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ABSTRACT
While consumers often shop in outlets with large product as-

sortments, having no prior experience or knowledge to predict a 
product’s efficacy can pose a significant challenge at the point of 
purchase. Indeed, the functionality of most consumer goods tends to 
be a bit of a black box, at least until consumed. Imagine a consumer 
trying to select a new face cream. The majority of the ingredients may 
as well be illegible, and the promotional campaigns, brand aware-
ness, and product claims tend to sit on par with several competing 
products in the same category. So which product does the consumer 
choose? This is where consumers make heuristic judgments. They 
infer quality from price and visual aesthetics. According to Proctor 
& Gamble (P&G) shoppers make up their mind about a product in 
three to seven seconds, just the time it takes to note a product on a 
store shelf. P&G refers to this time lapse as the “first-moment-of-
truth.”1 Hence, companies like P&G spend considerable resources to 
enhance the appeal of product packaging. 

Indeed, the role of package aesthetics in enhancing product 
preference is well-documented (Bloch 1995; Townsend, Montoya 
and Calantone 2011, Berkowitz 1987, Hertenstein, Platt and Very-
zer 2004). When consumers are faced with a choice between two 
products of equal price and equivalent function, they tend to prefer 
the more attractive option (Kotler and Rath 1984). Hence, it is not 
surprising that in the absence of prior use or knowledge of the prod-
uct, consumers will make initial impressions based on package aes-
thetics (Chandon, Hutchinson, Bradlow and Young 2009). However, 
one cannot help but question why this happens. Most day-to-day 
purchases are not just for hedonic gain, but utilitarian value. Given 
the sheer efficiency of the first-moment-of-truth heuristic, it would 
be surprising if the judgment had absolutely nothing to do with the 
product’s functionality, particularly given the strong relationship be-
tween form and function (Berkowitz 1987; Hertenstein et al. 2004). 

In exploring this question, we make several advances. First, we 
demonstrate that while consumers show preferences for more ap-
pealing packaging in general, their belief in the product’s efficacy 
seems to be a function of their level of awareness of the category 
and the product’s aesthetic appeal. Specifically, consumers who have 
limited knowledge of a category tend to judge how well a product 
will function based on how pretty its packaging is. Second, we dem-
onstrate that these inferences translate into predictable and meaning-
ful differences in purchase intent and choice. Finally, we go one-step 
further by showing that this effect is most pronounced in what we 
refer to as credence categories (products that promote outcomes that 
cannot be objectively evaluated). Hence, the story comes together to 
illustrate that with little knowledge to the contrary, consumers tend 
to assume that the beauty products work better if the product’s pack-
aging is congruent with its positioning. Hence, the first-moment-of-
truth heuristic may have more to do with beliefs in efficacy than with 
aesthetic preference.

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND
Researchers have devoted considerable attention to models of 

processing that impact purchase intent (Bloch 1995, Park, Lennon 
and Stoel 2005, Orth and Malkewitz 2008, Deng and Kahn 2009, 

1 See Adverblog http://www.adverblog.com/2005/09/25/pg-and-
the-first-moment-of-truth/. Accessed on December 30, 2012.

Chandon and Orbabayeva 2009). It is well-documented that aesthet-
ics in package design can augment product preference (Hoegg, Alba 
and Dahl 2010). Without prior knowledge, consumers use aesthetic 
cues to inform purchase intent (Raghubir and Greenleaf 2006). It 
has also been shown that aesthetic information plays a critical role 
in product trials (Childers and Jiang 2008, Wyer, Hung and Jiang 
2008). Prior research has addressed several aspects of package de-
sign that influence purchase intension including packaging size (Do 
Vale, Pieters and Zeelenberg 2008), location (Deng and Kahn, 2009), 
color (Folkes and Matta 2004; Yang and Raghubir 2005), shape (Ra-
ghubir and Krishna 1999), graphics (Bone and France 2001), and 
feel (Eriksson and Larsson 2011, Krishna 2006). In the absence of 
any other information, or when prior information about a new brand 
is missing (Postrel 2003, Horsky and Honea 2009), visual informa-
tion of a product or package (color, design, graphics, etc.) serves to 
set consumption expectations and make purchase decisions (Bloch 
1995, Di Muro and Noseworthy 2013, Kotler and Rath 1984, Nose-
worthy and Goode 2011, Sujan 1985). Yet, when a consumer knows 
how a product functions, the symbolic, ergonomic and functional 
value as communicated by design (Hoegg and Alba 2011) becomes 
redundant. While research in this area has focused on the influence 
of package aesthetics on satisfaction, product usage, and consump-
tion perception (Shiv et. al. 2005), the effect of package appeal in 
determining efficacy of an unknown product has not been studied.

