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Abstract 
Background: The package design of a product is a commonly used marketing tactic to influence 
consumer responses. Especially, when considering food products, extrinsic product characteristics, like 
the package design, seem to strongly influence consumer’s food perception. More traditional ways of 
communicating product attributes, by means of textual cues, is an extensively studied research topic that 
has been proven to be effective. However, recently, research suggests that a more symbolic or 
metaphorical way of communicating, using visual metaphors, offers new opportunities to signal product 
attributes. Despite the central role of visual metaphors in modern day advertising, academic research on 
this topic has been relatively sparse. Therefore, the objective of this study was to examine the added value 
of a visual metaphor in communicating specific product attributes such as luxury and quality, and how 
this interacts with textual cues in the form of a brand frame. 

Methods: This study used a 2 (visual metaphor; no metaphor vs. metaphor) x 2 (brand frame; basic vs. 
exclusive blend), experimental-between-subject design with Need for Cognition as a moderating variable, 
resulting in four manipulated conditions. An overall multivariate analysis and separate univariate analyses 
were used to examine whether a visual metaphor and brand frame influenced luxury perceptions of a 
coffee product in terms of taste experience, quality perception and ultimately purchase intention. 

Results: Findings of this research show that, among 120 students, a visual metaphor appeared to have a 
significant main effect on taste luxury, taste intensity, taste liking and quality perception. Moreover, a 
marginally significant main effect was found on purchase intention. The more traditional way of 
communicating by means of a brand frame showed less effect. However, a significant main effect was 
found on taste luxury and quality perception, a marginally significant effect was found on purchase 
intention. This study provides no evidence for the interaction between a visual metaphor and a brand 
frame; both factors do not strengthen, nor reduce, each other’s effects. Nonetheless, a significant 
interaction effect was found effect between Need for Cognition and a visual metaphor. In this study, the 
role of cognition appeared to moderate the effect of a visual metaphor on quality perception. Lastly, 
according to a stepwise multiple regression analysis, quality perception and taste consequences together 
predict almost 33% of the purchase intention.  

Conclusions: The outcomes of this research provide evidence that especially visual metaphor use on a 
product package offers opportunities to positively influence consumer responses. In this study, the 
inclusion of a visual metaphor referring to luxury seemed to provoke a certain marketing placebo effect 
on luxury, making the product appear more luxurious than it actually was. The use of a brand frame has 
again proven to be effective, however, it appears that it signals only what is specifically stated, namely 
luxury and quality.  
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1. Introduction 
 

Imagine you are getting your daily take-away coffee from your favourite brand, presented in a nicely 
designed cup with the brand logo you are used to. You are full of expectations about the taste and 
presumably it tastes delicious, just like any other day. However, the other day, unbeknown to you, you are 
offered the exact same coffee, but now without any information, presented in a completely plain cup, and 
without a recognizable brand logo. Presumably, your expectations about this product dropped 
immediately after receiving it, and perhaps even your desire for the coffee reduced. Most likely, you will 
evaluate this coffee as less tasty than your favourite coffee product, since it is not giving you any 
indications on what to expect. Accordingly, the appearance, or in this case lack of, recognizable 
information about the product affected both your general perception of the product as well as the overall 
taste experience, and created a so-called marketing placebo effect (Shiv, Carmon, Ariely, 2005). 
 As illustrated, consumers prefer the more attractive package design or pick the packaging that is 
most clear in communicating the benefits of the product (Creusen & Schoormans, 2005). In essence, 
many consumers frequently base their product choices on the aesthetic product design (Creusen & 
Schoormans, 2005). However, nowadays, consumers can barely stroll around in a supermarket without 
seeing a plethora of available products; all presented with their own aesthetic package designs. 
Consequently, the influence of packaging designs remains a popular research topic in consumer behavior. 
On the other hand, for companies, it is an ever-growing and essential challenge to break through the 
advertising clutter by creating a product design that stands out from the crowd. Previous research on the 
effect of package designs already showed that package designs could generate specific expectations and 
illusions that change both product experience and product evaluation (e.g. Becker, Van Rompay, 
Schifferstein, & Galetzka, 2011; Lee, Frederick & Ariely, 2006). Driven by the assumption that 
consumers make shopping decisions based on certain cues, researchers have been striving to identify how 
these cues influence the decision-making process. Accordingly, Krutulyte, Costa, and Grunert (2009) 
explain that all products have intrinsic quality cues, which include all physical characteristics of the 
product, and extrinsic quality cues, which include all intangible product attributes.  
  However, how consumers experience food products is not solely determined by the intrinsic 
characteristics such as the ingredients, extrinsic product characteristics like package design and brand 
information seem to strongly influence consumer’s food perceptions (e.g. Becker et al., 2011; McDaniel 
& Baker, 1977; Rao & Monroe, 1989; Piqueras-Fiszman & Spence, 2015). The effects of a more 
traditional way of communicating extrinsic quality cues, for instance by using brand frames, are 
supported in several researches. As an example, Bogue and Ritson (2004) demonstrated that dairy 
products lower in fat are seen as more appealing when labelled “good for you” or “natural” rather than 
“light” or “low-fat”. Likewise, in a study by Lee, Frederick and Ariely (2006), respondents tasted a 
regular beer, and a ‘special brew’, implying that framing the product as ‘special’ changed the 
consumption experience itself. These examples show consumers’ remarkable high reliance on external 
cues and product claims, implying that descriptions, as well as frames, do not only bias consumers’ self-
reports, but that they change sensory representations of food products (Plassmann et al. 2008; De Araujo 
et al. 2005; Grabenhorst, Rolls and Bilderbeck 2007), suggesting that marketing actions influence how 
consumers enjoy the food (Chandon and Wansink 2012). 

In like manner, researchers recently seem to consider package design as a marketing action, or 
branding instrument, that can signal product attributes by communicating attributes in an unobtrusive, 
symbolic or metaphorical way (Van Ooijen, 2016). The use of visual metaphors seems to make a 
contribution in creating product differentiation and brand identity by offering possibilities to express 
certain product attributes in a symbolic way. Research proposes that visual metaphors draw consumers’ 
attention, and seem particularly suitable for communicating product and brand benefits (Van Rompay & 
Veltkamp, 2014). Metaphors are not only linked to words, but likewise to a wide range of thoughts, 
therefore metaphorical images can potentially represent these thoughts (Forceville, 2002). In advertising, 
for instance, Grolsch depicted a beer bottle as lying in a cooler.  Since coolers are normally used for 
champagne, and beer bottles are normally not kept in coolers, there is an abnormality in this image that 
invites for metaphorical interpretation.  
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In this case, a visual metaphor is used to trigger associations with luxury with the underlying purpose to 
increase consumer appreciation. Especially this proposed luxury association seems to make a 
considerable contribution to value creation for the concerning products.  
  Accordingly, the value creating potential of visual metaphors is particularly interesting since in 
recent years, an ever-increasing number consumers attempt to distinguish themselves by means of 
conspicuous consumption. A phenomenon that can be described by the spending of money on luxury 
goods to publicly display one’s wealth (Bagwell & Bernheim, 1996; Kapferer & Bastien, 2009). 
Interestingly, consumers seem to believe that luxury goods communicate certain symbolic elements that 
offer them personal and interpersonal benefits such as status (Audrin, Brosch, Chanal and Sander, 2017). 
Seemingly, consumers seek for distinctive products that communicate not only product and brand 
benefits, but also provide more abstract benefits like luxury, quality or even status, offering a great 
opportunity for the use of visual metaphors. However, despite the central role of visual metaphors in 
modern day advertising, academic research on this topic has been relatively sparse, since the 
understanding of how consumers process advertising practices is predominantly based on studies using 
verbal stimuli. This leaves an important gap in literature and provides opportunities, as well as the 
motivation, for the present study. Consequently, this study tests a new combined researched in which as 
well the visual metaphor and a brand frame are considered.  

