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Abstract
This paper examines how a critical dimension of logo design, namely naturalness, along with logo color, influences brand 
gender perceptions, and whether brand-design-induced gender perceptions ultimately impact affective reactions to logos. Data 
were collected from a sample of 260 participants, using a set of 24 unknown, manipulated logos as stimuli. Results suggest 
that while cultural logo designs effectively convey brand masculinity, organic logo designs enhance femininity perceptions. 
Using dark blue and light pink logo colors reinforce masculinity and femininity perceptions, respectively. Both logo masculin-
ity and logo femininity have a positive effect on the affective response toward logos. Furthermore, this research analyzed the 
moderation effect of color on the link between logo design and logo gender perceptions, as well as the moderation effect of 
consumers’ gender in the link between logo gender perceptions and affect toward the logo. However, none of these modera-
tion effects were supported by the data. This is the first research to empirically test the effect of natural logo designs on brand 
gender perceptions and, thereby, on affective reactions toward the logo. The findings provide practical guidelines about the 
design of a gendered logo using the naturalness of logo design and logo color, thereby facilitating gender targeting efforts.
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Introduction

In recent decades, relevant social, economic and technologi-
cal forces have changed the stereotypes applied to men and 
women (Neale et al. 2015), and there has been a relaxation 
of prohibitions associated with cross-sexed behaviors (Set-
tle and Alreck 1987). Hence, some researchers argue that 
we live in a period in which the boundaries that have his-
torically divided men’s and women’s consumption activities 
are blurring (Firat 1994; Patterson and Elliott 2002). These 

arguments are supported by studies suggesting that females 
who work outside the home increasingly identify with mas-
culine traits (Kacen 2000) and recognizing an increased 
femininity among men (Martin and Gnoth 2009). Despite 
these findings, research underlines that traditional roles 
for men and women have not been completely abandoned 
(Fugate and Phillips 2010) and that gender identity remains 
an essential construct for understanding consumer behav-
ior (Avery 2012). Moreover, prior studies show that, even 
though women are likely to accept masculine brands, men 
tend to reject feminine brands (Jung and Lee 2006; Neale 
et al. 2015), as they are still affected by the cultural stigma 
that using a brand associated with femininity might threaten 
their gender identity (Azar et al. 2018; Vacas-de-Carvalho 
et al. 2020). Ultimately, research suggests that masculine 
and feminine identity markers and, thereby, gendered con-
sumptions may become more valuable to consumers in an 
era in which gender roles are considered as more permeable 
(Avery 2012). Thus, prior research indicates that gender 
identity continues to significantly shape consumer behavior 
in the postmodern society.

Furthermore, recent research has underlined the relevance 
of brand gender; that is, the set of human personality traits 
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associated with masculinity and femininity that are both 
applicable and relevant to brands (Grohmann 2009) for 
their success. Indeed, consumers use masculine or feminine 
brands to convey their masculinity/femininity (Aaker 1997; 
Belk 1988; Fournier 1998) and respond more favorably to 
brands that are congruent with their gender identity (Grohm-
ann 2009). Since consumers use brand gender to reinforce 
their social identity, brand gender positioning can lead to 
essential affective and behavioral consumer brand responses 
(Grohmann 2009; Machado et al. 2019) and strengthen brand 
equity (Lieven et al. 2014; Lieven and Hildebrand 2016).

Considering the importance of brand gender for consumer 
self-expression and the creation of critical brand-related out-
comes, it is a relevant endeavor to understand how brands 
should choose and manage their visual brand identity signs 
to influence brand gender perceptions. Prior studies suggest 
that brand identity signs influence consumer perceptions of 
brand personality (Batra et al. 1993; Grohmann et al. 2012) 
and may induce brand gender associations (Grohmann 2016; 
Lieven et al. 2015; van Tilburg et al. 2015a, b). Brand logos 
are the “primary design elements of a company’s visual 
branding strategy” (Henderson et al. 2003, p. 298). Logos 
are critical communication cues that have become even more 
central in a world overwhelmed with imagery (Torres et al. 
2019; Phillips et al. 2014). Within logos, design is a key 
dimension, as it can evoke strong product or brand associa-
tions (Jiang et al. 2016; Rahinel and Nelson 2016) and gen-
erate affective reactions (Machado et al. 2015; Torres et al. 
2019). Moreover, since logos are physical representations 
of brand meaning (Henderson and Cote 1998), logo design 
characteristics might influence assessments of brand mas-
culinity and femininity (Lieven et al. 2015). For instance, 
the typeface, as a relevant element of logo design, has been 
proven to influence perceptions of masculinity and feminin-
ity (Grohmann 2016; Lieven et al. 2015). However, research 
on the impact of logo design and color on brand gender 
perceptions is still in its infancy.

Therefore, our research will focus on these relevant 
and unexplored topics and attempt to clarify how a criti-
cal dimension of logo design, naturalness, and logo color 
influence brand gender perceptions and, consequently, 
impact consumer affective reactions to the logo. The focus 
on natural logo designs (i.e., logo designs that depict com-
monly experienced objects) is a relevant theoretical and 
managerial endeavor, since prior research highlights the 
aesthetic primacy of natural forms in design. Indeed, prior 
studies underline that naturalness is a critical universal 
design dimension that influences consumers’ cognitive and 
affective responses to not only the logo (Henderson and 
Cote 1998; Machado et al. 2015), but also to the type-
face design and packaging (Henderson et al. 2004; Orth 
and Malkewitz 2008) or to architectural design. However, 
despite the acknowledged advantages related with the use 

of designs embodying natural forms, the effects of natu-
ral logo designs on brand gender personality traits have 
not yet been empirically tested. Hence, the current study 
builds on prior literature, but goes a step further by empiri-
cally addressing the impact of different types of natural 
designs on brand gender perceptions and, thereby, on con-
sumer affective responses to the logo.

This research adopts an evolutionary psychology (EP) 
perspective to explain the impact of physical brand design 
characteristics on perceptions of brand masculinity and 
femininity. EP refers to the way in which evolution by 
selection resulted in psychological factors that influence 
human preferences and behavior (Buss 1994) and, thus, 
establishes a connection between gender dimensions of 
personality (i.e., masculinity and femininity) and aes-
thetic preference and physical features (Lieven et al. 2014, 
2015; van Tilburg et al. 2015a, b). Indeed, recent mar-
keting research has proven that EP-based theories extend 
knowledge of the influence of brand design elements on 
consumer responses (van Tilburg et al. 2015a, b; Lieven 
et al. 2015).

