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Despite a long-standing tradition to view gender as a unitary theoretical 

construct, there is an increasing approbation afforded to gender identity as a 

multifarious construct. Over and above physiological characteristics, gender identity is a 

psychological and a social construct. More than simply a biological classification, both 

gender and gender identity have been explored as portentous moderators of 

consumers’ cognitive and emotive states, brand attributions and shopping behaviors. 

How might gender differences be manifested in building and sustaining brand 

relationships?  This is the seminal question addressed in the present research.  

The overarching objective of this research is to address how the broadened 

conceptualization of gender impacts customer-based brand equity across U.S. and 

Chinese consumers. The focal populations of interest are related to markedly different 

levels of brand penetration in each a post-developed and transitional market setting. 

Furthermore, it provides a platform for investigating how gender identities may differ 

across two of the largest consumer buying groups in the global marketplace. Toward 

this goal, this research explores the multidimensionality of gender as a construct, and 

then empirically investigates how an extended view of gender may or may not impact 

consumer-based brand equity. 

Based on an integration of extant theories in gender identity and self-congruity, 

this study proposes a research framework to investigate the relationship among gender 

identity, brand connections, and consumer-based brand equity. An online survey was 



conducted to collect consumer panel data in the U.S. and China respectively. Results 

from regression analysis and path analysis suggest that physiological gender alone 

cannot adequately explain consumers’ brand perceptions. The empirical analysis offers 

further support for including three unique gender related constructs (physiological 

gender, psychological gender traits, and gender role attitudes) to understand gender-

related consumer behavior. The results also indicate that brand connections serve as 

important intermediate steps to understand the relationship between gender identity and 

consumer-based brand equity.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Research Background 

 Gender is one of the most profound social factors that shapes and constructs our 

individual activities and group experiences. Its role varies from assisting information 

processing to connecting individuals to the rest of the world, and from orchestrating 

individual perceptions to developing attitudes about appropriate social behaviors 

(Bem 1981; Fischer and Arnold 1990, 1994; Frable 1989; Palan et al. 1999, 2001; 

Spence 1993). Yet, the influence of gender effects has been oversimplified in 

marketing literature that addresses gender as a sole biological descriptor. As a result, 

the marketing literature has limited abilities to predict gender-related consumer 

behaviors. 

 Gender, as a complex social-psychological construct, has been distinguished 

from sex in that sex refers to a person’s physiological identity, while gender refers to 

psychological features associated with physiological sex that are socially constructed 

(Bem 1974a, 1981; Lorber 1994, Spence and Helmriech 1978). Popular literature is 

also replete with references to new gender identity based on individuals’ gender 

psychological traits, social gender attitudes, and gender orientations. In today’s 

market place, some marketers are still using traditional gender demarcation (male 

versus female) for market segmentation purposes; however, the demarcation has 

been challenged due to increasingly blurred gender identity. 

Several rapid and turbulent social-economic changes have occurred since the 
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1960s, altering traditional gender roles and consumption patterns for both men and 

women. One of the important driving forces for this change has been feminism 

movements and an increased number of working women. Statistics shows that 

women made up 47% of the U.S. work force in 2001, while the percentage of working 

women was only 18% in 1900 (Bittar 2004). Women today are more independent and 

more involved in family decision-making. On the other hand, men are increasingly 

engaged in non-traditional roles, such as household shopping, childcare, and cooking 

(Tuncay 2005). Furthermore, men are becoming enthusiastic consumers for personal 

care and beauty products, generating an eight billion dollar grooming products market 

(Bittar 2004).  

 Practitioners are targeting emerging gender market segments based on this trend. 

For example, a popular TV show Queer Eye for the Straight Guy showed how five 

homosexual men help heterosexual men make grooming and lifestyle choices, and it 

boosted the ratings for the Bravo network to a 23-year high. This increased emphasis 

on physical attractiveness and the feminine side of men has translated into popularity 

of a new breed of man: the metrosexual. According to the popular press, most notably 

writer Mark Simpson, the metrosexual men are those who are heterosexual, hip, 

concerned with their appearance and in touch with their feminine side (e.g., soccer 

player David Beckham and New York Yankee baseball player Derek Jeter). Since 

metrosexuality surfaced in the U.S. market about ten years ago, the phenomenon has 

continued to snowball and metrosextual has become an appealing characteristic. 

Meanwhile, other distinct male groups have been identified in media. Retrosexual is 
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used to describe men who are unstructured and Neanderthal, while übersexual is 

used to describe men who are similar to metrosexuals but display the traditional 

manly qualities such as confidence, strength, and class, making people have no 

doubt about their sexual orientation. Übersexuals account for about a half of male 

populations in the United States (Business Week 2006). The latest gender 

identification is the emergent heteropolitan – likened to Michael Jordan and George 

Clooney – who may be an amalgamation of metrosexuals and übersesuals. As such, 

these distinct male gender identity groups urge marketers to recognize and target 

more nuanced micro-segments of male consumers. 

 Like men, women today resist gender based stereotypes and actively negotiate 

their gender identity through searching new social and sexual roles (Abrams 2003). 

However, Marketers have largely focused on traditional women consumers because 

of their seminal role in stewarding acquisition decisions in the household, the chief 

consumption unit for most U.S. consumer products. Traditional women believe that a 

woman’s place is in the home and their main responsibility is to keep the house clean 

and to raise children, and they like to be seen as sensitive, spiritual, and thrifty (Chen 

et al. 2004; Sciglimpaglia et al. 1980). Differing from traditional women, another group 

of women, liberal women portray themselves as independent women who are in 

complete control of their destinies and careers. They disapprove of stereotypical 

gender roles in advertisements such as women are dependent on man or women are 

inferior to men, and they may develop negative attitudes toward advertised brands 

that portray stereotypical women images (Koerning and Granitz 2006; Moore and 
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Buttner 1999). As liberal women significantly change the landscape of the 

marketplace, practitioners are increasingly adopting the trend. For example, women 

make up 40% of NASCAR’s 75 million viewers, bringing in huge sponsorships from 

fashion providers such as Garner Frutis, Elizabeth Arden, and Avon.  

 These non-traditional (and often ambiguous) gender identities challenge 

long-held conventions in market segmentation. Accordingly, gender segmentation 

based on biological attributes may no longer be appropriate. Today, men and women 

increasingly inhabit a shared cultural space. While women can achieve professional 

success by breaking traditional organization career arrangements and becoming 

entrepreneurs, men can become house-husbands and become more engaged in 

style and fashion choices. The shared cultural space challenges marketing 

researchers to question whether our prevailing notion of male and female consumers 

is in crisis.  

1.2 Theoretical Foundations 

1.2.1 Gender Research and Marketing 

 To date, consumer literature is replete with studies that only report biological sex 

and treat it as the sole determinant of gender-related behaviors (Fischer and Arnold 

1990, 1994, Hirschman 1993, Stern 1999). The basic assumption of the biological 

sex approach is that the difference between men and women is universal and eternal, 

an essentialism view. Essentialism is based on the belief that there exists fixed 

characteristics, given attributes, and historical functions, and thus men are 

predetermined to be masculine and women are predetermined to be feminine (Grosz, 
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1994). Furthermore, essentialists believe that, based on biological sex, men should 

have appropriate social roles while women should have other definite and distinct 

roles.  

 On the contrary, non-essentialists argue that all masculinity and femininity traits 

are not necessarily related to biological features of people’s bodies. Rather, 

individuals are primarily shaped by surrounding social environments, not by 

predetermined physiological characteristics (Dickson 1982). As Gorman (1992) 

stated, “Most gender difference due to biological sex that have been uncovered so far 

are, statistically speaking, quite small” (P. 44). The non-essentialist view has been 

widely accepted in psychological and sociological research domains and influenced 

gender research in marketing. By re-examining gender on the basis of the 

non-essentialism view, some researchers point out a few fallacies that may mislead 

marketers, and as a consequence, gender-related consumer research may fall into 

myopia. 

a) Biological sex is easy to measure and interpret, and it provides a comfort 

zone for researchers. As a result, researchers may be victims of the illusion 

that “all the observable differences in the characteristics and behaviors of 

men and women contribute to an underlying property, masculinity-femininity, 

and that one can diagnose the whole by observing any of the over 

manifestations” (Spence 1993, P. 624). 

b) Gender is treated as a dichotomous variable in consumer research. This 

approach highlights the differences between sexes but overlooks or 
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dismisses similarities between sexes, resulting in mixed findings regarding 

sex and consumer behavior (Maccoby and Jacklin 1974; Stern 1988). 

c) Most marketing research is based on the underlying gender ideology that 

healthy individuals should develop and display appropriate gender attitudes 

and gender behaviors, leading to biased research and distorted 

representation of a complex phenomena (Hirchman 1993, Palan 2001). 

d) Gender and sex are interchangeable in the marketing literature. However, 

in the psychology and sociology disciplines, sex refers to one’s biological 

features (whether one is male or female), while gender represents a set of 

cultural roles (Lerner 1986, Spence 1985). Confusion of the two terms lead 

to misinterpretation of terminology and empirical results (Martin and Gentry 

1997). 

 As previously stated, marketing researchers become increasingly aware of the 

fallacy of a universal biological approach and call for a more integrative approach to 

understanding gender as a multi-factorial phenomenon. For example, Hirschman 

(1993) and Thompson (1996) suggested using more in-depth research to understand 

the dynamics of an individual’s gender world, and Stern (1988) and Palan (2001) 

argued that a multifactorial approach to study gender identity is not only useful but 

necessary. Recent empirical studies provide evidence to support that one’s sex is not 

necessarily related to gender identity, and gender identity might be a better 

explanatory variable than sex with respect to gendered products (Fischer and Arnold 

1990, 1994; Gainer 1993; Hirschman 1987; Holt and Thompson 2004; Stern 1987, 
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1993).  

Two gender identity theories, gender schema theory and multifactorial gender 

identity theory, have been widely accepted the social psychology literature. These 

theories have also impacted conceptualization of gender identity and the gender 

related consumer studies (Arnold 2001; Palan 2001; Stern 1988). Both of the theories 

provide conceptual frameworks for exploring the impact of gender on culture, society 

and consumers, and the impact remains a promising and understudied area for 

marketing research (McCabe 2001; Palan 2001).  

 Gender schema theory explains how individuals construct gender identity by 

learning to be masculine or feminine, and how individuals may use gender identity to 

interpret their own experience as well as the experience of others (Markus et al. 

1982). The theory posits a cognitive structure that allows individuals to manage 

masses of gender-related information by assigning meaning to social events 

occurring in their environments (Payne et al. 1987). As Individuals take different 

approaches to address their gender concerns and become sex typed, cross-sex 

typed, or non-sex typed. The sex typed individuals generally conform to the culturally 

stereotypical norms and develop schematic views of the world; the cross-sex typed 

individuals view their gender traits as better described by the traits of the opposite sex; 

while non-sex typed individuals do not rely on sex typing as a schema. They are 

either androgynous (tend to describe themselves as both highly feminine and highly 

masculine) or undifferentiated (view themselves as neither feminine nor masculine). 

Both sex typed individuals and cross-sex typed males and females are more gender 
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schematic, and therefore are more likely to be influenced by their gender identity 

(Bem 1974a, 1974b, 1981).  

 Multifactorial gender identity theory challenges the validity of gender 

schematization due to it all encompassing nature. Multifactorial gender identity 

acknowledges that gender schema theory captures an important aspect of gender 

psychology but denies that any observable gender difference in any given society is 

unifactorial (Edwards and Spence 1987; Spence 1985, 1993; Spence and Helmreich 

1978). The underlying assumption of multifactorial gender identity theory is that  

gender identity is a combination of gender related phenomena, associated in 
varying degrees with each other, such as gender related attitudes, interests, and 
role behaviors, and gendered personality traits. Not only is gender identity 
multifactorial, but each gender differentiating factor has a different developmental 
history that varies across individuals because the factors are impacted by multiple 
variables that are not necessarily gender related (Palan 2001, p. 6).  

Spence (1993) proposed that children develop a sense of gender identity that is 

relatively invulnerable to change. Once gender identity is established, other factors 

will increasingly take over. Factors such as social norms and socialization may 

continually dis/confirm individual’s sense of gender identity. Thus, factors leading to 

gender difference may vary across individuals and are influenced by multiple sources. 

 The difference between multifactorial gender identity theory and gender schema 

theory is that the former one measures several different gender factors (e.g., 

psychological gender, gender role attitudes, gender orientation, etc.). If only one 

factor is measured, the applicability of the factor would be limited to where the one 

factor is relevant under certain situation (Palan 2001; Spence 1991). Multifactorial 

gender identity theory expands the cognitive perspective of gender schema and 



 9

provides a more dynamic view of gender (Palan 2001; Spence 1993; Spence et al 

1985).  

1.2.2  Brand Equity Research 

 Gender has strong implications on consumers’ cognitive thinking, emotional 

feelings, and purchase behaviors (Fischer and Arnold 1994; Thompson 1996). One 

consumer behavior area that offers great potentials for exploring gender effects is 

consumers’ brand perceptions. Branding is a compelling mechanism for 

differentiating across market offerings. One of the most important assets that a firm 

can have is the intangible value represented by its brand. By sustaining a strong 

brand image, firms can garner consumer loyalty and further gain a competitive 

advantage in the marketplace. Marketing Science Institute (MSI), a collaborative 

organization between academia and industry practice, has set the measurement of 

brand equity as a key research priority for the past 10 years.  

The first step to create brand value is to shape consumers’ perceptions through 

consumer-based brand equity (Aaker 1991, 1996; Fournier 1998; Keller 1993, 2003). 

Consumer-based brand equity has received considerable attention in both academia 

(e.g. Aaker 1991; Keller 1993, 2003; Erdem and Swait 1998; Park and Srinivasan 

1994) and industry (e.g. Young and Rubicam’s ‘Brand Asset Valuator’). Keller and 

Lehmann (2003) defined consumer-based brand equity as “everything that exists in 

the minds of consumers with respect to a brand (e.g. thoughts, feelings, experiences, 

images, perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes” (P. 27). The definition illustrates the 

importance of consumer-based brand equity, since the power of a brand lies in 
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consumers’ minds. Only if a brand brings meaning to consumers, it can create value 

to firms and investors (Barwise 1993; Srinivasan et al.2005).  

For the most part, consumer-based brand equity measures how a brand is 

perceived in consumers’ mind by directly collecting primary data from the consumers 

through interviews, surveys, or experiments. Two major research streams, economics 

and psychology orientation, have developed different models to address 

consumer-based brand equity. The economics orientation assesses consumer-based 

brand equity based on utility models. For example, Swait et al. (1993) proposed a 

model to measure equalization price. In the model, brand equity is consumers’ implicit 

valuation of a brand in a market with differentiated brands relative to the value of the 

brand in a market with no brand differentiation. On the other hand, psychology 

orientation adapts associative network memory model (Anderson 1974) to 

understand the link between product attributes and consumers’ memories and 

perceptions (e.g. Aaker 1991, 1996; Keller 1993; Zaltman and Higgie 1995). This 

approach usually uses a categorization process to provide diagnostic values on how 

consumers view brands as categories by associating different meanings to the 

brands.  

There is no single or universal measure to capture consumer-based brand equity. 

The primary purpose of the study is to understand consumers’ cognitive thinking and 

emotional feelings toward a brand, and thus the study focuses on multiple 

psychological components of brand equity. Through understanding brand equity from 

different perspectives of consumers’ perception, the study attempts to provide 
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diagnostic value on brand relationship management.  

1.3  Relevance and Timeliness of Gender-Brand Relationship 

 Brand relationship management remains an important issue for both academies 

and practitioners. Through building strong brand relationships with consumers, firms 

can gain a high level of brand equity, and consequently, a competitive advantage 

(Fournier 1998, Keller 2003). As the implementation of daily marketing practice may 

generate a set of behaviors related to brands, the implementation actions trigger a 

series of inferences regarding the implicit bond that guide consumers’ engagement 

with the brands. Thus, the consumers view the brand as a relationship partner, who 

has desired personalities and can signal the self image of the consumer (Aaker 1997, 

1999; Fournier 1998). 

 Gender has been widely used to create the positive self-concept and brand 

connections. One such product category that leverages gender image is personal 

care products. Traditionally, personal care product has been sanctioned as feminine 

domain. A societal stereotype of gender-induced consumer behavior that reflects the 

acquisition of branded personal care items is disparate across gender identities: men 

only need a few basic personal care items, but women desire fancy personal care 

brands. Recently, because of the rapid social change, being stylish and physically 

attractive is no longer a taboo for men. Grooming products are becoming one of the 

fastest-growing product categories, contributing to a multi-billion industry in the global 

marketplace (Bittar 2004).  

Meanwhile, differentiations between feminine and masculine brand attributes 
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have been employed to develop power brand families in the marketplace. For 

example, Axe employs stereotypically masculine themes, such as smell good and get 

the girl. Gillette hired David Beckham, a physically attractive man who has both 

masculine and feminine traits, to promote its blades and razors. And Estee Lauder 

creates Aramis makeup line for young men who want to express their sense of beauty 

(Thompson 2005).  

Like women, today’s men are increasingly concerned with their psychical 

appearance. The changing dynamics of gender related consumption hold a 

significant opportunity for marketers due to the emergence of new gender markets. In 

order to create and sustain consumer-brand relationship, marketers need to 

understand the impact of gender effects on consumers’ brand perceptions. 

1.4  Research Gap and Research Questions 

 Despite the importance of the research area, little is known about the correlation 

between gender identity and brand equity. First, much of previous research simply 

focuses on physiological sex and its role on brand perceptions, leaving some 

important gender identity questions (e.g. the relationship between gender personality 

traits and consumers’ brand shopping) unanswered. Second, these gender-brand 

relationship studies only examine a single brand equity measure, brand attitude, and 

result in limited diagnostics to guide marketing actions. Third, there is no underlying 

mechanism to theoretically investigate the dynamic relationship between gender 

identity and brand perceptions. Finally, gender and gender identity is defined by 

culture (Chia et al. 1997). While all gender identity and consumer behavior studies 
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were conducted in western culture, it is important to incorporate cultural effects and 

investigate whether the relationship holds in distinct cultural settings. To close the 

gaps, the dissertation addresses the following questions:  

• Do different aspects of gender predict consumer-based brand equity 

respectively? If so, do they influence consumers in a similar fashion? 

• What’s the role of culture in gender and brand relationships? Would the 

relationship differ in distinct cultural settings? 

• Is there an underlying mechanism to link multiple aspects of gender and brand 

equity? 

1.5  Research Population 

 Consumers from two distinctive cultures: The U.S. and People’s Republic of 

China (hereafter, China) constitute the focal populations of interest. The population of 

interest is not intended to be representative of an East versus West consumer 

mindset. The population of interest possesses unique market-based characteristics 

that are meaningful for marketers of personal care products. The reason is three-fold. 

First, the most relevant characteristic of the two consumer markets involves 

culturally-endemic gender-related identities (Zhang and Norvilitis 2001). Second, the 

U.S. is a post-developed economy and China is a transitional economy, and their 

stages of economic development impact the extent of brand penetration in each retail 

channel. Third, the two markets will be the largest consumer markets in the world by 

2020 (Electronic News 2006), and understanding both of the markets have strong 

implications for consumer product marketers in the future. 
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 For theory testing purpose, homogeneous sample should be solicited. When 

testing theory, a homogeneous sample can be beneficial since heterogeneous 

samples can render small effects insignificant (Calder et al. 1981). The study focuses 

on Generation Y consumers. In both the U.S. and China, Generation Y is becoming 

the largest consumer group in each market’s history. The global marketers are 

increasingly interested in targeting Generation Y consumers as an elite group: the 

global youth (Alden et al. 1999, O’Cass and Lim 2002). Furthermore, Generation Y 

has grown up in an era where brand consumption is not just a simple action of 

purchasing, but a way of self-expression (Backwell and Mitchell 2003). Compared 

with other generations, Generation Y is more involved in negotiating their gender 

identity and pursuing the expression of desired sexuality (Abrams 2003; Brown 1999; 

Gilligan 1982). Therefore, Generation Y is a good fit for the purpose of the study.  

1.6  Potential Contributions 

 This dissertation offers potential theoretical, managerial, and societal 

contributions. In terms of theoretical contributions, it can enhance the knowledge 

about gender, brand equity, and their relationships. Furthermore, the study 

incorporates cross-cultural effects to provide insight on the role of culture on brand 

management. Building upon the efforts of previous consumer researchers (Fisher 

and Arnold 1990, 1994; Gainer 1993; Palan 2001; Palan et al. 1999; Stern 1988, 

1993;), the study presents an interdisciplinary framework by incorporating gender, 

self congruity, and brand equity together. As brand relationship becomes increasingly 

important in consumer relationship management, the framework advances our 
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understanding on how different aspects of gender and culture shape consumers’ 

minds and lead to favorable brand choices.  

In addition to potential theoretical contributions, the study also has significant 

practical implications. First, because consumers deliberately engage in the 

construction of their desired identity through active consumption, they may develop a 

strong relationship with certain brands that allow them to express gender identity and 

sexual desire (Fournier 1998, Kates 2002; Thompson 1996). By satisfying consumers’ 

inner needs, brand management team can foster strong brand connections and 

further benefit from the superior relationship with consumers. 

Second, the psychological and social aspects of gender can help marketers 

minimize gender related tensions that cause consumers anxiety and enhance gender 

related tensions that cause pleasure. For example, managers may emphasize a 

brand as a representation of masculinity and make it appeal to men or women who 

want to show their rough images and gain admiration from others (e.g. Marlboro man). 

Rather than simply focusing on male or female markets, marketers can target niche 

markets based on consumers’ intrinsic gender identity. 

Third, both the U.S and China are the most important consumer markets. 

Through understanding the important consumers segment: Generation Y consumers 

and their gender identity, marketers may be able to more effectively and efficiently 

position their brands to this market. For example, gender similarity in both markets 

may help marketers develop a global segment for their brands (Alden et al. 1999, 

Dawar and Parker 1994). 
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Finally, this research can benefit public policy and societal marketing. Imagery of 

men and women portrayed through a brand can either support existing gender 

stereotypes or offer alternative ways of knowing gender identity. If a muscular, active 

woman is associated with an exciting sports car, the brand may contribute to a less 

biased view regarding the role of women in our society. It is important for marketers to 

communicate positive thinking to consumers. Marketers should not overly focus on 

stereotyped sex difference, but advocate a balanced and up-to-date gender images. 

1.7 Overview of Dissertation 

The residuum of this dissertation is organized in the following manner. In 

Chapter 2, the gender identity concepts and theories, brand equity research, gender 

and brand relationship studies are reviewed. The theory of self-congruity theory is 

applied to link consumers’ state of being (gender identity) and state of mind (brand 

perceptions). Construct definitions are provided in conjunction with empirical support 

of the role the constructs. Then, research framework is presented and hypotheses 

are developed based on review of the literature.  

The research design, including measurement, sampling issues, and data 

collection is conferred in Chapter 3, along with the discussion of analysis technique. 

Chapter 4 provides a detailed description of the analysis and results based on 

statistic techniques proposed in Chapter 3. The last chapter, Chapter 5 provides a 

discussion of the study’s theoretical and practical implications along with limitations 

and suggestions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Chapter 2 critically reviews the literature that underlies the seminal constructs 

underlying the potential impact of consumers’ gender identity on their brand attitudes. 

Toward this goal, this chapter first explores the theoretical frameworks that underlie 

the conception, measurement and operationalization of the focal construct, gender 

identity. Then, conceptual foundations of brand equity are examined, affording 

particular attention to consumer-based brand equity. The research to date provides a 

number of salient dimensions that may impact the potential association between 

gender identity and brand equity. Accordingly, the chapter employs a meta-analytic 

approach to identify both the congruent and incongruent research findings related to 

consumers’ states of being (gender identity) and states of mind (brand attitudes). 

These theoretical gaps provide a rationale for developing hypotheses and proposing 

a research model. Finally, the cultural context of young consumers is discussed as a 

relevant and timely population of interest for testing the proposed model. 

2.1  Gender Identity 

2.1.1 Concept of Gender Identity 

 Social scientists have long debated the epistemology of sex, gender roles and 

gender identity. Traditionally, researchers have asserted that the physiological 

characteristics of gender (e.g., genitalia, hormones, and neurology) were inextricably 

linked to one’s gender identity. The biological perspective ascribes to an overarching 

assumption that one's gender identity is a veritable given upon birth (Darwin 1958; 
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Freud 1933; Jung 1958). For more than one century, biological essentialists – 

advocates of the perspective that sex is a natural, biological characteristic subject to 

empirical verification – assert that gender differences are grounded in 

biologically-derived variations that are consistent across cultures (Bem 1993; Grosz 

1994). They argue that there are no fundamental deviations across the expression of 

biologically essential characteristics. As such, gender roles are evolutionary 

adaptations derived from biologically essential characteristics (Bem 1993; Bussey 

and Bandura 1999). Cognitive neuroscientists have advanced the basic tenets of 

biological essentialism to the investigation of neural synapses and the wiring of the 

brain (Sperry et al. 1979; Meyers-Levy and Sternthal 1991). Biological essentialism 

remains among the dominant theories of sex and gender roles. 

 Biological essentialism has been challenged by researchers in the disciplines of 

psychology, sociology, and consumer behavior over the past quarter-century, igniting 

a nature vs. nurture debate regarding the nature and scope of gender identity (e.g. 

Bem 1974a, 1981; Gilligan 1982; Spence 1993; Stern 1988). These social scientists 

argue that gender identity transcends physiology; it is more than the natural 

identification of being male or female. Instead, they argued that gender is a malleable 

cultural concept that serves for self-expression. As Gould (1996) states, “Gender is a 

broad concept which address the perspective one takes on one’s own sex as well as 

incorporating a whole host of psychological variables which relate to it in a reciprocal 

way.” (P. 478). They view gender as an increasingly vague, socially-constructed form 

of self-identification where some men are more feminine than masculine, and some 



 19

women are more masculine than feminine (Kacen 2000; Thompson 1996). 

While inconsonant theoretical streams suffuse the epistemic rudiments of gender 

identity, the socio-psychological stream of thought pre-dominates research linking 

gender identity to consumers’ attitudes and behaviors. Gender identity is sometimes 

referred to as a psychological construct for individuals’ existential sense of maleness 

or femaleness (Spence 1984). Recent research suggests that gender identity is not 

only a psychological construct but also a social construct (Firat 1991; Lerner 1986). 

As Harris (1998) stated, “gender identity – the understanding that one is a boy or a 

girl – does not come like a label attached to the genitals…. How we categorize 

ourselves depends on where we are and who is with us” (P. 21). Accordingly, gender 

identity is a multi-dimensional construct, where gender-related personality traits are 

associated with physiological sex and socially constructed gender role attitudes 

(Constantinople 1973; Deaux 1985; Palan 2001). 

The research to date on gender identity is multifarious, and the inconsonant 

approaches to meaning and measurement warrant a thorough examination of both 

the construct and its underlying concepts. The review of the gender identity literature 

begins with the classification of three important gender identity constructs: sex, 

psychological gender, and gender role attitudes. 

Rooted in biological essentialism, sex refers to “a limited set of innate structural 

and physiological characteristics related to reproduction and divides animal species 

into female and male” (McCabe 2001, P. 20). The assignation of sex depends on the 

appearance of genitalia when a child is born, and thus sex characteristics such as 
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biological and physiological differences between men and women are fairly obvious 

and least disputable. For example, men are more courageous, pugnacious, and 

energetic than women, and men have more inventive genius than women (Bem 1993; 

Bussey and Bandura 1999). In the book In a Different Voice, Gilligan (1982) 

highlighted the essential difference between men and women. Men are oriented 

toward separateness, and women are oriented toward connectedness.  

This is not to suggest that the identification of sex is irrefutable. For example, 

forensic biologists have even discovered anomalies in human gender identification 

based on the gene, a common physiological characteristic used to identify sex. And, 

there are countless examples of gender dissonance and ambiguous genitalia in 

scientific research (Brinkmann 2004). Despite these anomalies, the physiological 

uniqueness of the male versus female identity is largely descriptive of human 

populations across cultures.  

 Psychological gender denotes the essential psychological attributes — 

masculinity (instrumentality) and femininity (expressiveness) — that are associated 

with males and females. Masculinity is presented by personality traits such as 

competitiveness, activeness, and independence, while femininity is described with 

other personality traits such as emotionality, sensitivity, and expressiveness (Bem 

1981, Spence and Helmreich 1978). The two dimensions of the psychological gender 

were conventionally regarded as bipolar constructs (e.g. Vitz and Johnson 1965); but, 

the bipolarity notion was challenged in 1970s. For example, Maccoby and Jacklin 

(1974) reviewed over 2,000 psychological literatures with gender as a dichotomous 
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variable and argued that many studies failed to find opposite differences. Their work 

inspired later researchers to consider a different approach from the dominant view. 

Up to date, most social psychologists suggest that psychological gender is an 

orthogonal construct, and regardless of one’s sex, individuals may be identified with 

both masculinity and femininity traits to varying degrees (Bem 1974a, Deaux 1985; 

Martin 1981; Spence 1985, 1993; Palan 2001).  

Gender role attitudes is a complex construct, and it is based on the gender role 

concept. Gender role refers to culturally-derived activities related with the 

characteristics of masculinity and femininity that an individual may adapt, and gender 

role attitudes refers to individuals’ beliefs about their social roles and responsibilities 

that are appropriate and socially acceptable for men and women (Spence and Sawin 

1985). The attitudinal differences may range from an egalitarian view (regardless of 

sex, any gender roles are appropriate for both men and women) to a more traditional 

view (there are different gender roles for men and women). Gender role and gender 

role attitudes are not necessarily congruent with each other. For example, a woman 

who reports favorable egalitarian attitudes toward homework may engage some 

traditional feminine gender roles at the same time (Deaux 1985; Fischer and Arnold 

1994, Palan 2001). 

Some have suggested that the disparities across aforementioned approaches to 

gender identification are unambiguous (Gould 1996; Spence 1993). Though major 

social psychology literature asserts mutual exclusivity across each construct 

definition, their distinctions may not be intuitively self-regulating (Fischer and Arnold 
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1994; Spence 1991; Spence and Helmreich 1978). For example, researchers have 

often applied psychological gender to predict behaviors that may likewise be 

predicted by gender role attitudes (Frable 1989). In consumer research, inclusion of 

all three constructs may provide better explanatory value because they all have 

distinctive relationships relative to consumer attitudes and behaviors (Fischer and 

Arnold 1994; Palan 2001; Stern 1988). The forgoing study examines the three 

constructs separately and explores how they influence consumers’ perceptions of 

brand equity respectively.  

2.1.2  Gender: Historical Biases 

 Gender is one of the earliest self concepts and it is also a central component of 

self-concept. Individuals use it as an organizing principle for themselves and societies 

throughout history (Spence 1985). As gender and its social roles continue to be much 

debated, it is imperative that historical gender perspectives from philosophy, biology, 

and social sciences be explored to garner a better understanding of the epistemology 

of gender. Prior to 1960s, there was a general acquiescence that women and men 

were fundamentally different, both psychologically and sexually: men were viewed as 

inherently the superior sex, and that inequalities were predetermined by sex (Bem 

1981). Table 1 summarizes the three historical gender biases — androcentrism, 

gender polarization, and biological essentialism — that remain embedded in Western 

culture and still have oblique assumptions regarding sex and gender roles. 

Androcentrism, or male centeredness, not only suggests that men are superior to 

women but also sets male experience as a neutral standard or norm while 
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considering female experience as sex-specific (Bem 1993). The gender polarization 

offers a historically biased perception that women and men are fundamentally 

different from each other and further advocates using the difference to organize the 

social world, such as modes of dress, emotional expression, and social role-taking. 

Biological essentialism rationalizes and legitimizes androcentrism and gender 

polarization biases; it treats gender differences as the natural and inevitable 

consequence of biological selection and evolution (Bem 1993, Bussey and Bandura 

1999). According to these views, men are predetermined to be masculine and women 

are predetermined to be feminine. Furthermore, men should have appropriate social 

roles while women should have other definite and distinct roles (Grosz 1994). 

Early biological essentialists’ perspectives have been challenged extensively. 

One essentialism pioneer, Briffault (1931) studied the animal world and presented 

opposite evidence about male and female characteristics. Unlike Darwin, Briffalut 

(1931) believed that gender dominance is not the result of biology, but of economic 

structures. Mead’s (1935) anthropological research also concluded that 

conceptualizations of masculinity and femininity varied in different cultural contexts. 

Following the earlier theorists, recent researchers from psychology and sociology 

further studied gender from various aspects and argued that, no matter how subtle 

the biological differences, the actual impact of biological differences depends on an 

individual’s situational context. In other words, individuals are primarily shaped by 

surrounding social environments, not by fixed properties (Bem 1981; Dickson 1982; 

Deaux 1985; Martin 1999). As such, previous research based on androcentrism, 
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gender polarization, and essentialism over-emphasizes gender differences, but 

ignores gender similarities.  

Some gender studies have ascribed to a cognitive perspective, alleging that 

individuals are not passive recipients of environmental input. Rather, cognitive 

approaches to gender contend that individuals are active information processors. 

Through active information processing, individuals can make sense out of nonsense 

and make order out of non-order (Martin 1999). The importance of gender lies in its 

categorizing role of bringing coherence to the environment, and gender bias may 

result due to the limitation of the human cognitive processing (Martin 1981, 1999; 

Tajfel 1969). Based on the early works of psychological stereotype (e.g. Allport 1954; 

Lippmann 1922), Kohlberg (1966) applied the cognitive interpretations to the area of 

sex role development. Kohlberg (1966) presented a theoretical approach to how 

children play an active role in their own sex role socialization, and his works 

generated powerful influences on all later gender cognitive development theories. 