Previous research already indicated that marketing actions concerning intangible attributes 
appeared to adjust consumption experiences of otherwise identical products, provoking a so-called 
marketing placebo effect (Enax & Weber, 2015). The responses to contextual marketing cues indicated 
remarkable effects on consumer behaviour, ranging from increased taste pleasantness (Wansink, Payne, 
and North 2007) to enhanced cognitive performances (Shiv, Carmon, and Ariely, 2005). This study 
strives to discover if the same principle holds for the use of a visual metaphor and a brand frame in 
packaging designs. The effectiveness of both an indirect message (visual metaphor) and a more direct 
message (brand frame), as well as a their joint effect on consumer responses will be considered. The 
design will be applied to the product coffee, aiming at providing more insights in the effects of metaphors 
and brand frames on consumer evaluations. Moreover, the role of cognition will be considered. To 
achieve this goal, a main research question has been set: 

 
 “What is the added value of a visual metaphor in communicating luxury perceptions of coffee 

compared to a more traditional way of communicating luxury by means of a brand frame?” 
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2. Theoretical Framework 
Each year, advertisers spend millions of dollars on marketing actions with the sole purpose of positively 
influencing consumer evaluations to improve their connected brand image. Jacoby, Olson, and Haddock 
(1971) explain this brand image as “the subjective, emotional cluster of meaning and symbols that the 
consumer attributes to a particular brand” (p. 571). At the same time, advertisers are facing the challenge 
to fulfil the consumer’s increasing demand for high quality products. As a result, the question arises if 
symbols that contribute to the brand image, such as a visual metaphor and a brand frame on a package 
design, can be used in order to make products appear more, or less, attractive to the consumer. In this 
theoretical framework, the influence of a ‘visual metaphor’ and a ‘brand frame’, as well as the role of 
cognition, on taste experience, quality perception and purchase intention will be discussed on the basis of 
studies that were conducted in the past years.  

2.1 The influence of visual metaphors 
Only recently, researchers seem to consider packaging design as a branding instrument that can signal 
product attributes, such as quality, by communicating these attributes in an unobtrusive, symbolic or 
metaphorical way (Van Ooijen, 2016). Especially this unobtrusive, metaphorical approach is considered 
as an interesting and appealing marketing action that offers possibilities to express product features.   
According to Lakoff and Johnson (1980, p. 195) a metaphor “involves conceptualizing one kind of object 
or experience in terms of a different kind of object or experience”. In other words, the essence of a 
metaphor is understanding, or perceiving, one kind of thing in terms of another kind of thing (Lakoff & 
Johnson, 1980, Forceville, 1994). Visual metaphors are amongst the most well-known forms of rhetorical 
figures applied in advertising (Mohanty & Ratneshwar, 2015; Phillips, 2003), however despite the fact 
that visual metaphors have turned into an essential part of modern advertising and their central role in 
modern communications (Philips, 2003), research on this topic has been relatively sparse.  

Visual metaphors seem to make a contribution in creating product differentiation and brand 
identity by offering possibilities to express certain product attributes. In addition to pursuing product 
differentiation and drawing consumers’ attention through intrinsic product attributes, research proposes 
that the use of visual metaphors likewise draws consumers’ attention, and is particularly suitable for 
communicating symbolic product and brand benefits (Van Rompay & Veltkamp, 2014). Although, 
according to van Rompay and Veltkamp (2014), the former strategy stems from the idea that consumer 
attention may be drawn through sensory (over) stimulation, the latter draws consumer attention by 
presenting “a puzzle to be solved”, and thus occurs on a more cognitive level (Kardes, 1988).  

Metaphors have first and foremost been studied in its verbal variants. However, Lakoff and 
Johnson (1980) indicate that a metaphor is primarily a matter of thought and only derivatively a matter of 
language. Accordingly, Forceville (1994) introduces visual metaphors as metaphors consisting of two 
different images that are visualized in a non-literal but in a ‘is’ or ‘is like’ way, replacing an expected 
image by an unexpected one. A metaphor, then, occurs predominantly on the level of cognition, and can 
be revealed at both pictorial as well as verbal level (Forceville, 1994). Cognitive elaboration is considered 
as a critical aspect contributing to the positive effects of metaphor use (Kardes, 1988, Ortony, 1979) since 
visual metaphors require at least some cognitive interpretation. Visual metaphors, which can be 
characterized as implicit argumentations, are likely to enhance consumers’ cognitive elaboration when 
processing the message, which may lead to greater persuasion (Jeong, 2008). According to Sopory and 
Dillard (2002), visual metaphors, overall, increase attitude change due to cognitive processes (e.g. 
elaboration of thoughts, organization of information, and mobilization of cognitive resources). 

Metaphors are not only linked to words, but likewise to a wide range of thoughts, therefore 
metaphorical images can potentially represent these thoughts (Forceville, 2002). In advertising, for 
instance, Grolsch beer comprised a billboard in which the beer bottle is depicted as lying in a cooler. 
Since a cooler is normally used for champagne, and beer bottles are normally not kept in coolers, there is 
an abnormality in this image that invites for metaphorical interpretation. In this case, a metaphor is used 
to trigger associations with luxury, high quality, or exclusiveness (constructs associated with champagne) 
with the underlying purpose to increase enthusiasm and consumer appreciation of the product and brand.  
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Likewise, Heinz Tomato Ketchup designed a print ad, in which French fries (a complementary food to 
tomato ketchup) are presented as a necklace on a red velvet necklace bust display. The communication 
objective is to change the attitude of the consumer by making ordinary goods (French fries) ‘extra 
ordinary goods’ by simply adding Heinz Tomato Ketchup. Again, there is an abnormality in this image 
that requires metaphorical thinking. Normally, French fries are not used as a necklace, and not presented 
on a red velvet bust display. The consumer might now consider the ketchup as a more refined and high-
quality product since the depiction of the red velvet bust with necklace triggered associations with luxury.  
  This form of indirect persuasion, thus, relies on consumer inference, by going beyond what is 
explicitly stated (Johar, 1995). Various researchers argue that specifically this openness makes the 
advertising attempt persuasive. Visual metaphor use thus offers obvious possibilities for advertising. 
Williamson (1978) argues that a visual metaphor “borrows” characteristics and affective values from 
existing, more or less structured domains of human experience, called referent systems, and transfers 
these to the advertised products. Then, according to Schrøder and Vestergaard (1985), the challenge is to 
get the consumer to associate the product with the desired image or quality by depicting the product with 
an object or a person whose possession of quality is already obvious to the reader. Thus, there must be a 
match between the elements from the source (e.g. Grolsch beer) and target (e.g. champagne) domains, as 
well as the projected features (e.g. high quality). However, the similarity between those elements is not 
necessarily pre-existent, but is often created by the metaphor itself. 