By examining the influence of brand design elements on 
brand gender perceptions, and ultimately on affective reac-
tions to the logo, this study contributes to the literature in 
several ways. First, despite the high managerial relevance 
and important research on brand design (e.g., Henderson 
et al. 2003; Torres et al. 2019; Reimann et al. 2010) and 
on brand gender (e.g., Grohmann 2009, 2016; Guevremont 
and Grohmann 2015; Lieven et al. 2015; Ulrich 2013; van 
Tilburg et al. 2015a, b), little systematic research has been 
undertaken to link brand logo design with brand gender. 
Moreover, it remains unclear how different gender-typed 
cues, such as design naturalness and color, can interact and 
affect consumer perceptions and attitudes (Hess and Melnyk 
2016). Furthermore, to our knowledge, there is no empirical 
research that effectively links the different types of natural 
logo designs (i.e., organic and cultural designs) with percep-
tions of femininity and masculinity. Likewise, the ability 
of logo colors to elicit brand gender perceptions still needs 
further research (Labrecque and Milne 2012; Lieven et al. 
2015). From a managerial standpoint, by understanding the 
influence that specific brand design elements have on affec-
tive responses to the logo, companies can facilitate the crea-
tion of strong, positive emotions toward their brands (Van 
der Lans et al. 2009), ensure consumer commitment and 
improve firm performance (Park et al. 2013; Sääksjärvi et al. 
2015). As many firms have incorporated natural designs in a 
variety of ways in their brand identity signs, examining the 
impact of the naturalness of logo design becomes even more 
relevant from a managerial standpoint.

The structure of the paper is as follows: we begin by 
reviewing relevant brand gender and logo literature; then, 
we present the research methodology used; subsequently, we 
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present the results and discuss their implications; and finally, 
the limitations and further research avenues are outlined.

Theoretical background and hypotheses

Brand gender

Research suggests that consumers perceive brands as liv-
ing, animated and human-like entities, and, hence, tend to 
attach human characteristics such as age, sex and personal-
ity traits to brands (Aaker 1997; Fournier 1998; Grohm-
ann 2009; Puzakoa et al. 2009). This approach is sustained 
through early marketing literature suggesting that consum-
ers are influenced not only by functional aspects, but also 
by psychological factors and highlighting the importance of 
assigning personalities to brands (Levy 1959). In this paper, 
we focus on brand gender, an essential brand personality 
characteristic that complements Aaker’s model of brand 
personality (Aaker 1997; Grohmann 2009). Brand gender 
is defined as the “set of human personality traits associated 
with masculinity and femininity applicable and relevant to 
brands” (Grohmann 2009, p. 106).

Grohmann (2009) defined the concepts of masculine 
brand personality (MBP) and feminine brand personality 
(FBP) and developed the scale MBP/FBP as an essential 
tool for the universal measurement of the gender dimen-
sions of brand personality. Moreover, Grohmann’s (2009) 
research has proven that MBP and FBP are two distinct 
dimensions that interconnect at different levels of intensity 
for different individuals (Ulrich 2013). Hence, brands can be 
categorized as masculine (high in masculinity/low in femi-
ninity), feminine (low in masculinity/high in femininity), 
undifferentiated or gender neutral (low in masculinity/low 
in femininity) and androgynous (high in masculinity/high 
in femininity) (Grohmann 2009). Since Grohmann’s (2009) 
seminal research, all reference studies focusing on brand 
gender adopt a bi-dimensional conceptualization of this con-
struct. A summary of gender research can be seen in Table 1.

At this point, it is important to clearly distinguish gen-
der from sex, as, even though these concepts are often used 
interchangeably, they represent different constructs (Carr 
2005). Sex is a demographic trait referring to the biologi-
cal sex (i.e. classifying human beings or brands as males or 
females), whereas gender is a social or psychological con-
struct reflecting the degree of masculinity or femininity of 
an individual (or a brand) (Bem 1985; Oakley 1972; Spence 
and Helmreich 1978; Pryzgoda and Chrisler 2000). Hence, 
unlike sex, gender is not given at birth, as it is an ongoing 
social construction (Avery 2012). We perform our gender 
through symbolic social interactions (West and Zimmerman 
2013) and by tailoring our actions to conform (or not) to the 
normative conceptions of masculinity and femininity that 

exist in our culture (Gherardi 1995). As we live in a multi-
cultural world, we need to choose from a cultural repertoire 
of gendered behaviors the normative conceptions that will 
(or not) influence our choices(Wetherell and Edley 1999). 
These practices, in turn, create a social gender display that 
reinforces (or resists) the prevailing conceptions of mas-
culinity and femininity (Butler 1990; Lorber 1994). Even 
though many different forms of masculinity and feminin-
ity exist in a particular culture (Carrigan et al. 1985), one 
form is usually held as the established hegemonic standard. 
Not all individuals adhere to these hegemonic definitions, 
but they allow consumers to form perceptions regarding the 
activities of others and to know in advance how their one 
activities will be interpreted (Spence and Helmreich 1978).

Research has shown that consumers often create, enhance 
or accomplish their gender identity through the brands they 
choose and use (Avery 2012). Indeed, gender is regarded 
as one of the most noticeable and easiest personality traits 
to be identified and mentally processed (Dion et al. 1972), 
and, thus, it is often used to describe others (Lippa 2005) 
and brands (Grohmann 2009). Furthermore, previous stud-
ies have suggested that a clear brand gender positioning—
that is, high levels of brand masculinity or brand feminin-
ity—induces favorable consumer affective, attitudinal and 
behavioral responses (Grohmann 2009; Lieven et al. 2015; 
Machado et  al. 2019) and leads to higher brand equity 
(Lieven et al. 2014; Lieven and Hildebrand 2016). Further-
more, research also highlights that the first step to identify-
ing someone’s gender is through physical appearance; con-
sequently, appearance became one of the most important 
subjects in brand gender theories (van Tilburg et al. 2015a, 
b).

EP is of increasing importance in this matter, since it is 
usually adopted to establish a connection between the gen-
der dimensions of personality (MBP and FBP) and aesthetic 
preference or physical features (Lieven et al. 2014, 2015; 
van Tilburg et al. 2015a, b). According to EP, differences 
between biological sexes are aspects of human nature which 
reflect female and male adaptation to the different demands 
and circumstances that have historically affected reproduc-
tive success (Moss et al. 2008). Due to these evolutionary 
pressures acting over thousands of years, the aesthetic pref-
erences of different sexes were affected (Moss et al. 2007). 
Moreover, according to EP, individuals from one sexual 
identity when searching for a mate from the opposite sex 
tend to look for specific cues that express femininity and 
masculinity and are considered desirable and attractive 
(Buss 1994; van Tilburg et al. 2015a, b). For example, men 
tend to search for features in women that demonstrate high 
reproductive and fertile value (Buss 1994). Since these fea-
tures are not explicit and highlighted when an individual 
first meets a woman, there are several physical cues that 
can indicate the level of a woman’s fertility, such as “full 
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lips, clear and smooth skin, lustrous hair, and symmetry” 
(Buss and Schmitt 1993, p. 208). In contrast, women tend 
to search for men who can protect them and therefore who 
exhibit physical strength and heavier facial lines, such as a 
wide jaw and broad chin (Grammmer et al. 2003; Buss and 
Schmitt 1993). Therefore, we can expect that physical cues 
are also relevant when judging MBP or FBP, and research 
in EP should help us understand how brand design elements 
influence consumers’ perceptions of brand gender (Lieven 
et al. 2014, 2015; van Tilburg et al. 2015a, b).

