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Abstract

Purpose — This paper aims to investigate cross-gender effects of gender stereotypes in advertising. More
specifically, it proposes that the negative effects found in studies of women'’s reactions to stereotyped female
portrayals should hold across gender portrayal and target audience gender.

Design/methodology/approach — In two experimental studies, the effects of stereotyped portrayals (vs
non-stereotyped portrayals) across gender are compared.

Findings — The results show that advertising portrayals of women and men have a presumed negative
influence on others, leading to higher levels of ad reactance, which has a negative impact on brand-related effects
across model and participant gender, and for gender stereotypes in terms of physical characteristics and roles.

Research limitations/implications — Whereas previous studies have focused on reactions of women to
female stereotypes, the current paper suggests that women and men alike react negatively to stereotyped
portrayals of other genders.

Practical implications — The results indicate that marketers can benefit from adapting a more mindful
approach to the portrayals of gender used in advertising.

Originality/value — The addition of a cross-gender perspective to the literature on gender stereotypes in
advertising is a key contribution to this literature.
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Introduction

This research investigates consumer reactions to gender-stereotyped advertising portrayals.
Differing from most studies in this field of research (Eisend, 2019), it specifically focuses on
how consumers of a different gender than that of the portrayed models respond to gender-

© Nina Akestam, Sara Rosengren, Micael Dahlén, Karina T. Liljedal and Hanna Berg. Published by
Emerald Publishing Limited. This article is published under the Creative Commons Attribution (CC
BY 4.0) licence. Anyone may reproduce, distribute, translate and create derivative works of this
article (for both commercial & non-commercial purposes), subject to full attribution to the original
publication and authors. The full terms of this licence may be seen at http://creativecommons.org/
licences/by/4.0/legalcode

Jan Wallanders och Tom Hedelius stiftelse W2016-0498:1

Gender
stereotypes in
advertising

63

Received 5 February 2019
Revised 21 October 2019
5 June 2020

22 October 2020

18 December 2020
Accepted 10 January 2021

European Journal of Marketing
Vol. 55 No. 13, 2021

pp. 63-93

Emerald Publishing Limited
0309-0566

DOI 10.1108/EJM-02-2019-0125


http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EJM-02-2019-0125

EM
55,13

64

stereotyped advertising. By studying the cross-gender effects of gender-stereotyped
portrayals in advertising (i.e. the effects on consumers of a different gender to the persons
depicted in the advertising), this research highlights the need to consider reactions across
gender, regardless of target audience. This investigation of cross-gender effects is warranted
because the discourse on gender issues in advertising research has changed considerably in
the past few years. The study of gender roles in advertising is evolving into a research field
closely aligned with the current societal and cultural changes, where a clear distinction
between gender and sex is prevalent (Eisend, 2019; Tuncay Zayer et al., 2020). Gender
stereotypes, sometimes simply referred to as gender roles, have a long history in advertising,
where they are still very frequently used (Eisend, 2010). In recent years, the potentially
negative effects of using stereotypes in advertising have been highlighted by both
advertising research (Eisend, 2019) and practice (Windels, 2016). This is evidenced, for
example, by the growing industry use of so-called femwvertising (Akestam et al., 2017a) and
dadvertising (Bukszpan, 2016), as well as in the increasing number of research articles
exploring gender issues in advertising (Tuncay Zayer ef al, 2020; Liljedal et al., 2020; Azar
et al., 2018). There is also an increasing awareness in the advertising industry of the
potentially negative effects that stereotyped gender portrayals can have. A 2017 report by
the British Advertising Standards Authority (ASA) concluded that “gender stereotypes
have the potential to cause harm by inviting assumptions about adults and children that
might negatively restrict how they see themselves and how others see them” (Advertising
Standards Authority, 2018, p. 3) and therefore called for regulations of the use of gender
stereotypes in advertising. Based on the above reasoning, the purpose of the present
research is to extend the research on gender-stereotyped portrayals in advertising to include
a cross-gender perspective, thereby increasing the relevance of the advertising research
literature in the contemporary development of how gender and stereotypes are considered in
advertising research and practice.

Cross-gender reactions to gender-stereotyped portrayals in advertising should be of great
interest to marketers. First of all, as the discourse concerning the concept of gender becomes
more nuanced in many societies today, some leading advertising researchers, like Eisend
(2019) argue that the gender concept in advertising research should follow suit. According to
his criticism, research about gender stereotypes has often been limited to binary definitions
of gender and to studying the effect of gender stereotypes on consumers of the same (binary)
gender as the depicted advertising models. Eisend (ibid.) also notes that few studies have
examined how men respond to non-stereotyped gender depictions in advertising.

Still, marketers wanting to reduce the use of gender stereotypes by exploring non-
stereotyped gender portrayals (i.e. portrayals showing a person in a way that does not
correspond with the gender stereotype) have little guidance in terms of what to expect from
such efforts. For example, there is considerably more research about how women react
negatively to stereotyped portrayals of women in advertising and the media (Akestam et al.,
2017a; Bower, 2001; Halliwell and Dittmar; 2004; Janssen and Paas, 2014), than about how
men react to stereotyped portrayals of men in advertising and the media (Tuncay Zayer
et al, 2020; Ricciardelli et al., 2010; Branchik and Chowdhury, 2012). Since targeted ads are
by no means safe from further dissemination (for example through social media), ads
targeting one gender will likely end up also being displayed to other genders (Huhmann and
Limbu, 2016). In most cases, cross-gender targets will even be a desired audience, since
customers of different genders will likely be interested in the same products (either buying
for themselves or as a gift) and constitute an exposure audience (e.g. for giving advice or
forming ideals). As such, marketers urgently need guidance on which cross-gender effects to
expect from using stereotyped versus non-stereotyped gender portrayals in advertising.



Advertising research, however, does not yet have much to offer in this particular field (Gulas
and McKeage, 2000, for an exception).

At a societal level, advertising is part of the cultural expressions that reflect and impact
on how consumers perceive themselves and others (Lorenzen et al, 2004; Palan, 2001;
Rutledge Shields and Heinecken, 2001; Steele et al., 2002). Both advertising practitioners and
researchers should thus be aware of and understand the impact of the visual displays of
advertising. If we ignore the effects of gender-stereotyped advertising across the population
regardless of gender, we also limit our understanding of our present society and how
advertisers can take a more responsible part in it. Consequently, by examining the cross-
gender effects of gender-stereotyped portrayals, the present research offers a more holistic
understanding of gender stereotypes in advertising. Building on research showing that
women’s reactions to stereotyped portrayals of women in advertising are influenced by the
presumed influence of the portrayals on others (Akestam, 2018; Choi et al., 2008; Wan et al,
2003) and psychological reactance to the advertising (Akestam et al, 2017a), this research
shows that the negative effects found in studies of women’s reactions to female portrayals
hold across gender portrayals and target audiences. More specifically, given the social
nature of advertising exposure, and that consumers view advertising portrayals as self-
relevant (Dahlén et al, 2014), we argue that both women and men will react negatively to
stereotyped portrayals of a gender other than their own. A wider contribution of this
research is demonstrating the need for research to consider the effects of gender-stereotyped
portrayals across genders if it is to continue the important and ongoing investigation
in advertising research of consumer reactions to stereotyped portrayals of gender in
advertising. More broadly speaking, this research also highlights the social effects of
advertising, because consumers react to portrayals of people even though they may be
dissimilar to the consumers themselves (Héfner, 2003).

