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Abstract

This study explores intergenerational differences in the
perception of adolescents' (ages 12-17) use of personal
care products and related purchasing decisions. An on-
line survey of 1088 parent—child dyads (n=2176) was
conducted, and paired samples t-tests were used. Results
show minors report higher usage—especially of gym and
fitness items—than parents acknowledge. Adolescents
also perceive more parental supervision than parents re-
port. Parents set stricter age limits for purchasing items
like makeup and supplements and express greater concern
over risks. These findings reveal perception gaps that may
inform educational and regulatory approaches to adoles-
cent consumption.
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The fashion, cosmetics, aesthetic, and food product industries have gained prominence in
contemporary society, driven by consumption associated with the value placed on physical
appearance and the search for adolescent identity construction (Chaplin & John, 2007; Feijoo
et al., 2024). In addition to the pursuit of identity, other factors that motivate consumption in-
clude well-being, better health, technology use, social pressure, and adaptation to new trends
(Garcillan, 2025). This phenomenon has intensified with the expansion of social media and
influencers, who act as role models and symbols of well-being for youth (Montufar-Calle &
Palomino-Moreno, 2024; Zozaya-Durazos et al., 2023).

Likewise, advertising and children's fashion increasingly reflect adult-world trends, show-
casing models, sophisticated expressions, and makeup on children's faces that emulate adult
aesthetics (Jiménez-Marin et al., 2017). This scenario becomes even more complex considering
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that today's adolescents have more purchasing power than ever before and dedicate a signif-
icant portion of their time to internet use to meet their needs and aspirations while infor-
mally acquiring digital skills within that ecosystem (Feijoo et al., 2021; Marquez et al., 2020;
Mintz, 2006).

Faced with this reality, parental control becomes essential—not limited to rigid supervi-
sion, but encouraging dialogue based on mutual understanding and negotiation between par-
ents and children (Kerrane & Hogg, 2013; Sadaba, 2018). This communication process must
consider both parenting styles (Baumrind, 1991; Carlson & Grossbart, 1988) and family dy-
namics, as well as the restrictions parents impose when they perceive conflicts triggered by
advertising or consumption decisions influenced by it (Carlson, Laczniak, & Muehling, 1994;
Carlson, Walsh, et al., 1994; Dens et al., 2007).

In this context, the growing autonomy of adolescents in making purchasing decisions—es-
pecially for products related to body care (Barng, 2017)—raises relevant questions about how
they negotiate that autonomy with their parents or guardians. In this study, we use the term
“personal care products or body care” to refer to three specific categories that are particularly
relevant in adolescent consumption. These include: (a) makeup and cosmetics, such as facial
creams, basic skincare products, and other beauty items; (b) fitness-related goods and ser-
vices, including sports equipment, gym memberships, and digital fitness applications; and (c)
nutritional supplements, such as proteins and vitamins. This operational definition provides
conceptual clarity and ensures consistency across all sections of the study, including the mea-
surement of variables and the interpretation of results.

The present research aims to explore intergenerational discrepancies through a compara-
tive analysis of the perceptions of adolescents (ages 12-17) and their parents. This approach
allows for the identification of divergences and points of consensus regarding parental su-
pervision, the minimum age for accessing products, and the perceived risks associated with
them. This study aims to inform educational and regulatory strategies that address adolescent
consumption, considering their growing autonomy and the challenges it presents for families.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The theory of consumer socialization of adolescents describes how young people acquire
knowledge, skills, and attitudes related to purchasing decisions. Ward (1974) defined this pro-
cess as the way in which youth learn to interact with the marketplace through personal experi-
ences and the observation of those around them. The family, especially parents, plays a key
role in the early stages, acting as consumption role models (Moschis & Churchill, 1978).

John (1999) identified three stages in young consumers: perceptual, analytical, and reflec-
tive. The reflective stage (ages 11-17) is especially relevant because adolescents develop critical
thinking about their consumption decisions, questioning advertising, parental guidance, and
peer influence. According to McNeal (1987), this higher level of reflection and autonomy in-
creases their influence on household purchases. At this stage, with more advanced cognitive
skills and reduced parental control, adolescents actively participate in family consumption
decisions (Gentina et al., 2018; Penia Meneses et al., 2023). This active participation intensifies
when minors believe that having a good physical appearance contributes to greater social ac-
ceptance, a key aspect in the socialization process (Feijoo et al., 2023; Han & Kim, 2020).