Today, the social functions related to gender cognition are widely accepted. The idea 

that perceivers form a picture in their minds about sex and the usefulness of gender 

information categorization have been the underlying themes of gender thinking in the 

field of cognitive psychology and social psychology (Martin 1999).  
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TABLE 1 
Historical Perspectives on Gender Bias 

Ref: Bem 1993; Bussey and Bandura 1999 
 

Perspectives Foundations Implications 

Androcentrism 
Judaism and Christianity 
Theology 
 
 
 
Ancient Greek Philosophy 
(e.g. Aristotle) 
 
Freudian Psychoanalytic 
Theory  

• Along with replacement of goddess with a god and the defining of women as the 
other, male dominance was established through religions. 
• The creation of woman suggests that woman (Eve) is an inferior departure from 
God’s image, while man (Adam) represents God’s image. 
• Human nature is of two kinds, with men as the superior race. 
• The world is a unified structure that is organized hierarchically. Men are at the top 
of the hierarchy because they are capable of reason and deliberative thoughts. 
• Women and men develop their unequal natures during the course of their 
psychological developments as children. 
• Men possess a primitive dominance over women because women are passive, 
and their nature suits them well for home activities only.  

Gender Polarization 
Medical Science, 
Psychology, and Psychiatry 
(19th and 20th century) 
 
Kohlberg’s Theory of Gender 
Acquisition  
                           

• The sex of the body matches the gender of psyche. 
• There are mutually exclusive scripts for being a male or a female, and any 
behaviors that deviate from the scripts are considered abnormal or psychologically 
pathological from scientific perspectives. 
• Individuals learn about male-female dichotomy as perceptually and emotionally 
compelling in their earlier childhood. The cognitive learning process is natural and 
inevitable. 
• Gender personality is conceptualized as two bipolar dimensions: masculinity 
versus femininity.  
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TABLE 1 
Continued 

Perspectives Foundations Implications 

Biological 
Essentialism 
 
 
 
 

Darwin’s Evolution Theory  
 
 
Spencer’s theory of social 
evolution  
 
 
 
 
Prenatal Hormone Theory  
 
 
 
Sociobiology  
 
 
 
Evolutionary Psychology 
 

• Some variants are more successful than others in sexual selection. Men 
are subject to more natural selection than women because they have more 
incentive genius than women.  
• Differences between men and women could not have evolved historically, 
but the difference stems from differences in sperms and eggs. 
• The existence of sex - based division in labor force is biologically 
determined.  
• Biology has molded the sexes to fit their respective social roles, making 
man more competitive and women more nurturing.  
• Prenatal hormones shape mammalian bodies into male or female patterns 
during the phase of sexual differentiation.  
• Prenatal hormones also irreversibly organize mammalian brains into male 
or female patterns, and the organized brain can further influence behavior. 
• Gender, as a human social organization, is encoded in the genes. 
• Men’s sperms are cheap, and women’s eggs are expensive. The males 
with more aggressive, dominant, and sexually promiscuous genes are able 
to leave more copies of themselves. 
• Contemporary gender difference originated from successful ancestral 
adaptation to different reproductive demands. For example, men would seek 
multiple partners because they contributed less to the survival of their 
offspring. 
• The biological basis of gender difference has changed very little since the 
ancestral time. Women are more likely to serve in parenting roles, while men 
are more likely to evolve into social dominators.  
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Though there is no consensus on what constitutes gender and gender-related 

attitudes and behaviors, researchers tend to agree that gender is multi-faceted and 

complex (Carter 1987). For the purposes of the present study, gender identity is 

conceptualized as a multifarious construct, inculcating the biological essentialist, 

socio-psychological and cognitive dimensions of gender. Two dominant theories, 

based on the notion that gender identity is associated with both cognition and 

socialization, are gender schema theory (Bem 1974a) and multifactorial gender 

identity theory (Spence 1985).  

2.1.3 Gender Schema Theory 

 As cognitive gender theories in the 1960s and 1970s (e.g. Kohlberg 1966; 

Maccoby 1966; Tajfel 1969) provide a fertile ground for the development of cognitive 

oriented gender approaches, psychologists began to embrace the cognitive notions 

of schemas and scripts. Gender schemas are the product of gender theory 

development. Three approaches independently address gender schemas in the 

earlier 1980s, including Bem (1981), Markus et al. (1982), and Martin and Halverson 

(1981). These approaches share common assumptions and themes but differ in 

emphasis.  

 Gender schema theorists assume that individuals develop naïve theories about 

their gender and use naïve thinking to organize information and make decisions. As 

such, gender development involves a transactional process in which social 

environments lead to the creation of gender schema and the formation of gendered 

ideas. In a highly gender-focused society, individuals are encouraged to create and 
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comprehend information through a gendered lens (Bem 1993; Martin 1999). Of the 

three gender schema theories, the gender schema theory proposed by Bem (1981) is 

considered the most relevant one for explaining and predicting consumers’ individual 

differences associated with gender schemas (Gould 1996; Palan 2001; Stern 1987). 

The ensuing discussion focuses on Bem’s gender schema theory.  

 Bem’s gender schema theory is rooted in both cognitive development and social 

learning theories. Kohlberg’s (1966) cognitive development theory advances earlier 

gender works and centers on gender constancy. Kohlberg (1966) defined gender 

constancy as the realization that one’s sex consists of permanent attributes tied to 

underlying biological properties but does not depend on superficial characteristics 

such as hair length and clothing styles. According to Kohlberg (1966), there are three 

discrete levels of gender understanding regarding gender constancy. The least form 

of gender understanding is gender identity, and it is the simple ability to mark oneself 

as a boy or a girl. The second form, gender stability involves the recognition that 

gender may be unchanged over time. Finally, individuals may master the most 

mature form of gender understanding, gender consistency, at the age of 6 or 7. At this 

stage, gender is invariant no matter how one changes his or her appearance or 

activities (Kohlberg 1966; Bem 1981). Differing from other gender theories at the time, 

the cognitive development theory emphasized concepts rather than behaviors as the 

central part of the sex typing process. The understanding of one’s gender conception 

is the cornerstone of the growth of gender typing. Though a child learns about sex 

roles through her/his environment, the child’s cognitive maturation affects the 
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perceptions of sex roles. As such, the cognitive changes in logical thought 

development lead to sex typed behaviors (Carter 1987; Kohlberg 1966). 

 Bem’s (1974a) gender schema theory is similar to the cognitive development 

theory in acknowledging an individual’s constructive cognitive process. However, the 

gender schema theory has some important departures. First, it considers only the 

master of gender identity (a propos the ability of children to see themselves and 

others as boys and girls) rather than the gender constancy necessary for gender 

schema development. Second, it incorporates social learning theory and suggests 

that gender salience is due to socially-determined distinctions, not merely due to a 

physical sex difference as proposed by cognitive development theory (Bussey and 

Bandura 1999; Levy and Fivush 1993; Martin and Halverson 1981). According to 

social learning theory, gender is not just an individual’s attributes; rather, it is also the 

result of observational learning and reinforcement processes. By observing others, 

individuals assign different meanings, values, and behaviors to sex and further 

directly or indirectly reinforce their roles in the sex tying process. If observational 

learning or reinforcement patterns change, changes in sex-typed attitudes and 

behaviors may occur (Mischel 1970). Yet, gender schema theory suggests that 

traditional sex typing may not occur, whereas social learning theory assumes that 

traditional sex typing is inevitable.  

 The gender schema theory proposed by Bem (1981, 1993) provides a compelling 

account of how individuals’ beliefs and cognitions about gender form around salient 

social categories. Within the society, gender is used broadly as a classification 
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scheme associated with masculinity and femininity. In this classification scheme, 

individuals develop certain gender schemas as they respond to different social 

categorizations. Furthermore, these gender schemas may go beyond the obvious 

association with gender. For example, individuals may develop metaphoric 

associations that soft things are linked with femininity, while rough things are linked 

with masculinity (Bussey and Bandura 1999). This association is passive at the 

beginning and then moves to a more active process of assimilating and 

understanding social information from the environment (Bem 1985). 

 Once the gender schema is developed, individuals think or behave in ways 

consistent with the schema. For example, dolls are labeled for girls, and the schema 

“I am a girl” would lead to “dolls are for me” (Martin and Halverson 1981, p1120). Bem 

(1981) further asserted that gender schema development is a process and “whatever 

definitions of masculinity and femininity the culture happens to provide, it is the 

process of partitioning the world into two equivalence classes on the basis of the 

gender schema, not the contents of the equivalent classes” (P. 356). Accordingly, 

people would be placed along a bipolar continuum, with a highly masculine person at 

one end and a highly feminine person at the other. People who process high degrees 

of masculinity or femininity are sex typed (or gender schematic), while those who 

process low degrees of masculinity and femininity and those whose masculinity and 

femininity mitigate together are non sex typed (or gender aschematic). Generally 

speaking, sex typed males and females are more likely to be influenced by their 

gender schemas. 
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 A noticeable contribution of Bem’s work is the development of the Bem Sex Role 

Inventory (BSRI) scale. Prior to the 1970s, the dominant sex role research assumed 

that sex was the determinant of gender-related behaviors, and a healthy individual 

should conform to socially approved gender traits and gender behaviors 

(Constantinople 1973). Masculinity and femininity were regarded as unidimensional 

bipolar opposites on one continuum, and researchers used the California 

Psychological Inventory-Femininity scale (see Gough 1952) to measure the opposite 

masculinity and femininity personality traits. As Bem (1974a, 1974b, 1981) 

challenged the bipolar nature of gender traits, she suggested that masculinity and 

femininity are independent dimensions; therefore, they are separate and orthogonal 

constructs that coexist in varying degrees within an individual. Bem (1974b, 1981) 

developed the BSRI scale to categorize individuals into one of four different groups 

based on self descriptive masculine and feminine characteristics. Individuals who 

primarily endorse same sex traits (males identified with masculine traits and females 

identified with feminine traits) are sex-typed, while individuals who primarily endorse 

opposite sex traits (males primarily identified with female traits and females primarily 

identified with masculine traits) are cross sex-typed. Furthermore, either males or 

females who consider themselves as high on both masculine and feminine traits are 

androgynous, and males or females who consider themselves low on both masculine 

and feminine traits are undifferentiated. Contrary to traditional views, Bem (1974a, 

1977, 1979, and 1981) suggested that androgynous individuals are healthier 

because they can gain freedom from rigidly sex typed behavior constraints, 
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possessing the ability to adapt to a wide variety of situations.  

2.1.4 Multifactorial Gender Identity Theory 

 Though Bem’s (1974a) gender schema theory has received a great deal of 

support from the academic community, some researchers cast doubt on the 

all-encompassing nature of global gender schematization (e.g. Ashmore 1990; 

Deaux 1985; Eagly, 1987). Several theoretical proposals have been advanced to 

further address gender as multi-faceted phenomena. One prominent theory that has 

often been applied to consumer behavior is Spence’s multifactorial gender identity 

theory. Though the multifactorial gender identity theory acknowledges that the gender 

schema theory captures a very important aspect of gender identity, it denies that any 

observable gender difference in any given society is unifactorial. Rather, it argues 

that diverse types of observable gender difference are multifactorial (Edwards and 

Spence 1987; Spence 1985, 1993; Spence and Helmreich 1972, 1978).  

Recent social psychology literature increasingly emphasizes how gender is 

constructed in social interactions and situations. The multi-factorial gender identity 

theory expands the cognitive perspectives and provides dynamic and multifaceted 

gender schemas.  

If the construction of gender is based on participants’ minds, research should 

reenergize interest in cognitive notions, including how people think about their sex, 

what they expect males and females to do in a given situation, and what they think is 

appropriate for each sex in a given situation (Martin 1999). All cognitions about 

gender guide individuals’ thinking and behaviors. The multifactorial gender identity 
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theory pushes the limit on previous cognitive thinking and provides a more 

sophisticated and finely tuned set of gender-related cognition (Palan 2001; Spence 

1991).  

 There are a few assumptions regarding Spence’s (1985, 1991, 1993) 

multifactorial gender identity theory. First, individuals’ gender-related thoughts, 

attitudes and behaviors are determined by multiple factors that range from 

culturally-shared conceptions to individual cognitive factors such as self-concept and 

stereotypic beliefs. Second, there is no homogenous set of clear-cut messages about 

gender. In other words, individuals make sense out of vague and even conflicting 

gender information with regard to different interpersonal, group memberships and 

social environments. Third and most important, gender identity is a combination of 

gender-related phenomena, such as gender personality traits, gender attitude, and 

gender role behaviors. The different gender aspects are related to each other in 

varying degrees, ranging from tightly knit associations to loose links. In addition, the 

associations between facets of gender are considered highly variable among people. 

As a result, people may display a specific combination of gender qualities that may 

be quite different within the same sex (Eckes and Trautner 1999; Martin 1999; 

Spence 1993).  

 Based on these assumptions, Spence and Helmreich (1978) called for a more 

restrictive definition of masculinity and femininity and preferred to describe the two 

traits as instrumentality (masculinity) and expressivity (femininity). Due to the multiple 

causal nature of human behavior, the predictability of the two traits in regard to global 
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outcome variables is not possible. Specifically, Spence (1993) proposed that children 

develop a sense of gender identity that is relatively invulnerable to change. Once 

gender identity is established, other factors will increasingly take over. Factors such 

as social norms and socialization may continually dis/confirm an individual’s sense of 

gender identity. These gender differentiating factors are developed based on different 

individual histories and are not necessarily related to sex (Edwards and Spence 

1987). Thus, the two core gender personalities: instrumentality and expressiveness 

are used to measure individuals’ desirable aspects of gender personality traits, but 

not to individuals’ multiple gender concepts such as gender schematization. Other 

variables, in addition to instrumental and expressive traits, needed to be incorporated 

to understand gender-related behaviors (Spence 1993).  

 Though there is no consensus about what specific factors comprise gender 

identity, researchers tend to agree that gender identity must go beyond sex to include 

at least psychological gender (instrumentality and expressiveness) and gender role 

attitudes (Ashmore 1990; Palan 2001; Spence and Sawin 1985). Here, psychological 

gender and social gender role attitudes reflect related but different domains of gender 

functioning. For example, a woman presents instrumental personality traits as a 

hard-driving manager in the workplace, but she may be a traditional mother in 

performing home-related activities (Bandura 1986, 1997; Palan 2001; Spence 1993).  

 To support the multifactorial gender identity theory, a personality attributes 

questionnaire (PAQ) is used to investigate psychological gender, and it contains two 

sets of items to measure socially desirable instrumental traits and expressive traits 
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(Spence and Helmreich 1978, Spence 1991). PAQ is similar to BSRI (Bem 1974b) in 

content. Spence (1991, 1993) argued that both scales should be used to understand 

domain-specific gender issues, rather than to measure global properties. 

Furthermore, attitudes toward women scales (Spence and Helmreich 1972) were 

developed to access people’s beliefs about the rights, roles, and responsibilities of 

women. They are widely used to examine individuals’ gender role attitudes as either 

egalitarian or traditional (Twenge 1997). Researchers also find that gender role 

attitudes have small and typical non-significant relationships with both instrumental 

and expressive gender traits (Fischer and Arnold 1994; Spence 1993; Stern 1988). 

 In general, gender is a complex phenomenon. Individuals who have a strong and 

unambiguous gender identity do not exhibit all of the gender traits, interests, and 

attitudes that are expected bases on their sex. Furthermore, individuals build their 

gender identity through a set of complex factors, including the gender congruent 

attributes and behaviors that they process, the salience of these factors, and their 

perceived importance. As Deaux and Major (1987) stated, “Those who predict stable 

sex differences have had trouble accounting for the often limited ability of sex to 

predict behavior and for a variability that sometimes appears random. Those who 

argue that there are no stable sex difference, on the other hand have had difficulty 

explaining widespread male-female differences in the culture” (P. 369). A research 

with multiple gender measures represents a sound and feasible approach in 

interpreting and predicting gender-related behaviors.  
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2.1.5 Gender and Consumer Behaviors 

 Western societies have changed dramatically over the past 40 years, and the 

mere assumption that men and women behave differently in terms of consumption 

becomes outdated and misleading for both marketing scholars and practitioners 

(Palan 2001; Stern 1988). Since the 1960s, researchers have begun to introduce 

different aspects of gender (other than sex) and suggest its possible impacts on 

consumer behaviors. Though only limited studies address multiple gender effects 

and consumer behavior, research in the area has continued unabated. 

  Table 2 provides an overview of the influential gender identity research, starting 

with the 1960s. In each decade, there are relatively few studies. The pattern shows 

that gender identity has attracted consistent research attention, but inconsistent 

conceptual and contextual approaches. 

 Gender shapes consumer behaviors in several ways. Previous research 

suggested that in addition to sex roles, individuals’ levels of masculinity and femininity 

or their degrees of egalitarian gender attitudes may impact their information 

processing (Kempf et al. 1997; Palan et al. 2001), advertising attitude (Jaffe 1991), 

gift shopping (Fischer and Arnold 1990, 1994), art involvement and leisure activity 

(Gainer 1993; Gentry and Doering 1979), fashion consciousness (Gould and Stern 

1989), and product and brand choices (Vitz and Johnson 1965, Fry 1971, Kahle and 

Homer 1985;  Worth et al. 1992). Although these studies suggest that gender, as a 

multifactorial construct, is an important predictor in understanding various aspects of 

consumer behavior, some other researchers argued that sex is a better predictor than 
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other gender effect variables in explaining consumers’ self-descriptions, feelings, 

attitudes, and choices (Roberts 1984).  

To present an accurate picture of gender and its effects on consumer behavior, 

Stern (1988) and Palan (2001) reviewed related literature and concluded that the 

insignificant findings regarding multiple gender effects and consumer behaviors are 

largely due to: 1) inappropriate operationalization and interpretation of gender, and 2) 

effect of time. For example, Gender effects surfaced in 1980s and appeared to be 

implicit in its changes at that period. As a result, the up-to-date gender changes 

would not be apparent in some early consumer studies. 

 The new millennium provides an unprecedented opportunity to “wipe the slate 

clean, to abandon concepts, models and formulations once thought libratory now 

considered incarceratory: to start afresh on the other side of the year 2000” (Brown 

1999, P. 6). In the postmodern society, gender effects are increasingly becoming 

explicit (Kacen 2000; Holt and Thompson 2004). Consumers actively engage in 

creating and maintaining a sense of gender identity through the display of purchased 

products and brands (Belk 1988; Holt and Thompson 2004; Kates 2002). As gender 

identity becomes increasingly blurred, consumers use brands to fit their own 

gendered image and to show others a gendered self that may go beyond sex and 

traditional sex roles. For example, metrosexual males who are heterosexual, hip, 

concerned with their appearance and in touch with their feminine side are using more 

tailored brands such as Ralph Lauren to pursue a sense of beauty and style 

(Business Week 2006). Similarly, females who like their tough and instrumental side 
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of self are showing their desired image by using the masculine brand: Marlboro 

(Stern 1993). Thus, a brand is not just an attribute or a label, but a cultural product 

that allows consumers to build connections with themselves and to nurture a desired 

gendered self.  

  A brand, as a meaningful cultural product, has gained increased attention in 

consumer research. A brand is embedded with diversified personality (Aaker 1997) 

and is involved with consumers as a valuable partner (Fournier 1998). Building strong 

consumer relationship is a key for successful brand management. Given the 

importance of gender as a core self and its association with brand, the relationship 

between gender and brand needs to be thoroughly understood.  

  This study will embrace multifactorial gender identity theory and use multifactorial 

perspectives of gender identity to predict gender related brand perceptions. 

Consumers’ brand perceptions are comprised of multiple factors, including memory 

associations, attitude formations, and relationship perceptions (Keller and Lehmann 

2006). The following literature review will address the complex phenomena of 

consumers’ brand perceptions. Furthermore, self-congruity theory is examined to see 

whether the theory can provide an underlying mechanism to link two multi-level 

constructs: gender identity and brand consumptions.  
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TABLE 2 
Summary of Gender Identity & Consumer Behavior Studies 

Modified and Updated Based on Palan (2001) 
 
Research Sample Scalea Result 
Aiken 1963 300F CPI Significant positive correlation between femininity 

traits and decoration, interest, and conformity dress 
clusters. 

Vitz & Johnson 
1965 

97F     
97M 

CPI   Significant positive correlation between smokers’ 
masculine personality traits and masculine cigarette 
brand image. 

Fry 1971 216M&F CPFI Feminine individuals, including males and females, 
prefer cigarette brands with feminine brand images. 
And there is a stronger effect when individuals have 
higher self-confidence. 

Morris & 
Cundiff 1971 

223M CPI Males with high feminine traits and high anxiety have 
more unfavorable attitudes toward feminine hair 
spray products than do males with low or medium 
feminine traits. 

Tucker 1976 13M PAQ Traditional sex roles are blurring relative to gender 
identification. 

Burns 1977 99F PAQ Masculinity is a significant determining factor in wife's 
decision making power. 

Gentry & 
Doering 
1977  

100M     
100F 

CPI 
PAQ 

Psychological gender is a stronger predictor of 
attitudes toward leisure activities. However, biological 
sex is a better predictor than psychological gender for 
both attitudes and usage difference of different leisure 
categories. 

Gentry et al. 
1979 

100M     
100F 

CPI     
PAQ 

Biological sex accounts for more variability than 
gender traits with respect to perceptions of leisure 
activities. 

Gentry & 
Doering 1979 

100M     
100F 

CPI 
PAQ 

Biological sex is more strongly related to attitudes 
and usages of leisure activities than is gender identity.

Golden et al. 
1979 

307M&F BSRI 
(Long) 

Biological sex is significantly related to product 
sex-tying, while gender identity is not. 

Allison et al. 
1980 

174M   
133F 

BSRI 
(Long) 

Sex is a better predictor of product perception than 
gender role self-concept. Product sex typing is based 
on sex, product, and interaction between sex and 
product. 

Martin & 
Roberts 1984 

125M&F BSRI 
(Long) 

Psychological gender is significantly related to 
performance expectations of women entrepreneurs, 
while gender role attitudes significantly related to 
expectations of proven individuals regardless of their 
sex. 
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TABLE 2 
Continued 

Research Sample Scalea Result 
Gentry & Haley 
1984 

86M     
82F 

PAQ Biological sex is a better predictor for ad. recall and 
ease of recall than is psychological gender. 
Furthermore, psychological gender within sex is more 
interesting than gender identity between sexes. 

Coughlin & 
O'Connor 

420M&F BSRI 
(Long) 

Masculine gender identity explains more difference in 
purchase intention as a reaction to female role 
portrayals in ad. than does biological sex. 

Kahle & Homer 
1985 

84M     
55F 

BSRI 
(Long) 

Biological sex is a better predictor for food 
preferences than is psychological gender. 

Barak & Stern 
1986 

614F BSRI 
(short) 

Baby boomers and pre-boomers interpret sex role 
differently. Furthermore, masculinity scales seem to 
be self-assurance index, which may be more 
important to consumer behavior than femininity 
scales. 

Qualls 1987 89M   
89F 

BSRI 
(Long) 

BSRI, as a measure of sex role orientation, is 
positively related to household influence. 

Stern et al. 
1987 

380F   
380M 

SIS Develop SIS scale to examine psychological gender. 
However, SIS is strongly correlated with biological 
sex. 

Jaffe & Berger 
1988 

100F   
111M 

BSRI 
(Short) 

Psychological gender is significantly related to 
preference for sex role positioning in advertising, but 
the relationship differs by product categories. 

Schmitt et al. 
1988 

120F BSRI    
(Long) 

Biological Sex is a better explanatory variable than 
psychological gender with respect to recall, choice 
and memory tasks. 

Gould & Stern 
1989 

65M     
70F 

BSRI 
(Long) 

Biological sex is a better predictor of fashion attitudes 
than psychological gender, but psychological gender 
is more important in examining within sex and 
between sex differences.  

Fischer & 
Arnold 
1990 

299M&F BSRI 
(Long) 

Feminine gender traits are positively related to 
involvements in Christmas gift shopping for both men 
and women; Men are likely to be more involved if they 
hold egalitarian gender role attitudes. 

Gould & Weil 
1991 

59M     
68F 

BSRI 
(Long) 

Biological sex is a better predictor than psychological 
gender in explaining feelings, attitudes and gift 
choice. However, psychological gender is useful in 
explaining within-group difference. 

Jaffe 1991 200F BSRI 
(Short) 

Psychological gender is a useful predictor of women's 
response to advertisement. Masculinity is the driving 
force in explaining women's response to ad.  
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TABLE 2 
Continued 

Research Sample Scalea Result 
Worth et al. 
1992 

40M   
72F 

PAQ Consumers prefer products described in terms of 
congruity with their self-perceived schema for 
masculinity or femininity; Interaction between 
consumers' self image and the type of product 
information conveyed is more important in influencing 
product evaluation than either of these factors alone. 

Gainer 1993 147M  
210F 

BSRI 
(short) 

Both sex and feminine gender traits affect art 
attendance indirectly through involvement. 
Furthermore, Feminine gender traits directly affect 
involvement, while biological sex indirectly affects 
involvement as a result of childhood experience with 
arts. 

Gould & Stern 
1993 

135M&F BSRI 
(Long) 

Females are more privately gender-conscious than 
males. 

Fischer & 
Arnold 1994 

299M&F BSRI 
(Long) 

Both psychological gender and gender role attitudes 
explain more differences in Christmas shopping than 
biological sex. 

Garst & 
Bodenhausen 
1997 

211M GAI Men who endorse traditionally masculine gender role 
attitude did not alter their attitude after exposure to 
non-traditional depictions of men. 

Kempf et al. 
1997 

105M&F PAQ Psychological gender accounts for variance in 
several different measures of advertising processing 
confidence, including brand belief confidence, attitude 
toward the ad confidence and generalized information 
processing confidence, which is beyond what is 
explained by biological sex. 

Palan et al. 
1999 

64M   
51F 

BSRI 
(Short)  
SIS     
PAQ 

SIS scale is highly correlated with biological sex. 

Palan, Areni & 
Kiecker 2001 

64M  
51F 

BSRI    
(Short) 

Men's involvement in gift exchange is sometimes 
incongruent with society's gender role expectation. 
Masculine male are far more likely than feminine 
male to recall gift giving experiences. Furthermore, 
feminine individuals are person-focused while 
masculine individuals were object focused.  

McCabe 2001 529M&F PAQ Femininity traits are predictors for individual's 
psychological involvement with sports. Furthermore, 
gender role attitudes affect psychological 
involvements with sports. 
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TABLE 2 
Continued 

Research Sample Scalea Result 
Hogg & Garrow 
2003 

13F    
12M 

BSRI  
(Long) 

Consumers' responses to ad. differ on the basis of 
psychologically based self-schemas of gender 
identity: Masculine sex typed individuals may be less 
likely to access or use information presented within a 
given advertisement.  

Tuncay 2005 431M&F BSRI 
(Long) 

Men who are androgynous or individual who are high 
in both femininity and masculinity traits may be 
negatively impacted by idealized gender images 
when they engage in self evaluation.  

a Different measurements were used in gender identity studies:   
 CFI (California Psychological Inventory) is based on the unidimensional gender identity model and treats masculinity and 
femininity as bipolar opposites. It was not used in consumer research after 1970s. 

 BSRI (Bem’s Sex Role Inventory) and PAQ (the Personal Attributes Questionnaire) have dominated gender identity 
research since 1980s. Both scales treat masculinity and femininity as orthogonal constructs. BSRI has a long version (60 
items) and a short version (20 items). 

   Other scales, SIS (Sexual Identity Scale) and GAI (Gender Attitude Index) were rarely used. SIS was found significantly 
related to sex and thus had no extra meanings (Palan 1999). 

2.2  Brand Equity 

2.2.1 Concept of Brand 

 The concept of brand has been around for several centuries to distinguish the 

products of one producer from those of other producers. According to the American 

Marketing Association (AMA), a brand is a “name, term, sign, symbol, or design, or a 

combination of them, intended to identify the goods and services of one seller or 

group of sellers and to differentiate them from those of competition” (Keller 2003,  

P. 3). In fact, the word “brand” is derived from the Old Norse word “brand”, with the 

meaning “to burn.” Traditionally, brands are simply considered as marks. This 

traditional meaning is derived from cattle ranchers where brands were used as marks 

for the owners of livestock to identify their own animals (Keller 2003). The similar 

brand concept was used in several ancient cultures. For example, ancient Egyptian 
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brick-makers used brands as symbols to distinguish their work from others. Brand 

marks were also found on products of other ancient countries, including China, 

Greece, Roman, and India (Farquhar 1989, Keller 2003). Later on, brands were 

further used as trademarks to assure that customers and producers had the legal 

protection of their traded goods in medieval Europe (Aaker 1991). During the 16th 

century, European whiskey distillers had attempted to prevent tavern owners from 

substituting cheaper products and diminishing product quality reputations. They used 

distinguishing characteristics such as names, pictures of animals, places of origins, 

and symbols to establish unique brand associations with their own customers.  

 The branding concept grew further after European immigrants settled in the 

United States in the 17th centuries. They continued the branding practice and further 

applied it to other products such as medicines and tobaccos. It was not until the 

20th-century when branding became an important concept in commerce. As a matter 

of fact, a distinguishing characteristic of modern marketing is that marketers regard 

building differentiating brands as one of the key marketing tasks (Aaker 1991, Keller 

2003). 

 As of today, branding is one of the most important concepts in marketing. Keller 

(1993) defined the contemporary brand concept as “an additional dimension to a 

product that can meet the same needs of customers but adds unique values to the 

product” (P. 2). The definition suggests that the heart of a brand lies in its 

differentiation. The differentiation allows a branded product to compete better than a 

generic (product devoid of branding) one because a brand provides meanings and 
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directions to identify a product (Davis 2000; Kapferer 1992). Aaker (1991) explained 

the difference between a product and a brand by quoting Stephen King of the WPP 

group in London: “A product is something that is made in a factory; a brand is 

something that is brought by a customer. A product can be copied by a competitor, a 

brand is unique. A product can be quickly outdated, a successful brand is timeless” (P. 

1). As such, a strong brand goes beyond mere identification and creates enduring 

intangible values in consumers’ minds. A strong brand is characterized by perceived 

high quality (Aaker 1996, Farquahar 1989; Kapferer 1992), perceived uniqueness 

(Biel 1997, Netemeyer et al. 2004), rich brand image (Biel 1997), and deep customer 

relationship (Aaker 1997; Berry 2000; Fournier 1998).  

 A content analysis further summarizes 12 different ways to view a brand: as a 

legal instrument, a logo, a company, a short-hand, a risk reducer, an identity system, 

a image in consumers’ minds, a value system, a personality, a relationship, a value 

enhancer, and an evolving entity (DeChernatony and D’almoriley 1998). Thus, a 

strong brand can deliver both functional and emotional benefits to consumers, and 

helps firms create sustainable competitive advantages (Aaker 1991; Doyle 1990; 

Keller 2003; Kapferer 1992). 

 Understanding the nature of brand is even more important in a globally 

competitive market. In the global marketplace, consumers usually have many 

choices over physically and functionally similar products from various suppliers. To 

attract consumers, a global brand is often used as a differential tool and a promise of 

value and quality (Aaker 1991; Keller 2003). Furthermore, a global brand enables 
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firms to enjoy lower marketing costs and defends firms for price competitions (Kotler 

2000). Today, managers have come to realize that the brand is a key management 

priority and one of the most valuable assets that firms possess. 

2.2.2 Definition of Brand Equity 

 Farquhar (1989) is the pioneer who proposed the concept of brand equity. 

According to Farquhar (1989), brand equity is “the ‘added value’ with which a given 

brand endows a product” (P. 24). Meanwhile, advertising practitioners in the 1980s 

began to address the psychological and physical process of consumers’ decision 

making as a means to assess the added value of a brand (Barwise 1993). Since the 

1980s, a significant amount of research on the topic has emerged. As both marketing 

scholars and managers increasingly engage in understanding how to build strong 

brands, they are particularly interested in monitoring the strength of the brand by 

measuring brand equity. Clearly, brand equity has gained wide-spread acceptance 

and has become one of the most popular and potentially important marketing 

concepts employed in assessing the value of the brand (Keller 2003). 

 Following Farquhar (1989), various marketing scholars and practitioners have 

attempted to define brand equity in different ways, which involves various 

conceptualizations and measurements. The followings are some examples of the 

definition of brand equity: 

• A set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand and its name and 

symbols that add to or subtract from the value provided by a product or 

service to a firm and or the firm’s customers (Aaker 1991, 1996). 
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• The financial impact associated with an increase in a product’s value 

accounted for by its quality (Holbrook 1992). 

• The differential effect that brand knowledge has on consumer response to 

the marketing of a brand (Keller 1993). 

• Cash flows that accrue to branded products over unbranded products 

(Simon and Sullivan 1993). 

• Incremental preference endowed by a brand to a product as perceived by 

an individual consumer (Park and Srinivasan 1994). 

• The set of associations and behaviors on the part of the brand’s customers, 

channel members, and parent corporations that permit the brand to earn 

greater volume or greater margins that it could without the brand name 

and that gives the brand a strong, sustainable, and differentiated 

advantage over competitors (Marketing Science Institute, Keller 2003). 

• Differential effect of brand awareness and meaning combined on customer 

response to the marketing of the brand (Berry 2000). 

• Difference in consumer choice between the focal branded product and an 

unbranded product given the same level of product features (Yoo et.al.) 