Gender stereotypes in advertising

Stereotypes are generally defined as sets of beliefs about the characteristics, attributes, and
behaviors of members of certain groups (Ashmore and Del Boca, 1981). Gender stereotypes
are consequently based on the beliefs that certain characteristics, attributes and behaviors
differentiate the different genders (Eisend, 2010). Historically, most research on gender roles
in advertising has focused on a sex-based and binary (male/female) concept of gender and
while this approach does reflect the stereotyped portrayals of women and men so often
found in advertising, it also fails to encompass the true diversity of gender identities
(Eisend, 2019). A binary concept of gender is also central to the gender stereotypes found in
advertising, which are characterized by portrayals of women and men (and those two
genders only) that conform to the stereotypes for their respective genders (Grau and Zotos,
2016). Gender stereotypes are characterized in four dimensions: gender stereotypes
concerning physical characteristics, role behaviors, occupational status and personality
traits (Deaux and Lewis, 1984). Non-stereotyped gender portrayals in advertising thus differ
from stereotyped portrayals by not portraying gender-stereotyped physical characteristics,
role behaviors, occupational status, or personality traits (e.g. by showing less thin women or
less muscular men). In advertising, gender stereotypes are often portrayed as a combination
of different aspects of the stereotype, for example in an ad where the physical characteristics
of a model aligns with the gender stereotype in terms of body size, pose and facial
expression (Akestam, 2018; Deaux and Lewis, 1984). Conversely, non-stereotyped portrayals
of gender in advertising should avoid portraying several aspects of a gender stereotype in
order to challenge it (Akestam ef al., 2017a).
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Like other stereotypes, gender stereotypes function as a type of heuristics, in that they
facilitate information processing and thus require less cognitive effort to process (Pratto and
Bargh, 1991). This, however, has to be weighed against the negative effects of exposure to
gender stereotypes. During the past decades, many research studies have been able to
demonstrate negative effects of social comparison (Festinger, 1954) with decorative models
in advertising on the appearance satisfaction and body-focused anxiety of women and girls
(Halliwell and Dittmar, 2004; Richins, 1991; Lavine et al., 1999; Martin and Gentry, 1997,
Hogg et al., 1999). While stereotyped depictions of women tend to portray slim women, the
stereotyped depictions of men rather emphasize athleticism and muscularity, but exposure
to stereotyped depictions of men has similarly negative effects on men’s body satisfaction,
body esteem, and self—esteem (Lorenzen et al., 2004; Barlett et al., 2008). Another negative
effect of using gender stereotypes in advertising is the career disadvantages of not
considering some occupations due to the prolonged exposure to occupational gender role
stereotypes (Eisend, 2010). A number of studies have also showed positive effects of using
non-stereotyped depictions of women in advertisements (Liljedal et al, 2020; Bian and
Wang, 2015; Janssen and Paas, 2014; Antioco et al., 2012; Richins, 1991).

Although much of the literature to date has focused on women'’s reactions toward gender
stereotypes, the literature also includes negative effects for men, where for example gender
role attitudes are seen as dynamic entities that can be at least momentarily shifted due to
gender portrayals in advertising (Garst and Bodenhausen, 1997). However, there is still a
perception among advertising practitioners that men are immune to the negative
consequences of gender stereotypes in advertising (Tuncay Zayer and Coleman, 2015). This
reasoning is in line with objectification theory (Fredrickson and Roberts, 1997), which
focuses on describing the effects of sociocultural contexts where women experience sexual
objectification, especially in terms of the resulting self-objectification in women. In
contradiction to this, however, exposure to sexualized advertising can lead to increased self-
objectification in both men and women (Karsay et al., 2018).

Like all stereotypes, gender stereotypes are also culturally dependent and change over
time, meaning that responses to gender stereotypes in advertising can vary between
different cultures and across different periods of time (Eisend, 2010, 2019). Stereotyped
portrayals of women and men have a long history in advertising and are still very
frequently used in advertisements (Grau and Zotos, 2016; Eisend, 2019; Knoll et al., 2011).
Interestingly, stereotyped images of men predominantly focused on facial photos (and
sports action shots) until the 1990s when the male body became more prevalent in line with
other culturally normative and influential ideals of masculinity (i.e. hegemonic masculinity,
Connell, 1987) (Tuncay Zayer et al., 2020; Ricciardelli et al, 2010; Davis, 2002). A recent
study among advertising practitioners by Windels (2016) found that advertisers are aware
of using gender stereotypes (although reluctant to admit this), and view them as useful tools,
that have quick effects and are at least partly based on truths, in that they represent the
societal view of gender roles. Furthermore, the advertising practitioners perceived that
consumers find stereotypes attractive, and that stereotypes communicate quickly and
simplify ad processing, which in turn helps prevent distraction and encourages emotional
rather than rational responses. There is also some evidence that gender-stereotyped
advertisements for gendered products may have better effects on consumers with a
traditional gender role congruence (“masculine men” and “feminine women”) than for
consumers with a more non-traditional gender role congruence (Morrison and Shaffer, 2003).

The question is, however, whether the advertising industry’s use of gender stereotypes in
advertising is about to change. There are many signs that both marketers and consumers
are moving away from gender-stereotyped depictions, such as the inclusion of more plus-



size models and non-retouched images in advertisements (for brands such as Aerie), and
that social media now makes it possible for consumers to voice their dissatisfaction with
gender-stereotyped depictions in public (Pounders, 2018). Gender stereotypes will likely be
affected by changing societal views of the gender concept, including the increased
understanding of concepts such as gender fluidity and the limitations of using binary (male/
female) definitions of gender (Eisend, 2019). As mentioned, stereotypes are culturally and
temporally contingent, and as time passes and cultures change, so will the gender
stereotypes.

The research literature on gender stereotypes in advertising is scattered across
different academic fields such as marketing/advertising (Tuncay Zayer et al., 2020,
Huhmann and Limbu, 2016; Grau and Zotos, 2016; Antioco et al., 2012; Wolin, 2003),
psychology (Lockwood and Kunda, 1997; Lavine et al., 1999; Halliwell and Dittmar,
2004; Zawisza and Cinnirella, 2010; Meyers-Levy and Loken, 2015), consumer
research (Richins, 1991) and gender studies (Kaufman, 1999; Morrison and Shaffer,
2003; Lorenzen et al., 2004; White and White, 2006; Ricciardelli et al., 2010). It also
suffers from a lack of common terminology. While studies of gender role behaviors,
occupational status, and personality traits tend to explicitly use a stereotype
framework (Bakir et al., 2008; Eisend, 2010; Knoll et al., 2011), studies of physical
characteristics tend to apply other concepts, such as idealization (Richins, 1991),
body-size (Bian and Wang, 2015), and attractiveness (Bower, 2001). For portrayals of
men in media and advertising, masculine hegemony is also used similarly to the
stereotype framework, as it can be found in male roles, status set, perspective,
behavior and personal characteristic (Ricciardelli et al., 2010; Connell, 1987). For the
purpose of the present research, the literature on the physical characteristics of
advertising models will be interpreted using a stereotype framework (Eisend, 2010).
Table 1 provides an overview of previous experiment studies of gender stereotypes in
advertising since 1990.

As seen in Table 1, most of the studies have investigated women'’s reactions to female
gender stereotypes and the effects found have predominantly been negative. What is more,
most studies have investigated the social and brand-related effects for same-gender
consumers only. Cross-gender reactions to stereotypes have thus been largely overlooked in
the existing literature.

Of interest in this research is cross-gender reactions, meaning how for example
consumers who identify as men react to portrayals of women, or how consumers who
identify as women react to portrayals of men. Although women are often thought of as the
only target audience of ads featuring women (and likewise for other genders), this may not
always be the case. Consumers of other genders may also be appropriate targets of the
advertising in their role as consumers, purchasers of gifts, or as influencers in the purchase
process. For example, retailers have reported that half of their men’s underwear are in fact
bought by women (Ferrier, 2018). What is more, advertising often reaches consumers who
are not the intended target audience (cf. Huhmann and Limbu, 2016; Dahlén ef al, 2013). In
line with the reasoning of Akestam ef al (2017a) and Dahlén et al. (2014), consumers of any
gender may thereby use advertising in forming perceptions of themselves and others.
Understanding the reactions of men to stereotyped portrayals of women and of women to
stereotyped portrayals of men is thus of great importance.

The presumed influence of gender stereotypes
The present research hypothesizes that the negative reactions to stereotyped portrayals of
women found in previous research on female consumers will hold across gender for both
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female and male consumers (i.e. for male consumers exposed to stereotyped portrayals of
women and for female consumers exposed to stereotyped portrayals of men). This is in line
with recent research demonstrating that consumers regardless of gender respond more
positively toward non-stereotyped gender portrayals in advertising (Liljedal ef al., 2020,
Baxter et al., 2016). The proposed theoretical model is summarized in Figure 1 and is further
discussed in the following sections.

Previous research shows that one reason why women react negatively to stereotyped
advertising portrayals of women is that they believe that others are negatively affected by
such portrayals (Akestam, 2018; Choi et al, 2008; Milkie, 1999; Wan et al, 2003). This
influence of presumed influence (IPI) of gender stereotypes (Gunther and Storey, 2003), adds
to a compelling body of research showing that the expected impact of media or advertising
on other people mediates consumer reactions to a wide range of stimuli (Eisend, 2017; Sun
et al, 2008). A common explanation for this mechanism is motivational: people tend to feel
better about themselves when they perceive others to be more susceptible to potentially
harmful persuasion attempts, such as advertising for alcohol (Noguti and Russell, 2014),
gambling (Youn ef al, 2000), and offensive advertising messages (Dahlén et al, 2013).
Women presume female gender-stereotyped portrayals to constitute such harmful
persuasion attempts (Choi ef al, 2008) and expect “others” to be more influenced by
exposure to stereotyped portrayals of women than they themselves are (Choi ef al., 2008;
Milkie, 1999; Wan et al., 2003). This suggest that a male (female) consumer viewing a female
(male) portrayal in advertising would perceive women (men) to be affected by it and thus we
would expect the effects of IPI found in previous studies (Akestam, 2018) to hold up across
gender. It is therefore hypothesized:

Hla. Men presume stereotyped (vs non-stereotyped) portrayals of women in advertising
to generate higher (vs lower) levels of negative influence on women.

