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A B S T R A C T

Modernisation is a common objective in packaging redesign briefs, yet consumer-perceived modernity has rarely 
been examined as a distinct construct. Drawing on existing memory (Associative Network Theory) and design 
(Gestalt) theories, this study uses structural equation modelling to examine how packaging modernity influences 
purchase intention through likeability and familiarity. Online surveys with 484 United States and 491 United 
Kingdom consumers provided evaluations of 48 redesigned packages across seven packaging types (e.g., bag or 
bottle) and six diverse categories. Results show modernisation affects purchase intention primarily through in
direct mechanisms, rather than via a direct effect, underscoring the dual role of aesthetic appeal and recognisable 
brand cues. From a managerial perspective, the results offer actionable guidance for managing redesign risk: 
modernise when pack likeability declines, protect distinctive assets that support recognition, and plan com
munications to rebuild familiarity following substantial change. The study also demonstrates how these decisions 
can be operationalised through research, including tracking likeability over time and testing brand identification 
and findability to ensure redesigned packages remain easy to locate and correctly linked to the brand.

1. Introduction

Redesigning a packaging range can cost up to USD$1 million (Gallop, 
2020). Modernisation is a frequent objective in such projects: redesign 
briefs commonly call for a more modern design (Hagen, 2023), and 58% 
of marketers report modernisation as the primary purpose of their most 
recent redesign (Caruso, 2021). Despite its prevalence in practice, 
consumer-perceived modernisation remains underexplored in academic 
research, leaving limited evidence on how modernisation shapes pur
chase decisions in real-world packaging redesigns.

A limited understanding of effective modernisation can produce re
designs that attract practitioner acclaim yet generate negative market 
outcomes; two widely reported cases illustrate this risk. Tropicana 
replaced its classic representation of an orange with a straw emerging 
from it with a glass of juice, intending to present a more contemporary 
expression (Andrivet, 2022). Sales decreased by 20% (USD 33 million) 
within one month, prompting the brand to revert to the previous design 
(Zmuda, 2009). Similarly, Bahlsen adopted a contemporary redesign 

that received significant industry acclaim, including a global D&AD 
award (Qureshi, 2021), yet sales declined by approximately 12%, and 
the brand lost category leadership in several markets (Foley, 2023).

For design practitioners, modernisation reflects the incorporation of 
contemporary cultural visual codes (Favier et al., 2019; Pracejus et al., 
2006), commonly through simplification, greater white space, or the 
reduction of visual elements (e.g., Favier et al., 2019; Pracejus et al., 
2006). These design trends contribute to consumer-perceived con
temporariness (our focus, distinct from technological/symbolic moder
nity), which shifts over time as aesthetic tastes evolve.

Prior research demonstrates packaging influences consumer atti
tudes and behaviour (Bloch, 1995; Lee et al., 2010; Rettie and Brewer, 
2000; Rundh, 2016). However, much of this work examines individual 
design elements in isolation, such as colour (Garber et al., 2000; Huang 
and Dai, 2025; Tian and Huang, 2025), shape (Folkes and Matta, 2004), 
typography (Doyle and Bottomley, 2004), material (Magnier and 
Schoormans, 2017), or label position (Sundar and Noseworthy, 2014).

Gestalt theory suggests that consumers process visual stimuli 
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holistically (Chang et al., 2002; Graham, 2008), implying judgements of 
modernity derive from the overall composition rather than individual 
design elements. Branding evidence is mixed: visual change can enhance 
salience and choice (Pieters and Warlop, 1999; Schoormans and Robben, 
1997), whereas alterations to key brand cues (e.g., logo, colour, shape, 
style) often reduce recognition and search efficiency (Grossman and 
Wisenblit, 1999; Romaniuk and Caruso, 2018).

2. Conceptual model and hypotheses

Our research draws on Gestalt design theories (Chang et al., 2002; 
Graham, 2008) and Associative Network Theories of human memory 
(Anderson and Bower, 1979) to examine the modernisation of packaging 
redesigns. Fig. 1 presents the conceptual model and outlines the 
framework for the hypotheses. We now elaborate on the theoretical 
bases.

2.1. Gestalt Theory

Gestalt, loosely translated as configuration, originated form three 
German psychologists in 1910 (Behrens, 1998) and was expanded 
throughout the 1920s (e.g, Koffka, 1922) following work in psychology, 
logic, and epistemology (as discussed in Wertheimer, 1938). The central 
proposition is that people typically process complex multi-item stimuli 
as unified wholes rather than separate components (Chuang et al., 2023; 
Liu and Yang, 2025). For instance, a word is recognised as a coherent 
form rather than a sequence of individual letters (Graham, 2008).