• The incremental contribution per year obtained by the brand in comparison 

to the same product (service) at the same price but with no brand building 

efforts (Srinivasan, et al.). 

• The perception or desire that a brand will meet a salient promise of 

benefits (Raggio 2006). 
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These definitions reveal that brand equity is a complex construct that can be 

conceptualized from different consumer and firm perspectives. It is important to note 

that these definitions are generally consistent with the basic notion proposed by 

Farquhar (1989): that brand equity represents the added value endowed to a product 

as a result of past marketing investments, and it provides a common denominator for 

interpreting brand related marketing strategies. Moreover, the added value 

associated with a brand may be created in multiple means to manifest and exploit a 

set of specific benefits for both consumers and firms (Keller 2003).  

2.2.3 Importance and Relevance of Brand Equity 

Brand equity brings values to multiple stakeholders, including customers and 

investors (Aaker 1991, Keller 2003; Yoo et al. 2000). For consumers, brand equity 

creates value through differentiating product identification, simplifying information 

processing, reducing search costs due to brand familiarity, building confidence in 

product purchases, and providing satisfaction in the use of the product (Aaker 1991, 

Cobb-Walgren et al 1995). Additionally, a high equity brand may become a signaling 

cue to consumers, allowing them to project their own self images through the use of a 

specific brand (Muniz and Schau 2005; Salzer-Mörling and Strannegard 2004, 

Thomson 2006). For investors, Brands provide financial incentives to extract the 

brand value from the value of firms’ other assets (Cobb-Walgren et al. 1995). Brand 

equity is related to the investors’ best interests due to its impacts on stock prices and 

shareholder returns (Simon and Sullivan 1993) 

For firms, brand equity represents several important benefits. First, firms are 
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initially motivated by market capitalization during the boom of U.S. mergers and 

acquisitions in the 1980s. For example, Philip Morris paid $5.6 billion for General 

Foods in 1985, but acquired the assets of Kraft for nearly $13 billion, 600% greater 

than Kraft’s book value (Cobb-Walgren et al. 1995). The difference between the 

acquisition price and book value was largely attributable to an intangible: brand equity. 

Recently, Google spent $1.65 billion on YouTube acquisition, largely due to millions of 

enthusiastic YouTube visitors (Farzad, 2006). Since the 1980s, firms have 

dramatically increased their awareness about brand equity because brands owned 

by firms make up a significant portion of the firms’ market value (Kapferer 1992). 

According to Interbrand, a top brand consulting firm, the value of the top 100 brands 

in the world in 2006 ranges from approximately $2.7 billion for Levi’s to $67 billion for 

Coca-Cola (Kiley et al. 2006). Second, brand equity is managerial mechanisms for 

generating greater sales volumes and greater profit margins. A strong brand serves 

as an important platform for firms to secure product demand, introduce new products, 

and set barriers for new competitors (Cobb-Walgren et al. 1995, Keller 2003, Randal 

et al. 1998). Third, brand equity can be a powerful resource for a firm’s sustained 

competitive advantage. A brand with strong equity can contribute to firms’ market 

performance by consistently generating price premiums (Holbrook 1992, Bello and 

Holbrook 1995), revenue premiums (Ailawadi et al. 2003), and incremental cash 

flows (Srinivasan et al. 2005). Furthermore, as the costs of developing new brand 

have risen to over $100 million (Cobb-Walgren et al. 1995), a strong brand name 

enables marketers to improve their efficiency of marketing program through brand 
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extension and international brand expansion (Kartono 2006).  

The importance and relevance of brand equity has encouraged increased 

researcher and practitioner attention to systematically measure, monitor, and sustain 

the value of brands. As a matter of fact, the Marketing Science Institute (MSI), a 

collaborative organization between academia and practice, has designated brand 

equity as a sustainable means of differentiation and has set it as a key research 

priority for the past ten years. MSI (1999) further encourages researchers to develop 

a better measure of brand equity by identifying ten general criteria: 

1. Grounded in theory 

2. Complete (encompassing all the facets of brand equity) 

3. Diagnostic (able to flag downturn or improvements in the brand’s value and 

provide insights into the reasons of change) 

4. Able to capture future potential in terms of future revenue stream and 

brand extendibility. 

5. Objective (different people using the measures would obtain the same 

value). 

6. Based on readily available data and monitor the data at regular basis. 

7. A single number for easy tracking and communication. 

8. Intuitive and credible to senior management. 

9. Robust, reliable, and stable over time, yet reflect changes in brand health. 

10. Validated against other equity measures and constructs that are 

theoretically associated with brand equity. 
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Review of literature shows that no single measure is likely to satisfy all the criteria. 

In fact, researchers recommend that the primary purpose of a study should serve as 

the evaluation criteria for usefulness of a measure and that research efforts should 

include building a database in validating existing and new brand equity measures 

(Aliawadi et al. 2003; Kartono 2006).  

2.2.4 Brand Equity: Firm Perspective 

Brand equity has important implications for firms, because firms have various 

brand management objectives based on product, sector and market idiosyncrasies. 

While early research concentrated on conceptualizing the brand equity concept and 

advocating its significance in understanding consumer behaviors and firm strategies 

(Aaker 1991; Farquhar 1989; Keller 1993), many subsequent studies have focused 

on empirical-based measurement of brand equity. Researchers typically study brand 

equity from either a consumer perspective or firm perspective, with a few exceptions 

that integrate both consumer and firm perspectives. 

The firm perspective addresses brand equity as the value to firms and 

emphasizes the product market outcomes and financial outcomes related to a brand 

(Keller and Lehmann 2003). The product market outcome approach is based on the 

logic that the value of a brand should be ultimately reflected in the brand’s market 

performance and uses performance indicators such as price premiums, revenue 

premiums, profitability, and market share to measure brand equity (Ailawadi et al. 

2003, Silverman et al. 1999; Srinivasan et al. 2005). The most commonly used 

measures are premium measures, and they are usually calculated from observed 
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market data and computed on the basis of generic brands, private label brands, or 

industry averages (Ailawadi et al. 2003; Holboork 1992).  

 The financial outcome approach considers the value of brand as a financial asset. 

For example, Simon and Sullivan (1993) used financial market data to calculate 

brand equity as the residual market value after accounting for firms’ other tangible 

and intangible assets, and suggested that a brand is an important driver of future 

cash flow. Mahajan et al. (1994) measured brand equity as the purchase price at the 

time a brand is sold or acquired. The financial outcome approach is different from the 

product market approach in that it focuses more on future potentials, whereas the 

product market approach attempts to “quantify the current strength of a brand” 

(Ailawadi et al. 2003, P. 3). 

Besides academia, practitioners are interested in understanding brand equity 

from firm perspective. A consulting firm, Interbrand, combines both product market 

and financial market measures to evaluate a brand’s current profits and growth 

potentials (Kiley et al. 2006). Interbrand computes brand equity as the discounted 

cash flow from future earnings. First, it identifies and forecasts the overall earnings 

generated by a brand, and then adjusts the earning figures with a brand strength 

score that is developed based on seven factors: brand leadership, brand stability, 

market environment, internationality, trend, communication support, and legal 

protections. Second, it derives direct brand earnings by multiplying adjusted earnings 

with a role of branding index that can be assessed by identifying various demand 

factors and their degrees of influence on the brand. In the final step, the brand equity 
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calculated represents the net present value of the forecasted brand earnings (Leone 

et al. 2006; Silverman et al. 1999; Srinivasan et al. 2005). 

Although brand equity from the firm’s perspective provides a relatively objective 

and straightforward measure to allow comparison across firms, it may lack 

diagnostics. For example, outcome measures such as price premiums and market 

share may signal whether a brand is strong or in trouble, but they cannot explain the 

reasons for such situations (Ailawadi et al. 2003; Keller 1993). Furthermore, these 

outcome measures tend to be short-term and provide little incentive for brand 

investment (Aaker 1996; Hsieh 2004). On the other hand, many researchers 

advocate that a brand does not have value itself, yet it is the consumers who first 

determine the equity of a brand (Aaker 1996; Cobb-Walgren et al. 1995; Farquhar 

1989; Keller 2003). 

2.2.5 Brand Equity: Consumer Perspective 

From a consumer’s perspective, brand equity is individuated, and it is used to 

assist marketing managers in developing an effective strategy to understand, meet, 

and influence consumers’ attitudes and behaviors. This marketing objective has been 

labeled as consumer-based brand equity (CBBE). Keller (1993) first defined CBBE 

and provided a conceptual model for understanding CBBE. According to Keller 

(1993), CBBE is conceptualized as “the differential effect of brand knowledge on 

consumer response to the marketing of the brand” (Keller 1993, P. 2). CBBE is 

positive when consumers react favorably to a product associated with the identified 

brand. The basic premise of CBBE is that “the power of a brand lies in what 
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customers have learned, felt, seen, and heard about the brand as a result of their 

experiences over time” (Keller 2003, P. 59). Consumer-based brand equity is a 

clearly defined concept that focuses on understanding the consumer’s state of mind 

in brand selections and identifying the sources of brand values (Baker et al. 2005; 

Yoo and Donthu 2001).  

2.2.5.1 Why Consumer Perspective 

This dissertation is grounded in the consumer perspective vis-avis CBBE. The 

rationale for the consumer orientation is two-fold. First, CBBE is the driving force for 

product market outcomes such as market share and financial outcomes such as 

incremental cash flows (Aaker 1991; Hsieh 2004; Srinivasan et al. 2005). Second, 

CBBE is the logical first step to access the value of a brand, because the brand will 

have meaning to firms and investors only if it brings meaning to consumers. As 

Barwise (1993) suggested, “Arguably, until customer-based brand equity has been 

convincingly operationalized and measured, it is unrealistic to expect researchers to 

measure how it is increased and decreased by marketing actions” (P. 10). As such, 

CBBE can provide a good diagnostic ability to identify factors influencing brand equity, 

and thus it can help predict the potential of the brand (Ailawadi et al. 2003, Keller 

2003). Moreover, CBBE may serve as a normative bridge between past and future 

brand valuations (Keller 2003).  

2.2.5.2 Academic Models 

 Despite the general concurrence on the importance and increasing activities 

surrounding CBBE, the literature review reveals no agreement on how it could be 
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measured. Marketing scholars have suggested that CBBE is a multidimensional 

concept (Aaker 1996; Keller and Lehmann 2003, 2006; Punj and Hillyer 2004; Yoo 

and Donthu 2000). Hence, many theoretical and empirical models have been 

proposed by academia. The academic models of CBBE are reviewed based on the 

following criteria: constructs used, theoretical orientation, direct or indirect approach, 

methodology, and data used. Table 3 presents an overview of academic approaches 

to conceptualizing and measuring consumer-based brand equity. 

2.2.5.2.1 Theoretical Foundations of CBBE   

As shown in Table 3, there are two major CBBE theoretical streams: psychology 

and economics (Kartono 2006). The economics orientation is based on consumer 

utility theory to measure the value of brands from consumers’ perspectives. It 

addresses the incremental values of a brand name after accounting for some forms 

of economic utility, such as utility contribution due to the product physical attributes or 

product marketing mix. For example, Park and Srinivasan (1994) considered brand 

equity as “the difference between individual consumers’ overall brand preference and 

their brand preference on the basis of objectively measured product attribute levels” 

(P. 271).                                   
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TABLE 3 

Academic Models of Consumer-Based Brand Equity 
 
Studies Model  

Components a 
Theoretical 
Orientation 

(In)Direct 
Approach 

Methodology Data  
used 

Aaker 
(1991) b 

- Brand Awareness 
- Brand Association 
- Brand Loyalty 
- Perceived Quality 

Psychology Indirect Theoretical Model 

Keller 
(1993) 

- Consumer 
Knowledge 
(Awareness and 
Image) 

- Consumer 
Response 
(Perception, 
Preference and 
Behavior) 

Psychology Indirect Theoretical Model 

Swait et al. 
(1993) 

A model takes into 
account the effect of 
brand name, product 
attributes, brand 
image, and consumer 
heterogeneity to 
measure equalization 
price. 

Economics Direct Logit 
regression 

Scanner 
Panel 

Park and 
Srinivasan 
(1994) 

- Attribute based 
components 

- Non-Attribute 
based components

Economics Direct Logit 
Regression 
and Conjoint 

Survey 

Hutchinson 
et al. 
(1994) 

A model to measure 
brand awareness 
(brand recall) 

Economics  
Psychology 

Both Regression Experi- 
ment 

Cobb- 
Walgren et 
al. (1995) 

- Consumer 
Preference 

- Purchase Intention 

Psychology Both Conjoint and 
Regression 

Survey 

Lassar et 
al. (1995) 

- Performance 
- Social Image 
- Value 
- Trustworthiness 
- Attachment 

Psychology Indirect Factorial 
Analysis and 
Structural 
Equation 
Modeling 
 
 

Survey 
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TABLE 3 
    Continued 

Studies Model  
Components a 

Theoretical 
Orientation 

(In)Direct 
Approach 

Methodology Data used 

Zaltman 
and Higie 
(1995) 

A model to Identify the 
strongest brand 
associations among 
various factors. 

Psychology Indirect ZMET Interview 

Agarwal 
and Rao 
(1996) 
 

- Overall quality of 
brand name 

- Dollar Metric 
Measure 

- Purchase Intention 
- Brand specific 

choice coefficient 

Economics  
Psychology 

Both Factor 
Analysis & 
Logit  

Survey 

Aaker 
(1996)c 

Brand Equity Ten 
- Loyalty (Price 

Premium and 
Satisfaction) 

- Perceived Quality 
and Leadership 

- Association and 
Differentiation 
(Perceived Value, 
Personality, and 
Organization) 

- Awareness 
- Market Behavior 

(Market Share and 
Distribution 
Indices) 

Economics 
Psychology 

Both Theoretical Model 

Erdem and 
Swait 
(1998) 

A Model links 7 
important brand equity 
signals: 
- Brand Investment 
- Consistency 
- Credibility 
- Clarity 
- Perceived Quality 
- Perceived Risk 
- Information Costs 

Save 
 
 

Economics Direct Structural 
Equation 
Modeling 

Survey 
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TABLE 3 
Continued 

Studies Model  
Components a 

Theoretical 
Orientation 

(In)Direct 
Approach 

Methodology Data used 

Chaudhuri 
and 
Holbrook 
(2001) 

A model links brand 
affect, brand trust to 
brand loyalty, and 
further lead to market 
share and relative 
price. 

Psychology Both Structural 
Equation 
Modeling 

Survey 

Berry 
(2000) 

- Brand Awareness 
- Brand Meaning 

Psychology Indirect Theoretical Model 

Low and 
Lamb 
(2000) 

- Brand Association 
- Brand Attitude 
- Brand Image 
- Perceived Quality 

Psychology Indirect Structural 
Equation 
Modeling 

Experi 
-ment 

Keller 
(2003) 

Brand Equity Pyramid 
(from low to high) 
- Salience 
- Performance and 

Imagery 
- Judgment and 
- Feelings 

Resonance 

Psychology Indirect Theoretical Model 

Hsieh 
(2004) 

- Measured Brand 
Equity (Benefit 
Associations) 

- Unmeasured 
Brand Equity 
(Value not 
measured by 
common 
associations) 

Economics 
Psychology 

Both Statistical 
Tests 

Interview 
and 
Consumer 
Panel 

Netemeryer 
et al. 
(2004) 

- Perceived Quality 
- Perceived Value 
- Brand Uniqueness 
- Willingness to Pay 

Price Premium 
 
 

Psychology Both Structural 
Equation 
Modeling 

Survey 
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TABLE 3 
Continued 

Studies Model  
Components a 

Theoretical 
Orientation 

(In)Direct 
Approach 

Methodology Data used 

Punj and 
Hillyer 
(2004) 

A model uses brand 
heuristics to mediate 
the relationship 
between global brand 
attitude and two other 
brand equity 
measures: brand 
knowledge and 
strength of preference.

Psychology Both Structural 
Equation 
Modeling 

Survey 

Baker et al. 
(2005) 

Use two dimensions: 
attitudinal disposition 
and behavioral 
disposition to identify 
three different brand 
positions: 
- Equity Balanced 
- Equity Deficit 
- Surplus Equity 

Psychology Both Graphs Case 
Study 

Srinivasan 
et al. 
(2005)d 

A Model measures 
incremental dollar 
contribution per year 

Economics 
and 
Psychology 

Direct Logit 
Regression 
and Conjoint 

Scanner 
Panel and 
Survey 

John et al. 
(2006) 

A model identifies the 
network of strong, 
favorable, and unique 
brand associations 

Psychology Indirect Brand 
Concept Map 

Qualitative 
Interviews 

a Constructs are listed if it is a component-based model, while a short description is given if it is a hierarchy of effect model 
or a brand association model using qualitative methods. 
b Aaker (1991) theoretical model was empirically tested and supported by Yoo and Donthu (2001), Yoo, Donthu and Lee 
(2000), and Pappu et al. (2005). 
c Aaker (1996) model addresses both consumer perspective and firm perspective, with focus on consumer perspective. 
d While Srinivasan et al. (2005) examined CBBE in the form of consumer utility attributed to brand name, they also 
estimated dollar value from firm perspective. 
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Park and Srinivasan (1994) classified brand equity into attribute based 

components and non-attribute based components. Attribute components access the 

difference between objective and subjective attributes, while non-attribute based 

components capture the difference between subjective attributes and overall 

preference. On the other hand, Erdem and Swait (1998) applied information 

economics to suggest that brands can help reduce consumers’ uncertainty through 

lower information costs and perceived risks. According to information economics 

theory, economic agents transit information through signals of value, and brands act 

as the signals to consumers. As consumers face imperfect and asymmetric 

information in the market, a credible brand signal can generate more consumer 

values than non-credible brands.  

 The extant research has examined CBBE using an integration of cognitive and 

social psychology approaches. The cognitive psychology approach adapts an 

associative network memory model where memory is facilitated through associative 

links and nodes (Anderson 1974). A node can be a brand, a product, or an attribute 

(e.g. price), and the links between any two nodes form an association in consumers’ 

minds (Aaker 1991; John et al. 2006; Zaltman and Higgie 1995). This approach 

usually uses a categorization process and provides diagnostic values on how 

consumers view brands as categories and then associate meaning to them 

accordingly (e.g. Aaker 1997; Keller 1993; Krishnan 1996). On the other hand, social 

psychological approach proposes that brand meanings are socially and culturally 

constructed. For example, Fournier (1998) developed the concept of brand 
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relationship and explored the personal relationships between a brand and its 

consumers. And Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) and Muniz and Schau (2005) proposed 

the concept of brand community to address the role of brands in forming consumption 

communities.  

 Among the various scholars who approach CBBE from a socio-psychological 

orientation, two scholars, Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) have developed 

foundations for subsequent research. Aaker (1991) presented brand equity as a set 

of brand assets that reflects consumers’ mind set, which includes brand association, 

brand awareness, brand loyalty, and perceived quality. Aaker (1996) advanced his 

early model to the Brand Equity Ten that adds market-based measures 

corresponding to market share, price, and distribution coverage as an attempt to 

combine consumers’ perceptions and market outcomes together.  

 In the same vein, Keller (1993) first presented a complex theoretical framework to 

study CBBE. In his framework, brand knowledge is consisted of brand awareness 

and brand image. While brand awareness tests the association between brand 

information nodes and consumers’ abilities to recognize and recall the brand 

information, brand image captures consumer-perceived brand attributes, benefits, 

and attitudes. Later on, Keller (2003) and Keller and Lehmann (2003) advanced 

earlier research and suggested five key dimensions of brand equity. The 

five-dimension model includes brand awareness, brand association, and brand 

loyalty that appeared in Keller (1993) and two new components: brand attachment 

(how consumers devote and keep loyal to a brand) and brand activity (the extents to 
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which consumers use a brand, talk about it, and seek for it).  

2.2.5.2.2 Direct or Indirect Approach   

Table 3 also indicates that CBBE can be measured either directly or indirectly 

(Keller 1993; Srivastava and Shocker 1991). The direct approach is consistent with 

Farquhar’s (1989) definition that brand equity is the value that a brand adds to a 

product and uses consumers’ responses (outcome variables) to understand the 

effects of branding activities. Consumers’ response or preference can be assessed in 

terms of information utility, purchase intention, brand rating, and purchase index (e.g. 

Erdem and Swait 1998; Swait et al. 1993). The indirect approach, on the other hand, 

is based on Keller’s (1993) conceptualization. This approach centers on the 

identification of the sources or antecedents of brand equity existing in consumers’ 

minds and demonstration of their influence in purchase behaviors (Hsieh 2004; Keller 

2003). Constructs used in this approach include brand awareness, brand association, 

perception, affect, perceived quality, and other brand evaluation variables. For the 

most part, CBBE research has adopted the indirect approach. 

 Both the indirect and direct approaches may supplement each other due to their 

respective implications of marketing efforts. Many researchers have attempted to 

integrate benefits from both approaches. For example, Cobb-Walgren et al. (1995) 

integrated brand perception, brand equity, purchase intention, and actual brand 

choice into a framework, and Punj and Hillyer (2004) demonstrated the mediator role 

of brand heuristics for linking global brand attitudes and purchase-related variables.  
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2.2.5.2.3 Methodology and Data Used 

 As demonstrated in Table 3, both qualitative methodology and quantitative 

methodology have been used to measure CBBE. The qualitative approach is often 

employed to identify possible brand associations. Besides some direct techniques 

such as free association and recall tasks, some indirect techniques have received a 

lot of attention. For instance, the Zaltman Metaphor Elicitation Technique (ZMET) 

assumes that 80% of all human communication is non-verbal, and thus involves a 

deep and guided conversion to elicit the metaphors, constructs, and mental models 

to reflect consumers’ thinking and behavior (Keller 2003; Zaltman and Higgie 1995). 

Recently, John et al. (2006) developed a new mapping technique: Brand Concept 

Maps for eliciting brand association networks. Unlike ZMET, this approach applies 

structured elicitation, mapping, and aggregation procedures, and enables 

researchers to obtain a more structured consensus map on how brand associations 

are linked with the brand.  

 Not withstanding the qualitative based methodology, most of CBBE research 

involves quantitative methodologies with primary consumer data collected through 

survey, experiment, or scanner panel. Various statistical tests, including regression, 

factor analysis, conjoint analysis, structural equation modeling (SEM), and 

equilibrium modeling are used to conduct data analysis. The two commonly used 

techniques are conjoint analysis and SEM. Conjoint analysis has been applied to 

measure the relative importance of brands among multidimensional product 

attributes in terms of consumer utility and preferences (e.g. Cobb-Walgren et al. 1995; 
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Park and Srinivasan 1994), while SEM has been used to reveal the interaction and 

structural relationship between cognitive components of brand equity (e.g. Chaudhuri 

and Holbrook 2001, Punj and Hillyer 2004). 

2.2.5.3 Industry Models 

Marketing practitioners have also proposed several CBBE measurement models. 

Besides Interbrand measures brand equity from a firm perspective, four other notable 

industry models investigate brand equity from a consumer perspective (Aaker 1996, 

Leone et al. 2006). They are 1) Young and Rubicam’s Brand Asset Valuator, 2) 

Equitrend by Total Research, 3) Research International’s Equity Engine, and 4) 

Millward Brown’s Brand Dynamics Model. Table 4 summarizes the key CBBE 

constructs used in these models.  

 Young & Rubicam brand asset valuator is a popular model with four key 

dimensions. The first two dimensions, brand differentiation (how distinct the brand is) 

and brand relevance (whether the brand has personal relevance to respondents) are 

combined to measure brand strength, while the other two dimensions, esteem 

(whether the brand is considered the best in its class) and knowledge (the 

understanding of what the brand stands for) are combined to form brand stature. An 

overall brand equity can be reflected as a power grid of brand strength and brand 

stature (Leone et al. 2006). The model has been applied to investigate over 20,000 

brands in 44 countries. 

 Harris Interactive updated the old version of Equitrend after merging with total 

research company. The new 2004 model consists of five constructs for CBBE: 
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familiarity, perceived quality, brand expectation, distinctiveness, and purchase 

intention. The first four constructs focus on consumers’ perceptions of a brand, and 

the last constructs is used to indicate the likelihood of purchase behavior regardless 

of price. Equitrend has judged brand health in a daily basis and evaluated over 1,000 

brands across 35 product categories (”Brand and Strategy” (n.d)). 

 The brand engine developed by Research International employs a 

comprehensive model to evaluate three key brand drivers that deliver value to every 

consumer. The first component, brand affinity, includes three key emotional and 

intangible benefits of a brand: authority (whether it is a leader in innovation), 

identification (how well the brand meets personal needs), and approval (whether a 

brand fits into broad social contexts). The second component, consumers’ 

perceptions of functional performance, focuses on the specific criteria that matter 

most in the specific product categories. Finally, this model takes into account 

consumers’ perceptions of price and sees how they relate to the other two 

components (”What is your Brand Worth” (n.d)). 

 While the three models approach brand equity in a component base, the Millward 

Browns’ brand dynamics adopts a hierarchical approach. The model provides a 

graphic representation of the strength of relationship consumers have with a brand 

and places consumers in five different levels based on their brand response. The five 

levels: presence, relevance, performance, advantage, and bonding, are in an 

increasing order of close relationship (Leone et al. 2006).  
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TABLE 4 
Industry Models of Consumer-Based Brand Equity 

 
Consulting Firms CBBE Constructs 
Young & Rubicam Brand Asset 
Valuator  
 

- Differentiation 
- Relevance 
- Esteem 
- Knowledge 

Equitrend by Harris Interactive 
 

- Familiarity 
- Perceived quality 
- Brand expectation 
- Distinctiveness 
- Purchase intention 

Research International Brand 
Engine  
 

- Brand Affinity 
- Perceived Functional 

Performance 
- The interaction between the 

brand’s equity and its price 
Millward Brown’s Brand 
Dynamics 
  

- Presence 
- Relevance 
- Performance 
- Advantage 
- Bonding 

  

2.2.6 Components of Consumer-Based Brand Equity 

The research to date suggests that no single and universal measure can 

capture all facets of brand equity. In view of the fact that the primary purpose of the 

study is to understand consumers’ perceptions of brand equity, this study employs 

psychological components that contribute to consumers’ brand valuations. To 

address the key CBBE issues in both academic and industry models, the pioneering 

research of Keller (2003) and Tolba (2006) facilitates the identification of three key 

dimensions of CBBE: salience equity, attitudinal equity, and relationship equity. Table 

5 presents an overview of the CBBE literature, highlighting the disparity across 

construct definitions and subordinate factors. 
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Salience equity focuses on cognitive thinking in consumers’ mind when they 

process brand information. Three constructs, brand awareness, brand association, 

and brand uniqueness, play fundamental roles in strengthening brand memory and 

building brand knowledge (Aaker 1996). Brand awareness is determined by 

consumers’ abilities to recognize or recall a brand’s name. Brand association 

addresses the connection between product, service or lifestyle attributes or 

characteristics and the brand (Aaker 1991). Though brand association and brand 

awareness are conceptually different, quite a few empirical evidence showed that 

they should be combined in a measurement model (Washburn and Plank 2002; Yoo 

and Donthu 2001, Yoo et al. 2000). Another construct, brand uniqueness indicates 

how a brand is distinguished from competing brands. Given that consumers tend to 

use diagnostic information, brand uniqueness offers a simplifying heuristics to assist 

consumers’ decision making (Agarwal and Rao 1996; Carpenter et al. 1994). 

Attitudinal Equity concerns consumers’ attitudinal dispositions toward a specific 

brand. This dimension includes brand attitude, perceived quality, and perceived value. 

Brand attitude is defined as the amount of affect or feelings for or against a brand 

(Mowen and Minor 2001). A positive attitude will not only result in good feelings 

toward the brand, but also contribute to increased brand strength (Chaudhuri and 

Holbrook 2001).  
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TABLE 5 
Conceptualization of CBBE Constructs 

 
Dimensions Constructs Conceptualization Supporting Literature 
Salience 
Equity 

Brand 
Awareness 

The ability for a buyer to recognize or 
recall that a brand represents a 
member in a certain product category.  

Aaker (1991, 1996) 
Biel (1997) 
Keller (1993, 2003) 
Yoo and Donthu 
(2001) 

Brand 
Association 

The other informational nodes that are 
linked to a brand node in memory, and 
they contain the meaning of the brand 
for consumers. 

Aaker (1991, 1996) 
Biel (1997) 
Keller (1993, 2003) 
Pappu et al. (2005) 
Yoo and Donthu(2001) 

Brand 
Uniqueness 

The degree to which consumers feel 
that a brand is different from competing 
brands – how distinct it is relative to 
competitors. 

Aaker (1991, 1996) 
Agarwal and Rao 
(1996) 
Carpenter et al. (1994) 
Netemeyer et al. 
(2004) 

Attitudinal 
Equity 

Brand 
Attitude 

The amount of affect or feelings for or 
against a brand. 

Chauduri & Holbrook 
(1992) 
Low and lamb (2000) 
Pappu et al. (2005) 

Perceived 
Quality 

Consumers’ judgment of the overall 
excellence, esteem, or superiority of a 
brand relative to alternative brands.  

Aaker (1991, 1996) 
Agarwal and Rao 
(1996) 
Lassar et al. (1995) 
Pappu et al. (2005) 
Yoo and Donthu 
(2001) 

Perceived 
Value 

Consumers’ overall assessment of the 
utility of a brand on the basis of viewing 
what is received and what is given 
compared with other brands.  

Agarwal and Rao 
(1996) 
Lassar et al. (1995) 
Netemeyer et al. 
(2004) 

Relationship 
Equity 
 
 
 
 
 

Brand 
Loyalty 

The tendency to be loyal to a specific 
brand, which is demonstrated by a 
primary choice purchase intention. 

Aaker (1991, 1996) 
Chaudhuri (1999) 
Lassar et al. (1995) 
Yoo and Donthu 
(2001) 

Brand 
Attachment 

The intensity of a person’s specific 
emotion bonds with a brand. 

Fournier (1998) 
Thomson (2006) 
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 Two other constructs -- perceived quality and perceived value -- measure 

consumers’ subjective evaluations of product quality and product value for the cost. It 

is suggested that perceived quality and perceived value are theoretically similar 

(perceived quality can explain 80% of variation of perceived value for cost) and they 

may be combined to form one overall summary construct of brand attitude: perceived 

quality/value (Aaker 1996, Netemeyer et al. 2004). 

The last dimension, relationship equity, focuses on connections between brands 

and consumers. It incorporates both brand loyalty and brand attachment. Brand 

loyalty is often characterized as favorable attitudes towards a brand and repeated 

purchases of the same brand over time (Pappu et al. 2005, Yoo and Donthu 2001). 

Brand loyalty can be understood from either a behavioral perspective as consumers’ 

actual loyalty behaviors, or from an attitudinal perspective as consumers’ intended 

loyalty behaviors. The present study conceptualizes brand equity on the basis of 

consumer perceptions, and it focuses on attitudinal brand loyalty. In the same vein, 

another construct: brand attachment is a type of strong relationship in which people 

immerse an emotional attachment and perceive the relationship as differentiated 

and irreplaceable (Hazan and Shaver 1994; Muniz and Schau 2005).  

2.3 Gender and Consumers’ Perceptions of Brand Equity 

2.3.1 Overview on Gender and Brand Relationship 

Gender differences have been manifested across a wide variety of marketing 

practices. Marketers use sex as an important segmentation variable to classify a 

product or a brand for men or for women. They also use brands to convey different 
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gender images, either masculine or feminine. For example, Marlboro is considered a 

masculine brand, while Chanel is regarded as a feminine brand. Furthermore, 

through factoring some gender-related cues into brands, marketers help consumers 

develop certain implicit symbolic meanings to associate the brands with their own 

gender perceptions (Gainer 1993; Kates 2002; Yorkston and De Mello 2005). As such, 

gender and brand perceptions are related to consumer attitudes and behaviors. In 

fact, researchers have addressed gender and brand relationships in several different 

ways. Given the abundance of literature addressed gender and brand relationship, 

only selected literature that represents the major thoughts is reviewed. Table 6 

identifies some representative research illuminating the influential role of gender in 

consumer research. 

In the first approach, gender is most commonly used as an important 

demographic variable to investigate male and female differences relative to brand 

perceptions and brand choices. Previous research suggested that sex difference 

plays an important role in the way consumers perceive and relate to brands (Gentry 

1977; Monga 2002; Sirgy 1982). Males and females are different in processing brand 

information (Kempf et al. 1997), forming brand attitudes (Kasper 1988), and building 

brand relationships (Putrevu 2004). Though females may have stronger responses 

toward brands, variations among male and females are likely. How consumers 

perceive themselves and how they perceive brands under various usage contexts 

may influence consumers’ brand responses (Dawar and Parker 1994; Fischer and 

Arnold 1990; Gainer 1993).  
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Table 6 
Selected Empirical Studies on Gender and Brand Relationship 

 
Study Key Findings Methodology Product Category 
Vitz and 
Johnson 
1965 

Consumers tend to maintain 
consistent behavior with gendered 
self image. There is a significant 
correlation between masculine role 
and masculine rated cigarette brand. 

Survey 
T-Test 

Cigarette 

Fry 1971 Consumers’ behavior is consistent 
with sex role self image. High 
feminine males tend to favor 
feminine brand images. 

Survey 
Regression 

Cigarette 

Gentry et al. 
1977 

Sex is a better predictor than sex role 
self image for brand choice. 

Survey 
T-Test 

Boots, 
Shampoo, 
And Soap 

Alreck et al. 
(1982) 

Individuals view brands as distinctly 
masculine or feminine. Men report 
that masculine brand is more 
masculine and feminine brand more 
feminine that do women. 

