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Abstract 
This research proposes, the triadic gender effect (TGE) on gender based dif-
ference in consumer’s susceptibility to social influence during the custom-
er-to-customer (C2C) encounter and its subsequent influence on preferences 
for products perceived as being associated with the other consumer in buying 
context. It further investigates the role of ageism and gender bias on the ste-
reotypic effect of the group category of the other consumer. We conduct two 
studies showing that, due to the gender differences in self-construal, informa-
tion processing and social cognitive projection; men and women differ in the 
categorization and evaluation of groups based on gender and age. It further 
leads to the difference in the preference for the products perceived as being 
symbolically associated with the respective group members. In particular, 
women use a local approach, and draw more categories based on gender and 
age than men, who use a global approach and focus on larger groups. Addi-
tionally, women show a greater positive association with in-groups than do 
men; hence there is a more positive effect of in-group on women’s product 
preference than on men’s product preference. By contrast, men show a greater 
negative association with out-groups and dissociative groups than females; 
thus, there is a stronger negative effect of out-groups and dissociative groups 
on men’s product preference. Overall women show greater positive associa-
tion with groups than do men. The results show significant effect of gender 
bias and ageism in C2C encounter. 
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1. Introduction 

Humans perform an automatic categorization of others into the basic primitive 
categories, like gender, age and race, and then develop stereotypes of these cate-
gories [1]. These categories are then utilized to classify and organize information 
that they receive from their environment [2] [3]. However, this complex phe-
nomenon is oversimplified, especially in the marketing literature, by using 
gender and age as mere demographic descriptors. Previous research in this field 
has focused mainly on the consumer type and the dyadic relationship between 
consumer and brand [4], for studying the underlying primary factor, i.e., 
self-brand connection. However, for the first time, we study the unique triadic 
effect of gender. 

In the buying environment, consumers often encounter other consumers who 
are buying some product, and they associate that product with that consumer. We 
term this spontaneous nonverbal automatic interaction as the C2C encounter. This 
encounter leads to the automatic activation of stereotypes associated with the 
group to which the other consumer belongs. This stereotypic activation leads to 
the categorization of the consumer and further affects preferences for the product 
associated with that consumer in the C2C encounter, which we term the automatic 
C2C encounter effect. We further study the gender-based differences in this ste-
reotypic effect in terms of the categorization and evaluation of the consumer based 
on gender bias and ageism and the effect of the difference in the categorization and 
evaluation of the product symbolically associated with the consumer in the C2C 
encounter. This gender effect comprises three gender-specific aspects, i.e., 
self-construal, information processing and social cognitive projection, which are 
responsible for gender-specific group categorization, evaluation and social beha-
vior. We term this effect the “triadic gender effect” (TGE). 

2. Literature Review 
2.1. The Customer-to-Customer (C2C) Encounter and the TGE on 

Social Categorization and Intergroup Behavior 
2.1.1. The Role of Gender Schema 
A gender schema is a cognitively organized network of associations readily 
available to guide and provide standards for an individual’s perceptions and 
gender-consistent behavior in a given scenario [5]. Gender schema theory states 
that men and women cognitively process and categorize new information in 
their environment according to their gender-based compatibility. Gender sche-
ma, thus influences the manner in which people attend, process, store, retrieve 
and use information [5]. The recent study by Montford and Goldsmith [6] has 
reported the gender difference in risk taking ability in case of investment deci-
sions. Our research highlights the underlying psychological aspects in terms of 
the “TGE”. 

2.1.2. Gender Bias and Intergroup Bias 
Intergroup bias refers to the systematic tendency to evaluate one’s own mem-
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bership group i.e. in-group or its members, more favorably than that of a 
non-membership group i.e. out-group or its members [7]. This bias affects be-
havior (discrimination), attitude (prejudice), as well as cognition (stereotyping) 
[8] [9]. It results in in-group favoritism and out-group derogation [10] [11] [12]. 
A person’s self-image or mental model of self-comprises the self-conception, 
qualities, beliefs and expressions that conform with his or her gender; it is the 
degree to which one views oneself as a person and a group member [13]. Thus, 
we suggest that, as women consider themselves to be members of the female 
group (in-group), they will consider men to be the out-group, and vice versa. 

2.1.3. Ageism-Dissociative Group Categorization 
Dissociative groups are the groups, people avoid association and “disidentify” 
with it [14] [15]. These are the undesired selves, one wish to avoid [16] [17] and 
disparages [18] [19]. Thus projects avoidance renunciation towards these groups 
[20]. By contrast, individuals show less-negative stereotypes towards out-groups 
and these stereotypes are associated with a sense of difference, opposition or de-
rogation. The out-group can be viewed negatively, such as in the case of the op-
posite group, e.g., gender, or positively, such as in the case of an aspirant group 
or a warm group, e.g., models for girls and athletes for boys. However, the disso-
ciative group is significantly distinct from and more negatively perceived than 
the out-group [20]. 

2.1.4. Stereotypes Associated with Ageism 
Ageism is defined as discrimination against the elderly and seniors, comprising 
three interconnected elements: prejudice against elderly people, elderly age and 
the aging process; discrimination against elderly people; and institutional prac-
tices and policies that maintain stereotypes of elderly people [21] [22]. 

Many studies have reported an automatic, strong and negative influence of 
ageism; specifically, Perdue and Gurtman [23], reported that the participants 
primed with traits of elderly persons recalled more negative traits of elderly per-
sons than other participants who were primed with traits of younger persons. 
Hence, considering the intensity of the negative effect of age groups, we define 
the group of elderly, which is perceived more negatively than the out-group (that 
is opposite gender), as the dissociative group. Hence, we propose that— 

H1: Men and women will show more positive association with the gender 
in-group than with the gender out-group. 

H2: Men and women will show stronger negative association with the disso-
ciative group than with the out-group. 

