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Abstract
In retailing, it is recognized that prominent differences exist between generational 
cohorts. As such, analysis of varying patterns of personality traits and their effects 
between generations is essential for understanding consumer behaviors. This 
research focuses on the association between the Big Five personality traits and 
m-shopping intentions of hedonic products among four generational cohorts: baby 
boomers and Generations X, Y, and Z. Generational cohort theory, the Big Five 
Personality Model, and resistance to innovations theory are integrated in a theoreti-
cal framework. The research was conducted by online survey of 1241 Internet users 
aged 14–72. Different patterns of effects of personality traits between generations 
were found. For baby boomers and Generation X, a positive association between 
openness to experience and m-shopping intention was found. Moreover, in these 
generations, personality traits were more powerful in predicting m-shopping inten-
tion, compared to younger generations. Among Generation Y, extraversion was 
positively correlated with m-shopping intention. Among Generation Z, a negative 
correlation between agreeableness and m-shopping intention was found. Based on 
our findings, we propose a generational approach to marketing strategy and suggest 
specific practical implications.
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1 Introduction

In modern societies, consumer choices are driven by aspiration for hedonic goods, 
i.e. products "whose consumption is primarily characterized by an affective and 
sensory experience of aesthetic or sensual pleasure" [1]. The consumption of 
hedonic products is typically motivated by the desire for fun and excitement and 
often involves products or services that are frivolous or luxurious [1]. As retail and 
technology evolve, consumers can choose to purchase hedonic products through 
an ever-greater variety of retail channels. These range from traditional retail out-
lets and direct marketing to online or mobile shopping formats [2, 3]. The multi-
tude of smartphone and tablet users has led to the increased use of mobile shopping 
(m-shopping). Previous studies have found that m-shopping appears to be a new 
opportunity for increasing revenue through the use of mobile devices anytime and 
anywhere [4–6]. As such, it merits special attention from retailers.

It is self-evident that customers can be addressed more effectively if more is 
known about them. Since m-shopping is a relatively new way to purchase online, it 
will be important for retailers to understand how different consumer groups adopt 
mobile innovation and use it to purchase. Accordingly, numerous studies reported 
prominent between-generational differences in consumer use of new technology [7, 
8] and in shopping behavior [9–13]. In contrast, research that did not detect differ-
ences between generational cohorts in these fields is limited [14, 15]. As for the 
personality traits, they have been shown to be a key factor in acceptance of shopping 
in new technology environments as individual differences affect customer decisions 
[4, 6, 16].

However, very little research has examined the association between personality 
traits and m-shopping behavior. Moreover, as far as we know, research focused on 
the m-shopping behavior of four generational cohorts has yet to be conducted. The 
different experiences and preferences of various generational cohorts, as well as the 
different patterns of personality traits, affect attitudes and behavior. They could thus 
be assumed to result in differences in purchase behavior. Considering the prefer-
ences and behavioral traits of different generational cohorts is essential when devel-
oping targeted marketing strategies to consumers who use a particular retail channel. 
Thus, retailers may draw substantial benefits from knowing more about genera-
tional psychological profiles in more applied contexts. Due to prominent differences 
between generational cohorts, it would be advantageous for retailers to focus on pat-
tern variation in personality trait effects between generations. Our main purpose is 
to evaluate between-generational differences in the effects of personality traits on 
m-shopping intention to purchase hedonic products.
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2  Literature review

2.1  M‑shopping

Mobile commerce (m-shopping) have gradually evolved from e-commerce [17] and 
can be defined as consumer activity focused on purchasing products and services 
from retailers via mobile devices such as smartphones and tablets [18, 19].Wong 
et  al. [20] regard m-shopping as “any monetary transactions related to purchases 
of goods or services through internet-enabled mobile phones or over the wireless 
telecommunication network”. Faulds et al. [21] expand this definitional scope and 
determine that “the use of mobile technologies by shoppers has caused a paradigm 
shift in the consumer decision process”. Mobile shopping is a rapidly growing phe-
nomenon [22] due to the wide popularity of mobile devices such as smartphones 
and tablets as well as continuous improvement and expansion of wireless networks. 
According to eMarketer, 39.6% of U.S. e-commerce sales were made on mobile 
devices in 2018, a rate that is expected to reach nearly 50% by 2020, representing 
15% of total retail sales. Moreover, nearly two-thirds of internet users make pur-
chases on mobile devices [23].

E-commerce using both desktop computer (online shopping) and m-shopping are 
changing the way consumers shop as new opportunities to gather information from 
multiple sources, check for product and service availability, compare prices, and 
localize products and stores are increasingly accessible and reliable due to new sup-
portive ICT infrastructure [18, 24]. Compared to e-commerce using a desktop com-
puter, m-shopping holds the unique advantages of mobile internet technology entail-
ing greater convenience, localization, and immediacy—the anytime and anywhere 
factor [20–22, 25]. In fact, this mobility allows customers to use mobile shopping 
services in nearly any location even when in transit [21]. Generally, the customers 
who utilize mobile phone shopping value the speed, accessibility, comfort [26], con-
venience, simplicity and efficiency of the purchase experience [22]. However, there 
are also some limitations involving m-commerce such as low customer confidence 
in cell phone transactions, narrow bandwidth, network connectivity issues, limited 
display, power back-up, memory size and mobile Internet service fees [27]. In addi-
tion, a comparison of user preferences between online shopping and mobile com-
merce shows that respondents were well aware of the severe data entry and retrieval 
limitations of m-commerce and have a relatively negative opinion of the interface 
capabilities of m-commerce, which are extremely relevant for people with visual and 
motor limitations [28].