In contemporary digital environments, adolescents' concerns about physical appearance
are increasingly shaped by the content they encounter online. Tiggemann and Slater (2013)
show that engagement with visually oriented platforms heightens body-image concerns,
while, Perloff (2014) argues that social media intensify social comparison processes.
Fardouly and Vartanian (2016) add that such appearance-based comparisons can occur
rapidly and with limited reflection, influencing both self-esteem and consumption choices.
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Recent studies indicate that this digital ecosystem reinforces the pursuit of an idealized
appearance and, consequently, stimulates demand for body-care products (Feijoo, 2025;
Loépez-Martinez et al., 2024; Montufar-Calle & Palomino-Moreno, 2024; Zozaya-Durazo &
Yaniez-Galdames, 2024), making these categories a particularly relevant context for exam-
ining intergenerational perceptions and adolescents' participation in household purchase
decisions.

However, this participation is not perceived in the same way by all family members. The
literature shows that adolescents do influence household purchasing decisions, yet parents
tend to underestimate this influence (Beatty & Talpade, 1994; Carlson et al., 1990). From at-
titudes toward ads, brands, and prices, to minors' ability to identify advertising—which is
frequently underestimated by parents—external factors directly influence preferences and
can even motivate household purchase decisions (Feijoo-Fernandez et al., 2021; Mikeska
et al., 2017; Mishra & Maity, 2021). The literature emphasizes that this tension between ad-
olescents' self-perception and parents' views is influenced not only by family dynamics but
also by the contemporary digital ecosystem, where advertising, social media, and especially
influencers—many of whom are minors themselves—act as relatable, attractive, trustworthy,
and highly persuasive role models (Hudders et al., 2021; Jean Lim et al., 2017; Zozaya-Durazos
et al., 2023). In this environment, where minors navigate autonomously, actively choose the
content they consume, and are exposed to a high volume of body and diet-related advertising,
digital advertising becomes a personalized experience, often processed unconsciously or with
low attention by minors (Feijoo et al., 2025; Hudders et al., 2019; Montufar-Calle et al., 2024).
This setting reinforces the sense of independence in their consumption decisions, especially in
areas related to body care and physical appearance, which contrasts with the varying degrees
of control and supervision exercised by parents, paving the way for an analysis of parenting
styles and their effects on perceived purchasing autonomy.

Baumrind (1991) distinguishes between parenting styles based on levels of control and
warmth, which affect the degree of autonomy minors exercise in their decisions, including
consumption. While permissive styles favor greater independence, authoritarian styles tend
to limit it, and the democratic style balances both aspects, promoting guided yet autonomous
decisions. Along those lines, Stattin and Kerr (2000) argue that parental supervision can take
active or passive forms. Active supervision involves direct parental involvement through ques-
tions, conversations, or setting rules, while passive supervision relies on children and adoles-
cents voluntarily informing their parents about the consumption of certain goods or services.
The Parental Monitoring Scale, developed by Stattin and Kerr (2000), measures how these
forms of supervision influence youth behavior. Studies show that greater supervision can re-
sult in restrictions or guidance depending on context and product type (Borawski et al., 2003;
Osman et al., 2024). There are discrepancies in the perception of parental supervision: adoles-
cents report more supervision than their parents believe they exercise (Laird et al., 2003).

John (1999) argues that more authoritarian parenting styles tend to restrict children's ac-
tive participation in purchasing decisions. Buijzen and Valkenburg (2005) show that restrictive
mediation regarding advertising limits minors' autonomous decision-making ability when it
comes to advertised products, while Lwin et al. (2008) conclude that strict parental supervi-
sion significantly reduces children's opportunities to make independent decisions, which also
affects their online shopping habits.