Over one hundred Gestalt principles have been identified, with six 
regarded as most relevant to visual form. Two are particularly applicable 
here: proximity, where elements positioned close together are perceived 
as related, and figure–ground contrast, which allows individuals to 
distinguish an object from its background (Chang et al., 2002; Liu and 
Yang, 2025). These principles have been examined across visual art, 
instructional screen design, and photography, where they influence vi
sual fixation and subjective evaluation (Chuang et al., 2023; Graham, 
2008). Because packaging contains many co-located visual elements, its 
perception and the perception of redesigns are likely governed by 
Gestalt processing, meaning even small modifications can interfere with 
recognition.

2.2. Associative Network Theories of human memory

Associative Network Theories describe memory as a system of 
interconnected nodes, where repeated co-activation strengthens links 
and activating one node can trigger others (Anderson and Bower, 1979; 
Collins and Loftus, 1975). In branding, this perspective suggests the 
brand name operates as a central node, with meaning derived from its 
connected associations (Keller, 1991). Such links develop through 
exposure to advertising, word of mouth, and accumulated brand expe
rience (Krishnan, 1996). Within packaged goods, interaction with the 
pack in store, at home, or in marketing communication can cue existing 
associations or generate new ones from the visual and structural ele
ments of the design (Dimofte and Yalch, 2011; McCracken and Macklin, 
1998; Stocchi et al., 2021). When redesigns modify these visual cues, 
they risk weakening established connections in memory, thereby 
reducing recognition and purchase likelihood.

2.3. Modernisation in the context of visual packaging design

In packaging research, modernisation has focused on identifying 
visual cues that convey a modern appearance, such as simplified 
graphics or flat logos, rather than examining the effect of these changes 
on consumer response (Hagen, 2023; Peng et al., 2024). Packaging 
design influences decision processes, with visually appealing designs 
eliciting more favourable evaluations and a higher likelihood of selec
tion (Bloch, 1995; Creusen and Schoormans, 2005; Veryzer, 1993). 
However, findings on simplicity are mixed. Simple designs can signal 
lower production costs, reducing willingness to pay (Min et al., 2024), 
yet in hedonic or personal care categories, simplicity can increase 
willingness to pay, possibly because it suggests purity or healthfulness 
rather than modernity (Ton et al., 2024).

Effective packaging updates require careful attention to visual 
components such as typography, shape, and imagery, all of which 
contribute to overall appeal (Bloch, 2011; Hu et al., 2025; Veryzer, 
1993). Modernisation typically involves cleaner lines and more minimal 
layouts, as illustrated by the Burberry logotype change in 2018 (Parkes, 
2023). Although the visual language of modernity continues to evolve, 
consumer perception remains pivotal. Packaging perceived as more 
modern is commonly assumed in industry to increase purchase likeli
hood directly, as reflected in the prevalence of modernisation-focused 
redesign briefs; however, direct empirical evidence supporting this 
assumption remains underexamined in academic research. Reflecting 
this industry assumption, the first hypothesis is: 

H1. Packaging modernity is positively related to purchase intent.

2.4. Packaging likeability

Likeability reflects a positive evaluation of an object and influences 
behaviour, as people respond more favourably to appealing stimuli 
(Cook, 1992). In packaging, it represents the affective response elicited 
by the pack's visual presentation, with more attractive designs 
increasing brand engagement (Reimann et al., 2010). Higher likeability 
has been linked to stronger purchase intent in categories such as wine 
and cars, where aesthetic appeal enhances product preference (Celhay 
and Trinquecoste, 2015; Landwehr et al., 2012; Orlowski et al., 2022). 
Similar effects are observed in advertising, where creative likeability 
improves purchase intent (Callcott and Phillips, 1996). Together, these 
findings highlight the importance of likeability in shaping positive 
consumer responses across products and communications. The present 
study extends this to consumer-packaged goods, typically 
low-involvement categories where packaging functions as a static cue at 
shelf. Therefore, the second hypothesis is: 

H2a. Packaging likeability will be positively related to purchase intent.

