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Abstract
The trust of this paper was to show the relevaricéhe development of the theories of personalityato
understanding of consumer behaviour. The developraad limitations of the psychodynamic theory, ttrai
theory, behavioural theory, humanistic theory drelgocio-cognitive theory were analyzed. The payed at
the relevance of these theories to buying behavabuonsumers and examined some empirical stubdasave
established linkage between personality and consteleaviour and some that failed to. The paper lodes
that the theories are relevant to an understanadirthe complex behaviour of consumers, informatdrich
have been successfully applied in development oketimg strategies. The paper also conclude treatdiv
correlation between personality and consumer belaviecorded by some researchers is due mainlieio t
failure to approach their studies outside the odndé psychology from where the concept of persibpatas
borrowed and also the problem of definition of toastructs.
Keywords: personality, consumer behaviour, psychodynamadtst behavioural, humanistic, socio-cognitive,

1. Introduction

The search, purchase, usage and disposal of gowiseavices by consumers are influenced by myriad o
environmental, cultural, personal and psychologi@aitors. One psychological factors documentedhia t
literature to impact on the buying behaviour of smer is personality (Nakanishi, 1972; Agbonifolgw®,
Nnolim, & Nkamnebe, 2007; DeJong, 2008; Gangazdl}9; Lee, 2009; Tsao & Chang, 2010; Solomon, 2011)
A simple definition of personality is “consistentays of responding to the environment in which (aspe)
lives” (Smith, 2001:66). To understand the sourcasure and development of this consistent behayiatierns
and how the knowledge might be useful in humanticeiahip, scholars and researchers in the field of
psychology have developed a number of theoriesifBignt among these are the psychodynamic thebgy,
trait theory, the behavioural theory, the humaaitiieory and the socio-cognitive theory (Myers, 3;9Burger,
2000; Franzoi, 2002; McLeod, 2014). Approaching shibject of personality in six different waysnslicative

of its complexity. The psychodynamic theory pogitat the interaction of instinctual drives and umsmous
forces within individuals are largely responsibde the differences in personality. The trait thetwriargue that
there is “a continuum of various personality cheeastics” (Burger, 2000: 5). Where a person lig@stbis
continuum determines his or her personality. Thbsé favour the behavioural approach see persgradithe
outcome of the interaction of personal and envirental factors (McLeod, 2007a). The humanistic appho
focuses on the positive aspects of human existeamzk identifies self determination and need for self
actualization as the primary causes of differeringgersonality (Myers, 1995). The socio-cognitiygeoach
theorizes that the differences in personality are t the different ways individual process infotioa

Though originally a subject area in psychology vidhus on the treatment of behavioural disordersqality
has increasingly find relevance in marketing (Soméin &Kanuk, 2010; Solomon, 2011). The inability of
popular variables like demography, culture, andadadass to adequately explain certain aspectsebuying
behaviour of consumers (Evans & Berman; 1995; $uohifi & Kanuk, 2010; Krishnan, 2011; Solomon, 2011),
made marketing scholars and researchers to bortmughts on human behaviour from personality
psychologists. Personality goes beyond the questidriwho buy?’ and ‘what they buy?’ to answeridmpw
they buy?’ and ‘why they buy?’ This information hiasen applied in the development of marketing atiiat
and meeting the needs and wants of consumersgettararkets (Blackwell, Miniard & Engel, 2007; Séfman

& Kanuk; Solomon, 2011)).

Most studies on consumer behaviour with focus aisgmlity often have scanty literature. The emghasis
been on quantitative analysis of data to arriverapirical results. The neglect of the theoretigaedehsion has
made such works shallow in aspects like the devedop of the theories of personality, criticism loé tvarious
theories, an analysis of the conflicting linkagéwe=n personality and consumer behaviour and eapitars for
the conflict. It was on the need to address thesbl@ms that this work was conceived. The objestiwkthis
study are to study the development of the majooribe of personality and their criticism, reviewns
researchers that relate personality with consunetatiour, and to provide explanations why somehoké
researches failed to establish positive relatignblkitween the two constructs.
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2. Definition of personality