Survey 
Correlation 

Soap 

Kasper 1988 
 

Brand loyalty is a differentiating 
factor between male and female 
consumers 

Survey Color TV 

Dawar and 
Parker 
(1994) 

Males and females tend to have a 
different pattern of response with 
regard to brand usage 
appropriateness ratings. 

Experiment 
ANOVA 
 

Soap 

Moutinho 
and Goode 
1995 

Males tend to be more brand loyal 
than female 

Survey 
Regression 

Automobile 

Moutinho et 
al 1996 

There is a clear difference in brand 
attitudes of male and female 
consumers. The major influences of 
female consumers’ attitudes are 
rationality, expectations, and self 
image, while male consumers’ 
attitudes are linked with price 
consciousness and confidence about 
products. 
 
 
 

Neural 
Network (a 
psychology 
modeling 
approach) 

Automobile 
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TABLE 6 
Continued 

Study Key Findings Methodology Product Category 
Simpson et 
al. 1996 

Regarding male nudity in print ads, 
respondents’ gender affects their 
attitude toward advertised brands. 
Specifically, females tend to have 
more positive attitude toward the 
brand with male nudity 
advertisements. 

Experiment 
MANOVA 
 

Body Oil 

Kempf et al. 
1997 

Males and females don’t have 
significant difference in brand belief 
confidence; however, masculine 
individuals and feminine individuals 
show significant difference in brand 
belief confidence. 

Experiment 
ANOVA 

Soft Drink 

McDaniel 
and Kinney 
1998 

Females tend to have more positive 
brand attitude for both fast food and 
credit card, while males tend to have 
slightly higher brand attitude toward 
automobile. 

Experiment 
MANOVA 
 

Fast food, 
Credit Card, 
and automobile 
 

Guerrero et 
al. 2000 

Women have more positive attitude 
toward store brands than men. 

Survey 
ANOVA 

Food 

Parsons 
2002 

Males tend to prefer recognized, fun, 
and functional brands as gifts, while 
females look for prestigious 
(symbolic benefit) brands as gifts. 

ANOVA 
Survey 

Gift 

Monga 2002 Both males and females distinguish 
between close and distinct brands. 
However, men may not view brand 
relationship as a dyadic interaction 
as much as women do.  

MONOVA 
Experiment 

N/A 

Bailey 2005 No significant difference in brand 
attitude between men and women. 
However, there is a significant 
interaction effect of sex and company 
reputation on brand attitude.  

ANOVA 
Survey 

Pizza 

Putrevu 
2004 

Women have superior brand attitude 
toward advertisements that are 
verbal, harmonious, complex, and 
category-oriented, whereas men 
have superior brand attitude toward 
advertisements that are comparable, 
simple, and attribute oriented.  

MANCOVA 
Experiment 

Multiple Products 
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TABLE 6 
Continued 

Study Key Findings Methodology Product Category 
Kamineni 
2005 

There is no significant difference 
between male and female on brand 
perceptions of fashion clothing. 

T-Test 
Survey 
 

Fashion Clothing 

Luo 2005 The effect of store brand loyalty is 
stronger for female customers. 

Survey 
Regression 

Drug store 

Orth 2005 Females are more involved in brand 
benefits, while males are more likely 
to exhibit variations in perceived 
quality of a brand. 

ANOVA 
Survey 

Wine 

Yorkston and 
De Mello 
2005 

Gender’s role as a categorizing 
system is the main driver for brand 
evaluation and retrieval effects. 
Matching the primed gender with the 
product gender facilitates brand 
recall. 

Experiment 
ANCOVA 
 

Wine and Whiskey 

Ching et al. 
2006 

Females’ brand attitude has stronger 
impact on others’ brand attitude than 
that of males.  

Survey 
Regression 

N/A 

 

The second approach focuses on developing masculine and feminine images for 

brands. As semantic gender is derived from associative meanings, a brand’s gender 

image may have an impact on how consumers evaluate the brand. For example, 

Alreck et al. (1982) used soap as a neutral product with the name Tiger as a 

masculine brand and Rainbow as a feminine brand. The result indicated that 

individuals can view brands as distinctly masculine or feminine, and men and women 

respond differently to the masculine brand and feminine brand. Yorkston and De 

Mello (2005) suggested that individuals apply masculine or feminine associations 

with an object and transfer out the neutral residue of other associations. Accordingly, 

the linguistic gender marking with a brand can impact consumers’ brand recalls and 

brand evaluations. A few other studies also suggested that gendered brand image 
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leads to different brand perceptions, and men and women tend to respond differently 

to different gendered brand positioning (Simpson et al. 1996; Stern 1993).  

 Finally, some researchers proposed that gender is not a mere demographic 

variable and suggested that brand perceptions are not necessarily connected to 

physiological gender (Gainer 1993, Worth et al. 1992). Nonetheless, to the extent 

that brand consumption is regarded as part of self expression, individuals, both males 

and females, may exhibit stronger brand responses if they are actively engage in self 

expression through the brand. A limited number of studies found that consumers’ 

psychological gender may contribute to consumers’ perceptions of a brand. For 

example, males possessing strong feminine personalities may have more favorable 

attitudes toward feminine brand images (Vitz and Johnson 1965, Fry 1973).  

2.3.2 Problems with Current Gender-Brand Research 

Though review of gender and brand literature suggests that both gender identity 

and brand equity are complex constructs, previous research linking gender identity 

and brand equity only addressed a single aspect of the two constructs. As a result, 

only limited and possibly biased information is gained about gender and consumers’ 

brand perceptions. 

First, gender has been used interchangeably with sex in most studies, because 

the dichotomous variable provides a comfort zone for researchers to measure and 

interpret the marketing implications of sex. However, this approach overlooks the 

difference between genders and leaves important gender similarity questions 

unanswered (Gilligan 1982, Maccoby and Jacklin 1974). Additionally, much of 
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research is based on the underlying gender ideology that healthy individuals should 

develop and display appropriate gender attitudes and behaviors, leading to biased 

research and distorted representations of complex phenomena in gender-related 

consumption (Hirchman 1993, Palan 2001).  

Today’s consumers are increasingly preoccupied with refashioning their personal 

identities, especially their sexuality, out of cultural symbols (Kacen 2000; McCracken 

1988). Brands serve as cultural symbols for consumers to reflect their self-identity. 

Additionally, consumers use brand to create a desired self-image (Belk, 1988; Kacen 

2000; Kates 2002). As consumers’ gender identity plays an essential part to construct 

individuals’ actual self and ideal self (Bem 1981; Thompson 1996), the limited 

application of gender as a mere demographic variable could not be able to capture 

the implications of gender identity in consumers’ brand perceptions. As such, there is 

an urgent need to incorporate multi-facet gender identity to understand the impact of 

gender effects on consumers’ brand consumption.   

Second, most gender-brand studies only use one single brand equity measure, 

brand attitude, and this limited measure does not always provide guidelines for 

marketing actions. For example, when Procter & Gamble (hereafter, P&G) acquired 

Old Spice in 1991, the brand was perceived as outdated and boring and was losing 

momentum on key measures such as price premium and brand attitude. Rather than 

dropping the weak brand, the brand group in P&G found that Old Spice is associated 

with mariner man and male/female relationship. By building strong gender and brand 

association, evoking consumers’ sense of masculinity, and creating unique gendered 
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brand relationship, the brand group has made Old Spice a popular choice (Krishnan 

1996). The case suggests that gender identity should be manifested in brand 

relationship management, and brand perception issues, including brand attitude, 

brand association, and brand relationship, should all be understood to provide 

diagnostics of brand potentials to brand managers.  

The third issue is the lack of underlying mechanism to theoretically investigate 

the dynamic relationship between gender identity and brand perceptions. Previous 

research has documented that consumers’ gender identity, including sex, 

psychological gender, and gender attitude, all contributes to their product and brand 

consumptions (Gould and Stern 1989; Fischer and Arnold 1990, 1994: Palan 2001). 

However, there are mixed results with regard to gender and consumers’ perceptions. 

For example, individuals with masculinity gender identity exhibit stronger information 

processing (Kempf et al. 1997, Palan et al. 2001), while females and individuals with 

femininity identity may develop more positive attitudes toward products and brands 

(Gainer 1993; Jaffe and Berger 1988; Worth et al. 1992) and get more engaged in 

relationships with products and brands (Arnold and Bianchi 2001; Darwal et al. 1992). 

As the current study is interested in understanding consumers’ perceptions of 

consumer-based brand equity, a critical question is whether gender identity can 

consistently predict multi-facets of consumer-based brand equity. Some researchers 

suggested that consumers’ involvement and self connection may be important links 

between gender and consumers perceptions (Fischer and Arnold 1994; McCabe 

2001; Sirgy 1982). As such, this dissertation seeks to address this research gap by 
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investigating the possible relationship between gender identity and brand equity 

through the lens of self congruency in brand relationship building.  

2.3.3 Self Congruency and Brand Relationship 

The notion of self image as a “totality of the individual’s thoughts and feelings 

having reference to himself as an object” has been widely accepted by psychologists 

(Rosenburg 1979, P. 7). Self image can significantly impact consumer behaviors 

because consumers tend to purchase products and brands that are consistent with 

their own self images (Ross 1971; Sirgy 1982).  

Self image and its implications have received considerable attention in the recent 

marketing literature. Sirgy (1982, 1986) developed self congruity theory, and the crux 

of self congruity is that consumers prefer certain products or brands that are 

consistent with their self images or can enhance their self images. The rationale 

behind this connection is based on two important self-concept motives –self 

consistency and self esteem. First, people tend to behave consistently with the view 

of self, and they would like to choose certain products or brands that can provide a 

sense of comfort and a representation of self-image. Second, people tend to seek 

experiences that can enhance their self images. Certain products and brands can 

serve as mirrors, allowing consumers to see positive reflections about themselves 

and further present the positive side of self, such as pride and pleasure, to others 

(Aaker 1999; Chebat et al. 2006; Sirgy 1982, 1986). The self congruity theory also 

indicates that self-concept is not a unitary construct; rather, it possesses dynamic and 

relatively conflicting traits that may exist in a person’s self-concept (Aaker 1999;  
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Sirgy 1982, 1986). 

The idea of self congruity is consistent with the concept of brand relationship. 

Brands, as attitude objects, have long been used for self expression purpose by 

consumers (Aaker 1997, 1999; Belk 1988). However, it is not until recent years when 

marketing scholars began to empirically understand the role of self congruency in 

brand relationship management. As DeChernatony and McDonald (1997) indicated 

that “just as people take care in choosing friends who have a similar personality to 

themselves, so brands, which are symbolic of particular images, are chosen with the 

same concern” (P. 145). As such, a brand as a way of self expression makes it an 

important partner with consumers rather than a mere object (Aaker 1997, Fournier 

1998). The interaction between brand image and consumers’ self-concept leads to a 

so-called self image/brand image congruity, which in turn affects consumers’ brand 

perceptions and preferences (Aaker 1999; Quester et al 2000; Sirgy et al 2000). 

Additionally, once consumers’ self identity is established, they will be even more 

motivated to protect the meta self belief, and as a result, they will become brand loyal 

and commit themselves to the brand (Ericksen and Sirgy 1989; Kressmann et al 2006; 

Sirgy 1982, 1986). Accordingly, a successful brand should possess easily identified 

personalities that allow consumers to build a congruent relationship with the brand.  

The congruity between gender, the most important and central part of self, and 

brand has a profound effect on consumers’ brand choices. Sirgy (1981, 1986) 

explained consumers’ engagement in consumption of brands that are congruent with 

their gender-images and stated that gendered self can generate strong effects of 
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congruity with regard to brand choices. For example, consumers prefer goods or 

spokespersons that match their sense of masculinity and femininity (Fry 1971; Worth 

et al. 1992). Consumers also seek gender cues from products and brands. Debevec 

and Iyer (1986) suggested that consumers label some products as either masculine 

or feminine, but not both at the same time. Additionally, their determinations are 

influenced by the gender of the spokesperson. Consumers are more involved with 

gendered self-expression through brands, because traditionally sex typed products 

are no longer considered a products typical for one sex versus the other (Kates 2002; 

Tuncay 2005).   

Gender identity influences consumers’ brand perceptions through creating brand 

meanings for consumers. McCracken’s (1988) model of meaning transfer asserts that 

such meaning originates in the culturally constitute word, moves into goods through 

fashion system, word of mouth, reference groups, and the media, and finally moves 

from goods to consumers. For example, the meaning embedded in consumers’ 

gender identity can get into a brand as the brand allows them to build congruency 

between gendered self image and brand image. The ability of brand to express and 

create self image further leads to strong consumer and brand relationship 

(McCracken 1989). In the meaning transfer process, brand connections serve as 

motivation factors in consumers’ decision process. Gainer (1993) proposed that 

consumers’ motivation for product involvement is an intermediate step between 

consumer characteristics related to gender and consumer behavior toward a product. 

In the same vein, brand connection is an important mediator between gender identity 
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and brand perceptions.  

Brand connections tap into human needs and motivations. Human needs and 

motivations can be either utilitarian or expressive (Hirschman and Holbrook 1982). 

Thus, brand connections can be classified as either functional or self-expressive 

(Bhat and Reddy 1998; Sirgy et al. 2000). Consumers may view brand functionality 

and expressiveness as two separate phenomena, but have no any trouble of linking 

with a brand that have both functional and symbolic appeals (Bhat and Reddy 1998). 

Both functional brand connection and self-brand connection satisfy consumers’ 

needs at different levels and further motivate them to continued brand consumptions.  

Self-brand connection is defined as “the intention to measure the extent to which 

individuals have incorporated brands into their self concept” (Escalas and Bettman 

2005, P. 380). Individuals mental representations of self depend on not only a 

distinctive self concept compared with others but also a social aspect of self, such as 

relationship with others (Brewer and Gardner 1996). Recent research indicates that 

consumers use congruency between brand associations and self-image associations 

to create their own self identity and further demonstrate the identity to others (Escalas 

and Bettman 2005). In the process, self-brand connections further consumers’ 

satisfaction and trust, leading to long-lasting consumer-brand relationship (Aaker 

1999; Hess and Story 2005). 

Functional brand connection, on the other hand, refers to the match between 

consumers’ needs of utilitarian brand features and their perceptions of how the brand 

is perceived along the same features (Kressmann et al 2006). These utilitarian 
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features are concrete, tangible, and observable (Chebat et al 2006). Functional brand 

connection and self-brand connection may have different impacts on consumers’ 

brand perceptions under various situations (Hess and Story 2005; Woodside 2004).  

2.4 Research Context 

2.4.1 Cultural Context 

Consumers’ dispositions and behaviors are not only affected by their own 

makeup, but also by their cultural environments through a norm and belief system 

(Arnould and Thompson 2005; Doran 2002; Overby et al. 2004). The globalization of 

markets impels greater attention to cultural dimensions of consumers’ brand 

perceptions and brand choices (Alden et al. 1999; Coulter et al. 2003; Dong and 

Helms 2001; Tse et al. 1989). In this study, a framework (Figure 1) is proposed to 

assess the relationship between Generation Y-aged U.S. and Chinese consumers’ 

gender identity and brand equity. The selection of consumers from these two distinct 

cultural and market settings provides an opportunity to investigate cultural 

dimensions of the gender identity – brand equity relationship. 

Culture has strong implications on consumer behavior (Arnold 2001; Arnould and 

Thompson 2005; Hofstede 1997). Culture is shared by the general population in 

society and allows individuals to communicate with one another, culture can evolve 

and transmit from one generation to another generation, and culture comprises all the 

values, attitudes, norms, language, religions, artifacts, and social organizations within 

a society (Arnould and Thompson 2006; Triandis and Suh 2002). As marketing 

literature has documented many cross-cultural differences in consumers’ information 
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processing, perceptions, and buying behavior (e.g. Allen 1999; Doran 1997, Erderm 

et al. 2006), it becomes clear that many consumer phenomena and theories are not 

generalizable across culture. This spurred great interest and curiosity for this study to 

understand whether the relationship between gender identity and CBBE differ across 

cultures.  

Cross-cultural research requires that there are meaningful within-country 

commonalities and between-country differences (Dawar and Parker 1994; 

Steenkamp et al. 1999). In terms of brand perceptions, there is a severe paucity of 

research other than the United States. The comparison between the U.S. and China 

provides not only a an opportunity to validate the western-originated theories in a 

replication study, but also a natural experiment environment (Tse et al. 1989, p. 470) 

to investigate brand consumptions in two different cultural settings.  

First, the United States and China are two very distinct cultures identified by 

Hofstede (1997). As demonstrated in Table 7, the U.S. and China are significantly 

different in three out of five Hofstede’s cultural dimensions: China exhibits lower 

individualism, higher power distance, and stronger long term-orientation. National 

culture can determine social norms and roles, as well as individual’s needs, values, 

and decision makings (Dawar and Parker 1994; MaCracken 1988). With distinct 

cultural norms and philosophies, the two cultures assign different meanings to the 

identical products and brands (Doran 2002; Dong and Helms 2001).  
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Table 7 
Comparison of the U.S. and China Cultural Orientations 

 

Cultural Dimensions The U.S China 

Power Distance Great equality between 
societal levels, including 
government, 
organizations, and even 
within families. 

high level of inequality of 
power and wealth within the 
society 

Individualism – 
Collectivism 

High individualistic attitude 
and relatively loose bonds 
with others. 

Emphasis on collective 
values 

Uncertainty Avoidance Relatively fewer rules and 
loose control of result and 
outcomes.  

Slightly lower level of 
uncertainty avoidance 
compared with the U.S. 

Feminine - Masculine Slightly in favor of 
aggressive goal behavior 
or masculinity. 

World average level of 
masculinity 

Long-term Orientation low Very High 
Source: Hofstede (2003) 

Second, the two countries represent different market situations. The United 

States represents a post developed economy, and it is also the most researched 

market in the world. China, on the other hand, is a transitional economy which is 

relatively little known (Doran 2002). However, China is the one of the fastest-growing 

and one of the rapidly developing economies in the world. In addition, China is four 

times as populous as the United States. By the year of 2020, China will match the 

United States as the world’s largest consumer market (Electronic News, 2006).  

Third, brand penetration is different in the two countries. In a mature consumer 

market, U.S. consumers have more choices of well-developed brands. On the 

contrary, Chinese consumers have relatively limited brand choices due to the 

embryonic stage of brand development in the People’s Republic of China (Hollow 

and Clegg 2006) and of the limited availability of global brands (Tse et al. 1989).  
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2.4.2 Research Population 

Generation is a key issue in understanding the gender identity and brand equity 

connection because generational lifestyle and shared experiences stemming from 

political, economic, social, technological, legal and environmental settings can 

influence consumers’ gender-related behavior (Barak and Stern 1986) and brand 

perceptions (Yan 2003). Generation Y is the population of interest in this study. The 

rationale for focusing on Generation Y-aged consumers is multi-fold. First, this 

generation represents the most relevant market segmentation for understanding 

gender and brand relationships. In the United States, Generation Y is defined as 

those who were born between 1977 and 1994 (Lasalle 2002/2003). Compared with 

the older generations such as baby boomers, Generation Y has grown up in an era 

where consumption is embedded with symbolic meaning instead of a simple act of 

purchasing. Consequently, Generation Y is more likely to actively seek sexual 

fulfillment through consumption and congruency between self image and brand 

image (O’Cass and Lim 2002).  

Formative experiences define Generation Y (Nobel et al. 2002). Since 

generational segmentation is defined by formative life experiences, same-aged 

consumers in China are used to minimize systematic error associated with 

comparisons between the two groups. These young consumers in the U.S. and 

China share more similarities than those of other generations. They both are 

characterized as being more uniqueness-oriented, individualistic, fashion-conscious, 

and information savvy than their progenitors (Lasalle 2002/2003; Stanat 2005). Yet, 
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Chinese young consumers are experiencing unprecedented economic growth and 

social change as China develops as a major consumer market. They are more 

optimistic for the future, excited for consumerism, and open to products and brands 

from foreign countries (Stanat 2005). Regardless of the similarities and differences, 

Generation Y serves as a critical market in both countries: China’s Generation 

Y-aged consumers represents  approximately 240 million people (Stanat 2005), 

while the U.S. Generation Y represent 60 million consumers, the biggest consumer 

market in U.S. history (Backwell and Mitchell 2003). In both cases, Generation 

Y-aged consumers are forecasted to have a significant impact on consumer spending. 

Accordingly, Generation Y represents a key market for the present and the future.  

2.4.3 Product Context 

 There are several considerations to select a product category that can fit the 

purpose of the study. One of the overarching challenges is selection of a product 

category that has characteristics that can be viewed as either masculine or feminine. 

Accordingly, there must be some implicit gender effects inculcated within the selected 

product category. Moreover, the product category should be familiar to and relevant 

for the focal population: Generation Y-aged consumers in both the U.S. and China.  

Based on these challenges, personal care products were selected for the 

research context. Personal care products are fairly ubiquitous in the sense that 

virtually all young consumers use these products. Young consumers – whether 

combating the challenges of skin problems or emulating pop star appearances – are 

traditional targeted segments for personal care products. In the U.S. and China, MTV, 
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the Internet and fashion magazines are replete with advertisements for branded 

personal care products. Brands ranging from Cover Girl to Maybelline have had a 

long-standing tradition of targeting younger consumers. By definition, personal care 

products may facilitate self-expression without permanence and providing young 

consumers with the flexibility to select branded offerings that can change their image 

or be aligned with popular trends. 

Do personal care products inculcate gender identity issues? In Marketing Week, 

King of Shaves founder Will King discussed his plans to launch toothpaste for men, 

asserting: We have gender specific products for pretty much every category in the 

personal care market , and why should the dental category still be unisex (Stokes 

2006)? Other marketers delving into the growing personal care market include 

Clinique, Jack Black, Nivea for men, and Neutrogena for men. Ester Lauder is even 

taking a very bold step to introduce a makeup line: Aramis for men (Thompson 2005). 

Aramis product line includes products for skin blemishes and wrinkles, as 

self-improvement tools. It is expected that personal care products are becoming more 

gender specific, making the products a possible choice for gender identity 

construction.    

Besides the fact that they can meet the above-stated criteria, personal care 

products are considered intimate products that help invent and transform consumers’ 

self images (Coulter et al. 2003), and are often used for expression of sexuality 

(Business Week 2006; Kates 2002). As such, personal care products are ideally 

suited to the present study. 
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5. Research Model and Hypotheses 

5.1 Research Model 

 

 

In order to fulfill this study’s aim and objectives, a literature-derived model of 

gender identity and consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) is formulated and it is 

placed in figure 1. The model illustrates the predicted relationship between gender 

identity and brand relationships. It is important to reiterate that gender identity is a 

multi-dimensional construct that includes sex, psychological gender, and gender role 

attitudes, while consumer-based brand equity is a complex construct that 

encompasses salience equity, attitudinal equity, and relationship equity. Self-brand 

connection and functional brand connection serve as mediators to link gender identity 

and CBBE. 

 
Gender 
-Sex 
-Psychological 
Gender 

-Gender Role 
Attitudes 

 

Self-Brand 
Connection 

Salience Equity 
-Brand Awareness 
/Association 
-Brand Uniqueness 

Attitudinal Equity 
-Brand Attitudes 
-Perceived Quality 
-Perceived Value 

Relationship Equity 
-Brand Loyalty 
-Brand Attachment 

Functional Brand 
Connection 

Consumer Based Brand 
Equity 

Figure 1: Research Model 

U.S. China
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2.5.2 Research Hypotheses 

Figure 1 presents a research model with all hypothesized relationships. The 

following section will further elaborate the relationship between constructs and show 

how they are linked together.  

2.5.2.1 Impact of Gender Identity on Brand Connections 

 The focal antecedent in this study is gender identity. According to gender identity 

theories, it is necessary to look beyond physiological sex to explore the impact of 

multiple gender effects due to the fact that the observable differences between the 

sexes are multifactorial rather than unifactorial in structure. In other words, men and 

women do not exhibit all of the attributes, roles, and behaviors expected of their 

sexes based on socially accepted stereotypes, even those who present a strong 

unambiguous gender identity (Bem 1981; Deaux and Major 1987; Spence 1993). 

Gender theories, especially multifactorial gender identity theory, provide a theoretical 

foundation to empirically test other aspects of gender, including psychological gender 

and gender role attitudes, on consumers’ gender related behaviors.  

 As shown in figure 1, the three key aspects of gender affect consumers’ 

perceptions of brand equity through consumer-brand connections. Brand 

connections are key mediating variables in the model. Brand connections concern 

about how consumers psychologically connect themselves with the brand they 

purchase. When a brand is considered important to individuals’ self esteem or is 

costly in terms of money, time, and psychological efforts, it is likely to result in strong 

connections between the individuals and the brand. This, in turn, may lead to an 
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evaluation of relevant information about the brand and to a fairly complex 

decision-making process (Hess and Story 2005; Ng and Houston 2006; Woodside 

2004).  

 Previous marketing literature suggests that consumers’ self-view and social role 

expectation lead to different levels of motivations and different perceptions of brand 

importance (Bloch and Richins 1983; Ng and Houston 2006; Sirgy 1982). Gender 

identity guides consumers to match their self-concept with brand images (Fry 1971; 

Sirgy 1982; Thompson 1996). The greater the match between brand image and a 

consumer’s gender identity, the more likely that the consumer will be motivated to 

patronize the brand. 

2.5.2.1.1 Sex and Brand Perceptions 

Though gender theories suggest that sex alone cannot explain complex gender 

phenomena, sex is the most used variable to explain gender differences in consumer 

research. It is necessary to first test the effect of sex on brand perceptions. Men and 

women were found different in certain cognitive abilities. Meyers-Levy and Sternthal 

(1991) examined sex differences in elaboration of message cues, and suggested that 

men tend to use a selective and heuristic mode of processing and make judgment on 

the basis of single cues, while women are more likely to use a comprehensive 

processing mode on the basis of all available cues. Palan et al. (2001) found that 

men are more likely to focus on object related cues, while women are more likely to 

attend to personal cues. As such, men appear to recognize and attend to concrete 

and tangible brand attributes, and women exhibit a more embracing tendency toward 
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brands as they focus on intangible attributes and find a special meaning with a brand 

(Hogg and Garrow 2003; Kempf et al. 1997).  

Traditionally, women are responsible for household shopping, “women are 

trained to shop - to shop around a lot. Men find the browsing aspect of buying boring.” 

(Fischer and Arnold 1990, P. 336). Women are more likely to regard brand shopping 

as an important task and learn to develop attitudes toward different brands. 

Consumer researchers have also noted sex differences in social behaviors. Women 

tend to have greater awareness of social meanings in a product (Fischer and Arnold 

1990; McCracken 1988), are more likely to attach to an object (Wallendorf and 

Arnould 1988), and may better find a partnership relationship through possessions of 

symbolic products and brands (Hirschman 1987). On the other hand, men tend to 

rationalize purchase decisions and rather than focus on brand relationship (Fischer 

and Arnold 1990, 1994; Zeithamal 1985).  

Sex role is sensitive in different cultural contexts. It is necessary to view sex in 

China from its unique historical contexts. China has been a masculine society during 

its long history. However, traditional sex roles have been dramatically challenged 

since 1949. Chinese Communist Party and the CCP government mandated to raise 

women’s status by launching a nationwide Women’s Emancipation Movement (Zhou 

et al. 2004). On one hand, the movement liberated Chinese women, making them 

independent through employment and family decision-making power. On the other 

hand, it discouraged women to be feminine. Women should act like men, from the 

way they dress to the way they work. Though women were motivated to hold up half 
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the sky, they began to face dilemma since soon. Later on, the economic reform since 

the 1980s has a double edged effect on Chinese women. The market economy 

provides more opportunities for women’s education and career and allows them to 

express their femininity, but put an unequal pressure on them at the same time 

(Higgins et al. 2002; Zhou et al. 2004). Rather than the earlier efforts to emancipate 

themselves from their housework duties, women now are eager to return to the family 

(Higgins et al. 2002). Household shopping, including shopping personal care 

products for the family, becomes women’s responsibility.  

The economic reform also leads to changing consumption values that are more 

consistent with western society (Tse et al. 1989, Chia et al. 1997). Chinese women 

are now aware of the sex difference in terms of dressing and looking. They actively 

use brands to celebrate their womanhood. Brands become symbols for Chinese 

women to connect themselves with the world, because brands is a viable means to 

express a changing self and to minimize the conflicts and stress with role change in a 

transitional economy (Coulter et al. 2003). Meanwhile, Chinese men focus on 

material success, and they rely on concrete criteria for judgment (Zhou et al. 2004). 

Furthermore, there is insufficient theoretical rationale that men in China would be 

different in terms of gender cognitions and motivations with respect to men in the U.S. 

Based on the above discussion, it is posited: 

H1a: There is a difference between men and women in terms of brand 

association. 

H1b: There is a difference between men and women in terms of brand 
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uniqueness. 

 H1c: There is a difference between men and women in terms of brand attitudes. 

   H1d: There is a difference between men and women in terms of perceived 

quality/value. 

H1e: There is a difference between men and women in terms of brand loyalty. 

H1f: There is a difference between men and women in terms of brand attachment 

If sex can account for consumer-based brand equity directly, would there be an 

indirect link between sex and CBBE too? Fischer and Arnold (1990, 1994) found a 

significant relationship between sex and product involvement, and Gainer (1993) 

explicitly stated that product involvement is a full mediator to explain the relationship 

between sex and consumers’ art attendance. With regard to consumers brand 

perceptions, it is possible that brand connections serve as intermediate steps for sex 

and CBBE. Sirgy (1982) indicated that consumers’ physiological gender affects how 

consumers see the product or brand match their gendered self image, and if there is 

a self-congruity, consumers would have favorable evaluations and emotions toward 

the product or brand. It was suggested that women tend to pay more attention to the 

symbolic meaning embedded in a brand and are more likely to associate a brand with 

their own life (Hogg and Garrow 2003). It is expected that there is a direct link 

between consumers’ physiological gender and self-brand connection. Furthermore, 

self-brand connection is a key predictor for consumers’ brand evaluations and 

emotions (Aaker 1999; Chebat et al 2006). Therefore, it is hypothesized: 

H2a: Self-brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and brand 
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association.  

H2b: Self-brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and brand 

uniqueness. 

H2c: Self-brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and brand 

attitudes. 

H2d: Self-brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and perceived 

quality/value.  

H2e: Self-brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and brand 

loyalty.  

H2f: Self-brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and brand 

attachment. 

Like self-brand connection, functional brand connection has been demonstrated 

to affect consumers’ motivations (Sirgy et al 1991). Generally speaking, functional 

brand connection requires more cognitive effort than self-brand connection (Sirgy et 

al 2000). For example, experience shopper may evaluate a brand on the basis of 

brand reputation, brand functionality, and knowledge of the brand sales person, while 

shoppers with little experience may be motivated by simple brand cues, such as the 

self-congruity with the brand (Sirgy et al 2000). It was suggested that men are more 

likely to focus on utilitarian objects, such as price, and women are more likely to pay 

attention to the expressive features of a brand (Palan et al. 2001). There is a 

relationship between physiological sex and consumers’ functional brand connections. 

Additionally, functional brand connection can influence consumers’ cognition and 
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patronage toward a brand (Chebat et al. 2006; Sirgy et al. 2000). Hence, the 

hypotheses regarding the mediation role of functional brand connection are stated as:   

H3a: Functional brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and 

brand association.  

H3b: Functional brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and 

brand uniqueness. 

H3c: Functional brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and 

brand attitudes. 

H3d: Functional brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and 

perceived quality/value.  

H3e: Functional brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and 

brand loyalty.  

H3f: Functional brand connection mediates the relationship between sex and 

brand attachment. 

2.5.2.1.2 Psychology Gender and Brand Connections 

Although much of marketing literature has studied sex difference as the sole 

gender difference based on the assumption: men are masculine and women are 

feminine, there is considerable evidence that individual’s gender identity is not 

necessarily consistent with one’s psychological sex (Bem 1981;Palan 2001;Spence 

1985, 1993). According to gender schema theory and multifactorial gender identity 

theory, masculinity and femininity are orthogonal psychological gender traits and 

individuals can identify with both traits to varying degrees. The concept of androgyny 
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actually states that individuals may possess masculine and feminine traits in 

relatively balanced proportions, leading to emotional maturity (Bem 1974a, 1993). 

 Psychological gender, including masculinity and femininity, can affect consumers’ 

product and brand choices (Fry 1971; Jaffe 1991; Vitz and Johnson 1965; Worth et al. 

1992). Under certain situation, such as gift shopping and art attendance, 

psychological gender may explain more differences in consumer behaviors than sex.  

Previous research suggests that femininity serves as a strong predictor of art 

involvement (Gainer 1993), fashion consciousness (Gould and Stern 1989), and 

Christmas gift shopping (Fischer and Arnold 1990, 1994). As the concern of brand 

perceptions, feminine individuals tend to demonstrate associative and imagery-laced 

interpretations and build personal connections with the brand. Feminine individuals 

use personal experience (e.g. the feminist movement, popular cultures) to form brand 

image and to challenge the appropriateness of brand identity when they perceive a 

mismatch between gender and a brand (Hogg and Garrow 2003). Meanwhile, 

masculine individuals are involved with congruency with self image and brand image. 

Vitz and Johnston (1965) found a significant positive correlation between masculine 

personality and masculine cigarette brand image, and Worth et al. (1992) suggested 

that consumers prefer beers and jeans with gender image that is consistent with 

masculinity self-rating.  