Hlb. Women presume stereotyped (vs non-stereotyped) portrayals of men in
advertising to generate higher (vs lower) levels of negative influence on men.

Another reason that women react negatively to stereotyped female portrayals, is that the
narrow set of gender stereotypes frequently used to portray women in advertising (Eisend,
2010; Zimmerman and Dahlberg, 2008) puts pressure on them to behave in a manner that is
consistent with these stereotypes, which in turn leads to psychological reactance (Akestam
et al.,, 2017a). The same effect could be expected for portrayals of other genders, as indicated
by recent research on how male informants (de)legitimize messages of masculinity in
advertising in different ways (Tuncay Zayer et al., 2020).

Brand-related effects

Presumed
Negative H2(4) Ad H3 (=) U
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The theory of psychological reactance (Brehm, 1966; Thorbjornsen and Dahlén, 2011)
proposes that people have a pre-disposition to preserve and restore their personal freedom.
When personal freedom is reduced, eliminated, or threatened with elimination, people will
experience a state of arousal (reactance) that induces attempts to recover or re-establish the
lost or threatened behavior. These attempts can include opposing or protesting the threat or
turning against the source of the threat. For gender stereotypes, the influence that the
stereotyped portrayal is expected to have on others (H1) would also lead to psychological
reactance in consumers of another gender than that portrayed in the ad. If consumers
assume that gender-stereotyped portrayals have a negative influence on others, so that
“others” are more likely to a) conform to the stereotype, and b) treat others in line with the
stereotype, this will affect the reactions of those consumers as well, regardless of their
gender.

Non-stereotyped portrayals, however, move away from simplistic gender stereotypes
toward more complex and varied portrayals (Akestam ef al,, 2017a). This puts less strain on
consumers of all genders to comply with a specific stereotype, and thus leads to more
possibilities to relate to the portrayals used. As non-stereotyped portrayals are more open to
consumers creatively deconstructing meanings (Puntoni ef al., 2010), reactance would be less
likely to occur in reaction to for example a woman (vs a man) being portrayed as strong.
Overall, this suggests that stereotyped portrayals of a gender that is different from the
consumer’s own gender will be more likely to lead to ad reactance than non-stereotyped
portrayals. It is thus hypothesized:

H2a. Stereotyped (vs non-stereotyped) portrayals of women in advertising generate
higher (vs lower) levels of ad reactance for men.

H2bh. Stereotyped (vs non-stereotyped) portrayals of men in advertising generate higher
(vs lower) levels of ad reactance for women.

When reactance occurs, people are motivated to recover the lost or threatened behavior
(Brehm, 1966; Thorbjernsen and Dahlén, 2011). A person experiencing reactance thus
becomes more likely to resist persuasion. In an advertising context, this would, in turn, lead
to lower levels of brand-related effects, as consumers defend themselves by concluding that
“I'm not wrong, they are” (Obermiller ef al.,, 2005). As argued above, both women and men
are expected to experience reactance after exposure to gender-stereotyped advertising
portrayals of a gender other than their own. This would, in turn, lead to lower brand-related
effects mediated by presumed negative influence on others and reactance. It is thus
hypothesized:

H3a. For men, stereotyped (vs non-stereotyped) portrayals of women in advertising
generate lower (vs higher) levels of brand-related effects in terms of a) ad
attitudes, b) brand attitudes and c) purchase intentions.

H3b. For women, stereotyped (vs non-stereotyped) portrayals of men in advertising
generate lower (vs higher) levels of brand-related effects in terms of a) ad
attitudes, b) brand attitudes and c) purchase intentions.

The above hypotheses can also be described as a chain of effects. Stereotyped gender
portrayals in advertising are proposed to make consumers of other genders react negatively
compared to non-stereotyped portrayals; first by creating the assumption that others are
negatively affected by such portrayals (the influence of presumed influence; Akestam, 2018;
Gunther and Storey, 2003), which in turn is believed to create a negative reaction among the



viewers of the ads (psychological reactance; Brehm, 1966; Thorbjernsen and Dahlén, 2011,
Akestam et al., 2017a), which then finally is believed to spill over on to the ad and brand
evaluations and intentions of these consumers, such as ad attitudes, brand attitudes, and
purchase intentions.

Taken together, the underlying theoretical explanation for the above proposed effects
can thus be described in terms of a serial mediation, where the effects of gender-stereotyped
portrayals on ad attitudes, brand attitudes and purchase intentions (/3) are mediated by the
presumed negative influence on women/men (A1) and ad reactance (F2). Stated more
formally:

H4a. For men, presumed negative influence on women and ad reactance will mediate the
negative effects of gender-stereotyped portrayals of women on a) ad attitudes, b)
brand attitudes and c¢) purchase intentions.

H4b. For women, presumed negative influence on men and ad reactance will mediate the
negative effects of gender-stereotyped portrayals of men on a) ad attitudes, b)
brand attitudes and c¢) purchase intentions.

Study 1

Study 1 tested the hypotheses using portrayals of gender stereotypes in terms of physical
characteristics in a 2 (stereotyped vs non-stereotyped portrayal) x 2 (female vs male model
gender) x 2 (female vs male participant gender) between-subjects, full factorial experiment.
The stereotype component of physical characteristics (Deaux and Lewis, 1984) was selected
as it is frequently used in advertising featuring both stereotyped and non-stereotyped
portrayals of gender (Sobande et al, 2020; Bian and Wang, 2015; Janssen and Paas, 2014;
Antioco et al.,, 2012; Richins, 1991), and should therefore promote ecological validity in all
experimental conditions.

Stimulus development

Four print ads for underwear brands were used as stimuli. Underwear ads naturally show
the bodies of models, making them suitable for studying gender stereotypes in terms of
physical characteristics, without potentially confounding elements of sexualization that can
appear if bodies are exposed in other contexts (Mayer and Peev, 2017). Using gendered
products, such as underwear marketed toward men and women ensures that the product is
perceived as gendered in line with the model’s perceived gender (i.e. reducing the risk of
potentially confounding effects). Many products still tend to be perceived as gendered by
consumers, whether they are specifically marketed as gendered or not. For example, beer,
athletic shoes and dog food are perceived as masculine products and wine, facial tissue and
cat food as feminine products (Fugate and Phillips, 2010; Morrison and Shaffer, 2003). For all
conditions, stereotypicality was operationalized in line with so called femwertising
advertisements that challenge several aspects of female portrayals simultaneously
(Akestam et al., 2017a). In other words, several different elements of gender stereotypes in
terms of physical characteristics often found in advertising were included to create the
stereotyped ads. In the present context, the gender stereotypes (or lack thereof in the non-
stereotyped ads) are thus not operationalized in terms of one single aspect such as body-size,
because changing the size of the model per se does not automatically change a stereotyped
ad portrayal into a non-stereotyped ad portrayal. For this particular study, portrayals
predominantly differed with regards to body-size (Bian and Wang, 2015; Akestam ef al,
2017a), pose (Jones, 1991; cf. Wiles et al., 1995), and mood (Akestam et al, 2017a). For the
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stereotyped female portrayal condition, a real ad featuring a slim woman in underwear
posing on a bed, with the message “Reclaim Your Shape” was used. For the non-stereotyped
female portrayal ad, the image in the ad was replaced by an image from another real
campaign, featuring another (less slim) woman. In terms of posing, the stereotyped female
portrayal depicts a woman standing on all fours in bed, in line with Jones’ (1991) summary
of subtle stereotyping in advertising, as opposed to the non-stereotyped portrayal, which
shows a woman sitting in a relaxed position in a chair. For the male portrayal condition, the
advertisement image was replaced by a slim, athletic man in a muscle pose (stereotyped
condition), and a heavier, less athletic man in a more relaxed pose (non-stereotyped
condition). This manipulation is in line with research showing that stereotyped depictions of
men tend to emphasize muscularity (Barlett et al., 2008). The ad portrayals also differed in
terms of other aspects related to gender stereotypes in terms of physical characteristics,
such as grooming, make-up and photo retouching. For the male portrayal condition, the
brand used in the female portrayal ads (Triumph) was replaced by a men’s underwear brand
(Jockey). This rendered four ads that were similar in terms of message and layout, but
different in terms of the gender-stereotyped depiction of physical characteristics and the
model gender. In line with previous research that has advocated that real ads enhance
external validity (Fox et al, 1998; Morgan and Reichert, 1999; Moorman et al, 2002
Feiereisen et al., 2009), all images used were sourced from real advertising campaigns that
had not run on the market of the study specifically. A pre-test (z = 275, 60% woman, mean
age= 30.55; participants similar to, but not included in the main study) showed that the
female stereotyped ad was perceived as significantly more stereotyped than the non-
stereotyped ad (Msiereotyped = 6.69; Mion-stereotyped = 9.20 vs, p < 0.01, items: “The ad is
stereotyped” and “The ad shows a stereotyped image of women/men”, measured on seven-
point Likert scales, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.952), as was the male stereotyped ad (Mstereotyped =
5.95; Mhon-stereotyped = 2.23 Vs, p < 0.01). This suggests, in line with the findings of Akestam
et al. (2017a), that consumers view certain portrayals of models’ physical characteristics
(such as body weight and pose) as stereotyped. It is to be noted that the overall objective in
selecting these ads was to create a set of stereotyped and non-stereotyped ads for portrayals
of both women and men. These ads thus differ somewhat since the beauty ideals differ
between men and women, for example in terms of body-size and pose.