Moreover, in terms of packaging design, Fenko, De Vries and Van Rompay (2018) for instance, 
conceptualized the concept of strength by a representation of a lion (‘as strong as a lion’) on coffee 
packaging. According to Fenko, De Vries and Van Rompay (2018) a lion depicted on coffee packaging 
triggered associations with strength, resulting in a stronger perceived taste experience of the product, even 
though the coffee was not a specifically strong coffee. A visual metaphor is naturally irreversible 
(Forceville, 2002), in this case the lion can symbolize strong coffee, but strong coffee cannot symbolize a 
lion. In line with the above, research has already shown that visual metaphors have the power to create a 
specific product experience (Forceville, 2002; Karnal, Machiels, Orth & Mai, 2016; Fenko, De Vries and 
Van Rompay (2018). Nevertheless, McQuarrie and Phillips (2005) consider a few important features of 
visual metaphors empathizing the importance of research on this topic. For instance, the researchers state 
that a metaphor should be relevant to the product category for it to be effective since the chance exists 
that the image does not portray the right meaning otherwise. Likewise, it should be represented clearly 
and in an easy interpretable manner in order to be successful.  

However, while the number of research on metaphors on product packaging is increasing, less or 
no research has been conducted on visual metaphors referring to luxury on taste experience and especially 
quality perception. This creates a research gap and therefore offers an opportunity for new research. 
Possibly, a metaphor for luxury depicted on a coffee package can give an impression of a high quality 
coffee, and hence influence the taste experience and the quality perception. This research tests if a 
metaphor related to luxury on a coffee package has a significant influence on these sensory evaluations. 
Based on the abovementioned findings, the following hypotheses are formulated to guide the research: 
 

 
- H1a/b/c/d/e: Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the  
           a) taste luxury b) taste intensity c) taste complexity d) taste liking e) taste consequences of coffee. 
- H2: Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the quality perception of coffee. 
- H3: Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the purchase intention of coffee. 
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2.1 The influence of brand frames 
Consumers’ food choices are influenced by both individual (e.g. taste preferences) and contextual factors 
(e.g. shopping setting). Therefore, Enax & Weber (2015) describe the importance of framing a product. 
To illustrate, in a study by Lee, Frederick and Ariely (2006), respondents tasted a regular beer, and a 
‘special brew’. Results indicate that simply framing the product as ‘special’ changed the consumption 
experience itself, respondents preferred the ‘special’ brew over the regular brew. Likewise, when orange 
juice is framed as ‘organic’, as opposed to normal orange juice, it appears to evoke a better taste 
evaluation (Fillion & Arazi, 2002). Similarly, Bogue and Ritson (2004) demonstrated that dairy products 
are seen as more appealing when labelled “good for you” or “natural” rather than “light” or “low-fat”. 
These examples show consumers’ remarkable high reliance on external product cues, implying that 
framing, does not only bias consumers’ self-reports, but changes sensory representations of food products 
(Plassmann et al. 2008; de Araujo et al. 2005; Grabenhorst, et al., 2007), suggesting that marketing 
actions influence how consumers enjoy the food (Chandon and Wansink 2012).  

As cited by Caswell & Padberg (1992): “Food labels play important third-party roles in the food 
marketing system through their impact on product design “ (p. 460). Consequently, because packaging 
reaches the consumer at the critical moments of purchase and consumption, it has become an important 
marketing tool for food companies. Package design can therefore be seen as a form of advertising since it 
contains certain strategic messages with the main purpose of persuading the consumer. Accordingly, 
consumers can determine the product’s attributes by simply reviewing the claims (e.g. frames) that are 
displayed. This ‘discovering process’ is interesting, since companies are still providing complete and 
accurate information without limiting themselves. However, it requires that consumers make specific 
assumptions, that they are aware of the claims being made, that the claims will be truthful, and that any 
product not making the claim must be of low(er) quality (Caswell & Padberg, 1992).  

As the abovementioned examples show, food packaging frequently contains claims that 
communicate product attributes that are supposed to be persuasive, and in turn seem to be effective (Enax 
& Weber, 2015). Particularly, when consumers get involved in heuristic processing, such claims affect 
product evaluation (van Ooijen et al., 2016). Since most consumers use brand names as heuristics (mental 
shortcuts) to make a purchase decision, brand frames that correspond with the brand image may have 
great influential power. Consequently, food packaging generally contains framed word-level descriptions 
corresponding with the product such as “original”, “great taste” and “rich structure” (van Ooijen et al., 
2016). Those simple word-level frames regarding the quality of a product appear to have the power to 
change hedonic representations of flavour and taste (Grabenhorst, Rolls and Bilderbeck 2007). Although 
the visual elements of food packaging are largely considered in research on package design, verbal word-
level cues should not be disregarded. A textual cue can induce different interpretations of a product since 
it has the potential of elaborating on what is visually presented, contributing to a higher perceived 
attractiveness and quality perception (Mueller & Lockshin, 2008; Machiels & Karnal, 2016).  
  In like manner, a textual cue can be used to support the message of a visual metaphor by giving 
the right meaning to the image. Since a visual metaphor can be open to interpretation (McQuarrie & 
Phillips, 2005; van Rompay & Veltkamp, 2014), providing context by means of a textual cue may lead to 
less misinterpretations of the intended message. Accordingly, following the Dual Coding Theory (Paivio, 
1990), combining a visual cue with a verbal cue should increase the recognition and retention of the 
presented product information. Conversely, Machiels and Karnal (2016), show different outcomes on the 
joint effectiveness of combining a textual cue and a visual cue, indicating that further research on this 
topic is required. Based on this, the following hypotheses are formulated:  
 
- H4a/b/c/d/e: A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the a) taste luxury  
       b) taste intensity c) taste complexity d) taste liking e) taste consequences of the product. 
- H5: A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the quality perception of  
       the product. 
- H6: A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the purchase intention of  
         the product. 
- H7: A combination of a metaphor related to luxury and an exclusive brand frame will have a stronger  
     influence on the evaluation of the coffee, compared to when the two elements are presented separately. 
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Moreover, previous research has shown that consumers have a better attitude towards the product when 
product cues are presented in a congruent way (Malhotra, 1981; Russell, 2002). Non-congruent product 
cues however, result in negative product evaluations since consumers perceive them as meaningless 
information (d’Astous & Seguin, 1999). In line with the congruity theory (Sirgy, Johar, Samli, & 
Claiborne, 1991), a more consistent message is communicated when there is congruence between product 
cues. This congruency seems to ensure for a more persuasive message and consequently influences 
product evaluation. Based on the abovementioned, congruency between the product cues (i.e. brand frame 
and visual metaphor) will be examined in an explorative manner in this research.   
 
 
2.3 Need for Cognition 
Prior research suggests that the effect of a metaphor does not happen at the surface level of representation, 
but rather at the level of cognitive thought (Forceville, 1994; Hitchon, 1997; McQuarrie & Phillips, 
2005). In support of this line of reasoning, indirect persuasion efforts, like metaphor use, can be 
favourable since consumers must self-generate the implicitly expressed statement. Likewise, consumers 
have to engage in a rather extensive level of mental processing in order to process the symbolism 
(Peracchio & Meyers-Levy, 2005; Van Rompay, Pruyn & Tieke, 2009). However, as envisaged by 
Cacioppo & Petty (1982), there are considerable differences in the extent consumers engage in and enjoy 
information processing, which reflects consumers’ need for cognition.  
 Need for cognition is primarily a motivational factor. People with a high need for cognition 
intrinsically enjoy thinking, whereas people with a low need for cognition tend to avoid effortful 
cognitive thinking (Cacioppo and Petty, 1982). Cacioppo & Petty (1982) developed the need for 
cognition personality variable to explain individual differences in processing motivation in persuasion 
attempts. Consumers who have a high need for cognition are likely to process product information in a 
thoughtful and extensive way, while consumers with a low need for cognition usually process information 
less carefully and, hence, are arguably less sensitive to very indirect and implicit persuasion efforts 
(Peracchio & Meyers-Levy, 2005). Consequently, consumers in low need for cognition tend to rely on 
heuristic cues (e.g. quality claims, brand frames) that require no effortful thinking.  

