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ABSTRACT

The use of personality theory in consumer behaviour research has met
with mors disappointments than success, %he belief that individual
differences in brand prefersnce or choice behaviour are caused by
personality differences has not always been supported by empirical
research. Keeping the limitations of past findings in view, a study
was conducted to test the relevance of personality trait theory for
exp}aining consumption of instant coffee in India. The findings of

this study help in defining the scope of the theory and their relevance

for research and marketing stratagy.



USING PERSOwNAL ITY TRAIT THEORY

TO EXPLAIN CONSUIICR BEHAVIUGUR: AN EMPIRICAL EXAMINATION

The consumer often has to choose a sepecific product or brand
from a set of alternatives available in the market place. In the process
of evaluation and selection, the consumer may adopt a set of criteria
such as economy, quality, durability, taste, etc. and the alternative

that most closely matches the set of criteria -is purchased.

As product achieve standardization, it becomes increasingly
difficult to adifferentiate them on any real, tangible attributes. In
such cases consumers may select alternatives randomly, revealing no
consistency in purchase patterns. To create specific preferences for
products and brands, marketers start to incorporate nomphysical and
intangible product éttributes and communi®=ute them to the market. The
consumer, therefore, learns to evaluate a product nct only in terms of

its physical characteristics but also with respect to its nom=physical

attributes,

The consumption context in India promotes this non~functional
differentiation of many products. In certain limited product categories
sych as toilet soap, textileg, cigarettes, packaged tea, home remedies,
etc., quality has standardized and a proliferation of brands has taken
place. Since these alternative brands are very similar in terms oé

their physical/taechnical performance, marketcrs attempt to create a



differential advantage through nom~physical attributes such as brand

images, psychological benefits, etc.

Psychological Segmentsition s

When psychologicel characteristics of the product, of the
settings in which it is usad, or of its users are employed to differen-
tiatc it from its competitive alternatives, the marketer is said to be
psychologically segmenting the market. Segmentation as a marketing
tool is used when the markcot can be differentiated in tegms of its origin,
location, character, responsivenec®: to marketing instruments, etc.
(Yankelovich). Segmentation on - the basis of geographical location of
cus tomers leads to'selective distribution and physical availability of
g.od. Similarly, economic segmentation based on purchasing power of
customers creates price differentiations. UWhen markets are quite
homogeneous with respact to physical'and/or demographic characteristics,

A}

segmentation relies upon psychological characteristics of the market.

Psychological segmentation attempts to incorporats attributes
or benefits into the product such that it is psrceived as a psychologi-
cal object symbolozing personal attributes and goals. This is accompli-
shed by creating a product image or personality through emphasis on
traits that are uéed to charaeterize human personalities. Products
achieve asscciations with traits such as sociable, modern, dyhamic,

conservative, strong, steady, etc. Consumsrs usc theseo associations to

build product preferences which in turn create systematic patterns in



their purchasing behaviour. One rescarcher observeds

the things people buy are seen tc have personal or social
menaings in addition to their functions. Modern goods are
recognized as psychological things, as symbolic of personal
attributes and goals, as symbolbc of social patterns and
strivings,

(Levy, 9.119)

In India, psychological segmentation is common for many consu-
mer products even though only a fraction of the total market is tapped,
In this respect, India is similar to other developing countries which
are characterized by low per capita but highly skewed distributions of
income. Only 10-20 percent of the populaticn account for the major
portion of purchasing pouer and these affluent segments form the target
of most consumer goods marketing. Concentrated in cities and other
large urban areas, thess consumers arc highly similar in terms of
their income, gducsztion and other socio-economic variables. Psycholo~

gical segmentation, therefore, offers ample opportunity for differentia-

ting these markets.

