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Abstract: Self-congruity plays a vital theoretical and practical role in predicting consumer be-
havior. Previous studies have shown that consumers tend to choose brands that align with
their self-image to maintain a consistent self-concept. However, the antecedent factors of
self-congruity have not yet been systematically integrated in the existing literature, limiting
both theoretical advancement and practical guidance. To address this gap, the present study
employs a meta-analytic approach to systematically examine how brand image and self-image

influence consumers’ perception of self-congruity, aiming to provide robust empirical evi-
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dence for marketing theory and practice. A total of 57 studies involving 173 independent

effect sizes and 75 228 participants met the inclusion criteria. The random-effects model re-

vealed that three dimensions of brand image: non-anthropomorphic image, anthropomorphic

image, and stereotypical user image; and two dimensions of self-image: demographic charac-

teristics and psychological characteristics are moderately positively correlated with self-con-

gruity. In contrast, the social interaction dimension of self-image showed no significant cor-

relation with self-congruity. Furthermore, subject type and cultural background were found

to significantly moderate the relationship between brand/self-image and self-congruity, while

gender had no significant moderating effect. These findings indicate a strong association be-

tween brand/self-image and self-congruity and underscore the importance of considering sub-

ject type and cultural background in this relationship.
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Table 1 Basic information of the original studies included in the analysis

PN ifﬁ B A HX R o :g o
Tsai S P 2005 945 0.323 Soc w 0.50
Chebat J €57 2006 507 0.627.,0.145.,0. 136 Soc E 0. 36
2007 2 216 —0.169,—0.325,—0.200,—0. 100, Soc W 0.44

Murphy LFY

—0.228,—0.280,—0.278,—0. 180

Cowart K OF% 2008 746 0.450,0. 680,0. 690 Stu W 0.43
Chebat J CF¥ 2009 2715 0.550,0.560.,0. 570 Soc E 0.47
Huang Y& 2011 966 0.286.0.497 Soc W 0.48
Massicotte M CF* 2011 265 0.374 Soc W 0.38
‘ 2011 3 680 0.133.0.181.0.074.0.102.0. 248 Soc W 0.49

Usakli AP

0.213.0.283.,0. 152,0. 047,0. 271

Pascale Q™" 2013 638 0.334.0. 402 Soc W 0. 84
Anton CH¥ 2013 1986 0. 320.,0.090.0. 300 Soc W 0. 37
Bertrandias L"% 2014 468 —0.130 Soc w 0.55
Rauschnabel P AM" 2014 1092 0.481 Stu/Soc W 0.23
Hung H Y 2014 280 0.750 Soc E 0. 90
Pounders K R 2014 861 —0.264,—0.148,0. 223 Soc E 0.50
1] 03 2014 418 0.451 Soc E 0.31
Haj-Salem N 2015 1810 0.420.0. 220 Soc W 0.47
Do HM 2015 322 0.379 Stu/Soc  E 0. 50
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Lee J&% 2015 486 0.550,0. 720 Soc E 0.53
Roy R 2015 1212 0.390.0. 350.,0. 670, —0. 390, —0. 350, Stu W 0.50
—0.670
Aguirre-Rodriguez AM 2015 426 0.379.—0.216.,0.19.0.22.0. 4 Stu E 0.50
Su N 2015 452 0.730,0. 710 Soc W 0.64
Sreejesh S 2015 308 0.510 Soc W 0.62
Baumann C" 2015 438 —0.392.—0.685 Stu w 0.46
Han S HPY 2016 1312 0.484.0.192.,0.210,0. 487 Soc W 0. 50
Matzler K% 2016 10 580 —0.025,0.356,0. 41,0. 096,0. 385 Soc E/W  0.50
Kumar VI 2016 356 0.535 Soc W 0.52
Han S HPY 2016 939 0.484.0.192.0. 487 Soc W 0. 50
El Hedhli K" 2017 1974 0.077.0.267,0.217 Soc W 0.38
Huang™™! 2017 2022 0.544.,0.545,—0.375,0. 503,0. 527, —0. 286 Soc E 0.58
Su NF#I 2017 840 0. 638.0. 393 Soc W 0.55
Shu S TF™ 2017 1 868 0.150.,0. 380,0. 340,0. 270,0. 130,0. 220, Stu E 0.58
0.210,0. 260.,0. 040,0. 210,0. 170,0. 240
Byun K A™® 2017 789 0.310.0. 290.0. 260 Stu E 0.56
Bennett RF* 2017 700 0.442.0. 2558 Soc w 0.56
Das G 2018 2592 0.189.,0.192,0.153,0. 193,0. 187.,0. 190, Soc E 0. 46
0.113.0.193
France C"* 2018 326 0. 386 Stu/Soc w 0. 26
Chi C G Q"% 2018 3798 0.430,0.400,0. 470 Soc w 0.48
Chua B LI 2018 394 0.570 Soc W 0.53
Huang Y S (Sandy)™® 2018 1 232 0.240.,0.150,—0.070,—0. 060 Soc W 0.56
Roy R 2019 620 0.187.,0.410 Stu w 0. 34
Sop S AN 2019 732 0. 660 Soc w 0.53
T Jk g o7 2019 1137 0.334.0. 334.0. 100 Soc E 0.42
Strandberg C-* 2020 622 0.582 Soc E 0. 49
Baker T L' 2020 868 —0.091,—0.094 Soc w 0. 30
Wang W 2020 113 —0.278 Stu E 0.53
Kim M 2020 1926 0.531,0.611.,0. 445 Stu/Soc W 0.46
Chang C H" 2020 604 0.244.0. 334 Soc E 0.52
Fu X' 2020 120 0.397.0. 454.,0. 403,0. 512 Soc W 0.50
Burnasheva RM" 2020 302 0. 644 Soc E 0. 40
Bk sl 2020 2 365 0.183.0.152.,0. 236.,0. 201.,0. 204 Soc E 0.47
gl 2020 786 0.289.0.181.0. 290 Soc E 0.43
kU7 2020 336 0. 801 Soc E 0.39
Huaman-Ramirez R™ 2021 848 0.143.,0.118.,0.119.,0. 108 Soc w 0.46
Bityitkdag N['* 2021 3 405 —0.335.0.516.,0. 603,0. 351.,0. 731 Soc E 0.48
3% /N #5050 2022 705 0.125 Stu/Soc  E 0.57
fif 5o 2023 1140 0.531.0.679 Stu/Soc  E 0.46
it 5 g 82 2023 2196 0.194.0.14.0.212.0. 134 Soc E 0. 47
1) gz 18] 2024 3 444 0.126,0. 280.,0. 294.,0. 165.,0. 104,0. 253 Soc E 0.49
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Table 2 Results of the homogeneity test of the effector values (Q-statistics)
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LAY W/ A }
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Fig. 2 Funnel plot of effect value distribution
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Table 3 Stochastic model analyses of brand image and self-image in relation to self-consistency
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Table 4 Test of moderating effects of correlates on the relationship between brand image and self-image and self-congruence
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