2.1.5. The Role of Self-Construal 
a) Self-construal 
Past cross-cultural studies revealed that individuals’ social aspects of self may 

influence their self-representations, like membership in social groups [24] [25] 
[26]. Based on their self-concept, people pay attention to and remember the do-
main-specific information of the self and others but ignore or resist do-
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main-inconsistent information [27] [28] [29]. 
b) Gender difference in self-construal 
According to Cross & Madson [30], differences in the gender-based 

self-stereotyping process between men and women lead to differences in their 
self-construals [31]-[36]. Especially, women possess higher relational interde-
pendence and men possess higher independence [30]-[41], which affects their 
cognition, motivation, emotion, psychological processes and social behavior [30] 
[37] [39] [42] [43]. 

c) Men—Independent self-construal 
According to Markus & Kitayama [25], in case of independent self-construal, 

the mental representations of others are separate from the mental representation 
of the self. These individuals aim to maintain autonomy; they tend to be true to 
their internal structure of preferences, convictions, goals and rights [44], and sa-
tisfying these goals enhances their self-esteem. Their thoughts and actions focus 
on highlighting their uniqueness, and they try to stand out from others [25] [45]. 
Thus, in the case of independent self-construal, relationships with others serve as 
a reflection of the individual’s comparison of the self with others, and domin-
ance over others is the aim [46] [47] [48]. Thus, men with independent 
self-construal focus on self-determination and differentiation [49] [50]. 

d) Women—Interdependent self-construal  
Women tend to construct and maintain an interdependent self-construal, i.e., 

“connectedness with others”; hence, the boundaries between self and others are 
open. People with interdependent self-construal pay more attention to the in-
formation about relationships and they encode and organize the information in 
terms of relationships [30] [51], as their aim is to maintain relationships [49] 
[50]. In their experiment, Clancy & Dollinger [52] found that women were more 
likely than men to select pictures of themselves with family members or others, 
whereas men select pictures of themselves alone. Women follow an assimilation 
process during interpersonal interactions, which leads to more positive inter-
personal interactions than those experienced by men, who use a contrast process 
in interpersonal interactions [53]. Hence, we propose that men, being 
“self-contained autonomous entities”, will show weaker association with group 
than women with relational self. 

2.1.6. Gender Differences in Information Processing during  
Categorization (Item-Specific versus Relational) 

Previous studies have reported that men pay attention to the gross and key 
attributes that have the greatest personal impact, whereas women evaluate sever-
al attributes to determine the interrelationships among them [54] [55] [56]. Past 
research reported that, in the same task context, women process information 
more comprehensively than men [57] [58] [59] [60] [61]. Recent studies have 
reported that women possess more stereotype knowledge than do men [62] [63] 
[64] and draw a greater number of gender stereotypes than men [65]. 

Women tend to use all dimensions of stereotypic cues during categorization; 
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hence, they perform a systematic categorization of others [25] [54] [55] [56] 
[65]. Studies in the advertising field suggest that men focus on the direct mes-
sage given in an advertisement, i.e., item-specific processing, such as “buy this 
beer”, whereas women not only consider the primary message but also pay at-
tention to multiple clues from the message and use them to intuit and infer its 
inner meaning, i.e., relational processing, e.g., buy this beer to become popular 
and trendy [66]. According to these studies, men use linear thinking and rea-
soning in a decision making process and have a more task-oriented focus than 
women, whereas women process information from many levels and sources, e.g., 
advertisement-related elements such as music, voice-overs, visuals, text, etc. and 
evaluate and measure various sources to decide their next steps. In contrast to 
that of men, women’s decision-making process is an incremental reasoning 
process in which they build each piece of information on top of the previous in-
formation; thus, they consider interrelated factors and not simply straight lines 
as they evaluate multiple sources [67]. Women are more visually and intrinsical-
ly oriented [68] and more sensitive to situation-specific cues than men, whereas 
men are found to be detached [69]. Women follow relational processing and 
perform a systematic categorization of others than men who follow item-specific 
processing [25] [54] [55] [56]. 

The explanation of the above phenomenon is explained in more details by 
“the Global versus Local processing model” (GLOMO) [70], which states that 
approach and avoidance are the two basic motivational orientations that influ-
ence people’s cognitive and perceptive processes. The approach orientation leads 
to global processing that focuses on larger units (e.g., a door as part of a house or 
a tree as a part of jungle), and the avoidance orientation leads to local processing 
that focuses on smaller units (e.g., the door or the tree as a unit or isolated ob-
ject) [70] [71] [72] [73] [74]. Specifically, independent self-construal of men fol-
lows an approach strategy, whereas interdependent self-construal of women fol-
lows avoidance-oriented strategy [72] [75] [76]. 

Hence, we predict that women will draw more categories based on the age and 
gender-specific cues of groups than will men, whereas, men who possess inde-
pendent self-construal and an approach orientation, will follow global processing 
and endorse large groups, i.e., age groups (young vs. old) more distinctively than 
sub-groups i.e. gender groups, within age groups; whereas, women, who have 
interdependent self-construal and an avoidance orientation, will follow local 
processing and, thus endorse all four categories distinctively (i.e., girl, boy, el-
derly women, and elderly men). 

H3a: Women will distinguish all the four types of groups distinctively includ-
ing the age groups and the gender groups within each age group. 

H3b: Men will distinguish larger groups, i.e., the age groups distinctively but 
not the gender groups within each age group. 

