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ABSTRACT

Understanding the Androgynous Brand

Argiro Kliamenakis

A considerable amount of research on gender identity congruence has explored consumer
responses toward masculine and feminine products, brands and images. To a lesser
extent, congruence with androgynous images has also been examined, yet only in
advertising contexts. The present study therefore aims to extend past research on
masculine and feminine brand personalities, by exploring androgynous individuals’
responses to brands with androgynous personalities, as well as factors that moderate that
relationship. Specifically, the influence of self-construal (i.e. private and collective), self-
monitoring, concern for appropriateness and biological sex are examined within this
relationship. Results revealed that individuals who possess an androgynous gender
identity have a greater brand preference toward androgynous brands than masculine
brands, but not feminine brands. Moreover, when the collective self is salient,
androgynous women who have a high concern for appropriateness were revealed to have
more favourable brand attitudes toward feminine brands than those brands that have
masculine or androgynous personalities. Limitations and future avenues of research, as

well as managerial implications are also presented.
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Introduction

An important decision for marketers is whether they should position their brands
as feminine or masculine. Although it has often been assumed that feminine brands
appeal to women, whereas masculine brands appeal to men, decades of research on
gender identity support the notion that masculinity and femininity are not biological
traits, but psychological ones, and, that, furthermore, these traits can exist in varying
levels within an individual. This implies that, not only does sex not determine consumer
responses in and of itself, but, that individuals could also be characterized as possessing
both high levels of masculinity and femininity, defining such individuals as androgynous.
Although throughout history, it was considered to be socially appropriate for individuals
to acquire and exhibit only those traits that were associated with their biological sex, in
recent decades, gender stereotypes have been under assault. Gender boundaries have thus
become more relaxed, with individuals becoming increasingly socialized to identify with
both masculine and feminine traits (Stern 1988; Fugate and Philips 2010). Consequently,
individuals are now, more than ever, likely to define themselves as androgynous. The
significance of this shift to marketers is emphasized in light of the fact that individuals
choose to express their identities through their consumption choices. What’s more,
gender is one of the most basic dimensions of the self that needs to be expressed (Levy
1959; Solomon 1983). Taken together, this implies that developing brands that could
provide androgynous individuals with a form of self-expression would be a profitable

positioning strategy for marketers.



Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine how men and women who
identify with androgynous gender identities respond to brands with androgynous
personalities. It is also important to consider, that despite a changing social climate that
has led to a redefining of gender roles, gender norms are still far from being obsolete
(Martin and Gnoth 2009). Consequently, individuals with non-traditional gender
identities still face some pressure to conform to socially appropriate behaviour. It thus
follows that although gender identity may influence consumers’ responses to brands, this
relationship cannot be observed in isolation. This study therefore aims to contribute to
the existing literature by providing a useful first step in understanding how consumers
respond to androgynous brands, as well as the different factors that may alter consumers’

responses to these brands.

Background and Hypotheses

Gender Identity

Before the 1970’s, biological sex was thought to be the main predictor of gender
identity and gender-related behaviour (Stern 1988; see also Martin and Gnoth 2009).
What’s more, when biological sex was eventually measured separately from gender
identity, gender research assumed that gender was a single bipolar dimension, with
masculinity and femininity at opposite ends of the same continuum (Vitz and Johnston
1965; Fry 1971). Based on this assumption, an individual could not be both very
masculine and very feminine. However, the eventual shift of societal beliefs about
appropriate gender roles challenged this original conceptualisation of gender. Bem

(1974) developed a two-dimensional gender identity model, with masculinity and



femininity recognized as two separate and important dimensions of the self-concept (Bem
1981). This new conceptualization of gender identity allowed for the possibility of
masculinity and femininity to co-exist in varying degrees within an individual (Palan
2001). Moreover, instead of being influenced by biological sex, it was now asserted that
gender identity was learned through socialization processes and was referred to as an
individual’s psychological sex (Bem 1979). Since then, different terminology has been
used to label gender identity, including sex role orientation (Gentry and Doering 1979),
gender (Deaux 1985), sex role self-concept (Stern 1988), sex role identity (Kahle and
Homer 1985; Grohmann 2009), and gender identity (Martin and Gnoth 2009). However,

when it comes to biological sex, the term “sex” is commonly accepted.

Specifically, gender identity is now defined as the degree to which an individual
perceives him- or herself as possessing masculine or feminine personality traits (Spence
1984; see also Palan 2001). A feminine gender identity is guided by an expressive
/communal orientation, which gives priority to facilitating the interaction process
between individuals, concerns traits that involve being interdependent and relational, and
gives importance to the understanding and dealing of emotions in the self and in others
(Palan 2001). In particular, femininity consists of traits such as expressiveness,
understanding, caring, responsibility, considerateness, sensitivity, nurturance, intuition,
passion and emotionalism. On the other hand, a masculine gender identity is guided by
an instrumental/agentic orientation, which refers to an individual’s concern with the
achievement of goals that are external to the interaction process (i.e. getting the job done)
(Bem 1974; Palan 2001). In particular, masculinity consists of traits such as

independence, assertiveness, reason, rationality, competitiveness, focus and activity.



It therefore follows that an individual who reports high levels of expressive traits
and low levels of instrumental traits is categorized as feminine, while an individual who
reports high levels of instrumental traits and low levels of expressive traits is categorized
as masculine. Additionally, a significant contribution of Bem’s (1974) work is that the
two-dimensional conceptualization of gender identity permits for the categorization of
individuals as androgynous, allowing individuals to report high levels of both
instrumentality and expressiveness. For instance, such an individual can now be both

assertive and yielding, both sensitive and competitive (Bem 1974).

The importance of this gender category is emphasized by a contemporary society
in which gender roles are in transition. Over the past decades, individuals have been
increasingly socialized to adopt both behaviours and traits that have traditionally been
associated with the opposite sex, as well as their own. For instance, women are
increasingly told it is acceptable to be competitive and assertive, while men are
increasingly told that it is acceptable to express nurturing feelings and emotions (Stern
1987). This may be partly attributed to findings that androgynous individuals are in fact
considered to be psychologically healthier than masculine or feminine individuals, due to
their adaptability and freedom from constrained sex-defined behaviour (Anderson 1986).
Consequently, this has likely led to a higher identification of feminine traits among men,
and a higher identification of masculine traits among women, as compared to earlier
points in history, suggesting that individuals are evermore approaching a certain middle

ground, and moving toward an androgynous society.



The significance of this outcome is emphasized by findings that individuals
consume products and use brand symbolism to signal their gender identities. Although,
in the past, it was often assumed that masculine products appeal to males, while feminine
products appeal to females, this logic was flawed on many levels (Alreck, Settle, and
Belch 1982; Worth, Smith and Mackie 1992). First, this type of segmentation ignored
the different psychological orientations within an individual’s biological sex (Bem 1974),
and second, it made it impossible to predict the consumption behaviour of those

individuals categorized as androgynous.

Gender and Consumption

The literature on symbolic consumption asserts that individuals purchase and use
products and brands not only for their functional properties but also for their ability to
communicate something about their self-concept (Aaker, Benet-Martinez and Garolera
2001). This symbolism, which resides in the intangible properties of goods (Aaker et al.
2001), is often the primary reason for the purchase and use of many products and brands,
and is often more predictive of a purchase than the functional utility of a product
(Solomon 1983; Belk 1978, 1988). In particular, consumers use brands and products to
shape the way they are perceived by others and create their own individual identities
(Belk 1988; Kleine, Kleine, and Allen 1995; Ligas 1999; Elliott 1994; McCracken 1986;
Wattanasuwan 2005). In fact, a considerable amount of consumer literature asserts that
material possessions are actually an extension of the self (Belk 1988; Kleine et al. 1995;
Ahuvia 2005; Mittal 2006). As with other components of the self-concept, consumers

use products and brands to also signal their gender identities. This therefore implies that



if individuals use products and brands to express their gender identities, then, those

products and brands are in some way imbued with gendered symbolism.

Product Gender Versus Brand Gender

One of the most fundamental questions in the study of gendered consumption
symbolism is whether a product, like a person, has a gender (Alreck 1994). Earlier
studies simply assumed that product gender image was unidimensional (Aiken 1963; Fry
1971; Morris and Cundiff 1971; Vitz and Johnson 1965). However, with the
development of gender identity as a two-dimensional concept (Bem 1974), researchers
began to explore the possibility of whether products could be classified along the same
gender dimensions as people. Allison, Golden, Mullet and Coogan (1979) found that
products, like people, may also be perceived as androgynous and undifferentiated,
suggesting that androgynous products may be those which are used equally by both
sexes, while undifferentiated products are those that have not yet established a gender
image. However, not all studies on gendered perceptions of products found similar
results. Golden, Allison and Clee (1977) could not find any of the products they tested to
be perceived as androgynous or undifferentiated. Similarly, Iyer and Debevec (1986)
found that product gender perception is unidimensional, and perceived as being either
masculine or feminine, but not both. More recently, Fugate and Philips (2010) tested
twenty products and only found four to be rated as androgynous, while none were rated
as undifferentiated. In retrospect, the fact that product gender is often considered to be
unidimensional seems logical, in view of the fact that product gender is largely derived

from the perception of the sex of the stereotypical user (Allison et al. 1979; Iyer and



Debevec 1986; and Iyer and Debevec 1989), as well as that of the product spokesperson
(Iyer and Debevec 1986, 1989). As a result, product gender perceptions are likely to
have less to do with gender identity and more to do with perceptions of the biological sex

of the average user.

Although gendered perceptions of products have received much attention in
consumer research, considerably less attention has been given to gendered perceptions of
brands. Intuitively, it may be assumed that gendered perceptions of brands follow the
same logic as that of products. However, unlike products, brands can be imbued with
personality traits, much like humans (Aaker 1997; Grohmann 2009). To this end, Aaker
(1997) developed and tested a scale to tap into dimensions of brand personality.
According to this scale, brand personality consists of five dimensions derived from
multiple sources, such as brand spokesperson, endorsers, as well as user imagery. These
dimensions are: sincerity, competence, ruggedness, sophistication and excitement (Aaker
1997). Extending this research, Grohmann (2009) developed a scale to measure gender
dimensions of brand personality. Unlike gender perceptions of products, the gender
dimensions of brand personality proved to be captured by two independent dimensions,
Masculine Brand Personality (MBP) and Feminine Brand Personality (FBP), applying to
both utilitarian and symbolic brands (Grohmann 2009). Specifically, MPB traits consist
of adventurous, aggressive, brave, daring, dominant and sturdy, whereas FBP traits
consist of fragile, graceful, expresses tender feelings, sweet, sensitive and tender
(Grohmann 2009). Furthermore, unlike product gender perceptions, the two-

dimensional structure of brand gender allows for the existence of androgynous brands,



emphasizing that brand personality refers to human personality traits associated with

brands, rather than simple perceptions of typical user or spokesperson (Grohmann 2009).

Consequently, it is more relevant to examine the impact of gender identity on
consumption at the brand level rather than at the product level, given the extent to which
each has the ability to be imbued with instrumental and expressive traits. In other words,
at the product level, gender symbolism is derived from the sex of the typical user or
spokesperson and is therefore unlikely to be sufficient to engender perceptions of
instrumentality and expressiveness, which are not associated with biological sex. On the
other hand, brand gender has the ability to evoke perceptions of instrumentality and
expressiveness given a brand’s capacity to have a personality (Aaker 1997). Therefore,
given individuals’ needs to express their gender identities through consumption, brand
choices are likely more reflective of this need than product choices, and as such,

consumer responses to brands rather than products will be examined within this study.

Gender Identity Congruence

The theory that has been used in consumer research to understand the role of
gender identity in consumption is image congruence. This theory posits that individuals
prefer products and brands that are in some way consistent with different aspects of their
self-concept (Grubb and Grathwohl 1967; Sirgy 1982; Graeff 1996; Mugge and Govers
2004). The self-concept is multi-dimensional and consists of self-perceived personal
qualities, personality traits, as well behavioural and physical appearance characteristics
(Sirgy 1982). Furthermore, the self-concept is composed of different components, one of

which is gender identity. Therefore, gender identity congruence in consumer research



refers to the match between the gendered image of the stimulus (i.e. product, brand or

advertisement) and the self-perceived gender identity of the individual.

The value of gender identity congruence to marketers is emphasized by findings
that this match results in various favourable consumer outcomes. Early gender identity
congruence studies found that consumer preferences were consistent with their gender
identities (Aiken 1963; Fry 1971; Vitz and Johnston 1965). For example, smokers’
preferences for masculine cigarette brands were found to be significantly correlated to a
masculine gender identity (Vitz and Johnston 1965), while preferences for feminine
cigarette brands were significantly correlated to a feminine gender identity (Fry 1971).
However, these studies relied on bipolar gender identity scales for both respondents and
brands, and therefore were not necessarily capturing congruence between self and brand

perceptions of instrumentality and expressiveness.

Following the emergence of the two-dimensional conceptualization of gender
identity (Bem 1974), findings continued to support gender identity congruence theory,
however empirical evidence was not always consistent.  For instance, Gentry and
Doering (1977, 1979) and Gentry, Doering and O’Brien (1978) found that gender
identity, rather than biological sex, was most predictive of consumer participation in
leisure activities, and Gentry et al. (1978) demonstrated that individuals with a feminine

gender identity reported a preference for feminine products over masculine ones.

In contrast however, Gould and Weil (1991) reported that biological sex rather
than gender identity was a better predictor of product choice in gift giving situations.

Similarly, Schmitt, Leclerc, Dube and Rioux (1988) also found that sex, rather than



gender identity, predicted product choice, with males more likely to choose masculine
and neutral magazines rather than feminine magazines, and females more likely to choose
feminine and neutral magazines rather than masculine magazines. Instead of discrediting
gender identity congruence theory however, these findings demonstrate that measuring
the congruence between human characteristics such as instrumentality and
expressiveness, and product characteristics which are derived from the sex of the typical
user, is flawed, especially given that gender identity and sex are not correlated (Palan,
Areni and Kiecker 1999). Furthermore, some of these studies were flawed in their
stimuli selection. For instance, in selecting magazines such as Cosmopolitan and Sports
Mlustrated, Schmitt et al. (1988) were not measuring the congruence between gender
identity and product gender but instead between gender identity and a variety of personal

interests such as men’s and women'’s health issues, fashion, sports and hobbies.

Another area that has received much attention in gender identity congruence
research i1s advertising. The extant literature consistently demonstrates that individuals
with traditional gender identities (i.e. masculine men and feminine women) prefer
gender-stereotyped advertising, while those with non-traditional gender identities (i.e.
masculine women, feminine men and androgynous individuals) prefer non-gender-
stereotyped advertising (Jaffe and Berger 1988; Jaffe 1994; Morrison and Shaffer 2003).
Similarly, Worth et al. (1992), Chang (2006) and Feiereisen, Broderick and Douglas
(2009) also demonstrated that for those individuals for which gender identity was a
central and important aspect of their self-concept, there was a higher preference for
advertisements that were congruent with their respective gender identity than those that

were not.

10



On the other hand, Jaffe (1991) found no difference between feminine and
masculine women in their preference for modern or traditional advertising of financial
services, with both feminine and masculine women preferring the non-traditional
advertising. ~ Schmitt et al. (1988) also presented contradicting findings on gender
identity advertisement congruence, concluding that sex was a better predictor than gender
identity of attitudes towards sex-role conformist/non-conformist advertisements of jeans.
Again, these findings do not necessarily discount gender identity congruence theory. In
particular, it may have been more useful to measure gender role attitudes (Fisher and
Arnold 1994) instead of gender identity. Gender role attitudes pertain to beliefs about
women and men’s roles, rights and responsibilities, and while gender identity is related to
gender role attitudes, they are not necessarily congruent (Deaux 1985; Fisher and Arnold
1994; Palan et al. 1999).  Therefore early empirical evidence on gender identity
congruence may have been inconsistent because the wrong variables were being

measured in relation to gender identity.

Unfortunately however, considerably less attention has been given to how gender
identity congruence with gendered dimensions of brand personality affects consumer
outcomes. The extant literature however has demonstrated numerous times that when the
self-concept is congruent with other dimensions of brand personality, consumers exhibit
favourable attitudes toward the brand (Parker 2009; Aaker 1999; Krohmer, Malir and
Nyftenegger 2007). Where gender identity is concerned, Grohmann (2009) demonstrated
that for brands with feminine and masculine brand personalities, gender identity
congruence results in a number of positive consumer outcomes, including a stronger

brand preference over other brands, increased brand affect and trust, higher degrees of

11



brand loyalty, stronger purchase intentions, and increased likelihood of engaging in
positive word-of-mouth. To date however, gender identity congruence with an
androgynous brand has not been examined due to the lack of brands being classified as

androgynous, and therefore this is a notable gap in the literature.