Personality has been variously defined. The diffjicancountered in defining this concept was ackedged by
Gangajail (2009: 97) who asserts that “person@igomething which is difficult to explain in onergence. It is
very vast and dynamic....” This problem dates batken1930s when Gordon Allport - pioneering persivyal
researcher — wrote a whole chapter of a book orifibg personality” (Azouley and Kapferer (2004. Bine
decades later, there is still no consensual defimibf personality among personality researchers samolars.
Blythe (2008: 73) defines personality as “...the eciion of individual characteristics that make aspa
unique, and which control an individual's responaed relationship with the external environmeri€otler and
Keller (2009: 197) define it as “...a set of distimgjing human psychological traits that lead to tieddy
consistent and enduring responses to environmestitaluli...” Like Blythe (2008), some authors femu
responsiveness to the environment in their definti These include Smith (2001: 66) who simply roegi
personality as “...consistent ways of respondingh®oénvironment in which (a person) lives,” Solonfa@11:
240) who sees it as “...a person’s unique psycho#bgitakeup and how it consistently influences thg wa
person respond to her environment,” and Schiffmach ldanuk (2010: 136) which defines it as “...the inne
psychological characteristics that both determime r@flect how a person responds to his or herenmient.”
Just as the word ‘environment’ is common in thefedé@nt definitions of personality by these threg¢hats,
‘consistency’ was a recurring theme in the defims of the construct by other authors. In thisgatg include,
Smith (2001), Kotler and Keller (2009), and BerkawiKerin, Hartley and Rudelus (1994: 147), whoirkefit
as “...a person’s consistent responses to recuritngt®ns,” and also Assael (2002: 124) who defiiteds
“...as those characteristics that reflect consistemtluring patterns of behavior.” However, Blackwiiniard
and Engel (2007: 271) by defining personality as, an individual’s unique psychological makeup, vthic
consistently influences how the person respondiigoor her environment,” marry the environmentatl an
consistency emphases of these two sets of authors.

The controversy with regard to the definition ofrqmmnality was a theme in the 2007 symposium of the
‘Association for Research in Personality’ (Mayef0Z). The contention among attendees at symposiam w
there is no basic conflict among the definitions pafrsonality. The problem is the “failure of perality
psychologists to use and assert those definitibfayer, 2007: 1). In supporting his argument, Magg007)
compared definitions of personality from four diffat textbooks on personality. Although the deioms of
personality from these textbooks were worded diffidlly, its central idea remains the same. Thesmitiefs,
Meyer (2007: 1) observes, share in common the \tieat. “(a) personality is a psychological systetn) (
composed of a group of parts; (c) that interac}; gdd develop; and, (e) that impact a person’s \ieha
expression....” The contradictory views of persogaby some participants at the symposium he conduwasre
due to the difference in their fields and oriemas. Such fields include — but not limited to —iabpsychology
and personality psychology.

Despite the variance in definitions by authors aeskarchers, there are two themes that run throuagt of
these definitions: consistency and environment. Caretherefore argue that the concept of persgnaliteal in
practical life and on theoretical base and thouglindd differently by different authorities, the ricaus
definitions mean one and the same thing. Agains& background the researcher operationally defines
personality as traits that make an individual usigand which controls the individual interaction twithe
external environment.

3. Theorieson personality

Personality psychologists have proposed some ttiealreunits with which to explain the sources and
development of consistency in behaviour pattermsiatrapersonal processes. The theories are varidceach
was developed by a number of psychologists in @&stto understand what makes each of us who we are”
(Burger, 2000: 5) and why people behave the way the Lee (2009: 3) states that these theories were
developed “to explain the structure, process aneeldpment of human behavior”. The major theories on
personality can be grouped into six major theorldge psychodynamic theory, the traits theory, thkavioural
theory, the biological theory, the humanistic the@nd, the socio-cognitive theory.