Procedure

Two hundred and fifty-four people (age 18-79, mean age = 43.7) participated in the study.
Participants were asked which gender they perceived themselves to belong to with the
options “Woman”, “Man”, and “Other”. In all, 51% responded woman, 49% man and 0%
other. The participants were randomly allocated to experiment groups and each participant
answered one of the four versions of the questionnaire. Of the participants identifying as
women, 32 viewed the male non-stereotyped ad, 30 viewed the male stereotyped ad, 33
viewed the female non-stereotyped ad, and 32 viewed the female stereotyped ad. Among
those participants who identify as men, 29 viewed the female non-stereotyped ad, 30 viewed
the female stereotyped ad, 32 viewed the male non-stereotyped ad, and 36 viewed the male
stereotyped ad.

All participants were recruited by intercept at major train stations and in shopping malls
in four Swedish large and midsized cities during the end of 2017. This method for recruiting
participants was employed in order to achieve a heterogeneous sample that should reflect a
general consumer audience in terms of demographic variables, such as age, gender, and
ethnicity (Dahlén et al, 2009). Participants were told that researchers interested in a novel
advertising concept created by a company conducted the study. This information was the



same for all conditions. Each participant was randomly assigned a booklet with one
stimulus ad, followed by a questionnaire featuring several filler tasks, as well as measures of
the dependent variables. Participants were instructed to look at the ad for as long as they
wanted, and then fill out the questionnaire (as recommended by e.g. Dahlén et al, 2008;
Moorman et al., 2002). All questionnaires were printed out on paper and filled in by the
respondents using a pen while the field worker was present nearby, thereby ensuring that
all distributed questionnaires were also returned. All field workers (predominantly women,
mean age 25years old) had been trained before the data collection started. After the
questionnaires had been collected, participants were debriefed and dismissed. Participants
were not compensated for their participation.

Measures

As the stimuli featured real brands, brand familiarity was assessed before exposure to the ad
by asking: “What is your current relation to brand X?”, followed by three semantic
differential scales (don’t know at all/know very well, not familiar with/very familiar with,
have no prior experience with/have extensive prior experience with, Cronbach’s alpha =
0.929).

Following brand familiarity, the three dependent variables followed. Ad attitudes were
measured using the items bad/good, dislike/like, negative opinion/positive opinion, rated on
seven-point semantic differential scales, in response to the question “What is your opinion
on the ad?” (Dahlén et al.,, 2009, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.985). Brand attitudes were measured
on identical scales in response to the question “What is your opinion on the brand?”
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.988).

Purchase intentions were measured using the items not at all probable/very probable and
not at all likely/very likely, rated on seven-point semantic differential scales, in response to
the question “If you were to buy underwear as a gift for someone else, how likely is it that
you would choose something from Brand X?” (Dahlén et al., 2008; Conbach’s alpha = 0.988).

Mediating variables followed with presumed negative influence on women/men was
measured on seven-point Likert scales with the item “I believe that other women/men are
negatively affected by this ad” (Eisend, 2008, 2015; Gunther and Storey, 2003), with the
gender in the question adapted to fit with model gender.

Ad reactance was measured on seven-point Likert scales with four items: “The ad makes
me want to be the exact opposite”, “I do not approve of how the ad tries to affect me”, “The
ad portrays an ideal that annoys me” and “The message in this ad limits my freedom of
choice” (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.869). This measure was adapted from Hong (1992) to track
situational reactance caused by the ad (Fitzimons and Lehmann, 2004; Thorbjernsen and
Dahlén, 2011).

Finally, the questionnaire included the two-item measure of perceived stereotypicality
used in the pre-test as a manipulation check (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.958).

Results
Manipulation checks confirmed that participants perceived the stereotyped ads as
significantly more stereotyped than the non-stereotyped ad (female model: M;on-stereotyped =
2.82 VS Mtereotyped = 9.77, 1(122) = —9,81, p < 0.01, male model: Mion-stereotyped = 2.97 VS
Mtereotyped = 9.06, 1(128) = —8,11, p < 0.01). As real brands were used in the stimulus ads, all
hypotheses were tested while controlling for brand familiarity.

Assessing HI, a MANCOVA analysis using brand familiarity as covariate (thus
neutralizing any potential effect it may have) showed a direct effect of stereotypicality on
presumed negative influence on women and men (Wilks Lambda = 0.877; F = 17.07, p <
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0.01, 2 = 0.12). In this case brand familiarity was not significant as a covariate, (b = 0.763).
Further, there was a direct effect of model gender (Wilks Lambda = 0.925; F = 9.82, p < 0.01,
n2 = 0.08), and a significant interaction effect between stereotypicality and model
gender (Wilks Lambda = 0.899; F = 13.73, p < 0.01, 2 = 0.10). The analysis showed no
significant direct effect of participant gender (p = 0.879), but a significant interaction effect
between stereotypicality and participant gender (Wilks Lambda = 0.971; F = 3.69, p < 0.05,
1n2 = 0.03). In support of Hla, planned comparisons revealed that male participants
presumed the stereotyped female portrayal to have a higher level of negative impact on
women (Mpon-stereotyped = 317 VS Mitereotyped = 4.90, 157) = =397, p < 0.01). Female
participants did however not presume the stereotyped male portrayal to have a higher level
of negative of impact on men (Mpon stereotyped = 3-93 VS Matereotyped = 4.20, #60) = —1.50, p =
0.136). H1b is thus rejected. Within-gender planned contrasts were then performed,
revealing that male participants did not presume the stereotyped male portrayal to have a
higher level of negative impact on men (Myon.stereotyped = 3-96 VS Mytereotyped = 9.94, 1(66) =
—0.97, p = 0.333). Female participants did, however, presume the stereotyped female
portrayal to have a higher level of negative of impact on women (Myon-stereotyped = 2.36 VS
Mistereotyped = .34, #(63) = —6.87, p < 0.01).

Testing H2, an ANCOVA analysis showed a direct impact of stereotypicality (' = 51.24,
p < 001, n2 = 0.17), and of participant gender (¥ = 6.13, p < 0.05, 2 = 0.02) on ad
reactance. There was no significant direct effect of model gender (p = 0.358), nor was there
an effect of the covariate brand familiarity (p = 0.902). However, there were significant
interaction effects between stereotypicality and model gender (F = 10.75, p < 0.01, 2 =
0.04), and between stereotypicality and participant gender (7' = 5.89, p < 0.05, 52 = 0.02). In
support of H2a, planned comparisons revealed that male participants reported higher levels
of reactance after exposure to the stereotyped female portrayal (Myon-stereotyped = 2.04 vs
Mitereotypea = 3.60, 1(57) = —3.50, p < 0.01). Similarly, female participants reported higher
levels of ad reactance after exposure to male stereotyped portrayals (Mnon stereotyped = 2-89 vs
Mitereotypea = 411, #60) = —2.92, p < 0.01), thus supporting H2b. Within-gender planned
contrasts also show that male participants did not report higher levels of reactance
after exposure to the stereotyped male portrayal (Mo stereotyped = 2-71 VS Mgtereotyped = 2.99,
#66) = —0.81, p = 0.420). In contrast, female participants reported higher levels of ad
reactance after exposure to female stereotyped portrayals (Mponstereotyped = 1.90 vs
Mitereotyped = 4.39, #(63) = —=7.18, p < 0.01).