In the case of products related to fitness and nutritional supplements, the literature indi-
cates that the pressure to achieve certain body ideals can intensify consumption among ado-
lescents and young people. Cafri et al. (2005) show that the pursuit of the “muscular ideal” is
associated with greater use of supplements and with risk behaviors involving exercise and diet.
Complementing this perspective, Moradi et al. (2024) document a high prevalence of supple-
ment use among gym users and explain how the pressure of the sports environment, together
with favorable attitudes toward these products, contributes to normalizing their consumption.
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These findings highlight the importance of examining how parents and adolescents perceive
access to these product categories and the risks they associate with them within the household.

From the perspective of fuzzy-trace theory (FTT), Reyna and Farley (2006) suggest that
adolescents prioritize immediate rewards over long-term consequences. This pattern helps ex-
plain the underestimation of risks by adolescents exposed to social media advertising, which
influences their consumption. Montufar-Calle and Palomino-Moreno (2024) warn that this
exposure—especially to influencers—impacts self-perception, well-being, and body dissatis-
faction. Although adolescents identify certain risks, they tend to downplay their long-term
consequences, unlike adults, who weigh them more heavily (Quadrel et al., 1993). Studies warn
about potential negative effects on physical and mental health resulting from the use of personal
care products (Alnugaydan, 2024; Khalid & Abdollahi, 2021; Parikh & Lipner, 2024), a con-
cern that may justify parental decisions to limit minors' use of certain products. Restrictions
imposed by parents and grandparents are often stricter than what minors themselves consider
necessary (Gram et al., 2017), a phenomenon also observed in studies on consumer socializa-
tion and parenting styles (Carlson, Laczniak, & Muehling, 1994; Carlson, Walsh, et al., 1994;
John & Chaplin, 2022; Mikeska et al., 2017; Sigirci et al., 2022).

The consumption of personal care products among adolescents has grown significantly
(Feijoo et al., 2024), generating differences in how parents and children interpret and manage
these practices. While adolescents tend to underestimate risks and prioritize immediate re-
wards (Reyna & Farley, 2006), parents typically impose restrictions based on concerns about
potential negative consequences that may affect the minor (Nagata et al., 2024). Taken to-
gether, this body of literature indicates that adolescents act as active agents in their consumer
socialization process, particularly in product categories related to body care and strongly
shaped by the digital ecosystem, while parents retain a supervisory and boundary-setting role
grounded in risk perception (Baumrind, 1991; John, 1999). However, most previous studies
have focused on a single product category or have not simultaneously compared how par-
ents and adolescents perceive supervision, minimum age for access, and associated risks. This
study addresses that gap through an intergenerational dyadic approach that examines how
parents and adolescents differ in their perceptions of purchasing, spending, supervision, and
access criteria for body-care products.

H1. Adolescents report higher levels of purchase and spending on personal care
products than those recognized by their parents.

H2. Adolescents perceive a higher level of parental supervision in the purchase of
personal care products than parents report exercising.

H3. Adolescents and parents differ significantly regarding the minimum appropriate
age for purchasing personal care products and the reasons for restricting access.

METHODOLOGY

This study was conducted through the application of an online questionnaire directed at
dyads consisting of minors aged 12-17 and one of their parents, guardians, or responsible
adults. Data collection was carried out via a panel supervised by a social research company,
ensuring methodological rigor and sample representativeness. A total of 2176 individuals
participated, distributed across 1088 households. For the total sample, a margin of error of
+3% was estimated, based on the assumption of simple random sampling (SRS), with a 95%
confidence level (p=¢=0.5), in line with previous studies involving minors as the subject of
analysis (Feijoo et al., 2023; Marquez et al., 2020). For measurement purposes, personal care
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products (body-care) were assessed following the same operational definition introduced in
the Introduction. The questionnaire therefore evaluated adolescents' and parents' perceptions
across three product categories: (a) makeup and cosmetics, (b) fitness-related goods and ser-
vices, and (c) nutritional supplements. These categories guided the construction of the survey
items related to purchase, spending, parental supervision, recommended minimum age, and
perceived risks.