3.1 The psychodynamic theory

The psychodynamic theory is a theory in psycholgynded on the idea that human personality deeelop
primarily as a result of the interaction of instunel drives and unconscious forces within the iitlial. The
theory basically assumes that human behaviourdsnstiously driven, different parts of the uncoossi mind
are in perpetual conflict, and our behaviours aeedable to our childhood experiences (McLeod, 2014
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Psychodynamic theory include the pioneering worlSigfimund Freud (psychoanalytic theory) and thoskiof
followers (Neo-Freudian theories)

3.1.1 Psychoanalytic theory
Freud postulates that instinctual drives and eatlighood influences are the factors that accoonpérsonality
development (McLeod, 2014). Freud theory is foundeda tripartite structure of id, ego and superego
(Kassarjian, 1971; Franzoi, 2002; Agbonifoh, et 2007; Blackwell, Miniard & Engel, 2007; Blyth&p08;
Bruner, 2009; Solomon, 2011; McLeod, 2014). Thesithe underlying drive of all psychic energy (Kagisin,
1971; Williams, 1981; Agbonifoh, et al., 2007; Blgt 2008; Cherry, 2013a). It is the element of geaifity that
is present from birth and is unconscious (Cher®4,32). The id operates on the pleasure princifiesintains
the libido which demands immediate gratificatioriradtinctual and biological desires such as sexaggtession
regardless of the consequences (Schiffman & KaR0kQ). The superego is the moral and ethical difoarsf
the human psychic. “It defines what is morally tigind influences the individual to strive for petfen rather
than pleasure or reality and, in this sense, seagesn ethical constraint on behaviour” (Williarh881: 135).
The primitivism of the id and the morality of theperego are balanced by the conscious ego. Theawiders
the cost and benefits of an action in terms ofityebefore deciding to act upon or abandon impulses

3.1.2 Neo-Freudian theory

This was the collective theory developed by “...tldrdkwho agreed with the basis of Freud's psychgtnal
theory, but changed and adapted the theory to pacate their own beliefs, ideas and theories” (6hé2013b:
para. 1). The Neo-Freudian consented to Freudartiip structure of personality; “the importance tbg
unconscious; the shaping of personality in childhemnd the dynamics of anxiety and the defense argsim”
(Myers (1995: 467). They dissented on Freud's Eetigat sexual drive is primary motivator and thetsonality
is shaped wholly early during childhood experiendgsey were rather of the view that social inteiats are
basic to formation and development of personalitgt that the conscious mind plays significant roleoping
with the environment. Notable neo-Freudians includ&ed Adler, Harry Sullivan and Karen Horney.

Alfred Adler developed the school of individual paplogy. Adler's work was much on individual’s effs at
overcoming feeling of inferiority by striving fouperiority (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2010) He theorizdtt when
encouraged and appreciated, individual responda itbnnected and cooperative way; when discouraged,
individual acts in an unhealthy way by competingthdrawing, or giving upHarry Sullivan researched on
Freud mechanism of anxiety and unconscious witiea Yo improving meaningful interpersonal relatiohte
was of the view that personality can only be uned by observing people’s behavior in interperssitaation
(Burger, 2000). He argued that personality “canende isolated from the complex of interpersonkti@ns in
which the person lives and has his being” (Sullivé®53: 10). Karen Horney was celebrated for her work on
“neurotic personality”. Karen defines neurosis amaladaptive and counterproductive way of dealirith w
relationships. Their ways of securing these reteitips include projection of their own insecuritydaneediness
which eventually drives others away.” Horney idéeti three basic personality patterns of dealinghvthe
world: compliance, aggressive, and detachmento(Boh, 2011). Agbonifoh, et al., (2007: 154) elal®ran
Horney’s typology of neurotic personality:
i. A compliant person seeks to be loved, appreciated,needed and avoids antagonizing others. He
moves towards people
ii. An aggressive individual moves against others aesires to excel, win admiration, achieve
recognition and to exploit people and situationdyfsince he see the world as encouraging the
‘survival of the fittest’.
iii. A detached person desires independence, privalfysugticiency and wishes not to share or to be
bothered in the experiences of others. He movey &em others.

Criticism: The criticism leveled against Freudi&edry include: (1) Hypotheses generated are nengfically
testable; (2) The theory based the developmeneodfomality only on the first five years of life aighore the
impact of later life experiences; (3) The theorgheemphasizes on instinctive basis for personglty It was
directed mainly on the treatment of psychologidabrters. The neo-Freudian theories have beewizet on
the following grounds: (1) Like Freud’s theory thage not scientifically testable or measured; (2¢teof the
theories accounted for only a small aspect of pexy.