To assess H3, a MANCOVA analysis showed a direct effect of stereotypicality on
presumed ad attitudes, brand attitudes, and purchase intentions (Wilks Lambda = 0.747;
F=27.36,p <0.01, n2 = 0.25). There were no significant direct effects of model gender (p =
0.374) or participant gender (p = 0.176), but the covariate brand familiarity was significant
(Wilks Lambda = 0.892; F' = 9.79, p < 0.01, »2 = 0.11). The analysis showed significant
interaction effects between stereotypicality and model gender (Wilks Lambda = 0.955; F =
3.83, p < 0.01, »2 = 0.05) and stereotypicality and participant gender (Wilks Lambda =
0918; F = 7.28, p < 0.01, n2 = 0.08). Planned comparisons revealed that for men, the
stereotyped female ad generated lower levels of ad attitudes (Mpon-stereotyped = 4.90 Vs
Mtereotypea = 2.88, #67) = 4.93, p < 0.01), brand attitudes (Mpon-stereotypea = 4.61
VS Metereotyped = 299, 1(57) = 3.75, p < 0.01), and purchase intentions (Myon-stereotyped = 4-38
VS Mitereotyped = 2.95, #(57) = 3.03, p < 0.01). For women, the pattern was similar for the male
ads in terms of ad attitudes (Mnon-stereotyped = 3-82 VS Mitereotyped = 2.92, H(60) = 3.19, p <
0.01) and brand attitudes (Mpon-stereotyped = 4-00 VS Metereotypea = 2.83, t(60) = 3.17, p < 0.01),
but the effects did not carry over to purchase intentions (Mnonstereotyped = 3-34 VS Mitereotyped
=3.00, #(60) = 0.72, p = 0.476). H3a is thus fully supported, while H3b is partially supported.



The results for HI-3 are summarized in Table 2. Within-gender planned comparisons
also reveal that for men, the stereotyped male ad generated overall lower levels of ad
attitudes (Mpon-stereotyped = 4-29 VS Mtereotyped = 325, £(66) = 2.74, p < 0.01), brand
attitudes (Mpon-stereotyped = 4.33 VS Mitereotyped = 3.69, £(66) = 2.01, p < 0.05), and
purchase intentions (Mpon-stereotyped = 314 VS Metereotypea = 2.71, 1(66) = 1.11, p = 0.270).
For women, the pattern was similar for the female ads in terms of ad attitudes (M.
stereotyped = 9.36 VS Miereotyped = 2.23, 1(63) = 7.13, p < 0.01) and brand attitudes (Myon-
stereotyped = 948 VS Mtereotyped = 2.97, £(60) = 6.26, p < 0.01), but the effects did not carry
over to purchase intentions (Mnon-stereotyped = 4:18 VS Mitereotyped = 2.80, 1(60) = 2.92,
» <0.01).

To test H4a and H4b, the underlying premise that the stereotyped portrayals increase
presumed negative impact on women/men (H1), which in turn increases ad reactance (H2),
which consequently has a negative impact on ad attitudes, brand attitudes, and purchase
intentions (/.3), mediation tests were conducted using the Preacher-Hayes approach (Model
6, 5000 bootstrapping samples, 95% confidence interval, as recommended by Hayes et al
(2011), Zhao et al. (2010). The first analysis focused on male participants (H4a). Female ad
condition (non-stereotyped vs stereotyped ad) was used as the independent variable,
presumed negative influence on women as the first mediator, ad reactance as the second
mediator, and ad attitudes, brand attitudes, and purchase intentions as the dependent
variables (in three separate mediation models). Significant mean indirect effects from the
bootstrap analyses were found for ad attitudes (—0.28, 5,000 bootstrap samples; 95% CI:
—0.68 to —0.06) brand attitudes (—0.31, 5,000 bootstrap samples; 95% CI: —0.75 to —0.08),
and purchase intentions (—0.22, 5,000 bootstrap samples; 95% CI: —0.60 to —0.01). The tests
also showed a significant effect of stereotypicality on presumed negative influence on
women (1.67, 95% CI: 0.77 — 2.56), and of presumed influence on ad reactance (0.43, 95% CI:
0.19 — 0.67). Further, ad reactance had a significant negative effect on ad attitudes (—0.31,
95% CI: —0.51 — —0.11) and brand attitudes (—0.33, 95% CI: —0.54 — —0.13), but not on
purchase intentions (—0.15, 95% CI: —0.39 — 0.10). Thus, for men, H4a was accepted for ad
attitudes and brand attitudes, whereas it was rejected for purchase intentions.

The second analysis focused on female participants and male portrayal ads, thereby
testing for H4b. Male ad condition (non-stereotyped vs stereotyped ad) was used as the
independent variable in the mediation models, presumed negative influence on men as the
first mediator, ad reactance as the second mediator, and ad attitudes, brand attitudes, and

Men reacting to female ads

Variable Stereotyped mean (SD) Non-stereotyped mean (SD) b
PI women 492 (1.58) 3.18(1.75) <0.01
Reactance 3.60 (1.91) 2.04 (1.47) <0.01
AdAtt 2.88(1.52) 490 (1.63) <0.01
BAtt 2.99 (1.67) 4.61 (1.65) <0.01
PI 2.95(1.88) 4.38 (1.75) <0.01
Women reacting to male ads

Variable Stereotyped mean (SD) Non-stereotyped mean (SD) b
PI men 4.20 (1.51) 3.53(1.95) 0.136
Reactance 4.11 (1.60) 2.89 (1.68) <0.01
AdAtt 252 (1.28) 3.82(1.89) <0.01
BAtt 2.83(1.25) 4.00 (1.61) <0.01
PI 3.00(1.78) 3.34(1.99)
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Figure 2.

Results of mediation
analysis, male
participants

Figure 3.

Results of mediation
analysis, female
participants

purchase intentions as the dependent variables. No significant mean indirect effects from the
bootstrap analyses were found for the moderation models predicting ad attitudes (—0.07,
5,000 bootstrap samples; 95% CI: —0.26 to 0.02), brand attitudes (—0.04, 5,000 bootstrap
samples; 95% CI: —0.18 to 0.01), or purchase intentions (—0.04, 5,000 bootstrap samples;
95% CI: —0.17 to 0.02). The tests also showed no significant effect of stereotypicality on
presumed negative influence on men (0.78, 95% CI: —0.09 — 1.76), but a significant effect of
presumed influence on ad reactance (0.25, 95% CI: 0.01 — 0.49). Further, ad reactance had a
significant negative effect on ad attitudes (—0.46, 95% CI: —0.70 — —0.23), brand attitudes
(—0.29, 95% CI: —0.50 — —0.07), and purchase intentions (—0.32, 95% CI: —0.61 — —0.03).
H4b was thus rejected due to the lack of significant effect of stereotypicality on presumed
negative influence on men for female participants.

Overall, the results of the mediation analyses (summarized in Figures 2 and 3) support
the proposed theoretical reasoning for men exposed to female ad stereotypes (with the
exception of purchase intentions) but offers only partial support for women exposed to male
stereotyped ads as indicated by an insignificant effect on the perceived negative of influence
on men.

Discussion

Study 1 suggest that stereotyped portrayals of gender can lead to lower levels of ad
attitudes, brand attitudes, and in some cases purchase intentions across gender compared to
non-stereotyped portrayals. Mediation analyses indicate that this is partly due to
stereotyped portrayals leading to higher levels of presumed negative influence on others
(women or men), which in turn leads to ad reactance. While the proposed relationships are
significant for men exposed to ads featuring women, there is no significant effect on
perceived influence on men for women exposed to ad featuring men. Such ads, however, still

Brand-related effects

Ad Attitudes

1.67+* 0.
Presumed Negative
Female Stereotyped Ad Influence on Women Ad Reactance

Brand-related effects

0.78 0
Presumed Negative
Male Stereotyped Ad Ieflutice on Met Ad Reactance




generate higher levels of reactance with women, which has a negative impact on brand-
related effects.

Comparing the cross-gender effects with the within-gender effects, it seems that the
effects stipulated for cross-gender typically also holds for within-gender analyses of
women’s reactions, much in line with previous research on how women respond to
stereotyped portrayals of women (Akestam et al., 2017a; Akestam, 2018; Antioco et al., 2012;
Bower, 2001; Halliwell and Dittmar; 2004; Janssen and Paas, 2014). Our data does, however,
not indicate that men respond to portrayals of men in the same way. In other words, the
results indicate that the effects are based on a combination of factors, rather than gender in
isolation.