2.2  Big Five personality traits

Psychologists claim that personality strongly affects a broad range of cognitive 
responses, including intentions and behaviors [29]. Moreover, personality is a 
key factor in the acceptance of shopping in new technology environments as 
individual differences affect customer decisions [16, 19]. Accordingly, previous 
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research demonstrates that personality traits can function as strong predictors 
of online shopping motivations [30–32]. One of the leading theories of per-
sonality is the Five Factor Model (FFM) [33], which includes five constructs: 
extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to new experience, agreeableness, and 
neuroticism.

Extraversion represents the inclination to engage with the external world, to 
be active, sociable and enjoy interacting with other people. Extraverts like to 
talk and assert themselves and are often perceived as energetic and enthusiastic. 
They have confidence and optimism. On the other hand, introverts are reserved, 
reflective and serious.

Conscientiousness describes the extent to which an individual is dependable, 
concerned with details, and responsible [34]. Scoring high on a conscientious-
ness scale translates into a tendency to strive for efficiency, thoroughness and 
preference for planned rather than spontaneous behaviors. On the contrary, low 
conscientiousness scorers tend to be more careless and change their positions.

Openness to experience captures a person’s aptitude to try new things, to 
appreciate unusual ideas and experiences. Those scoring high on openness usu-
ally have active imaginations, are curious and will often adopt new ideas sponta-
neously. They tend to think independently and do not rely on tradition or norms 
[35]. In comparison, those scoring low on openness are typically more conserva-
tive and prefer familiar things to new ones [35].

Agreeableness relates to the tendency to be cooperative, altruistic, sympa-
thetic to others and eager to help them. Agreeable individuals tend to appreciate 
the values and beliefs of other people [34]. In contrast, those scoring low on this 
dimension tend not to consider other people’s interests and welfare and tend not 
to be concerned with social norms.

Neuroticism is the propensity to experience distress and negative emotions, 
including fear, sadness, anger, anxiety, irritability, loneliness, worry, dissatisfac-
tion and low self-esteem [36, 37]. Neurotic individuals are typically troubled 
by potential loss and risks, and they are not likely to open themselves to new 
experiences. Those scoring low on neuroticism tend to be calmer, are quicker to 
adapt, and demonstrate emotional responsiveness.

Previous studies demonstrated that personality traits can function as strong 
predictors of online shopping motivations [30–32]. Research found a positive 
association between online shopping and openness to experience [31, 32], con-
scientiousness [30, 31], extraversion [31] and neuroticism [31, 32]. However, 
previous research on the effect of personality characteristics on m-shopping is 
very limited. Personality variables related to technological factors (e.g., inno-
vativeness, compatibility, and affinity) have been found to have direct positive 
effects on intentions to adopt m-shopping [4]. Zhou and Lu [6] found a positive 
correlation between m-shopping adoption and extraversion, agreeableness and 
openness to experience. However, individuals with higher neuroticism and con-
scientiousness scores were less likely to adopt m-shopping.
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2.3  Generational cohorts

Despite its importance and obviousness, several authors in the marketing field first 
questioned the relevance of chronological age as a segmentation criterion [38–40]. 
Ingelhart [41] first proposed Generational Cohort Theory as a way to divide a popu-
lation into segments—generational cohorts. A generational cohort can be defined by 
the years of birth, extending 20–25 years in duration, or as long as it generally takes 
for one birth group to be born, age and have children of their own [42, 43]. These 
cohorts usually share the same attitudes, ideas, values and beliefs based on their 
birth during the same time period and living through common experiences, with 
macro-level social, political and economic events that occurred during their com-
ing-of-age years (age 17–24) [44]. According to Meredith and Schewe [42], these 
experiences and events will be reflected in their core values concerning jobs, money, 
tolerance and sexual behavior. These values, beliefs, expectations and behaviors 
generally remain constant throughout a generation’s lifetime and create generational 
identity [41, 43, 45–48]. In the consumer context, they may significantly influence 
purchase patterns and shopping behavior [11, 49]. This assumption is used as a gen-
eral basis for consumer segmentation [40, 50, 51]. Therefore, understanding the val-
ues and motivations of a generation has become essential to targeting particular con-
sumers, as each generation is driven by unique ideas about the type of lifestyle they 
aspire to reach.

The research literature defines the following generational cohorts: baby boom-
ers, born between 1946 and 1965; Gen X, born between 1966 and 1980; Gen Y, 
born between 1981 and 1994; and Gen Z, born in 1995 and after [14, 40]. Research-
ers and historians have used different names and dates to define cohorts; however, 
the literature fundamentally agrees on the general attitudes and behaviors of these 
groups [52, 53].