2.1.7. The Role of Social Projection 
Social projection is termed as the tendency to expect similarities between oneself 
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and others [77]. According to the literature review and the meta-analysis con-
ducted by Robbins and Krueger, people have stronger social projection, when 
they make judgments about in-groups than that about out-groups, which results 
into in-group favoritism and perceived in-group homogeneity as well as inter-
group discrimination [77]. This research has further studied this phenomenon 
in case of gender based categorization. 

a) Gender orientation: Men with an agentic orientation and women with a 
communion orientation 

Differences in gender orientation result into differences in social projection 
and identification with groups [37] [78]. According to Arndt et al. [79], social 
projection is stronger for people with a need for social connectedness. According 
to Fiske et al. [80] and Fiske & Cuddy [81], gender stereotypes are scalar struc-
tures along the two complementary dimensions, i.e., agency (competence) and 
communion (warmth), in which men’s sense of worth is associated with au-
tonomy and a sense of personal accomplishment that is agency orientation, 
whereas women’s sense of belongingness is associated with connectedness and 
sensitivity to others i.e., communion orientation [82] [83] [84] [85] [86]. Wom-
en thus follow assimilation process during interpersonal interaction, which leads 
to greater positive interpersonal interaction than men, who use contrast process 
in interpersonal interaction [53]. 

b) In-group identification and evaluation 
In-group identification is the extent to which individuals consider themselves 

to be group members [87]. It is observed that self-construal and the degree of 
identification with the in-group vary with gender [30] [37] [40]. In their two ex-
periments, Rudman and Goodwin [88] found that men and women both have a 
strong identification with their gender and show strong self-esteem, while 
women show significantly greater in-group bias than men. 

Men, with independent-self and agentic-orientation, strive for domination 
and possess a sense of separateness from others, whereas women, with a com-
munion orientation, strive for contact and congregation to maintain social 
bonds and, hence, desire to connect with others [53] [89], which further leads to 
stronger in-group bias. By contrast, men, who have high levels of self-esteem, 
demonstrate weak in-group bias [90] [91]. Thus, we propose that women, who 
have a need for social connectedness, will be more likely to conform and to have 
a greater positive association with the in-group than men, who will likely prefer 
being separate from others. 

H4: Women will categorize the in-group more positively than will men. 
c) Out-group and dissociative group identification and evaluation 
According to the theory of gendered prejudice McDonald [92], men’s preju-

dice can be defined by aggression and dominance over groups, whereas women’s 
prejudice can be defined by wariness and fearfulness of out-groups, mainly with 
regard to men as their out-group. Further, Locke, K.D. & Nekich, J.C. [93] found 
that, in social comparisons, agentic traits such as dominant, competitive, and 
ambitious lead individuals to focus on dissimilarities and downward compari-
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sons and strive for expansion and elevation [89], leading to feelings of confi-
dence and the satisfaction of their desire for dominance and competence. Hence, 
we propose that the urge to be unique, dominated and separate from others will 
lead men to use contrast strategy and will follow downward comparison to 
create distance from out group as well as dissociative group i.e. they will show 
stronger negative association with out-group than women, who tend to exhibit 
communion traits such as warmth, sympathy and tenderness [93] and who strive 
for contact, congregation and the maintenance of social bonds through assimila-
tion [89]. 

Thus, in the case of men possessing independent self-construal, comparison 
with the out-group leads to an elevated need to differentiate from the out-group 
in order to create a unique self-concept and contrast that satisfies their strong 
self-differentiation goal. By contrast, in the case of women, the interdependent 
self-construal makes them more immune to the out-group and dissociative be-
cause their primary goal is to conform to the in-group to satisfy their relation-
ship goals [50]. Hence, we propose—  

H5: Men will show stronger negative association with the out-group and the 
dissociative group than will women. 

2.2. C2C Encounter Effect and TGE on Product Preference: The 
Role of Gender Bias and Ageism 

A plethora of research in the marketing field suggests that the type of reference 
group influences the products or brands associated with it. Many previous stu-
dies have reported congruency between reference group membership and brand 
usage, e.g., [94] [95] [96] [97]. 

This research has investigated the nonverbal, spontaneous C2C encounter ef-
fect on product preference, by creating a scenario of lucky draw winners among 
early buyers. Previous studies have focused mainly on the domain of reference 
groups in terms of nationality, race or other dimensions of social discrimination, 
but these types of encounters are not as common and obvious as encounter with 
gender or age groups. Hence, we take the initiative to investigate this very basic 
and universal tendency toward gender bias and ageism. 

Recent research suggests that consumers construct their self-identity and 
present themselves to others through their brand choices that are based on the 
congruency between brand-user associations and self-image associations [98]. 
Belk, R.W. [99] and Richins [100] reported that people engage in consumption 
behavior to some extent to construct their self-concepts and personal identity. 
Further, Escalas, J.E. & Bettman, J.R. [101] found that, for nationality-based ref-
erence groups, the self-brand connection was stronger for brands consistent with 
the in-group than for those consistent with the out-group. Previous studies have 
reported the positive influence of positive membership and the aspirational ref-
erence group on individuals’ intention, attitudes and behaviors [14] [87] [102], 
exercise intentions [103], intentions to engage in sun-protective behaviors [103], 
evaluations of products and advertisements [102], product and brand selections 
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[94] [104], information seeking and purchasing decisions [105], brand usage 
[94] [95] [96] [97], and purchase intentions [106]. 

Hence, we propose that, in a C2C encounter, the positive association with 
in-group will lead to a stronger positive effect on the preference for products as-
sociated with in-group than for the products associated with out-group. 

H6: The C2C encounter with an in-group member will have a stronger posi-
tive effect on the preference for products perceived as purchased by the in-group 
than for those purchased by the out-group. 

Past studies have reported that consumers avoid products that have negative 
symbolic implications [107] and represent negative attitudes towards lifestyles 
that they wish to avoid [108], and they demonstrate their selves by avoiding 
products associated with these groups [109]. Further, White and Argo [110], re-
ported that the desire to avoid dissociative reference groups creates negative in-
fluence on consumer preferences. Hence, we propose the following:  

H7: The C2C encounter with a dissociative group member will lead to a 
stronger negative effect on the preference for products perceived as purchased 
by the dissociative group than for those perceived as purchased by the in-group 
and the out-group. 

Further, we propose that the gender effect in categorization, as discussed in 
part 1, will lead to difference in the intensity of the group effect in the C2C en-
counter. As women endorse all four group categories distinctively (H1), they will 
show a significant difference in the stereotypic C2C-encounter effect on prefe-
rence for the all four product types based on type of group associated with re-
spective product. Hence, we propose the following— 

H8a: In a C2C encounter, women will show significant difference in the pre-
ference for the products perceived as being purchased by the respective members 
of group categories based on age and gender. 