Past research categorizes products on store shelves in terms of 
how easy or difficult it is to evaluate the utility of the product (Hsieh, 
Chiu and Chiang 2005). Products that consumers have no object 
way to evaluate are termed credence goods (Lovelock 2008, Brush 
and Artz 1999, Klein 1998). The two other types of products are 
search and experience products. Search products are those that the 
consumer can obtain multiple levels of information on, upon which 
they would base evaluations. The experience products are those that 
consumers evaluate based on actual consumption experience (Darby 
and Karni 1973, Zeithaml 1988). Examples of credence products are 
beauty products whose utility is hard to evaluate. Despite evidence 
that packaging influences claim receptivity for credence goods, there 
is little empirical work examining how variations in packaging form 
affect the desirability of credence goods. The promise of “beauty in 
a bottle” is a compelling proposition to any consumer. We contend 
that, in the absence of opportunities for consumers to make quality 
evaluations, aesthetics in packaging cues the semantic link between 
the category and functional efficacy of beauty. We show that a key 
determinant of a product’s success is its efficacy or perceived prod-
uct effectiveness, particularly when prior knowledge is either absent 
or low.

Brand awareness usually cues expectations of how the product 
will function when prior usage or trial is absent (Hoyer and Brown, 
1990). Nedungadi and Hutchinson (1985) define awareness as the 
ability to bring a brand to mind. Awareness serves as a heuristic when 
consumers lack time or prior usage experience. Horsky and Honea 
(2009) note that in cases of inferior product quality, packaging bi-
ases a positive response to hedonic product experience in which con-
sumers were more likely to accept credence claims (products whose 
utility impact was difficult for consumers to ascertain). Consumers 
show a marked preference for a high-awareness brand even when 
there were known differences in quality and price (Macdonald and 
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Sharp, 2000). Nedungadi and Hutchinson (1985) note that any new 
information about a category is usually generalized asymmetrically 
between more- and less-known brands.

We contend, however, that in the absence of consumer aware-
ness, the aesthetics of the product or the beauty-in-a-bottle promise 
serves as the first-moment-of-truth heuristic. This hypothesis is test-
ed in study 1. Our hypothesis is that, in the absence of any other cues 
to a brand’s functionality, consumers look to packaging information 
to form purchase inferences, and this is mainly due to functional in-
ferences based on appeal. Study 2 demonstrates that awareness or 
expertise in the category moderates this effect as consumers use the 
beauty-in-a-bottle heuristic only for low-awareness products. Study 
3 is a field experiment that demonstrates the robustness of this effect 
across a variety of brands in the beauty and household category. The 
hypotheses tested are summarized as follows:

Hypothesis 1: In the absence of any other cues to a brand’s 
functionality, consumers look to packaging in-
formation to form purchase inferences and indi-
cate a higher preference for more aesthetically 
pleasing packaging.

Hypothesis 2: Expertise in the category moderates the above 
effect as consumers use the beauty-in-a-bottle 
only in case of low awareness products to make 
functional inferences.

Hypothesis 3: The beauty-in-a-bottle effect is moderated by 
product category and only informs products in 
the beauty category.

 STUDY 1
Design and Procedures. Participants (N = 75, 58% females; 

Mage = 36.5) were recruited via Amazon.com’s crowd-sourcing web-
site, Mechanical Turk, to complete a brief (10 min) questionnaire on 
“product preferences” in exchange for a nominal fee ($0.20; see Pao-
lacci, Chandler and Ipeirotis [2010] for a validation of Mechanical 
Turk as a data source). Participants were told that we were interested 
in their shopping preferences, and were asked to imagine shopping 
in a store for a bottle of lotion. After simulating the scenario, par-
ticipants were instructed that they would be asked to indicate their 
preferences for a fictitious lotion product whose package form was 
varied to be either high or low on appeal. 