In spite of the fact that need for cognition has been distinguished as influential in metaphor 
advertising (Phillips & McQuarrie, 2004), there is an absence of confirming empirical data from which to 
draw inferences. However, the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann, 1983; 
Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) provides a framework, which helps to understand metaphor’s persuasive effects 
and the role of need for cognition (Chang & Yen, 2013). Consumers in high need for cognition have a 
tendency to follow the so-called central route to persuasion, developing attitudes on rational evaluations 
of the message (Haugtvedt, Petty, and Cacioppo 1992). Although pictures are frequently considered as 
heuristic cues (Petty and Cacioppo 1986) that prompt peripheral route processing (i.e. processing the 
message without any active thinking about the attributes), visual metaphors present arguments visually 
related to a central message which may lead to systematic processing (Jeong, 2008). The complexity of a 
visual metaphor may attract individuals in high need for cognition, since those complex visuals are 
challenging to understand (Petty and Cacioppo 1986; Phillips and McQuarrie 2004). On the contrary, 
consumers in low need for cognition frequently fail to understand the meaning of a complex message 
(Frey & Eagly, 1993; Chang & Yen, 2013), and therefore are less likely to comprehend the actual 
message of the metaphor. Altogether, consumers in high need for cognition should comprehend visual 
metaphors on package design better than their low need for cognition counterparts. Based on this, the 
following hypotheses are formulated: 

- H8a: Consumers with a low need for cognition, as opposed to consumers with high need for cognition,  
     are more likely to be affected by a high quality brand frame in terms of taste experience, quality  
     perception and purchase intention. 
- H8b: Consumers with a high need for cognition, as opposed to consumers with low need for cognition  
      are more likely to be affected by a visual metaphor in terms of taste experience, quality perception and  
      purchase intention. 
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2.4 Taste Experience	
Humans have the capability to discern between five tastes: sweet, sour, salty, bitter and umami  
(i.e. “tasty” or “delicious” (Ikeda, 2002)). Yet, despite the fact that food is consumed repeatedly, it is 
challenging to distinguish between these five specific tastes relying solely on one’s sense of taste 
(Krishna, 2012). Therefore, something “tasty” might as well be influenced by other senses.  
 Generally, taste is observed as a sensory experience caused by food consumption, which can be 
evaluated solely through self-report. However, sensory consumption experience is rather subjective since 
it can be influenced by various factors, such as memories, beliefs and expectations (Enax & Weber, 
2015). Likewise, consumers’ taste experience and product evaluation is reliant on the physical appearance 
of the product (Mantonakis, Cardwell, Beckett, Newman & Garry, 2014). Taste experience appears to be 
susceptive to several physical product attributes such as package design and brand (e.g. Allison & Uhl, 
1964; Piqueras-Fiszman & Spence, 2011). Accordingly, previous research demonstrates that people 
subconsciously make links between different sensory domains, in other words, they tend to match 
attributes from one modality (e.g. package design) with attributes from another modality (e.g. product 
taste). The created association between the modalities vision and taste is called cross-modal 
correspondence (e.g., Schifferstein & Spence, 2008). As an example, it appears that the use of angularity 
in packaging design affects the taste intensity, as well as the overall experience of the food. Becker, Van 
Rompay, Schifferstein and Galetzka (2011), for instance, show that the taste of a yoghurt product is 
perceived as more intense when presented in an angular package compared to a round package.  
  However, people’s experience when they use and consume products, is not static, but it changes 
over time since product packaging influences how food products are perceived and experienced 
throughout buying, usage and consumption (Schifferstein et al., 2013). Consumers have to make certain 
taste assumptions at the critical point of purchase when they have no real experience with the taste of the 
product yet, and can only make these assumptions based on the physical properties such as the packaging 
(Cardello, 1994; Schifferstein et al., 2013). Accordingly, by considering the text, colour and images on a 
package, to give a few examples, consumers create certain taste expectancies (Deliza, MacFie and 
Hedderley, 2003). Lee, Frederick and Ariely (2006), demonstrated that food packaging alone influences 
consumers’ taste experience, and that the actual taste of the product can confirm already made taste 
expectations. Therefore, the actual taste experience is of great importance, since this determines whether 
the consumer is satisfied with its purchase decision or not. Thus, although the product package serves as 
an extrinsic product cue, the product package is not capable of influencing the actual taste, it only changes 
the perception.  
 Nowadays, most taste related research centres around the haptic sensations of food packaging 
relative to taste experiences (e.g. Becker et al., 2011; Van Rompay et al., 2016). The latter, for example, 
indicates that the texture of a coffee cup influences the perceived sweetness or bitterness of coffee. 
Nonetheless, it has been proven that textual claims about the taste as well have to potential to create a 
certain taste experience and expectation. For example, Shankar, Levitan, Prescott and Spence (2009), 
demonstrated that M&M’s are evaluated as having a more “chocolaty” taste when they were labeled as 
‘dark chocolate’ instead of ‘milk chocolate’. Likewise, claiming a product to be “extra tasty” actually 
causes consumers to perceive the product as more tasty (Grabenhorst, Schulte, Maderwald, Brand, 2013).  

Besides these direct and obvious product cues, product properties regarding taste can be signalled 
in a more subtle way by giving symbolic meaning to the package design (Machiels & Karnal, 2016). By 
incorporating certain visual representations on the package consumers’ taste perception of the product can 
be manipulated. For instance, Smith, Barrat & Sørensen (2015), showed that when product packages 
carry a visual representation of a potentially taste-giving ingredient (e.g. strawberry), consumers expect 
the corresponding taste to stem primarily from that particular ingredient. However, this was not the case 
when the package only carried a verbal indication of the taste-giving ingredient (Smith et al., 2015). 
Schuldt & Hannahan (2013) showed similar results when presenting visuals of unprocessed food to 
symbolize freshness, resulting in higher perceived freshness of the product. All together, prior studies 
show the potential of visuals regarding the product attributes to influence consumers’ taste experience. 
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  Since symbolic meaning seems to affect the taste evaluation of consumers, this specific study 
uses a visual metaphor to symbolize product luxury. Since a visual metaphor has the potential to portray 
luxury, it is likely that consumers will have a more luxurious taste perception when a visual metaphor is 
incorporated in the package design. However, according to Mantonakis et al. (2014), visuals (e.g. visual 
metaphors) related to claims (e.g. brand frame) have the potential to enhance the believability of those 
claims (i.e. luxury). Therefore, in order to improve the conceptual fluency between the visual and claim, 
the two constructs require a certain congruity, making it easier for consumers’ to generate and process the 
information related to the proposed taste experience (Mantonakis et al., 2014). However, little is known 
about the impact of a textual claim (e.g. brand frame) and symbolic meaning (e.g. visual metaphor) when 
they convey more abstract meanings like luxury. This creates a research gap and therefore offers an 
opportunity for new research. 
 