Updating packaging to align with prevailing aesthetic tastes should Fig. 1. Conceptual model.
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increase likeability, as consumers tend to favour designs that reflect 
their changing preferences. Packaging design also shapes broader 
product perceptions, including sustainability, quality, and tastiness, 
reinforcing its role in consumer evaluations (Pelet et al., 2020; Steenis 
et al., 2017). Rather than exerting a direct influence, modernisation may 
affect purchase intentions indirectly by enhancing consumers’ like
ability of the packaging. Therefore, the following hypotheses are 
proposed: 

H2b. Consumers will rate more modern packaging designs as more likeable.

H2c. Likeability mediates the effect of modernity on purchase intent.

2.5. Packaging familiarity

Packaging familiarity is how recognisable a pack feels; higher fa
miliarity increases decision confidence and improves brand recall and 
recognition (Hoyer and Brown, 1990). Familiarity builds through 
repeated exposure to advertising, purchasing, and use (Stokes, 1985), 
while elements such as strong shelf presence and visual contrast support 
search and can increase purchases (Clement et al., 2013). Therefore, the 
hypothesis is for a direct, positive relationship between packaging fa
miliarity and purchase intent. 

H3a. Packaging familiarity is positively related to purchase intent.

However, modernising packaging requires change, which can reduce 
familiarity by increasing divergence from the previous design. Consis
tent with this view, Reimann et al. (2010) found familiar brands lost less 
choice share when presented in a standard (vs aesthetic) format than 
unfamiliar brands. Given packaged goods decisions are often made 
quickly (Anesbury et al., 2016), redesign risks disrupting recognition at 
the point of purchase. Prior research shows familiarity increases pref
erence (Montoya et al., 2017); however, feelings of familiarity may be 
misattributed to “feels right/current,” inflating perceived modernity 
(Reber et al., 2004; Schwarz et al., 2021). Processing fluency may also 
make contemporary designs feel familiar by matching current cultural 
prototypes (Reber et al., 2004), potentially offsetting redesign disrup
tion. Although redesign often introduces new cues, increases prior 
packaging divergence thereby reducing familiarity (Orth et al., 2019), 
packaging familiarity may mediate the effect of modernisation on pur
chase intent. Thus, the following hypotheses are explored: 

H3b. Packaging modernisation is negatively related to packaging 
familiarity.

H3c. Familiarity mediates the effect of modernity on purchase intent.

Familiarity and likeability are closely linked. Repeated exposure 
increases positive attitudes, even toward unfamiliar stimuli (Montoya 
et al., 2017; Zajonc, 1968). Mere exposure can shape attitudes without 
conscious recognition, and a meta-analysis confirms these effects for 
visual stimuli (Montoya et al., 2017). We therefore propose familiarity 
increases likeability and test this relationship in the packaging context 
through the following hypothesis: 

H4. More familiar packaging designs will be perceived as more likeable.

3. Data and method

The study assessed 48 packaging redesigns across seven pack types 
(bag, bottle, box, wrapper, can, jar, tub) drawn from six categories 
(snacks, beverages, breakfast foods, canned meals, seafood, dairy, and 
personal care) introduced between 2011 and 2020. Included redesigns 
had a modernisation objective identified through publicly available 
sources or through personal communication. Original and redesigned 
packaging versions are presented in Appendix A.

Between the 2nd March and April 5, 2020, 975 primary household 
shoppers (484 US; 491 UK) were recruited via a professional panel 
provider for an online survey. The sample reflected national shopper 

demographics (Food Standards Agency, 2021; The Hartman Group, 
2023): 60% female, 24% aged 18–34, 35% aged 35–54, 36% aged 
55–75, and 5% over 75. Respondents were screened for recent category 
purchases, with non-buyers, incompletes, speeders, straight-liners, and 
duplicates excluded. Participants were allocated to stimulus groups 
based on their purchase history and then randomized into six quota 
groups (approximately 80 respondents per group). Random assignment 
ensured demographic factors such as age and gender were evenly 
distributed across groups, eliminating the need for additional controls in 
the model (Hu and Bentler, 1999; Hooper et al., 2008). Each respondent 
evaluated eight designs across two stages, viewing both original and 
modern versions. Between stages, respondents completed open-ended 
distraction tasks. Designs were rated on seven-point scales for moder
nity, likeability, and familiarity (two items per construct), followed by a 
randomized A/B forced-choice purchase decision. Common method bias 
was assessed post-hoc (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Harman's single-factor 
test on all items explained 38% of variance (<50% threshold), and full 
collinearity VIFs on composites were <5 (Kock, 2015), indicating 
common method bias is unlikely.