The role of brand logo design in brand gender 
perceptions

Brand design components are defined as the signs, symbols 
and names that identify and differentiate the brand (Walsh 
et al. 2010), and marketing studies regard them as critical 
influencers of brand personality (Aaker 1997; Lieven et al. 
2015; Phillips et al. 2014). Specifically, brand logos carry 
crucial importance in brand identity (Henderson and Cote 
1998), since they are considered the most salient brand iden-
tity signs and significantly influence cognitive, affective and 
behavioral responses to the brand (Chen and Bei 2019: Jiang 
et al. 2016; Henderson and Cote 1998; Machado et al. 2015). 
In this study, we use the term logo to indicate the “graphic 
design that a company uses, with or without its name, to 
identify itself or its products” (Henderson and Cote 1998, 
p. 14).

Logo design is a critical component in eliciting brand 
perceptions in consumers’ minds (Batra et al. 1993; Rahinel 
and Nelson 2016), and the symbolic connotations associated 
with certain logo design elements, such as typeface, color 
and logo design, have been found to influence both specific 
brand perceptions and overall brand evaluations (Jiang et al. 
2016; Janiszewski and Meyvis 2001). Moreover, previous 
research has shown that logo design generates strong brand 
associations (Rahinel and Nelson 2016; Schmitt and Simon-
son 1997; van der Lans et al. 2009), increases brand com-
mitment (Park et al. 2013) and induces affective responses 
(Bloch 1995; Henderson and Cote 1998; Torres et al. 2019).

It is essential for brands to achieve positive affect for their 
logo, since it can influence the attitude toward the brand or 
company the logo represents (Foroudi et al. 2014; Hender-
son et al. 2003). Besides, in low involvement situations, the 
affect linked to the brand logo can be a key brand differen-
tiating factor (Hoyer and Brown 1990; Leong 1993). Prior 
studies demonstrate that positive affect arises from natural 
logos, and that logos representative of objects with widely 
recognized and familiar meanings achieve a higher positive 
affect compared to more abstract logos (Henderson and Cote 
1998; Machado et al. 2015). Indeed, the ease of processing 
familiar information leads to a feeling of liking (Phillips 
et al. 2014). Therefore, naturalness is regarded as a critical 

design dimension in the logo strategy literature (Torres et al. 
2019).

Henderson and Cote (1998) define naturalness as the 
degree to which the logo design depicts commonly experi-
enced objects. Machado et al. (2015) deepened the research 
on this design dimension and distinguished between organic 
and cultural designs within natural designs. According to 
Machado et al. (2015), organic designs refer to “biological” 
objects, i.e. objects from the natural or sensitive world (i.e., 
flowers, fruits, animals, faces, landscapes, etc.). Cultural 
designs represent commonly experienced objects from our 
cultural environment, which do not belong to the natural 
world, such as “manufactured objects” (e.g., furniture build-
ings, boat, car, everyday objects) or other cultural symbols 
(e.g., punctuation marks or other written symbols or the 
Christian cross). Furthermore, Machado et al. (2015) found 
that within natural logo designs, organic designs generated 
more positive affective responses than cultural logos. These 
findings were confirmed by Torres et al. (2019) in a recent 
cross-cultural study that shows that organic logo designs are 
always preferred and that abstract designs induce the low-
est level of affect. Moreover, Machado et al. (2015) found a 
higher preference and thus more positive affective responses, 
from female respondents for organic logo designs. There-
fore, having the EP literature too as a basis, which links sex-
typed behaviors with perceived femininity and masculinity, 
we assume that organic and cultural logo designs are related 
to femininity and masculinity perceptions, respectively.

Abstract designs were not considered in this study, as 
its purpose is to understand the ability of logo design to 
convey brand gender associations, and abstract logos have 
a much lower ability to evoke common associations and 
are more difficult to interpret (Nelson 1971; Seifert 1992; 
Henderson and Cote 1998). Indeed, according to semiotics, 
abstract designs are designs which are poor in meaning (at 
its limit, total abstraction does not provide any cue about 
what is intended to be represented) (Greimas and Courtés 
1993), whereas natural designs easily evoke a common (or 
consensual) meaning, tend to transmit a clear message and 
influence brand perceptions (Henderson and Cote 1998; Orth 
and Malkewitz 2008). Moreover, we could not find any sup-
port in the literature on EP or design regarding the ability 
of abstract designs to induce brand masculinity or brand 
femininity perceptions.

Previous research has already attempted to understand 
how brand design elements influence brand gender per-
ceptions. For example, Lieven et al. (2015) examined how 
markers of masculinity and femininity discussed in the EP 
literature could be applied to the design of new and existing 
brands, and their results show that certain brand design ele-
ments elicit MBP and FBP. The authors demonstrated that 
heavier and angular shapes in logo design influence con-
sumers’ perceptions of brand masculinity, and, in contrast, 
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slender and rounder features elicit consumers’ perceptions 
of brand femininity. Following the same line of thought, 
typefaces from the Script category (e.g., Monotype Corsiva, 
Kristen) influenced the perception of FBP. On the other 
hand, typefaces from the Display category (e.g., Impact, 
Agency FB) influenced the perception of MBP. Lieven et al. 
(2015) also attempted to investigate the impact of color on 
brand gender perceptions. However, the researchers found 
no empirical evidence for this relation.

In summary, research demonstrates that design pref-
erences are highly influenced by biological sex and that 
females and males tend to exhibit distinct responses. 
Although there is a clear distinction between biological sex 
and perceived gender, there has always been a tendency to 
associate masculinity and femininity with biological sex 
(Lieven 2018) and, within some literature, the terms bio-
logical sex and gender are still frequently used interchange-
ably as indicators of masculinity or femininity present in the 
personality of a brand (Freeman and Knowles 2012; Fugate 
and Phillips 2010). Given this, some of the support for the 
following hypotheses has its foundation in the literature that 
refers to asymmetries in design preferences among males 
and females (Iijima et al. 2001; Moss et al. 2007; Xue and 
Yen 2007) which, later in life, might shape gender stereo-
typing and influence consumers’ responses regarding brand 
gender (Fugate and Phillips 2010).

Moss et al. (2007) investigated whether biological sex 
influenced graphical production and discovered that females 
tend to draw less technical drawings than males. Moreo-
ver, they state that girls tend to depict people, flowers, but-
terflies and other natural details, while boys tend to depict 
machinery, technology or vehicles. In addition, Machado 
et al. (2015) found a higher preference among females for 
organic logo designs. Therefore, having as a basis the prefer-
ences of different biological sexes, we propose that cultural 
logo designs and organic logo designs will evoke masculine 
and feminine traits of brand personality, respectively.

Therefore, we propose the following hypotheses:

H1.1  Cultural brand logo designs elicit higher masculine 
brand gender perceptions.

H1.2  Organic brand logo designs elicit higher feminine 
brand gender perceptions.

Color also plays an essential role in any visual brand-
ing strategy (Hynes 2009; Madden et al. 2000). Part of the 
reason lies in the fact that consumers’ purchase decisions 
are highly influenced by visual sensory cues and color is 
one of the most influential visual elements (Amsteus et al. 
2015). Colors allow companies to stand out and differen-
tiate themselves from their competitors (Labrecque and 
Milne 2012) and have become core indicators of quality 

(Singh 2006). Moreover, research in psychology suggests 
that color can elicit specific meanings (Labrecque and 
Milne 2012; Schmitt and Simonson 1997), so that the mere 
perception of a color is sufficient to produce affect, cogni-
tion and a behavior consistent with that meaning (Elliot 
and Niesta 2008; Labrecque et al. 2013). Moreover, con-
sumers can relate colors to particular product categories 
(Bottomley and Doyle 2006) and decide whether a color is 
adequate or not for a certain brand (Amsteus et al. 2015). 
In the case of logo selection, the choice of color is a com-
plex process, since the color needs to reflect the brand 
visual identity properly, elicit the desired brand image in 
the minds of consumers and contribute to the creation of 
brand awareness (Abril et al. 2009; Labrecque and Milne 
2012; Amsteus et al. 2015). Additionally, once a color is 
selected to represent a brand, it is often extremely difficult 
to change it afterwards (Labrecque et al. 2013).