Baby boomers now comprise a significant proportion of western society, contrib-
uting to an aging population. This generation is characterized by high average dis-
posable income, thus attracting marketers [54]. They tend to be optimistic, idealistic, 
communicative, and value education and consumer goods [55]. Hence, this group 
values mobility. Baby boomers have travelled more than their older cohorts; they 
have seen more and have high aspirations for the future. In addition, they are often 
depicted as a narcissistic generation, greedy in their appropriation of resources and 
selfish in their pursuit of hedonistic individualism [56, 57]. However, baby boom-
ers are often identified as the social group with the lowest level of participation in 
the information society [58]. Although information and mobile technology adoption 
rates in general and m-shopping rates in particular among this generation are stead-
ily and rapidly increasing [59, 60], they are still well below that of younger genera-
tions [61–63]. Among adults aged 50–64, 41% reported feeling very confident when 
using electronic devices to accomplish their online needs in contrast to 74% of those 
ages 18–25 [64]. In their consumer behavior, baby boomers are more deal-prone 
than other generational cohorts, employ more cost-saving strategies, and report 
higher levels of smart shopping [65]. They are cautious in their buying behavior, 
and during the purchasing process look for information and process this information 
intensively [66].
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Gen X grew up with both economic uncertainty (the recessions of the early 
1980s and 1990s) and societal uncertainty (e.g., divorce, latchkey kids, AIDS) [51, 
67]. Many came of age in a period when both parents were in the workforce or in a 
divorced household, and, as a result, became independent at a young age. This gen-
eration is commonly described as socially insecure and lacking in solid traditions 
[68]. Gen X tends to lack the social skills of their parents, but has strong technical 
ability [69, 70]. However, in contrast to younger generations of so-called ’digital 
natives’, Gen X is considered by the literature to consist of ’digital immigrants’ [71], 
who did not grow constantly surrounded by and immersed in IT. Thus, they were 
compelled to invest time and effort to acquire digital skills [72]. They are likely to 
find ways to get things done smartly, quickly, and effectively even if it means bend-
ing the rules [69, 73]. With Gen X, multiculturalism and thinking globally are the 
norm [74]. The main characteristics usually attributed to Gen X are individualism, 
self-reliance [75] and skepticism [76]. In terms of consumption aspects, they tend 
to care about the opinions of others, have an attitude of risk avoidance [77], and are 
looking for customer convenience, community relations, and branding.

Gen Y individuals came of age during a period of economic growth, strong emer-
gence of social media and reality television, globalization, and powerful influences 
from popular culture [49]. Gen Y is considered a confident and optimistic generation 
that feels empowered to take positive action when things go wrong and has multi-
tasking abilities due to their high speed and energy [78, 79]. Its members are gener-
ally technologically competent, casual, and fun loving [75, 80]. Their lives and daily 
activities are considerably mediated by digital technologies: social interactions, 
friendships, civic activities, and hobbies. They are digital natives who have never 
known any other way of life [81, 82]. The constant flow of information has become 
the rule for most this cohort, who are multi-taskers, constantly using their mobile 
phones for social networking, job finding, and grassroots-generated information-
gathering about products, services, schools, employers, and travel destinations [11, 
83]. In their consumption behavior, Gen Y are more driven to use status-seeking 
consumption as a means of displaying wealth and purchasing power [13, 83]. Due to 
their ability to easily access vast amounts of information, Gen Y are highly educated 
in many aspects, focus greatly on technical information, and usually make purchase 
decisions informed by prior research [12].

In 2017, Gen Z meant 22 years old or younger. This market segment includes the 
most educated, mobile, and connected consumers to date [40]. They are also socially 
conscious, tech-savvy, quite innovative, and permanently looking for change, with 
an innate comfort in the virtual world. For these consumers, the Internet has always 
existed [84, 85]. Most Gen Zers are continuously connected through smartphones 
and tablets, and have access to more information than any other generational cohort 
[85]. However, they still tend to live as economically dependent on their parents. 
Therefore, Gen Z are more selective in spending money and in choosing the prod-
ucts they will buy [86].

Until recently, information on how the generations differ psychologically was dif-
ficult to come by. The relationship between birth cohort and the Big Five personality 
traits has been addressed only in a handful of studies, which sometimes provide con-
flicting results, specifically regarding conscientiousness and agreeableness [87, 88]. 
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Research has shown that younger generational cohorts are higher in extraversion 
[89, 90] and lower in openness to experience [91], while generational differences 
in neuroticism follow the curvilinear pattern [92]. Apart from the fact that studies 
on generational differences in personality traits are scarce and provide inconsistent 
results, they also fail to take into account Gen Z. The current study will contribute 
to this field, addressing differences between four generations in terms of personality 
traits.

3  Theoretical background and hypotheses

Innovation theory claims that innovations are, without exception, improvements 
over existing product or service substitutes [93]. Therefore, by definition they are 
good and should be adopted by everyone [94]. However, innovations mean change 
to consumers, and resistance to change is a normal consumer response that has to 
be overcome before adoption may begin [93, 95]. Ram and Sheth [96] explained the 
causes of resistance to innovation and proposed a classification of possible barriers 
to its adoption [96]. Most relevant to our case (m-shopping) are usage and risk barri-
ers. A usage barrier consists of discrepancies between new technology and accepted 
habits and may generate consumer resistance. As result of uncertainty, which usu-
ally accompanies every innovation, risk barriers (mainly functional and financial) 
also may develop.

Assigning different weights to these barriers, individuals do not adopt innova-
tion at the same time [97]. Gen X adopts new technology at a slower rate than Gen 
Y and Gen Z, but faster than baby boomers [7, 98]. Age is a significant factor in 
accepting new technology in general [8, 99] and engaging in m-commerce activities 
in particular. Furthermore, younger consumers are more excited to try new mobile 
options in order to search and buy from m-commerce vendors [100]. Therefore, we 
may assume that among “digital natives” (Gen Z and Gen Y) and “digital immi-
grants” (Gen X and baby boomers), we will find different patterns of association 
between personality traits and m-shopping intention. In general, among generations 
in which m-shopping adoption is close to the saturation point, the personality traits 
will be less powerful in predicting m-shopping intention, compared to generations 
in which adoption occurs mid-process. We assume that this will be reflected more 
significantly in hedonic products which are less goal oriented and more motivated 
by the desire for fun and excitement [1]. Therefore, the following general hypothesis 
may be formulated:

H1 The patterns of associations between personality traits and m-shopping inten-
tion toward hedonic products will be different between generations. The contribu-
tion of personality traits to m-shopping intention toward hedonic products will be 
higher among baby boomers and Gen X compared to Gen Y and Gen Z.