The Androgynous Brand

If gender boundaries are blurring within society and individuals are increasingly
adopting more androgynous personalities, incorporating both feminine and masculine
traits within their self-concepts, gender congruence research would suggest that
consumers would also find increased appeal for brands with androgynous personalities,
since these brands would better reflect their identities. Yet gender identity research has
often examined the impact of androgynous individuals’ image congruence with either
masculine or feminine stimuli on attitudes and evaluations. These studies often found
that androgynous individuals did not respond differently to either masculine or feminine
stimuli (Schmitt et al. 1988; Chang 2006). Researchers may have felt that studying
androgynous congruence with an androgynous stimulus was not useful since, until
recently, gendered perceptions of products and brands were often measured with bipolar
scales, and, as such, did not allow for the classification of brands and products as
androgynous. Moreover, it is not surprising that these early studies found that
androgynous individuals did not respond differently to masculine and feminine stimuli,
given that androgynous individuals have both masculine and feminine gender traits. It
would have been more correct however, to examine whether such individuals had a more

favourable response to androgynous stimuli than to feminine and masculine ones, given

12



that research on gender identity has defined androgyny as the co-presence of both
instrumentality and expressiveness in a given situation (Stake 1997). Indeed, more recent
studies on advertisement self-congruence have successfully utilized androgynous stimuli,
finding that androgynous individuals have higher evaluations and more favourable
attitudes towards advertisements with androgynous images, than either those that were
masculine or feminine (Feiereisen et al. 2009; Martin and Gnoth 2009), confirming that
although androgynous individuals may identify with both feminine and masculine traits,

they identify best to advertisements that incorporate both dimensions.

Although gender identity congruence with androgynous advertisements has been
examined, there is a notable absence of studies examining congruence with an
androgynous brand personality.  Similarly to an androgynous gender identity, an
androgynous brand would be defined as having both high levels of masculine and
feminine brand traits. Such a brand, for instance, could be perceived as being sweet,
sensitive and tender, as well as brave, daring and dominant. Given the possible shifting
of individuals’ gender identities to an androgynous middle ground, marketers may be
interested in knowing if the development of an androgynous brand personality is a viable

marketing strategy that may offer a competitive advantage over other brands.

Marketers may be concerned however that an androgynous brand may result in
conflicting consumer expectations, and thus not be a profitable marketing strategy
(Grohmann 2009). For instance, will individuals have a difficult time negotiating traits
such as aggressiveness and sweetness within the same brand? After all, literature on role

conflict, has demonstrated that situations in which dual expectations are present may lead

13



to stress, anxiety and discomfort (Cooke and Rousseau 1984; see also Stake 1997).
Therefore it may be expected that these negative feelings may also arise in situations in
which individuals face expectations of both instrumentality and expressiveness.
However, whether an individual experiences these tensions when faced with dual gender

expectations or not likely depends on their own gender identities.

When facing dual expectations individuals will make use of either active or
avoidant coping strategies (Stake 2000). What determines the coping strategy used is
whether an individual evaluates his or her inner resources as sufficient to meet all
situational demands (Stake 2000). Stake (2000) indeed confirmed that androgynous
individuals, in particular, have been demonstrated to possess a broader range of skills and
capacities to meet the demands of dual expectations, than those individuals who identify
exclusively with masculine or feminine personality traits. Specifically, androgynous
individuals appraise their personal resources as higher than masculine or feminine
individuals do, resulting in the use of more active instead of avoidant coping to deal with
both expressive and instrumental demands. Those individuals who use only expressive
or instrumental traits in coping with dual expectations are more avoidant than
androgynous individuals, because they can only be responsive to one but not both aspects
of the dual expectations (Stake 1997). These findings thus suggest that androgynous
individuals have enough inner resources to deal with the dual expectations that would
likely be presented by an androgynous brand, making this type of brand worthy of further

examination.
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Self-Concept Motives and Self-Construal Salience

Based on information thus far, it can safely be predicted that congruence between
an androgynous gender identity and an androgynous brand personality will result in
positive outcomes. However this relationship cannot be observed in isolation. In
particular, gender identity congruence will not always entail positive consumer outcomes
for the reason that this relationship is mediated by self-concept motives. Self-esteem is an
important self-concept motive that determines which dimension of the self-concept will
be expressed and, consequently, the behaviour in which an individual will engage in

(Epstein 1980; see also Sirgy 1982).

The self-esteem motive is linked to two functions of attitudes, value expressive
and social adjustment, which consist of strategies that are adopted to maintain and
enhance the self-worth of various aspects of the self-construal (Hogg, Cox and Keeling
2000). Self-construal refers to the perception of the self, much like self-concept (Triandis
1989). However, unlike the self-concept which refers to a relatively stable perception of
the self, the self-construal refers to the perception of the self in specific situations (Martin
and Gnoth 2009). It therefore follows that different self-construals can become salient or
“activated” in different situations. When examining consumption, of interest are the
private and collective self-construals. The private self involves cognitions about the self
that include traits, states or behaviours (Triandis 1989). When the private self is salient,
individuals strive to meet internalized values, through the value expressive function. In
this case, individuals are motivated to express their true selves and choices reflect

personal preferences (Martin and Gnoth 2009). In this context, gender identity
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congruence will likely lead to positive consumer outcomes. The collective self, on the
other hand, includes cognitions about group memberships (Triandis 1989). When the
collective self is salient, individuals strive to meet the goals and expectations of important
reference groups and avoid those of avoidance groups, through the social adjustment
function (Hogg et al. 2000). This also results in individuals being concerned with what
important others may think (Ybarra and Trafimow 1998; see also Martin and Gnoth
2009). In this context, gender identity congruence will likely only lead to favourable
consumer responses if the individual judges his or her gender identity to be consistent

with the norms of important reference groups.

In brief, a match between self-concept and brand personality interacts with self-
esteem needs to motivate the individual to purchase the particular brand. Therefore, in
observing the gender congruence relationship, it is essential to take into consideration the
context (i.e. private or collective), reference groups, as well as those factors which could

cause individuals to strive to conform to the norms of those reference groups.

Biological Sex and Normative Pressure

Although individuals may relate to a variety of different reference groups that
they use as a standard for evaluating themselves, such as family or religious groups, when
it comes to expressing gender identity, biological sex also serves as a reference group
(Martin and Gnoth 2009). As a result, biological sex, although not correlated with gender
identity, cannot be ruled out completely from the study of gender identity congruence
because individuals may still seek out products that are congruent with their own

biological sex, despite having androgynous or other non-traditional gender identities (i.e.
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masculine females and feminine males). The reference group with which an individual is
associated, in this case, being male or female, as well as the norms of this group, become
a frame of reference for what are the “correct” traits and behaviours to exhibit. Thus,
when the collective self is primed, individuals become concerned as to whether they are
enacting traits and behaviours that are consistent with the group norm. What is more,

such concerns override personal preferences (Martin and Gnoth 2009).

To this end, consumer research has demonstrated that both men and women are
uncomfortable purchasing products that are not culturally sanctioned to be used by their
sex (Milner and Fodness 1996; Alreck et al. 1982). Morris and Cundiff (1971) also
demonstrated that men with a relatively high feminine identity and a high level of anxiety
expressed strongly unfavourable attitudes toward the use of hair spray (perceived as
feminine). These studies however did not examine the impact of the self-construal on the
gender congruence relationship. More recently though, Martin and Gnoth (2009)
demonstrated that when the collective self is salient, concerns about being correctly
classified as possessing feminine traits drive feminine and androgynous men to endorse
traditional masculinity and shun femininity in advertisements. Taken together, these
findings suggest that traditional femininity is the group norm for females, whereas

traditional masculinity is the group norm for males.

Furthermore, findings in consumer literature consistently show that, although both
sexes are affected by normative pressures, males are more subject to such pressures than
females. Consequently, although females will sometimes accept masculine products,

males will almost always reject feminine products (Alreck et al. 1982; Alreck 1994;
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Wolin 2003; Patterson and Hogg 2004; Fugate and Philips 2010). Men have even been
demonstrated to be more resistant than women in accepting cross-gender brand
extensions, especially in symbolic brand categories where gender image becomes a

salient brand attribute (Jung and Lee 2006).

In an attempt to understand males and their consumption behaviour, Kimmel and
Tissier-Desbordes (2000) conducted 30 interviews with French men, concluding that
males have social fears, most notably the fear of admitting a feminine self-image and a
fear of homosexuality, that are translated into their attitudes and behaviour. Similarly,
Elliot and Elliot (2005) examined male responses to images of naked males in
advertisements and concluded that males have an expressed fear of homosexuality.
Although gender identity had not been measured within these studies, the findings
overwhelmingly confirm that men are subject to normative pressure to endorse traditional
masculinity. What is more, these fears are derived from reactions of other males that
serve to ensure that males continue to enact traditional masculinity (Wade and Brittan-
Powell 2001; see also Martin and Gnoth 2009). For this reason, men who do not identify
with traditional masculinity have been shown to be concerned with social backlash, and
to engage in activities to avoid such backlash (such a pretending to conform to traditional
gender identities) (Maas, Cadinu, Guarnieri, and Grasselli 2003; Rudman and Fairchild

2004; see also Martin and Gnoth 2009).

Although females have been examined far less in the marketing literature, Martin,
Schouten and McAlexander (2006) shed some light on this area through their

ethnographic study of female Harley-Davidson riders. They demonstrate that, due to the
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normative pressures to conform to traditional femininity that the women in this study
faced in their everyday lives, the hyper-masculine environment of a biker subculture
offered a form of escape. One conclusion that can be drawn from this study is that,
although females do face normative pressures as well, to some extent they still are able to
openly and publically consume a brand that does not conform to their traditional gender

stereotypes.

If males and females therefore face different levels of normative pressure to
conform to their respective traditional gender stereotypes, then it cannot be expected that
androgynous males and females will respond in the same manner to an androgynous
brand. To date however, no study has explored possible differences between the two
sexes with respect to the androgynous gender identity. However, it is also important to
consider that individuals do not face normative pressures in all consumption situations,
with some contexts presenting less perceived social risk (i.e. the degree to which
consumers feel they will be negatively judged (Lee 1990)), than others. Thus, in a
collective self-context, although both androgynous men and women are likely to have
more favourable responses towards gender conforming brands, androgynous men are
more likely to feign gender conformity than androgynous females, given the difference in
normative pressure faced by each sex. In a private self-context, on the other hand, both

sexes would be expected to express their androgynous gender identities.

Self-Monitoring and Concern for Appropriateness

Despite the influence of reference group norms, not all individuals are equally

concerned about the evaluations and judgements of others. In particular, a variable that
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was not considered by Martin and Gnoth (2009) in examining the impact of self-construal
on the gender congruence relationship is self-monitoring. Self-monitoring refers to
individuals’ conscious control and management of their behaviour in front of present
others, with the goal of being perceived in a positive light, depending on the situation
(Snyder 1974; Lennox and Wolfe 1984). High self-monitors regulate their behaviour to
“fit” the situation, have a high concern for the appropriateness of their behaviour in a
given social context, and adapt their expressive behaviour and self-presentation in
accordance with situational cues, for the sake of a desired public appearance (Lennox and
Wolfe 1984). This is done through social comparison and the monitoring of expressive
behaviour and self-presentation of others in a given social situation (Lennox and Wolfe
1984). Low self-monitors, on the other hand, have consistent behaviour across different
situations, are less likely to act in accordance with social norms, and lack the ability or
desire to regulate their behaviour to match the appropriateness of the situation (Snyder
1974; Lennox and Wolfe 1984). Hogg et al. (2000) and Aaker (1999) further specify that
low self-monitors rely on dispositional information, and are conscious of inner
personality factors and the drive to accurately project their self-image in any given social
situation. In other words, high self-monitors are more sensitive to the image they project

to others in social situations than low self-monitors (Snyder 1974).

Hogg et al. (2000) proposed a conceptual model in which self-monitoring is used
to explore the link between the self-esteem function of attitudes and the private and
collective self. For high self-monitors, the primary function of attitudes is value
expressive when the private self is activated and social adjustment when the collective

self is activated. Therefore, when the private self is salient, the strategy used to achieve
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self-worth by high self-monitors is congruence with internalized values, preferences and
dispositions. However, when the collective self is salient, the strategy used to achieve
self-worth is to comply with reference group norms. Individuals thus seek brands that are
congruent with external factors (situational and social cues). For low self-monitors
however, the primary function of attitudes is value expressive, regardless of self-
construal salience (i.e. private or collective). Thus, the strategy used to maintain and
enhance self-esteem is the achievement of internal values, in which case a brand that is
consistent with personal preferences is sought (Hogg et al. 2000). What can therefore be
concluded is that, although self-construal salience affects the gender identity congruence
relationship, it does not have an impact for all individuals. Specifically, only those

individuals that are high self-monitors are affected.

Another relevant variable to consider is concern for appropriateness (Lennox and
Wolfe 1984). Concern for appropriateness is a closely related but separate concept to
self-monitoring that was developed by Lennox and Wolfe (1984) while developing the
revised self-monitoring scale. Concern for appropriateness involves the degree to which
an individual alters his or her behaviour depending on the situation, and the degree to
which an individual is aware of social cues, such as clothing, to which he or she needs to
adapt (Lennox and Wolfe 1984). Given how closely related self-monitoring and concern

for appropriateness are, it is logical to simultaneously study these two variables.

It would therefore be expected that pressure to conform to traditional gender
identities would only have an impact on those androgynous individuals that are high self-

monitors or who have a high concern for appropriateness. Moreover, self-monitoring and
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concern for appropriateness would only have an impact on the gender identity
congruence relationship when the collective self is primed, in which case individuals are
made aware of important reference groups norms. Conversely, when the private self is
primed the self-image would not need to be monitored. Additionally, those individuals
who are low self-monitors or who have a low concern for appropriateness would be
expected to have consistent consumption behaviour, regardless of their level of self-

construal.

Hypotheses Formulation

Although traditionally, males have been socialized to internalize and enact
masculine personality traits, while females have been socialized to internalize and enact
feminine personality traits, changing gender roles within contemporary society have led
to a blurring of genders. Individuals are increasingly socialized to adopt traits and
behaviours that have traditionally been associated with the opposite sex, as well as their
own (Stern 1987), suggesting that individuals will increasingly adopt androgynous

personalities.

Thus, if individuals are increasingly adopting androgynous personalities, gender
identity congruence research suggests that individuals would also find increased appeal
for brands with androgynous personalities, since these brands would better reflect their
self-concepts. Although the literature on gender identity congruence has placed much
emphasis on congruence between self-concept and product image or advertisements, less
attention has been given to congruence of self-concept with gendered dimensions of

brand personality, and the subsequent outcomes. Moreover, although it has been
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demonstrated that congruence between self-concept and masculine and feminine brand
personalities entail numerous positive attitudinal and behavioural outcomes (Grohmann
2009), androgynous brand congruence has not been examined due to the lack of
androgynous brands in the market. This gap in the market may be attributed to
marketers’ concerns that androgynous brands may result in conflicting consumer
expectations, rendering such a marketing strategy unprofitable. However, findings in
consumer psychology suggest that gender identity moderates the relationship between
dual expectations and coping strategies (Stake 1997, 2000). Specifically, androgynous
individuals, as opposed to masculine or feminine ones, are said to possess enough inner
resources to deal with the dual expectations that would likely be presented by an
androgynous brand, thus resulting in active behaviour toward the brand (Stake 2000).
Taken together, findings suggest that creating an androgynous personality for a brand
may be a viable marketing option. Given the lack of research on androgynous brands
however, it 1s important to establish that androgynous individuals will indeed have more
favourable responses toward brands with androgynous personalities than those with either

masculine or feminine personalities.

H1: Androgynous individuals, as opposed to other individuals (i.e. masculine,
feminine and undifferentiated), will have more positive attitudes, a greater
preference and increased purchase intentions for brands possessing an
androgynous personality, than brands possessing a masculine or feminine brand

personality.
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However, due to normative pressures to conform to traditional gender stereotypes
(Kimmel and Tissier-Desbordes 2000; Martin et al. 2006; Martin and Gnoth 2009), the
likelihood that an individual will be concerned about others’ judgements must also be
considered within the gender congruence hypothesis. In contexts in which individuals
are concerned about conforming to the norm of an in-group, they may seek out brands
that are congruent with their biological sex. To this end, self-construal salience must be
considered. In particular, when the collective self is primed, it is expected that
androgynous individuals will seek to endorse the values of cultural reference groups, and
as such choose to not express their androgynous personalities. Consequently, in such a
context, androgynous individuals are expected to exhibit more favourable responses
toward brands that possess a gender personality congruent with their biological sex, than
brands that possess androgynous personalities. However, when the private self is primed,
androgynous individuals will strive to meet internalized values and consequently are
expected to exhibit more favourable responses toward androgynous brands than

masculine or feminine ones.

H2a: When the private self is primed, androgynous individuals, as opposed to
other individuals (i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated), will have more
positive attitudes, a greater preference and increased purchase intentions for
androgynous brands, than those brands that have either masculine or feminine

personalities.

H2b: When the collective self is primed, androgynous men as opposed to other

men (i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated), will have more positive
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attitudes, a greater preference and increased purchase intentions for brands with
masculine personalities, whereas androgynous women as opposed to other women
(i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated), will have more positive attitudes,
a greater preference and increased purchase intentions for brands with feminine

personalities.

However, not all individuals whose collective self is primed adopt a social
adjustment strategy to maintain and enhance their self-esteem, in which they strive to
meet the goals of important reference groups. Specifically, individuals who are low self-
monitors or have a low concern for appropriateness adopt a value expressive strategy to
maintain and enhance self-worth by striving to meet their internalized values regardless
of which self-construal is activated (Snyder 1974; Lennox and Wolfe 1984; Aaker 1999).
What’s more, low self-monitors rely on dispositional information, are conscious of inner
personality factors and are driven to accurately project their self-concept in any social
situation (Hogg et al. 2000; Aaker 1999). Therefore, androgynous individuals that are
also low-monitors or have a low concern for appropriateness are expected to prefer
androgynous brands over other brands, regardless of whether their private of collective

self is primed.