2.5 Quality Perception	
Consumers infer quality relying on cues ranging from brand name to price, and even advertising 
endeavours. In consumer research, it is known that consumers form subjective beliefs regarding the 
product quality based on prior knowledge, as well as cognitive competencies of each individual 
consumer. Thus, from a consumer perspective, quality research involves perceived quality. Hence, more 
specifically, perceived quality could be explained as the consumer's judgment about a product's overall 
excellence or superiority (Zeithaml, 1988). Commonly, consumers desire quality and value, however, 
these terms have abstract meanings that are difficult to pinpoint (Solomon 2011; S ̌redl and Soukup 2011).  
  Usually, it is impossible to assess the quality of a product directly at the point of purchase. 
Therefore, consumers tend to infer the quality of food products on intrinsic and extrinsic quality cues. 
Expectations regarding the product quality are formed at the point of purchase, based on evaluations of 
available cues that the consumer perceives as reliable indicators for product quality. Consequently, 
through consumption, consumers make an evaluation of the experienced quality based on the expected 
quality and the quality attributes, which confirms or disproves their previously formed expectations 
(Acebrón & Dopico, 2000). As a result, the expected quality can be considered as one of the predictors of 
experienced quality, confirming the importance of sensory perception during consumption (Acebrón & 
Dopico, 2000).  
  It is known that a visual (e.g. visual metaphor) on a product package has a positive impact on 
consumer perceptions (Hagtvedt & Patrick, 2008). Similarly, non-probative visuals, those providing no 
direct evidence for or against a claim, influence consumers’ evaluation of those claims (Mantonakis et al., 
2014). According to Mantonakis et al. (2014), visuals might affect perception due to its association with 
related thoughts and images, making the information about the verbal claim (i.e. brand frame) easier to 
process. To illustrate, in a study by Mantonakis et al. (2014), consumers agreed to a certain claim (this 
wine tastes high quality) more often when wine names appeared with visuals versus without photos. 
Accordingly, this showed that the presence of a visual was associated with both increased quality 
perceptions as well as taste perceptions. In this case, the ease with which consumers could process the 
extrinsic product cues affected their sensory perceptions, suggesting that consumer’s ongoing processing 
experiences influences quality perception. Therefore, in this specific study a visual metaphor (e.g. golden 
coffee), which represents luxury, will be used to make the information about the verbal claim (e.g. 
superior blend) easier to process. Consequently, this may lead to an influence in the sensory perception 
resulting in an increased quality perception of the product due to the association with luxury. 
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2.6 Purchase Intention 
Purchase intentions and ultimately purchase decisions, are mainly based on heuristic, “fast and frugal”, 
processing of packaging cues (Dijksterhuis, Smith, Van Baaren, & Wigboldus, 2005). Consumers are 
inclined to base intentions and decisions on explicit cues (e.g. brand frames), as well as more subtle cues 
that are communicated by packaging design (e.g. visual metaphor). According to Van Ooijen (2016), 
consumers are more likely to process product design attributes automatically and unconsciously than 
explicit cues when a product is considered for purchase. Product packaging attaches meaning to the 
product (Schifferstein et al., 2012), which is beneficial to product identification and evaluation, and 
ultimately the purchase intention (Piquearas-Fiszman & Spence, 2011; Schifferstein et al., 2012). 
Similarly, depending on the product design, consumers draw inferences about the product and 
consequently its taste, which can be considered as a catalyst for purchase intention and decision-making 
(Becker et al, 2011).  
 Prior research indicates that consumers’ purchase intention increases if the package design 
matches the actual content (Morwitz, Steckel & Gupta, 2007), indicating that fluent processing positively 
affects product evaluations (Lee and Labroo, 2004; Van Rompay and Pruyn, 2011). Additionally, 
congruence between various modalities, also known as cross-modal correspondence, positively influences 
overall product evaluation and ultimately improves the decision-making process (Hekkert, 2006; Spence, 
2011; Parise & Spence, 2013). That is, consumers attempt to match attributes from one modality (e.g. 
package design (visual metaphor or brand frame)) to attributes from another modality (e.g. taste 
experience, quality perception). Consequently, if the modalities are perceived as cross-modal congruent, 
consumers’ are more intended to purchase the product.  
 Additionally, metaphors on packaging design may have greater impact on consumers’ purchase 
processes when presented at the point of purchase (Van Rompay & Veltkamp, 2014). However, in order 
to ensure fluent processing of the package design when a metaphor is incorporated, consumers need to 
understand the communicated message. Successful comprehension of a visual metaphor therefore 
depends on cross-domain mapping of concepts (Mohanty & Ratneshwar, 2015). To comprehend the 
visual metaphor, one has to extract the analogical relations between the source term and the target term to 
transfer the properties from the source term to the target product (Bowdle & Gentner, 2005). Such cross-
domain mapping is likely to become increasingly difficult as incongruity increases, which may lead to 
greater feelings of incomprehension of the message (Tourangeau & Sternberg, 1981; Mohanty & 
Ratneshwar, 2015). However, if implemented properly, visual metaphors add value by eliciting a more 
favorable attitude towards the message and enhancing interest in the advertising attempt, which in turn 
results in an increased purchase intention (McQuarrie and Mick, 1999; McQuarrie and Phillips, 2005; 
Ang & Lim, 2006).  
 Lastly, since quality is an important determinant to purchase intention (Zeithaml, 1988), the 
present study will mainly focus on a visual metaphor that elicits an association with both luxury and 
quality.  
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3. Method 
 
This section elaborates on and justifies the methods used in this research. The aim of this study is to 
investigate the effects of a visual metaphor on taste experience, quality perception and purchase intention. 
Moreover, it will be investigated whether the need for cognition moderates these effects. In this chapter, 
the research design is explained first. Then, the manipulations used for this study (i.e. brand frame and 
metaphor) are defined based on the results of pre-testing. Finally, the participants, procedure and 
measurements of the main study are described.  
 
3.1 Design of the research 
This study aims to find out what influence a visual metaphor and a brand frame have on consumer 
perceptions in terms of taste experience, quality perception and purchase intention of coffee. For this 
study, a 2 (visual metaphor; no metaphor vs. metaphor) x 2 (brand frame; basic vs. exclusive blend), 
experimental-between-subject design is constructed with Need for Cognition as a moderating variable, 
resulting in four manipulated conditions. An experimental design has been chosen to investigate the 
cause-and-effect relationship of each condition. For each manipulated condition 30 participants were 
used, resulting in a total of 120 participants.  
  For the execution of this study, a field experiment took place at a very centrally located coffee 
venue at the campus of the University of Twente. Together with the baristas a suitable coffee for the 
experiment was decided upon after an initial taste test. This specific coffee was chosen because of its 
rather plain and standard taste characteristics, attempting to not let the taste of the coffee overshadow the 
potential effects of the manipulations. Moreover, the taste of the chosen coffee is, according to the 
barista’s, the most consistent over time, which was of extreme importance during the time consuming 
experiment. Figure 1 shows a visual representation of the research design of this study.  

 
Figure 1: Research model 2 x 2 experimental design 
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3.2 Pre-study 
In the following section, the manipulations that were used to conduct this study are described. First, the 
visual metaphors in the form of images are presented. Then, the brand frame is described in the form of 
appropriate frames (i.e. words) regarding the desired association. For both manipulations, pre-tests were 
conducted, which are discussed thoroughly.  