M-shopping integrates two types of innovations: online shopping and Smart-
phone usage. These combine in an activity with potential functional and financial 
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risk [101, 102]. As noted, when exposed to an innovation, people tend to prefer 
a tried, proven product [103, 104], which they own and repeatedly use over time 
[105]. This is because switching involves risk or even potential loss, which may 
seem to outweigh projected gains [106]. In contrast to proven and repeatedly used 
utilitarian products, whose consumption is “more cognitively driven, instrumental, 
and goal oriented and accomplishes a functional or practical task” [1], purchasing 
hedonic products is less likely to be a routine process, and, therefore, involves more 
stress, anxiety, and fear. Because neurotic personalities are more likely to be anx-
ious, self-conscious, or paranoid and view technological advances as threatening 
and stressful [107], we assume that among generations with more usage and risk 
barriers, in which higher levels of anxiety in using a new technology is experienced 
[108], m-shopping intention toward hedonic products may be negatively correlated 
with neuroticism. Accordingly, we may posit H2a:

H2a Among baby boomers and Gen X, neuroticism will be negatively correlated 
with m-shopping intention toward hedonic products.

In contrast, many of the m-shopping characteristics that cause uncertainty or 
concern for baby boomers or Gen Xers (e.g., delivery charges, consumer monitor-
ing, submitting credit card information) will not register the same way for younger 
generations [84, 109]. For Gens Y and Z, m-shopping is associated with far less 
risk and e-commerce, bar-codes, and other technologies related to online payment 
are considered simply part of the economic landscape of the Internet. Accord-
ingly, among these generations we expect that association between neuroticism and 
m-shopping intention toward hedonic products is driven by different reasons. The 
literature reports that when there is no innovation risk, highly neurotic people are 
motivated by the need to avoid socializing [31]. In fact, they are likely to purchase 
online because this form of shopping allows for transactions that do not include oth-
ers, with experienced online buyers enjoying more freedom and control over trans-
actions. Thus, higher levels of suffering from emotional instability translate into 
greater willingness to buy products and services online [32]. Consequently, we may 
formulate the H2b:

H2b Among Gen Y and Gen Z, neuroticism will be positively correlated with 
m-shopping intention toward hedonic products.

People with a high degree of openness tend to shop online to experience adven-
ture and ideas as they typically pursue new activities [31, 32]. Due to the higher ten-
dency of open individuals to be curious, enjoy experientially richer lives, and expe-
rience both negative and positive emotions more keenly than those who are ranked 
lower in openness to experience, it can be assumed that they perceive and experience 
hedonic values informing products more strongly than individuals who score low on 
openness to experience [110]. Baby boomers and Gen X, who are both less techno-
logically advanced, may be less interested in adopting m-shopping of hedonic prod-
ucts due to the usage barriers compared to younger generations. In addition, Gen X 
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suffers from insecurity, and therefore financial and privacy risks of m-shopping may 
be a sufficient deterrence for them as compared to other generations. Regarding baby 
boomers and Gen X, we may assume that people who scored higher in openness 
to experience will be more likely to overcome these risks and barriers. For digital 
natives, Gen Y and Gen Z, these barriers and risks are less pronounced or do not 
exist; therefore, openness to experience should not be an important predictor of their 
m-shopping intention. Accordingly, we may formulate the following hypothesis:

H3 Among baby boomers and Gen X, openness to experience will be positively 
correlated with m-shopping intention toward hedonic products, while among Gen Y 
and Gen Z, this correlation will be insignificant.

Agreeableness is reported to have a significant influence on impulsive buying 
behavior [111]. Young consumers, who have a tendency to be influenced by their 
surrounding environment, can be easily attracted by online marketing of and adver-
tising from various retailers on social media (e.g. Facebook, Instagram). Moreover, 
as agreeable people are known for strong levels of trusting others [112], they tend 
to rank the impact of social media higher than people with low agreeableness [113]. 
As hedonic shopping is more linked to impulse buying [114] and agreeableness 
increases trust in social media retailers and advertisers [113], we may assume that 
agreeableness will be more influential for younger generations. Accordingly, we for-
mulate the following hypothesis:

H4 Among Gen Y and Gen Z, agreeableness will be positively correlated with 
m-shopping intention toward hedonic products.

Generally, extraverted people shop online in response to social motivation since 
internet shoppers can share information and shopping experiences on virtual plat-
forms [31, 115]. Extraverts are more likely to seek new opportunities and excitement 
as compared to introverts. Extraverted people are generally highly sociable [116], 
enjoy being the center of others’ attention [117], and are more prone to exhibition-
ism and self-promotion [118]. Individuals who seek being the center of attention are 
more likely to communicate their consumption activities and talk about the products 
and services they use. They enjoy displaying their new, impressive-looking clothes 
or luxurious vacations to exotic destinations [119, 120]. They often feel compelled 
to permanently keep up the audience’s interest in themselves by purchasing and 
posting more and more hedonic products. Such activities may seem like deviant 
exhibitionism and passive acceptance of intrusive surveillance to older and more 
traditional cohorts. It was also found that Gen Y is more prone to exhibitionism 
and are more nonchalant toward surveillance as a means of self-promotion through 
hedonic product and service enjoyment as compared to older generations [121]. We 
may assume that similar patterns will also be found among Gen Z, which, due to 
their young age, was less examined in this context. Therefore, based on the positive 
correlation between exhibitionism and extraversion [122], we may formulate the fol-
lowing hypothesis:
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H5 Among Gen Y and Gen Z, extraversion will be positively correlated with 
m-shopping intention toward hedonic products.