Using Personality Thcory +to Explain Buyer Behaviour

'

Sociologists and psychologists in observing consumption
behaviour have attempted tc apswer why a product or brand is purchased.
Sociologists have used social class, reference groups, peer influences,
family life cycle and other concopts o explain consumer behaviour.
Psychclogists have attempted to go further and look for edplanation at

the individual consumer level, While they recognized that consumers



could be categorized into variouc groups and class.:, this did not lsad

to a sufficient explenation of individual differences in behaviour.
Individuals belongiﬁg to the same groups manifest distinct ways of
behaving and responding so that intra~group differences remain unexplained

by the use of sociological conceptsi

Psychological theories, including personality thsory,
have been used to explain these intra~individual differences. Generally,
personality refers to personal dispositions which underlie behaviour
(Sanfordy Lazarus). These dispositions of a person are assumed to
cons titute an organized totality, a more or less enduring structure
that interacts with the snvironment. The trait school of personality
theory believes that a personality is specifically made up of certain
dafinite attributes called traits.1 Penple are expected to differ in
the degree to which they are characterized by a trait but within an
individual, the traits are assumed to exert a fairly gseneralized influence
on behaviour. The task of trait theorists has been to construct instru-
ments which can measure these underlying traits and to compare individuals
with respect to these traits (Edwards & Abbott). Various personality
inventories such as the Stanford-Binet 1.Q. Tests, the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), California Psychological

Inventory (CPI), etc. have begn developed to measure various personality

traits,

There have been several applications of personality trait

theory in makketing, One of the first to be published was a study on



the validity of psychological factors in predicting brand choice of
astomabiles (Evans). Since the conva~ilent sample of white males was
homogeneou® with respact to other factors, it was hypothesized that
personality differences should be able to predict brand choice.
Analysis of the personality scorss of the two group of automobila mwners
revealed only one trait (dominance) to be significant at 0,05 level

and three traits (exhihition, autonomy, affiliation) to be significant
at 0710 level. The relationship between actual and predicted brand

use showed that use of personality variables correctly predicted 63%

of the beand purchased while the use of other data permittad 70%

correct predictions,

Several other studies since then have reported on the use
of personality traits for explaining and predicting buyer behaviour,
The results generally seem to indicate that the use- of standardized
personality measuring :instruments yield relatively low correlations
with measures of buyer behaviour. Part of thg reason for this lack
nf apparent relatinship lies in the use of standard inventoriss to
measure personality and the use of general personality characteristics

to predict brand choice behavigur.

When marketing researchers have developed specific measuring
instruments or a priori hypothesized the relationship of specific per—
sonality traits and buyer behaviour, the investigations have revealed

a significant relationship between personality traits- and bshaviour



for exampie, Grubb and Hupp devel:ped a specific measuring instrument
for 'self-concept! an used it to predict choice of two automobile brands.
In comparison to Evans' study, Grubb and Hupp found differences to be

significant at 0,01 lsvel.

The usefulness of personslity theory in predicting and
explaining buyer behaviour is also contingent upon the dgfinition and
specification of the dependent variable - behaviour. Working with
data generated in the Evans' study, Steiner found correlation of persona-
lity traits to increase when brand loyalty is considered and there is
a greater divergence in personality differences between loyal Ford
owners and loyal <hevrolet ouners. Brody and Cunningham found a similar
relationship between personality variables and brand loyal behaviour.
Koponen found that personality variables were better able to discriminate
between use and non~use of a product (filter Us norn~filter cigarettes)

s
rather tf an between use of variou, brands,

The evidence nn personality trait explanation of buyer
behavior is therefore quite equivocal. Support has besn strengthsned
when researchers have used specifically designed instruments, a priori
specified the traits that are,related to behaviour and when the depenm~
dent variable ~ behaviour =~ has been clearly defined and measured.
While the need to specify the expected relationship between persopnality

traits and behaviour cannot be adequately stressed, there are several

difficulties in developing consumption —~ related pergonality traits



and their measuring instruments.

In the fo lowing suctions, a stud investigating the
relatipnship of personality traits and brand use behaviour is repor—
teds The study used a readily availsble measuring instrument with the

objective of testing the relevance of personality traits in explain-

ing buysr behaviour.

The Study

Personality and Coffee Consumers in India

Coffee, as a beverage, has bewon available in India for a
long time but its consumption has very specific regional and socio~
economic characteristics., 0Oue to climatic conditions, coffee is grouwn
in Southern India and consumed widely thers. Ffor similar reasons,
tea is the most popular drink in the rest of India. In recent years,
competitive activity in the marketing of packaged and branded coffee

has incr .ased and several brand: of instant coffeﬂ have been introduced.,

Instant ¢ ffee has becen able to mako greater penetration
into north, east and west Indian households since its preparation
and consumption does not requirc any brewing skills or apparatus.
Like other packaged goods, it is purchased by the more affluent segments
of the urban population. Whie thore was only one national brand
beforc 1967, in two years three additional brands had been intrdduced

causing some shifts in market sharcs.