H8b: In a C2C encounter, men will show a significant difference in the prefe-
rence for the products perceived as being purchased by the group categories 
based on age but not for the sub-groups based on gender within the age groups. 

Because women have a greater positive association with the in-group than do 
men (H1), women will show greater positive influence of in-group on product 
preference than will men. We propose— 

H9a: In a C2C encounter, the in-group will have a stronger positive effect on 
women’s preference for products perceived as being purchased by in-group 
members than on men’s preference. 

Consumers with independent self-construal have a stronger negative percep-
tion of brands with images that are consistent with the out-group than do those 
with interdependent self-construal [38] [62]. 

Hence, we propose that, as men possess independent self and have stronger 
negative orientation towards negative groups and as women possess interde-
pendent self and are immune to negative groups; in case of C2C encounter with 
out-group and dissociative groups, men will show stronger negative influence on 
the preference for products associated the respective groups than will women. 
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H9b: In a C2C encounter, there will be a stronger negative impact of the 
out-group and dissociative group on men’s preference for products perceived as 
being purchased by the respective groups than on women’s preference. 

 

 

3. Experiment Design 

To avoid interpersonal interactions, we conducted the induction and the study 
in separate rooms. Seats were arranged in such a way that the participants would 
not be able to see each other. The message “keep silence” was displayed outside 
both rooms, and the participants were asked to keep their cell phones muted. In 
the induction hall, we gave instructions to the participants regarding the proce-
dure and tasks. They were told that we were a research laboratory and that we 
intended to conduct a few unrelated studies for our various clients (based on the 
task to be performed; the client list was modified for experiments 1 and 2). The 
common instructions included the following: A social research company wants 
to study the personality traits of people similar to you; a game company wants to 
study how people similar to you react to different puzzles; an event management 
company wants to know the opinions of people similar to you about different 
types of people they come across in the social environment; and a psychological 
research institute wants to study memory decay over time for people who are 
similar to you. In this final scenario, in order to ensure a sufficient cognitive 
load, participants underwent a memory task in which they were shown a 7 al-
phabets’ non word before they left the induction room headed for the study 
room. They had to remember this code word throughout the entire session. 
They were told that, because this is a psychological task, they should not interact 
with each other in the entire session, because doing so will affect memory decay. 
After the induction, the students went to the study room one by one. To make 
the prior activations disappear, they were told to begin the study session only af-
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ter they heard a buzzer. After all of the students entered the study room, our 
representative, sitting in the study hall and pretending to be a participant, was 
informed of the time by receiving a missed call on her/his cellphone, which was 
kept on vibrate. Then, the representative pressed the buzzer after a short delay. 
After the students finished the task, they were asked to fill up personal informa-
tion which included the demographic information, purpose of the study and 
code word. Then, they were debriefed and were told the actual purpose of the 
study. Then they were given complimentary gifts for their participation. 

3.1. Selection of Symbolic Products 

Previous research suggests that symbolic products, unlike utilitarian products, 
are products that consumers consume mostly for sensory gratification or affec-
tive purposes [3] or hedonic purposes, such as looking good [3] [71]. According 
to [38], the interpersonal influence on consumer behavior is greater for symbolic 
brands than it is for non-symbolic brands. Hence, to retrieve the subconscious 
stereotyping process, we selected symbolic product, an aroma-body soap, which 
is associated with the hedonic values of beauty and pleasantness. We created a 
fake body-soap brand, “Alsoft”, with a series of four types labeled as volume 1, 2, 
3, and 4 with similar chemical composition in the column of ingredients and a 
special ingredient in the title which was different for all four body soaps. We 
mimicked this from the current trend in aroma body soap brands. 

3.2. Manipulation of Groups 

The four group categories were introduced by using photographs of ordinary 
persons of different gender and age groups, i.e., girls and boys who belong to the 
age group of the participants but represent the in-group (same gender) and the 
out-group (opposite gender), and elderly women and elderly men, who 
represent the dissociative-group (to test the significance of the effect of gender 
within the dissociative group, we used both genders under this age group). To 
facilitate the C2C encounter in experiment 2, during the induction, we noted 
that, while launching a new series of body soaps in one trade exhibition, Alsoft 
announced lucky draws among the first 50 buyers, and the lucky winner was of-
fered a gift package; additionally, under treatment condition, we placed photo-
graphs of the member of each group category with a note, “lucky draw winner”, 
next to the photograph of each product on each product information leaflet, 
where as in control condition the photograph of member of group category and 
the note of lucky winner was absent. 

3.3. Measure of Group Categorization 

A 3-item, 6-point Likert scale for group categorization was used. The partici-
pants rated the three items, e.g., “I consider myself to be this type of person” and 
“I belong to this group”, on a scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = 
strongly agree [38]. 
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3.4. Pretest-1-Categorization of Groups 

A total of 28 students (16 females and 12 males) participated in the test; they 
evaluated each photograph of the group members i.e. girl, boy, elderly woman 
(EW), elderly man (EM) on the group categorization scale ranging from 1 = not 
at all preferred to 6 = the most preferred. The one-way repeated measures 
ANOVA conducted to compare the difference in the categorization of the four 
groups. A repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction 
determined that the mean of group categorization differed statistically signifi-
cantly between four group conditions (F(1.904, 51.418) = 56.511, p < 0.001). Post 
hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed that there was statistically sig-
nificant difference in categorization of all four groups. The participants, suc-
cessfully categorized same gender and young age group as in-group (in-grp), 
young age-group and opposite gender as out-group (out-grp) and elderly people 
of both gender as dissociative group (disso-EW and disso-EM). [(Min-grp = 4.131, 
SD = 0.170) vs (Mout-grp = 3.440, SD = 0.140); p < 0.001]; [(Mout-grp = 3.440, SD = 
0.140) vs (Mdisso-EW = 2.619, SD = 0.124; p < 0.001]; and [(Mdisso-EW = 2.619, SD = 
0.124) vs (Mdisso-EM = 2.107, SD = 0.100); p < 0.001]. Thus the manipulation of 
group categories was successful. The reliability statistics for the 3-item group ca-
tegorization scale was significant (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.834). 