Generally, conscientious people engage in internet shopping for convenience 
and to carry out purchase tasks efficiently [30, 31]. In contrast to older generations, 
Gen Z is often still economically dependent on their parents. Therefore, their online 
shopping may to a certain extent be a function of parental agreement. Such an agree-
ment may depend on the personality trait of conscientiousness, which is reflected 
in caution, thoroughness, responsibility, organization and planning, strenuous work, 
perseverance, and self-policing. Conscientiousness in adolescents and young people, 
which may present itself as mental maturity and responsible decision-making, can 
lead to parental trust for Gen Z. This trust may then lead to parental willingness to 
allow their children make purchase decisions independently. Moreover, young peo-
ple characterized by conscientiousness may be more involved in the labor market 
and, therefore, more financially independent. As a result, they can be autonomous in 
their purchase decisions and benefit themselves by m-shopping of hedonic products. 
Therefore, we may formulate the following hypothesis:

H6 Among Gen Z, conscientiousness will be positively correlated with m-shopping 
intention toward hedonic products.

4  Method

4.1  Procedure

This study is based on an online survey among Israeli Jews who belong to four 
generations: baby boomers, Gen X, Gen Y, and Gen Z. A post addressed to poten-
tial interviewees, including a survey link, was published on various online Israeli 
forums of general interest (e.g., politics, shopping, culture, family, health, sport, etc.) 
by research assistants. The survey invitation explained that the research involved a 
questionnaire on online shopping behavior. Each interviewee could complete the 
survey only once and anonymity was assured. Approximately 70% of users who 
opened the survey link completed the questionnaire.

To ensure the representativeness of the sample, a residential area quota was 
imposed according to distribution of this variable among internet users based on the 
social survey of the Israeli CBS (Central Bureau of Statistics).

The questionnaire included 30 questions on attitudes towards online shopping, 
purchase intention toward different types of products using mobile phone and com-
puter, and 44 items on the Big Five personality traits (see Table 6)

This study was preceded by a pre-test and pilot study. During the pre-test, 40 
in-depth interviews were conducted among respondents from four generations (10 
respondents from each generation). One of the aims of the pre-test was to categorize 
different types of products and to select from a long list of products only those which 
may be purchased using mobile devices and which suit all four generations. The 
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pilot study among ten respondents was conducted through online survey in order 
to clarify whether the questions were clear enough for the interviewees, whether 
respondents could locate a proper answer for each closed question, and whether the 
question order produced biases.

4.2  Sample

The study was conducted among 1241 Israeli Jews aged 14–72, of whom 306 
respondents (24.7%) belong to Gen Z, 508 (40.9%) to Gen Y, 277 (22.3%) to Gen 
X and 150 (12.1%) to the baby boomers. The mean age of respondents was 31.9 
(SD = 13.7). Of the sample, 40.0% were male. In addition, 12.1% reported less than 
secondary education, 28.6% had a secondary education, 10.3% some college educa-
tion, and 49.0% had an academic degree. Lastly, 48.8% of the sample reported no 
level of religious observance, with the rest maintaining some traditions (24.8%) or 
were religious or ultra-orthodox (26.4%).

4.3  Measures

4.3.1  Dependent variables

M-Shopping intention toward hedonic products was measured by five items, rep-
resenting diverse hedonic products both expensive and non-expensive, e.g., flight 
ticket, designer clothes, perfume, a ticket to a movie, and hotel room/zimmer/loft/. 
Each of these items was measured on scale of 1 (definitely do not intend to purchase 
using Smartphone) to 5 (definitely intend to purchase using Smartphone). The reli-
ability index Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.73.

4.3.2  Independent variables

Big Five personality traits were measured using the well-established and reliable 
44-item Big Five Inventory (BFI) [123]. Respondents indicated their level of agree-
ment with statements on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disa-
gree to 7 = strongly agree. Internal consistency was examined using Cronbach’s 
alpha. The coefficient range was 0.75–0.81, displaying acceptable reliability of the 
measurements. Means were then calculated and examined for each factor.

4.3.3  Control variables

Numerous studies indicate that attitudes toward online shopping, barriers to online/
mobile shopping, and socio-demographic variables (age, social class, gender) are 
important predictors of online/m-shopping behavior [27, 124–128]. Therefore, these 
variables were used as the control variables in our study. In addition, in the Israeli 
context, religiosity is a highly important aspect of Israeli social life, especially 
among the Jewish population [129]. In the Jewish world, ultra-religious groups tend 
to be deeply suspicious of all aspects of modern communication technologies. Israeli 
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studies indicate a rising rate of internet access and range of digital uses as level of 
religiosity declines [130, 131] and so in exploring differences in m-shopping, this 
variable should be controlled.

Shopping attitudes: Respondents indicated their level of agreement with 9 
statements on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 
7 = strongly agree [126, 132]. Principal Component Factor Analysis was performed 
with Varimax rotation. Three factors were found in the analysis (for outer load-
ings, cross-loadings, and internal reliability coefficients see Table 5). The validity 
of shopping attitudes was justified using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The 
fit indices of CFA were found to be acceptable, providing a high level of confi-
dence for the model: Chi-square/df = 3.261, CFI = 0.985, NFI = 0.979, RFI = 0.969, 
TLI = 0.978, IFI = 0.985, RMSEA = 0.043. Thus, these constructs have shown good 
psychometric properties.

Demographic variables: gender, age, extent of religiosity, family income and 
locality were also included.

5  Findings

5.1  Descriptive findings

Table 1 presents the m-shopping intention toward different hedonic products in the 
total sample and between four generations.