Aftsr the availabilit of brand choice, the question of
brand prefercnce and brand selection needed to be answered, Some
research had indicated that brand proefuerence is not determined by
physical characteristics since consuiers wero not able to diseriminate
between the brands in disguised tastz tests, However, brand preference
exerted itself when brand identities were known. It appeared, there~
fore, that brand image or brand personality was perhaps a significant

determinant of brand choice behaviour.

A research study was initiated in 1972 to investigate the
effecct of consumer perscnality on the consumption of instant coffee.
The assumptiom had becn personality characteristics will tend to
influence brand perception, brand preference and therefore, brand
usuages Thc expectation was that users 0f>a par ticular brand of coffee
were likely to be morc similar in terms of their personality profile

and diffcrent from uscrs of oth.r brands.

Me thod

95 consumcrs had becn conveniently chosen from the house—
hold population in Calcutta, One of the criteria for sample slection
was that housechold expenses be.at least fis. 500 per month, Within this
category, quotas were fixed for the selcction of consumers who were
rogular users of one of the four brands of instant coffee. In addi=
tion, awarcness of each of the available brands was assessed before

a consumer was included in the study. This, it was ensured that



differenc. s in brand awar=sness di. not lesd to differenceg: 4n brand
choice for the purpos s of this study. The final sample included 25
consumers for each of the.threce brands and 20 consumers for the fourth

brand who met the qualifying conditions,

The Bernreuter Personality Inventory was uscd to measure
six personality treits. This is a standardized test consisting of 30
items which had been tested and validated amongst a sample of Indians
and a translated version was available which could be a@dministercd to
the Bengali - spoeaking population of Calcutta. The six traits on
which measures werc taken included neurotic tendency, self-sufficiency,
introversiows~extroversion, dominance~submission, confidence and socia~

bili ty..

The dependent variablia was defined as ragular use of a
specific brand of instant coffee. We relied on respondent's dofinim
tion of regular at~home use and nc indepcndent ch.:cks were made,
Thereforc a consumer was a rugular user of one of the brands A,B, C,
or Ds No measurass of intei.gity of usc or loyalty of brand selection
was taken although there was an implicit assumption that regularity

incorporated an elesment of brand loyalty and high usage.

The test was admigistered by a trained psychologist in a
personal interview condycted at the respondent!s own home. Other

socio~economic data were also obtained,
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The Object Set

’ Befare the reswarch hypotheées arc presented and the results
discussed, it may be important to deecribe spocific charactemistics of
the coffec brands available in the merket. "The Four.brands of coffee
were madae and markoted by tuﬁ mul tinational corporations, each market—
ing two brands. Company 1 marketed brands A and O while Company 2

of fered brands B and C. These brands had been introdueced so that in
terms of physical product and marke* ppsitioning strategies, brands

AR and B were similar to each other but different from brands C and D
which resembled each other. rends: A and B represented one product
formulation and C and D another. Thus, the consumers had a choice of
four brahds representing two product formulations and marketed by two
companies, Furthzrmorc, brands C and D not only constituted a different
product form, both had been introduced relatively recbntly and there--
fore represented more unconventional, novel brands of instant coffes.

The characteristics are summarized in Figuroc 1 below,

— e ———— — . m———

Insert Figure 1 here

Research Hypotheses . %

While the study was initiated to test generally whether

users of various brands of instant coffee differed with respect to
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. their per onality traits, more sp-cific research hyjotheses wers
faormulated. These hypotheses were tested in the study and each
of them is discussed in terms of its rationale.

H1 s The ability of personality variables to explain
consumption behaviour will increase as the level
of behaviour becomes mors specific.

This hypothesis is developed from earlier findings that

~the relevance of personality traits is influenced by the specifica-

tion of the dependent variable. Several studies had reported apparently
diverse findings relating personality traits to behaviour such as
product use (filter Vs non~filter cigarettes), brand choice (Ford Vs

Chevrolet), brand loyalty (loyal Ford Vs loyal - Chevrolet users), etce.