3.2.1 Visual metaphor 
In order to decide on an appropriate visual metaphor for the concerning coffee product, the opinions of an 
expert group, consisting of four baristas from the test location, were taken under advisement. After 
thoroughly explaining the visual metaphor concept to the expert group and evaluating several product 
packages from various luxurious coffee brands, the notion of using gold as a metaphor arose. Many 
luxurious coffee brands (e.g. Nespresso, L’or) use the color gold in their package design. However, to my 
knowledge, the actual product [coffee] is not advertised in gold on any of these package designs yet, 
leaving a gap in modern day package designs, and at the same time, provides opportunities for the current 
study. The color gold is the color of extravagance, wealth and richness (Bourn, 2010), which expectantly 
makes it a suitable metaphor for transferring attributes to the product, and presumably provokes a 
marketing placebo effect on luxury. Besides, coffee is often referred to as ‘the black gold’, which entails 
the potential of communicating a well-fitting metaphorical message. Therefore, in consultation with the 
barista’s ‘gold’ is chosen as the appropriate metaphor for this particular study.  
 After deciding on ‘gold’ as a suitable visual metaphor, a set of ten designs, from which five 
designs of coffee in its solid form (i.e. beans) and five designs of coffee in its liquid form, were pre-tested 
on certain luxury aspects: (1) luxurious, (2) prestigious, (3) chic and (4) dominance. Furthermore, each 
design was tested on realism and attractiveness as a manipulation check. The luxury aspects, as well as 
the realism and attractiveness, were measured and rated on a 5-point Likert Scale ranging from ‘totally 
not’ to ‘totally’, in relation to the design. All designs were made in Adobe Photoshop and purposely vary 
in the amount of used gold. To keep all designs constant and to avoid any differences in outcomes, which 
could be ascribed to differences in manipulations, the designs are all displayed on a black background. 
 
 
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2: Pre-tested designs: five designs with coffee in its solid form (first row) and five designs with coffee in its liquid form (second row). 
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A total of 50 respondents filled out the pre-test. To analyze, the means of the luxury aspects, (1) 
luxurious, (2) prestigious, (3) chic and (4) dominance, were compared in order to find out which design 
received the highest rating on the concerning aspects. Moreover, the means from all the separate luxury 
aspects are also considered as a total mean in order to get an impression of the overall luxury association 
of the specific designs. Out of ten designs, design 1 and 3 (from the designs displayed above) scored 
significantly higher on all luxury aspects than the other eight designs. Since the total mean scores of both 
designs are nearly the same, and in line with the main purpose of this study, the score on the aspect luxury 
is considered as the decisive factor for determining the appropriate design. 
   Subsequently, design number 3 (spoon with golden coffee beans) scores considerably higher on 
luxury (M=4.00, SD=1.03) than design number 1 (M = 3.90, SD = .74). Additionally, design number 3 
was more suitable to manipulate into a ‘non metaphorical design’ (i.e. brown coffee beans instead of 
gold), which was considered as the conclusive decision-making factor to select design number 3. Thus, 
design number 3 has been chosen as the appropriate design for the visual metaphor. All means and 
standard deviations of the ten designs are presented in Appendix B. 
  As for realism (M = 2.20, SD = 1.07) and attractiveness (M = 3.08, SD = 1.21), design number 3 
scored a little lower in comparison to some other posters. Both constructs, realism and attractiveness, 
were measured using one statement, respectively “I think this image is realistic” and “I think this image is 
attractive”, where respondents rated from “totally not” to “totally” on a 5-point Likert Scale. However, 
due to the metaphorical meaning of the design (i.e. coffee beans are normally not gold) the relatively low 
score on realism in not of great significance in this case. An overview of the means and standard 
deviations for both the separate constructs, as well as the total mean score can be found in Appendix B. 

 

3.2.2 Brand frame 
In order to decide on an appropriate brand frame, a set of 20 expressions, of which 10 represented the 
‘basic’ concept and, correspondingly 10 represented the ‘premium’ concept, were pre-tested on the level 
of luxury association. The luxury aspect was measured and rated on a 5-point Likert Scale ranging from 
‘totally not luxurious’ to ‘totally luxurious’, in relation to the brand frame. 
  For the ‘basic’ brand frame condition the ten following frames were pre-tested: normal, basic, 
regular, standard, common, usual, average, classic, ordinary and traditional. Subsequently, for the 
‘premium’ brand frame condition the ten following frames were pre-tested: golden, premium, excellent, 
exclusive, finest, superior, deluxe, luxury, rich and special. In order to provide more context in terms of 
the brand frame and the relation to the concerning product, the word ‘blend’ was added in both the ‘basic’ 
and ‘premium’ condition.  
  A total of 100 respondents (N = 100) participated in the pre-test. To analyze, the means of the ten 
‘premium’ frames were compared in terms of means, with a minimum of 0.0 and a maximum of 5.0 due 
to the 5-point Likert Scale. Out of ten frames, the frame ‘exclusive blend’ showed the highest mean (M = 
4.32, SD = 0.68), which indicates that this frame provokes the best association with luxury. Likewise, the 
means of the ten ‘basic’ frames were compared in terms of means were the lowest mean indicated the 
least luxurious frame. Out of ten frames, the frame ‘basic blend’, showed the lowest mean (M = 1.83, SD 
= 0.81), which indicates that this frame is not at all associated with luxury. Based on the results of the pre-
test it was determined that the brand frames exclusive blend as well as basic blend, are to be the 
appropriate frames for the main study. Appendix B provides a complete overview of means and standard 
deviations for each brand frame.  
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3.3 Stimulus material 
Based on the outcomes of the pre-test, a few small adjustments were made in order to optimize the visual 
metaphor design for the use of the main study. Some coffee beans were not entirely portrayed on the pre-
tested design, for the final design those coffee beans were removed in order to create a more balanced 
image. Other than that, no changes have been made to the final design of the metaphor, in order to best 
replicate the luxury associations from the pre-test. The non-metaphorical counterpart was designed using 
the exact same image; only the gold from the coffee beans is replaced by a ‘coffee brown’ color using 
Adobe Photoshop.  

For the main study, both the concerning visual metaphors and brand frames are merged into one sticker 
for each condition, resulting in four different stickers (see Figure 2). For the execution of the experiment, 
the stickers were placed onto plain black coffee bags. The brand frame (i.e. basic blend and exclusive 
blend) is designed in a rather standard and sans-serif typeface (i.e. Arial) in all four conditions, in order to 
not let the typeface interfere with the message. Furthermore, the text is designed in a very light grey tone 
to minimize hard contrasts that could appear slightly cheap. Lastly, to provide more context, the word 
coffee as well as the content indicator 1000g, were added to give a more realistic impression of a coffee 
bag.  

 

Figure 3: Stimulus material for all four conditions. 
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3.4 Main study 
For the main study, a 2 (visual metaphor; no metaphor vs. metaphor) x 2 (brand frame; basic vs. exclusive 
blend), experimental-between-subject design has been executed with Need for Cognition as a moderating 
variable. The field-experiment took place at a centrally located coffee company at the campus of the 
University of Twente. The following paragraphs describe the procedure, measurements and participants 
of this study.   