H3a: Androgynous individuals, as opposed to other individuals (i.e. masculine,
feminine and undifferentiated), who are also low self-monitors (or have a low
concern for appropriateness), will have more positive attitudes, a greater
preference and increased purchase intentions for androgynous brands than other

brands, regardless of whether the private or collective self is primed.
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Conversely, because high self-monitors or those individuals that have a high
concern for appropriateness do adopt a social adjustment strategy, when the collective
self is primed, they continuously monitor social and situational cues in order to control
the image they portray, and ensure that their behaviour is appropriate for the given
situation (Snyder 1974; Lennox and Wolfe 1984). Consequently, when the collective self
is primed, androgynous individuals that are also high self-monitors or have a high
concern for appropriateness are expected to have more favourable responses toward
brands with gender personalities representing their own biological sex over androgynous
brands because such individuals will be more conscious of situational cues such as social
pressure to conform to traditional gender norms. However, when the private self is
primed, androgynous individuals who are also high self-monitors or have a high concern
for appropriateness will prefer androgynous brands because, like low self-monitors, they

will adopt a value expressive strategy.

H3b: Androgynous individuals, as opposed to other individuals (i.e. masculine,
feminine and undifferentiated), who are also high self-monitors (or have a high
concern for appropriateness), will have more positive attitudes, a greater
preference and increased purchase intentions for androgynous brands than other

brands when the private self is primed.

H3c: When the collective self is primed, androgynous men, as opposed to other
men (i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated) who are also high self-
monitors (or have a high concern for appropriateness), will have more positive

attitudes, a greater preference and increased purchase intentions for masculine
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brands than other brands, whereas androgynous women, as opposed to other
women (i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated), who are also high self-
monitors (or have a high concern for appropriateness), will have a greater
preference, more positive attitudes and increased purchase intentions for feminine

brands than other brands.

H3d: When the collective self is primed, attitudes, preferences and purchase
intentions toward androgynous brands will be more positive for androgynous
individuals (versus masculine, feminine and undifferentiated individuals) who are
low self-monitors (or have a low concern for appropriateness), than those who are

high self-monitors (or have a high concern for appropriateness).

Although to date, no studies have explored the difference between androgynous
men and androgynous women, it cannot be assumed that both will have identical
responses to an androgynous brand simply because they possess similar gendered
personality traits. Even in contemporary society, males still experience more normative
pressure to conform to traditional masculinity and reject femininity, than females, for
whom it is sometimes acceptable to exhibit some masculinity (Alreck et al. 1982; Alreck
1994; Wolin 2003; Patterson and Hogg 2004; Fugate and Philips 2010). Moreover, due
to concerns of harassment and negative reactions from others, men who do not identify
with traditional masculinity may often feign gender conformity (Maas, Cadinu,
Guarnieri, and Grasselli 2003; Rudman and Fairchild 2004; see also Martin and Gnoth
2009). It thus follows that, because men face more normative pressure to conform to

traditional gender identities than women, when the collective self is primed, androgynous
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men are more likely to feign gender conformity than androgynous women.
Consequently, when the collective self is primed, women may perceive lower levels of
social risk associated to using an androgynous brand than men, resulting in more
favourable responses toward androgynous brands by androgynous females, than by

androgynous males.

H4a: When the collective self is primed, preferences, attitudes and purchase
intentions toward androgynous brands will be more positive for androgynous
women (versus masculine, feminine and undifferentiated women) than

androgynous men (versus masculine, feminine and undifferentiated men).

Moreover, because social cues suggesting gender conformity are stronger for men
than they are for women, male high self-monitors (or those who have a high concern for
appropriateness) are likely to pick up on stronger cues to conform to a traditional gender
identity than female high self-monitors (or those who have a high concern for
appropriateness). Even though both male and female high self-monitors are concerned
with portraying a positive public image, a female expressing an androgynous public
image may face a less negative social reaction than a male expressing an androgynous
public image. Therefore it is expected that when the collective self is primed,
androgynous women who are also high self-monitors (or who have a high concern for
appropriateness) will have more favourable responses toward androgynous brands than
androgynous men who are also high self-monitors (or who have a high concern for

appropriateness).
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H4b: When the collective self is primed, attitudes, preferences and purchase
intentions toward androgynous brands will be more positive for androgynous
(versus masculine, feminine and undifferentiated) female high self-monitors (or
those who have a high concern for appropriateness) than for androgynous (versus
masculine, feminine and undifferentiated) male high self-monitors (or those who

have a high concern for appropriateness).

Research Methodology

Pretesting

Two pretests were carried out in order to select the appropriate stimuli for the
main study. The purpose of the first pretest was to select the appropriate product
category, while the purpose of the second pretest was to select appropriate brands within

that product category.

Pretest 1: Selection of Product Categories

In order to select the appropriate product category for the study, symbolic and
functional characteristics, as well as product gender were measured for 22 product
categories.  Moreover, because selected product categories should have equal
involvement and usage for both males and females, product involvement and product

category usage were also measured.

Potential product categories were identified in the literature and then cross-

referenced such that there were masculine, feminine and androgynous products in both
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functional and symbolic categories to be pretested. Moreover, given that much of the
product gender literature is relatively dated, other product categories that seemed relevant

to today’s market (e.g. MP3 players and USB keys) were also added.

One hundred and sixty American panel members (74 male, 86 female)
participated in an online study. The mean age was 46.3 years. After being presented
with a consent form, in which participants had to freely consent and voluntarily agree to
participate in the study before proceeding, each participant was randomly presented with
one of 6 versions of the pretest. Because of time constraints, the 22 product categories
were divided amongst these 6 versions, with five versions randomly presenting
participants with four product categories, and one version randomly presenting
participants with two product categories (Table 1). The duration of the pretest was

approximately 15 minutes.

Table 1: Pretest 1 Product Categories

Version 1 Version 2 Version 3 Version 4 Version 5 Version 6
Sunglasses | Mineral Pain relievers | USB keys T-shirts Digital
Watches water Athletic Laptops Shampoo cameras
Energy bars | Jeans shoes Credit cards | Soap Wall paint
Soft drinks | Fragrance Fashion Vitamins Cosmetics
Toothpaste apparel
MP3 players

The utilitarian and symbolic dimensions of the 22 product categories were
measured using four items rated on 7-point scales, and anchored by agree/disagree

(Chang 2003, 2006). Specifically, participants rated their agreement with “When I
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purchase [product category]: I take product functions into consideration/I take product
quality into consideration/ I consider whether or not the product style fits my image/ I
consider whether or not the product will catch others’ attention.” Principal components
analysis indeed showed that there were two factors explaining the total variance, with the
first factor explaining 58.9% of the total variance, and the second factor explaining
29.9% of the total variance. The “utilitarian” (r = .78) and “symbolic” (r = .75) variables

were thus computed through averaging.

To further ensure that products were correctly categorized as either symbolic or
functional, participants were asked to evaluate the level of functionality (not at all
functional/very functional) and the prestige (not at all prestigious/very prestigious) of
every product category, on a 7-point bipolar scale (Grohmann 2009). Again, only one
factor was extracted in principal components analysis, explaining 65.5% of the total
variance. However, given the low Pearson correlation (r = .31), the two items were

treated as two dimensions.

Although much of the extant literature is in agreement that perceived product
gender is uni-dimensional, some findings support that products may also be perceived as
androgynous. To therefore allow for this possibility, product gender was evaluated using
a two dimensional, 7-point bipolar, product gender scale (not at all masculine/extremely
masculine; not at all feminine/extremely feminine). Principal components factor analysis
did reveal only one factor explaining 62.6% of the total variance, however, again given
the very low correlation between the two items (r = .25), masculinity and femininity were

treated as two dimensions.
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Product involvement was also measured to ensure that selected product categories
were equally involving for both males and females. Participants rated each product
category on the 10-items of The Revised Product Involvement Inventory
(important/unimportant; irrelevant/relevant; means a lot to me/means nothing to me;
unexciting/exciting; dull/neat; matters to me/doesn’t matter to me; fun/not fun;
appealing/unappealing; boring/interesting; of no concern to me/of concern to me) on a 7-
point scale (McQuarrie and Munsoon 1991). Principal components factor analysis
extracted two factors, with the first one explaining 67.2% of the total variance, and the
second one explaining 11.1%, however, given that all items loaded onto one factor (>
.70), the scale was treated as one dimension, as intended. After taking into account
reverse coding, all items were averaged to create the “involvement” variable (Cronbach’s

o =.95).

Similarly, because it was also important to select product categories that have
equal usage among men and women, product usage was evaluated with one item (I never

use this product/ I regularly use this product) on a 7-point bipolar scale.

Finally, demographic questions were asked, including sex, age, English

proficiency, level of education and annual household income.

Pretest 1 Results

Selecting the appropriate product categories involved finding those categories
which could be classified as high functional/high prestige; low functional/low prestige;

high functional/low prestige and low functional/high prestige. Given that masculine and
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feminine brand personalities apply to both symbolic and functional brands, having
product categories in all four quadrants provided a greater scope of brands to be tested in
pretest 2, thus increasing the possibility of uncovering an androgynous brand. Ideally,
these product categories would also be relatively gender neutral, have no sex differences
in gender perceptions, and have involvement and usage scores that do not differ

significantly between males and females.

To classify the 22 product categories, a mean comparison approach was used
through one-sample t-tests with the scale midpoint of 4 to identify the product categories
that were rated significantly above 4 (high functional/symbolic; functionality/ prestige;
masculinity femininity), significantly below 4 (low functional/symbolic; functionality/
prestige; and masculinity femininity), or not significantly different than 4 (medium

categorization).

The functional/symbolic scale resulted in the following categorization: high
functional/high symbolic: fragrance, fashion apparel, t-shirts; high functional/medium
symbolic: sunglasses, watches, jeans, athletics shoes, mp3players, USB keys, laptops,
shampoo, digital cameras, wall paint; high functional/low symbolic: soft drinks, mineral
water, toothpaste, pain relievers, credit cards, vitamins; medium functional/medium
symbolic: cosmetics; medium functional/ low symbolic: energy bars. Given the lack of
products classified as low functional, products categorized as “medium” were considered
to have low ratings. However, the functional/symbolic scale still did not result in any
products that could be categorized as low functional/high symbolic, and therefore the

functionality/prestige scale was used to further examine the product categories.
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The functionality/prestige scale resulted in the following categorization: high
functionality/high prestige: fashion apparel, laptops; high functionality/medium prestige:
sunglasses, watches, jeans, athletics shoes, mp3 players, USB keys, credit cards,
vitamins, t-shirts, shampoo, soap, digital cameras, wall paint; high functionality/low
prestige: toothpaste, pain relievers; medium functionality/high prestige: fragrance;
medium  functionality/medium  prestige: mineral water, cosmetics; medium
functionality/low prestige: energy bars, soft drinks. Again, analysis revealed a lack of
products that could be categorized as low functional, and therefore products categorized a
“medium” were treated as having received a “low” rating. Therefore products that were
further considered were those in the high/high, high/low, low/high, low/low quadrants,
resulting in the following selection: fashion apparel, laptops, fragrance, toothpaste, pain

relievers, energy bars, and soft drinks.

Moreover, the product list was further narrowed down to those products that
received consistent ratings on both the functional/symbolic scale, as well as the
functional/prestige scales. This resulted in the following selection energy bars, fashion
apparel, pain relievers and toothpaste. Fragrance was also included despite receiving a
low functional/high prestige and high functionality/high symbolic scoring due to the lack

of other products in the high prestige/low functionality category.

The masculinity/femininity scale, resulted in the following categorization for the
selected products: medium masculine/high feminine: fragrance, fashion apparel; medium
masculinity/medium femininity: energy bar, toothpaste, pain relievers.  Although

fragrance and fashion apparel received a slightly more feminine than masculine
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classification, none of the selected product categories received an exclusively feminine or

masculine classification, and therefore they were deemed appropriate for this study.

In investigating involvement scores, independent t-test analysis was carried out
for each remaining product category, confirming that at alpha = .05, there was no
significant difference in involvement between men and women. Similarly, for usage
scores, independent t-test analysis revealed no significant difference between men and
women. Also, to verify if there were any differences in gendered perceptions of products
between males and females, independent t-test analysis was conducted for the remaining
product categories, revealing that, at alpha = .05, there was no reported difference in

gendered perceptions between males and females.

Therefore the outcome of Pretest 1 resulted in the following product categories for

further testing: fragrance, fashion apparel, energy bars, pain relievers and toothpaste.

Pretest 2: Selection of Brands

In order to select the appropriate brands for the main study, the masculine and
feminine brand personalities, as well the symbolism and functionality of each brand was

measured for 42 brands that were identified within the 5 product categories.

One hundred and ninety-six American panel members (106 male, 90 female)
participated in an online study. The mean age was 43.5 years. After being presented
with a consent form, in which participants had to freely consent and voluntarily agree to
participate in the study before proceeding, each participant was randomly presented with

one of 6 versions of the pretest. Similarly to pretest 1, the 42 product categories were
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divided amongst these 6 versions which were randomly presented to participants.

Moreover, each version had 7 brands to be evaluated, which were also randomly

presented (Table 2). The duration of the pretest was approximately 15 minutes.

Table 2: Pretest 2 Brands

Version 1 Version 2 Version 3 Version 4 Version 5 Version 6
Hugo BOSS | Clinique Colgate Aim Arm & Diesel
GAP Nike Dior Calvin Hammer | Balance bar
Excedrin Bayer Estee Klein Luna bar Advil
Sensodyne Crest Lauder Oral-B Motrin Rembrandt
Slim fast PowerBar Tylenol Adidas Ralph Kellogg’s
Vera Wang | Chanel Lacoste Aquafresh | Lauren Vector
Fruit of the | Levi’s Lululemon | Burberry | American | Guess
Loom Athletica | Puma Apparel Cliff bar
Hammer Kashi Go
Bar Lean
Aleve

Participants rated each brand on a two-dimensional scale measuring gender
dimensions of brand personality (Grohmann 2009). The scale included six items
measuring masculine brand personality (adventurous, aggressive, brave, daring,
dominant, sturdy) and six items measuring feminine brand personality (expresses tender
feelings, fragile, graceful, sensitive, sweet, tender). Each item was evaluated on a 7-point
scale (not at all descriptive/ extremely descriptive). Principal components factor analysis

revealed 2 factors, with the first one explaining 69.7% of the total variance, and the

second factor explaining 11.3% of the total variance. Given that the masculine items and
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the feminine items all loaded onto two separate factors, the scale was used as intended,
with the computation of the masculine brand personality (MBP) (Cronbach’s o = .95)

and feminine brand personality (FBP) (Cronbach’s o = .95) variables through averaging.

Next, the symbolism dimension of each brand was evaluated. First, participants’
attitude functions towards each brand were assessed on 7-point scales (completely agree/
completely disagree) adapted from the work of Wilcox, Kim and Sen (2009). Four items
measured the value expressive function (This brand would reflect the kind of person I see
myself to be/ This brand would help me communicate my self-identity/ This brand would
help me express myself/ This brand would help me define myself) and four items
measured the social adjustive function (This brand would be a symbol of social status/
This brand would help me fit into important social situations/ I would like to be seen
wearing this brand/ I would enjoy it if people knew I was wearing this brand). Higher
ratings indicated higher levels of brand symbolism. Principal components factor analysis
revealed that all 8 items loaded onto one factor, and that this one factor explained 87.8%
of the total variance. Therefore all items were averaged to create the ‘“expression”

variable (Cronbach’s a = .98).

Next, the utilitarian dimension of consumer attitudes toward each brand was
measured using five semantic differential response items (effective/ineffective,
helpful/unhelpful, functional/not functional, necessary/unnecessary, practical/impractical)
(Voss, Spangenberg, and Grohmann 2003). Principal components factor analysis yielded

one factor explaining 81.0% of the total variance. Items were therefore reverse coded
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(given that lower values were associated with more utilitarian brands), and averaged to

form the “utilitarian” variable (Cronbach’s a = .94).

Lastly, prestige and personality expression of each brand was evaluated on a 7-
point scale (not at all descriptive/extremely descriptive) adapted from Bhat and Reddy
(1998). The prestige factor comprised three items (prestigious, exciting, distinctive),
whereas the personality expression factor comprised two items (symbolic, status symbol).
High ratings indicated a symbolic brand. Principal components factor analysis resulted in
one factor explaining 84.5% of the total variance, and therefore all items were averaged

to form the “symbolic” variable (Cronbach’s o = .95).

Furthermore, because it was also important to select brands that have equal usage
and familiarity levels among men and women, brand usage (I never use this brand/ I
regularly use this brand), and brand familiarity (how familiar are you with the brand: not

at all familiar/very familiar) were measured on two 7-point scales.

Lastly, demographic data was also collected, including sex, age, English

proficiency, level of education and annual household income.

