO family typ&s order to make campaigns more
effective. However, some way of identifying suclubkeholds needs to be established.
For database marketers there is the possibilitadifing questions to a database
guestionnaire though this is likely to be both cterpand costly given the needs to
collect data from all members of a family. Any bfénaccrued might be outweighed
by the cost. Alternatively, it is possible that fgntypes might be identifiable by
geodemographic profiling and possibly with some enlonited database questioning.

This seems worthy of investigation.

Interestingly tweenagers raised in liberal famigttings have a lower incidence of
disagreement and qualitatively the research haodstmated that liberal parents like
to explain to their child why, if the need arisdé®ey cannot have product they request.
Communication approaches (e.g. direct mail) thaviple a rationale illustrating the
pros and cons of products for family and child cestuse would be beneficial for
these families as the parent (s) would be ableptaen to the child why they could or
could not have the product. Conversely there istgredisagreement in traditional
GRO households and qualitatively we know from #tisdy that traditional parents
expect their child to accept their final decisiothwno explanation. These differences

in approach could explain a variety of consumptimeghaviours which may be
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pertinent to a greater understanding of family dyita, conflict and conflict

resolution.

Finally, parents with liberal outlooks do not nesmy consider themselves to be
egalitarian. Rather they consider themselves tidaitional (with values, boundaries,
appropriate discipline practice) having only eletsesf modernity. It is essential then
that communication approaches that appeal to tlhosea more liberal family setting

do not do so in an extreme way but that they refilee perception the consumers
actually have of themselves. More work may neeblea@onducted on the strategies

children employ to influence purchase decision mgki
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APPENDIX - Measure of Agreement Symmetry

Objective:

To determine the extent of agreement with eachlyaomit of perceptions of relative
influence

The Questions Analysed

We examined the three questions collecting thegatof three family members on
involvement in each of the three stages of decis@aking and we conducted the
analysis on casual clothes and packed luncheglimoss.

For each question for each family there are 9 gat{the three family members rating
each other’s participation).

The perceptions of each member of the family areveded to rankings of influence
or participation.

The starting point for the analysis is the worgnsrio - no agreement amongst the
three family members on the relative influenceaxtefamily member. In essence this
mirrors a Latin Square (Table A). For there to begrt symmetry and all to agree on
the franking of influence requires 6 of the ranleng Table A to be changed. This
MAS analysis examines how many rank scores nebd thanged within each family
and this is then averaged across the 61 famili¢is three family members and is
expressed as a percentage based on the worstiscainsic changes. So one ranking
needing to change equals 16.7% (Table B)

Table A - Ranking of influence/participation (rowshorizontal) (1= most)

Person rated—
The Child The Mother The Male Partner
Rater
!
The Child 1 2 3
The Mother 2 3 1
The Male Partner 3 1 2

Table B - Percentage of scores needing to change perfect symmetry

Search Talk about Say in final
decision
Casual clothes 23.5% 26.5% 27.1%
Packed lunch for 26.2% 23.5% 27.6%
school

Average across the six cells = 25.7%
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In order to check whether potential DIP problenssifaTable B) were rooted in just a
few families an analysis was carried out to see hwmy families had members who
totally agree in terms of relative participation family members. The analysis in
Table C shows most families had at least one diffee of opinion about at least one
member of the family. Thus DIP effects are wideafrbut nonetheless there is a lot
of accord within families.

Table C Percentage of Families and Pairs with Comptely Symmetrical
Perceptions

%s

Casual
clothes
Search

Casual
clothes
Talk

Casual
clothes
Final say

Packed
lunch
Search

Packed
lunch
Talk

Packed
lunch
Final say

8

3

11

15

7

Family 21
unit of 3
(9 rank
scores)

Child & 33 25 23 30 36 18
Mother
(6 rank
scores)

Child & 36 26 16 26 31 15
Mother’s
Male
Partner
(6 rank
scores)

Mother 51 34 33 33 34 43
and

Partner
(6 rank
scores)

Table I Driving forces behind increased involvemenin purchase decisions

* The Consumer Society

» Consumer Socialisation

The Shopping Savvy child
Time Pressures

The Egalitarian/Modern Family

Table Il Situation factors

* Age of child

» Stage of decision-making

* Product for child or family or other

» Extent the product affects perceptions of others
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* Family structure

Table Il “Most influence on final decision”

as seen by.....

