
 

 
 
 
 
ASSOCIATION FOR CONSUMER RESEARCH 

 
Labovitz School of Business & Economics, University of Minnesota Duluth, 11 E. Superior Street, Suite 210, Duluth, MN 55802 
 
 
The Different Effects of Lay Theory of Gender Differences on Gift Shopping Behavior

Jianping Liang, Sun Yat-sen Business School, Sun Yat-sen University, China 
 
We found that lay theories of gender differences in responding to functionality and aesthetics have different impacts on gift shopping

behavior. We also found that the lay theories only influence consumers’ gift shopping behavior for others but NOT for shopping

behavior for themselves.

 
 
[to cite]:

Jianping Liang (2011) ,"The Different Effects of Lay Theory of Gender Differences on Gift Shopping Behavior", in NA -

Advances in Consumer Research Volume 39, eds. Rohini Ahluwalia, Tanya L. Chartrand, and Rebecca K. Ratner, Duluth, MN :

Association for Consumer Research, Pages: 742-743.

 
[url]:

http://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/1009376/volumes/v39/NA-39

 
[copyright notice]:

This work is copyrighted by The Association for Consumer Research. For permission to copy or use this work in whole or in

part, please contact the Copyright Clearance Center at http://www.copyright.com/.

http://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/1009376/volumes/v39/NA-39
http://www.copyright.com/


742 / Working Papers

a consistent (i.e., High price/ Strong country of ingredient origin) versus inconsistent cue (i.e., High price/ Weak country of ingredient origin 
or Low price/ Strong country of ingredient origin.)

Study 2 Results  -- Manipulation check results indicate that brand (Low familiarity = 5.28, High familiarity = 6.28; F (162) = 10.19, 
p<.001) and ingredient origin (China = 3.50, USA = 6.74; F (162) = 3.08, p<.03) were manipulated as intended. The hypothesized effect from 
H2 reveals a significant brand x ingredient origin information interaction on perceived quality (F (162) = 5.51, p<.01, see figure 5).  We found 
no mean differences for the inconsistent conditions relative to brand and ingredient origin pairing (F <1, NSP). The effect of either cue will 
be stronger when paired with a consistent (i.e., Highly familiar brand/ Weak country of ingredient origin) versus inconsistent cue (i.e., High 
price/ Weak country of ingredient origin or Low price/ Strong country of ingredient origin.)

Study 3 Results -- Manipulation check results indicate that price (Low = 4.53, High = 7.40; F (1,151) = 8.69, p<.01) and ingredient origin 
(100% China = 3.52, 50% China and 50% USA = 5.22, USA = 6.56; t (150) = 1.88, p=0.03) were manipulated as intended. The hypothesized 
effect from H3 reveals that when the brand is highly familiar cobranded with a reputable certification agency, an increase in proportion of 
ingredients from a strong country of origin will result in an increase in the perception of quality (t (150) = 3.83, p<0.001), increase in the 
perception of value (t (150) = 4.73, p<0.001), and willingness to buy (t (150) = 1.88, p<0.05). 

DISCUSSION
Study 1 and 2 provide strong support for the consistency hypotheses. The target cue is a stronger predictor of perceived quality when 

paired with a consistent versus an inconsistent alternative cues. Study 3 provide support for the proportion of the ingredient origin hypotheses 
that when the brand is highly familiar cobranded with a reputable certification agency, an increase in proportion of ingredients from a strong 
country of origin will result in an increase in the perception of quality, value and willingness to buy.
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The Different Effects of Lay Theory of Gender Differences on Gift Shopping Behavior
Jianping Liang, Sun Yat-sen Business School, Sun Yat-sen University, China

If you want to buy a gift, what kinds of attributes of a gift would you look for? Would you look for different kinds of attributes if you 
want to buy a gift for a person with the same vs. different gender from yours? More importantly, does it matter whether you naively believe 
that males (females) prefer functionality (aesthetics) over aesthetics (functionality)? Would the extent to which you hold these naive beliefs 
matter? What is the psychological mechanism of such a naive theory on our behavior? Does it matter if we buy a product for ourselves and 
for others?

Previous research indicates that people may have a stereotypical perception that male (female) consumers prefer functionality (form) 
over form (functionality), and as a result, the access of such a stereotypical perception may influence male and female consumers’ choice 
behavior (Liang and Murray 2010). However, Liang and Murray (2010) only conducted an in-depth interview to examine the potential 
relationships between such a stereotypical perception and choice behavior. We still have no much more knowledge about this stereotypical 
perception. 

