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came out while enquiring with rural respondent. As per table 
rural teenagers were significantly more influential than urban 

at final decision stage of toothpaste and bath soap in family. 

information search and evaluation stage of toothpaste and 
bath soaps. 

Table 5 B present the Levene's test for equality of means and 
independent sample t test. It shows that influence of teenagers 

doesn't vary significantly by area of residence of respondents 
at initial stage of toothpaste and deodorant except bath soaps 
P value 0. 014) which is significant at 0.01 level. Thus the 
mean difference of influence of rural and urban teenagers is 
significant at initial stage of bath soaps. So the rural were 
significantly more influential than urban at initial stage of bath 

Table 5 B2 represents that influence of teenagers vary 
significantly with area of residence of respondents at final 
decision stage of toothpaste (P value 0. 017) which is 
significant at 0.01 level, bath soaps (P value 0. 004 Equal 
variances not assumed) which is significant at 0.01 level and 
deodorant (P value 0. 730) which is insignificant at 0.05 level. 
Thus the mean difference of influence of rural and urban 
teenagers is significant at final decision stage of toothpaste 
and bath soaps. So the rural teenagers were significantly more 
influential than rural teenagers at final decision stage of 

toothpaste and bath soaps. 
soaps. 

Table 5 B1 represents that influence of teenagers vary 
significanty by are of residence of respondents at information 

search and evaluation stage of toothpaste (P value 0. 044) 
which is significant at 0.05 level, bath soaps (P value 0.002 

Equal variances not assumed) which is significant at 0.01 level 
and deodorant (P value 0. 881) which is insignificant at 0.05 
level. Thus the mean difference of influence of rural and urban 

The Table 6 A shows that influence of teenagers in family 
buying decisions increases with increase in income of family
in all products. But influence at initial stage of deodorant is 
significant by family income. 

teenagers is significant at information search and evaluation 

stage of toothpaste and bath soaps. So the rural teenagers 
were significantly more influential than rural teenagers at 

The Table 6 Al shows that influence of teenagers in family 

buying decisions increases with increase in income of family in all 
products. But influence at information search and evaluation stage 
of deodorant is significant by income of respondents. 

Table 5 A: Group Statistics 

Initiate the Product idea Area of Resident

Toothpaste 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Urban 19 4.2017 1.13182 .10375 

Rural l15 4.4522 96649 09013 

Bath Soaps Urban 119 4.0336 1.22774 .11255 
Rural 115 4.3913 97058 09051 

Deodorant Urban 61 3.0984 1.79541 22988 

Rural 63 2.9683 1.74104 21935 

Table 5 A1: Group Statistics 

Search the Product N Area of Resident Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Toothpaste Urban 119 3.7563 1.40801 12907 

Rural 115 4.1130 1.27572 11896 
Bath Soaps Urban 119 3.6723 149070 13665 

Rural 115 4.2261 1.15516 .10772 

Deodorant Urban 61 2.9836 1.75586 22482 

Rural 63 2.9365 1.74941 22040 

Table 5 A2: Group Statistics 

Deciding on Brand/ Area of Resident N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Model of Product 

Toothpastee Urban 119 3.8992 1.18175 10833 

Rural 115 4.2609 1.11675 10414 

Bath Soaps Urban 119 3.7143 1.46220 .13404 

Rural 115 4.2087 1.12776 .10516 

Deodorant Urban 61 3.0164 1.77475 22723 

Rural 63 2.9048 1.81138 22821 
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Table 5 B: Independent Sample t test 

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means| 
Equality of Variances| 

Sig. 
Initiate the 

df Sig. 
(2-tailed) Difference 

Product idea 
Mean Std. Error 

Difference 232 F1818 
F1.823 228.561 

232 

1.303 255 070 .25049 
Toothpaste Equal variances assumed 

Equal variances not assumed 

Bath Soaps Equal variances assumed 

Equal variances not assumed 
Deodorant Equal variances assumed 

Equal variances not assumed 

.13780 
13743 
14500 
14442 
31758 
31774 

070 
014 

.25049 
|2.467 
2.477 
410 122 

121.514 

689 407 35769 
223.304 014 35769 

892 347 683 .13011
409 683 13011 

Note: *significant at 0.01 level (note -Levene's test statistics is used ror what significant t value to consider if La 

statistics p value is less than 0.05 level than the value when equal variance not assumed is considered) 
s test 