3.2 Trait theory

Trait theory suggests that personality is made fup set of quantitative measurable characterisiicsinits
known as traits. Traits are pre-dispositional ltiré and are relatively stable (McLeod, 2014). Foar2002:
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397) defines trait as “a relatively stable tendetwyehave in a particular way across a varietgiofations,”
while, DeJong (2008: 20) described it as “...an ulyiley dimension along which people differ from one
another.” Every personality has a unique combimatid traits and given its stability, people withgaven
combination of traits can be expected to behavesistantly across situations and over time. The tiadive
orientation of the trait theory separated it froayghoanalytical and Neo-Freudian theories whichewaainly
qualitative in nature. The development of traitahyeis attributed to the pioneering works of psyohsts such
as, Gordon Alport, Henry Odbert Raymond Cattell &tahs Eysenck (Myers, 1995; Burger, 2000; Franzoi,
2002). Allport and Odbert in what has come to bevkm as the “Lexical Hypothesis”, extracted from an
unabridged English dictionary, 18,000 words thadctibed people’s characteristics and then groupertsv
with similar meanings to arrived at a final listatfout 200 clusters of related words (Allport, narfzoi, 2002).
Allport’s approach to trait personality was inflee by Gestalt psychology which contends that Vthele is
different from the sum of its part” (Franzoi, 20(BR7). Allport asserts that traits are ‘buildingdt’ or ‘atom’

of personality. Thus instead of defining peopléeing principally materialistic or aggressive as Hreudian or
Neo-Freudian would do, trait theorist contend tpabple differ with regards to the extent they pass
materialistic or aggressive traits (Franzoi, 2002).

Cattell (1945) used factor analysis to reduce Aflfpolist to 16 personality traits. Cattell (194®8jas more
concerned with using traits as a conceptual toolpiedicting human behavior and not merely to drpla
behavior or describe physical realities. Eyseridd{) developed a model of personality based aetimaits:
“introversion/extroversion, neuroticism/emotionahlslity, and psychoticism” (Franzoi, 2002: 398).aiW
researchers, however, viewed Cattell's (1945) themmplex and Eysenck’s (1947) limiting in scopéeT
presence of ‘a bewildering array of personalityleg€aand, the absence of a common taxonomy for lwhic
human behaviour could be described, challengedpality psychologists to find the ‘best represéataof the
structure of personality traits (Ferrandi, FalcyeKak & Valette-Florence, 2000). This was achéeie the
early 1980s with the development of the ‘Big Fiyeersonality framework which consists of agreealdene
(good -—natured, compassionate and cooperative)ravwexsion (sociable, talkative and assertive),
conscientiousness (achievement-oriented, organiaed dutiful), openness to experience (imaginative,
artistically sensitive, and intelligent), and netigism (anxiety, depression, and nervous) (Cost&ééCrae,
1985; McCrae & John, 1992).

Criticism: (1) Trait approach focused only on dgstown of traits and does not account for its depetent; (2)
The trait theory has ‘bewildering array of persigascales’ (John & Srivistava, 1999) and lacksoanmon
taxonomy. The ‘big five’ framework has been critiedl by some personality psychology researchershaie
opted for different scales.

3.3 Behavioural theories

Behavioural theory contends that an individual’sspaality is the outcome of the interaction betwaelividual
factors and environment influences. It rejects ¢k@m that inner mental states of humans are tleddor
personality and instead concerned itself primaviigh observable and measurable external eventsth&€o
behaviourists, a person’s mind is ‘tabula rasabl@nk slate) at birth. Personality is “acquiredotigh either
classical or operant conditioning and shaped byfoegement in the form of rewards and punishmeBtirger,
2000; 380). Unlike the psychodynamic theory and ttaéts theory, the behavioural theory has a strong
foundation in empirical research (Burger, 2000).tale behaviourists include John Watson and Frekleri
Skinner (Burger, 2000; Franzoi, 2002; McLeod, 2Q0¥datson was of the view that conditioning prinegp
account for human personalities. He rejected theudian concept and argued instead that the study of
personality should be based only on behaviour ¢hatbe observed, recorded and measured. Skinneogad
that “our differences in our learning experiences the main reason behind our individual differenae our
behavior.