Pretest 2 Results

The goal of the pretest analysis was to select a product category that offered a
masculine, feminine and androgynous brand. Moreover, it was important to select brands
for which perceptions of MBP and FBP, involvement and usage did not vary across

males and females, and that had somewhat similar functional/symbolic ratings.
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To classify the 42 brands, within each product category, a mean comparison
approach was used through one-sample t-tests with the scale midpoint of 4 to identify the
product categories that were rated significantly above 4 (high MBP/FBP;
expression/utilitarian; symbolic/utilitarian), significantly below 4 (low MBP/FBP;
expression/utilitarian; symbolic/utilitarian), or not significantly different than 4 (medium

categorization).

For the MBP/FBP scale, within the fragrance category, brands were classified as
follows: high MBP/low FBP: Hugo Boss; medium MBP/medium FBP: Chanel, Estee
Lauder, Vera Wang; medium MBP/low FBP: Burberry, Diesel; low MBP/medium FBP:
Clinique; and low MBP/low FBP: Dior. For the fashion apparel category, the brands
were classified as follows: medium MBP/medium FBP: Gap, Calvin Klein; medium
MBP/low FBP: Levi’s, Puma, Ralph Lauren, Fruit of the Loom, Nike, Adidas; low
MBP/low FBP: Lacoste, Lululemon Athletica, American Apparel, Guess. For the pain
reliever category, the brands were classified as follows: medium MBP/medium FBP:
Tylenol; medium MBP/low FBP: Bayer, Excedrin, Aleve, Advil; low MBP/low FBP:
Motrin.  For the toothpaste category, brands were classified as follows: low
MBP/medium FBP: Sensodyne; low MBP/low FBP: Colgate, Aquafresh, Rembrandt; and
medium MBP/low FBP: Crest, Aim, Oral-B, Arm & Hammer. For the energy bar
category, the brands were classified as follows: medium MBP/low FBP: Power Bar,
Kashi Go Lean, Slim Fast; and low MBP/low FBP: HammerBar, Luna Bar, Balance Bar,

Kellog’s Vector and Cliff Bar.
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Based on this analysis, there was no variation in gendered brand personality in the
pain reliever, toothpaste and energy bar categories and therefore these categories were
eliminated. Between the fragrance and fashion apparel categories, no brands could be
classified as high MBP/high FBP, and therefore brands classified as medium
MBP/medium FBP were treated as androgynous. Furthermore, between those two
categories, the fragrance product category offered more variation in terms of MBP/FBP
classification, offering both a brand that could be considered relatively masculine (Hugo
Boss), and relatively feminine (Clinique), whereas the fashion apparel category did not
allow for this. Therefore, the fragrance category was deemed the most appropriate one

for the main study.

To further investigate brands within the androgynous category, paired t-tests were
conducted to compare MBP and FBP scores for each of the three fragrance brands in this
category. Considering the medium levels of MBP and FBP of the androgynous brands, it
was important that they at least have equal levels of MBP and FBP. Chanel (MBP M =
4.02, FBP M = 4.06, t(27)= -.19, p > .85),Vera Wang (MBP M = 3.67, FBP M = 3.73,
t(28) =-0.51, p >.61) and Estee Lauder (MBP M = 3.51, FBP M = 3.88, t(26) =-1.78, p >
.08) had levels of MBP and FBP that were not significantly different. Given this
analysis, the final 3 brands selected were Chanel as the androgynous brand, Hugo Boss as

the masculine brand, and Clinique as the feminine brand.

For the expression and utilitarian dimensions, all three brands were categorized as
medium expression, medium utilitarian. For the symbolic and utilitarian dimensions,

Hugo Boss and Clinique both received a medium symbolic/medium utilitarian rating,

40



while Chanel received a high symbolic/medium utilitarian rating. Therefore for the
purposes of this study the brands are similar enough on these dimensions to be used as

stimuli for the study.

To evaluate whether perceptions of MBP differed across men and women,
univariate ANOVA analysis was conducted for brands within the fragrance category.
Results revealed no main effect for sex (p > .45), a main effect for brand (F (7, 233) =
2.64, p < .05), and no interaction effect between sex and brand (p > .28). A similar
analysis was conducted to evaluate whether perceptions of FBP for specific brands varied
across men and women. For the fragrance product category, there was no significant
effect for sex (p > .32), there was a significant effect for brand (F (7, 233) = 3.69, p =
.001), and there was no significant interaction effect (p > .06). The analysis thus revealed
that perceptions of gendered dimensions of brand personality did not vary between males

and females for the selected brands.

To evaluate familiarity levels, univariate ANOVA was conducted for brands
within the fragrance product category. The main effects of brand and sex were not

significant, nor was the interaction between brand and sex (p’s > .07).

Then to evaluate usage levels, univariate ANOVA analysis was carried out for
brands within the fragrance category. The main effects of brand and sex were not
significant (p’s > .73), however the interaction between brand and sex was significant (F
(7, 233) = 2.38, p < .05). Independent t-test analysis was carried out for the selected
brands revealing that, for Hugo Boss, males (M =3.27) and females (M = 2.21) reported

equal levels of usage (1(25.95) = 1.29, p > .20); for Clinique, males (M = 2.07) and
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females (M = 3.43) also reported equal levels of usage (t(26) = -1.63, p > .06); while for
Chanel, males (M = 1.71) reported slightly lower levels of usage than females (M = 3.29,
t(21.35) =-2.29, p <.05). Although not the ideal outcome, these results did not limit the
selection of brands, since usage could be measured again and included as a covariate in

the main study.

Therefore the outcome of Pretest 2 resulted in the following brands within the
fragrance product category: Chanel (androgynous brand), Hugo Boss (masculine brand)

and Clinique (feminine brand).

Research Study

Design and Procedure

The main study tests hypotheses H1 to H4 inclusively. The experimental design
is a 2 (sex) x 3 (gender identity: masculine, feminine, androgynous) x 3 (brand
personality: masculine, feminine, androgynous) x 2 (prime: private, collective) x 2 (self-
monitoring/concern for appropriateness: high, low) design, with brand personality

serving as a within-participants factor.

Five hundred and seventy-six American panel members (268 male, 308 female)
participated in an online study. The mean age was 50.8 years. After being presented
with a consent form, in which participants had to freely consent and voluntarily agree to
participate in the study before proceeding, participants were randomly presented with one
of the 2 priming conditions, and were subsequently instructed to complete the

questionnaire.

42



Primin

Given that the private and collective self-construal can be primed, participants

were randomly assigned to one of two priming conditions (private vs. collective).

Although several different priming tasks have been successfully used in the
literature when it comes to self-construal, it was important to consider that for this study,
the sample was not limited to college students, and represented a much broader
demographic. Moreover, the study was done in an online environment with time
constraints, and thus the task had to be easy to understand and to complete. The priming

task that was thus selected was one developed by Wang and Ross (2005).

In the private priming task, participants were asked to list ten statements about

themselves that differentiate them from others and make them unique:

How would you define yourself as a unique individual? List ten
personal qualities, attributes, beliefs, or behaviours that do not
relate to others and make you unique. For example, “I am smart”

and “I am honest.”

In the collective priming task, participants were asked to list ten statements about

their memberships to social groups in which they share a common factor.

How would you define yourself as a member of a social group?
List ten memberships of social groups with which you are likely

to be experiencing a “common fate.” For example, “I am a
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Catholic” (membership in a religious group) and “I am a

daughter” (membership in a family group).

Manipulation Check: Priming

Self-thoughts were measured on two 7-point items (While completing the
previous task, please describe the extent to which: you thought just about yourself; your
thoughts were focused just on you) (Martin and Gnoth 2009; Aaker and Lee 2001). A
new “private” variable was computed through averaging of these two items (r = .84).
Similarly, thoughts about others were measured on two 7-point items (While completing
the previous task, please describe the extent to which: you thought about you and other
people; your thoughts were focused on you and other people)) (Martin and Gnoth 2009;
Aaker and Lee 2001). A new “collective” variable was computed through averaging of

these two items (r = .86). The four items were anchored by not at all/a lot.

Answers provided in the open-ended questions were verified to ensure that
participants provided descriptions appropriate for their respective priming condition.
Moreover, an independent samples t-test revealed that those participants that received the
private prime engaged in more self-thoughts (M = 5.32) than those participants that
received the collective prime (M = 4.90, t(574) = 3.16, p < .01). Furthermore, those
participants that received the collective prime engaged in more thoughts about others (M
= 5.23) than those participants that received the private prime (M = 4.59, t(561.20)= -

4.80, p <.001).
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Moreover, a paired samples t-test revealed that participants who received the
private prime engaged in significantly more self-thoughts (M = 5.32) than thoughts about
others (M = 4.59, t(300) = 4.50, p <.001). Also, for those participants that received the
collective prime, there were significantly less self-thoughts (M = 4.90) than thoughts
about others (M = 5.23, t(274) = -2.44, p < .05). It can therefore be concluded that the

manipulation of private and collective self was indeed successful.

Manipulation Check: Brand Gender

Participants were then randomly presented with each of the three brands (Chanel,
Hugo Boss and Clinique), and were asked to rate levels of MBP and FBP. The brand
names were randomly presented in the font typical of each brand, on a plain white
background. Moreover, participants were informed that each brand offers fragrances for

both men and women.

Participants rated all three brands on the two-dimensional scale measuring gender
dimensions of brand personality (Grohmann 2009). The scale included the six items
measuring MBP (Cronbach’s a = .92) and the six items measuring FBP (Cronbach’s o =
.94) which were randomized. Each item was evaluated on a 7-point scale (not at all
descriptive/ extremely descriptive). Principal components factor analysis indeed revealed
two factors. The first factor (with the feminine items loading onto it) accounted for 39.4%
of the total variance explained. An FBP variable was therefore computed for each of the
three brands through averaging of the 6 feminine brand personality items. The second

factor (with the masculine items loading onto it) accounted for 35.5% of the total
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variance explained. An MBP variable was therefore also computed for each of the three

brands through averaging of the 6 masculine brand personality items.

One-sample t-test analysis with a comparison scale midpoint value of 4 was used
to identify whether the three brands were rated significantly above 4 (high MBP/high
FBP), significantly below 4 (low MBP/low FBP), or have a medium categorization that is

not significantly different than 4.

The MBP rating (M = 4.27) for Hugo Boss was classified as significantly high
(t(575) = 447, p < .001), whereas the FBP rating (M = 2.97) was classified as
significantly low (t(575) = -18.41, p <.001). Paired t-test analysis also revealed that the

two means were significantly different from each other (t(575) = 19.72, p <.001).

The MBP rating (M = 3.58) for Clinique was classified as significantly low
(t(575) = -7.43, p < .001), whereas the FBP rating (M = 4.21) was classified as
significantly high (t(575) = 3.67, p < .001). Paired t-test analysis revealed that the two

means were significantly different from each other (t(575) =-12.06, p <.001).

The MBP rating (M = 3.86) for Chanel was classified as significantly low (t(575)
=-2.51, p < .05), whereas the FBP rating (M = 4.27) was classified as significantly high
(t(575) = 4.66, p < .001). Paired t-test analysis also revealed that the two means were

significantly different from each other (t(575) =-7.01, p <.001).

The results suggest that for Hugo Boss and Clinique, findings are consistent with
pretest 2, and therefore Hugo Boss can be classified as a masculine brand, while Clinique

is classified as a feminine brand. However, results for Chanel are not consistent with
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pretesting. Findings from the manipulation check suggest that Chanel is slightly more

feminine than masculine.

To further investigate this finding, paired t-tests were used to compare the MBP
and FBP levels between Chanel and Clinique. Results showed that the two brands do not
have significantly different levels of FBP (t(575) = 1.02, p > .31). However, Chanel has
a significantly higher level of MBP than Clinique (t(575) = 5.51, p < .001). These
findings thus suggest that in comparison to each other Chanel is the most androgynous

brand of the three, and therefore for the purpose of this study is classified as such.

Dependent Variables

Participants rated their attitude towards the brand, brand preference and purchase
intention on 7-point bipolar scales for all three brands (i.e. Chanel, Hugo Boss and

Clinique).

Attitude toward the brand (Sirgy et al. 1997; Grohmann 2009) consisted of three
items (negative/positive; dislike/like; favourable/unfavourable) on which participants
rated their global evaluations of the brand (Cronbach’s o = .90). Principal components
factor analysis revealed that the three items loaded onto one factor accounting for 83.3%
of the total variance explained. The “brand attitude” variable was therefore computed for
each of the three brands through averaging of the three items (taking account for reverse

scoring for the favourable/ unfavourable item).

Brand preference (Sirgy et al. 1997; Grohmann 2009) consisted of three items

(very poor/very good; very unsatisfactory/very satisfactory; very unfavourable/very
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favourable) on which participants rated their degree of preference for the brand relative to
other brands in the same category (Cronbach’s o = .97). Principal components factor
analysis revealed that the three items loaded onto one factor accounting for 94.4% of the
total variance explained. The “brand preference” variable was therefore computed for

each of the three brands through averaging of the three items.

Lastly, purchase intention (Sirgy et al. 1997; Grohmann 2009) was rated on two
items (unlikely/likely; improbable/probable) on which participants rated the likeliness of
a future purchase (r = .97). Principal components factor analysis revealed that the two
items loaded onto one factor accounting for 98.6% of the total variance explained. The
“purchase intention” variable was therefore computed for each of the three brands

through averaging of the two items.

Independent Variables

For gender identity, the measurement of sex-linked trait indexes was used (Stern,
Barak, and Gould 1987) which is based on the short-form BSRI (Bem 1974) as
developed by Barak and Stern (1986). Feminine Trait Index (FTI) consists of 10
feminine items (i.e. affectionate, loyal, tender, sensitive to other’s needs, sympathetic,
compassionate, eager to soothe hurt feelings, understanding, gentle, warm) (Cronbach’s
o = .94). Masculine Trait Index (MTI) consists of 10 masculine items (i.e. have
leadership abilities, willing to take a stand, ambitious, competitive, dominant, assertive, a
strong personality, forceful, act like a leader, aggressive) (Cronbach’s a = .90). All
participants were asked to rate themselves on both the FTI and MTI items, which were

anchored by never or almost never true/always or almost always true, and were randomly
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presented. Principal components factor analysis also revealed two factors. The first
factor (with the feminine items loading onto it) accounted for 33.8% of the total variance
explained. The second factor (with the masculine items loading onto it) accounted for
27.0% of the total variance explained. The FTI and MTI were therefore computed

through averaging of the feminine items and masculine items, respectively.

Based on their scores, each participant was then categorized as high or low on
each of the sex- linked trait indexes, through mid-point classification. Independent t-test
analysis confirmed that those individuals receiving a low FTI score (M = 3.19) were
significantly different those receiving a high FTI score (M = 5.68, t(574) = -18.17, p <
.001), and that those individuals receiving a low MTI score (M = 3.17) were significantly
different than those receiving a high MTI score (M = 5.17, t(274.63) = -30.16, p < .001).
Finally, each participant was categorized as either feminine, masculine, androgynous or
undifferentiated. If participants had a high FTI score, and low MTI score, they were
classified as “feminine” (22% of participants). If participants had a low FTI score, and
high MTI score, they were classified as “masculine” (6% of participants). If they scored
high on both FTI and MTI, they were classified as “androgynous” (70% of participants).
Lastly, if they received low scoring on both indexes, they were classified as

“undifferentiated” (2% of participants).

The Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (Lennox and Wolfe 1984) was used to
measure self-monitoring. This scale is made up of 13 items scored on 6-point scales.
Participants were asked to indicate to what extent the statements applied to them,

anchored by certainly always false/generally false/somewhat false, but with
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exceptions/somewhat true, but with exceptions/generally true/certainly always true. All
items were randomized. Seven of the items pertain to an individual’s ability to modify
self-presentation (e.g. In social situations, I have the ability to alter my behaviour if I feel
that something else is called for; I have the ability to control the way I come across to
people, depending on the impression I wish to give them; Once I know what the situation
calls for, it's easy for me to regulate my actions accordingly.) The other 6 items pertain
to an individual’s sensitivity to the expressive behaviours of others (e.g. I am often able
to read people's true emotions correctly through their eyes; I can usually tell when I've
said something inappropriate by reading it in the listener's eyes; If someone is lying to
me, I usually know it at once from that person's manner of expression). Although items
can be averaged within these two scales to form factor indexes, a principal components
factor analysis revealed three factors, with the first factor explaining 40.4% of the total
variance, the second factor explaining 13.3% of the total variance and the third factor
explaining 7.8% of the variance. Therefore, after taking into account items requiring
reverse scoring, instead of forming two variables, all 13 items were averaged to form an
overall measure of self-monitoring (Cronbach’s a = .85) following prior research
(Lennox and Wolfe 1984), and as is outlined in the Handbook of Marketing Scales
(Bearden, Netemeyer and Haws 2011). Based on their scores, each participant was then
categorized as either a high or low self-monitor, through median split (median = 4.31).
Independent t-test analysis confirmed that those individuals receiving a low self-
monitoring score (M = 3.80) were significantly different those receiving a high self-

monitoring score (M =4.82, t(574) =-30.37, p <.001)
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Similarly, the Concern for Appropriateness Scale (Lennox and Wolfe 1984) was
used to measure concern for appropriateness. This scale consists of 20 items scored on 6-
point scales, with the same anchors used for the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale. Seven
items pertain to an individual’s cross-situational variability (e.g. I tend to show different
sides of myself to different people; Different situations can make me behave like very
different people; Different people tend to have different impressions about the type of
person I am), and the other 13 items pertain to an individual’s attention to social
comparison information (e.g. I actively avoid wearing clothes that are not in style; I try
to pay attention to the reactions of others to my behaviour in order to avoid being out of
place; If I am the least bit uncertain as to how to act in a social situation, I look to the
behaviour of others for cues). Items were randomly presented to participants. Again,
principal components factor analysis revealed that instead of loading onto two factors,
these 20 items loaded onto four factors (with the first factor explaining 35.5% of the total
variance, the second factor explaining 48.4% of the total variance, the third factor
explaining 6.9% of the total variance, and the fourth factor explaining 5.3% of the total
variance). Therefore, following similar logic as with the self-monitoring scale, and after
taking into account any item requiring reverse scoring, all 20 items were averaged to
form an overall measure of concern for appropriateness (Cronbach’s o = .89). Based on
their scores, each participant was then categorized as either having a high or low concern
for appropriateness, through median split (median = 3.45). Independent t-test analysis
confirmed that those individuals receiving a low concern for appropriateness score (M =
2.87) were significantly different those receiving a high concern for appropriateness score

(M = 4.05, t(574) = -29.57, p < .001).
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Although product category involvement was pretested, involvement with the
fragrance category was measured again to ensure equal involvement with the fragrance
category for both men and women. Participants therefore rated the fragrance product
category on the 10 randomized items of The Revised Product Involvement Inventory
(McQuarrie and Munsoon 1991) on a 7-point bipolar scale (Cronbach’s o = .95). One
factor emerged from a principal components factor analysis, explaining 70.3% of the total
variance. Therefore, after taking into account items requiring reverse scoring, the 10
items were averaged to form a measure of involvement. Results from an independent t-
test analysis revealed that males (M = 4.51) had significantly lower levels of involvement

that females (M = 4.94, t(574) = -.40, p <.001).