The relation between color and gender is often investi-
gated in the light of gender-related stereotyping (Cunning-
ham and Macrae 2011; Picariello et al. 1990; Pomerleau 
et al. 1990). Gender stereotypes are culturally imbued in 
society from an early age. In fact, Cunningham and Macrae 
(2011) argue that children’s environments are saturated with 
gender-typed hues, such as blue items being essential for 
boys and pink items for girls, which shape the application 
of gender stereotypes later in life. Moreover, Picariello et al. 
(1990), Ellis and Ficek (2001) and Cohen (2013) refer to 
men being more likely to prefer blue, while women are more 
likely to prefer pink.

In addition, the EP literature found a link between color 
value—that is, the degree of lightness or darkness present 
in the color—and gender perceptions. Indeed, women tend 
to possess lighter skin tones due to higher levels of estro-
gen in their blood, whereas men are more likely to have 
darker skin tones (Jablonski 2004; Jablonski and Chaplin 
2000), and this may have led to an unconscious association 
of lighter pigmentations with females and darker ones with 
males (Semin and Palma 2014). Likewise, mate selection 
theory notes that lighter skin tones are considered more 
attractive in female faces, since they are regarded as signs 
of a woman’s fertility, and that darker skin tones are favored 
in men (van den Berghe and Frost 1986). Considering the 
findings of previous EP studies, Lieven et al. (2015) and van 
Tilburg et al. (2015a, b) demonstrated that products with 
lighter tones are perceived as more feminine and those with 
darker tones as more masculine. Schnurr (2018) found that 
a packaging design using light colors tends to be perceived 
as more feminine and a design using dark colors as more 
masculine. Thus, based on the findings of previous studies, 
we posit the following hypotheses:

H2.1  The presence of a dark blue color in brand logos elic-
its higher masculine brand gender perceptions.
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H2.2  The presence of a light pink color in brand logos elic-
its higher feminine brand gender perceptions.

While there is growing research on the impact of 
individual visual elements on consumers’ responses 
(Labrecque and Milne 2012; Torres et al. 2019), empiri-
cal studies on how different visual elements combine into 
a cohesive brand image, and on how consumers respond 
when these elements are all processed at the same time, 
are still scarce. This is a particularly important endeavor, 
as previous studies suggest that the congruency of the vari-
ous logo design elements leads to more favorable emo-
tional responses and that consumers tend to evaluate the 
different logo design elements together (Salgado-Montejo 
et al. 2014). For that reason, it is extremely relevant to 
study the combined effect of gender-typed cues present 
in logos (Phillips et al. 2014). In line with those thoughts, 
some studies state that gender-typed cues when com-
bined (i.e., brand logo design and color) contribute to the 
enhancement of the perceived brand gender dimensions 
(Labrecque and Milne 2012; van Tilburg et al. 2015a, b), 
increasing the congruity of a brand’s visual brand identity 
(Phillips et al. 2014). As such, we hypothesize that:

H3.1  Cultural logo designs in combination with dark blue 
enhance the perception of a brand logo’s masculinity.

H3.2  Organic logo designs in combination with light pink 
enhance the perception of a brand logo’s femininity.

Previous research has suggested that a clear brand gen-
der positioning (i.e., high levels of masculinity or feminin-
ity) positively influences critical consumer responses to 
the brand (Grohmann 2009; Lieven and Hildebrand 2016; 
Lieven et al. 2014; Machado et al. 2019). For instance, 
Grohmann (2009) demonstrated that strongly gendered 
brands positively influence brand preference and brand loy-
alty, and Lieven et al. (2014) showed that high levels of 
brand masculinity or femininity trigger stronger and more 
favorable consumer affective responses and contribute to 
brand equity above and beyond other brand personality 
dimensions. Furthermore, Machado et al. (2019) found that 
brands that are able to build a strong gender identity, either 
feminine or masculine, will encourage brand love. These 
findings complement previous studies highlighting the 
influence of brand personality on brand affect and prefer-
ence (Sirgy 1982; Sung and Kim 2010) and on brand love 
(Roy, Khandeparkar and Motiani 2016). Thus, considering 
the findings of prior research, we propose that the greater 
the extent to which consumers perceive logos as feminine 
or masculine, the more favorable will be their affective 
responses to these logos. Therefore, we propose the follow-
ing hypotheses:

H4.1  Brand logo perceived masculinity has a positive effect 
on affective responses toward the logo.

H4.2  Brand logo perceived femininity has a positive effect 
on affective responses toward the logo.

Gender plays an important role in consumers’ self-con-
cept (Avery 2012; Fournier 1998; Grohmann 2009), and, 
therefore, consumers may use brands and brand identity 
signs that reflect their gender and function as symbolic 
gender identity markers(Avery 2012; Fournier 1998; Sirgy 
1982). Indeed, prior studies show that brands and products 
have long been perceived as relevant means to create or rein-
force social identity (Aaker 1997; Belk 1988; Fournier 1998) 
and that consumers tend to prefer brand identity signs that 
are congruent with their self-concepts (Bettels and Wied-
mann 2019; Underwood 2003). In this respect, Lee et al. 
(2015) show that brand logos can be used by consumers as 
means to display positive, intangible attributes about them-
selves, and Bettels and Wiedmann (2019) suggest that brand 
logo associations should be in congruence with consumer’s 
self-concept to enhance logo liking. Moreover, Grohmann 
(2009) demonstrated that the congruence between con-
sumers’ gender identity and the gender dimension of the 
brand favorably influences consumers’ responses, leading to 
favorable brand attitudes, greater positive brand affect and 
brand preference, brand trust and a higher attitudinal and 
behavioral brand loyalty.

The current research will extend previous findings by 
investigating if the congruence between consumers’ per-
ceived gender and the perceived gender of the brand logo 
positively influences affective responses to the brand logo. 
Considering the findings of prior studies, we formulate the 
following hypotheses:

H5.1  The positive impact of perceived logo masculinity on 
affect toward the logo is amplified by consumer’s mascu-
linity (i.e. the impact is stronger for consumers with high 
masculinity than for those with low masculinity).

H5.2  The positive impact of perceived logo femininity on 
affect toward the logo is amplified by consumer’s femininity 
(the impact is stronger for consumers with high femininity 
than for those with low femininity).

Figure 1 depicts the overall hypothetical model.