According to Dweck (1996), this stereotypical perception may be considered as a lay theory, also called implicit theory, which is a 
framework for meaning-constructions, a naive or lay system of beliefs that ordinary consumers use in daily life to interpret and evaluate the 
world around them, including events and experiences (No et al. 2008; Mukhopadhyay and Yeung 2010). Based on No et al. (2008), a similar 
lay theory of gender differences on preferences of functionality and aesthetics could be proposed.  In particular, some consumers have the 
“essentialist theory of gender” that the gender difference is biologically based and historically invariant. In contrast, the other consumers 
have the “social constructionist theory of gender” that the gender differences are not deep-seated and inalterable disposition but alterable 
social constructions. Similarly, most research on the behavioral effects of lay theories by Dweck (see Dweck 1999) makes categorizations of 
“incremental theories” (i.e., beliefs that people have malleable quantities of ability and intelligence improvable through effort) and “entity 
theorists” (i.e., beliefs that people have fixed quantities of ability and intelligence that cannot be improved) (Mukhopadhyay and Yeung 
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2010). Based on the above categorization, Mukhopadhyay and Johar (2005) identify two theoretically orthogonal dimensions: the quantum 
(limited or unlimited amount of ability) and the changeability (fixed or malleable over time). Subsequently, they further draw distinction on 
four types of lay theories: limited-fixed, limited-malleable, unlimited-fixed, and unlimited-malleable. In this paper, we investigated these 
four types of lay theories of gender differences in responses to functionality and aesthetics, and their different impacts on consumers’ gift 
shopping behavior. Interestingly, we found that the different gift shopping behaviors result from lay theories instead of actual preferences. 
In other words, the lay theories only influence consumers’ gift shopping behavior for others but NOT for shopping behavior for themselves.

STUDY ONE
In this study, we recruited one hundred and seventy-five volunteer consumers at a large shopping mall and asked them to complete a 

short survey about their gifting shopping behavior during the Christmas and New Year holiday in 2010, a busy time of gift shopping for many 
consumers. In particular, we asked them whether they have shopped or are planning to shop for one gift recently, what the gift was or would 
be, the gender and age of the person who would receive the gift. Then they were asked to indicate whether they focus more on the functional-
ity or aesthetics of the gift in an 11-point scale. Subsequently, they completed a questionnaire on the measure of the limited/unlimited (two 
items) and fixed/malleable (two items) lay theories of gender differences in responding to functionality and aesthetics in seven-point scales 
anchored by “strongly disagree/strongly agree” adapted from Mukhopadhyay and Johar (2005) and Mukhopadhyay and Yeung (2010). Fi-
nally, they answered some demographic questions related to age, gender, etc. We also took record of the day and time when they completed 
the survey. The types of gifts were mentioned in a variety of product categories, including cell phone, necklace, clothes, shoes, MP3, laptop, 
mug, gloves, backpack, handbag, wallet, etc.

We found that limited-fixed male theorists on functionality who believe that females have limited and fixed ability to functionality are 
more likely to focus on aesthetics instead of functionality when choosing a gift for females. Limited-malleable male theorists on functionality 
focus more highly on functionality instead of aesthetics when choosing a gift for females.

However, limited-malleable female theorists on functionality who believe that females have limited and malleable ability to functionality 
are more likely to focus on aesthetics instead of functionality when choosing a gift for females. Unlimited-malleable female theorists on 
functionality focus more highly on functionality instead of aesthetics when choosing a gift for females.

STUDY TWO
This study aims to investigate the influence of lay theories on product choices consumers make for themselves. It is possible that male 

(female) consumers choose a gift that reflects their lay theories because their actual preferences influence their decision. Hence, in Study Two, 
we wanted to test this consideration, which may pose as an alternative explanation for the findings in Study One. 

As in Study One, we measured the four types of lay theories. We also asked the degree to which participants pay attention to the 
functionality and aesthetics of a series of 10 product categories when they shop for products for THEMSELVES, including jackets, jeans, 
shoes, backpacks, wallets/purses, digital cameras, cell phones, laptops, watches, and table lamps.  Interestingly, we found that the four types 
of lay theorists, limited-fixed, limited-malleable, unlimited-fixed, and unlimited-malleable theorists have no significant different preferences 
for functionality and aesthetics when they shop for these products for themselves. Therefore, it seems that lay theory of gender differences 
does not influence the actual shopping behavior for consumers themselves.
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The Road Traveled, the Road Ahead, or Simply on the Road? 
When Progress Framing Affects Motivation in Goal Pursuit 

Jacob H. Wiebenga, Department of Marketing, Faculty of Economics and Business, University of Groningen, the Netherlands
Bob M. Fennis, Department of Marketing, Faculty of Economics and Business, University of Groningen, the Netherlands 

Most of our behavior starts with goal setting through which we get involved in goal pursuit (Locke and Latham, 1990). After this initial 
step we monitor our progress toward these goals, such as rewards in loyalty programs (Fishbach and Dhar, 2005). Progress can be conceived 
as the distance traveled from the initial state to the present state (i.e. work-done) and/or the remaining distance from the present state toward 
the end state (i.e. work-left; Carver and Scheier, 1998). Although both frames imply one another and thus are logically equivalent, research 