Table 5 B1: Independent Sample t test 

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means Search the 
Equality of Variances 

Sig. 
Product idea df Sig. Mean Std. Error 

(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
|-2.029 
-2.032 231.049 
|-3.169 
|-3.183 221.630 

3.182 076 232 044** 17583 
17553| 
17475 

.17400 
31481| 
31483 

35674 
Toothpaste| Equal variances assumed 

Equal variances not assumeed 
Bath Soaps Equal variances assumed 

Equal variances not assumed 
Equal variances assumed 

Equal variances not assumed 

043 35674 
-55382 11.698 001 232 002 

.002* 55382 
04710 000 984 .150 122 

Deodorant 
150 121.840 881 04710 

Note: *significant at 0.01 level and **significant at 0.05 level. 

Table 5 B2: Independent Sample t test 

Deciding on Brand/Model Product Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means 

Equality of Variances| 
Sig. df Sig. Mean Std. Error 

(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
.15041 002 968 -2.405 232 .017* 36171 Toothpaste Equal variances assumed 

Equal variances not assumed 
Equal variances assumed 

Equal variances not assumed 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not assumed 

15027 -2.407 231.886 
232 

-2.902 221.220 
347 
347 

017 36171 

Bath Soaps 9.980 002 2.889 004 -49441 17112 

.004* 49441 17037 

32216| 
3205 

Deodorant 439 509 122 730 .11163 

121.982 .729 .Jl163 

Note: *significant at 0.01 level. 

Table 6 A2 shows that influence of teenagers in family buying 
decisions increases with increase in income of family in all 
products. But influence at final decision stage of bath soaps and deodorant is significant by family income of respondents. 

income at initial stage of toothpaste and bath soaps bu 

Significant at initial stage of deodorant (P value 0.005). 

Table 6B shows that Levene's test statistics is significant at 0.05 level. It is used to check what post hoc test to be used to check the variation bet ween two income groups as ANOVA doesn't indicate the variation bet ween two variables. It is significant at initial stage of deodorant and final stage of bath 

The Table 6 Cl indicates that influence of teenagers in tamily 

buying decisions doesn't vary significantly with Fa 
ncome at information search and evaluation stage 

toothpaste and bath soaps but significant at informal 

search and evaluation stage of deodorant (P value 0.002). 

Table 6 C2 indicates that influence of teenagers in family buying 

significantly 
with family income 

i 

final 

ome at 

Soaps. 

The Table 6 C indicates that influence of teenagers in family buying decisions doesn't vary significantly with Family 

decisions doesn't vary 

final decision 
decision stage 
(Pvalue 0.002). 

stage of toothpas but significant 
at fin 

of bath aps (P value 0.021) and 
deodorant 
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Table 6D shows that intluence of teenager in family buying 

decisions vary by family income. Teenagers from higher income 
between higher and middle income family. 

1. 
group family (family income more than 300,000 rs.) were 

significantly more influential than lower income family (less 

than 100,000 rs.). Similarly at information search and evaluation 
stage of deodorant; the teenagers from middle and higher 

income family were more influential than teenagers from lower 

income family. Whereas at final decision stage of bath soaps 

and deodorant, teenagers from higher income family were 

significantly more influential than teenagers from lower income 
family but not between lower and middle income and not also 

H1: Influence of teenagers in family buying decisions 
of personal care products doesn't vary by Gender of 

the respondents is rejected at all decision stages of 
all products except at initial stage of toothpaste and 
bath soaps; 

H2: Influence of teenagers in family buying decisions 

of personal care products doesn't vary by Age of 

the respondents is rejected at all decision stages of 
all products except at initial stage of toothpaste and 
bath soaps; 

2. 