The operationalization of low and high appeal followed a simi-
lar procedure described in Noseworthy and Trudel (2011) to establish 
variations in product form. First, we compiled various images of the 
product category. A pretest (n = 66) then determined whether partici-
pants perceived the selected containers as more (less) appealing than 
their general expectations for the category. The packaging with the 
highest and lowest appeal ratings were then carried forward into the 
study. After viewing the target product, participants’ purchase inten-
tions were capture by asking them to indicate, “if you were shopping 
for lotion, how likely is it that you would purchase this product,” (an-
chored: 1 = not likely at all; 7 = very likely). Following this, product 
effectiveness was captured by asking participants to indicate, “how 
well think the product will works” (anchored: 1 = very poorly; 7 = 
very well). The task concluded with basic demographic questions.

Results and Discussion. Not surprisingly, participants were 
more willing to purchase the more appealing product (M = 3.74) than 
the less appealing product (M = 2.55; t(73) = 2.72, p < .01). Criti-

cally, participants were also more likely to believe that the product 
with in a more appealing package functioned better (M = 4.53) than 
the product in the less appealing package (M = 3.66; t(73) = 2.23, p < 
.02). Participants’ judgments of product efficacy fully mediated the 
effect that appeal had on purchase intent (Sobel z = 1.68, p < .05). 
The results of this study not only replicate previous studies on the 
effect of package appeal on purchase intent (Chandon et. al. 2009), 
but extend these findings to illustrate that package appeal informs 
efficacy in determining purchase intent. If we are truly tapping an 
efficacy heuristic, then we should be able to test this by delineating 
conditions where the heuristic would be rendered irrelevant. Study 2 
was designed for this specific purpose. 

STUDY 2
Design and Procedures. Participants (N  = 129; 64.3% females; 

Mage = 46.3) were recruited via Amazon.com’s crowd-sourcing web-
site. Participants were randomly assigned one of four conditions in a 
2 (form appeal: high vs. low) × 2 (product awareness: low vs. high) 
between-subjects factorial design. Participants were asked to imag-
ine shopping in a store for a bottle of shampoo. After simulating the 
scenario, participants were then instructed that they would be asked 
to indicate their preferences for specific products. As before we cap-
tured purchase intention and perceptions of product effectiveness. 
The product form manipulation followed study 1. In addition to rat-
ing the appeal of various package form manipulations, participants 
were asked to list and rate the familiarity of brand names (anchored: 
1 = not very familiar; 5 = very familiar). The list included fictitious 
and well-known brands in the category. The brand names with the 
highest and lowest means ratings were carried forward into the study. 
All other measures remained consistent with study 1.

Results and Discussion. An analysis of variance with purchase 
intent as the key dependent measure, yielded a significant aware-
ness × appeal interaction (F(1, 125) = 4.35, p < .05). Simple effects 
confirmed that when awareness was high, participants did not show 
a significant difference in purchase intent between the more appeal-
ing (M = 3.27) and less appealing product (M = 3.51; F < 1). How-
ever, when awareness was low, participants preferred the product 
with the more appealing packaging (M = 3.06) over the product in 
the less appealing packaging (M = 2.12; F(1, 125) = 5.35, p < .05). 
To determine whether perceived efficacy once again accounted for 
the increased desirability of less aware products, we conducted a 
moderated mediation analysis (Preacher, Rucker and Hayes 2007; 
Model 2). As predicted, perceived efficacy mediated the positive re-
lationship between appeal and purchase intension when the product 
had a low awareness (B = .86, SE = .29, z = 2.96, p < .005) but not 
when brand awareness was high (z = -.18, p = .85). This finding 
supports the prediction that when awareness is low consumers use 
heuristics such as package design to determine product preferences, 
as consumers make efficacy inferences based on the appeal of the 
product, but when it comes to high awareness products, the heuristic 
is rendered irrelevant. Hence, consistent with literature on expertise, 
product awareness washed the heuristic. This raises the distinct pos-
sibility that this heuristic, like many others, is domain specific. That 
is, the link between beauty and efficacy might only exist for a cre-
dence good that is promoting beauty, as opposed to functional utility. 
Study 3 was designed to test this prediction, and also to check the 
robustness of our findings. 