Regarding cross cultural effect, previous research suggests that the concept of 

masculinity and femininity also apply to China. Chinese individuals’ psychology 

gender has a profound effect on their decision making and lifestyle choices (Lam and 
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Chang 2007). Chang (2006) used Chinese sample to examine psychology gender in 

advertising. The result indicated that the congruency between gender psychology 

and advertised brand image lead to positive brand evaluation. As such, there is no 

cross-cultural difference with respect to self-brand connection. It is proposed that: 

H4a: There exists a positive relationship between femininity and self-brand 

connections. 

H4b: There exists a positive relationship between masculinity and self-brand 

connections. 

 A feminine gender identity is guided by a communal orientation, whereas a 

masculine gender identity is guided by an agentic (self) orientation (Bem 1974a, 

1981). The different orientations lead them to present different self images through 

self-brand connections, and the orientations might influence consumers’ perceptions 

of importance of brand functions. Palan et al. (2001) suggested that masculine 

individuals are object-focused, and they selectively focus on a few product cues such 

as product functionalities. For example, high masculine consumers prefer personal 

care brands that satisfy their simple needs of hygiene and manly scent such as Old 

Spice, because they like the way that things are simple and practical as in the good 

old days (Bittar 2004; Business Week 2006). Furthermore, Kempf et al. (1997) 

asserted that masculine individuals have high information processing confidence, 

because they rely on logical reasoning to evaluate tangible product features. Chang 

(2006) examined Chinese sample and concluded that individuals scored high in 

masculinity would focus more on functional perceptions when evaluating advertised 
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brands. Thus, masculine personality may have a direct impact on consumers’ 

functional brand connection for consumers in the two countries.  

There is limited research regarding femininity and consumer’s utilitarian needs. 

However, giving the communal nature of feminine individuals, they assure that a 

product or a brand can meet the needs of themselves and others. Moreover, feminine 

individuals are actively involved in shopping (Fischer and Arnold 1991, 1994), and 

they should have good knowledge regarding brand attributes and benefits. Thus, 

there is a correlation between femininity and functional brand connections too.  

H4c: There exists a positive relationship between masculinity and functional 

brand connection. 

H4b: There exists a relationship between femininity and functional brand 

connection. 

2.5.2.1.3 Gender Role Attitudes and Brand Connections 

Besides sex and psychological gender, gender role attitude can independently 

explain gender related consumer behaviors (Fischer and Arnold 1990, 1994; Palan 

2001). Gender role attitude refers to the belief about socially desirable roles for men 

and women (Spence 1993). The attitude ranges from egalitarian to traditional. 

Egalitarian individuals believe that the same roles are accepted for women and men, 

while traditional individuals believe that different roles are appropriate for men (e.g. 

breadwinner) and women (e.g. child care giver). Up to today, gender role perceptions 

are progressive yet traditional (Koerning and Granitz 2006). 

Men and women with egalitarian attitudes behave differently, because their 



 97

reference point for what counts as traditional gender behavior may differ. Egalitarian 

women are more likely to have careers in high paying field, and their income could 

allow them to look beyond the functional features of brand to seek self-expression 

(Fischer and Arnold 1990; Schaninger and Buss 1985). On the contrary, traditional 

women are more inclined to shop in a conventional manner; that is, they emphasize 

more on the utilitarian aspects of a brand (Fischer and Arnold 1994). Given the 

expectation that traditional women are more involved in household works, they have 

better familiarity with the features and functional benefits of a brand. 

 Relative to men with traditional attitudes, men with egalitarian attitudes consider 

shopping for grooming products acceptable for themselves. Such men dare to 

purchase and use grooming products, and like to spend time and money to shop for a 

brand that struck the right balance of self image. As reported by Business Week 

(2006, P54), a non-traditional young man carefully selected Neutrogena Rain Bath 

over other bath brand like Axe and Adidas, because it is hard for a grown man to take 

himself seriously by using those brands. On the other hand, men with traditional 

gender role attitudes are less likely to care the self expression of a bath brand if they 

only perform men’s work (e.g. working outside of home). For them, “shopping – that is 

my wife’s department” (Fischer and Arnold 1990, P. 337), and a brand that simply 

does a good job of cleaning would be perfect for them (Business Week 2006).  

 Gender role attitudes may vary across culture, because gender roles are 

culturally defined (Chia et al. 1997). Compared with western countries, china has a 

relatively conservative sexual culture (Chia et al. 1997; Higgins et al. 2002). Yet, in 
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both the U.S and China, women are expected to do more domestic works and have 

less prestigious jobs than men, and the two societies still expect and reward the 

differentiation of gender role (Higgins et al. 2002; McKeen and Bu 2005).  

Though gender inequity still exists, Women’ Liberation Movement in North 

American and Women’s emancipation movement in China have generated some 

incredible changes for both countries. The young generation endorses more 

egalitarian gender role attitudes than other generations (McKeen and Bu 2005). As a 

matter of fact, Chinese youth is equally gender egalitarian as American youth (Chang 

1999). In both cultures, individuals with egalitarian gender role attitudes exhibit strong 

aspirations and self-concepts (McKeen and Bu 2005; Zhou 2006). As the relatively 

similar discrepancies of gender role attitudes exist in both countries, it is expected 

that there is no cross-cultural difference with respect to brand connections. Based on 

these discussions, it is suggested that:  

H5a: There is a positive (inverse) relationship between egalitarian (traditional) 

gender role attitudes and self-brand connection. 

H5b: There is an inverse (positive) relationship between egalitarian (traditional) 

gender role attitudes and functional brand connection. 
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2.5.2.2 Relationship between Brand Connections and Consumer-Based Brand Equity 

 Previous research suggests that brand connections precedes consumers brand 

perceptions and choices (Aaker 1999; Sirgy 1982, 1986, Sirgy et al. 2000). Yet, 

measuring brand connections without measuring its relationship with brand equity 

does not help predict future consumer behavior. To fully understand, explain, and 

predict gender related brand consumption, the relationship between brand 

connections and consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) needs to be investigated.  

Because the positive effect of individuals’ motivations (e.g. brand connections) on 

consumers’ perceptions and choices has been well established in multiple cultural 

context (e.g. Coulter et al. 2003; Erdem et al. 2006; Quester et al. 2000), it is not 

expected that relationship between brand connections and CBBE would be different 

across the U.S. and Chinese consumers. 

2.5.2.2.1 Effect of Brand Connections on Salience Equity 

  The salience brand equity, consisting of brand awareness/association and 

brand uniqueness, captures the image of a brand in consumers’ memory. Brand 

awareness and brand association play fundamental roles in most conceptualizations 

of CBBE (Aaker 1991, 1996, Kapferer 1992; Keller 1993). Following Yoo and Donthu 

(2001), the study combines brand awareness and brand association together to 

assess potential consumers’ ability to recognize and recall a brand, and further to link 

the brand with other things in the memory. 

  The strength of brand awareness/association depends on the strength of its 

registry and the level of association in consumers’ memory network (Keller 1993, 
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Berry 2000). Consumers’ memory network is a series of nodes that represent stored 

semantic concepts, including brand name, brand characteristics, advertising about 

the brand, and etc. (Mowen and Minor 2001). When a node is activated, a total 

package of associations will bring to consumers mind as a schema. According to 

schema theory, a schema is “a cognitive structure that represents organized 

knowledge about a concept or stimulus” (Fiske and Taylor 1991, P. 98). When new 

information is congruent with previously held thoughts, the information will be easily 

assimilated into the existing schema. Over time, these beliefs will be enhanced in the 

schema as consumers receive more confirmatory input (Mowen and Minor 2001). 

Furthermore, self-schema, knowledge about self, can direct consumers’ attention and 

build positive association to the self-congruent object (Wheeler et al. 2005).  

 Functional brand connection and self-brand connection can add consistent 

information to consumers’ schema and create ease of retrieval. Product attributes 

and customer benefits are the most salient brand associations (Aaker 1991). When a 

brand can satisfy consumers’ basic needs and solve their problems, they are likely to 

have the brand in their consideration set and store the brand image in memory. 

Moreover, consumers’ schematic self leads them to pay more attention to a brand 

that reflects a mental representation of self, and to form positive an association with 

the brand (Escalas and Bettman 2005; NG and Houston 2006). Therefore: 

H6a: There is a positive relationship between functional brand connection and 

brand awareness/association. 
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H6b: There is a positive relationship between self-brand connection and brand 

awareness/association. 

 A similar relationship may exist with respect to brand uniqueness as well. Brand 

uniqueness measures how consumers perceive a brand as distinct relative to 

competitors. By providing unique values to customers, a brand can differentiate itself 

from competitors and build a strong image in consumers’ mind (Aaker 1991, 1996; 

Netemeyer et al. 2004). To create a unique brand, it is important to assure that 

functions of a brand meet consumers’ expectation. When positive brand information 

is confirmed, brand familiarity will occur. Brand familiarity, in turn, will positively affect 

brand uniqueness (Chaudhuri 2002). As the concern of self-brand relationship, 

self-brand connection can activate the schematic self aspects, that is, consumers’ 

ideas of what they can possibly become, what they expect to become, and what they 

are afraid of becoming (Markus and Nurius 1986). If consumers see themselves 

through the brand, they regard the brand as superior compared with other brands 

(Aaker 1999, Escalas and Bettman 2005). Hence, 

H6c: There is a positive relationship between functional brand connection and 

brand uniqueness. 

H6d: There is a positive relationship between self-brand connection and brand 

uniqueness.  

2.5.2.2.2 Effect of Brand Connections on Attitudinal Equity 

 Attitudinal equity, including brand attitudes and perceived quality/value, refers to 

consumers’ evaluation and attitudinal preference toward a brand. Brand attitude has 
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long been considered an indicator of brand equity. For example, Baldinger (1996) 

found that two-thirds of all studied brands have market share increases when brand 

attitudes become more positive. Brand attitudes are formed as a result of consumers’ 

cognitive processing and affective response (MacKenzie and Lutz 1989; Voss et al. 

2003).  

 Balance theory can explain the formation and change of consumers’ attitude. 

According to the theory, there are two types of relations between any two separate 

entities: unit and sentiment relation. While unit relationship is grounded in cognitions, 

sentiment relation is grounded in affection (Heider 1958). As people have a 

preference to maintain a balanced state, they tend to create positive relationship 

between two entities. Thus, if a brand possesses a given attribute or provides a 

specific benefit, if a consumer perceives the attribute and benefit, a positive unit 

relation forms. Consequently, consumers will have favorable attitudes toward the 

brand (Woodside 2004). In the same vein, self-brand connection can lead to positive 

sentiment relation, resulting in positive brand attitudes (Woodside 2004). Based on 

the discussions, it is hypothesized that: 

H7a: There is a positive relationship between functional brand connection and 

brand attitudes. 

H7b: There is a positive relationship between self-brand connection and brand 

attitudes. 

 Consumers’ attitudes can be represented by their perceptions of brand 

performance such as reliability, durability, and conformance to specifications (Aaker 
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1996), and thus perceived quality and perceived value are also important constructs 

of accessing attitudinal equity. Perceived quality cannot be objectively determined, 

rather, it is consumers’ perceptions or beliefs about the overall brand superiority 

(Keller 1993, 2003). Perceived value is highly correlated with perceived quality 

(Aaker 1996, Netemeyer et al. 2004). Perceived value assesses brand utilities based 

on the perceptions of what is received (e.g. quality) and what is given (e.g. price). 

Following Aaker (1996) and Netemeyer et al. (2004), this study combines the two 

constructs as perceived quality/value to predict brand related response.  

 The relationship between perceived quality/value and connections can be 

explained by the theory of mean-end chain. The mean-end chain approach suggests 

that a consumer has a cognitive structure that holds brand relationship at different 

levels of abstraction (Gutman 1997, Woodside 2004). The lowest level depicts brand 

attributes that are either concrete or abstract, and the higher abstraction level is 

consumers’ outcomes such as the overall value or payoff from using the brand. As 

consumers obtain intrinsic and extrinsic brand attributes, quality and value judgment 

can be inferred through their experience with the brand (Kirmani and Zeithaml 1993). 

This is consistent with Van Osselaer et al’s (2000) finding that there is a direct 

association between consumer learning and brand equity. Both functional connection 

and self-brand connection are built on consumers’ learning and experience (Hess 

and Story 2005), and the positive effect may lead to positive perceptions of brand 

quality and value: 
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H7c: There is a positive relationship between functional brand connection and 

perceived quality/value. 

H7d: There is a positive relationship between self-brand connection and perceived 

quality/value. 

2.5.2.2.3 Effect of Relationship Equity on Brand Connections 

 Brand relationship represents the highest stage in CBBE hierarchy (Keller 2003). 

Unlike the other two CBBE dimensions that can exist in a buyer’s mind without actual 

purchase, brand relationship takes place only if a buyer purchase a brand and make 

a conscious decision for continuous purchase. The two brand relationship constructs, 

brand loyalty and brand attachment, are considered important drivers for brand 

profitability (Aaker 1996; Bello and Holbrook 1995; Keller 2003). 

 The significant role of brand connections on brand loyalty has been well observed 

in marketing literature. Using self-congruity theory, Kressmann et al. (2006) 

suggested that both self-congruity and functional congruity can predict brand loyalty. 

The result is supported by involvement literature (Bloch and Richins 1983; Coulter et 

al. 2003), consumer and brand relationship literature (Aaker 1997, 1999; Chaudhuri 

and Holbrook 2001; Fournier 1998), and object love literature (Carroll and Ahuvia 

2006). It is expected that: 

 H8a: There is a positive relationship between functional brand connections and 

brand loyalty. 

 H8b: There is a positive relationship between self-brand connection and brand 

loyalty. 
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 Functional brand connections have a significant effect on brand attachment too. 

Brand attachment is a very strong relationship. Individual who attach themselves with 

a brand perceive the brand as a differentiated and irreplaceable partner (Fournier 

1998; Muniz and Schau 2005). Thomson (2006) compared eight motivation factors 

such as self-actualization, pleasure stimulation, and popularity, and found that 

relatedness (need for a sense of connection) is the strongest indicator of brand 

attachment. Hess and Story (2005) further confirmed that self-brand connection and 

functional connection can directly lead to committed brand relationship. Therefore, 

 H8c: There is a positive relationship between functional brand connections and 

brand attachment. 

 H8d: There is a positive relationship between self-brand connection and brand 

attachment. 

2.5.2.3 Interaction between Functional Brand Connection and Self-Brand Connection 

 Both functional brand connection and self-brand connection can serve as 

purchase motivations and further influence consumers’ perceptions and choices 

(Hess and Story 2005; Sirgy et al. 1991; 2000). The difference is that self-brand 

relationship is more enduring, usually accompanied with emotional investment and 

person attachment (Morgan and Hunt 1994; Sheth and Parvatiyar 1995). According 

to self-congruity theory, self-brand connection may derived from self image and 

further affect consumer behavior through functional brand connections (Kressmann 

et al. 2006; Sirgy et al. 1991; 2000). However, the relative weights given to each 

connection may depend on various situational and consumer related characteristics. 
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Over time, there is no static relationship between functional brand connection and 

self-brand connection (Bhat and Reddy 1998; Hess and Story 2005). Consumer 

brand relationships may have much iteration, from functionally based to personally 

based, and then go back to the other end.  

 For the sake of conceptual clarity, this study follows self-congruity theory and 

suggests that self-brand connection comes first. In other words, self-brand 

connection may bias consumers in the way they process utilitarian information of a 

brand. According to elaboration likelihood model, central or systematic processing 

requires greater cognitive effort than peripheral or heuristic processing (Petty and 

Cacioppo 1986). Utilitarian cues are more likely to be centrally processed, while 

symbolic cues are more likely to be peripherally processed. Functional connection, as 

a psychological evaluation process, may require more cognition elaboration than self 

connection (Kressmann et al. 2006; Sirgy et al. 2000). If self-brand connection is high, 

consumers are likely to form a favorable attitude toward the brand, which in turn 

leads to a positive evaluation of the brand based on functional attributes. Therefore, 

the greater the self-brand connection, the greater the functional brand connection. 

 As a majority of the research was performed in Western cultures, the interaction 

between functional connection and self-brand connection propsed by self congruity 

theory might not hold in China. During the past three decades, China has been 

learning to become a consumer society (Tse et al. 1989). The dramatic shift in 

China’s political ideology with the adoption of market economy has created a 

consumption environment that allows Chinese consumers to have more brand 
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choices. However, the dominant consumption value in China has been utilitarian 

oriented (Tse et al. 1989; Zhang and Harwood 2004). Compared with the American 

consumers, Chinese consumers emphasize more on product features and brand 

utilities (Ji and McNeal 2001; Lin 2001). Chang and Chieng (2006) examined 

consumer-brand relationship in China and suggested that cognitive knowledge 

gained through brand experience is a key antecedent to build connections between 

consumers and brands. It is likely that Chinese consumers will value functional 

connection first and then build self-brand connections based on their satisfaction with 

brand functionalities. Hence,  

H9a: Functional brand connection will affect self-brand connection for Chinese 

consumers. 

H9b: Self-brand connection will affect functional brand connection for the U.S. 

consumers.  

2.5.2.4. Relationship between CBBE Constructs 

 Would the CBBE construct influence each other? As the study focuses on 

understanding how gender identity influence the three perspectives of 

consumer-based brand equity respectively, the relationship of CBBE constructs 

within each perspective needs to be investigated. First, the salience brand equity is 

comprised of brand association and brand uniqueness. The associations consumers 

connect to brands can be activated as nodes in a memory network (Aaker 1991). 

When there is a connection between two nodes, for example, a brand and a celebrity, 

the memory network activation would occur (Collins and Quillian 1969, Anderson 
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1983). However, the network is a fussy structure, and consumers have to recall brand 

information based on the strength of connection between the activating cues and 

other nodes (Krishnan 1996). In the activation process, unique brand features offer a 

simplified heuristic for consumers to make the connections, and thus allow 

consumers to diagnose all the information in their memory by differentiating one 

brand from another brand (Netemeyer et al. 2004). It is proposed that: 

 H10: Consumers’ brand association will positively impact their evaluation of      

brand uniqueness. 

With regard to attitudinal brand equity, the two constructs, brand attitudes and 

perceived quality/value are correlated. Perceived quality/value is considered to be 

the global evaluation of a brand’s overall excellence and superiority, and thus it is 

often used along with brand attitudes to measure consumers’ attitudes toward the 

brands (Aaker 1996; Zeithaml 1988). Compared with brand attitudes, perceived 

quality focuses more on the accumulation of consumers’ judgment on specific brand 

attributes (Anselmsson et al. 2007). Brand attitudes and perceived quality and 

perceived value have been used independently to measure consumer’s brand 

perceptions. Low and Lamb (2000) argued that brand attitudes and perceived 

quality/value may behave as one dimension of consumer-based perceptions of 

brands; however, they are more likely to serve as separate and correlated 

dimensions, especially when consumers are familiar with the brand. Aaker(1996) 

suggested that perceived quality is the result of consumers’ favorable evaluations, 

and Chang and Chieng (2006) indicated that favorable brand attitudes lead to 
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enhanced brand image, including the quality and value of the brand. Furthermore, 

due the accumulative nature of perceived quality/value, it is posited:  

H11: Consumers’ brand attitudes can positively influence consumers’ perceived 

quality/value of the brand.  

The other CBBE perspective is relationship equity, including brand loyalty and 

brand attachment. Brand loyalty is defined as the attitudinal part of loyalty in the study, 

and it measures consumers’ intention to be loyal. Brand attachment addresses the 

emotional bond between a consumer and a brand. The two constructs differ in a few 

critical ways. First, consumers who exhibit loyal attitudes toward a brand may 

consider the brand little centrality or importance in their lives, while consumers who 

are emotionally attached to a brand regard the brand as profound and significant. As 

such, brand attachment has a stronger affective focus (Richins 1994). Second, 

consumers who have an attachment with the brand are committed to maintain their 

relationship with the brand, while this is not a necessary characteristic of brand 

loyalty (Thomson et al. 2005). Third, brand loyalty can be context-dependent or 

situational, while brand attachment would be characterized as proximity maintenance 

and separation distress (Thomson et al. 2005). Previous literature suggests that the 

two constructs are distinct, but they are closely linked. Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) 

found that there is a strong and positive correlation between brand loyalty and brand 

love, the powerful emotional bond with the brand. Thomson et al. (2005) suggested 

that brand attachment can evolve on the basis of attitudinal favorability. Given that 

brand attachment develops over time and is often based on interactions between 



 110

consumers and the attachment brand over certain time periods, it is assumed that 

brand loyalty set a foundation for brand attachment. Therefore, the hypothesis 

regarding brand loyalty and brand attachment is set as:  

H11: Consumers’ brand loyalty can positively influence consumers’ brand 

attachment.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter discusses the methodology employed to empirically test the 

research hypotheses and model proposed in Chapter 2. The research follows the 

process as suggested by Sekaran (2000). Figure 2 illustrates Sekaran’s (2000) 

research framework. Each step illustrated in the framework represents a discrete, but 

not mutually exclusive, set of activities to ensure the robustness of the research.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: The Research Process 
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research model illustrated the predicted relationship (see Figure 1) is build to ensure 

that the research follow a rational process. The core tenet of the proposed model is 

predominantly interested in delineating the cause and effect relationships between 

gender and CBBE. The study acknowledges that there are potential impact of factors 

outside the scope of the investigation, and the lack of control over the constructs 

under examinations. 

3.2 Study Setting and Research Interference 

The study is considered to represent a field study within the personal care product 

market in the U.S. and China. Since no manipulation of the constructs/variables is 

involved, the study is characterized by non-contrived setting without any interference 

from the researcher. 

3.3 Unit of Analysis 

The unit of analysis refers to the level of aggregation of the data collected during 

the subsequent data analysis stage (Sekaran 2000). The focal interest of the study is 

to understand consumers’ brand perceptions in general, and the study check data 

gathered from each individual and considers each consumer’s response as an 

individual data source. Furthermore, as sex difference is concerned in the study, 

individual data is aggregated into male/female group. Individuals in either one of the 

sex group are treated as one unit. Thus, units of analysis in the study include 

individuals and groups.  



 113

3.4 Time Horizon 

Time horizon concerns whether the data is gathered just once, or over a period of 

time. The data collection was conducted from Dec. 17, 2007 to Jan. 3, 2008. Given 

the time involved in the study, the study is a one shot (cross-section) studies.  

3.5 Sampling Design 

3.5.1 Sampling Brand   

 As the previous chapter introduced, the population of interest for this study is 

Generation Y-aged consumers in the U.S. and China. Because of the expanse of 

brand offerings (especially in the U.S.), it is important to identify brands that are 

similarly identifiable in each market by the majority of the population of interest.  

 Brand selection also followed previous brand equity studies that used several 

brands (e.g. Yoo and Donthu 2001; Netemeyer et al 2004). These brands represent 

different combination of market factors such as price, brand image, market share, 

and distribution strategies (Erdem et al. 2006; Yoo and Donthu 2001; Yoo et al. 2000). 

After pretest, five personal care brands were selected for the present study: Nivea, 

Dove, Neutrogena, Oil of Olay and Biore. These brands are available in both the U.S. 

and China consumer markets, and they are popular brands among Generation 

Y-aged consumers. 

3.5.2 Sampling Frame 

One of the challenges of procuring data from a multi-national population of 

interest is the recruitment of qualified respondents. The population of interest in the 

study is Generation Y consumers in the U.S. and the China. As discussed in Chapter 
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2, Generation Y represents a good fit for the purpose of study. A random sample from 

each country was drawn from a consumer panel provided by marketing research 

firms. Consumer panels are deemed appropriate for the study, because it can 1) 

access a well defined population of interest, 2) represent a more accurate 

representation of the population than at-large sampling, and 3) provide a more 

accurate picture of the actual consumer behaviors (Frank and Strain 1972).   

The U.S. data was prepared using Greenfield online survey service. Greenfield 

has a professionally managed and large panel of motivated, opt-in survey 

respondents in the U.S. that allows the company to target the exact segment under 

study. Greenfield’s database of respondents is comprehensive, and covers 

demographic, techno-graphic and behavioral dimensions. The China data was 

collected using samples provided by KM100 Marketing Research Corporation. 

KM100 is specialized in online consumer panel research and it has a consumer panel 

of more than 420,000 members over 150 cities in China.  

The respondents were recruited in major metropolitan areas in each country. 

China is a country with 1.3 billion people and 56 ethnic groups. These ethnic groups 

have different local dialects, cultures, and economic development. Furthermore, 

there are huge differences in lifestyle and consumption between big cities and rural 

areas. It could be impractical to collect data nationwide in China. Consequently, 

consumer samples were drawn randomly from top 5 big cities in each country. These 

cities represent diversified societies and typical consumer cultures in both countries. 
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3.5.3 Sample Size 

According to rule of thumb, the minimum sample size should be approximately 

five times the number of items in the questionnaire (Hair et al. 2006). This study 

collected 304 responses per market, resulting in the total number of responses of 608. 

The 608 samples are sufficient for the study because of the fact that there are a 63 

final items (after scale purification) for the model testing. 

3.6 Measurement 

Measurement of each construct in the theoretical framework is an integral part of 

the research design. Stevens (1968) stated that measurement is the assignment of 

numerals to objects or events in a broadest sense. By looking at the behavioral 

dimensions, facets, and properties denoted by concepts, researchers can translate 

them into observable and measurable elements to form an index of measurement of 

constructs (Sekaran 2000). In regards to the proposed model, measurements for 

gender identity, brand connections, and consumer-based brand equity are required.   

3.6.1 Measurement of Independent Variables 

Measurement scales for all the independent variables in this study have been 

adapted from extant psychological gender studies. The scales had been used in 

different response format. To maintain consistency across anchor scales, all scale 

items were converted into six-point Likert-type scales, ranging from (1) strongly 

disagree to (6) strongly agree. The six-point format can ensure better reliability and 

force respondents to make directed choice rather than remain neutral (Oaster 1989), 

and it can also reduce the bias of response style in cross-cultural investigation 
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(Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2001). The scales used in the study are discussed 

below. 

3.6.1.1 Sex   

 Sex was measured as a demographic variable. Specifically, sex was measured 

as a nominal variable with two categories, male and female.  

3.6.1.2  Psychological Gender 

 Psychological gender was assessed using various scales. The study adopted a 

version of a psychological gender scale proposed by Barak and Stern (1986) 

because it was developed in the context of consumer behavior and has been shown 

to be more reliable than other scales for consumer research (Palan et al.1999, 2001). 

The scale was an abridged version of Bem’ Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) which was 

modified on the basis of the long version of BSRI (Bem 1981).  

 In the source study, respondents indicated how well each of 10 masculine and 10 

feminine characteristics describe them on a seven-point scale, with 1 indicating 

“never or almost never true” and 7 indicating “always or almost always true”. The 

masculine scales and feminine scales represented two orthogonal constructs. 

Reliability for femininity scale was 0.88, and reliability for masculinity scale was 0.94. 

Both masculinity and femininity scales were converted into a sentence form in a 

six-point agree-disagree format to be consistent in the study. 

3.6.1.3 Gender Role Attitudes 

 The 15-item brief version of the attitude toward women scale developed by 

Spence and Helmreich (1972) was employed in the study to understand gender role 
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attitude. The scale was the most widely used scale of gender role attitudes, and it had 

been applied in many cross-cultural studies (McHugh and Frieze 1997). The reliability 

for this scale was 0.87. In the original study, scale used was in a five-point format with 

agree-disagree as scale anchors. In the current study, the scale was modified to a 

six-point format. The appendix presents all the scales used in this study. 

3.6.2 Measurement of Dependent Variables 

Dependent variables in the study include consumer-brand connections and 

consumer-based brand equity. Except for one variable, functional brand connection, 

all other variables included in the study were adopted from extant studies in 

marketing literature. Like independent variables, all dependent variables were 

converted into a six-point format to ensure consistency and reliability (Baumgartner 

and Steenkamp 2001; Oaster 1989).  

3.6.2.1 Brand-Self Connection 

 The brand-self connection scale measured consumers’ perceptions of their 

relationship with a brand. The original seven point scale anchored by strongly 

disagree to strongly agree was developed by Escalas and Bettman (2005). The scale 

had high internal consistency (α = 0.96) in the source study. To fit the current study, 

the seven-point format was modified into a six-point format. 

3.6.2.2 Functional Brand Connection 

 Functional brand connection accessed consumers’ subjective evaluation of 

utilitarian aspects of a brand. The scale was developed by the authors based on 

previous scales that address utilitarian dimensions of brand perceptions (e.g. Hess 



 118

and Story 2005; Kressmann et al. 2006; Voss et al. 2003). Specifically, eight items 

were developed to measure whether a brand can satisfy consumers’ basic needs and 

help solve their problems.  

3.6.2.3 Brand Awareness/Association 

 Though conceptually different, brand awareness and brand association were 

combined in measurement models (Pappu et al. 2005, Washburn and Plank 2002, 

Yoo et al. 2000, Yoo and Donthu 2001). The five item brand awareness/association 

scale developed by Yoo and Donthu (2001) in a cross-cultural context was used in 

the study. It was a five-point likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree. This 

scale was modified into a six-point scale to suit the purpose of this study. In Yoo and 

Donthu’s (2001) study, the Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.92 for American 

consumers and 0.88 for Korean consumers. 

3.6.2.4 Brand Uniqueness 

 Brand uniqueness developed by Netemeyer et al. (2004) measured unique 

aspects of a brand. The scale had four items and exhibited good reliability in the 

source study (the range of alpha was 0.88 to 0.94 across different brands). The 

original five-point likert scale was also modified into a six-point scale. 

3.6.2.5 Brand Attitudes 

 The three item brand attitude scale developed by Spears and Singh (2004) was 

used in the study. Responses were measured by a seven-point semantic differential 

scale in the original research. In order to keep consistency with other measures, the 

scale items were modified into a six-point scale anchored with agree and disagree 
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statements. The Cronbach’s alpha pertaining to the scale was 0.97 in the source 

study.  

3.6.2.6 Perceived Quality/Value 

 Perceived quality measured consumers’ subjective evaluation of product quality, 

while perceived value measured consumers’ evaluation of what they receive 

compared with what they give. Several theorists noted that consumers are not likely 

to draw distinction between a brand’s perceived quality and perceived value and 

suggested to combine the two variables together in measurement (Aaker 1996). This 

study adopted perceived quality/value scale developed by Netemeyer et al. (2004). 

The eight-item scale included four items for perceived quality and four items for 

perceived value, and reliability for this scale was high (ranging from 0.91 to 0.93 

across different brands). The original seven-point scale was converted to a six-point 

scale.  

3.6.2.7 Brand Loyalty 

 The brand loyalty scale developed by Yoo and Donthu (2001) measured 

consumers’ tendency to buy a brand as a primary choice. The three-item scale had 

high reliability: the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.88 for Americans and 0.87 for Koreans in 

a cross-cultural scale development study. The original five-point likert scale was 

converted to a six-point likert scale for the consistency of the study. 

3.6.2.8 Brand Attachment 

Brand attachment assessed the degree to which people demonstrate the strength 

of their attachment bonds. A four item scale adopted from Thomson (2006) was 
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modified from the original seven-point anchor to a six-point anchor to suit the current 

study. The scale showed good reliability (a=0.89) in the source study.  

3.6.3 Instrument Pretest 

Several pre-tests of the survey instrument were conducted. The U.S. pretest used 

238 convenience samples of Generation Y-aged students at a major university in the 

Southwest U.S., and the Chinese pretest was conducted by using 188 convenient 

samples of Generation Y-aged consumer in three big Chinese cities: Beijing, 

Guangzhou, and Chengdu. The primary purpose of the pre-tests is to test the 

reliability and validity of the measurement scales, and then purify these measures. 

The process is important for any marketing research that advances marketing as a 

science (Peter 1981). 

One important issue is the reliability of measures. Reliability concerns with the 

extent to which a measure is repeatable or stable over a variety of conditions and 

circumstances (Nunnally 1978). A variety of methods are available for the 

assessment of the reliability of a measure. This study uses internal consistency 

method through a popular approach in marketing literature: Cronbach’s coefficient 

alpha, which provides researchers with a mean reliability coefficient for all the 

possible split-halves for the particular scale of interest (Churchill 1979).  

A high Cronbach alpha (α >0.70) indicates an internal consistent scale (Nunnally 

1978). In addition, the improvement of Cronbach’s alpha is used to decide whether to 

retain or delete an item, along with the subjective assessment of the importance of  
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the item. 9 items were deleted due to data purification. With regard to gender identity 

measures, two items were deleted from femininity scale, two items were deleted from 

masculinity scale, and 3 items were deleted from gender role attitudes scale. 

Regarding brand connection items, 1 item was deleted from the original scales of 

self-brand connection and 1 item from functional brand connection. After data 

purification, all the scales remain satisfactory reliability, with the lowest reliability as 

0.77 for the U.S. sample, and 0.71 for the Chinese sample. 