The sample was obtained using a multi-stage cluster sampling method. In the initial stage,
the first-level Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS-1) area was estab-
lished as the primary sampling unit, following the territorial classification used by Eurostat
and the European Union, which in Spain involves the aggregation of several Autonomous
Communities. In the second stage, proportional stratification was applied based on the so-
cioeconomic level of the families, defined using criteria related to educational attainment,
income, and other relevant socioeconomic variables. This level was structured into three major
groups: low, medium, and high socioeconomic status. Finally, the selection of individuals
within households was conducted using cross quotas for the gender and age of the minors,
ensuring a balanced distribution.

The final sample consisted of minors with an average age of 14.5years (ranging from 12
to 17), with a distribution of 52.2% boys and 47.8% girls. Regarding the surveyed adults, the
average age was 48.36 years (ranging from 31 to 67, with a standard deviation of 5.7), of whom
36.3% were men and 63.7% women. The household composition showed that 29.2% of house-
holds had only one child, 57.2% had two children, and 13.6% had three or more children. In
terms of socioeconomic level, household distribution was as follows: 1.4% reported a very low
level, 14.1% low, 76.2% medium, 7.8% high, and 0.6% very high.

To measure the study variables, a structured questionnaire was used that addressed vari-
ous dimensions of product consumption, including adolescent personal care products. First,
product purchases were assessed by differentiating between makeup and cosmetics (including
moisturizers and facial treatments), gym and fitness equipment (such as gym memberships,
apps, and sports gear), and dietary supplements (proteins and vitamins). This variable was
measured using a dichotomous question (Yes/No). Additionally, a section was included on
monthly spending levels for the above product categories, categorized into six price ranges
(less than €10, €11-25, €26-50, €51-100, €101-200, and more than €200).

Another section of the questionnaire addressed the level of parental supervision in the pur-
chase of body care products. A scale was designed based on the Parental Monitoring Scale by
Stattin and Kerr (2000), with a reliability coefficient «=0.897. This scale measured the extent
to which parents supervise the purchasing process through the following items: indicating
where to buy the product, helping select a specific product or model, showing interest in the
purchase process, knowing the product cost, asking about features and brand, accompanying
the child or giving instructions during the purchase, and monitoring spending. Responses were
recorded on a three-point scale (1 =Never/almost never, 2=Sometimes, 3=0Often/very often).
Additionally, a variable was included regarding the recommended age to purchase body care
products, with categories ranging from “from any age” to “from age 18.” Finally, the question-
naire explored the reasons for restricting the purchase of these products, based on whether
they were perceived as potentially harmful to physical health, mental health, or if minors were
considered to lack the judgment needed to use them responsibly. In this case, responses were
recorded in a dichotomous format (Yes/No).

Since the study is based on the comparison of perceptions between minors and their
parents, the paired samples #-test represents the most appropriate statistical technique to
analyze these differences. Unlike other mean comparison tests, this approach allows for
examination of whether significant discrepancies exist between two related measures—that
is, within each dyad (parent—child)—controlling for intra-subject variability. This is partic-
ularly relevant in the context of this study, as it is not only important to understand general
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differences in the perception of consumption, supervision, and recommended purchase age,
but also to determine whether each parent's response significantly differs from that of their
child. The use of this test allows for the identification of possible intergenerational gaps in
the perception of personal care product consumption, providing a solid empirical basis to
analyze how adolescents form their purchasing habits in contrast with parental expecta-
tions and control. By evaluating each pair of responses, the analysis becomes more precise
and sensitive to individual discrepancies, strengthening the validity of the findings. Data
analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics software, which enabled rigorous and
accurate statistical calculations, ensuring correct interpretation of significance values and
confidence intervals for each comparison.

This study was conducted following ethical principles for research involving minors
and in compliance with the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki. Ethical approval
was obtained from the Ethics Committee of the university affiliated with this research
(Ref: CE_2024-24). In addition, informed consent was obtained from all participants and
their legal guardians, ensuring voluntary participation and respecting privacy and confi-
dentiality. The data collected were treated anonymously and used exclusively for research
purposes.

RESULTS
Purchase and spending on personal care products

The results reveal differences in perception between minors and parents regarding the pur-
chase and spending on makeup and cosmetics, gym and fitness equipment, and dietary
supplements.