In other words, the relevance of personality traits will
depend on the level of the dependent variable. If company choice is
assumed to be higher level tham bramd choice pehauiour, then it is
hypothesized that pgrsonality trait explanation will be more relsvant
for brand rather than company choice. Similarly, if choice of a
product form' is assumed to be higher than brand but lower than campany
choice, then the relevance of personality traits viil be expected to
lie between the other two choice behaviours. In the contegt of this
study, it is hypothesized that perscnality differences will be greatest
for brand choice and least fer-company choice behaviour. This implies
that the number of significantly different ;ersonality traits will be

‘greatar for brand than for company choice.
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H 2 ¢ The ability of personality variables to explain
consumption be: aviour will be det .ndent on ths
structure of the brand choice set.

Although many brands exist in the alternative choice set,
marketing strategies often create clusters of similar brands., Members
of a particular cluster {or product -~ position)are usually very similar
to each other esven in terms of psychological attributes. In these
cases, the relevance of consumers' personality is sxpected to be lou
in explaining choice of brands within a cluster. When significant
differences exist in the perception or positioning of brands, only then

will consumer personality become relsvant for explaining buyer bshaviour,

The above reasoning follows from the consideration that
even if n brands exist in the choice‘Set, there need not be n
different brand personalities. Indeed, due to marketing strategies
such as "me too" positioning, several brands are likely to aspire for
a particular personality or image but perhaps with different degrees
of success. In these cases, ﬁhe assumption tﬁat consumer personality
differences will be significant will hold only if the brands also

1

occupy different perceptual positions,

In our context, this hypothesis implies that the differences
in personality profiles will be greatest for those brands which are,
or perceived to be, most different from sach other and least for those

brands which are, or percsived to be, most similar to each other,
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H 3 ¢ Three personal. iy traits -=- intrc ¢rsion -~ extrover-
sion, dominance—~submission ano confidence.will be
significantly differcnt fc~ the users of the
conventional and non-conventional brands.

In the context of the instant coffee study, it is predicted
that personality traits which imply greater acceptance of, or preference
for, social approval, control ete. (i.e. iétroversion ~ extroversion,
dominance~submission, confidence) will be more significantly different
for users of. the two product clusters. This hypothesis emanates directly
from past findings that a priori specification of personality traits
_ 1s necessary and looking for pgeneral personality differences are not
very usafﬁl. It is specifically predicted that people who are more
dominant, introverted and/or confident will be consumers of the newer,

less conventional brands of instant coffee.

Since products and brands are assumed to be imbued with
psychological as well as physical attributess, i; is hypothesized that
the specific psychological dimension on which two products differ will
result in the users of these two products differing also on the
same psychological dimensien. In other words, this hypothesis is based
on the assumption that the two sets of instant coffee are likely to
be perceived differently an dimensions such as social jeceptability or
popularity because of their relatively recent introduction and their
different product formulation. Therefore, personality traits which

reflect a necd for, or ability to cenform to/reject social -acceptance
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and appro. il will be significantl, different.

Taking tho characteristies of the coffee marketing environ-
ment into account, the implications for skatistical comparisons for

testing the research hypotheses are given in Figure 2,

Insert Figure 2 here

Results

The personality profiles are given in Table 1 for the
~four groups éf instant coffes brand uscrse. The interpretation of the
meaning and scorcs of each trait is given in ane Appendix. A glance
at the profiles reveals several differences in persocnality traits.

The statistical significenc.: of these diffcorences are discussed in

the context of the rescarch nypotheses,

Insert Table 1 here

——— —— it Y At 2t e ~s e

Support for the first hypothesis appears to be quite

N

strong (see Table 2). While only one personality trait - neurotic
tendency - is significantly different for users of brands marketed by
the two companies, two traits are significant when comparison is at the

brand choice level. Users of braﬁds A and C differ with respect to



-3
(g)]

inttoversiom-extroversion and confidence persenality traits. If the tuwo-
tailed test, is performed at 0.10 level instead of (.05 level of signifi-
cance, then twc more traits—-neurotic tondency and domihance-submission—

become statistically different for the users of the two brands.

Insert Table 2 here

These personality traits, except for neurntic tendency, were

. found net to bo statistically different when the comparismn fncused on
company cheice. This suppnrts the hypothesis that the number of signifi-
cantly different personality traits will increase as the lsvel of behavioura:
chrice becomes more specific. In nther wnrds, the relevance of personality
traits as explanatory variable increases as the behavieur to he explained

hecomes more specific.