 Another key issue is the construct validity. Construct validity is used to testify 

how well the results obtained from the use of the measure fit the theories around 

which the test is designed (Sekaran 2000). The construct validity of measures is a 

necessary condition for the development and testing of theories (Peter 1981). The 

study accessed convergent validity and discriminant validity. Convergent validity was 

testified by studying item-total correlations in confirmatory factor analysis. Since all 

item-total correlations exceed the recommended criterion of 0.40, all constructs in the 

study had adequate levels of convergent validity.  
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Table 8 
Discriminant Validity of Construct in Pretest (U.S. Sample) 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Femininity 0.87            

2. Masculinity 0.16 0.80           

3. Gender Role Attitudes -0.39 -0.06 0.87          

4. Self-brand Connection 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.82         

5. Functional Connection 0.26 0.23 -0.27 0.48 0.87        

6. Brand Awareness 0.19 0.15 -0.19 0.57 0.64 0.85       

7. Brand Uniqueness 0.13 0.11 -0.06 0.72 0.53 0.71 0.86      

8. Brand Attitudes 0.13 0.13 -0.03 0.65 0.62 0.71 0.76 0.79     

9. Perceived Quality/ Value 0.19 0.12 -0.24 0.55 0.79 0.66 0.66 0.70 0.82    

10. Brand Loyalty 0.02 0.09 0.01 0.68 0.56 0.63 0.74 0.70 0.65 0.77   

11. Brand Attachment -0.03 0.02 0.16 0.86 0.42 0.55 0.69 0.65 0.54 0.74 0.85 

 

 
Table 9  

Discriminant Validity of Constructs in Pretest (China Sample) 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Femininity 0.76            

2. Masculinity 0.04 0.84           

3. Gender Role Attitude -0.30 0.26 0.84          

4. Self-Brand Connection 0.33 0.15 0.15 0.71         

5. Functional Connection 0.58 -0.13 -0.24 0.51 0.87        

6. Brand Awareness 0.47 0.01 -0.10 0.50 0.78 0.71       

7. Brand Uniqueness 0.34 0.21 0.16 0.56 0.51 0.58 0.72      

8. Brand Attitudes 0.53 0.01 -0.20 0.48 0.79 0.70 0.59 0.73     

9. Perceived Quality/Value 0.56 0.07 -0.11 0.56 0.79 0.69 0.72 0.79 0.81    

10. Brand Loyalty 0.36 -0.23 -0.03 0.48 0.65 0.55 0.51 0.67 0.65 0.75   

11. Brand Attachment 0.33 -0.06 0.24 0.59 0.57 0.58 0.61 0.61 0.71 0.63 0.79 

 

On the other hand, discriminant validity was tested by checking whether the 

correlation between two scales is lower than the reliability of each of the scale. As the 

coefficient alpha of these constructs was higher than the highest correlation 

coefficient, table 8 provided evidence of the discriminant validity of a measure (Peter 

and Churchill 1986). However, the Chinese sample (table 9) showed weak 

discriminant validity for brand awareness and brand attitudes. All construct 
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translations were then reexamined with three bilingual marketing researchers, and 

they suggested a second back-translation. A few modifications were then made after 

the second back-translation.  

 The pretest showed strong correlations among CBBE scales. This phenomenon 

is not surprising, because all these CBBE constructs are theoretically related. To 

ensure consistency and content validity of the CBBE constructs, a second pretest 

were conducted with 54 Generation Y-aged students in a southwestern University in 

the U.S. The second pretest showed acceptable reliabilities as well. An analysis of 

the first pretest and the second pretest in U.S. was conducted by using crosstabs and 

ANOVA on all the dependent variables. Result showed p-values are greater than 0.10, 

indicating that there is no different between the first pretest respondents and second 

pretest respondents with regard to brand perception scales.     

3.7  Data Collection Methods 

A self-administered survey was used to collect data from Generation Y-aged 

consumers in the U.S. and China. Survey is a good fit for the purpose of the study. 

First, surveys have been widely employed in other gender identity and brand equity 

research (e.g. Fischer and Arnold 1990, 1994; Yoo and Donthu 2001; Punj and Hillyer 

2004). Second, the current study focuses on understanding correlations between 

gender identity and brand perceptions, survey research is an appropriate mechanism 

for collecting data to assess interrelationships (Sekaran 2000). Third, compared with 

experiment design, survey can reach wide geographic regions and collects a wide 

scope of information, and thus a great deal of information from large populations 
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leads to a higher level of generability. Fourth, survey is more efficient in 

understanding the vital facts of people, including their beliefs, opinions, attitudes, 

motivations and behavior than experiment (Kerlinger and Lee 2000). 

The survey collected data by using online survey software (websurveyor for the 

U.S. sample, and KM100 software for the Chinese sample). The software is similar in 

terms of design and function. A link to the survey was mailed to consumer panel 

members through the marketing research companies. Electronic questionnaires are 

easy to administer, relatively inexpensive, and can be delivered fast (Sekaran 2000). 

Electronic questionnaires also fit well with the population of interest, because 

Generation Y consumers are likely to be Internet-savvy. Furthermore, electronic 

questionnaires were used in previous brand equity studies (e.g. Tolba 2005). Thus, 

the online survey method should be appropriate for the current study. In order to 

eliminate respondents from other generation groups, the survey software is 

programmed to accept only Generation Y group.  

3.8  Questionnaire Design 

Questionnaires are an efficient data collection mechanism when a study focuses 

on exactly what is required and has reliable and valid measures of the variables of 

interest (Sekaran 2000). There are a few methods to administer the questionnaire, 

and electronic distributed questionnaire was used in the study. The questionnaire 

includes two sections. The first section comprises closed questions which prompted 

the respondents to give opinions about their gender identity and brand perceptions. 

Respondents are asked to rate the question items on a 6 point liker scale, anchored 
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with a agree and disagree format. The second section collects classification data, 

known as demographic information such as age and education level. Because of the 

sensitivity of personal information, the study provides a range of response options, 

rather than seeking actual numbers. There are an English version and a Chinese 

version. 

3.9  Data Analysis Technique 

ANOVA test and structural equation modeling (SEM) were used to test 

hypotheses. ANOVA test was used to test hypothesis 1a and 1b for both the U.S. 

sample and Chinese sample. Specifically, F statistics were used determines whether 

the group means between sex are statistically different. Hypothesis would be 

supported by the data if F statistics is significant (p <0.05). 

The remaining hypotheses test was conducted with path analysis. Path analysis is 

a technique associated with Structural Equation Modeling. The reason to choose 

path analysis is because it provides a test for simultaneous relationship and reveals 

indirect effects and direct effects needed to be contrasted. Most importantly, path 

analysis makes possible for researchers to test a wide variety of hypothesis (Hair et 

al. 2006).  

For test purpose, the model was divided into three sub-models based on the three 

perspectives of consumer-based brand equity: salience equity, attitudinal equity, and 

relationship equity. Specifically, the relationship between gender identity (sex, 

psychological gender, and gender role attitude) and salience brand equity, attitudinal 

brand equity, and relationship brand equity respectively, with the mediation of 
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self-brand connection and functional brand connection are tested. Country-specific 

path models were conducted and compared. 

3.10  Cross-Cultural Considerations 

A cross-cultural research may involve with some methodology problems in the 

area of instrumentation, sampling, data collections, and data analysis (Sekaran 2000). 

To assure that the cross-cultural differences are caused by factors intended by the 

research, it is important to address the problems inherent in the instrumentation, 

implementation and operationalization of the measures that are not intended by the 

study to be equivalent across cross-cultural populations (Wong et al. 2003). Thus, 

there must be controls for cross-cultural analytics. 

3.10.1 Functional Equivalence 

 Functional equivalence refers to a situation in which a construct serves the same 

function within different social systems (Singh 1995). For example, personal care 

products in some cultures may include soap, shampoo, moisturizers, deodorants and 

colognes. However, in other cultures, certain personal care products (e.g. deodorant) 

may not be popular. Therefore, it is inferred that the kind of product that is considered 

personal product may vary greatly from culture to culture. The questionnaire does not 

specify a specific product; rather, the respondent is free to associate the brand with 

any product within one most used personal care category: skin care. 

3.10.2 Translation Equivalence 

 Translation equivalence refers to linguistic equivalence. In cross-cultural studies, 

survey instruments use spoken or written language forms to describe contexts and 



 127

probe questions. It is critical that the instruments can consistently convey the same 

meaning in different context (Sekaran 2000; Wong et al. 2003). The study uses 

various techniques to achieve translation equivalence. First, all survey questions are 

positively worded, as mixed worded scale (scales that contain both positive and 

reverse worded items) may produce construct validity problems in Eastern culture 

(Wong et al. 2003). Second, two independent back translations are used to control 

vocabulary equivalence, idiomatic equivalence, and grammatical and syntactical 

equivalence in survey instruments (Wong et al. 2003). Following modifications, the 

questionnaire is reviewed and finally approved by three bilingual marketing research 

professionals and scholars.  

3.10.3 Conceptual Equivalence 

 Conceptual equivalence measures whether the concept under investigation are 

equivalent in different cultural contexts. If they are not, the result of a cross-cultural 

study may not be meaningful (Singh 1995). Five well known global brands are 

selected in both markets. All these brands have decent market share and perform the 

same function for consumers in each country of interest.  

3.10.4 Metric Equivalence 

 Metric Equivalence is defined as the scoring or scalar equivalence of measures 

used (Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1998). Recent research proposed to examine 

metric equivalence by checking for parallel spacing between item categories with 

optimal scaling techniques or by testing for the equality of measurement error 

variances with multi-group analysis in structural equation modeling (Erdem et al. 
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2006; Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1998; Wong et al. 2003). In this study, multiple 

group SEMs are used to test the equality of measurement errors and to present 

partial metric invariance. 

3.10.5 Response Equivalence 

 Response equivalence refers to the situation in which a uniform data collection 

procedure is followed in all countries involved (Sekaran 2000). The study uses 

electronic questionnaires as the uniform data collection procedure and provides 

identical instruction in filling out the questionnaires. Furthermore, response styles can 

be a source of contamination in questionnaire ratings, and they threaten the validity 

of conclusions drawn from research data (Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2001). To 

reduce the possible effects, only positively-keyed items are used to balance different 

response styles. Furthermore, a six-point Likert-type scale is used eliminates 

neutrality because there is no mid-point on the anchor scale.  

3.10.6 Sampling Equivalence 

 To isolate cultural difference, the influence from different samples should be 

controlled (Dawar and Parker 1994; Overby et al. 2004). Homogeneous sample is 

used to eliminate possible noises. This study focuses on generation Y consumers. 

Generation Ys in both countries share a lot similarities, and they are a very important 

market segment for consumer goods (Backwell and Mitchell; Stanat 2005). The study 

further selects Generation Y respondents from five big cities in both countries. The 

Cities selected in the two countries are comparable in terms of geographic location 

and economic development.  
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

 The primary purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the relationship between 

a broadened conceptualization of consumers’ gender identity and consumer-based 

brand equity in the context of personal care products purchasing decisions. This 

chapter presents the respondent profile, psychometrics, and data analysis underlying 

this research objective. This chapter has a tripartite structure. First, a detailed report 

on the U.S. and China respondents is provided, illuminating the sampling 

dis/similarities across consumers in a post-developed and developing consumer 

market setting. Next, psychometric analysis includes assessment of the internal 

consistency of the measures employed, cross-group validation, and construct validity. 

The last part of the chapter reports an empirical analysis of each hypothesized 

relationship in the proposed model. 

4.1  Respondent Profile 

4.1.1 Early and Late Response 

A self-administered questionnaire was distributed to members of a consumer 

panel in each focal market, resulting in 608 usable questionnaires. The population of 

interest for this study is Generation Y-aged consumers in the U.S. and China. The 

population of interest represents a focal market for the personal care product sector 

in each market. The final sample consisted of 608 panel respondents: 304 

respondents were Generation Y consumers in the U.S., and the other 304 

respondents were same-aged consumers in the Peoples Republic of China. The data 
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was collected during Dec 17, 2007 to Jan 3, 2008 by Greenfield marketing research 

companies in the U.S. and Data 100 online survey company in China.  

To assess non-response error, t-tests and Analysis of Variance (hereafter, ANOVA) 

was used to compare early and late respondents. The first 50 respondents (early 

respondents) and the last 50 respondents (late respondents) were compared across 

demographic values (i.e. age, income) in the survey population (Armstrong and 

Overton, 1977). Results indicated that there was no response bias for both the U.S. 

and China. Since physiological gender (sex) was a controlled sampling dimension, it 

was exempted from the analysis. The results are reported in Table 10 (U.S. 

respondents) and Table 11 (China respondents).  

 
Table 10 

T-Tests: Early and Late Respondent Analysis (U.S. Sample) 
 

Variables 
Groups 

n mean 
Std 
Dev. t-value p-value (1-Early, 2-Late) 

Sex 1 50 1.60 0.495 
4.427 0.000 

  2 50 1.20 0.404 
Age Group 1 50 1.54 0.503 

-0.199 0.843 
  2 50 1.56 0.501 
Marriage 
Status 1 50 1.28 0.497 -0.615 0.540 
  2 50 1.34 0.479 
Level of 
Education 1 50 2.68 0.957 0.218 0.828 
  2 50 2.64 0.875 
Household 
Income 1 50 3.20 1.702 0.001 0.999 
  2 50 3.20 0.654 
Religion 1 50 3.36 2.292 

1.224 0.224 
  2 50 2.84 1.942 
Ethnicity 1 50 5.33 2.154 

0.609 0.544 
  2 50 5.06 2.198 
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Table 11 
T-Tests: Early and Late Respondent Analysis (China Sample) 

 

Variables 
Groups 

n mean 
Std 
Dev. t-value p-value (1-Early, 2-Late)

Sex 1 50 1.70 0.462 
3.820 0.000 

  2 50 1.34 0.479 
Age Group 1 50 2.53 0.501 

1.097 0.273 
  2 50 2.47 0.501 
Marriage Status 1 50 1.12 0.328 

-0.294 0.769 
  2 50 1.14 0.351 
Level of 
Education 1 50 3.00 0.606 0.843 0.401 
  2 50 2.90 0.580 
Household 
Income 1 50 2.18 1.207 0.521 0.604 
  2 50 2.04 1.470 
Religion 1 50 1.74 1.588 

0.804 0.423 
  2 50 1.50 1.389 

  

4.1.2 Demographics 

 Demographic data was reported for each of the U.S. and China panel consumers. 

This information was collected to better understand respondents’ demographic 

background and to compare the general demographic characteristics of the two 

groups. 

4.1.2.1 Sex 

 The study’s principal focus is consumers’ gender identity, and one dimension of 

gender is physiological (e.g., respondents’ sex). As such, the study purposely 

maintained equal distribution of male (50%) and female (50%) samples (Table 12). 

The equal distribution of male and female respondents provided a solid foundation to 

understand the role of sex in consumers’ brand consumptions.  
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Table 12 
Gender of Demographic Characteristics 

 

Description 
U.S. 
Respondents 

China 
Respondents Total 

Male  152 152 304 

 
% within 
Gender 50% 50% 100% 

 % within Group 50% 50% 50% 

 % of Total 50% 50% 50% 

Female  152 152 304 

 % within 
Gender 

50% 50% 
100% 

 % within Group 50% 50% 50% 
 % of Total 50% 50% 50% 

Total  304  304  608  

 % within 
Gender 

50% 50% 100% 

 % within Group 100% 100% 100% 
  % of Total 50% 50% 100% 

 

4.1.2.2 Age 

 The population of interest in the study is Generation Y-aged consumers, and two 

waves of Generation Y-aged: 18-24 years old and 25-30 years old were targeted. 

Another Generation-Y aged group: 12-18 years old was not included in the study due 

to their immaturity of consumption. As shown in Table 13, there were slightly more 

respondents (51.15%) in 25-30 years old group. Overall, the data were fairly equally 

distributed between the two waves of Generation Y-Aged consumers. The relative 

equal distribution of age groups allows the study to access different issues within the 

Generation-Y aged group.  
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Table 13 
Age of Demographic Characteristics 

 

Description 
U.S. 
Respondents 

China 
Respondents Total 

18-24 Years Old  146 151 297 

 % within Age 48.03% 49.67% 100.00%
 % within Group 49.16% 50.84% 48.85% 
 % of Total 24.01% 24.84% 100.00%
25-30 Years Old  158 153 311 

 % within Age 51.97% 50.33% 100.00%
 % within Group 50.80% 49.20% 51.15% 
 % of Total 25.99% 25.16% 51.15% 
Total  304  304  608  

 % within Age 50.00% 50.00% 100.00%
 % within Group 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
  % of Total 50.00% 50.00% 100.00%

 

4.1.2.3 Highest Level of Education 

 In terms of the highest level of education, the distribution of data was somewhat 

different (Table 14). Though both groups have small numbers of people who did not 

complete high school and those who had a Ph.D degree, the largest category of 

education level was different for the two countries. The largest category for China 

sample was those who had bachelor-level degrees (n = 219), which accounted for 

72.04% of Chinese respondents, while those who had high school diploma (n = 179) 

accounted for 58.55% of U.S. respondents, representing the largest group with 

regard to highest education level in the U.S..  
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Table 14 
Highest Education Level of Respondents 

 
  U.S China 
Education Degree n Percentage n Percentage 
Not Complete High 
School 9 2.96% 7 2.30% 
High School Diploma 178 58.55% 45 14.80% 
Bachelor 89 29.28% 219 72.04% 
Master 19 6.25% 31 10.20% 
Ph.D 9 2.96% 2 0.66% 
Total 304 100.00% 304 100.00% 

 

4.1.2.4 Job Status 

 Among the U.S. and Chinese respondents, the highest percentage was found to 

have a full time job (49.67% in the U.S. and 75.33% in China, see Table 15). In 

addition, there were more respondents who took a part-time job in the U.S. (24.01%) 

than in China (2.3%).  

 
Table 15 

Job Status of Respondents 
 

  U.S China 
Job Status n Percentage n Percentage 
Unemployed 80 26.32% 68 22.37% 
Part Time 73 24.01% 7 2.30% 
Full Time 151 49.67% 229 75.33% 
Total 304 100.00% 304 100.00% 

 

4.1.2.5 Household Income 

 Due to the difference in purchase power in the U.S. and China, the household 

income was measured differently in the two countries. The U.S. household income 

was measured by the U.S. dollar at an annual base. As Chinese consumers are more 

likely to think of their income on a monthly basis, the household income in China was 
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measured by monthly wages. Additionally, the measurement unit in China was the 

Chinese yuan (reminbi), which was pegged to the U.S. dollar to represent the actual 

money value in China. Both Table 16 and Table 17 showed that most respondents 

were from middle income family in the two countries. 

 
Table 16         Table17 

Household Incomes (U.S.)      Household Incomes (China)  
 

Annual U.S  Monthly China 
Household Income n Percentage   Household Income n Percentage
< $20,000 70 23.03%   <5,000 RMB 115 37.83% 
$20,001-$40,000 92 30.26%   5,001-8,000 RMB 105 34.54% 
$40,001-$60,000 49 16.12%   8,001-12,000 RMB 49 16.12% 
$60,001-$80,000 41 13.49%   12,001-16,000 RMB 19 6.25% 
$80,001-$100,000 27 8.88%   16,001-20,000 RMB 6 1.97% 
> $100,001 25 8.22%   >20,001 RMB 10 3.29% 
Total 304 100.00%   Total 304 100.00% 

 

4.1.2.6 Marital Status 

 Majority of the respondents in both countries were never married, specifically, 

there were 217 participants (71.38%) who were never married in the U.S. and 274 

participants (83.55%) in China. This common characteristic is reflective of Generation 

Y-aged consumers in the two countries. 
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Table 18 
Marital Status of Respondents 

 
  U.S China 
Marital Status n Percentage n Percentage 
Never Married 217 71.38% 254 83.55% 
Married  81 26.64% 50 16.45% 
Divorced 5 1.64% 0 0.00% 
Widowed 1 0.33% 0 0.00% 
Total 304 100.00% 304 100.00% 

 

4.1.2.7 Religions 

 There were different types of religions in the U.S. and China. The highest 

percentage of respondents in the U.S. reported Christianity as their religions (56.91%, 

see Table 19), while the highest percentage in China was Atheist (74.01%, see Table 

20). These figures provided a reasonable representation of different cultural and 

political ideologies in the two countries.  

 
Table 19        Table 20 

Religion of the U.S. Respondents  Religion of Chinese Respondents 
 

 n Percentage   n Percentage 
Atheist 29 9.54%  Atheist 225 74.01% 
Christianity 173 56.91%  Christianity 16 5.26% 
Jewish 14 4.61%  Daoism 2 0.66% 
Muslims 10 3.29%  Muslim 4 1.32% 
Buddhism 10 3.29%  Buddhism 52 17.11% 
Others 68 22.37%  Others 5 1.64% 
Total 304 100.00%  Total 304 100.00% 
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4.1.2.8 Ethnicity 

 Though there are 56 ethnicities in China, most of them are Hans and there are 

not much distinction among Hans and other ethnicities. Therefore, the study only 

collected ethnicity data in the U.S. As illustrated in Table 21, the highest percentage 

of respondents was Caucasian (48.36%), followed by Asian (16.78%), Hispanic 

(14.14%), African American (12.5%), and multi-racial (6.25%). There were only very 

small numbers of respondents who are American Indians or Pacific Islanders.  

 
Table 21 

Ethnicity of the U.S. Respondents 
 

 n Percentage 
American 
Indian 4 1.32% 
Asian 51 16.78% 
African 
American 38 12.50% 
Hispanic 43 14.14% 
Pacific 
Islander 2 0.66% 
Multi-Racial 19 6.25% 
Caucasian 147 48.36% 
Total 304 100.00% 

4.2  Measure Assessment 

The study followed a two-step approach suggested by Anderson and Gerbing 

(1988). The first step was to verify an acceptable measurement model, and then build 

on the measurement model to predict proposed causal relationships among the 

variables in the study. This section addressed the issues related to measurement 

model. 
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4.2.1 Test of Normality 

The most fundamental assumption in multivariate analysis is normality. If the 

variation from the normal distribution is significantly large, the statistical result 

generated from the data would be invalid. As such, the first step of multivariate 

analysis was the test of normality. Two measures were used: kurtosis and skewness. 

Kurtosis test identified the peakedness or flatness of data distribution, while 

skewness test is used to describe the balance of distribution. A negative kurtosis 

value indicates a flatter distribution, while a positive value indicates a peaked 

distribution. Likewise, a positive skewness value shows a left distribution, and a 

negative value denotes a rightward shift (Hair et al. 2006). With the consideration of 

possible impact of sample size, it was concluded that the assumption of normality is 

not violated for the U.S. data and Chinese data (Table 22 and Table 23). 

 
Table 22 

Results of Skewness and Kurtosis Test (U.S. Sample) 
 

 

n mean 

Skewness Kurtosis 

  Statistic
Std. 
Error Statistic 

Std. 
Error 

Femininity 304 4.779 -0.709 0.140 0.345 0.279 
Masculinity 304 4.339 -0.577 0.140 0.187 0.279 
Gender Role Attitudes 304 2.206 1.018 0.140 0.215 0.279 
Self-Brand Connection 304 4.091 -0.399 0.140 -0.635 0.279 
Functional Brand 
Connection 304 5.011 -1.188 0.140 2.298 0.279 
Brand Awareness 304 5.088 -0.912 0.140 0.484 0.279 
Brand Uniqueness 304 4.353 -0.352 0.140 -0.234 0.279 
Brand Attitudes 304 5.172 -1.205 0.140 1.336 0.279 
Perceived Quality 304 4.627 -0.367 0.140 -0.314 0.279 
Brand Loyalty 304 4.346 -0.421 0.140 -0.510 0.279 
Brand Attachment 304 4.057 -0.332 0.140 -0.520 0.279 
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Table 23 
Results of Skewness and Kurtosis Test (China Sample) 

 
 

n mean 

Skewness Kurtosis 

  Statistic
Std. 
Error Statistic 

Std. 
Error 

Femininity 304 4.533 -0.321 0.140 0.119 0.279 
Masculinity 304 4.464 -0.168 0.140 -0.031 0.280 
Gender Role Attitudes 304 2.909 0.465 0.140 -0.334 0.280 
Self-Brand Connection 304 3.829 0.025 0.140 -0.340 0.279 
Functional Brand 
Connection 304 4.636 -0.937 0.140 2.430 0.279 
Brand Awareness 304 4.753 -0.514 0.141 0.417 0.282 
Brand Uniqueness 304 4.207 -0.390 0.140 0.276 0.280 
Brand Attitude 304 4.776 -0.658 0.142 1.246 0.282 
Perceived Quality/Value 304 4.343 -0.279 0.140 0.239 0.280 
Brand Loyalty 304 4.195 -0.383 0.140 -0.013 0.280 
Brand Attachment 304 3.958 -0.210 0.140 -0.147 0.279 

 

 4.2.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis 

All measurement scales in this main study were further tested for data purification 

prior to confirmatory factor analysis. The criterion for item deletion was based on 

three rules: 1) an item-correlation that is lower than 0.30; 2) high cross-loadings on 

two factors; and 3) subjective assessment of the importance of the item for capturing 

the domain represented by the construct (Churchill 1979; Nunnally 1978). As a result, 

9 items were deleted from the study (see Appendix A). To keep the consistency of the 

scales across cultures, one item deleted from one country was deleted from another 

country too. Several exploratory factor analyses were conducted. Tables 24 to 29 

listed the results for both the U.S. and Chinese samples. 
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Table 24 

Exploratory Factor Analysis Result (Factor Loadings): Psychological Gender 
 

 U.S. CHINA 

  Femininity Masculinity Femininity Masculinity 

Compassionate 0.790   0.606  

Sensitive to others' needs 0.781   0.644  

Soothe feelings 0.771   0.620  

Sympathetic 0.767   0.713  

Affection 0.741   0.707  

Understanding person 0.689   0.678  

Act like a leader   0.745  0.862 

Assertive   0.742  0.490 

Aggressive   0.739  0.635 

Forceful   0.735  0.732 

Strong personality   0.723  0.649 

Willing to take a stand   0.601  0.438 

Leadership ability   0.597   0.758 

Variance Extracted 30.68% 27.50% 26.03% 26.45% 

Reliability 0.87 0.85 0.78 0.84 

 
 

Table 25 
Exploratory Factor Analysis Result (Factor Loadings): Gender Role Attitudes 

 
 U.S. CHINA 

  Traditional Egalitarian Traditional Egalitarian 

Ridiculous for woman driving truck 0.802   0.782  

Men get more pay than women 0.801   0.842  

Son get more education 0.790   0.797  

Husband has no obligation 0.775   0.790  

Father has more say than mother 0.750   0.733  

Woman not worry about woman's right 0.661   0.671  

Woman can go to man's places   0.762  0.623 

Parent authority equal   0.751  0.799 

Man should share household works   0.748  0.750 

A award system Not based on sex   0.715  0.817 

Husband and wife equal in family plan   0.689  0.784 

Woman's job is as valuable as man's   0.600  0.770 

Variance Extracted 31.09% 27.51% 31.18% 29.97% 

Reliability 0.85 0.83 0.87 0.86 
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Table 26 
Exploratory Factor Analysis Result (Factor Loadings): Brand Connections 

 
 U.S. CHINA 

  
Function 
Connection 

Self 
Connection 

Function 
Connection 

Self 
Connection 

The brand is useful 0.838  0.753  
Effective brand 0.830  0.818  
The brand meets needs 0.824  0.786  
The brand does what it is supposed 0.819  0.739  
The brand provides expected 
function 0.742  0.754  
The brand is practical 0.685  0.784  
The brand reflects who I am  0.879  0.845 
Consider the brand to be me  0.854  0.885 
The brand help me become me  0.830  0.819 
Personal connection with the brand  0.812  0.767 

Variance Extracted 40.85% 33.19% 39.21% 32.81% 

Reliability 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.90 

 
 

Table 27 
Exploratory Factor Analysis Result (Factor Loadings): Salient Brand Equity 

 
 U.S. CHINA 

  
Brand 
Uniqueness 

Brand 
Association

Brand 
Uniqueness 

Brand 
Association 

Different from other brands 0.888  0.870  
The brand is unique 0.873  0.854  
The brand is distinct 0.843  0.808  
The brand stands out 0.808  0.878  
Aware of the brand  0.868  0.728 
Recognize the brand  0.865  0.835 
Brand characters come to 
mind  0.650  0.832 
Recall the symbol of the 
brand  0.561  0.806 

Variance Extracted 41.94% 31.46% 39.39% 34.52% 

Reliability 0.92 0.81 0.91 0.85 
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Table 28 
Exploratory Factor Analysis Result (Factor Loadings): Attitudinal Brand Equity 

 
 U.S. CHINA 

  
Perceived 
Quality/Cost 

Brand 
Attitudes 

Perceived 
Quality/Cost 

Brand 
Attitudes 

The brand is good  0.830  0.826 
Pleasant brand  0.830  0.850 
Favorable brand  0.829  0.792 
Likable brand  0.817  0.784 
Appealing brand  0.811  0.684 
The brand is getting my money 
worth 0.825  0.713  
Get from the brand worth its cost 0.820  0.781  
The brand is of high quality 0.776  0.778  
Can count on the brand 0.767  0.681  
Consistently perform better 0.738  0.701  
The brand is good value 0.727  0.810  
Best brand of product class 0.697  0.680  

Variance Extracted 38.55% 34.09% 32.6% 32.5% 

Reliability 0.92 0.93 0.91 0.91 

 

Table 29 
Exploratory Factor Analysis Result (Factor Loadings): Relationship Brand Equity 

 
  U.S. CHINA 

  
Brand 
Attachment 

Brand 
Loyalty 

Brand 
Attachment 

Brand 
Loyalty 

Miss the brand when it is not 
around 0.850   0.856  
Miss the brand when not using it a 
while 0.840   0.796  
The brand plays an important role 0.817   0.683  
No other brand can take the place 0.786   0.640  
Upset if the brand is not available 0.569   0.836  
The brand is my first choice   0.833  0.840 
Loyal to the brand   0.827  0.815 
Not buy other brands   0.787  0.764 

Variance Extracted 41.75% 33.81% 41.09% 36.1% 

Reliability 0.91 0.85 0.92 0.86 
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 Evidences from table 24 to 29 provided support to the measurements used in the 

study, as the factors loadings were consistent with original scales. The only exception 

is the gender role attitudes scale. This original one-dimension scale broke up into two 

factors: egalitarian gender role attitudes and traditional gender role attitudes. Given 

the fact that gender role attitudes is sensitive to social and historical context (McHugh 

and Freize 1997) and that the original scale was developed in the 1970s, the study 

adopted gender role attitudes as a two-factor scale based on exploratory factor 

analysis.  

4.2.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to supplement this initial 

exploratory factor analysis and to aid in assessing the reliability of the data set. CFA 

provides a confirmatory test of proposed measurement models. The measurement 

models represent how the variables measured both logically and systematically 

represent constructs involved in the theoretical model. Through CFA, researchers 

can analytically test a conceptually ground theory explaining how different 

measurement items capture the important psychological, sociological, and business 

meanings. When combined with construct validity test, CFA offers researchers a 

better understanding of the quality of their measures (Hair et al 2006). In the study, 

the confirmatory factor analysis was based on the covariance matrix. Consistent with 

the methodology preferred by Garver and Mentzer (1999), the study assessed the 

overall fit of measurement models via two approaches: 1) selected fit indices that 

represent different families of fit indices, and 2) selected fit indices that best represent 
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the specified stringent set of criteria. The criteria used in the study were: 1) relative 

independence of sample size, 2) accurate and consistent assessment for different 

models, and 3) ease of interpretation (Marsh and Hocevar 1985).  

Five Indices were selected for this study. The first Index used was the ratio of the 

chi-square and the degrees of freedom (denoted as chi-square/dof in tables). The 

chi-square (X2) statistic is the traditional measurement criteria that evaluates the 

overall model fit in covariance structure models. However, some cautions needs to be 

exercised because the chi-square statistic is sensitive to departures from multivariate 

normality, sample size, and the assumption of perfect fit in the population 

(Diamantopoulus and Siguaw 2000). As such, this study incorporates the degrees of 

freedom, and this incorporation also serves as a better mechanism for model 

comparisons. According to Marsh and Hocevar (1985), the acceptable ratio of the 

chi-square and the degree of freedom should be less than 5.0.  

The second index used was RMSEA: the root-mean-square error of 

approximation. The RMSEA shows “how well would the model, with unknown but 

optimally chosen parameter values, fit the population covariance matrix if it were 

available” (Browne and Cudeck 1993, P. 137). RMSEA genrally represents how well 

a model fits a population, not just a sample used for estimation. RMSEA is 

considered to be among the most informative fit indices. Unlike other indices, RMSEA 

does not conflict with the requirement of parsimony, and it does not require the 

calculation of a null model (Browne and Cudeck 1993). The RMSEA value of less 

than 0.05 indicates a close fit, while the value of 0.08 indicates a reasonable fit.  
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The third index used was GFI, the goodness-of-fit index. The GFI is an indicator of 

the relevant amount of variances and covariance accounted for by the model and 

shows how closely the model comes to perfectly reproduce the observed covariance 

matrix. It is an early attempt to provide a fit index which would be less sensitive to 

sample size. The GFI is a non-statistical measure ranging in value from 0 (poor fit) to 

1.0 (perfect fit), and a higher value indicates a better fit. Generally speaking, a GFI 

value bigger than 0.90 is typically considered good, though some argued that a 0.95 

criteria should be used (Hair et al. 2006).  

Unlike the first three indices, which are absolute fit measures, the last two indices 

used are incremental fit measures. The incremental fit indices measures compares 

the proposed model with a more restricted, nested baseline model and then for 

proportionate improvement in fit. One of the popular indices is NFI, the normed fit 

index. The value of NFI ranges from 0 (no fit) to 1.0 (perfect fit), and a commonly 

recommended value of NFI is 0.90 or higher. The other incremental measure used 

was CFI, the comparative fit index. The CFI is an improved version of NFI, and it is 

not systematically related to sample size, and it does not take into account the model 

parsimony. CFI has many desirable characteristics, including its relative but not 

complete insensitivity to model complexity, and it is a most widely used index. The 

estimated value of CFI lies between 0 (poor fit) to 1.0 (perfect fit), and a larger value 

demonstrates a higher level of goodness-of-fit. Generally speaking, CFI values less 

than 0.90 do not indicate a good fit. 