STUDY 3
This study uses a unique data set detailing 146 brand names 

of beauty and household products. It includes information about the 
products featured including images of the actual images of products 
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used in store. In this study the objective was to evaluate the role that 
category plays in the beauty-in-a-bottle heuristic. We predicted that 
the link between beauty and efficacy exists only for products for 
which it is hard to ascertain functionality or utility ahead of time. 

BrandSpark International, in collaboration with SSI, conducted 
a nationwide online survey of over 50,000 American consumers (age 
18+) who are involved in household shopping and provided the data 
for our study. The survey was weighted by gender, age and region 
to conform to US MRI data and reflect the principal shopper. Of the 
individuals who participated in the nationwide survey 57,492 indi-
viduals (10.6% male and 89.4% female) participated in an additional 
survey that evaluated preferences to products that were either in the 
beauty (credence) or household (experience) categories. A total of 
106 images of beauty products and household products were ob-
tained from individual brand representatives who were Brandsparks 
clients. Images were all clients’ representations of the actual prod-
uct package as used in store with the product against a white back-
ground. All images used were shown the using the same approximate 
size and with clear resolution. 

Independent Measures. Each respondent saw one image with 
the product description and then answered a series of questions such 
as: How appealing is the package to you? Prior to this survey were 
you aware of this product? Have you or have you not purchased this 
product before? Approximately how many times have you purchased 
the product? The first time you purchased this product, please indi-
cate what had the most influence on your decision to buy the prod-
uct? How much does the packaging of this product encourage you 
to purchase this product?  Respondents would then see a different 
product and repeat the series of question for the product presented. 
When repeated observations are collected on a set of individuals and 
the measurement occasions are not identical, such as measuring ap-
peal, purchase intent and awareness of individual products, Rauden-
bush (2004) recommend treating multiple observations as nested 
within persons. We chose full maximum likelihood as the estima-
tion method to compare the model fits across three nested models 
(Raudenbush, Bryk and Congdon 2002).  In our model, each indi-
vidual’s appeal rating is nested within products. We used hierarchical 
linear modeling (HLM; Raudenbush, Byrk and Congdon 2002) to 
deal with multilevel data as it allows for simultaneous estimation of 
the relationship of variables at two levels, using iterative maximum 
likelihood estimation. We estimated a main effect model, an interac-
tion model with main effects, and second and third order interaction 
with a random intercept and finally an interaction model with main 
effects, second and third order interaction with a random intercept 
and appeal. This final model allowed for individual variation in the 
level of product appeal.

Results and Discussions. The parameter estimates for all three 
models are contained in Table 2. Note that we report unstandardized 
coefficients. Model 3 had the smallest fit indices (AIC=1081349), 
suggesting a good fitting, parsimonious model. Given the sample 
size, we assumed this to be a reliable (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 
2000). We found an effect of package appeal (γ01 = 1.93, t = 157.82, 
p < .001), awareness (γ02  = .25, t = 16.15, p < .001) and a marginal 
effect of category (γ03 = -.02, t = -1.75, p = .08). These main effects 
were qualified by a significant three way interaction (γ07  = -.0.13, t 
= -6.56, p < .001). In addition, a spotlight analysis at two standard 
deviations above and below the mean for appeal, and awareness 
were computed for beauty vs. household products. Consumers in 
the household category showed increased preference for high appeal 
package regardless of whether the awareness was high (M low appeal = 
2.15 vs. M high appeal = 5.64) or low (M low appeal = 1.58 vs. M high appeal = 
4.75). In contrast, while consumers in the beauty category showed 

a similar preference in a low awareness condition (M low appeal = 1.73 
vs. M high appeal= 5.12) the effect of package appeal did not matter in 
the high awareness condition (M low appeal = 3.81 vs. M high appeal = 3.81). 
This field study highlights the schematic concept of beauty or pack-
age aesthetics being important when awareness of a product is low 
and which is more the case for credence goods. For products asso-
ciated with the beauty category, we find that package appeal plays 
a critical role in the absence of brand cues to the quality or other 
characteristics of the product. A summary of findings are in table 1.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
Our research contributes to the literature on product aesthetics 