3.5. Pretest-2-Product Type 

A total of 22 graduate students (10 females and 12 males) participated in the 
pretest, giving their preference for the 4 types of Alsoft aroma body soap on a 
six-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = not at all preferred to 6 = the most pre-
ferred. 

A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to compare difference in prefe-
rence for the four product types. Mauchly’s test of sphericity conducted for 
product type, indicated that the assumption of sphericity is not violated, (χ2(5) = 
1.320, p > 0.9) and the sphericity assumed results showed no significant differ-
ence in preference for the four Alsoft body soap types (F (3, 63) = 0.547, p > 0.6). 
Most importantly, the average response for all four body soaps was medium 
Mvol-1 = 3.50, Mvol-2 = 3.18, Mvol-3 = 3.09, Mvol-4 = 3.36, which was necessary to eli-
cit the treatment effect. 

3.6. Experiment-1: TGE in Social Categorization and Stereotyping 
—Gender Bias and Ageism 

3.6.1. Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to identify TGE on categorization of groups based 
on gender and age. 

3.6.2. Method 
A total of 53 graduate students (23 females and 30 males, average age = 24 yrs.) 
participated in this study. We followed the procedure as explained in the expe-
riment design. In the study session, the participants first completed the group 
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categorization questionnaire, which contained 4 photographs of faces of a girl, a 
boy, an elderly woman and an elderly man, each followed by the 3-item, 6-point 
Likert scale for group categorization. After completion of the questionnaire, they 
filled out the demographic questionnaire. 

After they finished the task, they were debriefed and were told the actual pur-
pose of the tasks and were given gifts. Then they were given gifts for the partici-
pation. 

3.6.3. Analysis and Results 
A 2 (gender: female vs. male) × 4 (group category: girl, boy, elderly woman 
(EW), elderly man (EM) mixed design was used, where group category was 
within-subject variable and group categorization was the dependent variable. A 
mixed repeated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction de-
termined that the mean of group categorization differed statistically significantly 
between four group conditions (F (2.567, 130.906) = 112.601, p < 0.001). There 
was significant interaction between the group category and gender (F (2.567, 
130.906) = 4.396, p < 0.007). The Post Hoc using Turkey correction revealed sig-
nificant effect of gender on categorization (F (1, 51) = 39.008, p < 0.001). Fur-
ther, the post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed that there was 
statistically significant difference in categorization of all four groups, (Min-grp = 
3.990 vs Mout-grp = 3.456; p < 0.001; (Mout-grp = 3.456 vs Mdisso-EW = 2.397; p < 
0.001; and (Mdisso-EW = 2.397 vs Mdisso-EM =1.962; p < 0.002), supporting H1 and 
H2. 

To understand the details of the gender effect, we separately conducted a re-
peated measures ANOVA for the data of the male and female respondents.  

The Mauchly’s test of sphericity, in case of female participants, indicated that 
the assumption of sphericityis not violated, χ2(5) = 6.724, p > 0.2 and the sphe-
ricity assumed results showed significant effect of group category, (F (3, 66) = 
55.273, p < 0.001. Further, post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction re-
vealed that there was statistically significant difference in categorization of all 
four groups, (MFin-grp = 4.536 vs MF-out-grp = 3.812; p < 0.02; (MF-out-grp = 3.812 vs 
MF-disso-EW = 2.739; p < 0.002; and (MF-disso-EW = 2.739 vs MF-disso-EM = 2.058; p < 
0.007), which supported H3a. 

In case of male participants, a repeated measures ANOVA with a Green-
house-Geisser correction determined that the mean of group categorization dif-
fered statistically significantly between four group conditions (F (2.327, 67.497) 
= 55.038, P < 0.001). Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed that 
there was statistically significant difference in categorization of age groups but as 
predicted, the categorization of gender groups within age group was not signifi-
cant, (MM-in-grp = 3.444 vs MM-out-gr p= 3.100; p> 0.09); (MM-out-grp = 3.100 vs 
MM-disso-EW = 2.056; p < 0.001); and (MM-disso-EW = 2.056 vs (MM-disso-EM =1.867; p > 
0.7), which supported H3b. 

Paired comparison T-tests were conducted to compare means for group cate-
gorization for understanding gender difference in the strength group categoriza-
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tion. There was significant gender difference in the scores for categorization of 
in-group, where female categorized in-group more positively than men, (MF-in-grp 
= 4.536, SD = 0.584) and (MM-in-grp = 3.391, SD = 0.833), t (22) = 5.797, p < 0.001; 
which supported H4. The gender difference in categorization of out-group was 
significant and as predicted men categorized out-group more negatively than 
women,(MF-out-grp = 3.812, SD = 0.815) and (MM-out-grp = 3.072, SD = 0.689); t (22) 
= 3.143, p < 0.006; which supported H5. The gender difference in categorization 
of dissociative -group was significant and as predicted men categorized elderly 
women and elderly men more negatively than women, (MF-disso-EW = 2.739, SD = 
0.847) and (MM-disso-EW = 2.014, SD = 0.455); t(22) = 3.715, p < 0.002, which sup-
ports H5; but the gender difference in categorization of dissociative groups was 
marginally significant, (MF-disso-EW = 2.057, SD = 0.802) and (MM-disso-EM = 1.855, 
SD = 0.436); t (22) = 1.064, p > 0.2. Thus, in total, results of categorization sup-
ported H5. 

3.6.4. Discussion 
Overall, the results show that women endorse more categories from the same set 
of groups than do men and significantly differentiate them into the categories 
based on age and gender within each age group. By contrast, men group the four 
categories into two significantly different larger groups, i.e., age groups, and the 
difference between the sub-groups based on gender within each age group was 
not significantly different. Further, the T-tests revealed that women had a 
stronger positive association with the in-group, than did men; additionally, men 
showed a stronger negative association with the out-group and the dissociative 
than did women, except in the case of the elderly men, where the gender differ-
ence was marginally significant. Overall, women showed more positive associa-
tion with gender and age based categories than did men. 