The highest m-shopping intention was found regarding movie tickets (M = 4.23), 
while the lowest was reported regarding perfume (M = 2.20) and designer clothes 

Table 1  Descriptive statistics

*p < .05; **p < .001

Baby 
boomers

Gen X Gen Y Gen Z Total 
sample

F (3;1240)

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Flight ticket 2.92 1.44 3.35 1.31 3.29 1.40 2.70 1.44 3.11 1.42 15.55**
Movie ticket 3.78 1.31 4.28 1.06 4.39 1.00 4.13 1.08 4.23 1.09 13.59**
Hotel room/zimmer/loft 3.33 1.36 3.89 1.09 3.81 1.24 3.06 1.46 3.59 1.33 29.53**
Designer clothes 1.80 1.08 2.20 1.17 2.23 1.26 2.16 1.24 2.15 1.22 5.09**
Perfume 2.05 1.22 2.43 1.33 2.20 1.27 2.07 1.20 2.20 1.26 4.82**
Index m-shopping 

intention-hedonic 
products

2.78 0.94 3.23 0.79 3.19 0.85 2.83 0.89 3.06 0.88 20.52**

Extraversion 4.86 0.91 4.86 1.00 4.84 0.97 4.66 1.04 4.80 0.99 2.77*
Agreeableness 5.41 0.94 5.36 0.89 5.36 0.84 5.15 0.91 5.31 0.89 4.74**
Conscientiousness 5.71 0.94 5.60 0.87 5.50 0.84 5.15 0.92 5.46 0.90 19.63**
Neuroticism 3.29 1.19 3.25 1.01 3.52 1.03 3.68 1.02 3.47 1.06 10.08**
Openness to experience 4.64 1.02 4.75 0.95 4.89 0.91 4.80 0.88 4.80 0.93 3.32*
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(M = 2.15). The findings show significant between-generation differences in 
m-shopping intention for all examined products. In general, Gen X and Gen Y 
reported higher m-shopping intention, compared to baby boomers and Gen Z. These 
differences were more pronounced in m-shopping intention regarding tourist prod-
ucts: flight tickets and hotel rooms. The lowest between-generation differences were 
found regarding perfume: Gen X reported higher m-shopping intention compared to 
other generations.

We also found significant between-generation differences in personality traits, 
which were more pronounced in conscientiousness and neuroticism (see Table 1). 
The highest conscientiousness was reported by baby boomers, while the highest 
neuroticism was found among Gen Z.

The correlations between m-shopping intention and personality traits among the 
total sample are presented in Table 2.

Our findings show the positive correlations between m-shopping intention and 
extraversion (r = .135, p < .00), openness to experience (r = .135, p < .00), and con-
scientiousness (r = .099, p < .00) as well as negative correlation between m-shopping 
intention and neuroticism (r = − .67, p < .01).

5.2  Multivariate analysis

In order to examine the research hypotheses, we conducted a linear regression analy-
sis separately for four generations in two stages. In the first stage, only five personal-
ity traits were included. In the second stage, all control variables were added. The 
multivariate analysis findings are presented in Table 3 (for baby boomers and Gen 
X) and Table 4 (for Gen Y and Gen Z). 

5.2.1  Baby boomers

Our findings show the positive effect of openness to experience on m-shopping, 
which remains significant also after controlling for online shopping attitudes and 
demographic variables (See Table  3, Model 2a). The effects of other personality 

Table 2  Pearson correlations between purchase intention of hedonic products and personality traits—
total sample

*p < .05; **p < .001

Index m-shopping 
intention-hedonic 
products

Extraversion Agreeableness Openness 
to experi-
ence

Neuroticism

Extraversion .135**
Agreeableness .024 .182**
Openness to experi-

ence
.135** .290** .163**

Neuroticism − .067* − .165** − .402** − .186**
Conscientiousness .099** .310** .407** .286** − .304**
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Table 3  Predicting m-shopping intention among baby boomers and Gen X—linear regression findings

*p < .05; **p < .001

Baby boomers Gen X

Model 1a Model 2a Model 1b Model 2b

B Beta B Beta B Beta B Beta

(Constant) 2.48** 5.98** 2.02** 2.47**
Extraversion 0.15 0.16 0.11 0.11 − 0.03 − 0.04 − 0.04 − 0.05
Agreeableness − 0.13 − 0.13 − 0.13 − 0.13 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.04
Openness to experience 0.24** 0.27 0.16** 0.18 0.22** 0.28 0.18** 0.22
Neuroticism − 0.04 − 0.05 0.01 0.02 − 0.01 − 0.01 − 0.02 − 0.03
Conscientiousness − 0.13 − 0.14 − 0.11 − 0.11 0.01 0.01 − 0.01 − 0.01
Online shopping attitude 0.10 0.17 0.13** 0.20
Barriers for online shopping − 0.15** − 0.23 − 0.06 − 0.11
Perceived benefits 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01
Religiosity 0.03 0.02 − 0.06 − 0.06
Income 0.03 0.03 − 0.03 − 0.03
Gender (male = 1) − 0.27 − 0.14 − 0.05 − 0.03
Locality (Center = 1) 0.15 0.07 − 0.01 − 0.01
Age − 0.06** − 0.21 0.00 − 0.03
R2 0.11 0.35 0.09 0.16

Table 4  Predicting m-shopping intention among Gen Y and Gen Z—linear regression findings

*p < .05; **p < .001

Gen Y Gen Z

Model 1c Model 2c Model 1d Model 2d

B Beta B Beta B Beta B Beta

(Constant) 1.96 2.03 3.71 3.19
Extraversion 0.17** 0.21 0.17** 0.20 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.00
Agreeableness 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 − 0.23** − 0.24 − 0.29** − 0.31
Openness to experience − 0.04 − 0.04 − 0.04 − 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05
Neuroticism 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 − 0.03 − 0.04 − 0.08 − 0.09
Conscientiousness 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 − 0.02 − 0.03
Online shopping attitude 0.07* 0.11 0.11** 0.17
Barriers for online shopping − 0.07 − 0.10 − 0.05 − 0.06
Perceived benefits − 0.03 − 0.04 − 0.03 − 0.05
Religiosity 0.00 0.00 − 0.15** − 0.16
Income 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.03
Gender (male = 1) − 0.06 − 0.03 − 0.35** − 0.19
Locality (Center = 1) − 0.01 0.00 0.12 0.06
Age 0.00 − 0.01 0.08** 0.25
R2 0.06 0.09 0.05 0.22
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traits were insignificant. We found a negative correlation between barriers and 
m-shopping intention. Age was negatively correlated with m-shopping behavior. 
Personality traits explained 11% of variance in m-shopping intention, while total 
model fit was 0.35.