Casual Clothes Child Mother Father

Rating of ... 62 62 62
% % %

Child 36 25 10

Mother 59 68 80

Father 17 10 12

Packed lunches

Rating of ...

Child 42 14 14

Mother 52 81 72

Father 10 16 12
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Table IV Involvement during decision making stages

As see by .... As see by ....
Father Child Mother |Father Child Mother |Father
% % % % FINALLY | % % %
MOST
TALKING LOT INFLUENCE
Casual clothes Casual clothes
38 31 37 41 36 25 10
87 36 40 56
13 2 9 12 17 10 12
Packed lunches Packed lunches
20 29 17 25 42 14 14
87 40 41 49 52 81 72
27 8 12 17 10 16 18
TALKING A LOT/ LITTLE MOST/SOME
Casual clothes Casual clothes
77 80 77 77 82 83 75
95 80 78 92 93 95 98
43 29 36 42 43 55 53
Packed lunches Packed lunches
66 66 64 64 77 74 71
93 71 79 80
57 40 47 47 42 56 53
[ Key: p>.01 [p205 | p>.10 p>.20
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Table V “Has a say/last say” (% average across relant categories)

Has a Kid’s Mum’s | Partner’s| Has Kid's Mum’s Partner’s
Say view view view last say | view view view
%
Family
purchase
. Kid has
SK;d hasa g 40 32 last* 15 4 8
say —say
Mum
U 131 [ 74 73 I 65 46 49
a say last*
say
Partner agg
has 74 76 72 last* 37 29 36
asay —say
Purchase
for the
kid
. Kid has
SK;d hasa 4 68 60 | lastt | 39 26 27
y say
Mum
L) 31 80 83 has | 44 62 63
a say last*
say
Dad
R o> 34 45 I 15 8 16
has a say last*
say

* Some respondents insisted family members hadl éiasa says”

Table VI Correlations of GRO scores
Father and child 0.3
Mother and partner 0.5
Mother and child 0.3
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Table VII Whether differences between modern and taditional respondents
(children, mothers and partners are in the hypotheised direction)
+ signifies the difference is in the hypothesisgdalion (hamely more
modern are more involved)

Child

Mother

Partner

Kid has a say

Family

+

+

Kid

+

Mum has a say

Family

+

Kid

Partner has a say

Family

Kid

Kid has last say

Family

Kid

Mum has last say

Family

+

Kid

Partner has last say

Family

Kid

Table VIl Degree of disagreement & its resolution

Child Mother Partner
Casual N=101 99 61
Clothes % % %
None 36 33 38
Very little 30 38 38
Some 28 26 21
A lot 5 2 3
Any
disagreement 64 67 62
or upset
Packed
lunches
None 60 51 63
Very little 29 38 29
Some 13 11 8
A lot 1 1 -
Any
disagreement 40 49 37
Or upset
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Table IX Strategies to avoid potential conflict

Statements from the qualitative data

Family decision
making strategy

We discuss all the options together until we chagtlee on one Bargaining
| narrow down the acceptable options and then aitenchild to B -
argaining

choose
We/l give in if the child strikes a deal (e.g. eff¢o do B -

/ \ argaining
something of value in exchange
E;RO will be compromised or suppressed for the séke Bargaining

armony

| listen to other points of view but | make thedinlecision Legitimate
My partner Il_st_ens to other points of view and naytper makes Legitimate
the final decision
My partner and | both listen to other points ofwiand we .
o . o Coalition
jointly make the final decision
| tend to side with my child/children Coalition
My partner tends to side with my child/children Giban
Wel/l give in if the child gets very upset Emotion
| try to foresee areas of disagreement and trytadathem Experience
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