In terms of purchase frequency, minors report higher consumption than their parents rec-
ognize. Specifically, 39.2% of adolescents state that they buy makeup and cosmetic products,
compared to only 26.4% of parents who acknowledge this practice. Regarding gym and fitness
equipment, 18.0% of minors claim to purchase these products, while only 10.1% of parents be-
lieve their children do so. The largest discrepancy is found in dietary supplements: 7.4% of minors
report purchasing them, compared to just 2.5% of parents, as shown in Table 1.

Paired samples 7-tests confirm these differences for the gym and fitness equipment category
(t=-3.651, p<0.001), indicating that parents significantly underestimate their children's pur-
chases in this category. However, for makeup and cosmetics (t=1.069, p=0.285) and dietary
supplements (=-1.829, p=0.068), the differences do not reach statistical significance and can
be seen in more detail in Table 2.

TABLE 1 Perception of purchase and spending on personal care products: statements by minors versus beliefs
of parents.

Minor Parent
Purchase level by product category n % n Y%
Makeup and cosmetics (moisturizing 427 39.2 287 26.4
creams, facial treatments)
Gym and fitness equipment (gyms, 196 18.0 110 10.1
sports apps, sports equipment)
Nutritional supplements (proteins, 81 7.4 27 2.5

vitamin supplements)

Source: Data compiled by the authors.
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Regarding estimated monthly spending, the results show some divergence between minors
and parents. For makeup and cosmetics, 41.8% of adolescents report spending between €11 and
€25 per month, while 39.4% of parents place this spending in the lower bracket (less than €10).
For gym and fitness equipment, 45.0% of minors estimate their spending between €26 and €50,
compared to 38.2% of parents who estimate it between €11 and €25. Although the differences in
dietary supplement spending are smaller, adolescents still report slightly higher spending than
what parents estimate. ¢-tests did not detect significant differences in spending levels across
any of the analyzed categories (p>0.05 in all cases), suggesting that although there are discrep-
ancies in the estimates, they are not consistent enough to be considered statistically significant
in paired comparison, as shown in Table 3.

Parental supervision and recommended age for purchase

Parental supervision in the purchase of personal care products also reveals significant discrep-
ancies between minors and parents. While 57.4% of minors state that their parents supervise

TABLE 2 Statistical comparison of purchase and spending perceptions between minors and parents: paired
samples' t-test.

Matched differences

Comparison pair M SD t df P Significant
Makeup purchase: minor vs. parent 0.012 0.290 1.069 667 0.285 No

Gym purchase: minor vs. parent —0.036 0.254 —-3.651 671 0.000 Yes
Supplement purchase: minor vs. —-0.015 0.213 -1.829 656 0.068 No

parent

Makeup spending: minor vs. parent 0.014 0.869 0.236 213 0.814 No

Gym spending: minor vs. parent 0.161 0.861 1.743 86 0.085 No
Supplement spending: minor vs. 0.200 0.414 1.871 14 0.082 No

parent

Source: Data compiled by the authors.

TABLE 3 Estimated monthly spending by product category.

Makeup and cosmetics Gym and fitness equipment Dietary supplements

Minor Parent Minor Parent Minor Parent

n Y% n % n Y% n % n % n %
Less than €10 126 338 99 39.4 28 16.4 18 17.6 14 20.0 8 364
€11-25 156  41.8 90 359 41 24.0 31 304 29 41.4 9 409
€26-50 63 16.9 39 15.5 71 45.0 39 38.2 16 229 5227
€51-100 22 5.9 15 6.0 18 10.5 11 10.8 5 7.1 0 0
€101-200 4 1.1 7 2.8 7 4.1 2 2.0 2 29 0 0
More than €200 2 0.5 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 1.0 4 5.7 0 0
Total 373 100.0 251 100.0 171 100.0 102 100.0 70 100.0 22 100.0
Don't know 54 36 25 8 11 5
how much I
spend

Source: Data compiled by the authors.
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these purchases “often” or “very often,” only 36.0% of parents report exerting that level of con-
trol. Conversely, 14.2% of parents consider that they “never or almost never” supervise these
purchases, compared to just 4.1% of minors who perceive such a lack of control.