5.2.2  Gen X

Our findings show the positive effect of openness to experience on m-shopping, 
which remains significant also after controlling for online shopping attitudes and 
demographic variables (See Table  3, Model 2b). The effects of other personality 
traits were insignificant. We found a positive correlation between positive attitudes 
toward online shopping and m-shopping intention. Personality traits explained 9% of 
variance in m-shopping intention, while total model fit was 0.16.

5.2.3  Gen Y

We found that extraversion was positively correlated with m-shopping intention. 
This correlation remained significant also after controlling for online shopping 
attitudes and demographic variables (See Table 4, Model 2c). The effects of other 
personality traits were insignificant. We found positive correlation between posi-
tive attitudes toward online shopping and m-shopping intention. Personality traits 
explained 6% of variance in m-shopping intention, while total model fit was only 
0.09.

5.2.4  Gen Z

The findings show negative correlation between agreeableness and m-shopping 
intention, which remained significant after controlling for online shopping attitudes 
and demographic variables (See Table 4, Model 2d). The effects of other personality 
traits were insignificant. Online shopping attitudes were positively correlated with 
m-shopping intention. M-shopping intention was negatively correlated with religios-
ity and positively correlated with age. Females were more likely to report m-shop-
ping intention as compared to males. Personality traits explained 5% of variance in 
m-shopping intention, while total model fit was 0.22.

6  Summary

In line with H1, we found that among different generations different personality 
traits were significantly associated with m-shopping intention toward hedonic prod-
ucts. We also found that the contribution of personality traits to the explanation of 
m-shopping intention was higher among baby boomers and Gen X as compared 
to Gen Y and Gen Z. Therefore, our H1 was fully supported by the findings. The 
H2a on negative association between neuroticism and m-shopping intention among 
baby boomers and Gen X and H2b on positive correlation between these variables 
were not supported by the findings. In line with H3, we found that among baby 
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boomers and Gen X openness to experience was positively correlated with m-shop-
ping behavior, while among Gen Y and Gen Z this correlation was insignificant. 
The H4 about positive association between agreeableness and m-shopping intention 
among Gen Y and Gen Z was not supported by the findings. Our H5 was only par-
tially supported by the findings: we found significant positive correlation between 
extraversion and m-shopping intention among Gen Y, while among Gen Z this cor-
relation was insignificant. The H6 on positive association between conscientious-
ness and m-shopping intention among Gen Z was not supported by the findings.

7  Discussion

To our knowledge, this research is a first attempt at investigating between-gener-
ation differences in effects of personality traits on m-shopping intention to pur-
chase hedonic products. Our general H1 claimed that the patterns of associations 
between personality traits and m-shopping intention are different between genera-
tions. Our findings supported this hypothesis: We found that different personality 
traits were associated with m-shopping intention among the four generations. In line 
with resistance to innovation theory, we found that personality traits were important 
in predicting m-shopping intention, especially among Baby-Boomers. For Baby-
Boomers, the generation that perceives m-shopping as a revolutionary innovation, 
only those with certain personality traits may already overcome the risk and usage 
barriers of m-shopping. Among Gen X, who are more technologically savvy than 
baby boomers, this pattern was found, but less pronounced. In contrast, for younger 
generations, especially the digital natives, Gen Y and Gen Z, these risk factors do 
not exist. For them, online shopping is a naturalized part of everyday life, so person-
ality traits should be less important for m-shopping intention. Following this logic, 
and in line with our H3, we found that openness to experience was positively cor-
related with m-shopping intention among baby boomers and Gen X and was insig-
nificant among younger generations. According to the literature, baby boomers are 
attracted to hedonic products and have the economic potential to consume them [53, 
77], but only those who are open to new experiences will purchase these products 
through mobile interfaces. Although Gen X is more technologically advanced, they 
are characterized by various elements of insecurity [77], and, therefore, m-shopping, 
which includes financial and privacy risks, is suitable mainly for those who may 
overcome these risks due to openness to new experiences and positive attitudes 
toward online shopping. However, the H2a positing a negative association between 
neuroticism and m-shopping intention toward hedonic products among these gen-
erations was not supported by the findings. We may assume that when controlling 
for openness to experience the effect of neuroticism became negligible. The posi-
tive association between neuroticism and m-shopping intention among Gen Y and 
Gen Z, predicted by H2b, was also not found. We may assume that among younger 
respondents, the insignificant correlation between neuroticism and m-shopping 
intention toward hedonic products can be explained by the fact that neurotic people 
are less attracted to fun and enjoyment [133], so hedonic products are less relevant 
for them. We assume that if we examined the relationship between neuroticism and 
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the purchase intention toward utilitarian products, we would find a negative relation-
ship, which stems from a desire to avoid social interactions at the time of purchasing 
[31].