3.4.1 Procedure 
Participants were approached at the coffee place and asked if they would be willing to participate in a 
simple coffee taste test. The participants were told that the offered coffee was a new type of coffee from a 
new startup brand that was about to be introduced. If asked, the participants were told that the purpose of 
the taste test was to explore the market and gather opinions about the new product. Furthermore, 
participants were told that the coffee they would taste is from the package that was placed right in front of 
them (with the concerning sticker for each specific condition on it). Importantly, the coffee was poured in 
a plain with cup in all conditions in order to ensure that this would not have an influence on the results. 
No further information about the content was given and questions regarding the product were not 
answered in order to prevent any biases. Next, participants filled out the survey comprising of the 
dependent measures. Finally, participants were thanked for their participation and offered a 10% discount 
at the coffee place.  

3.4.2 Measures 
The questionnaire used for the experiment measures all variables (Taste Experience, Quality Perception 
and Purchase Intention). If available, existing scales for the constructs were used. All items were 
measured on a 7-point Likert Scale, including reversed items in order to avoid bias. The questionnaire 
starts with the declaration of participation with age above 18 years old as a selection criterion, where 
participants under the age of 18 were excluded from the research. The questionnaire ends with 
demographical questions regarding age, gender and educational level. Lastly, two control questions were 
asked regarding coffee consumption and coffee preferences (respectively: “How many cups of coffee do 
you drink on a daily basis?” and “How do you prefer to drink your coffee? ... black… with milk… etc.”. 
The reliability of the scales is calculated according to the values of Cronbach’s Alpha. The values need to 
be at least .70 in order to be called reliable (Spector, 1991). Appendix C presents the final scales and 
respectively the reliability scores. All items, except taste complexity, have an alpha of at least .78 and can 
be called reliable. 

Taste Experience 
The construct taste experience measures how the participants evaluate the taste of the coffee. The taste 
experience construct is divided into several sub-constructs (1) taste luxury (α = .90), (2) taste intensity  
(α = .79), (3) taste complexity (α = .56), and (4) taste liking (α = .92), For each sub-construct, the 
participant could indicate their level of agreement on a 7-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to 
“strongly agree” on statements like ‘This coffee tastes… luxurious… intense… delicious…etc.’. Moreover, 
the sub-construct (5) taste consequences (α = .81), was added to the questionnaire to measure the physical 
effects the participants expects to get from consuming the coffee. For this sub-construct, the participant 
had to indicate their level of agreement on statements like ‘I have the feeling that this coffee will make 
me…alert…aroused…powerful…etc.’, using a 7-point scale. The used items are based on a comparable 
research by Fenko, De Vries and Van Rompay (2018), and slightly adapted to fit this study.  

Quality Perception 
The construct quality perception was measured based on Dodds’ (2002) perceived value scale (α = .89), 
using only the three items that measure the quality construct to fit the purpose of this study. The perceived 
quality is indicated on a 7-point Likert scale, using statements like ‘I believe this coffee is of good quality’ 
and ‘I think this coffee will outperform other coffees’.  In order to fit the nature of this research, the 
statement ‘I think this coffee belongs to a luxurious lifestyle’ was included in this construct, which did not 
affect the reliability. In fact, all four items were needed to reach this level of reliability.  
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Purchase Intention 
Other than the evaluation of specific taste concepts and the quality perception, the purchase intention was 
measured with one single item derived from Dodds, Monroe and Grewal (1991), ‘I would consider buying 
this coffee at the supermarket’, using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly 
agree”. Notably, the question regarding purchase intention included the note ‘the product fits within your 
budget’, to avoid possible deviations in price perception and accordingly purchase intention.  

Need for Cognition 
Finally, in order to monitor a possible moderation effect the Need for Cognition Scale, developed by 
Cacioppo, Petty and Kao’s (1984) was used (α = .78). The Need for Cognition is measured on a 5-point 
Likert scale, ranging from ‘extremely uncharacteristic of me’ to ‘extremely characteristic of me’, using 
statements like “I prefer complex to simple problems” and “Thinking is not my idea of fun”. The original 
scale consists of eighteen items, which was reduced to eight statements to fit the purpose of this study. 
When selecting suitable items, an equal amount of positively and negatively formulated items were 
chosen.  

3.4.3 Participants 
The field experiment took place in the corner of the coffee company at the campus of the University of 
Twente. For each condition, 30 participants were gathered, resulting in a total of 120 participants (i.e. 
there are 4 conditions). By means of random sampling, participants were selected to participate in the 
study. Table 3 presents age and gender distribution across the experiment conditions. In terms of 
educational level the vast majority of the participants have a bachelor degree (48,3%) or a pre-university 
degree (40,8%).  

  A Chi-Square test shows that there were no significant differences, X2 (3) = 2.53, p = .47, 
between gender and the conditions. A one-way ANOVA confirmed that there were no significant 
differences between the conditions and ages, F (3, 119) = 1.93, p = .13. Moreover, a one-way ANOVA 
also confirmed that there were no significant differences between the conditions and coffee consumption, 
F (3, 119) = .95, p = .42.  These results confirm that the sample was random.  
 

Table 1: Mean and standard deviations for gender and age across the experimental conditions  
  Gender  Age  Coffee Consumption 

Condition N Male Female Mean  SD Mean SD  

Basic brand frame / No metaphor  30 18 (60%) 12 (40%) 23.97 4.91 3.47 2.03  

Basic brand frame / Metaphor 30 18 (60%) 12 (40%) 20.87 2.19 2.87 2.03  

Exclusive brand frame / No metaphor 30 18 (60%) 12 (40%) 20.70 2.31 2.57 1.63  

Exclusive brand frame / Metaphor 30 13 (43.3%) 17 (56.7%) 22.90 6.29 3.10 2.71  

Total 120 67 (55.8%) 53 (44.2%) 22.91 4.93 3.00 2.13  

 

Moreover, the participants were asked about their coffee consumption and coffee preferences. With these 
questions the different types of consumers were controlled in this study, which could be used as a 
manipulation check. Based on these questions it can be concluded that most participants are frequent 
coffee drinkers. On average the participants drink 3 cups on a daily basis with a minimum of 0 cups and a 
maximum of 10 cups a day. (M = 3.00, SD = 2.13). As for the coffee preferences, the vast majority of the 
respondents prefer to drink black coffee (60%) followed by coffee with milk (21,7%).  
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4. Results 
 
The goal of this study was to find out what impact a visual metaphor has on taste experience, quality 
perception and purchase intention, and how this interacts with textual cues in the form of a brand frame. 
The following chapters reveal the results of the present study. In order to analyse the outcomes of this 
research, an initial MANOVA was conducted followed by two-way ANOVA’s for each dependent 
variable. For each construct, the possible main- and interaction effects were examined. Furthermore, 
analyses of covariance were used to statistically control for the effect of other continuous variances that 
are not of primary interest. Moreover, the congruence between the visual metaphor and brand frame was 
examined in an explorative manner. However, this research provides no evidence for congruency effects 
between the product cues. All notable results are presented in this section, which leads to a confirmation 
or disconfirmation of the proposed hypotheses. An overview of the descriptive statistics of the variables 
and the results of the two-way ANOVA tests can be found in Appendix E. Further elaboration and 
implications regarding the results are presented in the next chapter. 
 