Criticism: (1) The approach is too deterministid @ssumes that human do not have nor exerciseifg@It
failed to take into account the influence of unamgs mind on personality focusing instead on ewter
observable behavior (Burger, 2000; McLeod, 2007a).

3.4 Humanistic theories

The humanistic approach to personality holds tleaipte are basically good, are largely responsibtetteir
actions and have an innate need for personal dewelot and fulfillment in life (Myers, 1995; Burg&000). It
takes a subjective and holistic view of human exise and pays particular attention to issues aitioity,
freewill, and human potentials. According to (Burg®000: 5), humanistic theory “identified personal
responsibility and feelings of self-acceptanceskiiye causes of differences in personality.” Thisotly rejected

101



European Journal of Business and Management www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1905 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2839 (Online) “—.i.l
Vol.7, No.18, 2015 IIS E

both the deterministic perspectives of the psychadyic theory and the behavioural theory which iisidered
dehumanistic (McLeod, 2007b). Bonin (2012) likerfmgmanistic theories to existentialism in the sethse
one’s choice of behavior is determined by one atchy fate. Humanistic personality researchers ¢éesized
scientific approach to the study of human perstnalid instead focused on qualitative research oadstivhich
are better adaptable to the subjective, conscioperiences of the individuals. Two renowned figuies
humanism were Abraham Maslow and Carl Rogers. Rogheory of self-concept suggests that every
individual is made up of a tripartite of self — Ire&If, perceived self and ideal self — and theseralated.
Individuals inherently drive for growth of self-cogpt which can lead to self actualization. Maslaavagligm
consisted of a pyramid of need arranged hierartthifram the lower needs to the higher needs. litligls are
motivated to satisfy the lower levels of needd tisfore being motivated to satisfy the higher le\x# needs.

Criticism: (1) Its emphasis on freewill which isdonflict with the deterministic law of science neakit unfit for
scientific investigation or measurement; (2) Maey koncepts in this theory such as “self-actuabrdt “fully
functioning”, and “ peak experience” are vaguelfirted (Burger, 2000).

3.5 Socio-Cognitive theories

This approach fuses the cognitive approach to pefigp with the social learning perspective and has
consequently been referred to by some scholarsogf-cognitive theory’ (Myers, 1995; Sincero, 21Rocial
learning theory is an extension and a modificatibthe behavioural theory. The cognitive modelpersonality
explains differences in personality as differencethe way people process information” (Burger, @0052).
Two foremost contributors to this theory are AlbBdndura and Julian Rotter (Franzoi, 2002). Baadur
“social learning theory”, postulates that “peopkmrh social behavior primarily through observatimmd
cognitive processing of information, rather tharotlgh direct experience” (Franzoi, 2002: 405). bnBura’'s
view, personality is influenced by four cognitivaariables. Bandura agrees with the behaviorists that
environment determines people’s behavior, but adidatpeople’s behavior also determines the enwemnt. It

is the contention of the theorist that interacti@brrognition, actions, and environment shape hupssonality
(Franzoi, 2002). Rotter, introduced the conceptamfus of control’ which deals with “the degreewich we
believe that outcomes in our lives depend on otiors (internal locus of control) versus the acsioof
uncontrollable environmental forces (external loofisontrol)” (Bandura, in Franzoi, 2002: 406).

Criticism: It is subjective and vague for sciemtiftudy

4 Nature of personality

In studying personality some researchers and schblave been able to extract its nature or featuresse

include the followings:

i. Personality is integrated: This implies that ak flactors that constitute personality interact vdtie
another to produce an integrated whole (Blythe 8200

ii. Personality is unique and reflects individual diffieces: No two persons are exactly alike. Thisuis d
to the fact that “...the inner characteristics thanstitute an individual personality are unique
combination of factors...” (Schiffman & Kanuk, 201@36). People no doubt share personal
characteristics, but as Blythe (2008) argue, thesibde combination of traits are so huge that each
person is different.

iii. Personality is self-serving: Personality is purgbgemeet individual's need as defined by the p@sso
traits (Blythe (2008);

iv. Personality is consistent: An individual’s basicrqmmality once established, will tend to be both
consistent and enduring (Franzoi, 2002; Blythe & ®&rhiffman & Kanuk, 2010; Gharibpoor & Amiri,
2012) especially during adulthood. Franzoi (200@3alibes consistency as one important quality of
personality. Franzoi (2002: 381) explains that ¢gieacy manifest itself “...when we see them
(people) responding in the same way in a varietsitofations over an extended period of time”. Béyth
(2008) and Schiffman and Kanuk (2010) agree thatféature enable marketers to segment market and
offer standardized offerings to each market segment