The paired samples z-test confirms this difference (r=7.853, p<0.001), indicating that ado-
lescents perceive significantly more supervision than parents believe they provide. This may
reflect differing interpretations: parents see supervision as occasional intervention, while mi-
nors may view any comment or question about purchases as supervision. See Tables 4 and 5.

Regarding the recommended age to purchase personal care products, the generational gap
is striking. While 23.5% of minors believe these products should be available at any age, only
4.0% of parents agree. Similarly, 19.1% of adolescents think purchases should be allowed from
age 12, while only 2.6% of parents support this. In contrast, most parents set stricter limits, rec-
ommending age 16 (42.5%) or 18 (41.2%) as the minimum. See Table 6 for the full comparison.

The #-test shows a highly significant difference on this variable (=-34.462, p <0.001), con-
firming that minors favor earlier access to these products, while parents prefer more conser-
vative restrictions.

Finally, regarding the arguments for restricting access to these products, substantial dif-
ferences were found. While 86.5% of parents believe some of these products could be harm-
ful to physical health, only 33.5% of minors share this concern (=-21.636, p <0.001). For
mental health risks, 65.6% of parents express concern compared to only 10.7% of adolescents
(t=-26.002, p<0.001). Lastly, 77.0% of parents believe minors lack sufficient judgment to pur-
chase these products responsibly, a view shared by only 42.6% of minors (r=-10.211, p <0.001).

These findings reflect that parents tend to perceive greater risks associated with these prod-
ucts and, consequently, establish stricter age restrictions, while adolescents hold a more per-
missive stance and lower awareness of potential negative effects, as shown in Table 7.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study reveal significant discrepancies in the perception of body care product
consumption between children, adolescents, and their parents. These divergences span aspects
related to purchasing, spending, parental supervision, and the appropriate age for accessing
the following categories of products: makeup and cosmetics (moisturizers and facial treat-
ments), gym and fitness equipment (gym memberships, apps, and sports gear), and dietary
supplements (proteins and vitamins).

Adolescents report greater consumption of makeup, gym-related items, and supplements
than parents recognize. This suggests they actively acquire these products, often without pa-
rental awareness. This aligns with existing literature showing that adolescents perceive more
autonomy than their parents attribute to them (Beatty & Talpade, 1994; Carlson et al., 1990).
This pattern directly supports H1, which proposed that adolescents would report higher levels
of purchasing and spending on body-care products than those recognized by their parents.

TABLE 4 Level of parental supervision.

Minor Parent

n Yo n Y
Never/almost never 19 4.1 49 14.2
Sometimes 179 38.5 171 49.7
Often/very often 267 574 124 36.0
Total 465 100 344 100

Source: Data compiled by the authors.
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TABLE 5 Paired samples' #-test.
Matched differences

Comparison pair M SD t df P Significant

Parental supervision: minor vs. parent 0.303 0.630 7.853 265 0.000  Yes

Recommended age for purchase: minor —1.438 1.376 —34.462 1087 0.000  Yes

vs. parent

Restriction due to physical health: minor —0.42548 0.56724 —21.636 831 0.000  Yes

vs. parent

Restriction due to mental health: minor —0.52644  0.58400  —26.002 831 0.000  Yes

vs. parent

Restriction due to lack of judgment: —-0.22236 0.62813 —-10.211 831 0.000  Yes

minor vs. parent

Source: Data compiled by the authors.

TABLE 6 Perception of the minimum recommended age to purchase personal care products: comparison

between minors and parents.

Minor Parent
n % n Y%
From any age 256 23.5 43 4.0
From age 12 208 19.1 28 2.6
From age 14 306 28.1 107 9.8
From age 16 236 21.7 462 42.5
From age 18 82 7.5 448 41.2
Total 1088 100.0 1088 100.0
Source: Data compiled by the authors.
TABLE 7 Arguments for restricting the age of purchase of body care products.
Minor Parent
n % n %
Some of these products may be harmful to physical health 364 33.5 941 86.5
Some of these products may be harmful to mental health 116 10.7 714 65.6
Minors do not have sufficient judgment to purchase or consume 463 42.6 838 71.0

responsibly

Source: Data compiled by the authors.