LISREL 8.72 was used to test the measurement models, and the resulting fit 
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indices were reported in Table 30. For both countries, the ratios of the chi-square to 

the degrees of freedom were lower than 3.0, and most of RMSEA values were less 

than 0.060, with one higher RMESA value as 0.072. Furthermore, except for the NFI 

value of brand connection with the U.S. sample, the values of GFI, NFI, and CFI were 

between 0.94 and 0.99.  

Traditionally, a RMSEA value lower than 0.05 indicates a good fit, however, what 

represents a good RMSEA value became debatable in recent years. Raykov and 

Marcoulides (2001) suggested that RMSEA is best suited in a confirmatory or 

competing model when the sample size is larger than 500 samples. When the 

confidence interval is 95%, a RMSEA value between 0.03 and 0.08 is generally 

considered good.  

According to Hair et al. (2006), one simple rule for index values that identify good 

models from poor models across all situations should not be supported. The 

researcher must consider different sample sizes, model complexity, and degrees of 

error in model specification to examine how accurately various fit indices perform. For 

example, when sample size is larger than 250 and the number of observed variable is 

between 12 and 30, the model can establish goodness-of-fit if the RMSEA value is 

less than 0.07 when CFI is 0.92 or higher. Putting all the indices’ values together, it is 

concluded that the confirmatory factor analysis supported the factor loadings in the 

exploratory factor analysis, and there is a good consistency of measurement models 

for both the U.S. and China data.   

 



 147

Table 30 
Model Fit Indices of Measurement Models 

 
Model Fit Statistics U.S. China 

Psychological Gender 

Chi-Square/dof 2.327 2.255 
RMSEA 0.067 0.063 
GFI 0.94 0.94 
NFI 0.97 0.96 
CFI 0.98 0.97 

Gender-Role Attitudes 

Chi-Square/dof 1.640 1.865 
RMSEA 0.042 0.055 
GFI 0.96 0.95 
NFI 0.97 0.97 
CFI 0.99 0.99 

Brand Connection 

Chi-Square/dof 2.187 1.949 
RMSEA 0.063 0.057 
GFI 0.97 0.96 
NFI 0.84 0.98 
CFI 0.93 0.99 

Salient Brand Equity 

Chi-Square/dof 1.741 1.754 
RMSEA 0.048 0.052 
GFI 0.98 0.97 
NFI 0.99 0.99 
CFI 0.99 0.99 

Attitudinal Brand Equity 

Chi-Square/dof 2.317 2.085 
RMSEA 0.064 0.060 
GFI 0.94 0.95 
NFI 0.98 0.98 
CFI 0.99 0.99 

Relationship Brand 
Equity 

Chi-Square/dof 2.381 2.107 
RMSEA 0.072 0.057 
GFI 0.96 0.97 
NFI 0.99 0.99 
CFI 0.99 0.99 
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4.2.4 Cross-Group Validation 

Cross-group validation is a key issue in cross-cultural research. Many previous 

studies in cross-cultural research have suffered from the insufficiency of measure 

invariance across different groups. Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1998) suggested 

that three types of measure invariance are crucial to the validity of any cross-national 

research: configural invariance, metric invariance, and scalar invariance. Because of 

the rare use of scalar invariance in the marketing literature and the exploratory nature 

of the study, this dissertation focused on configural invariance and metric invariance.  

Configural invariance is a test to determine if there is a priori pattern of free and 

fixed factor loadings imposed on the measures’ components, and that is equivalent 

across groups. In other words, configural invariance suggests that items comprising a 

measure scale should have the same configuration of salient (non-zero) and 

non-salient (zero or near zero) loadings to define the structure of measurement 

instruments across cultures. Specifically, Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1998) 

recommended three criteria for configural invariance: 1) the model fits the data well in 

all target groups, 2) all salient factor loadings are significantly depart from zero, and 3) 

the correlation between the factors are significantly below unity.  

 Metric invariance addressed the concept of equal metrics and scale intervals 

across countries (Λg
x = Λg’

x). Because some portions of a scale may generate 

different levels of agreement or disagreement for people across different cultures, the 

test of metric invariance may ensure a meaningful comparison of obtained ratings 

between cultures. By constraining the factor loadings (λjk) of items to be equal across 
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groups, metric invariance provides a stronger test of factor invariance than configural 

invariance test. In other words, more constraints need to be added to make the model 

parsimonious from configural invariance to metric invariance. If full measurement 

metric invariance cannot be fully established across groups, partial metric invariance 

should be appropriately followed. Partial metric invariance requires invariance of at 

least two of the salient loadings per construct. The approach of partial metric 

invariance allows researchers to use modification indices to re-specify the 

measurement model based on theoretical grounding to improve the model fit 

(Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1998).  

 LISREL 8.72 was used to test for measurement invariance in all the scales used 

in the study. The test involved two steps. The first step was to examine whether the 

factor load with the same pattern (configural invariance). One item on a scale was 

fixed to 1 and its intercept was fixed to zero. If the fit of the models is good, metric 

invariance test then follows. If the configural invariance is not satisfied, the 

constraints on the item with the highest modification index are relaxed, and the 

models are tested again until the model fit is acceptable.  

  The second step is to test metric invariance. The full metric invariance was 

first tested by constraining the factor loadings to make them the same across cultures. 

If the fit indices for the full metric invariance are not satisfactory, the partial metric 

invariance test is conducted by sequentially relaxing the equality constrains on some 

parameters. Usually, the loading with the highest modification index is relaxed until 

the optimal fit is achieved.  



 150

 A series fit indices were used to measure the goodness-of-fit, including 

 chi-square, RMSEA, GFI, NFI, and CFI. The rationale for selecting these indices 

was the same as discussed in section 2.3. Table 31 summarized the model testing 

results of measurement invariance. Overall, the test results suggested that the 

measurement used for both samples were cross-culturally valid, because at least two 

items for each scale had metric invariance (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998). 

4.2.5 Reliability and Validity Test 

Reliability tests were conducted to access the internal consistency of the 

measures employed in the study. Cronbach’s alpha (α) is usually calculated to 

measure reliability, and it is a commonly used threshold value for acceptable 

reliability is at 0.70 (Nunnally 1978). Tables 24 to table 29 indicate that all the scales 

have good levels of internal consistency, with the lowest α of 0.78. The test results 

from Tables to 29 also suggest that the scales have adequate level of convergent 

validity, as all item-total correlations exceed the recommended criterion of 0.40 

(Jayanti and Burns 1998).  

Discriminant validity was measured by comparing the coefficient alpha for each 

measure with the Pearson correlation coefficients for the measures of interest in the 

study. The evidence of discriminant validity could be provided if the value of 

Cronbach’s alpha of one construct is larger than any of the correlation coefficient 

between the construct and other constructs.  
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Table 31 
Model Comparison for Measure Invariance: U.S. Sample and China Sample 

 
Models X2 DF RMSEA GFI NFI CFI 

Psychological Gender 
      

Configural Invariance 303.89 123 0.067 0.94 0.95 0.97 
Full Metric Invariance 734.31 155 0.11 0.86 0.89 0.91 

Partial Metric Invariance 269.83 130 0.056 0.95 0.96 0.98 

Gender Role Attitudes
      

Configural Invariance 273.21 116 0.068 0.94 0.96 0.97 
Full Metric Invariance 487.64 131 0.094 0.90 0.92 0.94 

Partial Metric Invariance 290.89 128 0.068 0.94 0.95 0.97

Brand Connections 
      

Configural Invariance 128.23 68 0.050 0.97 0.98 0.99
Full Metric Invariance 379.53 89 0.108 0.89 0.96 0.97 

Partial Metric Invariance 198.64 81 0.067 0.95 0.98 0.99 

Salient Brand Equity 
      

Configural Invariance 96.45 45 0.063 0.96 0.98 0.99
Full Metric Invariance 169.8 55 0.089 0.95 0.96 0.98 

Partial Metric Invariance 108.48 54 0.059 0.95 0.98 0.99

Attitudinal Brand Equity 
      

Configural Invariance 225.17 109 0.059 0.94 0.98 0.99
Full Metric Invariance 382.79 131 0.083 0.89 0.97 0.98 

Partial Metric Invariance 287.2 127 0.063 0.92 0.98 0.99

Relationship Brand Equity 
      

Configural Invariance 94.97 38 0.067 0.97 0.99 0.99 
Full Metric Invariance 155.91 53 0.078 0.95 0.98 0.98 

Partial Metric Invariance 122.39 50 0.067 0.97 0.98 0.99 
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Table 32 
Evidence of Discriminant Validity 

 
  U.S China 

Scale 
Cronbach’s 

Alpha
Highest 

Correlation
Cronbach’s 

Alpha
Highest 

Correlation

Femininity 0.87 0.58 0.78 0.54 
Masculinity 0.85 0.38 0.84 0.54 
Traditional Gender Role 0.85 0.47 0.87 0.28 
Egalitarian Gender Role 0.83 0.57 0.86 0.49 
Self-Brand Connection 0.91 0.67 0.91 0.63 
Functional Brand 
Connection 0.91 0.73 0.90 0.64 
Brand Association 0.92 0.73 0.91 0.76 
Brand Uniqueness 0.81 0.70 0.85 0.77 
Brand Attitudes 0.92 0.81 0.91 0.72 
Perceived Quality/Cost 0.93 0.69 0.91 0.82 
Brand Loyalty 0.91 0.82 0.91 0.83 
Brand Attachment 0.85 0.74 0.86 0.77 

 

Table 32 shows the coefficient alphas of each scale with the highest correlation 

efficient associated with the scale. The coefficient alphas were higher than the highest 

correlation coefficient, and this provided some evidence of discriminant validity of the 

measures.  

4.3  Hypothesis Testing 

The research model presented in Figure 1 and the related hypothesis were tested. 

Because the sex variable is a categorical variable, its relationships with consumers’ 

perceptions were measured separately by ANOVA and regression analysis. The other 

independent variables were tested in three path models with respect to three dependent 

variables, the three perspectives of CBBE.  
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4.3.1 The Impact of Sex on CBBE 

For the effects of sex on consumer-based brand equity and the mediation effect of 

brand connections, a one-way ANOVA tests using SPSS14.0 were first conducted to 

examine whether there are significant relationships at α = 0.05 significance level. The 

results indicate that sex does not have a significant impact on all CBBE variables (Table 

33). Specifically, only brand attitudes showed significant differences between males and 

females for the U.S. sample (p-value = 0.057), and females (mean = 5.267) showed 

stronger brand attitudes toward skin care products than males (mean = 5.078). For 

Chinese males and females, there were significant differences in brand association, 

brand uniqueness, and brand loyalty. Interestingly, Chinese male consumers scored 

higher in brand uniqueness (mean for male = 4.316, for female = 4.097) and brand 

loyalty (mean for male = 4.362, female = 4.029) than female consumers. Chinese female 

consumers had higher scores than their male counterparts for brand association (mean 

for male= 4.629, female = 4.875).  

Would self-brand connection and functional brand connection mediate the 

relationship between sex and CBBE construct, especially when sex have an impact on 

certain CBBE constructs in China? Because sex does not have a significant impact on 

the two mediation variables for the U.S. sample, no further mediation test was needed 

(Preacher and Hayes 2004). The mediation effect of functional connection was 

examined for Chinese consumers, because sex has a marginal impact on consumers 

functional brand connections (p-value = 0.080).  
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Table 33 
ANOVA: Effect of Sex on Consumers’ Brand Perceptions 

 
  U.S. China 
  mean f-value p-value mean f-value p-value

Self-Brand Connection 
      

Male 4.041 0.440 0.508 3.849 0.121 0.728 
Female 4.141 3.809

Functional Brand 
Connection 

      

Male 4.94 1.843 0.176 4.564 3.087 0.080**
Female 5.08 4.708

Brand Association 
      

Male 5.007 2.899 0.090** 4.629 8.766 0.003* 
Female 5.169 4.875

Brand Uniqueness 
      

Male 4.363 0.029 0.864 4.316 4.651 0.032* 
Female 4.342 4.097

Brand Attitude 
      

Male 5.078 3.654 0.057** 4.739 0.847 0.358 
Female 5.267 4.814

Perceived Quality/Value 
      

Male 4.395 0.474 0.492 4.373 0.431 0.512 
Female 4.298 4.314

Brand Loyalty 
      

Male 4.640 0.056 0.813 4.362 9.276 0.003* 
Female 4.615 4.029

Brand Attachment 
      

Male 4.028 0.162 0.688 3.991 0.349 0.555 
Female 4.086 3.925

      *p<0.05    **p<0.10 
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Table 34 
Regression Analysis: Mediation Effect of Functional Brand Connection on  

Sex and Brand Perceptions (China Sample) 
 

 Dependent Variable 

 
Brand 

Association Brand Uniqueness Brand Loyalty

 β p-value β p-value β p-value 
Direct Effect a 0.170 0.003 -0.124 0.032 -0.173 0.003 
Mediation Effect b 0.101 0.080 0.101 0.080 0.101 0.080 

Total Effect c 
      

Sex 0.117 0.015 -0.175 0.000 -0.224 0.000 
Functional Brand 

Connection 0.55 0.000 0.520 0.000 0.521 0.000 
Adjust R2 0.324 0.279 0.295 
Sobel Test P=0.107 P=0.091 P=0.090 
% of Mediation Effect 33.35% 42.25% 30.21% 
a The direct effect is association of Independent Variable (sex) and dependent variables. 
b The Mediation effect it the association of independent variable (sex) and mediator (functional 

connection). 
c The Total effect is the association of both independent variable and mediator on dependent 

variable. 
 
A rigorous method used to test the mediation effect is the Sobel test. The Sobel 

test can directly address the key mediation question: whether the total effect of X on Y 

would be reduced if an additional mediator is added to the model (Preacher and Hayes 

2004). As shown in Table 34, the Sobel test suggested that there is no mediation effect at 

a 0.95 confidence level, because the p values are larger than 0.05 for brand association, 

brand uniqueness, and brand loyalty. However, functional brand connection may have an 

impact on brand uniqueness (p-value = 0.091) and brand loyalty (p-value = 0.90) at 0.90 

confidence level. The percentage of mediation also suggested that the mediation effect 

was not large (42.25% for brand uniqueness and 30.21% for brand loyalty). The Sobel 

results were consistent with the finding that sex is correlated with functional brand 

connection at 0.90 confidence level.  
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4.3.2 Path Model of Psychological Gender, Gender Role Attitude and Salience Brand 

Equity 

Path analysis using LISREL 8.72 was conducted to test the hypothesized 

relationships among psychological gender, gender role attitudes, brand connections, and 

consumer-based brand equity. In the path analysis, the multiple indicators were summed 

together to represent each construct, and the summated scores were used in the 

structural equation model. Path analysis has become a common analysis in marketing 

literature, especially when the full structural equation model is not applicable due to small 

sample size or large number of items contained in a construct (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 

2001; Li and Calantone 1996).  

The first path model is presented in Figure 3. The dependent variable in this model is 

salience brand equity, including the constructs of brand association and brand 

uniqueness. 

 

 

 Figure 3:  Testing Model for Gender Identity and Salience Brand Equity 
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 The initial model was found inadequate to fit the data. For the U.S. sample, though 

some fit index were good (GFI=0.97 and CFI=0.98), the Chi-square for the model was 

41.83, leading to a significant p value (p < 0.001). Furthermore, the RMSEA equaled to 

0.12. The China sample had the same pattern too. Some fit indices were acceptable (e.g. 

GFI = 0.96 and CFI = 0.97), however, the Chi-Square was significant at the 0.001 

significance level and RMESA equaled to 0.13. As such, the path model was revised. 

The modification indices suggested that the main driver of the problem was the 

insufficiency of path relationships. Further literature review recommended adding a few 

new paths to the model (Fischer and Arnold 1994; Gainer 1993).  

The study attempts to build an underlying mechanism in that brand connections 

might fully mediate the relationship between gender identity and CBBE. It may not be the 

case. Fischer and Arnold (1994) and Gainer (1993) suggested that gender identity, 

especially femininity and egalitarian gender role attitudes, have a direct positive impact 

on consumers’ perceptions and behaviors. It is possible that certain gender identity 

constructs have both direct and indirect relationships with CBBE. Based on the literature 

review, two new paths were considered as potential new paths: one path is from 

femininity to brand awareness and another path is from egalitarian gender role attitudes 

to brand awareness. The two potential paths were added one after another till the model 

reached an acceptable goodness-of-fit.  

Table 35 reveals the goodness of fit indices, indicating the acceptance of the revised 

path model. GFI, NFI, and CFI were very high ( >0.99) for both the U.S. and the China 

samples. The RMSEA was 0.031 for the U.S. sample, and 0.067 for China sample. The 

Chi-square ratio index (1.30 and 2.38 in the U.S. sample and China sample, respectively) 
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also matched the requirements of model fit (Marsh and Hocevar 1985). Furthermore, 

most path coefficients were significant (p < 0.05). The standard path coefficients for the 

revised model were showed in Figure 4 and Figure 5. 

An important finding was that most causal relationships proposed in the model were 

supported. The result provided a strong empirical evidence for H4a-c, H5b, and H9a-b. 

Specially, for the U.S. sample, femininity has a positive impact on both self-brand 

connection and functional brand connection, and masculinity only affects self-brand 

connection, but not functional brand connections. Furthermore, egalitarian gender role 

influences functional brand connection, while traditional gender role affects self-brand 

connection. This finding supported H5b but rejected H5a. The China sample shared 

similar pattern, except the relationship between masculinity and functional brand 

connection, which is positive for Chinese consumers. H4d was supported for the China 

sample, but not the U.S. sample. It was also found that self-brand connection can lead to 

the U.S. consumers’ functional brand connection, while functional brand connection 

leads to self-brand connection for Chinese consumers (H9a and H9b).  

With regard to the link between brand connections and CBBE, the results suggested 

that H6a, H6b, H6d were supported. Both self-brand connection and functional brand 

connection can predict brand association, and self-brand connection is also a predictor 

for brand unique. Interestingly, the relationship between functional brand connection and 

brand uniqueness (H6c) was rejected for both countries.  
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Table 35 

Path Model Estimates for Gender Identity and Salience Brand Equity 
  

Path Relationship Path Estimate t-value 

From To U.S. China U.S. China 

Femininity Self Brand Connection 0.49 0.19 5.30 2.49

Masculinity Self Brand Connection 0.18 0.14 2.23 1.91

Femininity Functional Brand Connection 0.22 0.22 4.72 3.86

Masculinity Functional Brand Connection 0.05 0.26 1.29 4.60

Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Self Brand Connection 0.04 -0.03 -0.03 0.40

Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Functional Brand Connection 0.26 0.30 5.25 5.52

Traditional Gender Role Attitude Self Brand Connection 0.21 0.18 3.08 4.63

Traditional Gender Role Attitude Functional Brand Connection -0.06 0.04 -1.75 1.18

Functional Brand Connection Self Brand Connection    - 0.71    - 9.74

Self Brand Connection Functional Brand Connection 0.32      - 11.46       - 

Functional Brand Connection Brand Association 0.38 0.28 6.43 4.30

Self Brand Connection Brand Association 0.09 0.11 2.61 2.46

Functional Brand Connection Brand Uniqueness -0.04 0.03 -0.58 0.44

Self Brand Connection Brand Uniqueness 0.37 0.48 8.82 9.95

Brand Association Brand Uniqueness 0.56 0.30 7.93 4.80

Femininity Brand Association 0.10 0.15 2.06 2.76
Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Brand Association 0.22 0.22 4.67 4.33
      

Goodness-of-fit Statistics of the Final Model U.S. China 

 Chi-Square/dof 1.30 2.38 

 RMESA 0.031 0.067 

 GFI 0.99 0.99 

 NFI 0.99 0.99 

  CFI 1.00 0.99 
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Furthermore, the relationship between brand association and brand uniqueness was 

supported for both cultures, as expected (H10). Additionally, the three new path 

relationships were found to have significant impact. Both femininity and egalitarian 

gender role attitudes impact brand awareness, and there is a strong link between brand 

association and brand uniqueness.  

4.3.3 Path Model of Psychological Gender, Gender Role Attitude and Attitudinal Brand 

Equity 

The second path model tested is presented in Figure 6. The model has the same 

independent variables and mediators as the first path model, and the difference between 

the two models is the dependent variables. This model focuses on the attitude 

perspective of CBBE, and the two dependent variables, brand attitudes and perceived 

quality/value, were predicted.  

Like the first path model, the goodness-of-fit index of the initial model was not 

satisfactory. For the U.S. sample, though some fit index was good (GFI = 0.98 and  

CFI = 0.99), the ratio of Chi-square and degree of freedom was larger than 3, leading to 

a significant p value (p < 0.001). Furthermore, the RMSEA value was 0.10. The initial 

model with China data showed that the GFI = 0.97 and CFI = 0.98.However, the 

Chi-Square was significant at the 0.001 significance level and RMESA equaled to 0.10. 

The similar approach with the first path model was applied to the second path model. 

One new path, representing the association of egalitarian gender role attitudes and 

brand attitudes, was added.  
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The revised model was supported by the model fit indices. Table 36 showed the 

goodness of fit indices, indicating the acceptance of the final path model. GFI, NFI, and 

CFI were very high (> 0.99) for both the U.S. and the China samples. The RMSEA was 

0.022 for the U.S. sample, and 0.054 for China sample. The Chi-square ratio indices 

(1.13 and 1.85 in the U.S. and China samples, respectively) were below the 

recommended 5.0 (Marsh and Hocevar 1985). Furthermore, most path coefficients were 

significant (p <0.05). The standard path coefficients for the validated model were showed 

in Figure 7 and Figure 8. 

 

Figure 6:  Testing Model for Gender Identity and Attitudinal Brand Equity 
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Table 36 
Path Model Estimates for Gender Identity and Attitudinal Brand Equity 

 
Path Relationship Path Estimate t-value 

From To U.S. China U.S. China 

Femininity Self Brand Connection 0.49 0.19 5.30 2.49 

Masculinity Self Brand Connection 0.18 0.14 2.23 1.91 

Femininity Functional Brand Connection 0.22 0.22 4.72 3.86 

Masculinity Functional Brand Connection 0.05 0.26 1.29 4.60 

Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Self Brand Connection 0.04 -0.03 -0.03 0.40 

Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Functional Brand Connection 0.26 0.30 5.25 5.52 

Traditional Gender Role Attitude Self Brand Connection 0.21 0.18 3.08 4.63 

Traditional Gender Role Attitude Functional Brand Connection -0.06 0.04 -1.75 1.18 

Functional Brand Connection Self Brand Connection  0.71  9.74 

Self Brand Connection Functional Brand Connection 0.32  11.46  

Functional Brand Connection Brand Attitudes 0.53 0.48 9.10 8.67 

Self Brand Connection Perceived Quality 0.05 0.12 1.56 3.33 

Functional Brand Connection Brand Attitudes 0.15 -0.07 2.23 -1.16 

Self Brand Connection Perceived Quality 0.19 0.44 5.56 10.76 

Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Brand Association 0.19 0.18 4.04 4.26 

Brand Attitudes Perceived Quality 0.49 0.55 8.08 9.48 

      

Goodness-of-fit Statistics of the Final Model U.S. China 

 Chi-Square/dof 1.13 1.85 

 RMESA 0.022 0.054 

 GFI 0.99 0.99 

 NFI 1.00 0.99 

  CFI 1.00 1.00 
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As expected, the hypothesized relationship between the independent variables and 

mediators was the same as the first path model. With regard to the new paths, the model 

test provided support to H7a and H7d for both countries. It was suggested that self-brand 

connection impacts perceived quality/value, and functional brand connection impacts 

brand attitudes. The results for H7b and H7c are different for the two countries. Self-brand 

connection has an impact on brand attitudes for Chinese consumers, but not for the U.S. 

consumers (H7b). On the other hand, Functional brand connection affects perceived 

quality/value for the U.S. consumers, but not for Chinese consumers (H7c). As expected, 

consumers’ brand attitudes have a strong effect on their perceived quality/value (H11). 

The result also indicates that the one added path, the path from egalitarian attitudes to 

brand attitudes, was significant. In other words, egalitarian gender role attitudes may 

help shape brand attitudes. 

4.3.4 Path Model of Psychological Gender, Gender Role Attitude and Relationship Brand 

Equity 

The third path model is presented in Figure 9. The model represents the same 

relationship between independent variables and mediators as the other path models. 

And the model is interested in studying how gender identity and brand connections 

predict relationship perspective of CBBE.  

This model was well supported by the model fit indices. Table 37 showed the 

goodness of fit indices, indicating the acceptance of the revised path model. 
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In this model, GFI, NFI, and CFI were very high (>0.98) for both the U.S. and the 

China samples. The RMSEA was 0.071 for the U.S. sample, and 0.042 for China sample. 

The Chi-square ratio index (2.54 and 1.55 in the U.S. and China samples, respectively) 

were below the recommended 5.0. Furthermore, most path coefficients were significant 

(p <0.05). The standard path coefficients for the revised model were also shown in 

Figure 10 and Figure 11. 

Figure 9:  Testing Model for Gender Identity and Relationship Brand Equity 
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Table 37 
Path Model Estimates for Gender Identity and Relationship Brand Equity 

 
Path Relationship Path Estimate t-value 

From To U.S. China U.S. China 

Femininity Self Brand Connection 0.49 0.19 5.30 2.49 

Masculinity Self Brand Connection 0.18 0.14 2.23 1.91 

Femininity Functional Brand Connection 0.22 0.22 4.72 3.86 

Masculinity Functional Brand Connection 0.05 0.26 1.29 4.60 

Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Self Brand Connection 0.04 -0.03 -0.03 0.40 

Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Functional Brand Connection 0.26 0.30 5.25 5.52 

Traditional Gender Role Attitude Self Brand Connection 0.21 0.18 3.08 4.63 

Traditional Gender Role Attitude Functional Brand Connection -0.06 0.04 -1.75 1.18 

Functional Brand Connection Self Brand Connection  0.71  9.74 

Self Brand Connection Functional Brand Connection 0.32  11.46  

Functional Brand Connection Brand Loyalty 0.39 0.31 4.83 3.69 

Self Brand Connection Brand Loyalty 0.35 0.40 6.48 6.66 

Functional Brand Connection Brand Attachment -0.18 -0.03 -2.75 -0.55 

Self Brand Connection Brand Attachment 0.43 0.27 9.54 5.59 

Brand Loyalty Brand Attachment 0.54 0.62 11.82 13.84 
      

Goodness-of-fit Statistics of the Final Model U.S. China 

 Chi-Square/dof 2.54 1.55 

 RMESA 0.07 0.04 

 GFI 0.98 0.99 

 NFI 0.98 0.99 

  CFI 0.99 0.99 
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The hypothesized relationships between the independent variables and mediators 

were the same as the other two path models. The new finding in this model was that 

self-brand connection has a strong positive impact on consumers’ brand loyalty and 

brand attachment, and thus H8b and H8d were supported for both the U.S. sample and 

China sample. The relationship between functional brand connection and brand loyalty 

was positive for the two cultures too, and H8a is supported. The result for H8c was 

different as originally projected. Specifically, functional brand connection is negatively 

associated with brand attachment for the U.S. sample, while this relationship does not 

hold significant for Chinese sample. In addition, there is a strong and positive 

relationship between brand loyalty and brand attachment (H12).  

4.3.5   Summary of Hypothesis 

Table 38 provides a summary of result for hypothesis for H1a – 1f, H2a – 2f, and H3a-3f. 

These hypotheses examine the role of sex on consumer-based brand equity and the 

mediation effect of brand connections. Only H1a, H1b, and H1e were supported at the 0.95 

confidence level for the China sample. Generally speaking, the U.S. males and females 

don’t show the significant difference in any CBBE constructs, while Chinese males and 

females are different in terms of brand association, brand uniqueness, and brand loyalty. 

Chinese males and females are not different across brand attitudes, perceived 

quality/value, and brand attachments. Furthermore, self-brand connection and functional 

brand connection do not mediate the relationships between sex and CBBE.  

Table 39 provides a summary of result for H4a-4d, H5a-5b, H6a-6d, H7a-7d, H8a-8d, H9a-9b, H10, 

H11, and H12. Most of the hypotheses were supported. Femininity has a positive impact 

on both self-brand and functional brand connections for consumers in both countries (H4a 
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and H4c), and masculinity affects self-brand connection for consumers in both countries 

(H4c). Though masculinity has an impact on Chinese consumers’ functional brand 

connection, it does not have an effect on functional brand connection on the U.S. 

consumers (H4d). The two countries also share a similar pattern on another relationship: 

egalitarian gender role influences functional brand connection, while traditional gender 

role attitudes affect self-brand connections (H5a and H5b).  

The result also indicates a strong connection among brand connections and CBBE. 

For both countries, a stronger self-brand connection can lead to better brand 

associations (H6b), more intense perceptions of brand uniqueness (H6d), higher 

perceived quality/value (H7d), stronger brand loyalty (H8b) and stronger brand attachment 

(H8d). The links between self brand connection and brand attitudes were found significant 

in China but not in the U.S. (H7b). Regarding the impact of functional brand connection, it 

was found that a strong functional brand connection can enhance brand associations 

(H6a), brand attitudes (H7a), and brand loyalty (H8a) for both focal populations of interest. 

However, the impact of functional brand connection was found to be insignificant on 

brand uniqueness for consumers from both countries (H6c). Furthermore, functional 

brand connection may impact the U.S. consumers’ perceived quality/cost, but it does not 

affect Chinese consumers (H7c). Also, the relationship between functional brand 

connections and brand attachment is negative for the U.S. consumers, and it does not 

have an impact on Chinese consumers (H8c).  

The study provides evidence to support the hypothesized relationship between brand 

connections and CBBE constructs. It was found that self brand connection leads to 

functional brand connection for the U.S. consumers (H9a) and that functional brand 
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equity might come first and then self-brand connections for Chinese consumers (H9b). 

Additionally, the result support the strong association between brand association and 

brand uniqueness (H10), between brand attitudes and perceived quality/value (H11), and 

between brand loyalty and brand attachment (H12).  

The results presented in this chapter generate valuable insight to marketing scholars 

and practitioners. To address the theoretical, managerial, and societal marketing 

implications and offer future research directions, chapter 5 provide more in-depth 

discussions.  
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Table 38 
Summary of Hypothesis: Regression Models 

 
Hypothesized Relationship f-value Test Result 

From To U.S. China U.S. China 

H1a  Sex Brand Association 2.899 8.776 Supported * Supported 

H1b  Sex Brand Uniqueness 0.029 4.651 Rejected Supported 

H1c  Sex Brand Attitude 3.654 0.847 Supported * Rejected 

H1d  Sex Perceived Quality/Value 0.474 0.431 Rejected Rejected 

H1e  Sex Brand Loyalty 0.056 9.276 Rejected Supported 

H1f  Sex Brand Attachment 0.162 0.349 Rejected Rejected 

H2a  Sex & Self-Brand Connection Brand Association - - Rejected Rejected 

H2b  Sex & Self-Brand Connection Brand Uniqueness - - Rejected Rejected 

H2c  Sex & Self-Brand Connection Brand Attitude - - Rejected Rejected 

H2d  Sex & Self-Brand Connection Perceived Quality/Value - - Rejected Rejected 

H2e  Sex & Self-Brand Connection Brand Loyalty - - Rejected Rejected 

H2f   Sex & Self-Brand Connection Brand Attachment - - Rejected Rejected 

H3a  Sex & Functional Connection Brand Association - 72.01 Rejected Rejected 

H3b  Sex & Functional Connection Brand Uniqueness - 59.12 Rejected Supported* 

H3c  Sex & Functional Connection Brand Attitude - - Rejected Rejected 

H3d  Sex & Functional Connection Perceived Quality/Value - - Rejected Rejected 

H3e  Sex & Functional Connection Brand Loyalty - 63.87 Rejected Supported* 
H3f  Sex & Functional Connection Brand Attachment - - Rejected Rejected 

            *p<0.10 
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Table 39 
Summary of Hypothesis: Path Models 

 
Hypothesized Path Path Estimate t-value Test Result 

From To U.S. China U.S. China U.S. China 
H4a  Femininity Self-Brand Connection 0.49 0.19 5.30 2.49 Supported Supported 
H4b  Masculinity Self-Brand Connection 0.18 0.14 2.23 1.91 Supported Supported* 
H4c  Femininity Functional Brand Connection 0.22 0.22 4.72 3.86 Supported Supported 
H4d  Masculinity Functional Brand Connection 0.05 0.26 1.29 4.60 Rejected Supported 
H5a  Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Self-Brand Connection 0.04 -0.03 0.37 -0.40 Rejected Rejected 
H5b  Egalitarian Gender Role attitude Functional Brand Connection 0.26 0.04 5.25 1.18 Supported Rejected 
H6a  Functional Brand Connection Brand Association 0.38 0.28 6.43 4.30 Supported Supported 
H6b  Self Brand Connection Brand Association 0.09 0.11 2.61 2.46 Supported Supported 
H6c  Functional Brand Connection Brand Uniqueness -0.04 0.03 -0.58 0.44 Rejected Rejected 
H6d  Self-Brand Connection Brand Uniqueness 0.37 0.48 8.82 9.95 Supported Supported 
H7a  Functional Brand Connection Brand Attitude 0.53 0.48 9.10 8.67 Supported Supported
H7b  Self-Brand Connection Brand Attitude 0.05 0.12 1.56 3.33 Rejected Supported 
H7c  Functional Brand Connection Perceived Quality/Value 0.15 -0.07 2.23 -1.16 Supported Rejected 
H7d  Self-Brand Connection Perceived Quality/Value 0.19 0.44 5.56 10.76 Supported Supported 
H8a  Functional Brand Connection Brand Loyalty 0.39 0.31 4.83 3.69 Supported Supported 
H8b  Self-Brand Connection Brand Loyalty 0.35 0.40 6.48 6.66 Supported Supported
H8c  Functional Brand Connection Brand Attachment -0.18 -0.03 -2.75 -0.55 Reversed Rejected 
H8d  Self-Brand Connection Brand Attachment 0.43 0.27 9.54 5.59 Supported Supported 
H9a  Functional Brand Connection Self-Brand Connection  0.71  9.74  Supported 
H9b  Self-Brand Connection Functional Brand Connection 0.32  11.46  Supported  
H10  Brand Association Brand Uniqueness 0.56 0.30 7.93 4.80 Supported Supported
H11  Brand Attitudes Perceived Quality/Value 0.49 0.55 8.08 9.48 Supported Supported 
H12  Brand Loyalty Brand Attachment 0.54 0.62 11.82 13.84 Supported Supported 
*p< 0.10 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATION 
 

Spiritual leaders counsels that people have been very conditioned by the 

cultures that they come from and are usually very identified with the particular gender 

that they happen to be a member of. The empirical results reported in the preceding 

chapter confront Cohen’s contention that gender identity is both socially-constructed 

and culturally-framed. This contention challenges the pervasive categorization of 

gender predicated on physiological grounds. Consumer research often constrains the 

measurement of gender as a categorical variable, ignoring the multi-dimensionality of 

the construct. In contrast, this dissertation embraced a broadened perspective of 

gender identity based on social psychology. Specifically, Chapter 4 explored how a 

broadened conceptualization of gender identity may be antecedent to both U.S. and 

Chinese consumers’ attributions toward branded offerings in the personal care sector. 