by showing how consumers use inferences based on package appeal 
to determine preferences of other heuristics to base preferences. Re-
search has shown package form to play a critical role in persuasion 
tactics that marketers use by varying shape, visual graphics, materi-
als, and proportions (Bloch 1995). Product form takes on multiple 
roles in communicating to the consumer (Hoegg and Alba 2011), 
including attention, schematic mapping of product category, basic 
arousal, and usage-related and functional meaning. In this research, 
we demonstrate that inferences regarding performance are gener-
ated purely based on package appeal when considering products for 
which utility and hence functional value are difficult to evaluate. We 
also show that these inferences are critical in driving trial for prod-
ucts that are hard for consumers to evaluate, even after they have 
consumed or used them (credence goods). Thus, we contribute to 
existing knowledge in this area by evaluating the influence of appeal 
in consumer preferences for products that require expertise and are 
challenging to evaluate. 

This research illuminates the nuances of inferences that con-
sumers make based on appeal. We demonstrate that, although prod-
ucts in appealing packaging are preferred in general, it is only when 
there is a lack of expertise or awareness in a category that appeal 
cues functional inferences. Further, studies 1 and 2 show the utility 
of this heuristic with credence goods, such as those in the beauty 
category, wherein it is difficult to determine an objective means of 
evaluation. Finally, by combining empirical analyses of multiple 
brands across different product types, we bolster the generalizabil-
ity of the results while highlighting the differences in implications 
for credence versus experience products. By drawing on the product 
aesthetics literature, including findings from statistical analyses of 
field survey data and controlled experiments, we further enhance our 
contribution to theory and marketing practice.

Certain limitations to this research should be considered. In 
studying credence goods, our research has focused on the beauty 
category, because the appeal metaphorically maps to the concept 
of beauty and hence to the “beauty-in-a-bottle” metaphor. This 
heuristic is certainly applicable to other areas of product aesthetics 
in which the limitations of credence goods or functionality of the 
product are difficult to evaluate. Further, while study 3 is useful in 
determining the limiting conditions of this phenomenon, future stud-
ies could explore the role that perceptions of efficacy play in differ-
ent categories of credence goods. Future studies could also benefit 
by examining the moderating role of product awareness caused by 
lack of expertise, cross-cultural differences, gender differences, and 
cross-generational differences.  

REFERENCES
Berkowitz, Marvin (1987), “Product Shape as a Design Innovation 

Strategy,” Journal of Product Innovation Management, 4(4), 
274-283.



Advances in Consumer Research (Volume 41) / 403

Table 1 Mean Purchase Intent
High Appeal Low Appeal Difference

Study 1 3.74 2.55 F = 2.55, p < .008
Study 2 Low Awareness 3.06 2.12 F(1,125) = 5.35, p < .02

High Awareness 3.27 3.51 F(1,125) = .37, p = NS
Field Study Beauty Low Awareness 5.12 1.73

Spotlight 
Analysis High Awareness 3.81 3.81

Household Low Awareness 4.75 1.58
High Awareness 5.64 2.15

Table 2
Results of the HLM model

Variable Model 1: γ (SE)
Model 2: γ (SE)

Interaction model with random 
intercept only

Model 3: γ (SE)
Interaction model with 
random intercept and 

appeal
Intercept (γ00) 2.07 (.018**) 1.91 (.020**) 1.87 (.019**)
Appeal (γ01) 1.75 (.004**) 1.87 (.012**) 1.93 (.012**)
Aware (γ02) 0.20 (.004**) .22 (.015**) 0.25 (.015**)

Category (γ03) -0.23 (.005**) -.047 (.012**) -.020 (.011)
Appeal X Aware (γ04) .081 (.017**) .069 (0.017**)

Aware X Category (γ05) -.007 (.018) -.020 (.018**)
Appeal X Category (γ06) -.159 (.014**) -.192 (.013**)

Appeal X Aware X Category 
(γ07)

-.151 (.021**) -.138 (.021**)

Gender (γ08) -.005(.009) -.009 (.009) .004 (.009)

Fit Statistics
-2ResLL=1086552 -2ResLL=1085781 -2ResLL=1079925
AIC=1086566 AIC=1085803 AIC=1081349
BIC=1086629 BIC=1085901 BIC=1081465

*p<.05. **p<.01. 