Methodology

Data were collected in Portugal through an online sur-
vey, developed with Qualtrics, a licensed survey software 
with advanced functionalities. For efficiency reasons, a 
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combination of volunteer, convenience and snowball sam-
pling was used. The invitation and web link to the survey 
were shared with the researchers’ contacts through email 
and social networking sites. These were also asked to share 
the survey with their own contacts, whenever possible. 
Although for practicality reasons, random sampling was 
not possible, with these procedures, we were able to col-
lect data from a diverse sample in terms of age, education 
and occupation, avoiding the homogeneity that character-
izes much behavioral and social science research, exclu-
sively carried out in student samples (Burnett and Dune 
1986; Peterson and Merunka 2014).

The analysis was based on a sample of 240 individuals 
that remained after the elimination of all the responses 
with missing values in the main variables (those included 
in the conceptual model). Two-thirds—that is, 160 
respondents—are female. Ages range from 16 to 67 years 
old (mean = 33.9; SD = 12.5), with a greater predominance 
(49%) of respondents in their 20 s. The majority have a 
higher education degree, either a bachelor’s (42%) or a 
master’s/PhD (40%). Most respondents are full-time work-
ers (53.3%) or students (25%).

The survey had three different parts. In the first section, 
the respondents were asked to appraise a set of unfamiliar 
logos regarding gender-related attributes and to report the 
affect induced by each of these logos. In the second sec-
tion, the participants were requested to characterize them-
selves regarding the same gender-related attributes used 
for the logos. The third section was devoted to the collec-
tion of demographic information. Moreover, respondents 
were asked if they were colorblind in order to remove the 
subjects who were, avoiding data collection bias (Gorn 
et al. 1997).

Stimuli

Before building the survey, the researchers collected and 
manipulated a set of unfamiliar logos to be used as stimuli 
for the analysis. To guarantee that the logos were unknown 
in the Portuguese market and that they were correctly clas-
sified as organic and cultural designs, a total of 12 brand 
logos—6 cultural and 6 organic—were selected from the 
database of organic and cultural logos created in the study of 
Machado et al. (2015). That study categorized a large num-
ber of logos as cultural and organic, following a semiotic 
classification of design as well as logo strategy terminology 
(Machado et al. 2015). After this selection, in order to be 
able to test the conceptual model of the present study, all 
the logos were manipulated to assume light pink and dark 
navy blue colors, so that, in the end, 24 different stimuli 
were obtained (12 logos × 2 colors). For the color hue of 
blue, the reference used was RGB [0, 0, 128], whereas for 
the color hue of pink it was RGB [255,171,183], which is 
in line with previous research in this area (Lieven et al. 
2015). Also consistent with previous research (Labrecque 
and Milne 2012), the saturation levels were kept constant 
across colors (100%). Table 2 presents examples of logos 
representative of each category.

To avoid possible bias resulting from response fatigue 
(Egleston et al. 2011), each respondent was presented with 
four logos from the total set of 24 different stimuli created. 
In order to prevent potential bias that might arise from the 
construction of pre-defined fixed blocks of logos, the four 
stimuli displayed to each respondent were randomly selected 
from the total set by Qualtrics software, assuming the fol-
lowing constraints: a) each logo design could only appear 
to the respondent in one color (either blue or pink); b) each 

Fig. 1   Conceptual model
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respondent was necessarily presented with two organic and 
two cultural logos.

Measures

In order to assess gender perceptions evoked by each logo—
hereafter, logo masculinity and logo femininity—we used 
the scale created by Grohmann (2009) to measure gender 
dimensions of brand personality: MBP—masculine brand 
personality and FBP—feminine brand personality. There-
fore, for each depicted stimulus, respondents were asked the 
question: “If this logo was a person, how would you describe 
it?” A list of 12 personality traits (6 regarding each gender 
personality dimension) were presented along with a 7-point 
Likert-type scale, from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly 
agree” (7). Affect toward logo was assessed through a pur-
pose fully constructed scale that combines the items that are 
most often used to measure affect or attitude toward logos 
or other brand identity signs(Aggarwal 2004; Bouten et al. 
2011; Kim et al. 1996; Henderson and Cote 1998; Grossman 
and Till 1998; Samu et al. 1999; Chaudhuri and Holbrook 
2001; Grohmann 2009; Walsh et al. 2010). To assess con-
sumers’ gender personality—hereafter consumer masculinity 
and consumer femininity—the MBP and FBP items (Grohm-
ann 2009), that were previously used to characterize logos, 
were also adopted, but preceded by the question “How do 
you describe yourself regarding the following traits?”

Data preparation and analysis

The data were analyzed with the statistical software IBM 
SPSS together with the module AMOS Graphics, a visual 

program for structural equation modeling (SEM), a statis-
tical methodology that takes a confirmatory (i.e., hypoth-
esis testing) approach to the analysis of a structural theory 
regarding a given phenomenon (Byrne 2010). A maximum 
likelihood estimation method was used.

Before testing the hypothetical model, some preliminary 
procedures were performed. First, each stimulus was classi-
fied according to its naturalness and color. As logo natural-
ness and color are dichotomous variables, they were coded 
as dummy (0 = cultural, 1 = organic; and 0 = blue, 1 = pink). 
Next, as the hypothetical model under analysis includes, not 
only manifest variables (as naturalness and color), but also 
latent variables, the psychometric quality of the multi-item 
scales used to measure those latent variables were previously 
assessed. For that, we run exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
with oblique rotation in SPSS and confirmatory factor analy-
sis (CFA) in AMOS. Based on the results of this analysis, 
some slight changes were implemented in order to improve 
the quality of the measurement model.

Finally, the hypothetical model was tested using two 
different procedures. MANOVA with SPSS was, initially, 
applied to test the first six hypotheses (H1.1 to H3.2) 
and, subsequently, the overall model was tested using 
SEM with AMOS. In order to conduct MANOVA, total 
scores of the latent variables logo masculinity and logo 
femininity were estimated through regression-based impu-
tation (Estabrook and Neale 2013) in AMOS. Given its 
potential to examine a series of dependence relationships 
between observed and/or latent variables simultaneously 
(Hair et al. 2014), SEM in AMOS was then applied to test 
the overall hypothetical model. To prepare data for mod-
eration analysis in AMOS, all the observed exogenous 

Table 2   Stimuli examples Example of cultural logo

Pink Blue

Example of organic logo

Pink Blue
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variables (naturalness and color) and indicators of latent 
exogenous variables were first standardized in SPSS to 
reduce problems associated with multicollinearity (Fra-
zier et al. 2004; Hayes 2017; Marsh et al. 2012). Then, 
three interaction terms were computed: a) logonatural-
ness × logocolor, to test the moderating effect of color 
on the link between logo naturalness and perceived logo 
masculinity (H3.1) and femininity (H3.2); b)logo mas-
culinity × consumer masculinity, to test the moderating 
effect of consumer masculinity on the impact of perceived 
logo masculinity on the affect toward logo (H5.1); c) and 
logo femininity × consumer femininity, to test the effect 
of consumer femininity on the impact of perceived logo 
femininity on the affect toward logo (H5.2). Since the 
moderators—consumer masculinity and consumer femi-
ninity—are latent variables, the creation of interaction 
terms followed an unconstrained product indicators 
approach, using matching pairs, as recommended by 
Marsh et al. (2012).