Furthermore, the relationship between these findings and the theory of consumer social-

ization—particularly the reflective stage described by John (1999) is highly relevant. During
this stage (ages 11-17), adolescents develop critical thinking about consumption, reflect on

their preferences, and begin forming their own decision-making criteria. The greater auton-

omy they report may be reflected in this learning process and in their growing independence in
decision-making. Social media and influencers reinforce adolescents' perceived independence

and confidence in purchasing decisions (Hudders et al., 2021; Lajnef, 2023; Zozaya-Durazo

et al., 2023).

Regarding differences in the perception of parental supervision, the findings confirm that

minors feel more controlled than parents claim to exert. This discovery aligns with previous
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studies showing that the perception of parental supervision is often influenced by parenting
styles that seek to balance autonomy and control (Baumrind, 1991; Darling & Steinberg, 1993;
Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Adolescents may interpret any parental comment as control, while par-
ents often view supervision only as explicit restrictions. These findings also support H2, which
proposed that adolescents would perceive higher levels of parental supervision than parents
themselves report. In our data, 57.4% of adolescents stated that their parents supervise them
“often or very often,” compared with only 36.0% of parents who reported providing that level
of oversight. Such divergences underscore the importance of understanding supervision not
simply as control, but as part of the family decision-making process based on household norms
and internal negotiations (Bao et al., 2007; John, 1999; Kerrane & Hogg, 2013). It is also worth
noting that the presence of social media and influencers strengthens minors' perception of
autonomy by offering platforms where they can access information, recommendations, and
consumer models without the intervention of parents or guardians. This contributes to ado-
lescents' perception of reduced parental supervision—even when parents believe otherwise.

In terms of the recommended age to purchase body care products, the generational divide
is especially pronounced. While adolescents tend to favor earlier access, parents impose much
stricter restrictions—particularly in categories such as makeup, cosmetics, and dietary supple-
ments. For example, 23.5% of minors believe that the products analyzed in this study should be
available at any age, compared to only 4.0% of parents. This aligns with research showing mi-
nors poorly assess long-term risks (Quadrel et al., 1993; Reyna & Farley, 2006; Steinberg, 2008),
highlighting the need for appropriate guidance from parents or guardians.

These findings directly support H3, which proposed that adolescents and parents would
differ significantly in their perceptions of the minimum appropriate age for purchasing body-
care products and the reasons for restricting access. Consistent with this expectation, ado-
lescents favored substantially earlier access, with 23.5% stating that these products should be
available at any age and 19.1% from age 12, whereas parents endorsed far stricter limits, with
42.5% setting the minimum age at 16 and 41.2% at 18. Likewise, parents' justifications focused
primarily on perceived risks to physical health (86.5%), mental health (65.6%), and on the con-
cern that minors lack sufficient judgment to use these products responsibly (77.0%), a pattern
clearly reflected in the paired comparisons.

Additionally, parents perceive greater risks related to physical health, mental health, and a
lack of sufficient judgment on the part of minors to make responsible decisions. This finding is
aligned with studies that show parental concerns about the use of body care products are not
limited to economic issues, but also include concerns about the physical and emotional well-
being of their children (Bai, 2024; Chang & Suttikun, 2017; Khalid & Abdollahi, 2021; Medley
et al., 2023; Nagata et al., 2024).

IMPLICATIONS

This study provides nationally representative dyadic evidence showing that adolescents exert
greater influence on household purchasing decisions (particularly in body-care categories)
than parents recognize. This finding extends both classical work (Beatty & Talpade, 1994;
Carlson et al., 1990) and more recent contributions (Feijoo-Fernandez et al., 2021; Sadaba &
Bringué, 2011; Shoham & Dalakas, 2005), illustrating that perception gaps persist in the cur-
rent digital ecosystem.