The results are subject to several limitations. Most notably, Study 1 only addressed
stereotypes in terms of physical characteristics for one product category. It also used
different brands for men and women, making it possible that the differences between men
and women could be attributed to the different brands used. What is more, it did not take
previous product category use and buying behaviors into account. Although all images used
was sourced from a real underwear campaigns, perceived realism of the stimuli could also
be a concern in the male non-stereotype ad condition. Finally, although a sample of 254
respondents is a considerable number of respondents to have been intercepted, it only
results in approximately 30 respondents per cell used to test the hypotheses. Study 2 was
designed with all of these limitations in mind.

Study 2

Study 2 sets out to remedy the limitations discussed above using ads featuring stereotyped
portrayals in terms of gender role behavior, rather than physical characteristics. The
experimental design was similar to Study 1.

Stimulus development

Four print ads for a real deodorant brand (Dove) were created as stimuli. Deodorant was
chosen as the product category as it is frequently bought and used by women as well as
men. Dove was selected as the brand because it has the advantage of being a gender-neutral
brand (since gendered brands may elicit different effects, cf. Azar et al., 2018; Ulrich, 2013).
The brand logos and pack-shots were adapted from real Dove ads to enhance the external
validity, but the stimuli ads were created for the experiment by a professional art director to
avoid confounding effects from previous exposure (as recommended by Moorman et al.,
2002). For the stereotyped female portrayal condition, the ad portraying stereotyped gender
role behavior featured a woman and a child cleaning. This is in line with stereotypes of
women, where women are often portrayed in the home and together with children (Wiles
et al., 1995). The non-stereotyped female ad featured a woman lifting heavy weights at the
gym. For the male portrayal condition, the roles were reversed; the ad portraying
stereotyped gender role behavior featured a strong-looking man lifting heavy weights at the
gym with his eyes focused purposefully (Wiles et al, 1995), and the non-stereotyped ad
featured a man and a child cleaning. All ads featured the message “Real women/men do the
heavy lifting”. This rendered four ads that were similar in terms of message and layout, but
different in terms of gender role behavior stereotypicality and model gender. A pre-test (2 =
122, 57% women, mean age = 34.70; participants similar to, but not included in the main
study) showed that the stereotyped ads were perceived as significantly more stereotyped
than the non-stereotyped ads (female model: Mgtereotyped = 6.03; Mhon-stereotyped = 2-47
vs, p < 0.01, male model: Mtereotyped = 9.84; Mhon-stereotyped = 9-07 vs, p < 0.01, same
items as Study 1, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.872).
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Procedure and measures

Three hundred and sixty-six people participated in the study. The procedure and measures
were identical to those of Study 1 and the data collection took place in February 2018.
Purchase intentions were measured using “skincare product from Dove” rather than a
deodorant specifically. Participants who had never bought deodorant or did rarely use
deodorant were removed from the sample. This rendered data from a total of 330
participants (age 18-77, mean age = 33.7) that was used in the analysis. As in Study 1,
participants were asked for their gender with the resulting distribution 53.3% women,
44.8% men, and 1.8% other. The 6 individuals who answered “other” were subsequently
removed from analysis since this group is too small for any meaningful statistical analyses.
The participants were randomly allocated to experiment groups and each participant
answered one of the four versions of the questionnaire. Of the participants identifying as
women, 46 viewed the male non-stereotyped ad, 34 viewed the male stereotyped ad, 52
viewed the female non-stereotyped ad, and 44 viewed the female stereotyped ad. Among
those participants who identify as men, 30 viewed the female non-stereotyped ad, 40 viewed
the female stereotyped ad, 36 viewed the male non-stereotyped ad, and 42 viewed the male
stereotyped ad.

Results

A manipulation check confirmed that the manipulation was successful (female model: M,,op.
stereotyped = 346 VS Mitereotypea = 998, p < 0.01, male model: Myon.stereotyped = 3.60 Vs
Mtereotyped = 9.75, p <. 01). Both the female ads (Mpon-stereotyped = 371 VS Mstereotyped = 3-40,
p = 0474) and male ads (Mponstereotyped = 386 VS Mytereotyped = 0.64, p = 0.485) were
considered as equally realistic across conditions. As the male non-stereotyped model was
perceived as significantly older (38.9 vs 30.2, p < 0.01), all analyses were conducted while
controlling for model age. As in Study 1, all hypotheses were tested while controlling for
brand familiarity.

Assessing H1, a MANCOVA analysis showed a direct effect of stereotypicality on
presumed negative influence on women/men (Wilks Lambda = 0.914; F = 14.00, p < 0.01,
12 = 0.09). The analysis showed no significant direct effect of participant gender (p = 0.122),
but a significant interaction effect between stereotypicality and participant gender (Wilks
Lambda = 0.980; F' = 3.04, p < 0.05, 2 = 0.02). Further, there was direct effect for model
gender (Wilks Lambda = 0.954; F = 7.10, p < 0.01, 52 = 0.05), but no significant interaction
effect between stereotypicality and model gender (p = 0.242). Neither of the covariates were
significant; brand familiarity (p = 0.878) and model age (p = 0.148). Planned comparisons
revealed that male participants presumed the stereotyped female portrayal to have a higher
level of negative impact on women (Mnonstereotyped = 3-93 VS Metereotypea = 4.55, #68) =
—2.84, p < 0.01). Female participants similarly presumed the stereotyped male portrayal to
have a higher level of negative of impact on men (Mpon-stereotyped = 3-99 VS Metereotyped = 4.76,
#76) = —2.23, p < 0.05). Hla and H1 b are thus supported. Within-gender planned contrasts
were then performed, revealing no significant difference in how male participants presume
that the stereotyped and non-stereotyped male portrayals may affect the level of negative
impact on men (Mponstereotyped = 3-44 VS Mstereotyped = 3.99, H(76) = —1.49, p = 0.140). Female
participants did however presume the stereotyped female portrayal to have a higher level of
negative of impact on women (Myonstereotyped = 085 VS Mgtereotyped = D43,
192) = —4.79,p < 0.01).

In assessment of H2, an ANCOVA analysis showed a direct impact of stereotypicality on
ad reactance (F = 38.76, p < 0.01, 2 = 0.11). There was also a significant direct effect of
participant gender (7 = 19.16, p < 0.01, n2 = 0.06), and a significant direct effect of model



gender (F" = 5.80, p < 0.05, 2 = 0.02). The interaction effect between stereotypicality and
participant gender was not significant (p = 0.157) and neither was the interaction effect
between stereotypicality and model gender (p = 0.551). The covariate for brand familiarity
was also significant (F = 6.30, p < 0.05, n2 = 0.02), but not for model age (p = 0.520).
Further, planned comparisons revealed that male participants reported higher levels of
reactance after exposure to the stereotyped female portrayal (Mponstereotyped = 2.96 VS
Mitereotyped = 3.72, 68) = —1.98, p < 0.05). Similarly, female participants reported higher
levels of reactance after exposure to male stereotyped portrayals (Myon-stereotyped = 2.91 VS
Mitereotyped = 398, #(78) = —3.00, p < . 01). This supports H2a and H2b. Within-gender
planned contrasts show that male participants did in fact report higher levels of reactance
after exposure to the stereotyped male portrayal (Myon-stereotyped = 2.61 VS Mstereotyped = 3.69,
H76) = =342, p < 0.01), just as female participants also did after exposure to female
stereotyped portrayals (Mnon-stereotyped = 3-37 VS Metereotyped = 498, £(94) = —5.81, p < 0.01).
In assessment of H3,a MANCOV A analysis showed a direct effect of stereotypicality on
presumed ad attitudes, brand attitudes, and purchase intentions (Wilks Lambda = 0.858;
F=16.38, p < 0.01, n2 = 0.14). There were also significant direct effects of model gender
(Wilks Lambda = 0.967; F = 341, p <. 05, n2 = 0.03) and participant gender (Wilks Lambda
=0.941; F=3.07,p < 0.01, 52 = 0.03). The analysis further showed a significant three-way
interaction effect between stereotypicality, model gender and participant gender (Wilks
Lambda = 0.969; F = 3.19, p < 0.05, 2 = 0.03). Neither brand familiarity (p = 0.868), nor
model age (p = 0.571) were significant as covariates. Planned comparisons revealed that for
men, the stereotyped female ad generated lower levels of ad attitudes (Mpon-stereotypea = 4-27
VS Mitereotyped = 2.73, H64) = 4.06, p < 0.01), brand attitudes (Myon-stereotyped = 424 VS
Mitereotyped = 347, 168) = 2.35, p < 0.05), but no significant difference for purchase
intentions (Mnon-stereotyped = 2.73 VS Mtereotypea = 348, 1(68) = —1,69, p = 0.095). For women,
the pattern was similar for the male ads in terms of ad attitudes (Mpon-stereotypea = 4-38 VS
Mitereotypea = 3.10, #(78) = 2.92, p < 0.01) and brand attitudes (Mpon-stereotyped = 442 Vs
Mitereotyped = 3.69, H(78) = 1.79, p < 0.05), but the effects did not carry over to purchase
intentions (Mpon-stereotyped = 319 VS Mitereotyped = 2.8, #(78) = 0.75, p = 0.465). H3a and H3b
are thus both partially supported. The results are summarized in Table 3. Within-gender
planned comparisons reveal that for men, the stereotyped male ad generated overall lower
levels of ad attitudes (Mpon-stereotyped = 4.67 VS Mytereotypea = 3.78, #(76) = 2.91, p < 0.01) and
brand attitudes (Mnon-stereotyped = 499 VS Mtereotypea = 3.79, {(76) = 2.98, p < 0.01), but the