Results

Measurement model

The results of EFA confirmed the existence of three different 
latent factors explaining 72% of variance of the data relat-
ing to consumers’ responses toward logos. Subsequent CFA 
results corroborate the results of EFA but suggest that some 
changes to the original model might improve measurement 
quality as some fit indices were out of the acceptable range. 
The observation of both EFA loadings and CFA standard-
ized estimates led to the elimination of two items: “aggres-
sive,” from the MBP scale and “fragile,” from the FBP scale. 
Besides being the items with the lowest loadings in each 
of the scales, they were already problematic in previous 
studies conducted in the French culture (Lieven and Hilde-
brand 2016; Machado et al. 2019). The final measurement 
model (Table 3) presented a reasonable fit (χ2/101 = 2.755, 
Tucker–Lewis index [TLI] = 0.944, confirmatory fit index 
[CFI] = 0.955, relative fit index [RFI] = 0.915, incremen-
tal fit index[IFI] = 0.955, normed fit index [NFI] = 0.931, 

Table 3   Construct measurements—psychometric properties assessment

Scales Mean SD EFA loadings CFA stand. load-
ings

Cronbach alpha 
(α) 
Composite reli-
ability (CR)
Average variance 
extracted (AVE)

MBP (adapted from Grohmann 2009)
 Adventurous 3.83 1.77 0.81 0.78 α = 0.86
 Brave 3.69 1.72 0.87 0.79 CR = 0.80
 Daring 3.22 1.62 0.75 0.78 AVE = 0.56
 Dominant 3.58 1.66 0.80 0.77
 Sturdy 3.55 1.70 0.61 0.60

FBP (adapted from Grohmann 2009)
 Expresses tender feelings 3.49 1.79 0.87 0.90 α = 0.92
 Graceful 3.83 1.71 0.71 0.64 CR = 0.92
 Sensitive 3.59 1.72 0.84 0.81 AVE = 0.70
 Sweet 3.49 1.72 0.84 0.88
 Tender 3.60 1.73 0.91 0.92

Affect (adapted from Aggarwal 2004; Kim et al. 1996; Henderson and Cote 1998; Grossman and Till 1998; Samu et al. 1999; Chaudhuri and 
Holbrook 2001; Grohmann 2009; Walsh et al. 2010)

 I consider this brand logo to be pleasant. 4.36 1.53 0.74 0.81
 I consider this brand logo to be interesting. 4.13 1.55 0.83 0.89 α = 0.96
 I consider this brand logo to be distinctive. 3.96 1.59 0.82 0.85 CR = 0.96
 I like this brand logo. 4.10 1.61 0.88 0.93 AVE = 0.78
 I consider this brand logo to be good. 4.10 1.57 0.82 0.95
 I consider this brand logo to be of high quality 3.68 1.53 0.86 0.88

Measurement model fit:
χ2/101 = 2.755, TLI = 0.944,CFI = 0.955, RFI = 0.915, IFI = 0.955, NFI = 0.931, GFI = 0.896, RMSEA = 0.086, SRMR = 0.078
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goodness-of-fit index [GFI] = 0.896, root mean square error 
of approximation [RMSEA] = 0.086, standardized root mean 
square residual [SRMSR] = 0.078), considering existing 
recommendations (Iacobucci 2010). Finally, we examined 
convergent and discriminant validity. Convergent validity is 
supported by the nonexistence of standardized factor load-
ings lower than 0.5 and by the fact that most of them lie 
above the 0.7 threshold, as is desirable. Moreover, the values 
of construct reliability (CR) are all above the recommended 
threshold of 0.7 and all the average variance extracted (AVE) 
values lie above the recommended threshold of 0.5 (Hair 
et al. 2014).

Discriminant validity was tested by comparing the AVE 
(Table 3) values for any two constructs with the square of 
the correlation estimate between the two constructs 
( r2

MBP_FBP

 = 0.00, p > 0.10; r2
MBP_Affect

 = 0.29, p < 0.01; 
r
2

FBP_Affect

 = 0.19, p < 0.01). The analysis shows that all AVE 

estimates are greater than the squared correlation estimates, 
hence supporting the presence of discriminant validity (Hair 
et al. 2014).

Effects of logo naturalness and color on gender 
perceptions

We investigated the main effects as well as the interaction 
effects of logo naturalness and color on masculinity and 
femininity perceptions about the logo through MANOVA. 
The results of this analysis point to significant effects of 
both naturalness (Wilk’s Ʌ = 0.787, F(2235) = 31.881, 
p < 0.01, partial η2 = 0.213) and color (Wilk’s Ʌ = 0.952, 
F(2235) = 5.945, p = <0.01, partial η2 = 0.048) on gender 

perceptions, with a clearly larger effect of naturalness. The 
interaction effect naturalness × color (Wilk’s Ʌ = 0.992, 
F(2235) = 1.006, p > 0.10, partial η2 = 0.008) was not sup-
ported by the results of MANOVA. For a deeper understand-
ing of MANOVA results, descriptive statistics and separate 
ANOVAs were conducted for each dependent variable. In 
regards to logo masculinity, significant differences were 
found between cultural and organic logos (F(1236) = 4.162, 
p < 0.05, partial η2 = 0.017) and between blue and pink logos 
(F(1236) = 4.162, p < 0.10, partial η2 = 0.012), supporting 
both H1.1–cultural logos (M = 2.62; SD = 0.97) evoke higher 
perceptions of masculinity than organic logos (M = 2.40; 
SD = 0.91) and H2.1—blue logos (M = 2.59; SD = 1.01) 
evoke higher perceptions of masculinity than pink logos 
(M = 2.41; SD = 0.86). Concerning logo femininity, signifi-
cant differences were found between cultural and organic 
logos (F(1236) = 56.512, p < 0.01, partial η2 = 0.193) and 
between blue and pink logos (F(1236) = 8.218, p < 0.01, 
partial η2 = 0.034), giving support to H1.2—organic logos 
(M = 4.18; SD = 1.52) generate higher perceptions of femi-
ninity than cultural logos (M = 2.89; SD = 1.28)—and to 
H2.2—pink logos (M = 3.74; SD = 1.63) generate higher 
perceptions of logo femininity than blue logos (M = 3.36; 
SD = 1.45).

Although descriptive data, depicted graphically in Fig. 2, 
might suggest the existence of interaction effects (given the 
non-parallel lines), we could not find statistical evidence 
for H3.1 and H3.2, i.e., we are neither able to state that the 
combination of cultural logo designs with dark blue logo 
colors reinforces masculinity perceptions (F(1236) = 0.306, 
p > 0.10) nor that organic designs combined with light pink 

Fig. 2   Effects of logo naturalness (cultural vs. organic) on perceived logo masculinity and perceived logo femininity by color (blue vs. pink)
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logo colors enhance femininity perceptions(F(1236) = 2.116, 
p > 0.10).