3.1. Measurement of variables

We examine four measures in this study: modernity, likeability, fa
miliarity, and purchase intention.

Modernity, measured by the items “This design is modern” [M1] and 
“This design is up to date” [M2], was developed using the C-OAR-SE 
procedure (Rossiter, 2002), which ensures precise construct definition 
and alignment among the construct, its object, and measurement items. 
Modernity was defined as the degree to which a packaging design is 
perceived as current or consistent with contemporary aesthetic stan
dards. The object of evaluation was a specific packaging design, treated 
as a concrete singular attribute, reflecting a holistic visual perception 
capturing consumers' perceptual judgement of temporal relevance. 
Items were written in plain consumer language, reviewed by marketing 
professionals for content validity, and pilot tested to confirm clarity and 
response variation.

Likeability (i.e., the design of the packaging looks nice [L1]; I like the 
packaging design [L2]) was adapted from previous research (Khan et al., 
2015; Underwood and Klein, 2002), Familiarity (i.e., I am familiar with 
this products design [F1], and this design is known to me [F2]) was 
adapted from (Dawar, 1996; Mart́Inez and Pina, 2010), and Purchase 
intent (i.e., which of the packages below would you purchase?) was 
adapted from previous research (Papagiannidis et al., 2013).

The first three constructs were collected using a seven-point Likert 
scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7). As shown 
in Table 1, all variables reported had an acceptable level of reliability (i. 
e., Cronbach's alpha).

Table 1 
Results related to convergent validity.

Constructs and items Loading Std Error P-Value

Modernity (AVE = .873, CR = .932)
This design is modern .93 .023 .01
This design is up to date .94 .023 .01

Likeability (AVE = .891, CR = .942)
I like the packaging design .94 .024 .01
The design of packaging looks nice .94 .023 .02

Familiarity (AVE = .923, CR = .960)
I am familiar with this products design .97 .035 .01
This design is known to me .95 .035 .02

Notes: AVE = average variance extracted; CR = composite reliability.
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4. Results and discussion

4.1. Measurement model

Before testing the hypotheses, the reliability and validity of all con
structs (familiarity, likeability, and modernity) were assessed. Cron
bach's alpha values exceeded the recommended threshold of .70 
(Nunnally, 1978). Convergent and discriminant validity were evaluated 
through a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using AMOS 21. The model 
demonstrated acceptable fit indices (Hu and Bentler, 1999). Convergent 
validity was confirmed following the criteria proposed by Fornell and 
Larcker (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 1 shows the composite reli
ability (CR > .70), factor loadings (>.50), and average variance 
extracted (AVE >.50), surpassed these benchmarks, establishing 
construct reliability and validity.

Discriminant validity was assessed using the Fornell–Larcker crite
rion (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 2 shows the square root of each 
construct's average variance extracted (AVE) exceeded its correlations 
with other constructs, indicating each construct shared more variance 
with its own indicators than with other constructs. The Hetero
trait–Monotrait ratio (HTMT) was also examined. The simplified HTMT, 
based on averaged construct scores, was .919, slightly above the rec
ommended .85–.90 guideline; however, the item-level HTMT2 statistic 
(Roemer et al., 2021) was .81, below the conservative .85 cutoff, sup
porting discriminant validity.

Variance inflation factors (VIF) were examined to assess multi
collinearity. All values were well below the threshold of five (modernity 
= 3.87, likeability = 4.30, familiarity = 1.45), confirming multi
collinearity was not an issue.

Together, the Fornell and Larcker test, HTMT2, and VIF results 
confirm modernity, likeability, and familiarity are empirically distinct 
and statistically appropriate for inclusion in the same model.

Theoretically, familiarity, modernity, and likeability are conceptu
ally distinct. Familiarity reflects recognition of, or prior knowledge 
about, a brand's design (Hoyer and Brown, 1990); modernity captures a 
cognitive judgement regarding how contemporary a design appears 
(Hagen, 2023; Peng et al., 2024); and likeability reflects the affective 
appeal of the design (Cook, 1992). Although modern designs are often 
liked, hence the stronger correlations, conceptual independence re
mains: a design can appear modern yet be disliked (e.g., overly minimal 
or sterile) or be liked without being modern (e.g., nostalgic packaging). 
The results confirm familiarity, modernity, and likeability should be 
analysed as separate constructs.