The belief that personality traits influence consumption Behaviour
is based on the assumption that people engage in behaviour which is
congruent with or expressive of these treits. Therefore, the positiening
nf brands with respsct to each cther is an impmrtant determin;nt nf their
congruence with personality profiles. A test af Hypothesis Twe therefore,
included consideraticns of brand similarity and differences. As we

.

can see from Table 3, suppert for this hypsthesis is also very strong.

Insert Table 3 here
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When brands arc posit.oned very similarly, the differencss

in the persqnality prc~iles of the usefs are not statistically signifi=-
cant.. Thus, ws find A; significart differences when we compare the
users of brands A with brand B and the users of brand C with brand D.
‘lowever, three of the persconality traits -~ neurotic tendency, introver—
iionwextroversion and confidence -~ arc significantly different when we
ompare users of brand A,B with users of brand C,0. That is, the dala
upport .no statistically significant differences within two clusters

of similar brandsy; but, when the comparison is between clusters, three

f the six personality traits are significantly different.

Since the similarity of brands had been arrived at through
independent (Formuiation—based) critzrie and not through perceptions of
the consumers themselves, we can conelude that this brand similarity
within a cluster leads to attraction of similar personality types and
iﬁ-the attraction of dissimilar p-ople when the clucter itself is
different. If on the other hand, th2 categorization of bran@a into
clusters was made from the respondent's own perceptions, one could
perhaps argue that it was personality differences causing differences
in object perceptions rather than object difierences attracting

"different personality types.

-
~

Hypothesis Three can also be tested on the same data.
;ﬂONBVGr, cluster one of brands A, B now represent the traditional,

more accepted brand category since both have bsen in existence for
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considerably longer ‘period cf time whireas clustnr 2 (of brands C, D) is

not only new but 2lso a different product formulation - hence, unconventiconal.

-8ince we have made a directional hypothesis, a one~tailed test
needs to be performed. As we can se~ from the between-cluster difference
reported .in Table 3, all the thresc hypothesized personality traits are
significantly different. Users of cluster 1 products differ on introver=

siom~extroversion, dominance-submission and confidence.

It was specifically hypothesized that the more unconventional
brands (C & D) will attract tne more introverted, dominant and confident
becauss these traits direct, facilitate or support behaviour which departs
from the conventional. Investigation of the mean scores support the
directional hypothesis for two traits (dominance and confidence) but
not for the third trait (introversion). It appears that people who are
attracted to the newer brands ere less intrevortcd but more soeially dominat=
ing and confident. Poerhaps, imagination and liking to live with oneself
(intoversion) is less important as a trait in accepting new'producés than
tendencies to dominape in face-to~face situ&tions and self confidencs,

| While no hypothesis had been made about sociability and neurotic
tendency, differences in both thuse traits are found to be statistically
significant, The uscrs of the more unewnucntional hrands appear to be
more emotionally stable and to be socially dependent but who may also have

3

a domineesring personality. Since sociability appears to include opposite

i
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scores of two traits for which individual predictions have besen made, it

was not considerwd because of ambiguity in interpreting group scores. The

difference in personality traits can be best understond in terms of the
coéposite trait “confidence" which incorporates sccial dependence, emptional
stability, introversion and dominanﬁe. Since low scores on this trait indi-~
cate greater social independence, emotional stability, dominance and
eitroversion, the users of the mbre unconventional brands can be charac-
terized by these traits. A priori, these traits appear toibe morae sup-

portive 0%, and relevent for, bshaviour which does not follow convention,s

DISCUSSION

The relsvance of personality variables to explain consumer
behaviour appears to be supported by data reported in this study. The
relevance increased when behavicur .itself was specific and when predice
tiops could be made about the significance and dircction of individual
persoﬁality traits. Thus, we found that except for neurotic tendency, no
other personality trait cas ablc to explain diffurcnces in' the users of
brands marketed by specific companies. Hnwever, when we examined choice at
the individual brand level, a larger number of 5ersonality traits became
sigpificant. Similarly, when hygotheses were made about specifi; per-
sonality traits such as introversion—extroversion, dominance-submission

and confidence, we found support from the data.

This provides certain guidelines for the use of personality -

trait theory to explain consumer behaviour. Its domain is quite limited
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and specific. When research hypotheses stzy within this limited bounda-
ries, then tests can be a2aningfully performed and interpreted. The
difficulty often arises when no g priorihypothesss can be advanced with

respect to the expected relationship of specific personality traits with

thq relevant bhehaviour.