Bloch, Peter (1995), “Seeking the Ideal Form: Product Design and 
Consumer Response,” The Journal of Marketing, 59(3), 16-29.

Bone, Paul F.and Karen Russo France (2001), “Package Graphics 
and Consumer Product Beliefs,” Journal of Business and 
Psychology, 15(3), 467-489.

Brush, Thomas H. and Kendall W. Artz (1999), “Toward 
a Contingent Resource-Based Theory: The Impact of 
Information Asymmetry on the Value of Capabilities in 
Veterinary Medicine,” Strategic Management Journal, 20(3), 
223-250.

Chandon, Pierre, John Hutchinson, Scott Young and Eric Bradlow 
(2009), “Does In-Store Marketing Work? Effects of the 
Number and Position of Shelf Facings on Brand Attention 
and Evaluation at the Point of Purchase,” INSEAD Working 
Papers.

Chandon, Pierre and Nailya Ordabayeva (2009), “Supersize in One 
Dimension, Downsize in Three Dimensions: Effects of Spatial 
Dimensionality on Size Perceptions and Preferences,” Journal 
of Marketing Research, 46(6), 739-753.

Childers, Terry L. and Yang Jiang (2008), “Neurobiological 
Perspectives on the Nature of Visual and Verbal Processes,” 
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 18(4), 264-269.

Darby, Michael R. and Edi Karni (1973), “Free Competition 
and the Optimal Amount of Fraud,” Journal of Law and 
Economics, 16(1), 67-88.

Deng, Xiaoyan and Barbara E. Kahn (2009), “Is Your Product on 
the Right Side? The “Location Effect” on Perceived Product 
Heaviness and Package Evaluation,” Journal of Marketing 
Research, 46(6), 725-738.

Di Muro, Fabrizio and Theodore J. Noseworthy (2013), “Money 
isn’t Everything but it Helps if it doesn’t Look Used: How the 
Physical Appearance of Money Influences Spending,” Journal 
of Consumer Research, 39(6), 1330 – 42. 

Diamantopoulos, Adamantios and Judy A. Siguaw (2000), 
“Introducing LISREL: A Guide for the Uninitiated.” Sage 
Publications Limited.

Do Vale, Rita Coelho, Rik Pieters and Marcel Zeelenberg (2008), 
“Flying Under the Radar: Perverse Package Size Effects 
on Consumption Self-Regulation,” Journal of Consumer 
Research, 35(3), 380-390.

Eriksson, Erin and Niklas Larson (2011), “A Multi-Sensory Brand-
Experience: Sensorial Interplay and its Impact on Consumers’ 
Touch Behaviour (Doctoral dissertation, LNU).”



404 / Beauty in a Bottle: Package Aesthetics Cues Efficacy Beliefs of Product Performance

Folkes, Valerie and Shashi Matta (2004), “The Effect of Package 
Shape on Consumers’ Judgments of Product Volume: Attention 
as a Mental Contaminant,” Journal of Consumer Research, 
31(2), 390-401.

Hertenstein, Julie, Marjorie B. Platt and Robert W. Veryzer (2004), 
“The Impact of Industrial Design Effectiveness on Corporate 
Financial Performance,” Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, 22(1), 3-21.

Hoegg, JoAndrea and Joseph W. Alba (2011), “Seeing is Believing 
(Too Much): The Influence of Product Form on Perceptions 
of Functional Performance,” Journal of Product Innovation 
Management, 28(3), 346-359.

Hoegg, JoAndrea, Joesph W. Alba and Darren W. Dahl (2010), 
“The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly: Influence of Aesthetics 
on Product Feature Judgments,” Journal of Consumer 
Psychology, 20(4), 419-430.

Horsky, Sharon and Heather Honea (2009), “Do We Judge a Book 
by its Cover and a Product by its Package? How Affective 
Expectations are Contrasted and Assimilated into the 
Consumption Experience,” Advances in Consumer Research, 
36.

Hoyer, Wayne and Steven P. Brown (1990), “Effects of Brand 
Awareness on Choice for a Common, Repeat-Purchase 
Product,” Journal of Consumer Research, 17(2), 141-148.