3.7. Experiment-2: TGE in the C2C Encounter on Product  
Preference and the Role of Group Categorization in the 
Process 

3.7.1. Purpose 
The purpose of the experiment is to study, how gender affects the categorization 
of groups and how this categorization further affects people’s preference for 
products that are perceived as being bought by the respective group member.  

3.7.2. Method 
The procedure in the second experiment closely followed the procedure de-
scribed in the experimental design, except for one addition to the induction ses-
sion: we told the participants that our client, “Alsoft” body soap, wanted to de-
termine the preferences of people similar to them for the company’s recently 
launched series of aroma body soaps. 

A total of 107 graduate students (53 females and 54 males, average age = 24.5 
yrs.), participated in the study. They were randomly assigned to the control ver-
sus treatment condition. We used a mixed design in which the four types of 
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body soaps in the control condition and the 4 types of groups with the product 
type in the treatment condition adopted a within-subjects design. The sample 
group was randomly divided into the control and the treatment conditions, 
some filler tasks were introduced between each questionnaire which included 
filler questionnaires and puzzles. After they finished the 4 sets, the participants 
completed the group categorization questionnaire, followed by the demographic 
questionnaire. After they finished this final task, they were debriefed and were 
told the actual purpose of the study. At the end of the session, they received gifts.  

3.7.3. Analysis and Results 
a) Control condition—product preference 
A 2 (gender: female vs. male) × 4 (type of body soap: vol-1, vol-2, vol-3, vol-4) 

mixed design was used where the type of body soap condition was be-
tween-subjects and product preference was the dependent variable. A total of 51 
graduate students (26 females and 25 males) underwent control condition on 
random basis. 

A mixed repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to study the effect of 
gender and body soap type on product preference. The Mauchly’s test of sphe-
ricity in the control condition indicated that the assumption of sphericityis not 
violated, χ2(5) = 7.856, p > 0.1 and the sphericity assumed results showed that 
there was no significant effect of body soap type, (F (3, 147) = 0.899, p > 0.4). 
There was no significant effect of gender on product preference (F (1, 49) = 
2.768, p > 0.05). The average preference for each body soap time was medium 
(Mvol-1 = 3.802, Mvol-2 = 3.895, Mvol-3 = 3.761 and Mvol-4 = 3.663. 

b) Treatment condition—product preference 
A 2 (gender: female vs. male) × 4 (group types: girl, boy, elderly women, el-

derly men) mixed design was used, with group type as a between-subject variable 
and product preference as a dependent variable. A total of 56 graduate students 
(27 females and 29 males) underwent treatment condition. A mixed repeated 
measures ANOVA using Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined that the 
product preference differed statistically significantly between the four group 
conditions (F (2.330, 125.827) = 67.979, p < 0.001). It also revealed, significant 
effect of gender on product preference, (F (1, 54) = 10.672, p < 0.003). Post hoc 
tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed statistically significant difference 
in product preference for all four group categories. The in-group had a stronger 
positive effect on product preference than did the out-group (Min-grp= 4.516 vs 
Mout-grp = 3.549; p < 0.001). This supports H6. By contrast, the dissociative group 
had a more negative effect than did the out-group on product preference (Mout-grp 
= 3.549 vs Mdisso-EW = 2.855; p < 0.001; and (Mdisso-EW = 2.855 vs Mdisso-EM = 2.236; 
p < 0.001), which supports H7. 

To understand gender difference, separate analyses on the male and female 
respondents was conducted using a repeated measures ANOVA and a T-tests.  

The Mauchly’s test of sphericity conducted for female participants, indicated 
that the assumption of sphericity is not violated, χ2(5) = 10.201, p > 0.07 and the 
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sphericity assumed results showed that there was significant effect of group cat-
egory on product preference, (F (3, 78) = 43.322, p < 0.001). 

Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed that there was statisti-
cally significant difference of all four group categories on the product preference, 
(Min-grp = 4.963 vs Mout-grp = 3.926; p<0.02; (Mout-grp = 3.926 vs Mdisso-EW = 3.296; p 
< 0.02; and (Mdisso-EW = 3.296 vs Mdisso-EM = 2.333; p < 0.001), which further sup-
ported H8a. 

In case of male participants, the repeated ANOVA for the two age group cat-
egories (i.e. young-age group vs old-age group) was conducted. The result 
showed significant difference in the effect of age group on product preference 
[Pillai’s Trace; 0.514, F (1, 57) = 60.332, p < 0.001]. Further, the post hoc test us-
ing the Bonferroni correction revealed statistically significant difference in 
product preference in case of age group categories (MM-young-age-grp = 3.621 vs 
MM-old-age-grp = 2.276; p < 0.001), which supports H8b. 

The repeated ANOVA for the subgroups was also conducted for all four 
group categories. The Mauchly’s test of sphericity conducted for the subgroups 
indicated that the assumption of sphericity is violated, χ2(5) = 18.036, p < 0.003. 
Further, Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined significant effect of group 
categories on product preference (F (2.164, 60.581) = 26.735, p < 0.001). Post 
hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed statistically significant differ-
ence in product preference in case of larger groups i.e. age group categories 
(young vs old) (Mout-grp = 3.172 vs Mdisso-EW = 2.414; p < 0.02. By contrast, the dif-
ference in product preference, in case of the subgroups within each age group 
was not significant (Min-grp = 4.069 vs Mout-grp = 3.172; p > 0.05) and (Mdisso-EW = 
2.414 vs Mdisso-EM = 2.138; p > 0.3). Thus, H8b is supported. 