Table 6A: Group statistics 

Initiate the Product idea Std. Deviation 
1.10335 

93712 
1.18514 

1.05902 
1.14434 

1.13392 

Less than 1,00,000 

1,00,000-3,00,000 
| More than 3,00,000 

Total 

Mean 
4.2955 

Std. Error 

09603 
10821 

Toothpaste 132 
/ 4.3467 
27 44074 22808 

234 4.3248 06923 
Bath Soaps Less than 1,00,000 

1,00,000-3,00.000 
More than 3,00,000 

|Total 
Less than 1,00,000 
1,00,000-3,00,000 
More than 3,00,000 
[ Total 

132 4.1364 09960 
4.2267 .13093 
4.5185 93522 .17998 

234 4.2094 1.12089 07327 
Deodorant 2.6333 1.75602 

1.75850 
22670 

3.0714 27134 

2 
124 

4.0455 1.39650 29774 
3.0323 1.76200 .15823 

Table 6 A1:Group statistics 

Search the Product 
Toothpaste 

Std. Deviation 
1.42762 
1.24597 
121365 

135359 
141689 
1.33045 

1.08342 
1.36208 
L.67019 
1.73188 
1.54093 

Mean 
3.8258 
3.9600 
4.3704 

Std. Error 
Less than 1,00,000 
1,00,000-3,00,000 
| More than 3,00,000 
Total 

Less than 1,00,000 
1.00,000-3,00,000 
More than 3,00,000 
Total 
Less than 1,00,000 
1,00.000-3,00,000 
More than 3,00,000 
| Total 

.12426 

.14387 
3357 

234 3.9316 
3.8258 
3.9867 

08849 
Bath Soaps 132 .12332 

.15363 

4.4074 20850 
234 3.9444 08904 

Deodorant 2.4167 21562 
3.3095 
3.7727 
2.9597 

Z 26724 
32853 

124 1.74561 I5676 
Table 6 A2: Group statistics 

Decidingon Brand/ Model of Product
Toothpaste 

Mean 
3.9924 

4.1067 
4.4074 
4.0769 

3.7803 
4.0667 

Std. Deviation 

1.25093
1.02104
1.04731

1.16202
143199 
1.23391
80242 

1.32906
1.75079
1.72836

1.57084
1.78703

Std. Error 
10888 
1790 
20156 
07596 
.12464 
14248 
15443 

08688 
22603 
26669 
33490 
16048 

132 Less than 1,00,000 
1.00,000-3.,00,000 
More than 3,00,000 
|Total 
Less than 1,00,000 
1,00,000-3,00,000 
More than 3,00,000 
Total 
Less than 1,00,000 
1,00,000-3,00,000 
More than 3,00,000 
Total 

Bath Soaps 

4.5185 
3.9573 
2.4500 
3.1905 
3.9091 

234 
Deodorant 

42 

124 2.9597 
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Table 6 B: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Levene Statistic 

8.289 
5478 

dfi df2 
121 Deodorant Initiate the Product idea 

Bath Soaps Deciding on Brand/Model Product 

Sig. 
000 
005 231 

Table 6 C:ANOVA 

Initiate the Product idea Sum of df Mean 
Sig. 

Squares 
334 

Square 
.167 

1.130 
Toothpaste 

2 .148 Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

863 231 260.982 
261.316 

3.306 
289.433 

233 

1.653 
1.253 

Bath Soaps 1.319 269 
231 
233 292.739 

32.197 
349.674 

Deodorant 2 16.099 5.571 005 
121 
123 

2.890 

381.871 
Note: *significant at 0.01 level 

Table 6 C1:ANOVA 

Search the Product idea Sum 
Squares 

6.737 

bf di Mean F Sig Square 
Toothpaste Between Groups 

|Within Groups 
| Total 
| Between Groups 
|Within Groups 
Total 
|Between Groups 
|Within Groups 
Total 

3.369 1.852 159 420.169 231 1.819 
426.906 

7.780 
233 

Bath Soaps 3.890 2.117 .123 
424.498 231 1.838 

432.278 
37.375 

337.423 
374.798 

233 
Deodorant 18.688 6.701 .002* 

121 
123 

2.789 

Note: *significant at 0.01 level 

Table 6 C2: ANOVA 

Initiate the Product idea Sum of Mean Sig. 
Squares 

3.958 
Square 

1979 Toothpaste Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

Between Group 
Within Groups 
Total 

| Between Groups 
Within Groups 
392.798 

1471 

310.658 
314.615 
13.536 

398.036 
411.573 
37.654 
355.144 

1.345 

Bath Soaps 
6.768 3.928 .021** 

231 1.723 

Deodorant 233 

18.827 6414 002* 

Total 121 2.935 
123 

3. H3: Influence of teenagers in family buying decisions of personal care products doesn't vary by Area of residence of the respondents is rejected at initial stage of bath soaps and information search and final decision stages of toothpaste and bath soaps but not in case of deodorant at all three decision stages; 

all three decision stages of deodorant and final 

decision stage of bath soaps. 