The H4 on positive correlation between agreeableness and m-shopping inten-
tion toward hedonic products among younger generations was also not supported. 
Moreover, we found that m-shopping intention to purchase hedonic products among 
Gen Z was negatively correlated with agreeableness. A possible explanation may 
be related to the rebellion of youth: For those who score low on agreeableness and 
tend not to be concerned with social norms, m-shopping opens new opportunities 
to find non-conformist and more specialized hedonic products that can surprise or 
even shock others. Mobile devices allow them to order and buy products / services 
that express their special personality and the unique image they want to build and 
maintain. Our H5, which predicts the positive association between extraversion and 
m-shopping intention among Gen Y and Gen Z, was supported by the findings only 
among Gen Y. This may be attributed to Gen Y extraversion and exhibitionism as 
a chosen way of life. As a lifestyle choice, it is fundamentally individual—privacy 
can be jealously guarded or forfeited by each person. However, for Gen Z, both 
extroverts and introverts share their everyday life experiences on SNS, with only 
extrovert sharing being more extreme. The differences between Gen Y and Gen Z 
are reflected in the social networks on which both generations are active. Gen Y 
is mostly active on Facebook, where they share special or important experiences. 
In contrast, Gen Z is mostly active on Instagram, where they record what they are 
doing at any given moment. Therefore, the fact that both Gen Z extroverts and intro-
verts share their life experiences may explain why there is no association between 
extraversion and m-shopping intention among Gen Z.

Our H6 that posited Gen Z conscientiousness would be positively correlated with 
m-shopping intentions was not supported by the findings. That is, our assumption 
that parents of conscientious adolescents will be more likely to give their children 
a credit card to use for m-shopping is not supported. The explanation may lie in the 
fact that this trait was examined among the children themselves and not among their 
parents, while the effect of this trait is among the parents and the way they perceived 
their child. There may be a gap between self-perception of children and how they are 
perceived by parents with regard to this trait.

7.1  Study limitations and recommendations for future study

It is important to mention the limitations of this study, which derive from the limi-
tations of our database. It may be possible that the effects of personality traits on 
m-shopping among the generational cohorts will be different compared to the effects 
of these variables on m-shopping intention. A future study should address this issue.

This research examined the effect of personality traits on purchase intention 
toward hedonic products. It may be interesting to conduct research comparing the 
effects of personality traits between four generations on purchase intention toward 
utilitarian products and purchase intention toward hedonic products.
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The research literature claims that Gen Z is not completely independent in their 
purchase decisions due to financial dependency on their parents. We found an inter-
esting and unexpected effect of agreeableness on purchase intention and did not 
locate the expected effect of conscientiousness. We assumed that these findings may 
be explained by the discrepancy in Gen Z self-evaluation and parental perception of 
these personality traits, which may be involved in their purchase decision. Further 
qualitative research may clarify this point.

We should also be cautious of generalizing the results. Participants in this study 
do not represent the four generations of Israeli consumers with complete accuracy, 
because we did not use a probability sampling method.

8  Practical implications

Companies willing to take a generational approach to marketing strategy should 
identify distinctive generational cohorts and consider them as segments. By doing 
so, marketers can improve their business results while taking into account the spe-
cific personality traits influencing each generational cohort’s m-shopping intentions. 
Marketers who want to increase mobile buying intention among baby boomers and 
Gen X should address reducing their risk perception of m-shopping. For instance, 
since mobile phones are fundamentally interactive devices, a support system (an 
app-based telephone representative or chat bot) to help consumers complete their 
purchases may increase m-shopping intentions of baby boomers and Gen X.

As the Gen Y mobile shopping intention is higher for extroverted consumers, it 
is recommended for marketers to create sharing options on social media and other 
network sharing platforms. A rich array of sharing options for Gen Y may increase 
their m-shopping intentions.

Lastly, as noted, Gen Z non-conformism is exhibited by greater willingness to 
buy through mobile interfaces, and this was confirmed by the negative association 
between agreeableness and intention to buy via mobile devices. It is, therefore, rec-
ommended that online sellers targeting Gen Z via m-shopping offer various special 
products, emphasizing their non-conformist appeal. They can amplify their market-
ing by incorporating opinion leaders perceived as free thinkers “going against the 
flow,” thereby increasing the buying intention of Gen Z via mobile options.
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Appendix 2

Table 6  Questionnaire

Online shopping attitude
Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements regarding online shopping:
Ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree
1. Buying online provides less pleasure than visiting a regular store
2. Buying online is more complicated than buying in a regular store
3. An online purchase is usually cheaper than buying in a regular store
4. An online purchase provides a greater variety of products compared to a regular store
5. It is very annoying to wait a long time until the product is delivered when you purchase online
6. It is important for me to be able to see the product and feel it before I buy
7. Using the internet for shopping purposes is a good idea
8. My general attitude toward online purchasing is very positive
9. Using the internet to purchase products seems a smart idea
Purchase intention through mobile
To what extent do you think that in the coming year you will buy the following products on your mobile 

phone?
On a scale: Definitely not, Probably not, Maybe, Probably yes, Definitely yes
1. Flight ticket
2. Designer clothes
3. Perfume
4. Movie tickets
5. Hotel room/Zimmer/ Loft
Personality traits—self-description inventory
Below are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For example, do you agree that 

you are someone who likes to spend time with others? Please mark a number next to each statement 
to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement, ranging from 1 = strongly 
disagree to 7 = strongly agree

I see myself as someone who…
1. Is talkative
2. Tends to find fault with others
3. Does a thorough job
4. Is depressed, blue
5. Is original, comes up with new ideas
6. Is reserved
7. Is helpful and unselfish with others
8. Can be somewhat careless
9. Is relaxed, handles stress well
10. Is curious about many different things
11. Is full of energy
12. Starts quarrels with others
13. Is a reliable worker
14. Can be tense
15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker
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