Men reacting to female ads

Variable Stereotyped mean (SD) Non-stereotyped mean (SD) b
PI women 4.55 (1.55) 3.53(1.38) <0.01
Reactance 3.72 (1.80) 2.96 (1.25) <0.05
AdAtt 2.73 (1.60) 4.27 (1.45) <0.01
BAtt 3.47 (1.46) 4.24 (1.25) <0.05
PI 3.48(1.85) 2.73 (1.76) 0.095
Women reacting to male ads

Variable Stereotyped Non-stereotyped b
PI men 476 (1.72) 359 (2.67) <0.05
Reactance 3.98 (1.46) 291 (1.65) <0.01
AdAtt 3.10 (1.96) 4.38(1.91) <0.01
BAtt 3.69 (1.90) 4.42 (1.76) <0.05
PI 2.85(1.89) 3.15(1.67)
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Figure 4.
Men reacting to
female ads

effects did not carry over to purchase intentions (Mon-stereotyped = 3-92 VS Mitereotyped = 3.79,
#(76) = 0.39, p = 0.702). For women, the pattern was similar for the female ads in terms of ad
attitudes (Mpon-stereotyped = 385 VS Mytereotyped = 2.26, #(94) = 543, p < 0.01) and brand
attitudes (Mhon-stereotyped = 4-23 VS Mitereotyped = 2.77, 194) = 4.78, p < 0.01), but the effects
also carried over to purchase intentions (Myon-stereotyped = 377 VS Mitereotyped = 3.10, £(92) =
2.08, p < 0.05).

Mediation tests for H4a and H4b were conducted using the same approach as in Study 1.
The analyses for male participants reacting to female ads showed significant mean indirect
effects from the bootstrap analyses for the moderation models predicting ad attitudes
(—0.23, 5,000 bootstrap samples; 95% CI: —0.52 to —0.03) and brand attitudes (—0.27, 5,000
bootstrap samples; 95% CI: —0.56 to —0.05), but not for purchase intentions (—0.19, 5,000
bootstrap samples; 95% CI: —0.53 to 0.12). The tests for male participants reacting to female
ads also showed a significant effect of stereotypicality on presumed negative influence on
women (1.31, 95% CI: 0.52 — 2.09), and of presumed influence on ad reactance (0.69, 95% CI:
0.48 — 0.69). Further, ad reactance had a significant negative effect on ad attitudes (—0.26,
95% CI: —0.52 — —0.01) and brand attitudes (—0.38, 95% CI: —0.60 — —0.16), but not on
purchase intentions (—0.25, 95% CI: —0.63 — 0.14). Mirroring Study 1, H4 is accepted for ad
attitudes and brand attitudes, but rejected for purchase intentions.

The corresponding analyses for female participants reacting to male ads showed no
significant mean indirect effects from the bootstrap analyses for the moderation models
predicting ad attitudes (—0.10, 5,000 bootstrap samples; 95% CI: —0.33 to 0.03), brand
attitudes (—0.02, 5,000 bootstrap samples; 95% CI: —0.20 to 0.11), or purchase intentions
(—0.10, 5,000 bootstrap samples; 95% CI: —0.03 to 0.34). The tests for female participants
reacting to male ads also showed a significant effect of stereotypicality on presumed
negative influence on men (1.24, 95% CI: 0.15 — 2.63), and a significant effect of presumed
influence on ad reactance (1.32, 95% CI: 0.46 — 2.18). Further, ad reactance had a significant
negative effect on ad attitudes (—0.52, 95% CI: —0.82 — —0.22), brand attitudes (—0.42, 95%
CI: —0.72 — —0.13), but not on purchase intentions (—0.03, 95% CI: —0.25 — 0.32). In this
study, these results replicate the findings of H4a rather than the findings of H4b in Study 1
since H4b is here accepted for ad attitudes and brand attitudes but not for purchase
intentions.

Overall, the results of the mediation analyses (summarized in Figures 4 and 5) support
the theoretical reasoning for ad and brand attitudes, but not for purchase intentions.

Discussion
Study 2 set out to remedy some of the limitations of Study 1, using advertising portrayals of
gender role behavior stereotypes. For this study, HI and H2 were fully supported, and H3

Brand-related effects

Ad Attitudes

- Brand Attitudes

Purchase Intentions

1.31%*
Presumed Negative
Female Risectyped ad Influence on Women




was supported with the exception of purchase intentions. This is also visible in the
mediation analyses, where H4a and H4b are accepted for ad and brand attitudes but
rejected when it comes to purchase intentions. This largely replicates the findings of
Study 1, with one important exception: for gender role behavior stereotypes, the
proposed theoretical reasoning is supported for men exposed to portrayals of women,
as well as for women exposed to portrayals of men. As previously, within-gender
analyses of female respondents’ reactions are in line with extant research on how
women respond to stereotyped portrayals of women (Akestam ef al., 2017a; Akestam,
2018; Antioco et al., 2012; Bower, 2001; Halliwell and Dittmar; 2004; Janssen and Paas,
2014). Similar to the cross-gender analyses of interest, we also find a little stronger
support for the theoretical framework among men responding to portrayals of men. As
in Study 1, however, the responses still seem to be dependent on a combination of
factors as opposed to merely gender. Taken together, however, as the studies in this
research also differed in terms of product category, brands, and potentially realism of
the stimuli, more studies are needed to confirm if this is indeed the case.

General discussion

The results in this research suggest that gender-stereotyped portrayals in advertising
have a negative impact across genders, for both women and men. Men presume
stereotyped portrayals of women to have a negative influence on women, both in terms
of physical characteristics and role behavior, which in turn leads to ad reactance. For
female consumers, reactions to male portrayals are similar for stereotypes in terms of
gender role behavior. For stereotyped portrayals of physical characteristics, however,
there is no difference in the presumed influence on men between the two portrayals.
This could be due to another common gender stereotype: the notion that men are less
concerned with their looks than women are (Van Hellemont and Van Den Bulck, 2012).
Our within-gender analyses also point in this direction. Another potential explanation
is that female stereotyping has been more frequent (Eisend, 2010; Fredrickson and
Roberts, 1997; Wolin, 2003) and is more intensely discussed in society (Akestam et al.,
2017a), making its impact on women a more salient concern than for men (as our within-
gender analyses also suggest). If this explanation holds, the fact that consumers adjust
their perception of influence on others over time (Eisend, 2017), suggests that as male
stereotypes related to physical characteristics in advertising are increasingly discussed
and challenged (by brands such as Axe and Gillette), the presumed influence on men
might come to increase (cf. Tuncay Zayer et al., 2020; Ricciardelli et al., 2010; Davis,
2002).
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Research implications

This research contributes with a much-needed cross-gender perspective to the research
literature on gender stereotypes in advertising which, to date, has mostly been concerned
with women’s reactions to female stereotypes (Antioco ef al., 2012; Eisend, 2019), and to a
lesser degree with male reactions to male stereotypes (Tuncay Zayer et al., 2020; Lorenzen
et al,, 2004). The findings indicate that consumers react negatively to stereotyping across
genders; a perspective that has received considerably less research attention (with
exceptions such as Liljedal et al, 2020; Baxter et al., 2016). These findings also suggest that
the negative effects of gender-stereotyped portrayals are more far-reaching than previous
studies have suggested, because they extend to exposure audiences regardless of gender.
Although much targeted advertising supposedly addresses a single-gender audience,
consumers of other genders will still play important roles as purchasers of gifts, influencers
in the decisions-making process, or — of course — as product users. This research indicates
that consumers take stereotypes into account when evaluating advertising in these roles as
well. This resonates with the understudied but growing literature on the social effects of
advertising (Eisend, 2019; Kim et al., 2014; Gulas and McKeage, 2000; Héfner, 2003), where
several studies have found that consumers can respond in terms of for example empathy
(Akestam et al., 2017b; Escalas and Stern, 2003) and social connectedness (Lee and Robins,
1995) to portrayals of people who are superficially dissimilar to themselves.