Overall structural model

The results of testing the overall structural model (Table 4) 
indicate that the proposed relationships provide an appropri-
ate fit to the data (χ2/669 = 3.109, TLI = 0.912, CFI = 0.920, 
RFI = 0.875, IFI = 0.921, NFI = 0.888, GFI = 0.900, 
RMSEA = 0.047, SRMR = 0.062). Findings corroborate all 
the MANOVA results, showing that cultural logo designs 
generate higher levels of masculinity perceptions when com-
pared to organic logos (β = − 0.160; p < 0.01), supporting 
H1.1, and organic logo designs evoke higher levels of femi-
nine perceptions than cultural logos (β = 0.406; p < 0.01), 
supporting H1.2. Simultaneously, in relation to logo color, 
and supporting H2.1, dark blue logos generate higher per-
ceived masculinity (β = − 0.120; p < 0.01), and light pink 
logos leads to higher femininity perceptions (β = 0.209; 
p < 0.01), supporting H2.2. As with MANOVA, we could 
not find statistical support to H3.1 and H3.2, i.e., There is 
no evidence to state that the combination of cultural logo 
designs with dark blue logo colors reinforces masculinity 
perceptions (β = − 0.012; p > 0.10). The same applies to the 
hypothesis stating that organic designs combined with light 
pink logo colors significantly enhance femininity percep-
tions (β = 0.023; p > 0.10).

Regarding the relationships that were not tested through 
MANOVA, the positive effects of both perceived logo 
masculinity (β = 0.456; p < 0.01) and perceived logo 

femininity (β = 0.508; p < 0.01) on affect toward logo 
(H4.1 and H4.2, respectively) were supported. However, 
it was not possible to find support for the moderation effect 
of consumer masculinity (H5.1) and consumer feminin-
ity (H5.2) on those relationships. There is no empirical 
evidence that congruence between logo perceived gender 
and individual gender might amplify the positive effect 
of perceived logo masculinity (β = 0.006; p > 0.10) and 
perceived logo femininity(β = 0.025; p > 0.10) on the con-
sumer affective response toward a logo. The plots (Fig. 3) 
of simple slopes regarding conditional effects (Frazier 
et al. 2004; Hayes 2017) of perceived logo masculinity on 
affect toward logo at different levels of consumer mascu-
linity (θlowM = 0.626, p < 0.01; θaverageM = 0.663, p < 0.01; 
θhighM = 0.700, p < 0.01) and of perceived logo feminin-
ity on affect toward logo, at different levels of consumer 
femininity ((θlowF = 0.532, p < 0.01; θaverageF = 0.550, 
p < 0.01;θhighF = 0.567, p < 0.01), offer enlightenment to 
these findings (Fig. 3).

Finally, to investigate whether perceived logo masculin-
ity and femininity significantly mediate the impact of logo 
naturalness and color on the affective response toward the 
logo, we applied a bootstrapping procedure using 1500 
subsamples (Preacher and Hayes 2008). As we show in 
Table 5, while all four indirect effects are significant, the 
direct effects are both non-significant, supporting the 
existence of full mediation in all the cases. These results 
confirm the relevance of both logo masculinity and femi-
ninity as mediators of the relationship between logo design 
elements and the affective response toward it.

Table 4   Results of structural 
model testing

**p ≤ 0.01 *p ≤ 0.05

Paths Standardized 
estimates

Conclusion

Naturalness (organic) → Logo masculinity − 0.160** H1.1 supported
Naturalness (organic) → Logo femininity 0.406** H1.2 supported
Color (pink) → Logo masculinity − 0.120** H2.1 supported
Color (pink) → Logo femininity 0.209** H2.2 supported
Naturalness (organic) × Color (pink) → Logo masculinity − 0.012 H3.1 not supported
Naturalness (organic) × Color (pink) → Logo femininity 0.023 H3.2 not supported
Logo masculinity → Affect 0.508** H4.1 supported
Logo femininity → Affect 0.456** H4.2 supported
Consumer masculinity → Affect 0.075*
Consumer femininity → Affect 0.077*
Logo masculinity × consumer masculinity → Affect 0.006 H5.1 not supported
Logo femininity × Consumer femininity → Affect 0.025 H5.2 not supported
Structural model fit:
χ2/669 = 3.109, TLI = 0.912,CFI = 0.920, RFI = 0.875, IFI = 0.921, NFI = 0.888, GFI = 0.900, 

RMSEA = 0.047, SRMR = 0.062
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Discussion and implications

This research investigated the impact of logo naturalness 
and logo color on brand gender perceptions and, thus, on 
affective reactions to the logo. In the following, we dis-
cuss the main theoretical and managerial implications of 
our study.

Theoretical implications

The present study offers important contributions to the 
current body of literature on brand gender and brand logo 
design, but also on EP. First, this is the first empirical 

study testing the effect of the naturalness of logo designs—
cultural versus organic designs—on brand gender per-
ceptions and, thereby, on affective reactions to the logo, 
which leads to important insights. The focus on natural 
logo designs is particularly relevant, since naturalness is 
a critical universal design dimension which can lead to 
key consumer–brand-related responses(Henderson et al. 
2003; Torres et al. 2019). A central finding of this research 
is that within natural designs, cultural logo designs evoke 
masculinity perceptions and organic logo designs induce 
femininity perceptions. This finding extends prior work 
on EP and on sex differences in design preference (e.g., 
Griskevicius and Kenrick 2013; Iijima et al. 2001; Moss 
et al. 2007; Xue and Yen 2007). This literature suggests 
that assumptions regarding masculinity and femininity are 

Fig. 3   Slopes of the impacts of perceived logo masculinity on affect toward logo, considering different consumer masculinity levels (low, aver-
age and high) and of perceived logo femininity on affect toward logo, considering different levels of consumer femininity (low, average, high)

Table 5   Mediation analysis, 
using bootstrapping with bias 
corrected confidence intervals

**p ≤ 0.01 *p ≤ 0.05

Path Standardized effect 95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound

Direct effects
 Naturalness (organic) → Affect − 0.002 − 0.051 0.049
 Color (pink) → Affect − 0.046 − 0.091 0.003

Indirect effects
 Naturalness(organic) → Logo masculinity → Affect − 0.080** − 0.107 − 0.035
 Naturalness(organic) → Logo femininity → Affect 0.183** 0.150 0.216
 Color (pink) → Logo masculinity → Affect − 0.060** − 0.093 − 0.049
 Color (pink) → Logo masculinity → Affect 0.094** 0.071 0.123
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based on physical cues and deeply rooted in evolutionary 
pressures that have shaped aesthetic preferences in design. 
This research therefore contributes to extending the pre-
dictions of EP, by showing that logo designs embodying 
elements from the sensitive world (e.g., plants, faces, ani-
mals) convey femininity, whereas logo designs represent-
ing vehicles, buildings or other cultural objects evoke mas-
culinity. Moreover, the current research advances research 
on logo strategy (Henderson and Cote 1998; Machado 
et al. 2015; van der Lans et al. 2009) by establishing a 
link between natural logo designs and consumers’ brand 
gender perceptions.