Similarly, brand usage (I never use this brand/ I regularly use this brand) and
familiarity levels (how familiar are you with the brand: not at all familiar/very familiar)
among males and females were evaluated on two 7 point-bipolar scales. For brand usage,
univariate ANOVA analysis revealed that for the three brands, the main effects of sex (F
(1, 1722) = 39.28, p < .001), and brand (F (2, 1722) = 25.94, p < .001) were both
significant, and that the interaction between sex and brand was also significant (F (2,

1722) = 55.76, p < .001).

For brand familiarity, univariate ANOVA analysis also revealed that for the three
brands, the main effects of sex (F (1, 1722) = 36.53, p <.001), and brand (F (2, 1722) =
80.22, p <.001) were both significant, and that the interaction between sex and brand was

also significant (F (2, 1722) = 39.84, p <.001).
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Given the outcome of this analysis, product category involvement, brand usage,
brand familiarity and sex were included as covariates in the subsequent hypotheses
testing, in order to control for their effects by removing the variance for which they

account.

Results

Hypothesis 1

H1: Androgynous individuals, as opposed to other individuals (i.e. masculine,
feminine and undifferentiated), will have more positive attitudes, a greater
preference and increased purchase intentions for brands possessing an
androgynous personality, than brands possessing a masculine or feminine brand

personality.

Repeated measures MANCOVA was carried out to determine whether the
between-subject factor gender identity and the within-subject factor gendered brand
personality had an effect on brand preference, attitudes and purchase intentions. Repeated
measures MANCOVA was considered appropriate for this data analysis given that the
measurement of the dependent variables was repeated for each of the brands under three
different conditions (i.e. masculine, feminine, androgynous brand personalities). A
separate analysis was run for each of the dependent variables, comparing the responses

between each of the three brands.

In the first analysis, the dependent variables were Chanel brand attitude, Hugo

Boss brand attitude and Clinique brand attitude. Mauchly’s test indicated that the
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assumption for sphericity had not been violated (y* (2) = 3.13, p > .20), and therefore
sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .994]. Of the covariates, Chanel
familiarity (F (1, 564) = 16.46, p < .001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 564) = 7.85, p =
.005), Clinique usage (F (1, 564) = 4.20, p < .05), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 564) = 4.62,
p < .05) and involvement (F (1, 564) = 45.82, p < .001) were significant. Also, the
interaction between involvement and brand was significant (F (2, 1128) = 5.71, p <.005),
as were the interactions between usage and brand, as well as familiarity and brand
(Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1128) = 12.37, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2,
1128) = 21.82, p <.001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1128) = 27.51, p < .001),
brand and familiarity (F (2, 1128) = 12.84, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2,
1128) = 17.659, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1128) = 21.65, p < .001)). No
other covariate effects emerged (p’s > .05). Results revealed no significant main or

interaction effects (p’s > .06). Therefore, for brand attitudes, H1 is rejected.

The analysis was run again, however this time the dependent variables were
Chanel preference, Hugo Boss preference and Clinique preference. Mauchly’s test
indicated that the assumption for sphericity was violated (y* (2) = 9.18, p < .05), and
therefore degrees of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of
sphericity (¢ =.984). Of the covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1, 564) = 29.09, p <.001),
Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 564) = 10.02, p = .005), Clinique usage (F (1, 564) =8.71, p
< .05), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 564) = 5.62, p < .05) and involvement (F (1, 564) =
31.05, p < .001) were significant. Also, the interaction between involvement and brand
was significant (F (2, 1110.04) = 2.95, p < .005), and lastly interactions between usage
and brand, as well as familiarity and brand were significant for all three brands (Chanel:
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brand and usage (F (2, 1110.04) = 15.15, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1110.04)
=29.55, p <.001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1110.04) = 15.34, p <.001), brand
and familiarity (F (2, 1110.04) = 12.84, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2,
1110.04) = 11.60, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1110.04) = 23.25, p < .001)).
No other covariate effects emerged (p’s > .05). Results showed that the main effect of
gender identity was significant (F (3, 564) = 3.39, p < .05), but the main effect of brand
was not significant (p > .52). The interaction between brand and gender identity was also

significant (F (6, 1110.04) = 2.49, p <.05).

To further investigate these results, paired-samples t-tests were conducted for
androgynous, masculine and feminine individuals, in order to compare preference levels
between the brand congruent to their gender identity, and the other ones. For
androgynous individuals (Table 7), preference levels for Chanel were greater than those
of Hugo Boss (t(407) = 9.38, p <.001), however preference levels between Chanel and
Clinique were not significantly different (t(407) = -1.14, p > .25). For masculine
individuals (Table 8), preference levels for Hugo Boss were lower than those for Chanel,
(t(24) = 2.45, p < .05), while there was no significant difference between preference for
Hugo Boss and Clinique (t(24) = -1.45, p > .16). For feminine individuals (Table 9),
there were significantly greater levels of brand preference for Clinique than Hugo Boss
(t(127) = -8.36, p < .001), however there was no significant difference between Clinique
and Chanel, (t(127) = .19, p > .85). Lastly, for undifferentiated individuals (Table 10),
there were significantly greater levels of brand preference for Chanel than Hugo Boss

(t(14) = 2.68, p < .05), however there was no significant difference between Clinique and
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Chanel, (t(14) = -1.99, p > .06), nor between Hugo Boss and Clinique (t(14) = -1.36, p >

.19). Therefore for brand preferences, H1 is partially supported.

Table 3: Preference Levels for Androgynous Individuals

Mean | Std. Deviation
Chanel Preference 5.34 1.35
Hugo Boss Preference 4.66 1.21
Clinique Preference 5.26 1.29

Table 4: Preference Levels for Masculine Individuals

Mean | Std. Deviation
Chanel Preference 491 1.16
Hugo Boss Preference 4.07 1.12
Clinique Preference 4.55 1.44

Table 5: Preference Levels for Feminine Individuals

Mean | Std. Deviation
Chanel Preference 5.13 1.23
Hugo Boss Preference 4.12 1.20
Clinique Preference 5.15 1.13

Table 6: Preference Levels for Undifferentiated Individuals

Mean | Std. Deviation
Chanel Preference 4.76 1.48
Hugo Boss Preference 3.31 1.49
Clinique Preference 3.89 1.58

Lastly, the analysis was run again, this time with dependent variables Chanel

purchase intention, Hugo Boss purchase intention and Clinique purchase intention.
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Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity was not violated (¥ (2) =
4.39, p > .11), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .992]. Of
the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 564) = 69.58, p < .001), Hugo Boss usage (F (1, 564)
=43.87, p = .005), Clinique usage (F (1, 564) = 80.50, p < .05), and involvement (F (1,
564) = 49.84, p < .001) were significant. Also, interactions between usage and brand, as
well as familiarity and brand were significant for all three brands (Chanel: brand and
usage (F (2, 1128) = 61.44, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1128) = 6.36, p <
.001); brand and usage (F (2, 1128) =49.37, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1128)
=2.87, p<.001); brand and usage (F (2, 1128) = 54.83, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F
(2, 1128) = 10.48, p < .001)). There were no other significant effects involving the
covariates (p’s > .06). The results showed that the main effect of brand was significant (F
(2, 1128) =4.23, p <.05). The main effect of gender identity and the interaction between
brand and gender identity, however, were not significant (p’s > .10). Therefore, for

purchase intention H1 is rejected.

Hypothesis 2a

H2a: When the private self is primed, androgynous individuals, as opposed to
other individuals (i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated), will have more
positive attitudes, a greater preference and increased purchase intentions for
androgynous brands, than those brands that have either masculine or feminine

personalities.

Repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted to determine whether the

between-subject factors prime and gender identity and the within-subject factor gendered
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brand personality had an effect on attitudes, preference and purchase intentions. As
before, sex, brand familiarity and usage, as well as product involvement were included as
covariates. Moreover, an analysis was run for each of the dependent variables,

comparing the responses between each of the three brands.

In the first analysis for hypothesis 2a, the dependent variables were Chanel brand
attitude, Hugo Boss brand attitude and Clinique brand attitude. Mauchly’s test indicated
that the assumption for sphericity had not been violated (y* (2) = 3.95, p > .13), and
therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .993]. Of the covariates,
Chanel familiarity (F (1, 560) = 17.83, p < .001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 560) =
7.65, p < .01), Clinique usage (F (1, 560) = 4.55, p <.05) and Clinique familiarity (F (1,
560) = 4.76, p < .05), as well as involvement (F (1, 560) = 45.92, p < .001) were all
significant. Also, the interaction between involvement and brand was significant (F (2,
1120) = 6.44, p < .005), and interactions between usage and brand, and between
familiarity and brand were significant for all three brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2,
1120) = 11.98, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 20.78, p < .001); Hugo
Boss: brand and usage (F(2, 1120) = 26.82, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F(2, 1120)
=13.09, p <.001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1120) = 17.81, p < .001), brand and
familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 20.62, p < .001)). No other significant covariate effects
emerged (p’s > .33). Results revealed that the interactions between brand and gender
identity (F (6, 1120) = 3.07, p <.01), and between brand and prime (F (2, 1120) =6.18, p
< .005) were significant, however no other main or interaction effects were significant

(p’s > .07). Therefore, for brand attitude, H2a is rejected.
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In the second analysis for hypothesis 2a, the dependent variables were Chanel
preference, Hugo Boss preference and Clinique preference. Mauchly’s test indicated that
the assumption for sphericity was violated (y* (2) = 9.82, p > .01), and therefore degrees
of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (e = .983).
Of the covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1, 560) = 29.54, p < .001), Hugo Boss
familiarity (F (1, 560) = 9.72, p <.005), Clinique usage (F (1, 560) = 9.02, p < .005) and
Clinique familiarity (F (1, 560) = 5.51, p < .05), as well as involvement (F (1, 560) =
31.02, p < .001) were all significant. Also, the interaction between involvement and
brand was significant (F (2, 1100.83) = 3.18, p <.05), and interactions between usage and
brand, as well as those between familiarity and brand were significant for all three brands
(Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1100.83) = 14.78, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2,
1100.83) = 28.48, p < .001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1100.83) = 22.03, p <
.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1100.83) = 15.29, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage
(F (2, 1100.83) = 11.33, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1100.83) = 22.66, p <
.001)). No other significant effects involving covariates emerged (p’s > .12). Results
revealed a significant interaction of brand and gender identity (F (6, 1100.83) = 2.56, p <
.05) and a significant main effect for gender identity (F (3, 560) = 2.76, p < .05), but no
other significant main or interaction effects were present (p’s >.22). Therefore, for brand

preferences, H2a is rejected.

In the last analysis for hypothesis 2a, the dependent variables were Chanel
purchase intention, Hugo Boss purchase intention and Clinique purchase intention.
Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not been violated (¥ (2) =
4.27, p > .11), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .992]. Of
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the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 560) = 70.33, p < .001), Hugo Boss usage (F (1, 560)
=44.39, p <.001), Clinique usage (F (1, 560) = 78.16, p < .001) and involvement (F (1,
560) = 49.84, p < .001) were all significant. Also, the interaction between usage and
brand was significant for all three brands, while the interaction between familiarity and
brand was significant for Chanel and Clinique only (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1120)
=60.63, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 6.34, p <.001); Hugo Boss: brand
and usage (F (2, 1120) = 48.47, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1120) =
55.15, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 9.83, p <.001)). There were no
other significant covariate effects (p’s > .05). Results showed that the main effect of
brand was significant (F (2, 1120) = 4.48, p <.05). No other main and interaction effects

reached significance (p’s > .13). Therefore, for purchase intentions, H2a is rejected.

Hypothesis 2b

H2b: When the collective self is primed, androgynous men as opposed to other
men (i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated), will have more positive
attitudes, a greater preference and increased purchase intentions for brands with
masculine personalities, whereas androgynous women as opposed to other women
(i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated), will have more positive attitudes,
a greater preference and increased purchase intentions for brands with feminine

personalities.

Repeated measures MANCOVA was carried out again, this time to determine
whether the between-subject factors prime, gender identity and sex and the within-subject

factor gendered brand personality had any effect on brand attitudes, preferences and
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purchase intentions. Brand familiarity and usage, as well as product involvement were
included as covariates. The analysis was run for each of the dependent variables,

comparing the responses between each of the three brands.

In the first analysis for hypothesis 2b, the dependent variables were Chanel brand
attitude, Hugo Boss brand attitude and Clinique brand attitude. Mauchly’s test indicated
that the assumption for sphericity had not been violated (x> (2) = 3.30, p > .19), and

therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .994]. Of the covariates,
Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 4.43, p < .05), Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 17.53, p <
.001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 553) = 7.31, p <.01), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 553)
= 5.95, p < .05) and involvement (F (1, 553) = 48.13, p < .001) were significant. Also,
the interaction between involvement and brand was significant (F (2, 1106) = 6.36, p <
.005), and interactions between usage and brand, as well as familiarity and brand were
significant for all brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) = 11.93, p <.001), brand
and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 20.18, p <.001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1106)
=28.27, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1106) = 12.91, p <.001); Clinique: brand
and usage (F (2, 1106) = 17.72, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1106) = 20.85, p <
.001)). No other covariate effects were significant (p’s > .06). Results revealed that the
interactions between brand and gender identity (F (6, 1106) = 2.90, p < .01), between
brand and prime (F (2, 1106) = 6.64, p = .001), between gender identity and sex (F (3,
553) = 3.97, p < .05), as well as between gender identity, prime and sex (F (3, 553) =
2.89, p <.05) and between brand, gender identity and prime (F (6, 1106) = 2.30, p <.05)
were all significant. However, no other main or interaction effects reached significance

(p’s > .05). Therefore, for brand attitudes, H2b is rejected.
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In the second analysis for hypothesis 2b, the dependent variables were Chanel
preference, Hugo Boss preference and Clinique preference. Mauchly’s test indicated that
the assumption for sphericity was violated (y? (2) = 9.16, p < .05), and therefore degrees
of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (e = .984).
Of the covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 28.98, p < .001), Hugo Boss
familiarity (F (1, 553) = 9.36, p < .005), Clinique usage (F (1, 553) = 6.68, p = .01),
Clinique familiarity (F (1, 553) = 6.96, p <.01) and involvement (F (1, 553) = 33.03, p <
.001) were significant. Also, the interaction between involvement and brand was
significant (F (2, 1088.09) = 2.92, p < .05), as well as those interactions between usage
and brand, and familiarity and brand (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1088.09) = 14.41, p
<.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1088.09) = 29.02, p < .001); Hugo Boss: brand and
usage (F (2, 1088.09) = 22.19, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1088.09) = 14.88, p
< .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1088.09) =11.580, p < .001), brand and
familiarity (F (2, 1088.09) = 23.29, p <.001)). No other covariate effect emerged (p’s >
.14). Results revealed that the main effect of gender identity (F (3, 553) = 2.68, p <.05)
and interactions between gender identity and sex (F (3, 553) = 3.72, p < .05), between
brand and gender identity (F (6, 1088.09) = 2.61, p <.05), between brand, gender identity
and prime (F (6, 1088.09) = .60, p < .05), and lastly, between brand and sex (F (2,
1088.09) = 3.32, p < .05) were all significant. However, no other main or interaction

effects reached significance (p’s > .09). Therefore, for brand preference, H2b is rejected.

In the last analysis for hypothesis 2b, the dependent variables were Chanel
purchase intention, Hugo Boss purchase intention and Clinique purchase intention.

Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not been violated (% (2) =
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4.21, p > .12), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .992]. Of
the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 72.44, p <.001), Hugo Boss usage (F (1, 553)
=44.94, p <.001), Clinique usage (F (1, 553) = 73.19, p <.001) and involvement (F (1,
553) = 49.02, p < .001) were significant. Also, interactions between usage and brand
were significant for all three brands, while interactions between familiarity and brand
were significant only for Chanel and Clinique (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) =
58.79, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 6.18, p < .01); Hugo Boss: brand
and usage (F (2, 1106) = 49.87, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) =
54.64, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F(2, 1106) = 9.97, p <.001)). No other covariate
effect was significant (p’s > .05). Results revealed that the interaction between brand and
sex (F (2, 1106) = 4.45, p < .05) was significant, but there were no other significant main

or interaction effects (p’s > .05). Therefore, for purchase intentions, H2b is rejected.

Hypothesis 3a

H3a: Androgynous individuals, as opposed to other individuals (i.e. masculine,
feminine and undifferentiated), who are also low self-monitors (or have a low
concern for appropriateness), will have more positive attitudes, a greater
preference and increased purchase intentions for androgynous brands than other

brands, regardless of whether the private or collective self is primed.

Repeated measures MANCOVA was also conducted to determine whether the
between-subject factors self-monitoring/ concern for appropriateness and gender identity
and the within-subject factor gendered brand personality had an effect on brand

preference, attitudes and purchase intentions. As before, sex, brand familiarity and usage,

63



as well as product involvement were included as covariates. Moreover, an analysis was
run for each of the dependent variables separately, comparing the responses between each

of the three brands.

In the first analysis for hypothesis 3a, the dependent variables were Chanel brand
attitude, Hugo Boss brand attitude and Clinique brand attitude, with self-monitoring,
gender identity and gendered brand personality as the independent variables. Mauchly’s
test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not been violated (%> (2) = 3.50, p >
.17), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .994]. Of the
covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1, 560) = 16.74, p <.001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1,
560) = 7.04, p < .01), Clinique usage (F (1, 560) = 4.38, p < .05), Clinique familiarity (F
(1, 560) = 3.88, p <.05) and involvement (F (1, 560) = 42.29, p < .001) were significant.
Also, the interaction between involvement and brand was significant (F (2, 1120) = 6.13,
p < .005), as were all interactions between usage and brand, and familiarity and brand
(Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1120) = 12.59, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2,
1120) = 20.93, p < .001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1120) = 26.88, p < .001),
brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 12.52, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2,
1120) = 18.24, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 20.14, p <.001)). No other
significant covariate effect emerged (p’s > .05). Furthermore, results revealed no

significant main or interaction effects (p’s > .22).

The same analysis was re-run, but this time self-monitoring was replaced with
concern for appropriateness. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity

had not been violated (¥? (2) = 2.92, p > .23), and therefore sphericity was assumed
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[Greenhouse-Geisser € = .995]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 560) = 3.98, p <
.05), Chanel familiarity (F (1, 560) = 16.65, p < .001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 560)
=7.44, p <.01), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 560) = 4.53, p < .05) and involvement (F (1,
560) = 45.33, p <.001) were significant. Also, the interaction between involvement and
brand was significant (F (2, 1120) = 5.86, p <.005), and interactions between usage and
brand, as well as familiarity and brand were significant for all three brands (Chanel:
brand and usage (F (2, 1120) = 12.32, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) =
21.65, p <.001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1120) = 24.19, p <.001), brand and
familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 12.89, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1120) =
17.46, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 21.49, p < .001)). No other
significant covariate effect emerged (p’s > .06). Results also revealed no significant main

or interaction effects (p’s > .06). Therefore, for brand attitudes, H3a is rejected.

In the second analysis for hypothesis 3a, the dependent variables were Chanel
preference, Hugo Boss brand preference and Clinique preference, and the independent
variables were self-monitoring, gender identity and gendered brand personality.
Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity was violated (% (2) = 9.34, p
< .01), therefore degrees of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates
of sphericity (¢ = .983). Of the covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1, 560) = 30.19, p <
.001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 560) = 8.94, p < .005), Clinique usage (F (1, 560) =
9.20, p < .005), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 560) = 4.63, p < .05) and involvement (F (1,
560) = 28.05, p < .001) were significant. Also, the interaction between involvement and
brand (F (2, 1101.75) = 3.46, p < .05) was significant, as were interactions between usage

and brand, and familiarity and brand for all three brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2,
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1101.75) = 15.20, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1101.75) = 28.60, p < .001);
Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1101.75) = 21.63, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F
(2, 1101.75) = 15.18, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1101.75) =11.54, p <
.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1101.75) = 21.73, p < .001)). No other significant
covariate effect emerged (p’s > .38). Furthermore, results revealed no significant main or

interaction effects (p’s > .21).

The same analysis was carried out, again with the self-monitoring variable
replaced with concern for appropriateness. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption
for sphericity was violated (y? (2) = 8.71, p <.05), and therefore degrees of freedom were

corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (¢ = .985). Of the covariates,
Chanel familiarity (F (1, 560) = 29.18, p < .001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 560) =
9.80, p < .005), Clinique usage (F (1, 560) = 8.29, p < .005), Clinique familiarity (F (1,
560) = 5.41, p < .05) and involvement (F (1, 560) = 30.30, p < .001) were significant.
Also, interactions between usage and brand, as well as familiarity and brand were
significant for all three brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1102.94) = 15.38, p <
.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1102.94) = 28.59, p < .001); Hugo Boss: brand and
usage (F (2, 1102.943) = 19.71, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1102.94) = 15.09,
p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1102.94) = 11.68, p < .001), brand and
familiarity (F (2, 1102.94) = 23.01, p < .001)). No other significant covariate effect
emerged (p’s > .05). Results revealed that the main effect for gender identity (F (3, 560)
= 3.28, p <.05) and the interaction between brand and gender identity (F (6, 1102.94) =
2.94, p <.01) were significant, however, all other main and interaction effects were not

significant (p’s > .21). Therefore, for brand preference, H3a is rejected.
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In the last analysis for hypothesis 3a, the dependent variables were Chanel
purchase intention, Hugo Boss purchase intention and Clinique purchase intention, and
the independent variables were self-monitoring, gender identity and gendered brand
personality. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity was not violated
(x* (2) = 4.34, p > .11), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € =
.992]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 560) = 69.27, p < .001), Hugo Boss usage
(F (1, 560) = 41.29, p < .001), Clinique usage (F (1, 560) = 80.46, p < .001) and
involvement (F (1, 560) = 46.49, p < .001) were significant. Also, the interaction
between involvement and brand was significant (p < .05), and interactions between
usage and brand were significant for all three brands, while the interactions between
familiarity and brand were significant only for Chanel and Clinique (Chanel: brand and
usage (F (2, 1120) = 62.26, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 5.76, p <
.005); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1120) = 50.46, p < .001); Clinique: brand and
usage (F (2, 1120) = 55.52, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 9.99, p <
.001)). All other covariate effects were not significant (p’s > .05). Results revealed no

significant main or interaction effects (p’s > .05).

The same analysis was re-run, with concern for appropriateness replacing self-
monitoring. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not been
violated (y? (2) = 4.42, p > .11), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-
Geisser € = .992]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 560) = 67.07, p <.001), Hugo
Boss usage (F (1, 560) = 40.64, p < .001), Clinique usage (F (1, 560) = 79.92, p <.001)
and involvement (F (1, 560) = 48.89, p < .001) were significant. Also, interactions

between usage and brand were significant for all three brands, while those between
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familiarity and brand were significant for Chanel and Clinique only (Chanel: brand and
usage (F (2, 1120) = 61.58, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 6.24, p <
.005); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1120) = 44.50, p < .001); Clinique: brand and
usage (F (2, 1120) = 55.22, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1120) = 10.30, p <
.001)). All other covariate effects were not significant (p’s > .06). Results revealed that
the main effect of brand was significant (F (2, 1120) = 4.37, p < .05), but there were no
other significant main or interaction effects (p’s > .19). Therefore, for purchase intention,

H3a is rejected.

Hypothesis 3b

H3b: Androgynous individuals, as opposed to other individuals (i.e. masculine,
feminine and undifferentiated), who are also high self-monitors (or have a high
concern for appropriateness), will have more positive attitudes, a greater
preference and increased purchase intentions for androgynous brands than other

brands when the private self is primed.

Repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted again to determine whether the
between-subject factors self-monitoring/ concern for appropriateness, gender identity and
prime and the within-subject factor gendered brand personality had an effect on brand
preference, attitudes and purchase intentions. As before, sex, brand familiarity and
usage, as well as product involvement were included as covariates. Moreover, an
analysis was run for each of the dependent variables, comparing the responses between

each of the three brands.
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In the first analysis for hypothesis 3b, the dependent variables were Chanel brand
attitude, Hugo Boss brand attitude and Clinique brand attitude, and the independent
variables were self-monitoring, gender identity, prime and gendered brand personality.
Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not been violated (%2 (2) =
4.73, p > .09), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .992]. Of
the covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 17.94, p <.001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F
(1, 553) = 6.98, p < .01), Clinique usage (F (1, 553) = 4.78, p <.05) and involvement (F
(1, 553) = 42.42, p < .001) were significant. Also, the interaction between involvement
and brand was significant (F (2, 1106) = 6.72, p = .001), and lastly the interactions
between usage and brand, as well as familiarity and brand were significant for all three
brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) = 13.26, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F
(2, 1106) = 19.46, p <.001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F(2, 1106) = 26.15, p <.001),
brand and familiarity (F (2, 1106) = 13.07, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2,
1106) = 18.33, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1106) = 19.09, p <.001)). No other
significant covariate effect emerged (p’s > .05). Results revealed that the interaction
between brand and prime (F (2, 1106) = 5.40, p = .005) was significant, such that there
was a significant difference for Chanel between the private (M = 5.31) and collective
conditions (M = 5.06, t(574) = 2.30, p < .05), and Hugo Boss between the private (M =
4.59) and collective conditions (M = 4.32, t(574) = 2.72, p < .01), but not for Clinique
(private condition (M = 5.17), collective condition (M = 5.09, t(549.71) = .73, p > .46)).

All other main and interaction effects were not significant (p’s > .06).

Again, the same analysis was conducted, replacing self-monitoring with concern

for appropriateness. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not
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been violated (y? (2) = 3.33, p > .19), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-
Geisser € = .994]. Of the covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 16.93, p < .001),
Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 553) = 7.17, p <.01), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 553) = 5.06,
p < .05) and involvement (F (1, 553) = 46.67, p < .001) were significant. Also, the
interaction between involvement and brand was significant (F (2, 1106) = 7.27, p =.001),
and interactions between usage and brand, as well as familiarity and brand were
significant for all three brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) = 12.62, p < .001),
brand and familiarity (F (2, 1106) = 20.17, p <.001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2,
1106) = 26.08, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1106) = 12.68, p <.001); Clinique:
brand and usage (F (2, 1106) = 17.91, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1106) =
20.28, p < .001)). No other significant covariate effect emerged (p’s > .06). Results
revealed that the interactions between brand and gender identity (F (6, 1106) = 2.89, p <
.01), and brand and prime (F (2, 1106) = 6.24, p < .005), as well as the interaction
between brand, gender identity, concern for appropriateness and prime (F (4, 1106) =
2.41, p <.05) were significant. All other main and interaction effects were not significant

(p’s > .08).

To further investigate the significant interaction between brand, gender identity,
concern for appropriateness and prime, a repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted
for those individuals in the private prime. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption
for sphericity had not been violated (y? (2) = 2.50, p > .28), and therefore sphericity was
assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .991]. Of the covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1, 286)
=7.43, p <.01), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 286) = 9.98, p < .005), sex (F (1, 286) =
4.64, p <.05) and involvement (F (1, 286) = 23.86, p <.001) were significant. Also, the
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interaction between involvement and brand was significant (F (2, 572) = 5.91, p <.005),
interactions between usage and brand were significant for all three brands, and
interactions between familiarity and brand were only significant for Chanel and Clinique
(Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 572) = 7.23, p = .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 572)
=9.39, p <.001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 572) = 22.03, p < .001); Clinique:
brand and usage (F (2, 572) = 9.30, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 572) = 9.35, p
<.001)). No other significant covariate effect emerged (p’s > .24). Results revealed that
the interaction between brand and gender identity was significant (F (6, 572) = 3.28, p <
.005), however all other main and interaction effects were not significant (p’s > .60).

Therefore, for brand attitudes, H3b is rejected.

In the second analysis for hypothesis 3b, the dependent variables were Chanel
brand preference, Hugo Boss brand preference and Clinique brand preference, and the
independent variables were self-monitoring, gender identity, prime and gendered brand
personality. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity was violated (>
(2) =10.02, p <.01), and therefore degrees of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse-
Geisser estimates of sphericity (¢ = .982). Of the covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1,
553) = 30.18, p < .001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 553) = 8.43, p < .005), Clinique
usage (F (1, 553) = 9.29, p <.005), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 553) = 4.66, p < .05) and
involvement (F (1, 553) = 28.01, p < .001) were significant. Also, the interaction
between involvement and brand was significant (F (2, 1086.46) = 3.68, p =.001), as were
the interactions between usage and brand, as well as between familiarity and brand for all
three brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1086.46) = 17.04, p < .001), brand and

familiarity (F (2, 1086.46) = 26.16, p < .001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2,
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1086.46) = 21.45, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1086.46) = 16.05, p < .001);
Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1086.46) = 11.35, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2,
1086.46) = 21.05, p <.001)). All other covariate effects were not significant (p’s > .14).
Results revealed that the interaction between brand, self-monitoring and prime (F (2,
1086.46) = 4.04, p < .05) was significant, however all other main and interaction effects

were not significant (p’s > .08).

The same analysis was conducted, replacing self-monitoring with concern for
appropriateness. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity was violated
(x* (2) = 931, p = .01), and therefore degrees of freedom were corrected using
Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (¢ = .984). Of the covariates, Chanel
familiarity (F (1, 553) = 29.19, p <.001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 553) = 9.26, p <
.005), Clinique usage (F (1, 553) = 8.24, p < .005), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 553) =
5.45, p <.05) and involvement (F (1, 553) = 29.36, p <.001) were significant. Also, the
interaction between involvement and brand was significant (F (2, 1087.81) = 3.44, p <
.05), and lastly, interactions between usage and brand, as well as familiarity and brand
were significant for all three brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1087.81) = 15.54, p
<.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1087.81) = 26.97, p < .001); Hugo Boss: brand and
usage (F (2, 1087.81) = 20.34, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1087.81) = 14.57, p
< .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1087.81) = 11.48, p < .001), brand and
familiarity (F (2, 1087.81) = 22.16, p < .001)). No other significant covariate effect
emerged (p’s > .13). Results revealed that the interactions between brand and gender

identity (F (6, 1087.81) = 3.16, p =.005), and between brand and prime (F (2, 1087.81) =
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3.52, p <.05) were significant. All other main and interaction effects were not significant

(p’s > .05). Therefore for brand preference, H3b is rejected.

In the last analysis for hypothesis 3b, the dependent variables were Chanel
purchase intention, Hugo Boss purchase intention and Clinique purchase intention, and
the independent variables were self-monitoring, gender identity, prime and gendered
brand personality. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not
been violated (y? (2) =4.47, p > .10), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-
Geisser ¢ = .992]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 69.73, p <.001), Hugo
Boss usage (F (1, 553) = 41.07, p < .001), Clinique usage (F (1, 553) = 79.17, p <.001)
and involvement (F (1, 553) = 46.86, p < .001) were significant. Also, interactions
between usage and brand, as well as familiarity and brand were significant for all three
brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) = 62.69, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F
(2, 1106) = 5.33, p = .005); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) = 49.39, p <.001),
brand and familiarity (F (2, 1106) = 3.12, p < .05); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2,
1106) = 55.37, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1106) = 9.38, p <.001)). No other
covariate effects were significant (p’s > .10). Results revealed that the main effect of
brand was significant (F (2, 1106) = 3.07, p < .05), however all other main and

interaction effects were not significant (p’s > .05).

Again, the same analysis was conducted, replacing self-monitoring with concern
for appropriateness. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not
been violated (y? (2) = 4.98, p > .08), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-

Geisser € = .991]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 67.77, p <.001), Hugo
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Boss usage (F (1, 553) = 40.42, p < .001), Clinique usage (F (1, 553) = 77.11, p <.001)
and involvement (F (1, 553) = 48.67, p < .001) were significant. Also, the interaction
between involvement and brand was significant (F (2, 1106) = 3.19, p < .05), and
interactions between usage and brand were significant for all three brands, while the
interactions between familiarity and brand were significant only for Chanel and Clinique
(Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) = 61.62, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2,
1106) = 6.18, p < .005); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) = 44.62, p < .001);
Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1106) = 55.27, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2,
1106) = 9.76, p < .001)). No other significant covariate effect emerged (p’s > .06).
Results revealed that the main effect of brand was significant (F (2, 1106) = 5.12, p <
.01), however no other significant main or interaction effect emerged (p’s > .18).

Therefore, for purchase intention, H3b is rejected.