6. Conclusion and Implications 

cenagers have significant influence in family purchas 
ecision making process regarding personal care prouu 
which increases with age and income of the family H4: Influence of teenagers in family buying decisions of personal care products doesn't vary by Annual household income of the respondents is rejected at 

1977; 
1978; Darley and Lim, 1986; Mehrotra and TorgeS 

Moschis and Mitchell, 1986). As the number middle in 
families are increasing in India which infer that in futurc 
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increase in middle income families having influenced by 
teenager in buying decisions of personal care products 

provides insights and growth potential for marketers. Male 
teenagers were significantly more influential than female in 
buying decision making at information search and final decision 
stage of Toothpaste and Bath soaps and all three decision 
stages of Deodorant. The study contradict with the findings 
of (Atkin. 1978: Lee and Collins. 1999: Moschis and Mitchell. 
1986: Ganjinia. et al 2013) that female adolescent have stronger 
influence than male in family purchase decisions but 
comborate with (Beneke et al, 2011). Area of the residence i.e. 
rural and urban also have significant impact on influence of 

teenagers in family purchase decision making and found that 
rural teenagers were more influential in family buying decisions 

regarding toothpaste and bath soaps but in case of deodorant 
urban more influential than rural. Though it was not significant 

but provides insights that products (toothpaste and bath 

soaps) having penetration in rural market got more influenced 
by rural teenager than urban. But in case of deodorant urban 

were more influential than rural teenagers in family buying 
decisions since the deodorant is not a daily used and 
aspirational product in rural market which came out while 
enquiring with respondents. As the rural market is untapped 
market provides growth potential so marketers should promote 
the product in rural area. Thus the marketers should listen to 
the voice of teenagers and teen trends should be kept in mind 

specially when communicating with consumers. So while 
formulating marketing and promotional strategies regarding 
personal care products especially toothpaste. bath soaps and 

deodorant the teenagers segment should be consider because 
they play the role of initiator, information gatherer and evaluator 
of products and decider of brands. 

Table 6 D: Multiple comparison tests 

Dependent () What is your (J) What is your Mean Std. Error Sig. 
Variable annual household annual household Difference 

disposable income disposable income 

Deodorant Tamhane Less than 1,00,000 1,00.000-3,00.000 -438 10 35358 523 
Initiate the More than 3,00,000 -141212 31422 001 
Product idea 1,00,000-3,00,000 Less than 1,00,000 43810 35358 523 

More than 3,00,000 -97403 40283 056 

More than 3,00,000 Less than 1,00,000 141212 37422 001* 

1,00,000-3,00.000 97403 40283 056 
Deodorant Tukey HSD Less than 1,00,000 1,00,000-3,00,000 89286 33597 .024** 

Search the More than 3,00.000 -1.35606 41621 004 
product 1,00,000-3,00,000 Less than 1,00,000 89286 33597 024** 

More than 3,00,000 46320 43949 544 

More than 3,00,000 Less than 1,00,000 1.35606 41621 004 

,00,000-3,00,000 46320 43949 S44 

Bath Soaps Tamhane Less than 1,00,000 1,00,000-3,00,000 28636 18930 346 
Deciding on More than 3,00,000 73822 .19845 001* 

Brand/Model 1,00,000-3,00,000 Less than 1,00,000 28636 18930 346 

Product More than 3,00,000 45185 21011 .101 

More than 3,00,000 Less than 1,00,000 .73822 .19845 001* 

1,00,000-3,00,000 45185 21011 .101 

Deodorant Tukey HSD Less than 1,00,000 1,00,000-3,00,000 -.74048 34467 085 

Deciding on More than 3,00,000 

Less than l1,00,000 

145909 42700 002* 

Brand/Model 1,00,000-3,00,000 .74048 34467 085 

Product More than 3,00,000 71861 45088 252 

More than 3,00,000 Less than 1,00,000 1.45909 42700 .002* 

1,00,000- 3.00.000 .71861 45088 252 

Note: Mean difference is significant at the 0.01 level and ** at 0.05 level 
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