The contrast between adolescents' reported supervision and parents' self-reported oversight
reveals a meaningful mismatch in how both understand their role in the purchasing process.
While traditional models of parental supervision (Stattin & Kerr, 2000) remain a solid theo-
retical reference, the divergences observed suggest that, in today's digital environment, ad-
ditional dynamics associated with continuous exposure to influencers, aspirational content,
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and personalized advertising may be at play. These intergenerational discrepancies are also
not homogeneous: they vary clearly across cosmetics, fitness products, and nutritional supple-
ments. This pattern underscores the need to examine adolescent consumption in a segmented
manner that considers product category, gender, age, and maturity level, rather than treating
youth consumption as a uniform phenomenon. The joint analysis of adolescents' and parents'
perceptions offers an intergenerational perspective rarely explored in research on products
whose use is increasing steadily among young people.

The results also translate into several practical implications. The discrepancies between
adolescents' self-reported consumption and parents' perceptions, particularly in fitness and
supplements, suggest that many families operate with partial information. Encouraging ex-
plicit discussions about specific product categories, spending levels, and responsible use cri-
teria may help reduce misunderstandings and strengthen negotiation and guidance within the
household. Moreover, the fact that adolescents perceive higher levels of supervision than par-
ents believe they provide highlights the importance of establishing clear, shared expectations
regarding the purchase and use of body-care products.

In educational settings, the finding that parents tend to set stricter minimum ages based
on concerns about physical and mental health reinforces the need to include media-literacy
and health-education content in school curricula. Providing adolescents with tools to evaluate
risks, interpret body-image-related messages, and understand influence mechanisms present
in digital environments can contribute to more informed and critical consumption.

Finally, the differences identified in perceived risks and minimum age criteria reveal the
lack of common reference points for families. The results support the development of clear
age-appropriate guidelines for the use of cosmetics, fitness products, and supplements, as well
as informational campaigns addressing the risks associated with early use, particularly in nu-
tritional supplements, where the discrepancies were most pronounced. Such initiatives may
help families make more informed and coherent decisions at home.

Taken together, these results link the empirical evidence to the key theoretical frame-
works—consumer socialization, parenting styles, and fuzzy-trace theory—showing that inter-
generational perceptions of adolescent consumption emerge at the intersection of autonomy,
supervision, and risk appraisal. In doing so, this study addresses the gap identified in previous
literature by simultaneously comparing how parents and adolescents interpret these processes
within product categories that are increasingly shaped by the digital ecosystem.

LIMITATIONS

This study presents several limitations. First, it relies on self-reported data, which may be sub-
ject to memory or social desirability biases, especially regarding body-image-related practices
and consumption. Second, although the sample is nationally representative, the cross-sectional
design prevents establishing causal relationships among the variables analyzed. Finally, the
study focuses on three specific body-care categories; future research could incorporate addi-
tional consumption domains relevant to adolescents—such as fashion or technology—as well
as longitudinal designs that capture how these intergenerational gaps evolve over time.

CONCLUSIONS

The results show that minors perceive greater autonomy in the purchase of personal care prod-
ucts than their parents acknowledge, with significant differences particularly in the gym and
fitness equipment category. In terms of spending, although descriptive discrepancies were ob-
served, these differences were not statistically significant.
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Regarding parental supervision, minors report a higher level of control than what parents
claim to exercise. Likewise, adolescents believe that these products should be available at
younger ages, while parents establish more restrictive limits and perceive greater risks associ-
ated with their use.

The generational divergence in acceptable purchase ages is significant because it marks
the boundary where adolescents' pursuit of autonomy meets parental caution. Recognizing
this boundary helps explain how families negotiate consumption limits and how adolescents
gradually gain independence in body-care decisions. This insight is valuable for policymakers,
educators, and brands seeking to understand how consumption norms are constructed within
households.

This study reveals intergenerational gaps in adolescent body care consumption. While ad-
olescents seek greater autonomy and generally minimize the risks associated with these prod-
ucts, parents take a more restrictive approach, primarily based on concerns related to health
and minors' lack of judgment. These findings highlight the need for educational strategies that
foster parent—child dialogue, as well as the need to launch awareness campaigns on the main
risks associated with the consumption of certain products. Future research should explore how
these generational gaps vary by gender, socioeconomic status, and digital media exposure.
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