Another contribution of this research is that it proposes that the model of the influence of
presumed influence (Eisend, 2017; Gunther and Storey, 2003) can help explain consumer
reactions to gender-stereotyped portrayals in advertising. To date, the literature on gender
stereotypes has mainly been concerned with self-relevant reactions, thus overlooking the
social, cultural and societal contexts of these effects (Eisend, 2019). By connecting presumed
influence with the theory of ad reactance (Brehm, 1966; Thorbjernsen and Dahlén, 2011) our
findings suggest that presumed influence on others can also lead to reactance and that
gender stereotypes can be perceived as limiting consumers’ freedom in general. Thus, this
research interprets the literature on the physical characteristics and role behavior of
advertising models using a stereotype framework and thereby ties it closer to the literature
on gender stereotypes in advertising. In other words, this research connects studies
previously scattered across different theoretical fields such as advertising (Tuncay Zayer
et al., 2020; Grau and Zotos, 2016; Antioco et al., 2012; Wolin, 2003), psychology (Lockwood
and Kunda, 1997; Lavine et al,, 1999; Halliwell and Dittmar, 2004; Zawisza and Cinnirella,
2010; Meyers-Levy and Loken, 2015), consumer research (Richins, 1991) and gender studies
(Kaufman, 1999; Morrison and Shaffer, 2003; White and White, 2006; Ricciardelli et al., 2010).

Implications for marketers

The present research joins the growing body of work on the negative effects of gender
stereotypes in advertising (Eisend, 2019) urging advertising and marketing professionals to
reconsider their continued use of gender stereotypes for creating easily recognizable
narratives is thought to connect with desirable brand values (Windels, 2016; Tuncay Zayer
and Coleman, 2015; Middleton ef al, 2019). That is, the argument that divergence from
normative elements of stereotypes risk being evaluated negatively (Zawisza and Cinnirella,
2010) should no longer be perceived as valid in practice. The findings in this research, that
non-stereotyped portrayals of both women and men can lead to positive ad and brand
attitudes from exposure audiences, complement previous studies of stereotype effects and
indicate that marketers should continue to explore non-stereotyped gender portrayals in
their advertising. This suggests that marketers have much to gain, both in terms of sales
and goodwill, from pro-actively challenging gender stereotypes, rather than waiting for



regulatory efforts (such as those of the ASA) or further guidance from self-regulatory bodies
(such as the European Advertising Standards Alliance and the ICC Code on Advertising
Practice). Non-stereotyped gender portrayals also benefit marketers in the long run, since
gender stereotypes have been found to harm consumers’ attitude toward advertising in
general (Huhmann and Limbu, 2016).

The results also indicate that marketers should consider reactions of target as well as
exposure audiences when designing and evaluating campaigns. This is partly because
consumers of all genders may play important roles both as purchasers of a product, as
influencers in the decision-making process and also as users of a product originally
marketed toward another gender. It is also partly due to advertising’s role as culture and as
a mechanism for an ongoing discourse on societal values, such as those pertaining to gender
and stereotypes (Tuncay Zayer et al., 2020; Schroeder and Borgerson, 1998; Steele et al.,
2002; O'Donohoe, 1994). In this regard, to include cross-gender reactions is a step to increase
our overall understanding in this area. Further, although advertising can influence
consumers to (re)negotiate gender in their daily lives (Tuncay Zayer et al., 2020), we know
that consumers tend to behave in congruence with advertised values (Defever et al., 2011)
and may even alter their own gender role attitudes following exposure to advertising
(Tuncay Zayer et al., 2020; Garst and Bodenhausen, 1997). These types of findings place
further responsibility on advertisers to explore more modern, non-stereotyped gender
portrayals to their advertising. As society changes, we are likely to see this change take
place. This would in turn further strengthen the mirror argument over the mold argument
(Pollay, 1986) as proposed by Eisend (2010).

Finally, the findings suggest that using stereotyped portrayals in advertising to attract
persons of other genders gender is a flawed strategy. The stereotyped portrayals are not
only harmful for people of the same gender, but as consumers take the presumed impact on
others into account when evaluating ads, such executions may be evaluated less favorably,
regardless of the consumer’s own gender and sexual preferences.

Limutations and suggestions for further research

There are several limitations of this research that should be considered in developing the
line of research further. First, more research studies are needed to assess whether the
differences in reactions observed for male ads stereotyped in terms of physical
characteristics and role behavior are indeed a result of the different stereotype components,
or due to a confounding element of Study 1, such as realism or product category. Future
research should further assess whether product categories with multi-gender target
audiences that are perceived as androgynous rather than gendered in themselves (cf. Fugate
and Phillips, 2010; van Tilburg et al, 2015), such as grocery stores or soft drinks, would
render similar results. Our two empirical studies both used real brands, which enhances the
ecological validity of the studies but could potentially also have had a confounding effect on
the results.

While ad attitudes, brand attitudes, and purchase intentions are certainly of interest to
most marketers, they do not provide a full understanding of the potential effects of
stereotyped and non-stereotyped advertising portrayals. Previous research has suggested
that non-stereotyped advertising portrayals can work as a priming cue to generate social
effects, such as social connectedness and empathy (Akestam et al, 2017b). Future studies
should include social effects in parallel to brand-related effects when studying non-
stereotyped portrayals of gender, to investigate the presumed connection between social
effects and advertising metrics (Dahlén and Rosengren, 2016; Eisend, 2019). In this context,
effects of self-objectification (Fredrickson and Roberts, 1997) could provide a useful path of
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further exploring cross-gender effects of stereotyped gender portrayals. Hopefully the
present research will open up for more such investigations, thereby contributing to a deeper
understanding of the effects of stereotyped portrayals of gender in advertising.

In line with the above discussion, it is also interesting to ponder if — and in that case
how — the context of the data collection might have had an impact on the results. That is, can
using intercept at major train stations and shopping malls to recruit participants for our
studies have primed the participants to consider the role of advertising in society and retail?
Compared to other methods of data collection, such as online panels, the method afforded us
a certain degree of control over the context in which the participants were exposed to the
ads. Compared with other sampling methods, such as classroom experiments, the present
methodology also made it possible to recruit a wide and heterogenous set of respondents,
many of whom are not participating in online panels and similar. Future research may want
to explore if advertising research concerning societal aspects and issues differ depending on
where and how the data is collected. Further, this study was unable to investigate responses
in terms a broader spectrum of gender (Fischer, 2015; Eisend, 2019), since relatively few of
the respondents in our studies self-categorized as other genders than male or female and this
group was thus too small to analyze separately. Researchers may want to explore other
ways of measuring gender identities (a combination of culture and biological sex; Palan,
2001) through for example the BEM scale (Bem, 1974; or Barak and Stern, 1986 for a
shortened version) to allow for categorization of respondents across two separate
dimensions — one feminine and one masculine. Alternatively, the Gender Attitude Inventory
(GAI: Ashmore et al, 1995) can also help researchers in assessing how respondents’
acceptance of traditional stereotypes influence their advertising responses (cf. Ulrich, 2013).
These types of categorizations might further help to uncover why and how consumers
across genders respond to gender stereotypes.

In social sciences, gender is rapidly moving beyond the binary definitions of only a
male and a female gender and advertising research is no exception (Eisend, 2019). A
valid critique toward this research is thus that although it explores the cross-gendered
effects of gender-based stereotypes, it is still concerned with only the male and female
gender. This is also a weakness of the chosen methodology. Intercepts are
unfortunately problematic if one wants to recruit minorities. Out of six hundred and
twenty respondents, only six individuals opted for “other” when indicating their
gender. A logical next step for future research would therefore be to use other forms of
recruitment, such as online panels that segment respondents on gender, to better
investigate the full spectrum how consumers of different genders respond to gender-
based stereotyped advertising. Finally, gender stereotypes understandably vary with
culture since what it means to identify with any gender identity is heavily influenced by
culture (Palan, 2001). Our empirical studies were both carried out in Sweden, the most
feminine country as per Hofstede’s categorization of national cultures (Hofstede, 2001).
Although stereotypes were pre-tested in the Swedish market, we do not know how other
culturally relevant stereotypes may affect consumers in other cultures, for example
more masculine countries such as Japan (Hofstede, 2001). Studies have repeatedly
shown that countries vary in the degree to which gender stereotypes are used, how they
are used, and which stereotypes are most frequently used (An and Kim, 2007; Wiles
et al., 1995). Investigating if the present results can be replicated in other cultures and if
the underlying theoretical reasoning also holds for other cultures would therefore be an
interesting next step in further developing the research on cross-gender responses to
gender stereotypes in advertising.
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