The pair comparison T-test showed a significant gender difference in the C2C 
effect on product preference. Specifically, women showed a greater positive as-
sociation with the in-group than did men (MF-in-grp-pref = 4.96, MM-in-grp-pref = 4.07, 
p < 0.004), thus supporting H9a. By contrast, men showed a greater negative as-
sociation with the out-group and the dissociative group than did women, 
(MF-outgrp-pref = 3.93, MM-outgrp-pref = 3.11, p < 0.02), (MF-disso-EW-pref = 3.30, 
MM-disso-EW-pref = 2.26, p < 0.001), and (MF-disso-EM-pref = 2.33, MM-disso-EM-pref = 2.11, p 
< 0.4). Thus, H9b is supported, except in the case of the extreme negative group 
(i.e., elderly men), the effect of which was marginal between genders.  

To understand the difference between product preference in control vs treat-
ment condition, a pair comparison T-test was performed, which revealed a sig-
nificant increase in the in-group condition in the case of women (MF-Treat-in-grp-pref 
= 4.92, MF-Control-in-grp-pref = 3.92, p < 0.006), thus supporting H6. In the case of the 
out-group condition, there was marginal negative effect of the out-group on fe-
males’ product preference (MF-Treat-out-grp-pref = 3.92, MF-Control-out-grp-pref = 4.23, p < 
0.3) thus partially supporting H7; however, there was a significant decrease in 
the females’ product preference in the case of dissociative-groups 
(MF-Treat-disso-EW-pref = 3.35, MF-Control-disso-EW-pref = 3.96, p < 0.03) (MF-Treat-disso-EM-pref = 
2.35, MF-Control-disso-EM-pref = 3.85, p < 0.001), thus supporting H7. 
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In the case of men, there was a marginal significance in the increase in prod-
uct preference in the in-group condition (MM-Treat-in-grp-pref = 4.12, MM-Control-in-grp-pref 
= 3.72, p > 0.1), thus supporting H6. The negative effect was also significant for 
all three levels, (MM-Treat-out-grp-pref =2.96, MM-Control-out-grp-pref = 4.00, p < 0.007), 
(MM-Treat-disso-EW-pref = 2.24, MM-Control-disso-EW-pref = 3.92, p < 0.001), and 
(MM-Treat-disso-EM-pref = 2.08, MM-Control-disso-EM-pref = 3.88, p < 0.0001), thus supporting 
H7. 

c) Control categorization 
A 2 (gender: female vs male) × 4 (group category: girl, boy, elderly women, 

elderly men) repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to study the gender ef-
fect on categorization. Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined significant 
effect of group categories (F (2.553, 125.098) = 56.108, p < 0.001). There was sig-
nificant main effect of gender on categorization, (F (1, 49) = 15.989, p < 0.001). 
Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed statistically significant 
difference in categorization of in-group and out-group (Min-grp= 3.953 vs Mout-grp 
= 3.236; p < 0.005). It supported H1. There was significant difference between 
categorization of out-group and dissociative group, (Mout-grp = 3.236 vs Mdisso-EW = 
2.228; p < 0.001). It supported H2. By contrast, the difference in categorization 
of sub-groups within elder people was not significant (Mdisso-EW = 2.228 vs Mdis-

so-EM = 2.077; p > 0.09).  
To understand the gender effect, we performed a separate repeated measures 

ANOVA for the male and female participants. In case of female participants, 
Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined significant effect of group category, 
(F (2.333, 58.330) = 43.649, p < 0.0001). Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni cor-
rection revealed statistically significant difference in categorization of all four 
groups, (MF-control-in-grp = 4.346 vs MF-control-out-grp = 3.538; p < 0.007), (MF-control-out-grp 
= 3.538 vs MF-control-disso-EW = 2.577; p < 0.003) and (MF-control-disso-EW = 2.577 vs 
MF-control-disso-EM = 2.167; p < 0.03). It has supported H3. 

In case of male participants, Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined sig-
nificant effect of group category, (F (1.899, 53.169) = 30.854, p < 0.001). Post hoc 
tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed statistically significant difference 
in categorization of large groups (i.e. age groups), (MM-control-out-grp = 3.080 vs 
MM-control-disso-EW = 1.839; p < 0.001). By contrast, there was no significant differ-
ence between sub-groups i.e. gender group within age groups, (MM-control-in-grp = 
3.747 vs MM-control-out-grp = 3.080; p > 0.2), and (MM-control-disso-EW = 1.839 vs 
MM-control-disso-EM = 1.954; p > 0.9). It has supported H3. 

d) Treatment categorization 
A 2 (gender: female vs male) × 4 (group category: girl, boy, elderly women, 

elderly men) repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to study the gender ef-
fect on categorization. Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined significant 
effect of group categories (F (2.264, 122.281) = 95.078, p < 0.001). There was sig-
nificant main effect of gender on categorization, (F (1, 54) = 7.039, p < 0.02). 
Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed statistically significant 
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difference in categorization of in-group and out-group (Min-grp = 4.114 vs Mout-grp 
= 3.411; p < 0.001). It supported H1. There was significant difference between 
categorization of out-group and dissociative group, (Mout-grp = 3.411 vs Mdisso-EW = 
2.160; p < 0.001). It supported H2. By contrast, the difference in categorization 
of sub-groups within old-age group was marginally significant. (Mdisso-EW = 2.160 
vs Mdisso-EM = 1.940; p < 0.07). 

Further, the separate repeated measures ANOVAs were performed for the 
male and female participants.  

The Mauchly’s test of sphericity, in case of female participants indicated that 
the assumption of sphericity is not violated, χ2(5) = 5.726, p > 0.4 and the sphe-
ricity assumed results showed significant main effect of group category, (F (3, 
78) = 81.183, p < 0.001. Further, post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction 
revealed that there was statistically significant difference in categorization of all 
four groups, (MF-in-grp = 4.481 vs MF-out-grp = 3.741; p < 0.02); (MF-out-grp = 3.741 vs 
MF-disso-EW = 2.481; p < 0.002) ; and (MF-disso-EW = 2.481 vs MF-disso-EM = 1.926; p < 
0.007), which supported H3. 