The relationships represented in the null model represent an integration of extant 

theories in gender identity and self-congruity.    

The current chapter extends the data analytics to glean both descriptive and 

normative implications for advancing marketing theory and practice. Toward that goal, 

this chapter interprets the findings for each hypothesized relationship inculcated 

within the null model. Then, the model is systematically evaluated relative to the 

sampling design, measurement and analytics employed with a bent toward proffering 

opportunities for advancing our understanding of gender identity and 

consumer-based brand equity. These limitations engender opportunities for future 

research.  
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5.1 Discussions 

5.1.1 The Role of Gender Identity  

The primary objective of the study was to understand whether multifactorial 

gender identity has an impact on Generation Y-aged consumers’ brand perceptions. 

The findings suggest that the essentialism view, or the biological deterministic 

perspective, does not fully explain the relationship between gender and consumers’ 

brand decision making. Rather, a framework incorporating individuals’ psychological, 

sociological and cultural background provides much stronger support for the gender 

and brand relationship. The empirical results generated from the study point out the 

fallacy that biological sex can adequately predict gender-related consumer behavior. 

Evidence is provided to support gender schema theory and multifactorial gender 

identity theory. At the conceptual level, the study offers support for including all three 

unique gender-related constructs (physiological sex, psychological gender traits, and 

gender role attitudes) in order to understand consumers’ attitudes and behaviors. At 

the empirical level, the results demonstrate that multifactorial gender may indeed 

have explanatory power over and above that of sex for consumer behavior which is 

presumed to be solely captured with the either/or categorical measure of biological 

gender.  

Although some evidence support differences between males and females, the 

overriding empirical support favors that there are more similarities between the young 

men and women. For the U.S. Generation Y-aged consumers, there is no viable 

difference in terms of brand connections and consumer-based brand equity. This 

result is surprising in light of the rich stream of consumer research conceding that sex 

is a better predictor of product or brand perception than other gender identity 

concepts (i.e. Allison et al 1980; Gentry &Haley 1984; Gould & Stern 1989). Perhaps, 
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the results implicate earlier studies that could only capture the surface of change at a 

discrete point of measurement. In today’s society, men and women are sharing more 

and more gendered cultural space, and differences between sexes have increasingly 

diminished. For the Chinese young consumers, males are females are not different in 

terms of brand connections; however, they are different with regard to brand 

knowledge (brand association and brand uniqueness) and brand loyalty. Contrary to 

conventional beliefs that consider personal care brands to be a woman’s domain – 

from disproportionate merchandising in women’s departments to marketing 

communications dependent on women’s strong brand awareness and affinity, 

Chinese men actually exhibited higher brand associations and stronger brand loyalty 

than Chinese women. The unexpected findings from both the U.S. and China confirm 

Lorber’s (1994) argument that the reliance on two sex or gender categories is 

epistemologically spurious. The findings are consistent with Lorber’s call for 

marketing researchers to explore a complex gender phenomenon that transcends the 

existing paradigm to a new paradigm that no longer treats gender as a solely 

dichotomous variable.  

The study also provides an answer to the debate over whether psychological 

gender traits should be taken into account to study sex or gender related issues. The 

study sides with the view that psychological gender traits may be as important, if not 

more important, predictors of consumer behavior as physiological sex (Bem 1974b; 

Palan 2001; Spence 1993). Psychological gender traits, including femininity and 

masculinity, both have unique and independent relationship with consumers’ brand 

consumption.  

It was found that both femininity and masculinity gender traits are closely linked 

with consumers’ self-brand connection for both the U.S. and Chinese consumers. 
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However, as femininity serves as a predictor of their functional brand connections in 

both countries, masculinity can only predict functional brand equity in China. This is 

not consistent with the U.S. Generation Y-aged consumers. The reason might be 

two-fold. First, given that there are higher levels of brand penetration in the U.S.; 

masculine consumers are more likely to find a brand that better matches their 

self-image. Therefore, self-brand connection becomes U.S. Generation Y-aged male 

consumers’ priority, and functional brand connection becomes less important. Also, 

Chinese society values utilitarian features of a product or a brand, and purchasing 

such products is considered being responsible for the family: highly regarded as a 

masculine characteristic in China. Regardless of this difference, both femininity and 

masculinity are important antecedents to understanding consumers’ brand 

consumption. This indicates an appreciation for and understanding of the value of 

psychological gender traits would offer a more comprehensive and complete 

framework for gender research and brand communication.   

It should be noted that, consistent with the literature review, gender role attitude is 

a relevant factor for consumers’ brand consumption. Gender role attitudes serves as 

another important and unique predictor for consumers’ brand connections and brand 

perceptions. The impact of gender role attitudes provides increased understanding of 

the proposed relationship between gender identity and brand perceptions. One 

interesting finding about gender role attitudes is that it is not a one single factor 

construct; rather, the egalitarian gender role attitudes and traditional gender role 

attitudes are not the two extremes at one continuum but two dimensions of gender 

role attitudes. McHugh and Frieze (1997) suggested that social-historical contexts 

determine what are considered relevant gender role attitudes, and some well-defined 

gender role attitudes scale may have limitation in accessing gender role attitudes for 
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future generations. Though the gender role attitudes scale developed by Spence and 

Helmreich (1972) is by far the most widely used one, it is possible that the one facet 

of the measurement no longer fits for Generation Y-aged consumers. Rather, the two 

facets of gender role attitudes and their relationship may indicate that this scale may 

tap more than traditional gender role attitudes and egalitarian gender role attitudes.  

For both countries, individuals with traditional gender role attitudes tend to build 

strong self-brand connection, while individuals with egalitarian gender role attitudes 

are more likely to focus on functional brand connection. These egalitarian consumers 

also have strong and positive responses toward brand association and brand 

attitudes. This relationship between gender role attitudes and brand connections 

seems surprising at first; however, it does indicate an interesting phenomenon. Those 

with traditional gender role attitudes believe that there are specific and defined roles 

in the society, and they would make sure to behave themselves accordingly. As such, 

they would select the brand that matches well with their perceived social roles. On the 

other hand, egalitarian consumers would have less concern of appropriate social 

gender roles, and they would focus on what works best for them. As egalitarian 

individuals are more flexible in their attitudes toward social roles, rights, and social 

responsibilities for men and women, they are more likely to accumulate brand 

knowledge with different brands and freely show their attitude toward a brand.  

In general, it is a marketing myopia to think that all men share the same gender 

characteristics but men and women are essentially different. It becomes a 

questionable approach that marketing scholars and practitioners simply segment 

consumer on the basis of physiological gender. To better understand gender related 

consumer behavior, an alternative approach should be used. The new approach 

should examine gender identity from multiple perspectives, including between sex 
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differences (male and female differences) and within sex differences (differences 

within male group).   

5.1.2 Mediation Effect of Brand Connections 

Another important objective of the study is to explore the potential of brand 

connectivity as an explanatory mechanism underlying the relationship between 

gender identity and brand perceptions. The findings affirm the role of brand 

connections, including self-brand connection and functional brand connection, as 

motivating factors that strengthen the gender and brand link. Self-brand connection, 

in most cases, has a greater associative link to CBBE perspectives than to functional 

brand connections. As consumers can use the brand to clearly express their 

gendered self, their essential personality traits, they are more likely to have favorable 

evaluations and attitudes toward the brand. However, this does not mean functional 

brand connection is not important. Indeed, there are strong and positive correlations 

between functional brand connection and three CBBE constructs: brand association, 

brand attitudes, and brand loyalty. It might be that functional brand connection 

impacts the three perspectives of consumer-based brand equity at a relatively surface 

level, and self brand connection affects CBBE at a deeper, more emotional level.  

With regard to salience brand equity, Generation Y-aged consumers in both 

countries showed a similar pattern. Self-brand connection can be affected by 

femininity personality traits, masculinity personality traits, and gender role attitudes, 

and self-brand connection then impacts brand associations and brand uniqueness. 

On the other hand, functional brand connection serves as a link between gender 

identity and brand association though there is no association between functional 

brand connection and brand uniqueness. Femininity personality traits and gender role 

attitudes can directly influence brand association, and further influence brand 
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uniqueness through brand association. This result provides some support for the 

mediation effect of brand connections; however, both self-brand connections and 

functional brand connections are not the intermediate steps to entirely connect 

gender identity and salience brand equity. 

With regard to attitudinal equity, it was found that self-brand connection mediates 

the relationship between psychological gender traits (both femininity and masculinity) 

and perceived quality for Generation Y-aged consumers in both countries. Though 

empirical evidence supports the mediation role of self-brand connection between 

psychological gender traits and brand attitudes for Chinese consumers, this 

relationship is not supported for the same-aged U.S. consumers. Conversely, the 

mediation effect of functional brand equity is significant for brand attitudes for both 

consumers in both countries, but its relationship between functional brand connection 

and perceived quality is only supported in the U.S., not in China. The study also 

indicates that though functional brand connection can link egalitarian gender role 

attitudes with brand attitudes, there is also a direct link between egalitarian gender 

role attitudes and brand attitudes. Therefore, brand connections serves as a stronger 

intermediate step between psychological gender traits and attitudinal brand equity 

than between gender role attitudes and attitudinal brand equity.  

The model of relationship brand equity is different from the other two models. The 

role of brand connections as mediator is well supported by the data, and this is 

especially true for self-brand connection. Both psychological gender traits (femininity 

and masculinity) and gender role attitudes (traditional gender role attitudes) can 

influence consumers’ self-brand connection, which in turn, leads to consumers’ brand 

loyalty and brand attachment. Regarding functional band connection, it was found 

that functional brand connection may serve as an important link for consumers’ brand 
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loyalty. However, the relationship between functional brand connection and brand 

attachment is negative for the U.S. consumers, and it is not significant for Chinese 

consumers. The findings offer support for self congruity theory. When consumers 

view a brand as a good match with their psychological and social gender roles, they 

are more likely to feel the attachment toward the brand and further build a strong 

brand relationship.  

5.1.3 Multiple Perspectives of Brand Equity 

The study proposed that there are multiple perspectives for understanding 

consumer-based brand equity. Though the primary purpose of the study was not to 

validate the different CBBE perspectives, the study did find that there are different 

relationships across gender identity, brand connections, and the CBBE. For example, 

psychological gender traits and gender role attitudes directly influence salience brand 

equity, or indirectly influence salience brand equity through brand connections. 

However, psychological gender traits only indirectly influence consumers’ attitudinal 

brand equity through brand connections, while gender role attitudes both directly and 

indirectly influence attitudinal brand equity. For relationship brand equity, both 

psychological gender traits and gender role attitudes indirectly influence relationship 

equity through brand connections. It is important to understand that there is a 

consumer-based brand equity pyramid (Keller 2003), and consumers’ essential 

personality traits may have a different impact on how they build various levels of 

brand equity.  

The study supports previous studies on that certain CBBE constructs can be 

linked each other. It was found that brand association leads to brand uniqueness, 

brand attitudes leads to perceived quality/value, and brand loyalty leads to brand 

association. These associations are strong across Generation Y-aged consumers in 



 182

the U.S. and China. 

5.1.4 Cross-Cultural Similarities and Differences 

As Cohen asserted, the socially-constructed and culturally-framed perspectives of 

gendered expression in the U.S. and China merit investigation. Generation Y-aged 

consumers in both the U.S. and China actively engage in gendered self expression. 

They are highly brand conscious, and consumers in both countries are involved in 

brand seeking behaviors that communicate (and reinforce) their gender self identities, 

and as they see the congruity between a brand and their gendered self, they tend to 

pay attention to the brand, like the band, and further develop strong relationships with 

the brand. Furthermore, it was found that sex is not an explanatory factor for the 

variations in consumer-based equity, and this effect is especially salient for the U.S. 

consumers. On the other hand, consumers’ psychological gender traits and gender 

role attitudes account for consumers’ brand connections, and psychological gender 

traits and gender role attitudes both directly and indirectly influence certain aspects of 

CBBE. It was also suggested that the mediating role of brand connections is 

supported in both countries.  

Despite some of the invariance between these young consumers in the U.S. and 

China, some notable cross-cultural differences were revealed. First, femininity can 

influence consumers’ brand connections, including self-brand connections and 

functional brand connections in both countries. The effect between femininity and 

self-brand connection is stronger in the U.S. than in China. Similarly, masculinity has 

an effect on consumers’ self-brand connection in both countries, but its effect on 

functional brand connection is not supported in the U.S. A likely explanation may be 

that the U.S. is a mature consumer society, and thus the U.S. consumers are more 

likely to seek psychological benefits of a brand than Chinese consumers. Moreover, 
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U.S. society demonstrates a higher tolerance for individuals’ sexual-oriented 

consumption, encouraging consumers to express their gender identities. Another 

possible explanation might be the different economic development stages and 

different brand penetration levels in the two countries, as discussed in section 1.1.  

The relationship between self-brand connection and functional brand connection 

is consistent with the hypothesis: self-brand connection leads to functional brand 

connection in the U.S., while the path is opposite in China. The path relationship from 

functional brand connection to self-brand connection is very strong for Chinese 

consumers. This relationship reflects the differences in the two countries’ cultural, 

economic, and consumption situations. Generally speaking, China is rapidly 

becoming a consumer society; yet, the Chinese consumers still take functional 

benefits of a brand as their first consideration as they adapt to Western consumption 

values and learn to express themselves through consumer objects.  

Though the link between brand connections and salience brand equity is quite 

similar for the two countries, the relationship between brand connections and 

attitudinal equity is different. Functional brand connections lead to perceived 

quality/value for the U.S. consumers, while self-brand connections lead to brand 

attitudes for Chinese consumers. This difference might indicate that consumers in the 

two countries follow different patterns to form their attitudinal brand equity. For U.S. 

consumers, functional brand connection serves as an intermediate step between 

self-band connection and brand attitudes. For Chinese consumers, self brand 

connection is an important mediator between functional brand connection and 

perceived quality/value.  

Finally, the study found that there is a negative relationship between functional 

brand connection and brand attachment for U.S. consumers, while there is no 
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relationship for Chinese consumers. Self-brand connection has a stronger power to 

explain consumers’ brand attachment in the U.S. than in China. The findings from the 

two countries reaffirmed that functional benefits of a brand would not contribute to 

consumers’ deep and emotional relationship with the brand. Emphasis on the 

congruity of perceived and expected functions and features of a brand may not help 

build a close brand relationship in China. However, it can definitely damage the strong 

and emotional attachment with the brand for the U.S. consumers. Alignment between 

U.S. consumers’ brand and self identities is an important normative implication 

derived from this study.  

5.2  Managerial Implications 

The findings of the study provide valuable insights into managerial mechanisms 

for developing an enduring brand relationship with Generation Y-aged consumers in 

both the U.S. and China. Market segmentation counsels that brand managers must 

carefully target gender-based segments in order to create positive brand equity. If 

marketers just do business as usual and segment consumers by the physiological 

sex categorization, they would miss potentially beneficial segmentation opportunities 

that may be more efficient for allocating marketing resources. Rather than simply 

believing and perpetuating the view that Men are from Mars and Woman are from 

Venus (Gray 1992), it may be beneficial to identify the physiological, social, and 

psychological factors that contribute to gender-related brand consumption. With 

regard to personal care products, marketers may utilize psychological and social 

factors to help men and women understand that they would be attractive by being 

themselves, no matter they want to be masculine or feminine. 

A brand’s gender image is traditionally characterized as masculine for men and 

feminine for women; however, the dichotomy has been challenged in today’s market 
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place. For example, car racing is traditionally associated with men and described as a 

masculine activity. In the past few years, 40% of NASCAR viewers were women, and 

a large percentage of NASCAR advertisements were from cosmetics product 

manufacturers. As such, marketers could use multifactorial gender identity to devise a 

typology of a brand along gender dimensions and provide strategic inputs on how to 

characterize a gendered brand.  

Another important managerial issue is the marketing communication strategy. As 

Schroeder and Zwick (2004) stated, “Gender remains central to the world of 

advertising and consumption… Understanding the role that masculinity – and 

femininity – plays in consumption, visual history, and representation signals a step 

toward understanding how the market structure and subsumes basic ontological 

concern of being, desire, and identity” (P. 47). Advertising and media are not only 

reflections of societal norms and cultural values, but they also serve to shape social 

values (Pollay 1986; Pollay et al 1990).  

Gender image and gender embedded cues are widely used in advertising and 

other marketing communications. Stern (1999) found the replete across 

contemporary advertising massages and media, “neither men nor women were 

treated without ideological ‘should’ in the standard sexual myths and stereotypes that 

dominate Western culture” (P. 7). Marketers are inclined to apply idealized gender 

role image in their advertising. For gender schematic individuals, these idealized 

images may reinforce existing beliefs about their gender identity. Those androgynous 

individuals would be negatively impacted by these images (Tuncay 2005). Thus, the 

use of stereotypical gendered brand image might be an effective tool for some 

consumers, but it might lead to negative consequences for some other consumers.  
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Marketing managers should remain cognizant of possible detrimental effects of 

their brand communications, including signaling cues that may not engender a 

positive brand or company image. From a consumers’ welfare perspective, gender 

role discrepancies have been linked to certain social problems, such as eating 

disorders, role conflict, and depression (Tuncay 2005), and it is important for 

marketers to overcome the stereotyped notion of gender that strengthens sex 

differences and advocates stereotypical gender roles. It is marketers’ social 

responsibility to communicate to consumers an up-to-date and balanced gender 

images.  

The findings regarding the effects of self-brand connection should convince brand 

managers to pay attention to how the brand image fits with self-image or self-identity 

of target consumers. Brand managers – especially those in the personal care sector 

where gendered identities are prevalent -- should imbue a clear brand image and 

tailor it to match the self-concept of target consumers. Brand connections, including 

functional connections and self connections, can generally enhance brand value and 

build strong brand relationships; managers should implement special incentive 

programs to create a memorable brand connection for target consumers. This also 

requires that brand marketers gain an understanding of the key factors associated 

with brand connections to embed necessary cues into the brand. A brand with 

well-defined cues can encourage consumers to feel that they can connect with the 

brand in ways that are consistent with their own inspirational gendered selves. The 

increased brand connection could also draw consumers into a better sense of 

identification with the brand, and further lead to a powerful brand community that 

provide strong support the brand (i.e., Harley Davidson) .  

 The study suggests that CBBE is a multi-dimensional construct, consisting of 
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salience, attitudinal, and relationship equity. Traditionally, marketing scholars and 

practitioners only address one or two perspectives of CBBE, and previous CBBE 

measures have weak explanatory power. The study found that the sub-constructs of 

CBBE may be influenced in different ways. It is important for brand managers to 

incorporate all three perspectives to access brand equity and derive strategic 

decisions. Brand managers should carefully consider the ramifications of each CBBE 

perspective, and their brand strategies should focus on enhance brand knowledge as 

well as brand attitudes and brand relationships.  

 Despite many similarities for Generation-Y aged consumers in the U.S. and 

China, political ideology, cultural background, economic development has created 

difference in the two countries consumption implications. The differences may lead to 

different marketing strategies. First, brand managers in China may need to focus 

more on product features and utilitarian values of the brand than brand managers in 

the U.S. This may require more brand education for Chinese consumers to 

appreciate the psychological and expressive values of the brand. Second, sex as a 

segmentation variable may not be as effective as before in the U.S., but it can still 

somehow affect consumers’ brand perceptions in China. Brand managers should be 

cautions on how to use physiological sex differently to segment the market in the two 

countries. Third, gender identity is culturally constructed, and its impacts have some 

disparities in the two countries. Managers must understand the gender meanings 

within a cultural context, and carefully communicate the gender-related brand 

personalities in the two countries. Consequently, despite that the young consumers in 

the east and the west are becoming alike in a more boundless world, it is important 

for brand managers to remain prudent to examine the subtle differences in varied 

cultural environments.  
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5.3  Limitations and Future Research 

 Although the study generates some valuable findings, several potential 

limitations must be noted. First, the study tested recursive models and assume that 

self-brand connection leads to functional brand connection for the U.S. consumers 

while functional brand connection leads to self-brand connection in China. In addition, 

the path relationship between the CBBE constructs might also be reciprocal. As such, 

it is equally plausible to argue that the causation proposed in the study may follow 

another direction. The best way to determine the direction of path relationship would 

be to specify a non-recursive model between some constructs. However, the 

specified relationship of these constructs is consistent with the general relationship 

reported in literature, and so the posited directions seem reasonable. At the current 

stage of an exploratory study, the recursive model would also provide better theory 

clarity. Furthermore, many previous empirical studies have used recursive path 

models, given the fact that it is difficult to interpret the reciprocal causal effect of the 

variable within non-recursive models. Nonetheless, future studies may specify a 

non-recursive model between certain variables, and doing so may gain a better 

understanding of directions of causation.  

Second, due to the complexity of the research model, the study tested the 

three perspectives of consumer-based brand equity respectively. Some researchers 

argued that some brand equity scales used in the study might be identical or highly 

overlapping. For example, brand attitudes might be similar with perceived quality 

(Pappu et al. 2005). On the other hands, other researchers found that many brand 

equity scales used in the study are correlated yet independent (Chang and Chieng 

2006). Though the three perspectives of CBBE are well supported in literature (Keller 

2003; Keller and lehmann 2003, 2006), there are no established CBBE scales that 
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capture all the three CBBE aspects. It would be interesting to develop a simply 

applied and all-encompassing CBBE scale, and further test gender identity and its 

influence with all three perspectives of CBBE tested together.  

The third potential limitation of the study is the generalizability of the study. 

One screening criterion is to check whether consumers have regularly used skin care 

products. The result regarding brand equity would only apply to skin care product 

users. For consumers who does not use routinely use skin care products,   the 

predictive ability may be low. The study selected skin care products as research 

contexts, and the findings might be different with regard to other industries. For 

example, there is a possibility that gender identity influence consumers’ automobile 

brand purchase in a somehow different pattern. It is important to test and validate the 

model in other product contexts. Furthermore, the focal context of the study in 

Generation Y-aged consumers in China and U.S., and it would be valuable to include 

another country (i.e. Turkey) that has distinct gender ideology and economic 

environment. Comparison of multiple countries would offer more insight on brand 

positioning for global marketing researchers and practitioners.  

Fourth, one questionnaire was used to measure all study constructs, and it is 

possible that the strength of the causal relationships among these constructs is 

inflated. A series of controlled experiment design would be useful to continue theory 

development in the future.  

Fifth, some researchers suggested that it would be beneficial to compare 

equivalent models along with testing the proposed model (i.e., Bagozzi and Yi 1988; 

Williams et al. 1996). An alternative model may exist when the given model generates 

identical estimates of population covariance matrices and well fits the observed data. 

Through comparing the hypothesized model with equivalent models, the researchers 
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may gain better confidence of the robustness of the hypothesis model if the overall fit 

of hypothesized model is higher than the equivalent model. Given the fact that the 

current study was an exploratory study and many relationships proposed were 

evaluated for the first time, the study’s focus was to explore the path relationships 

among gender identity, brand connections, and consumer-based brand equity. It 

followed previous exploratory gender identity and consumer behavior studies (i.e. 

Fischer and Arnold 1994; Gainer 1993) that focus on building path relationships at the 

first place. Nonetheless, comparison of equivalent models remains a challenging 

option to provide stronger support of robustness of proposed models.  

Despite these limitations, the findings of the study offer fruitful avenues for 

future research. The research utilized gender identity theories to understand the 

interactions among multifactorial gender identity, brand connections, and 

consumer-based brand equity. The tenets based on gender identity theories were 

supported by the study results. Due to this support, future research concerning 

gendered products and services is warranted. Gender related research topics, such 

as within gender difference on consumers’ product and brand purchase, the impact of 

gender identity on consumers’ health and fitness consumption, and the distribution of 

resources by public policy makers to women’s and men’s non-traditional issues, 

would have valuable impacts on marketing research and social welfare. Some other 

meaningful research areas include the understanding of how the changed gender 

role challenges other aspects of personal identity (i.e. race and ethnicity) and the 

assessment of correlations and independability of gender and other social identities.  

Unexpectedly, the study found that the construct, gender role attitudes, does 

not fall into two opposite extremes: egalitarian view and traditional view. Rather, they 

are two correlated but independent dimensions of gender role attitudes. This offers an 



 191

opportunity to examine individuals’ current view of social gender roles and further 

modify or develop an up-to-date measurement of gender role attitudes.  

The contribution of additional constructs and factors as potential moderators 

needs to be considered. Gould (1996) suggested that there are two interrelated paths 

to account for gender impact: a personal traits path (gender identity) and a situational 

path in which gender becomes salient under certain social environment. The situation 

path is relatively ignored. Gender consciousness, which was developed to find out 

whether gender is considered relevant or not under certain situations, may be 

included in the future study to see the interaction of gender identity and gender 

salience and their joint impact on consumer behavior. Furthermore, gender is an 

essential part of self, and other personality traits, such as self consciousness, might 

also moderate the impact of gender identity on consumers’ perceptions. And 

consumers’ product involvement and product features that associated with gender 

identity traits would also be added to understand how consumers build connections 

with a brand. Finally, the influence of advertising and media on gender identity, brand 

connections, and brand perceptions may also be recognized as a potential moderator. 

These research limitations afford a rich opportunity for future streams of consumer 

research embracing a broadened perspective of consumers’ gender identity and 

ensued brand attributions. 
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List of Measurement Scales 

Construct Items 
(6-Point Likert Scale) 

References Reliability 
(previous) 

Reliability 
(this study) 

Psychological 
Gender – 
Femininity 
Traits 

The following items inquire about what kind of person you think you are. Please 
indicate whether the following traits apply to you: 
1) I am affectionate 
2) I am tender** 
3) I am sensitive to others’ needs 
4) I am sympathetic 
5) I am warm 
6) I am eager to soothe hurt feelings 
7) I am understanding 
8) I am gentle** 
9) I am compassionate* 
10) I am loyal* 

Barak and 
Stern (1986) 

0.88 0.87 (U.S.) 
0.78 (China) 

 
Psychological 
Gender – 
Masculinity 
Traits 

 
The following items inquire about what kind of person you think you are. Please 
indicate whether the following traits apply to you: 
1) I have leadership abilities 
2) I am assertive 
3) I am willing to take a stand 
4) I am ambitious** 
5) I am dominant* 
6) I have a strong personality 
7) I am forceful 
8) I act like a leader 
9) I am aggressive 
10) I am competitive* 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Barak and 
Stern (1986) 

 
0.94 

 
0.85 (U.S.) 
0.84(China) 
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List of Measurement Scales 
Continued 

Construct Items 
(6-Point Likert Scale) 

References Reliability 
(previous) 

Reliability 
(this study) 

Gender Role 
Attitudes 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 
1) Husbands and wives should be equal partners in planning the family budget.  
2) Under modern economic conditions with women being active outside the home, 

men should share in household tasks such as washing dishes and doing the 
laundry.  

3) There should be a strict merit system in job appointment and promotion without 
regard to sex. 

4) The initiative in dating should come from the man.* 
5) Parental authority and responsibility for discipline of the children should be 

equally divided between husband and wife. 
6) Women should worry less about their rights and more about becoming good 

wives and mothers. 
7) A woman should not expect to go to exactly the same places or to have quite the 

same freedom of action as a man. 
8) Sons in a family should be given more encouragement to go to college than 

daughters. 
9) It is ridiculous for a woman to drive a truck and for a man to dust furniture. 
10) Society should regard the services rendered by women workers as valuable as 

those of men.  
11) It is only fair that male workers should receive more pay than women, even for 

identical work. 
12) In general, the father should have greater authority than the mother in bringing up 

the children. 
13) There are some professions and types of businesses that are more suitable for 

men than women.* 
14) The intellectual equality of women with men is perfectly obvious.* 
15) The husband has in general no obligation to inform his wife of his financial plans. 
 

 
Spence and 
Helmreich 
(1972) 

 
 

0.87 

 
 

0.83&0.85 
(U.S.) 

 
0.86&0.87 
(China) 
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List of Measurement Scales 
Continued 

Construct Items 
(6-Point Likert Scale) 

References Reliability 
(previous) 

Reliability 
(this study) 

 
Brand-Self 
Connection 

 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 
1) The brand reflects who I am. 
2) I can identify with this brand. ** 
3) I feel a personal connection with this brand. 
4) I use this brand to communicate who I am to other people.* 
5) I think this brand helps me become the type of person I want to be. 
6) I consider this brand to be me (it reflects who I consider myself to be or the way that 

I want to present myself to others). 
7) This brand suits me well. ** 

 
 
Escalas 
and 
Bettman 
2005 

 
 
0.96 

 
 
 0.91 (U.S.) 
 0.91(China) 
 

Functional 
Brand 
Connection 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 
1) I think that the brand meets my basic needs. 
2) I consider the brand as an effective brand. 
3) I think the brand can provide functions that I am looking for. 
4) I believe that the brand helps me solve my personal care problems. ** 
5) I think the brand is useful for me. 
6) I feel that the brand does what it is supposed to do. 
7) I think that the brand is handy for me. * 
8) I think that the brand is practical for me. 

Modified 
from 
several 
scales  

  0.91 (U.S.) 
 0.90 (China) 

Brand 
Awareness/ 
Association 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 
1) I can recognize the brand among other competing brands. 
2) I am aware of the brand. 
3) Some characteristics of the brand come to my mind quickly. 
4) I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of the brand. 
5)  I have difficulty in imaging the brand in my mind. ** 

Yoo and 
Donthu 
2001 

0.88-0.92  0.92 (U.S.) 
 0.91 (China) 

Brand 
Uniqueness 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 
1) The brand is distinct from other brands of personal care product. 
2) The brand really stands out from other brands of personal care product. 
3) The brand is very different from other brands of personal care product. 
4) The brand is unique from other brands of personal care product. 

Netemeyer 
et al. 2004 

   
0.88-0.94 

   0.81 (U.S.) 
   0.85 (China) 
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List of Measurement Scales 
Continued 

Construct Items 
(6-Point Likert Scale) 

References Reliability 
(previous) 

Reliability 
(this study) 

Brand 
Attitudes 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 
1) This is a good brand 
2) This is a pleasant brand 
3) This is a favorable brand. 
4) This is a likable brand 
5) This is a appealing brand 

Spears & 
Singh 
(2004) 

0.97  0.92 (U.S.) 
 0.91 (China) 

Perceived 
Quality and 
Value 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 
1) Compared with other brands, the brand is of very high quality. 
2) The brand is the best brand in its product class. 
3) The brand consistently performs better than all other brands of personal care 

products. 
4) I can always count on the brand for consistent high quality. 
5) What I get from the brand is worth of its cost. 
6) All things considered (price, time and effort), the brand of personal care product is 

a good buy. ** 
7) Compared with other brands of personal care product, the brand is a good         

value for the money. 
8) When I use the brand, I feel I am getting my money worth. 

Netemeyer 
et al. 2004 

0.91-0.93 0.93 (U.S.) 
0.91 (China) 

Brand 
Loyalty 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 
1) I consider myself to be loyal to the brand. 
2) The brand would be my first choice. 
3) I will not buy other brands if the band is available at the store. 

Yoo and 
Donthu 
2001 

0.87-0.88 0.91(U.S.) 
0.91 (China) 

Brand 
Attachment 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 
1) I feel better if I am not away from or without the brand for long period of time. 
2) I miss the brand when the brand is not around me. 
3) If the brand were permanently gone from my life, I would be upset. 
4) Losing the brand forever would be distressing to me. 

Thomson 
(2006) 

0.89 0.85 (U.S.) 
0.86 (China) 

*denotes that the item was deleted in the pretests. 
**denotes that the item was deleted in the main studies. 
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