4.2. Structural model

We ran a structural model to test the proposed hypotheses (see 
Fig. 2). The overall model fit was significant [χ2 (9) = 43.83 (p < .00), 
χ2/DF = 4.87, RMSEA = .032, CFI = .99, IFI = .99, and NFI = .99], and 
key statistics indicated a good model fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999).

Regarding direct effects, the results demonstrated packaging 
modernisation had a positive impact on packaging likeability (β = .840, 
p < .001), but no effect on purchase intent (β = − .026, p = .616) and 
modernisation had a positive effect on familiarity (β = .510, p < .001). 
Thus, regarding the direct effects of packaging modernisation, H2b
(likeability) was accepted, but H1 (purchase intent) and H3b

(familiarity) were rejected. Contrary to H3b, modernity positively pre
dicted familiarity (.510, p < .001). This reflects and interaction between 
familiarity and processing fluency (Reber et al., 2004): contemporary 
designs feel more recognisable as they cue stylistic modernity (rele
vance) rather than disrupting memory networks, explaining the coun
terintuitive result while preserving the modernisation-familiarity 
tension.

In relationships not including modernisation, familiarity had a pos
itive impact on purchase intent (β = .260, p < .001) and likeability (β =
.154, p < .001), leading to acceptance of H3a and H4. Finally, results 
showed no direct relationship between likeability on purchase intent (β 
= .092, p = .099). Therefore, H2a was rejected. Taken together, these 
direct paths indicate packaging modernisation shapes purchase inten
tion primarily via its effects on likeability and familiarity, rather than as 
a standalone driver of choice.

4.3. Mediation analysis

Mediation effects for Hypothesis 2c and Hypothesis 3c were tested 
using the bootstrap method with 5000 resamples and 95% confidence 
intervals (Zhao et al., 2010). As shown in Table 3, both indirect paths 
were significant: modernity influenced purchase intent through like
ability (β = .023, p < .001) and through familiarity (β = .053, p < .001). 
The indirect effect via familiarity was slightly stronger, indicating both 
likeability and familiarity serve as mediators between modernity and 
purchase intent. Overall, these mediation results indicate modernity 
operates as an indirect lever on purchase intention through recognition 
and evaluative mechanisms, with familiarity playing the more influen
tial role.

The non-supported paths in our model are best interpreted as re
finements to theorised relationships, clarifying where modernity and 

Table 2 
Construct statistics and correlation matrix.

Construct CR M L F

Modernity (M) .932 .93 ​ ​
Likeability (L) .942 .92 .94 ​
Familiarity (F) .960 .51 .58 .96

Notes: Square root of AVE estimates are shown in boldfaced diagonal entries; CR 
= composite reliability.

Fig. 2. Structural equation model (SEM) results. 
Notes: *P < .05, Numbers are standardised regression weights.

Table 3 
Mediation analysis.

Relationship Indirect Effects Standard Error

Likeability (H2c)
Modernity → Likeability → Purchase Intent .023** .006
Familiarity (H3c)
Modernity → Familiarity → Purchase Intent .053** .004

**p < .001.
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likeability do and do not exert independent effects. Specifically, the non- 
significant direct paths from modernity and likeability to purchase 
intent indicate these constructs primarily influence choice through fa
miliarity, which emerges as the dominant driver of purchase intention in 
this context.

These results offer theoretical and practical value, and consistent 
patterns across the US-UK samples (Appendix B) support cross-market 
consistency within Western markets.

5. Theoretical implications

This study advances redesign theory beyond confirming mediation 
by examining consumer-perceived modernity beyond its traditional link 
to likeability and purchase intent. Assessing packaging holistically 
through Gestalt Theory (Chuang et al., 2023; Graham, 2008; Koffka, 
1922) shows likeability is crucial for modernity acceptance. Modernity 
does not directly affect purchase intent but operates through a like
ability mediator, indicating redesigns should occur only when the 
packaging no longer reflects current aesthetic expectations.

Successful modernisation must also consider familiarity both design 
and brand. According to Associative Network Theory (Grossman and 
Wisenblit, 1999), consumers find it difficult to form new brand associ
ations once established links are embedded in memory. Replacing 
familiar brand elements with new or unknown ones purely for visual 
change can be counterproductive, as shown by high-profile redesign 
failures. Our findings position familiarity as the dominant pathway to 
purchase intent (β = .260, p < .001 vs. likeability β = .092, ns), design 
familiarity fosters trust and recognition, helping consumers locate and 
choose products quickly at the point of purchase.