Hypothesis 3¢

H3c: When the collective self is primed, androgynous men, as opposed to other
men (i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated) who are also high self-
monitors (or have a high concern for appropriateness), will have more positive
attitudes, a greater preference and increased purchase intentions for masculine
brands than other brands, whereas androgynous women, as opposed to other
women (i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated), who are also high self-
monitors (or have a high concern for appropriateness), will have a greater
preference, more positive attitudes and increased purchase intentions for feminine

brands than other brands.
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Repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted again to determine whether the
between- subject factors self-monitoring/ concern for appropriateness, gender identity,
prime and sex and the within-subject factor gendered brand personality had an effect on
brand preference, attitudes and purchase intentions. As before, sex, brand familiarity and
usage, as well as product involvement were included as covariates. Moreover, an
analysis was run for each of the dependent variables, comparing the responses between

each of the three brands.

In the first analysis for hypothesis 3c, the dependent variables were Chanel brand
attitude, Hugo Boss brand attitude and Clinique brand attitude, and the independent
variables were self-monitoring, gender identity, prime, sex and gendered brand
personality. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not been
violated (2 (2) = 3.95, p > .13), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-
Geisser € = .993]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 540) = 4.16, p < .05), Chanel
familiarity (F (1, 540) = 17.78, p < .001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 540) = 6.20, p <
.05), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 540) = 4.71, p < .05) and involvement (F (1, 540) =
41.77, p < .001) were significant. Also, the interaction between brand and involvement
was significant (F (2, 1080) = 6.71, p = .001), and interactions between usage and brand,
as well as familiarity and brand were significant for all three brands (Chanel: brand and
usage (F (2, 1080) = 13.09, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1080) = 18.24, p <
.001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1080) = 27.08, p <.001), brand and familiarity
(F (2, 1080) = 12.58, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1080) = 18.50, p <
.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1080) = 17.98, p <.001)). No other covariate effect

was significant (p’s > .06). Results revealed that the interactions between brand and
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prime (F (2, 1080) = 5.73, p < .005), between brand, gender identity and prime (F (6,
1080) = 2.38, p < .05), and between brand, prime and sex (F (2, 1080) = 4.37, p < .05)

were all significant. No other main or interaction effects were significant (p’s > .07).

The same analysis was conducted, replacing self-monitoring with concern for
appropriateness. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not been
violated (y* (2) = 2.11, p > .34), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-
Geisser € = .996]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 539) = 5.32, p < .05), Chanel
familiarity (F (1, 539) = 14.50, p < .001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 539) = 7.80, p =
.005), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 539) = 7.50, p < .01) and involvement (F (1, 539) =
47.82, p < .001) were significant. Also, the interaction between brand and involvement
was significant (F (2, 1078) = 6.67, p = .001), and interactions between usage and brand,
as well as familiarity and brand were significant for all three brands (Chanel: brand and
usage (F (2, 1078) = 13.08, p < .001, brand and familiarity (F (2, 1078) = 17.67, p <
.001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1078) = 27.22, p <.001), brand and familiarity
(F (2, 1078) = 12.09, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1078) = 17.33, p <
.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1078) = 19.95, p <.001)). No other covariate effect
was significant (p’s > .24). Results revealed that interaction between brand, gender
identity, prime, concern for appropriateness and sex was significant (F (2, 1078) = 2.53, p
<.05). Also, interactions between gender identity and sex (F (3, 539) = 3.84, p = .01),
between brand and gender identity (F (6, 1078) = 2.35, p <.05), between brand and prime
(F (2, 1078) = 6.30, p < .005), between brand, gender identity and prime (F (6, 1078) =
2.18, p <.05), between brand, sex and concern for appropriateness (F (2, 1078) = 5.11, p

< .01) and between gender identity, prime, sex and concern for appropriateness (F (2,
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539) = 3.36, p < .05) were all significant. All other main and interaction effects did not

reach significance (p’s > .05).

To further investigate the significant interaction between brand, gender identity,
prime, concern for appropriateness and sex, a repeated measures MANCOV A was run for

males and females in the private and collective conditions.

In the private condition, as expected results were not significant for both males
and females. For males, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had
not been violated (x> (2) = 4.57, p > .10), and therefore sphericity was assumed
[Greenhouse-Geisser € = .962]. Of the covariates, Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 114) =
9.34, p <.005), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 114) = 13.55, p <.001) and involvement (F (1,
125) = 23.67, p < .001) were significant. Also, the interaction between brand and
involvement was significant (F (2, 228) = 5.52, p =.005), and interactions between usage
and brand were significant only for Hugo Boss, while the interactions between familiarity
and brand were significant for Chanel and Clinique only (Chanel: brand and familiarity
(F (2, 228) = 11.04, p < .001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 228) = 13.56, p <
.001); Clinique: brand and familiarity (F (2, 228) = 6.85, p = .001)). No other covariate
effect reached significance (p’s > .05). Results revealed that the interaction between
gender identity and concern for appropriateness was significant (F (3, 125) = 2.71, p <

.05), but no other main or interaction effect reached significance (p’s > .05).

For females, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not
been violated (y? (2) =2.73, p > .25), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-
Geisser € = .983]. Of the covariates, Chanel familiarity (F (1, 159) = 15.07, p < .001),
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Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 159) = 4.02, p <.05) and involvement (F (1, 159) = 12.44, p
=.001) were significant. Also, interactions between usage and brand were significant for
all three brands, while the interactions between familiarity and brand were significant
only for Clinique (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 318) = 5.68, p < .005); Hugo Boss:
brand and usage (F (2, 318) = 9.74, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 318) =
7.78, p = .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 318) = 3.21, p < .05)). No other covariate
effect reached significance (p’s > .14). Results revealed that the main effect of gender
identity (F (3, 159) = 3.98, p < .01) was significant, but no other main or interaction

effect reached significance (p’s > .10).

In the collective condition, for males, Mauchly’s test indicated that the
assumption for sphericity had not been violated (y? (2) = 1.70, p > .42), and therefore
sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser ¢ = .987]. Of the covariates, Clinique
familiarity (F (1, 125) = 5.45, p <.05) and involvement (F (1, 125) =7.71, p <.01) were
significant. Also, interactions between usage and brand were significant for Chanel and
Hugo Boss, while the interactions between familiarity and brand were significant for all
three brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 250) = 3.24, p < .05), brand and familiarity
(F (2, 250) = 6.74, p = .001); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 250) = 3.09, p < .05),
brand and familiarity (F (2, 250) = 10.74, p <.001); Clinique: brand and familiarity (F (2,
250) = 11.00, p < .001)). No other covariate effect reached significance (p’s > .17).
Results revealed that the interaction between gender identity and concern for
appropriateness (F (3, 125) = 2.71, p < .05) was significant; however no other main or

interaction effect reached significance (p’s > .07).
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In the collective condition, for females, Mauchly’s test indicated that the
assumption for sphericity had not been violated (y? (2) = .14, p > .93), and therefore
sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .999]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage
(F (1, 120) = 5.22, p = .05) and involvement (F (1, 120) = 11.61, p = .001) were
significant. Also, interactions between usage and brand were significant for all three
brands, while the interaction between familiarity and brand were significant for Chanel
and Hugo Boss (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 240) = 4.35, p < .05), brand and
familiarity (F (2, 240) = 4.85, p <.01); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 240) = 4.56, p
<.05), brand and familiarity (F (2, 240) = 6.96, p = .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F
(2, 240) = 7.13, p = .001)). No other covariate effect reached significance (p’s > .08).
Results revealed the interaction between brand, gender identity and concern for
appropriateness was significant (F (6, 240) = 2.41, p < .05). Also, the interaction
between brand and concern for appropriateness (F (2, 240) = 4.90 p < .01) was

significant. All other main and interaction effects were not significant (p’s > .18).

To further investigate the significant interaction between brand, gender identity
and concern for appropriateness for females in the collective condition, a repeated
measures MANCOVA was run for individuals scoring low and high concern for

appropriateness.

For females scoring low concern for appropriateness, Mauchly’s test indicated
that the assumption for sphericity had not been violated (y¥* (2) = 1.29, p > .52), and
therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .979]. Of the covariates,

Hugo Boss usage (F (1, 60) = 6.13, p < .05), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 60) = 5.97, p <
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.05) and involvement (F (1, 60) = 28.77, p <.001) were significant. Also, the interaction
between brand and involvement was significant (F (2, 120) = 4.16, p < .05), the
interaction between usage and brand was significant only for Clinique, and interactions
between familiarity and brand were only significant for Chanel and Hugo Boss (Chanel:
brand and familiarity (F (2, 120) = 4.09, p <.05); Hugo Boss: brand and familiarity (F (2,
120) = 7.18, p =.001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 120) = 6.57, p <.005)). No other
significant covariate effect emerged (p’s > .08). Moreover, results revealed that main and

interaction effects were not significant (p’s > .05).

For females scoring high concern for appropriateness, Mauchly’s test indicated
that the assumption for sphericity had not been violated (x> (2) = .04, p > .98), and
therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-Geisser € = .999]. Of the covariates,
Chanel familiarity (F (1, 53) = 4.79, p < .05) was significant, but no other significant
covariate effect emerged (p’s > .05). Results revealed that the interaction between brand
and gender identity (F (6, 106) = 3.25, p < .01) was significant. Main effects were not

significant (p’s > .53).

Next, to investigate the significant interaction between brand and gender identity
for females with a high concern for appropriateness in the collective condition, paired t-
test analysis was conducted for androgynous and feminine individuals. Undifferentiated
individuals were removed from further analysis and no participants were in the masculine

category for further examination.

Paired t-test analysis revealed that, feminine females reported higher levels of

positive attitudes toward Clinique as compared to Hugo Boss (t(13) = -3.95, p < .005).
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However, there was no significant difference between their attitudes toward Clinique and

Chanel (t(13) = -.40, p > .69) (Table 7).

Table 7: Brand Attitude for Feminine Females

Mean Std. Deviation

Chanel Attitude 5.36 1.14
Hugo Boss Attitude 4.05 1.47
Clinique attitude 5.50 1.44

More importantly, the analysis also revealed that, in the collective prime, for
androgynous females who have a high concern for appropriateness, there are significantly
higher levels of positive attitudes toward a feminine brand than for a masculine brand
(t(43) = -5.23, p < .001) or an androgynous brand (t(43) = -2.26, p < .05) (Table 8).

Therefore, for brand attitudes, H3c is partially supported.

Table 8: Brand Attitude for Androgynous Females

Mean Std. Deviation

Chanel Attitude 5.28 1.43
Hugo Boss Attitude 4.71 1.11
Clinique Attitude 5.71 1.31

In the second analysis for hypothesis 3c, the dependent variables were Chanel
brand preference, Hugo Boss brand preference and Clinique brand preference, and the
independent variables were self-monitoring, gender identity, prime, sex and gendered
brand personality. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had been
violated (y? (2) = 9.38, p < .05), and therefore degrees of freedom were corrected using
Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (¢ = .983). Of the covariates, Chanel
familiarity (F (1, 540) = 29.88, p <.001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 540) = 7.61, p <
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.01), Clinique usage (F (1, 540) = 7.15, p < .01), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 540) = 5.68, p
< .05) and involvement (F (1, 540) = 28.48, p < .001) were significant. Also, the
interaction between brand and involvement was significant (F (2, 1061.68) = 3.27, p <
.05), and interactions between usage and brand, as well as familiarity and brand were
significant for all three brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1061.68) = 15.65, p <
.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1061.68) = 26.44, p < .001); Hugo Boss: brand and
usage (F (2, 1061.68) = 20.48, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1061.68) = 16.08, p
< .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1061.68) = 11.52, p < .001), brand and
familiarity (F (2, 1061.68) = 20.36, p < .001)). No other significant covariate effect
emerged (p’s > .16). Moreover, results revealed no significant main or interaction effects

(p’s > .06).

The same analysis was conducted, replacing self-monitoring with concern for
appropriateness. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity was violated
(x> (2) = 742, p < .05), and therefore degrees of freedom were corrected using

Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (¢ = .986). Of the covariates, Chanel
familiarity (F (1, 539) = 28.62, p <.001), Hugo Boss familiarity (F (1, 539) = 9.26, p <
.005), Clinique usage (F (1, 539) = 5.70, p < .05), Clinique familiarity (F (1, 539) = 7.15,
p < .01) and involvement (F (1, 539) = 32.17, p < .001) were significant. Also, the
interaction between brand and involvement was significant (F (2, 1063.44) = 3.36, p <
.05), and interactions between usage and brand, as well as familiarity and brand were
significant for all three brands (Chanel: brand and usage (F (2, 1063.44) = 15.22, p <
.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1063.44) = 25.17, p < .001); Hugo Boss: brand and

usage (F (2, 1063.44) = 20.28, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1063.44) = 14.45, p
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< .001); Clinique: brand and usage (F (2, 1063.44) = 11.07, p < .001), brand and
familiarity (F (2, 1063.44) = 21.73, p < .001)). No other significant covariate effect
emerged (p’s > .14). Results revealed that the interactions between gender identity and
sex (F (3, 539) = 2.82, p < .05), between brand and gender identity (F (6, 1063.44) =
2.73, p < .05), as well as between brand, prime, sex and concern for appropriateness (F
(6, 1063.44) = 3.32, p <.05) were significant. All other main and interaction effects were

not significant (p’s > .05).

In the last analysis for hypothesis 3c, the dependent variables were Chanel
purchase intention, Hugo Boss purchase intention and Clinique purchase intention, and
the independent variables were self-monitoring, gender identity, prime, sex and gendered
brand personality. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not
been violated (2 (2) =4.39, p > .11), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-
Geisser ¢ = .992]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 540) = 68.92, p <.001), Hugo
Boss usage (F (1, 540) = 40.98, p < .001), Clinique usage (F (1, 540) = 72.87, p < .001)
and involvement (F (1, 540) = 44.45, p < .001) were significant. Also, interactions
between usage and brand were significant for all three brands, while those between
familiarity and brand were significant only for Chanel and Clinique (Chanel: brand and
usage (F (2, 1080) = 59.15, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1080) = 5.08, p <.01);
Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1080) = 49.49, p < .001); Clinique: brand and usage
(F (2, 1080) = 54.01, p <.001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1080) = 8.96, p <.001)). No
other significant covariate effect emerged (p’s > .05). Furthermore, results revealed no

significant main or interaction effects (p’s > .07).
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The same analysis was conducted, replacing self-monitoring with concern for
appropriateness. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption for sphericity had not been
violated (2 (2) = 4.47, p > .10), and therefore sphericity was assumed [Greenhouse-
Geisser € = .992]. Of the covariates, Chanel usage (F (1, 539) = 66.52, p <.001), Hugo
Boss usage (F (1, 539) = 41.86, p < .001), Clinique usage (F (1, 539) = 68.32, p <.001)
and involvement (F (1, 539) = 47.72, p < .001) were significant. Also, interactions
between usage and brand were significant for all three brands, while interactions between
familiarity and brand were significant only for Clinique and Chanel (Chanel: brand and
usage (F (2, 1078) = 57.21, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1078) = 6.10, p <
.005); Hugo Boss: brand and usage (F (2, 1078) = 45.48, p <.001); Clinique: brand and
usage (F (2, 1078) = 53.64, p < .001), brand and familiarity (F (2, 1078) = 9.38, p <
.001)). No other significant covariate effect emerged (p’s > .05). Results revealed that
the main effect of brand was significant (F (2, 1078) = 3.50, p < .05), as was the
interaction between brand and sex (F (2, 1078) = 4.21, p <.05). The remaining main and
interaction effects were not significant (p’s > .13). Therefore for purchase intention, H3c

is rejected.

Hypothesis 3d

H3d: When the collective self is primed, attitudes, preferences and purchase
intentions toward androgynous brands will be more positive for androgynous
individuals (versus masculine, feminine and undifferentiated individuals) who are
low self-monitors (or have a low concern for appropriateness), than those who are

high self-monitors (or have a high concern for appropriateness).
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Multivariate ANCOVA analysis was carried out to establish whether prime,
gender identity and self-monitoring had an impact on brand attitude, preference and
purchase intention toward the androgynous brand Chanel. Of the covariates, the
following were significant for brand attitudes: involvement (F (1, 553) = 48.58, p <.001),
Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 19.91, p <.001), and Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 48.08, p
<.001). The following were significant for brand preference: involvement (F (1, 553) =
29.31, p <.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 19.16, p <.001) and Chanel familiarity (F (1,
553) = 73.67, p < .001). And lastly, the following were significant for purchase
intention: involvement (F (1, 553) =42.12, p <.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 193.93,
p <.001), Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 6.81, p <.001), Clinique usage (F (1, 553) =
9.94, p <.005) and Clinique familiarity (F (1, 553) = 5.68, p <.05). No other significant
covariate effect emerged (p’s > .07). Results revealed that the main effect of prime was
significant for brand attitudes (F (1, 553) = 8.27, p < .005), but there were no other

significant main or interaction effects (p’s > .05).