In case of men participants, Greenhouse-Geisser correction determined sig-
nificant effect of group categories (F (1.899, 53.169) = 30.854, p < 0.001). As pre-
dicted, Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction revealed statistically sig-
nificant difference in categorization of large groups i.e. age groups, (MM-Treat-out-grp 
= 3.080 vs MM-Treat-disso-EW = 1.839; p < 0.001). Whereas, the difference between 
categorization of subgroups (gender) within each age group was not significant, 
(MM-Treat-disso-EW = 1.839 vs MM-Treat-disso-EM = 1.954; p > 0.9) and (MM-Treat-in-grp = 
3.747 vs MM-Treat-out-grp =3.080; p > 0.1). This supports, H3. 

3.7.4. Discussion 
Pretest-1 showed a successful manipulation of the groups based on gender and 
age. Pretest-2 showed no significant differences among the four product types 
and that the preferences lie in the medium range. The findings of experiment 1 
showed significant difference between the men and the women in the categori-
zation; as predicted, women endorsed more categories than did men, i.e., they 
clearly distinguished groups based on gender and age, whereas the men en-
dorsed larger groups based on age and the difference in categorization of 
sub-groups based on gender within age groups was not significant. The women 
showed a greater positive association with the in-group than did the men, whe-
reas the men showed a greater negative association with the out-group and the 
dissociative group than did the women. The findings of experiment 2 showed 
the significant influence of group categorization in C2C encounter on product 
preference. As predicted, the in-group had a more positive effect on women’s 
product preference than on men’s preference, whereas the out-group and the 
dissociative group had a more negative influence on men’s product preference 
than women’s preference. It also showed the overall greater positive social pro-
jection of women towards all groups than of men. 
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4. Conclusion 

Given the intense social imbalance in the modern world, great responsibility lies 
with all researchers from the fields of psychology, the social sciences and sociol-
ogy to highlight reality, i.e., the similarities in behavioral patterns, to reduce dis-
crimination based on superficial differences, whether gender- or age-based dis-
crimination or nationality- or community-based discrimination, and the asso-
ciated social issues that arise from biased social inputs and influences which are 
the root causes of these orientations. As the consequences are not only limited to 
pink for girls and blue for boys, they also lead to bias in evaluation of individuals 
and things associated with them. 

5. Managerial Implications 

It is important to pay attention to group biases because they are often unfair and 
unjustifiable, as they go beyond objective requirements [111] and, thus, prevent 
rational judgments. The gender bias and ageism are the worldwide social issues 
and is reported in social psychological researches conducted worldwide. The 
findings of a worldwide study conducted by Nosek et al. [97] found that gender 
inequality was significant in all nations under study. Similarly, gender stereo-
typing was reported among people of all ages and professions in academia, e.g., 
undergraduate women [65] and male and female faculty [93]. These beliefs are 
widely shared by women and men and are present in all cultures studied to date 
[33] [112] [113]. As gender and age stereotypes are the most common, signifi-
cant, stable, readily available and the most frequently used stereotypes, present 
in all cultures, nations, ages and professions, the findings of our study are widely 
applicable. It also makes a priority to pay attention to this process in every ma-
nagerial field where human behavior plays key role in organizational success in-
cluding management, psychology, social sciences, human resource as well as 
academics and encourages them to help people to effectively overcome the 
gender bias and ageism in the family, academics, employment as well as in the 
social and business environment and help people in making their thinking, deci-
sion making and behavior rational. 

Our findings suggest that the difference in the categorization and degree of 
association with groups based on gender and age also significantly affects the 
preference for products in a C2C encounter. This study is the first to simulta-
neously investigate the difference in the negative influence of the out-group and 
the dissociative group. The findings regarding the triadic gender effect in a C2C 
encounter on product preference will help the product and service industry to 
encourage positive encounters by offering group memberships or by minimizing 
negative influences. In internet shopping, the virtual C2C encounter is possible 
when consumers post feedbacks, queries or comment on websites; in advertising, 
the virtual C2C encounter occur with the actors in the consumer’s role; in pro-
motional events or exhibitions, the C2C encounters occur with the people 
present at the promotional events and the findings of this study will help them to 
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minimize the negative and facilitate the positive encounter creatively. 
Retail businesses, supermarkets or malls should consider the TGE and C2C 

encounter and should enhance positive encounter by constructing separate sec-
tions based on gender and age groups. Recently, several retail brands have 
opened separate outlets for plus-sized clothes; similarly, a divide-and-conquer 
strategy might be helpful. FMCG companies should enhance positive C2C en-
counters by introducing products with specific gender or age tag such as body 
soaps or perfumes for men or boys or for women or girls. Online stores should 
create separate web pages for girls, boys, elderly people and kids to facilitate pos-
itive in-group effect. 

6. Future Research 

Although, our research is focused on buying behavior but it has also successfully 
brought up some serious issues of gender discrimination and ageism. The TGE 
process responsible for gender difference, begins at the early childhood and is 
created, maintained and nourished through social learning from their close and 
later from distant social environment. The stereotypes of self and others, thus 
continue becoming stronger and stronger, and broader and broader over-time. 
This bias although begins with pink for girls and blue for boys or dolls for girls 
and guns for boys but later it takes serious forms like discrimination and sup-
pression of the weaker groups which leads to fear, dependence, introvert perso-
nality, lack of confidence, social pressure and even depression [107] [114]. The 
biased social orientation often leads to victimization of lower-status groups 
which affects their self-concept; for e.g. boys show stronger self-concept asso-
ciated with math [115] [116], science [115] [116] and engineering [111] than 
girls and it also affects their performance [25] [31] and carrier decisions [111] 
[115] and also leads to bias decisions like gender bias against female students by 
science faculty [117]. As these biases have a severe damaging effect on “global 
society”. Hence, this research suggests the researchers in the field of psychology, 
academics, social science, and human resource to conduct further research on 
gender bias and ageism to find out ways to bring gender equality from within to 
overcome the behavioral bias in the society, worldwide. 

It also suggests researchers in the marketing field to conduct further research 
on the TGE and C2C encounters in different buying scenarios like online shop-
ping, advertising or service industry. 
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