V. Personality is multiply expressed: There are mamaysmof expressing personality beside behaviour.
Our feelings, thoughts and social interaction aftective of our personalities.
Vi. Personality can change: Franzoi (20020) positsgbegonality changes due to culture and evolutipnar

processes. These cultural and evolutionary prosesse among other things mean major life events
like, marriage, child birth, the death of a paremtchange of profession and/or job (Schiffman &
Kanuk, 2010), natural disaster, or relocation te& environment entirely different culture.
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5 Linkage between personality and consumer behaviour

The theories of personality have been applied énstludy of consumer with varying degree of succesBke
psychoanalytic theory, neo-Freudian theory andtithi¢ theory have been more relevant to consumbavier
analysts (Blackwell, Miniard & Engel, 2007; Schifim &Kanuk, 2010). Some scholars and researchers hav
found these theories useful in explaining and mtédj the buying behaviour of consumers and sufdriimation
have been applied in product development, markgieatation and marketing communication. Others have
however, found personality an insignificant vareakh the predicting the behaviour of consumers and
consequently questioned the place of personalitpimsumer behaviour. Acknowledging the contrasiiimgage
between these two constructs, Agbonifoh, et abDp{2 154) noted, “...some studies have found relatign
between personality and product use while otheve hat.”

Tsao and Chang’s (2010) study established a pegiilationship between hedonic buying motive amdettof

the big five traits: openness to experience, errdion, and neuroticism. The researchers foundcthradumers
who scored high on these traits seek fantasielindse excitement, fun and enjoyment shopping @nlidedonic
buying motive have been with impulsive buying (wpied and spontaneous purchases based on emotion of
pleasure and excitement with little regard for tdomsequences) which find relevance in both psychachjc
theory and trait theory. Tsao and Chang’s (201@jifigs collaborate earlier studies by Hirschmantdalthrook
(1982), Strahilevitz and Myers (1998) and Kim ankin® (2002). In the development and launch of new
products, knowledge of personality is critical. f§auch as innovativeness, dogmatism, need fajuemiess,
variety-seeking” enable marketers to identify canets’ innovators — “those who are open to new ideakbe
among the first to try new ” market offerings (Séhan & Kanuk, 2010: 141). Lahiri and Gupta (20@&)rk
indicates that consumer innovativeness is a crigoacess factor in brand extension strategy. Téwd rfor
uniqueness has been linked to consumer purchasmarfhventional products and brand in Simonson and
Nowlis's (2000) research work. Cognitive theoryshfound application in marketing communication.
Consumers’ need for product-related informatiodifferent (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2010; Solomon, 201%uch
information are employed in the development of atisiag for different consumer segment. Persondiiag
been useful in the study of consumer ethnocentr@Gomsumers’ response to foreign-made-products dispem
their levels of ethnocentrism or preference for'swevn ethnic group. Consumer ethnocentrism skal@yn as
CETSCALE (Shimp &Sharma, 1987) helps internatiomalrketers gauge the level of acceptance of products
services and promotional appeals to foreign conssimdepsychodynamic theory has been useful in ratitwmal
research which has help to unearth deeper meaningsducts and services to consumers (Solomon1)201
This has help in the development of successful yots) services and promotional messages partigulankse
with sensual undertones.

The marketers have imbued brands with personatiiystthereby uniquely connecting consumers toovari
brands. By personifying brands with human person#laits, marketers are able to significantly gmdfitably
influence consumers’ responses, tastes, preferambdoyalties (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2010; Solomo812).
Many empirical studies such as those by Ko, Kim Zhdng (2008) and Lee (2009) reveal that consuuers
inclined to buy brands that reflect their own pedies. Marketers often relate the images ofgtaduct and
services with those of consumer. Schiffman and kKkai2010: 167) concisely stated, “consumers fretjyen
attempt to preserve , enhance, alter, or extendgbl-images by purchasing products or servigeshopping at
stores they perceive as consistent with their elewself-image(s)and by avoiding products and stohey
perceive are not.” Many other studies (Dholaki@78; Mowen, 2000; Mulyanegara, Tsarenko & Anderson,
2009) have found significant relationship betweerspnality and consumer behavior..