The same analysis was carried out again; however this time, self-monitoring was
replaced by concern for appropriateness in order to establish whether prime, gender
identity and concern for appropriateness had an impact on brand attitude, preference and
purchase intention toward the androgynous brand Chanel. Of the covariates, the
following were significant for brand attitudes: involvement (F (1, 553) = 52.92, p <.001),
Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 19.25, p <.001), and Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 48.01, p
<.001). The following were significant for brand preference: involvement (F (1, 553) =
29.70, p <.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 17.19, p <.001) and Chanel familiarity (F (1,

553) =73.41, p <.001). And lastly, the following were significant for purchase intention:
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involvement (F (1, 553) = 46.91, p <.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 189.34, p <.001),
Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 7.64, p < .01), Clinique usage (F (1, 553) = 9.75, p <
.005) and Clinique familiarity (F (1, 553) = 5.57, p <.05). No other significant covariate
effect emerged (p’s > .06). Results revealed that the main effect of prime was significant
for brand attitudes (F (1, 553) = 10.99, p = .001) and for preference (F (1, 553) =4.54, p
< .05), however all other main and interaction effects were not significant (p’s > .08).

Therefore, H3d is rejected.

Hypothesis 4a

H4a: When the collective self is primed, preferences, attitudes and purchase
intentions toward androgynous brands will be more positive for androgynous
women (versus masculine, feminine and undifferentiated women) than

androgynous men (versus masculine, feminine and undifferentiated men).

Multivariate ANCOVA analysis was carried out to establish whether prime,
gender identity and sex had an impact on brand attitude, preference and purchase
intention toward the androgynous brand Chanel. Of the covariates, the following were
significant for brand attitudes: involvement (F (1, 553) = 51.60, p < .001), Chanel usage
(F (1, 553) = 20.18, p <.001), and Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 48.75, p <.001). The
following were significant for brand preference: involvement (F (1, 553) = 30.34, p <
.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 17.66, p < .001) and Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) =
76.42, p < .001). And lastly, the following were significant for purchase intention:
involvement (F (1, 553) = 44.40, p <.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 553) = 188.22, p <.001),

Chanel familiarity (F (1, 553) = 7.99, p = .005), Clinique usage (F (1, 553) = 10.08, p <
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.005) and Clinique familiarity (F (1, 553) = 5.32, p <.05). No other significant covariate
effect emerged (p’s > .05). Results revealed that the main effect of prime was significant
for brand attitudes (F (1, 553) = 12.08, p = .001), and the interaction of prime and gender
was significant for brand attitudes (F (3, 553) = 2.78, p < .04). No other main or

interaction effects reached significance (p’s > .06). Therefore, H4a is rejected.

Hypothesis 4b

H4b: When the collective self is primed, attitudes, preferences and purchase
intentions toward androgynous brands will be more positive for androgynous
(versus masculine, feminine and undifferentiated) female high self-monitors (or
those who have a high concern for appropriateness) than for androgynous (versus
masculine, feminine and undifferentiated) male high self-monitors (or those who

have a high concern for appropriateness).

Multivariate ANCOVA analysis was carried out to establish whether prime,
gender identity, self-monitoring and sex had an impact on brand attitude, preference and
purchase intention toward the androgynous brand Chanel. Of the covariates, the
following were significant for brand attitudes: involvement (F (1, 540) =47.87, p <.001),
Chanel usage (F (1, 540) = 21.05, p <.001), and Chanel familiarity (F (1, 540) = 46.26, p
<.001). The following were significant for brand preference: involvement (F (1, 540) =
28.21, p <.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 540) = 18.78, p <.001) and Chanel familiarity (F (1,
540) = 74.02, p < .001). And lastly, the following were significant for purchase
intention: involvement (F (1, 540) = 39.12, p <.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 540) = 185.63,

p <.001), Chanel familiarity (F (1, 540) = 7.09, p < .01), Clinique usage (F (1, 540) =
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9.83, p <.005) and Clinique familiarity (F (1, 540) = 5.48, p <.05). No other significant
covariate effect emerged (p’s > .06). Results revealed that the main effect of prime was
significant for brand attitudes (F (1, 540) = 9.85, p < .005), but there were no other

significant main or interaction effects (p’s > .05).

A similar analysis was carried out, this time replacing the self-monitoring variable
by concern for appropriateness to establish whether prime, gender identity, concern for
appropriateness and sex had an impact on brand attitude, preference and purchase
intention towards the androgynous brand Chanel. Of the covariates, the following were
significant for brand attitudes: involvement (F (1, 539) = 51.94, p <.001), Chanel usage
(F (1, 539) = 22.85, p <.001), and Chanel familiarity (F (1, 539) = 41.64, p <.001). The
following were significant for brand preference: involvement (F (1, 539) = 31.23, p <
.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 539) = 17.99, p <.001) and Chanel familiarity (F (1, 539) =
70.03, p < .001). And lastly, the following were significant for purchase intention:
involvement (F (1, 539) =45.28, p <.001), Chanel usage (F (1, 539) = 178.32, p <.001),
Chanel familiarity (F (1, 539) = 7.91, p < .01), Clinique usage (F (1, 539) = 8.64, p <
.005) and Clinique familiarity (F (1, 539) =4.81, p <.05). No other significant covariate
effect emerged (p’s > .06). Results revealed that the main effect of prime (F (1, 539) =
13.83, p < .001), and the interactions between prime and gender identity (F (3, 539) =
3.43, p <.05), and between gender identity and concern for appropriateness (F (3, 539) =
2.71, p <.05) were significant for brand attitudes, but no other main or interaction effects

were significant (p’s > .05). Therefore, H4b is rejected.

88



Discussion

Theoretical Contributions

Overall, gender identity congruence theory provides a strong framework in which
consumer responses to brands can be observed. Identifying the role of the androgynous
brand within this framework contributes to the existing literature on gendered perceptions
of brands. Although past research has revealed that gender identity congruence with
masculine and feminine brands leads to numerous favourable outcomes (Grohmann
2009), androgynous brands are distinct in the sense that they are defined by the co-
presence of both masculine and feminine traits. However, past research in gender
identity congruence with androgynous images has been limited to advertising contexts,
and therefore this has been the first time that this relationship has been examined with an

androgynous brand.

Results from this study demonstrate that congruence between an androgynous
gender identity and an androgynous brand results in greater brand preference when
compared to a masculine brand, although similar outcomes did not ensue when the
comparison was made with a feminine brand. Thus the present findings extend prior
research on gender identity congruence with masculine and feminine brands (Grohmann
2009), suggesting that dual expectations presented by androgynous brands do not result
in conflict for androgynous individuals. In addition, given that the sample was not
limited to college students, results from this study are quite generalizable. Findings from
the current study however did not support the prediction that androgynous individuals, as

opposed to other individuals (i.e. masculine, feminine and undifferentiated), would have
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a higher preference for androgynous brands than feminine ones. Also, although it was
posited that androgynous individuals, as opposed to others, would have more positive
attitudes, as well as a greater likelihood of purchase intention toward androgynous brands
than other brands, findings from the current study did not support this hypothesis.
Despite this, these findings do not dismiss gender identity congruence theory, but speak

to the limitations of the current study.

Furthermore, findings from the present study did not support the hypothesis that
the self-construal has an impact on the gender identity congruence relationship, nor that
self-monitoring or concern for appropriateness in conjunction with self-construal
influence this relationship. ~ Moreover, despite expectations that males face more
pressure than women to conform to in-group norms, no significant difference was
observed between androgynous men and androgynous women, regarding responses
toward androgynous brands. Nevertheless, the present findings contribute to the research
on gender identity congruence by demonstrating that the relationship between congruence
and brand outcomes cannot be observed in isolation. Specifically, findings from the
current study reveal that when the collective self is salient, androgynous women who
have a high concern for appropriateness have more favourable brand attitudes for
feminine brands than those brands that have masculine or androgynous personalities.
This extends prior research that suggests that when the collective self is salient,
androgynous men have more favourable responses toward masculine advertisements, as
opposed to feminine and androgynous ones (Martin and Gnoth 2009). The implication is
that, individuals whose gender identities do not conform to in-group norms, such as

traditional masculinity and femininity, feign gender conformity to both “fit in” and avoid
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negative evaluation from others. However, unlike previous research, the present study
revealed that only those women who have a high concern for appropriateness are likely to
feign conformity. This suggests that perhaps Martin and Gnoth (2009) may have found
that those androgynous men who had a high concern for appropriateness were more
likely to have favourable responses toward masculine brands than those who had a low

concern for appropriateness, had this variable been measured.

Managerial Implications

Given the potential shift toward androgynous identities within contemporary
society, the implication of the current findings for managers is that it may be more
profitable to imbue brands with both masculine and feminine traits, as opposed to only
one of the two. This is for the reason that, even though androgynous individuals identify
to both instrumental and expressive traits, their identities consist of a co-presence of the
two, and, as such, respond best to brands that also have a co-presence of both types of
traits. Managers can imbue their brands with androgynous personalities through brand
user imagery, employees, brand associations (Aaker 1997), as well as brand spokesperson
(Grohmann 2009). An example of such a spokesperson for instance could be a man or a
woman, who exhibits both daring and sweet, or both adventurous and graceful

personality traits.

Findings that when the collective self is primed, androgynous women who have a
high concern for appropriateness have a greater preference for feminine brands imply
that, for women, androgynous congruence may only lead to favourable brand responses

in contexts in which consumption is done away from settings with present others. In
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contexts in which brand offerings include products that are consumed socially by women,
feminine brands may not only attract women with feminine identities, but women with
androgynous ones too (notably those androgynous women who have a high concern for
appropriateness). Therefore, despite a shift in gender roles within society, offering

brands with feminine personalities may still be a viable strategy to pursue.

Limitations and Future Research

The lack of significant findings for the majority of the hypotheses may be
attributed to several limitations. First, pretest results showed that none of the 42 brands
that were tested could be categorized as having both high masculinity and high
femininity. Instead, at most, brands possessed equal and medium levels of masculinity
and femininity. Also, although by this categorization, Chanel was demonstrated to be
androgynous in the pretest, manipulation checks in the study revealed that respondents
perceived Chanel to have higher levels of femininity than masculinity. Nevertheless,
Chanel was still categorized as the androgynous brand within this study, given that, when
compared to the other brands, Chanel was perceived as the most androgynous of the
three. This may suggest that the difference between Chanel and Clinique may not have
been sufficient for some respondents, and therefore gender identity congruence did not
yield favourable outcomes. Therefore, it is recommended that future studies on
androgynous brands select brands with very strong androgynous personalities. It does
seem however that the androgynous brand within the market is elusive, and therefore it
may be more fruitful to use fictitious brands that are imbued with gendered personalities,

such as through spokespersons.
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The use of existing brands has other disadvantages as well. Although the use of
real brands increases external validity, other uncontrolled differences between the brands
may exist. For instance, the three brands used within this study have existed for a long
period of time, over which they have been subjected to countless and varied marketing
campaigns and strategies. Moreover, consumers may have had varying levels of personal
experiences with each brand, which may influence participants’ responses in some way
that is not measured. To a certain extent, there is an attempt to control for this variability
by measuring brand familiarity and usage, but these measures cannot possibly capture the
influence of all their personal experiences with these brands upon their responses.
Consequently, this may be another reason as to why future studies should be carried out

using fictitious brands.

Another factor that may have contributed to the lack of significant results may be
the use of the fragrance product category. Although consumers may express themselves
through fragrance choices, the possibility exists that the extent to which they do so is
lower than other product categories. This may be attributed to the level of visibility of
the product. Individuals usually use fragrance in the privacy of their own homes, and as
such, regardless of which self-construal is salient, or their level of self-monitoring, may
not feel that there exists a high risk of being negatively evaluated on this use (unless of
course the fragrance is unpleasant to others), nor that specific brands within this product
category are conducive to self-expression. Even if the use of fragrance is noticed by
others, it is often difficult to identify the fragrance brand given the lack of visible
markers. To add to this, only those individuals who are in close proximity to the

fragrance wearer would notice the fragrance in the first place. Future studies should
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therefore choose a product category for which consumption is more visible, and thus

presents increased potential for self-expression, as well as perceived risk.

Self-construal salience is an important factor that influences consumption
behaviour and is therefore examined to a great extent in the marketing literature. In
practice however, self-construal salience can be controlled by marketers only in limited
contexts, such as through priming in advertising. In view of this, it may be useful for
marketing managers if they were able to predict responses to their brands based on
conspicuousness of the product category. Product conspicuousness (i.e. the degree to
which a product is visible) is suggested to directly influence perceived social risk, and
thus it has been argued that individuals alter their consumption choices based on the
conspicuousness of the consumption situation (Landon 1974).  Graeff (1996)
demonstrated that, in fact, self-monitoring moderates the relationship between self-
concept congruence and evaluation of public brands, but not private brands. Similar
findings may therefore be expected with regards to the gender identity congruence
relationship. Thus when purchasing a brand from a very public category, individuals
who have non-traditional gender identities may be expected to comply with cultural
norms of traditional masculinity and femininity, out of fear of social backlash. On the
other hand, when purchasing from a private product category, the degree of perceived
risk is minimized, consequently gender identity congruence is likely to lead to more
favourable responses in this instance. Therefore it may be predicted that androgynous
individuals may be more resistant to androgynous brands that are in a public product

category versus those androgynous brands that are in a private category. To add to this,
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only those individuals who are high self-monitors, or who have a high concern for

appropriateness would likely be influenced by the degree of product conspicuousness.

Future research could also address whether the symbolic and functional
dimensions of a product category influence the gender identity congruence relationship of
androgynous brands. Brands that fall into the symbolic product category typically offer
benefits that are extrinsic in nature, corresponding to non-product related attributes, such
as user-imagery (Jung and Lee 2006). These benefits are linked to needs for social
approval, personal expression and self-esteem (Solomon 1983). Brands that fall into the
functional product category typically offer benefits that are intrinsic in nature,
corresponding to product-related attributes (Jung and Lee 2006). These benefits are
linked to basic motivations to solve consumption problems or avoid negative states
(Fennell 1978). Consequently, acquiring the wrong symbolic product could result in
much greater psychological and social risks than acquiring the wrong functional product
(Jung and Lee 2006). Thus it follows that an androgynous brand in a symbolic product
category may have a higher level of perceived risk than one in a functional product
category. Notably, brand gender carries with it a perceived social risk to the extent that it
is not compliant with traditional gender norms. What’s more, with symbolic products,
brand gender tends to become a salient attribute, whereas with functional products, brand
gender becomes less salient than other functional attributes of the brand (Jung and Lee
2006). Thus perceived social risk is further increased for androgynous brands in
symbolic categories, while further decreased for brands in functional product categories.
Therefore, product attributes may be expected to moderate the relationship between

androgynous congruence and consumer responses. Furthermore, the impact of product
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category may be expected to be greater when the collective self is primed, or when
product conspicuousness is high, than when the private self is primed or when product
conspicuousness is low. Specifically, in collective or conspicuous consumption contexts,
in which individuals are concerned for the evaluations of others, androgynous congruence
is more likely to lead to favourable responses for brands within functional product
categories, than symbolic ones. In private consumption contexts however, given that
there is no potential to be negatively evaluated by others, androgynous congruence

should lead to favourable outcomes regardless of the product category.

Furthermore, to the extent that not conforming to traditional gender norms
presents more of a social risk for men than for women, men and women may exhibit
different responses to androgynous brands based on product category. For instance, it
has been observed that men’s perceptions of brand image fit of cross-gender extensions is
greater when the brand belongs to a functional product category than when it belongs to a
symbolic one, whereas women’s perceptions are no different whether the brand belonged
to a symbolic category or to a functional one (Jung and Lee 2006). Androgynous men
are thus likely to be more resistant than women to using androgynous brands in symbolic
categories than those in functional categories. Furthermore, this resistance is likely
heightened in collective self-contexts, or when product conspicuousness is high, as

compared to private self-contexts, or when product conspicuousness is low.

Exploring antecedents to gendered brand personality may also be another avenue
for future research, with the potential of providing valuable information to marketing

managers. Thus far, the use of a masculine and feminine spokesperson in print
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advertisements has been revealed to increase gendered perceptions of masculine and
feminine brands, respectively (Grohmann 2009). Marketers may also be interested in
knowing what other factors can imbue brands with gendered personalities, when use of a
spokesperson is not a desired option. For perceived product gender for instance, many
factors, besides typical user and spokesperson, have been demonstrated to contribute to
perceived masculinity and femininity. Notably, Friedman and Dipple (1978) and Alreck
et al. (1982) were able to manipulate perceived gender of a product through brand name,
while Worth et al. (1992) did so through the language text used in an advertisement. For
brands however, less is known about the extent to which factors such as these can
influence perceived gender personality, especially since perceived product gender and
perceived brand gender are two very distinct concepts. It may also be useful for
marketers to know to what extent these factors can influence a change in an already
established gendered personality, given a potential shift of gender identities towards
androgyny within society. Debevec and Iyer (1986), for instance, found that changing
the image of an already gendered product can successfully be done by using a
spokesperson with the sex of the desired image; however, they found that it was
somewhat more difficult to “genderize” a product that was considered neutral, such as
toothpaste. Therefore, future research could explore to what extent such outcomes also

apply to brands.

Conclusion

Despite its limitations, the present study sheds valuable light on the impact of an

androgynous self-concept on responses to androgynous brands, as well as on other
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variables that may moderate this influence. Findings from the current study support the
importance of examining individuals’ gender identities, as well as the degree of
congruence between gender identities and brand personalities. There is still much to
learn however about the relationship between individuals’ gender identities and gendered
perceptions of brands, especially androgynous ones, as well as consumer responses to
them. This study thus provides a useful first step in understanding the androgynous

brand, leaving much room for future research to extend the current findings.
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