The usefulness of personality trait thueory to predict and
explain consumer choice behaviour is also dependent on tho nature of the
choice set itself. Uéry frequently, the number of significantly
different product profiles do not correspond exactly with the number
of brands in the product set. Some brands, therefore, cluster together
indicating their . relative similarity. This oocurs often when companies
market Qme too" brands which are madé to be as similar to a leading brand
as possible. It .can also occur indepe™dently when competitors looking
for ;‘Bifferential advantage introduﬁe brands which are aimed to fill a
current gap; accidently, timing énd positioning of thc new brands can -
coincide to create anothur cluster of similar brands. In these cases,
it is more aeaningfui to test for the perscnality differences of the
élﬁster users rather than for users of individual brands.

In this study, the reclevance oé personality traits has been
facilitated by ths rel~tively limited n:mber of brands in the chaice set—
four brands forming two clusters offered greater meaningful comparisons

between clustzrs than thirty brands constituting seven or eight clusters,

The latter is more often characteristic of the marketing environment in

\
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countries like United States., While roscarchers there have salpcted two
or more individual brands and tested. for the personality differences of
thetr users; there is an inherent limitation that may axplain, basides

other reasons, why personality trait thcory has not been very suecessful

in explaining these differences.

Finally, rescarch ovidence from earlier studies appear to
indicate that relevance of purson;lity theory in consumption behaviour
can be more meaningful;y tested when speeific ;easuring inétruments were
dcveloped to examine tho consumption -contcot. This study therefoge
suffered from this limitation“by using a conveniently available standardi~
»‘_zgq Péfsonality Inventory which was developed for somc other purpose.
'Aithough some cffort was made to advance hypothesis regarding the signi-
ficanco and direction of specific traits, this is nof fully satisfactory.
ﬁ‘ggiggj specification of relevant perscnality traits also require com-
cpptualiéation and opcrationalizaticns of thosu traits into valid meas ur—

ingAinétfumgnts meaningful to a consumption context. This offers an aroca

of research 'need and opportunity.

Conclusions

The practical implications of this study are scveral. It
providas support for psycﬁological sggmentatior as a marketing tool when
more traditicnal basaes for markct division are oxhausted, Although there

are no data on the distrihution of individual persohality traits or composite
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persc ality profiles in a pépulation, yet marketers can build product
"personalities" so0 as to attract particular types of customers. Tha
success of this effort will depend on the number of alternativaes in

the competitive environment and the distinct differences betwesn them.

Forming of a brand personality thrqugh various elements of the

marketing mix must be supported by comparable marketing effort in

order to achieve a desired market share. This is particularly éritical
when there are several similar brands within a cluster. Based on
similarity considaerations, each brand is likely to obtain a proporticnate
share of the market. However, the actual share obtained will be related
to the marketing effort vis-a-vis coﬁpetitive efforts. If a particular
brand has dominated the cluster due to historical reasons, '‘then a

racent entry must be able to successfully combat the cumulative advant- .-
ag; of the dpominant brand. UWhile psycholagical segmentation is a

valuable tool, it cannot be Qsed without caution.
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FOOTNQTES

The other appreoach to the study of personality is psychodynamics.
The underlying assumptions of naychodynamic and trait theorias
are similar but they differ in their approaches, methodologies
and evaluation. Psychodynamic theories tend to emphasize the

uncongscious and irrational foundations of behaviour.

Only brands A and C are selected for brand comparisons (H1),
becaQSe both represent the more dominant brands in each cluster
and are also marketed by different companies. They therefore
diFFer from each other with respect to company, product position

and brand.
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Periocd of

Btand Company formulation Existence
A 1 Purs Very Long J Product Cluster 1
: % (Conventional
B 2 Pure Long { Brands)
c 2 Blend Short | Product Cluster 2
§ (Non-Conventional
D S Blend Short { Brands)

Figure 1 ¢ The Object Set
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Taking ths characteristics of ths coffes marketing environ—

ment into account, the implications for statistical comparisons for

testihg the researcu hypotheses are given in Figure 2,

LuMpParson Expected Relationship

H 1 ¢ Company Vs Brand

Company -3 (Bramds A,D Vs B,C)