Second, this study extends prior work examining the 
relationship between logo color and Aaker’s (1997) brand 
personality dimensions (Labrecque and Milne 2012) or 
product color and brand gender perceptions (Lieven et al. 
2015; van Tilburg et al. 2015a, b) and contributes to the 
scarce marketing research on color and consumer behav-
ior. This study provides further evidence for the influence 
of color on brand gender perceptions, such that dark blue 
logos convey masculinity perceptions and light pink logos 
evoke femininity perceptions, highlighting the role of color 
in the brand’s visual identity. However, the findings of this 
study also indicate that, at least in regards to logos, the 
importance of naturalness (cultural vs. organic) seems to be 
higher to explain consumer perceptions of both masculinity 
and femininity than that of color, despite the choice of the 
gender-typed colors pink and blue for this specific research. 
This result highlights the relevance of the present study as 
the first to explore the effect of logo naturalness on gender 
perceptions about brands. Moreover, despite the extant lit-
erature indicating that the combination of gender-typed cues 
might contribute to the enhancement of gender perceptions 
(Labrecque and Milne 2012; van Tilburg et al. 2015a, b), 
we were not able to find enough statistical support for that. 
While this was an unexpected result, it is worth noting that 
Lieven et al. (2015) obtained similar results when testing the 
impact of brand type font (bold/angular vs. slender/round) 
and product color (dark vs. light) on gender perceptions. The 
authors found support for the effects of both type font and 
product color, but not of their interaction, on brand gender 
perceptions.

Third, the results underline the advantages of a clear 
brand gender positioning (Grohmann 2009; Lieven et al. 
2014; Machado et al. 2019), showing that gender has a sig-
nificant impact on consumer responses to the brand logo. In 
this respect, the results show that logos with a clear brand 
gender positioning (i.e., perceived as highly masculine or 
highly feminine) trigger more favorable affective responses. 
However, we were notable to demonstrate that congruence 
between consumer’s and brand logo’s gender personality 
significantly impacts affect toward the logo. These results 
were, somehow, unexpected as consumers are likely to prefer 

brands with personalities congruent to their own self-con-
cept (Aaker 1997; Avery 2012; Belk 1988; Fournier 1998; 
Grohmann 2009). A possible reason for this result is the use 
of an outcome variable—affect toward the logo—which is 
not self-related, as would be other possible response vari-
ables, such as brand preference or use/purchase intention. 
In fact, prior studies indicate that individuals operational-
ize their desire to communicate who they are (or who they 
want to be) by using signs embedded in everyday life and 
strengthen their self-concept by being associated with signs 
whose images tend to be congruent with the most relevant 
aspects of their own (Belk 1988; Bettels and Wiedmann 
2019; Schembri et al. 2010; Underwood 2003). Neverthe-
less, in this study, consumers were not asked about their 
willingness to use the logo or a brand/product with that logo. 
They were rather asked to, generally, judge the interest, qual-
ity and uniqueness of the logo, independently of their inten-
tion to use it themselves.

Managerial implications

Since companies invest significant amounts of time and 
money in selecting the right logo for their brands (Col-
man et al. 1995; Henderson and Cote 1998), it is essential 
for them to understand the principles of logo design. This 
could significantly simplify the logo selection process and 
help them create or reinforce their desired positioning in 
the market.

This study provides brand managers and designers some 
enlightenment about the relevance of a critical universal 
dimension of logo design, naturalness (in combination with 
color), for the development a gendered logo. Moreover, this 
study highlights that a clear logo gender positioning is a 
key driver of consumer affective responses to the logo and 
should lead to more favorable affective responses to the 
brand the logo represents. Therefore, brands should design 
their logos using the appropriate gender cues to achieve 
their desired brand gender positioning, and this study offers 
managers and designers useful insights in this regard. The 
findings show that the use of cultural logo designs enhances 
masculinity perceptions and that the use of organic logo 
designs effectively shape femininity perceptions. Addition-
ally, the findings suggest that dark blue and light pink logo 
colors reinforce masculinity perceptions and femininity 
perceptions, respectively. Hence, brand gender positioning 
should be considered in the light of the congruence between 
the different elements that compose the logo. Knowledge 
about the impact of logo design and color on brand gender 
perceptions seems to be particularly useful for marketing 
managers, since consumers tend to strongly attach designs 
and colors to brands. It is important to mention that these 
insights on logo design facilitate not only initial brand gen-
der positioning, but also repositioning of established brands 
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that want to appeal to new consumer segments in respect to 
gender.

Limitations and suggestions for further research

Like all research studies, the present study has limitations. 
The first is the sampling method, as a convenience, non-ran-
dom sampling technique was used, which raises some issues 
of generalizability. It is, however, worth noting that despite 
the general notion that quantitative research requires rep-
resentative samples, the problem of non-representativeness 
is more significant in descriptive research then in explana-
tory research, as is this case (Babbie 2008; Highhouse and 
Gillespie 2012). Moreover, this research lacks cultural diver-
sity as it was solely conducted in one country. We cannot 
ignore the different meanings of visual elements, as colors 
(e.g., Madden et al. 2000), symbols (e.g., Hoye and Ruth 
2006) and images (e.g., Callow and Schiffman 2002) in dif-
ferent cultures. Simultaneously, the meanings attached to 
femininity and masculinity are culturally constructed (Segal 
2003), but these cross-cultural differences are still understud-
ied. Hence, further studies should investigate potential cul-
tural differences on the relationships between logos’ visual 
elements, gender perceptions and affective responses toward 
logos. For instance, it would be interesting to compare coun-
tries displaying different degrees of masculinity/femininity 
according to Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) cultural index. Besides 
studying cross-country variations, exploring age and genera-
tional differences may also add new insights into the subject 
addressed in this study, as different generations live differ-
ent cultural experiences and, consequently, assign different 
meanings to masculinity and femininity. Additionally, our 
focus was on natural logo designs. Given that several com-
panies incorporate abstract symbols in their visual identity, 
further research should also explore the ability of abstract 
designs to evoke brand gender perceptions. Furthermore, we 
focused our analysis on one specific consumer outcome that 
could result from the inclusion of gendered design elements 
in logo design. Affect toward the logo plays a critical role, 
since it can influence affective and behavioral responses to 
the brand the logo represents (Foroudi et al. 2014; Hender-
son et al. 2003; Rahinel and Nelson 2016); however, future 
studies should analyze the impact of the gendered brand logo 
elements on other important consumer outcomes, such as 
brand preference and purchase intention.

In addition, in this study we did not study any product 
category in particular, since the purpose was to analyze the 
influence of natural logo designs and colors on logo gender 
perceptions in general. Future research could consider spe-
cific product categories, since product categories have strong 
associations with the gender dimensions of masculinity and 
femininity (Azar 2013; Grohmann 2009), and this could pro-
vide a more realistic appraisal of the influence of a logo’s 

gendered cues on consumer responses. Besides, research 
states that brand–product category congruence—that is, 
a feminine or masculine brand inserted into a feminine or 
masculine product category—might generate more favorable 
consumer brand perceptions, which could encourage posi-
tive responses to the brand (Lieven et al. 2014). Therefore, 
further research could consider the effects of product cat-
egory congruence on affective reactions to logos. Further-
more, considering the findings of color theory and the EP 
literature, we decided to focus on the ability of color–light 
pink and dark blue—to evoke masculine and feminine brand 
gender perceptions. Although we reached relevant findings, 
it would be important to examine the combined effects of 
different dimensions of color—such as color hue, color value 
and color saturation—on perceived logo masculinity and 
perceived logo femininity. Finally, in this study, the impacts 
of logo masculinity and femininity on consumer affective 
responses are separately addressed. In future studies, the 
interaction between these two variables should also be con-
sidered. Hence, the impact of brand logo gender neutrality 
(with low masculinity and low femininity levels) and brand 
logo androgyny (both highly masculine and highly feminine) 
on affective responses toward logos should be explored.
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