Hsieh, Yi-Ching, Hung-Chang Chiu and Mei-Yi Chang (2005), 
“Maintaining a Committed Online Customer: A Study Across 
Search-Experience-Credence Products,” Journal of Retailing, 
81(1), 75-82.

Klein, Lisa R. (1998), “Evaluating the Potential of Interactive 
Media through a New Lens: Search versus Experience 
Goods,” Journal of Business Research, 41(3), 195-203.

Krishna, Aradhna (2006), “Interaction of Senses: The Effect of 
Vision versus Touch on the Elongation Bias,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 32(4), 557-566.

Kotler, Philip and Alexander Rath (1984), “Design: A Powerful but 
Neglected Strategic Tool,” Journal of Business Strategy, 5(2), 
16-21.

Lovelock, Christopher. (2008), “Services Marketing People, 
Technology, Strategy.” 5/e. Pearson Education India.

Nedungadi, Prakash and Wesley Hutchinson (1985), “The 
Prototypicality of Brands: Relationships with Brand 
Awareness, Preference and Usage,” Advances in Consumer 
Research, 12(1), 498-503.

Noseworthy, Theodore J. and Miranda R. Goode (2011), 
“Contrasting Rule-Based and Similarity-Based Category 
Learning: The Effects of Mood and Prior Knowledge 
on Ambiguous Categorization,” Journal of Consumer 
Psychology, 21(3), 362 – 71. 

Noseworthy, Theodore J. and Remi Trudel (2011), “Looks 
Interesting, but What Does It Do? Evaluation of Incongruent 
Product Form Depends on Positioning,” Journal of Marketing 
Research, 48(6), 1008-1019.

Orth, Ulrich R. and Kevin Malkewitz (2008), “Holistic Package 
Design and Consumer Brand Impressions,” Journal of 
Marketing, 72(3), 64-81.

Paolacci, Gabriele, Jesse Chandler and Panagiotis Ipeirotis (2010), 
“Running Experiments on Amazon Mechanical Turk,” 
Judgment and Decision Making, 5(5), 411-419.

Park, Jihye, Sharron J. Lennon and Leslie Stoel (2005), “On-Line 
Product Presentation: Effects on Mood, Perceived Risk, and 
Purchase Intention,” Psychology and Marketing, 22(9), 695-
719.

Postrel, Virginia (2003), “Substance of Style,” New York, NY: 
Harper Collins Publisher.

Raghubir, Priya and Eric A. Greenleaf (2006), “Ratios in 
Proportion: What Should the Shape of the Package Be?” 
Journal of Marketing, 70(2), 95-107.

Raghubir, Priya and Aradha Krishna (1999), “Vital Dimensions in 
Volume Perception: Can the Eye Fool the Stomach?” Journal 
of Marketing Research, 36(3), 313-326.

Raudenbush, Stephen W. (2004), “HLM 6: Hierarchical Linear and 
Nonlinear Modeling.” Scientific Software International.

Raudenbush, Stephen W., Anthony Bryk and Richard T. Congdon. 
(2002), “Hierarchical Linear Modeling. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Shiv, Baba, George Loewenstein, Antoine Bechara, Hanna Damasio 
and Antonio R. Damasio (2005), “Investment Behavior and 
the Negative Side of Emotion,” Psychological Science, 16(6), 
435-439.

Sujan, Mita (1985), “Consumer Knowledge: Effects on Evaluation 
Strategies Mediating Consumer Judgments,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 12(1), 31-46.

Townsend, Janell D., Mitzi M. Montoya and Roger J. Calantone 
(2011), “Form and Function: A Matter of Perspective,” 
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 28(3), 374-377.

Wyer, Robert S., Iris W. Hung and Yuwei Jiang (2008), “Visual 
and Verbal Processing Strategies in Comprehension and 
Judgment,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 18(4), 244-257.

Yang, Sha and Priya Raghubir (2005), “Can Bottles Speak 
Volumes? The Effect of Package Shape on How Much to 
Buy,” Journal of Retailing, 81(4), 269-281.

Zeithaml, Valarie (1988), “Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality, 
and Value: A Means-End Model and Synthesis of Evidence,” 
The Journal of Marketing, 52(3), 2-22.