Brgnd ¢ ( Brand A Vs C) & of
Sig. Diff

Traits //////
"y
1

T
Company Brénd

7/ /"

—— Specificity ——>
H 23 UWithin Ys Between Cluster Differences

Within s (Brands A Vs B, C Vs D) -
. , Xeof Y
Betwsens (Brands A, B Vs C, D) Sig.Diff //,/’

Traits P

e

R T
Within Botwesn

H 333 Conventional Vs _Non-Conventional

Brand Users

Conventional 3 (Brands A, B)

»”

Us t Introversions C,D>A,B l
Dominance s C,D>A,B
Confidence s C,D>A,B

Nor=Conventionals (Brands C,D)

. — e,

Figurc 2 ¢ The Hypothesized Relationships
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Jable 1

Personality Profile of Instant Coffee Users

Brands Used

Perso«l'\ali_t_y. Jraits A B C D
o (mean scores)
1. Neurotic Tendency 66.84 64.50 47,32 50,52
2. 5elf-Sufficiency 47.74 47,75 54.16 47,68
‘3. Introversion-Extroversion 35.88 35.75 25.40 27.10
4, Dominance-Submission 36,12 39.15 46.96  43.60
5. 750nfidence 76.96 71.55 51.52 59.56

6. Sociability 61.80 67.20 56.44 50.08

(sample Size) (25) = (20) (25) (25)
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Tab le :_2_.

Personality Traits & Behavioural

Specificity

- - Personality Traits General Specific

1e
, 2
s
4.
5.

6.

(Company choice) (Brand Choice)

(t values®)

~

L

Neurotic Tendency 4, 47 1.88"

Self-Sufficiency 0.60 0.89
oy s - : %

- Introversion~Extroversion 0,39 1.97
Dominance-Submission 0.77 . 1.67
Confidence 0.94 2.22°

. Sociability 0.92 0.60
(Sample size) , (50) (45)-

a . ' . / *
two tailed test $cl = 10, t”</2 = 1.645

A= 'S, teg,  =1.96
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3.
4.
5.

6.
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TABLE -~ 3

Object Differences and Personality Traits

Within Object

Clusters
(Brands A Vs B,
. C Vs D)
Pegrsonality Traits
|
Neurotic Tendency . 1.0
_Self—Suffiency‘ 1.0
;ntfouersion-Extrouersion 1.0
IDominghee-Submigsion 1.0
Confidence 1.0
Sociability 1.0
(45;50)

Personali ty Differehcea

Between Object
Llusters

(Brands A,B Vs C,D)

( t values?)

2‘ 243** b"
1.0
2 483** b**
1 563*. .
2 293‘7('* b*
1.932% B*

A (95)

— -

AN

8 for two tailed test —0% = .10, t = 1.645
T ] lie B =i = e —3 .
&/;

b
for one tailed test -of = .05, t = 4.645*

.
1

——i — e <

. *ay
> = .05, t =1.96.
Z f

L ws
cKL=.,01, t=12.326
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APPENGIX' I
INTERPRETATION OF BERNREUTCR

PERSOMNALITY InVENTORY

N

ffait , Meaning & Score Interpretation
1. Neurotic Tendency s Emotional stability.

High scores indicate emotional
instability and low scores stability

or amotional balance.

2. Self=Suffigiency : Self adequacy.— a quality possesssd
by people who prefer to be alons, rarely
ask for sympathy and tend to ignore

advice of others.

High scores indicate a sense of
self-adesquacy while low Seores msan

a sense of inadequacyd

3. Introversion-Extroversion ] Imaginative and liking for living.

with ownselves,

High scorzs represent introversion
i.s. people who are imaginative and
like to live with themseluves. Low
scores, indicate extroversion i.e. '
people who are not very imaginative

\ and like compény of others.

Dominance-Submission ] Tendency to dominate in face-to-

face situations,

\
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High scores jindicate a dominger-
ing personality while low - scores

indicate submissiveness and meckness.

S. Confidence $ A composite trait indicating
social dependencs, emotional stability,

introversion and submissiveness,

~ . High scores represent social
dependence, emotional instability,
submissiveness. Low scowss indicate
social independsnce, emotignal

stability, dominance.

6. Sociability s Social independence and dominance.

High scores indicate people uwho
are socially independent but do not
have a domineering personality while

* 1low scores are for people who may be
socially dependent but may have a

domimeering personality.

R

A