Modernity functions as an aesthetic antecedent that aligns packaging 
with contemporary norms, whereas familiarity exerts a stronger 
behavioural influence by facilitating decision-making and ensuring 
brand continuity. Familiar brand elements such as colour, logo, and 
shape - core distinctive assets in Romaniuk and Caruso (2018) enhance 
processing fluency and support brand search (Hartnett et al., 2016). 
Maintaining equilibrium between modernity and familiarity (design and 
brand) ensures designs remain current without disrupting recognition or 
purchase intent.

6. Practical implications

The results provide practical insights for managers performing 
packaging redesign. Redesigns should occur only when measurable de
clines in likeability are observed. Ongoing tracking of likeability enables 
firms to detect declines early and avoid changes driven by preference 
rather than need. When redesigns are justified, two objectives should 
guide implementation: restoring likeability and preserving familiarity. 
Enhancing likeability without maintaining the familiarity consumers 
rely on can reduce brand recognition and weaken purchase intent. Since 
retail decisions are often quick and habitual, retaining recognisable 
brand cues remains essential for product retrieval.

Organisations should link perceptual and behavioural metrics, using 
likeability and distinctive asset recognisability to guide redesign eval
uation (Caruso et al., 2024; Reimann et al., 2010). Collaboration be
tween marketing and design teams will ensure aesthetically appealing 
updates preserve familiarity.

7. Limitations and future studies

This study has some limitations that inform future research. First, the 

analysis viewed packaging holistically, consistent with Gestalt princi
ples; modernity measured parsimoniously (two items), potentially 
conflating with likeability despite strong discriminant validity evidence. 
Future studies could isolate design components such as logos, structure, 
or materials to assess their influence on perceptions of modernity and 
likeability. Second, while US-UK results show cross-market consistency 
within similar Western, English-speaking, high-individualism contexts, 
cultural differences in design interpretation (e.g., aesthetics, symbolism) 
may limit applicability elsewhere. Future cross-cultural studies in 
collectivist/emerging markets are needed. Third, expanding sample size 
and design variety could deepen understanding of how specific trends 
influence consumer perception and decision-making.

In summary, modernisation should not be viewed as an inherent 
driver of success but as a targeted response to declining likeability that 
preserves familiarity, the two constructs jointly underpinning effective 
packaging redesign.
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Appendix A. Original and Modern Designs (n ¼ 48)

Images and supporting information were sourced from design blogs such as Packaging of the World (packagingoftheworld.com) and Brand New 
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(underconsideration.com/brandnew), then cross-checked against major online supermarket websites to confirm the modern packs were current.

Appendix B. Summary of results for all hypotheses with US and UK Comparison

Hypothesis Overall Result US Result UK Result

H1: Packaging modernity is positively related to purchase intent. Not Supported (β = − .026, p =
.616)

Not Supported (β = − .015, p =
.720)

Not Supported (β = − .037, p =
.510)

H2a: Packaging likeability will be related to purchase intent. Not Supported (β = .092, p =
.099)

Not Supported (β = .085, p =
.120)

Not Supported (β = .099, p =
.105)

H2b: Consumers will rate more modern packaging designs as more 
likeable.

Supported (β = .840, p < .001) Supported (β = .830, p < .001) Supported (β = .850, p < .001)

H2c: Likeability mediates the effect of modernity on purchase intent. Supported (β = .023, p < .001) Supported (β = .021, p < .001) Supported (β = .025, p < .001)
H3a: Packaging familiarity is positively related to purchase intent. Supported (β = .260, p < .001) Supported (β = .200, p < .001) Supported (β = .320, p < .001)
H3b: Consumers will rate more modern packaging designs as having 

lower familiarity.
Not Supported (β = .510, p <
.001)

Not Supported (β = .530, p <
.001)

Not Supported (β = .490, p <
.001)

H3c: Familiarity mediates the effect of modernity on purchase intent. Supported (β = .053, p < .001) Supported (β = .048, p < .001) Supported (β = .058, p < .001)
H4: More familiar packaging designs will be perceived as more likeable. Supported (β = .154, p < .001) Supported (β = .131, p < .001) Supported (β = .177, p < .001)

Data availability

The data that has been used is confidential.
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