Other researchers were, however, unable to edtedlisignificant relationship between personalitg aoying
behaviour. The study by Evans (1959) on choice utbraobile brands and those undertaken by Procter &
Gamble, General Motors and some researchers staivpénsonality is a relatively less significantighte in
predicting buyers’ behaviour (Wilson & Gilligan, 98). Crosby and Grossbart (1984) also reported low
correlation between measures of personality taaits discrete instances of consumer behaviour inyrpast
research works. A review of many past studies figkpersonality with consumer behaviour, carried loyt
Kassarjian (1971) found low correlations. Anotheview across numerous studies conducted by Kassari
Sheffet (in Arnould, Price & Zinkhan, 2002: 255yealed that “personality traits only explain ab&Qtpercent

of the variation in consumers’ purchase, productfgrence...” Bearden, Ingram and Lafurge (1995) also
described as ‘disappointing’ the use of generadquality tool to explain purchase behaviour.

The failure of some researcher to establish dioekhip between personality and consumer behaviasrbeen

attributed to some factors. A key problem is thaichof the knowledge on personality is “borroweahirthe
field of psychology” (Kassarjian, 1971; Nakanish§72; Solomon, 2011). The field it borrowed frombised
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on medical model or clinical psychology (Williami981; Crosby & Grossbart, 1984). As a result, moicthe
personality tests are not easily adaptable to théysof consumer behaviour (Williams, 1981). “Peaidy
dimensions measured by these tests, such as endimver introversion, may be useful to an undeditag of
specific behaviors, but are not necessarily releanan understanding of everyday purchasing belnavi
(Williams, 1981: 133). Given this limitation, Kasgan and Sheffet (in Cossby & Grossbart, 1984 )oadte for
the development and validation of personality JU@da that are relevant to consumer model. Also, Koy
personality construct are defined and how behavilspecified influenced the relationship betweerspnality
and consumer behaviour. Dholakia (1978:113) obsemhat “different results have been noticed when
behaviour has meant brand choice, product typecehor brand loyalty.”

Solomon (2011) decried a rather common practice ngmpersonality researchers and marketers where
consumers are presented with a large personalitgntory without first considering how to relate dhe
measures to consumer behaviour. The temptation ieet@ capitalize on any interesting outcome anawdr
conclusion based on it. Another problem associatgtth personality test is that personality being and
interdependent construct should be studied in whgilé common practice is to study few traits inasion. This
“gives an incomplete view of whole person” (MarketiNews, in Blythe, 2008: 79). Personality is cetesit
pattern of actions across situation and time. Yeisisupposed to be used in understanding indilsdua
behaviour. This is a paradox which makes strongetation between the two constructs hardly obtdaalm
view of this limitation, Arnould, Price and ZinkhgB002) suggest that personality should be combimitial
other variable to improve the prediction of consurmehaviour, Nakanishi (1972) advocates abandopasi
conceptualizations that view personality as hawdirgct impact on product brand and store choiceiastdad
proposed approach a dynamic concept of persorthlittywould take cognizance of situational variablEsis
method new paradigm is called ‘person, situatiod behaviour’ (Crossby & Grossbart, 1984). Many $at®
and authors in consumer behaviour believe thatopaiity exists and influences consumer behaviolneyT
blame the lack of correlation between these twestants in most studies to the problem of measunémed
definition.

6. Conclusion

Six major theories have been developed to explgieesionality. The psychodynamic theory and thé thaiory
have been particularly relevant to an understandfrgpnsumer behaviour. Personality does influestresumer
buying behaviour as attest by the finding of manypgical studies. This information has been sudcdgs
applied in the development of products and seryisegmenting market, positioning products and agpiey
marketing communication. Studies which have fatle@stablished correlation between personality tangers’
behaviour. The failure to adapt personality testdasumer model instead of relying on clinical aamh, the
problem of definition of constructs, and methodatagy differences are key explanations for the iligbbf

some studies to establish correlation between palisp and consumer behaviour.
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