4.1 MANOVA  
In order to reduce the risk of an inflated Type I error, an initial multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) was conducted with visual metaphor, brand frame and Need for Cognition as independent 
variables. The constructs taste luxury, taste intensity, taste liking, taste consequences, quality perception 
and purchase intention served as dependent variables. This analysis yielded a significant multivariate 
effect of visual metaphor use (F (6, 107) = 4.62, p < 0.001; Wilks' Λ = .795). The multivariate effect of 
brand frame did not reach significance (F (6, 107) = 1.02, NS), neither did the interaction of visual 
metaphor and brand frame (F (6, 107) = .54, NS). In terms of the moderating variable Need for Cognition, 
this analysis yielded a marginally significant multivariate effect of the interaction between a visual 
metaphor and Need for Cognition F (6, 107) = 1.99, p = 0.07; Wilks' Λ = .899. The interaction between 
brand frame and Need for Cognition did not reach significance F (6, 107) = .29, NS).  
 
4.2 Metaphor effects 
The effects of a visual metaphor were tested by means of a univariate ANOVA, where two out of the total 
four conditions contained the metaphoric image, and the remaining two conditions contained the non-
metaphoric image. The findings of this study are presented below for each construct and summarized in 
Table 2.   

Taste Luxury 
The use of a visual metaphor appears to have a significant main effect on taste luxury, F (1,119) = 21.43, 
p < .001, where the mean of the metaphor condition (M = 4.44, SD = 1.23) is larger than the mean of the 
non-metaphor condition (M = 3.47, SD = 1.16). From this analysis, it seems that the variable visual 
metaphor has a significant influence on taste luxury. Thus, in the metaphor condition, participants 
experienced a more luxurious taste, compared to the non-metaphor condition. This is in line with the 
proposed hypothesis, claiming that a visual metaphor has a positive influence on the luxury taste 
perception of the coffee (H1a). 

Taste Intensity 
The visual metaphor seems to have a significant main effect on taste intensity, F (1,119) = 6.66 p = .01, 
where the mean of the metaphor condition (M = 4.23, SD = .95) is larger than the mean of the non-
metaphor condition (M = 3.81, SD = .99). According to this analysis, it seems that the variable visual 
metaphor has a significant influence on taste intensity. Thus, in the metaphor condition, participants 
experienced a more intense taste, compared to the non-metaphor condition. This is in line with the 
proposed hypothesis, claiming that a visual metaphor has a positive influence on the taste intensity of the 
coffee (H1b). 
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Taste Liking 
The use of a visual metaphor appears to have a significant main effect on taste liking, F (1,119) = 4.37, p 
= .03, where the mean of the metaphor condition (M = 5.14, SD = 1.03) is larger than the mean of the 
non-metaphor condition (M = 4.73, SD = 1.30). According to this analysis, it appears that the variable 
visual metaphor has a significant influence on taste liking. Hence, in the metaphor condition, participants 
liked the taste better, compared to the non-metaphor condition. This is in line with the proposed 
hypothesis, claiming that a visual metaphor has a positive influence on the taste liking of the coffee 
(H1d). 

Taste Consequences 
As for taste consequences, the effect of a visual metaphor was not found significant F (1,119) = .59, p = 
.44. Subsequently, this results in a rejection of the proposed hypothesis (H1e). Thus, in this research a 
visual metaphor has no significant influence on taste consequences.  

Quality Perception 
The visual metaphor appears to have a significant main effect on quality perception, F (1,119) = 4.37, p 
= .008. For this construct, the mean of the metaphor condition (M = 4.28, SD = 1.28) is larger than the 
mean of the non-metaphor condition (M = 3.68, SD = 1.28). From this analysis, a visual metaphor shows 
to have an influence on quality perception. Thus, in the metaphor condition, participants’ perception of 
quality was higher, compared to the non-metaphor condition. This is in line with the proposed hypothesis, 
claiming that a visual metaphor has a positive influence on quality perception of the coffee (H2). 

Purchase Intention 
Lastly, the effect of a visual metaphor was found marginally significant on purchase intention, F (1,119) 
= 2.17, p = .10, which means that the current data almost confirms the main effect a visual metaphor for 
this construct. On purchase intention the mean of the metaphor condition (M = 4.83, SD = 1.56) is larger 
than the mean of the non-metaphor condition (M = 4.42, SD = 1.59). From this analysis, a visual 
metaphor seems to have an influence on purchase intention, which leads to a confirmation of the proposed 
hypothesis (H3). Accordingly, in this study a visual metaphor has a marginally significant influence on 
purchase intention. Thus, in the metaphor condition the participants were more inclined to buy the 
product, compared to the non-metaphor condition. 

 

Table 2: Results of the univariate ANOVA on metaphor for all variables. 
   Non-metaphor Metaphor 

 F p M SD M SD 

Taste Luxury 21.43 .00* 3.47 1.16 4.44 1.23 

Taste Intensity 6.66 .01 3.81 0.99 4.23 0.95 

Taste Liking 4.37 .03 4.73 1.30 5.14 1.03 

Taste Consequences .59 (<1) .44 (ns) 4.33 0.92 4.46 0.98 

Quality Perception 4.37 .008 3.68 1.28 4.28 1.28 

Purchase Intention 2.17 .10 4.42 1.59 4.83 1.56 

* p < 0.001 
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4.3 Brand frame effects 
A univariate ANOVA tested the effects of a brand frame, where two out of four conditions contained the 
brand frame ‘Basic Blend’ and the other two conditions contained the brand frame ‘Exclusive Blend’. The 
effects of brand frame are discussed below. An overview of the results is presented in Table 3. 

Taste Luxury 
The use of a brand frame has a significant main effect on taste luxury, F (1,119) = 5.03, p = .02, where 
the mean of the exclusive blend condition (M = 4.21, SD = 1.35) is larger than the mean of the basic blend 
condition (M = 3.71, SD = 1.18). From this analysis, it seems that the variable brand frame has a 
significant influence on taste luxury. Thus, in the exclusive blend condition, participants experienced a 
more luxurious taste, compared to the basic blend condition. This is in line with the proposed hypothesis, 
claiming that an exclusive brand frame has a positive influence on the taste luxury perception of the 
coffee (H4a).  

Taste Intensity 
The brand frame effect was not found significant for taste intensity, F (1,119) = 0.52, p = .48. This leads 
to a rejection of the proposed hypothesis (H4b), thus, in this study a brand frame has no significant 
influence on taste intensity of coffee.  

Taste Liking 
The effect of a brand frame was also not found significant for taste liking, F (1,119) = 1.27, p = .26. 
Consequently, this leads to a disconfirmation of the proposed hypothesis (H4d). Thus, in this study a 
brand frame has no significant influence on taste liking of coffee.  

Taste Consequences 
As for taste consequences, the effect of a brand frame was not found significant, F (1,119) = 2.10, p = 
.15. Subsequently, this results in a rejection of the proposed hypothesis (H4e), thus, in this research a 
brand frame has no significant influence on taste consequences.  

Quality Perception 
The use of a brand frame has a significant main effect on quality perception, F (1,119) = 3.89, p = .05, 
where the mean of the exclusive blend condition (M = 4.22, SD = 1.42) is larger than the mean of the 
basic blend condition (M = 3.74, SD = 1.15). From this analysis, it seems that the variable brand frame 
has a significant influence on quality perception. Thus, in the exclusive blend condition, participants’ 
perception of quality was higher, compared to the basic blend condition. This is in line with the proposed 
hypothesis, claiming that an exclusive brand frame has a positive influence on the quality perception of 
the coffee (H5). 
 
Purchase Intention 
Lastly, the effect of a brand frame was found marginally significant on purchase intention, F (1,119) = 
2.60, p = .10, which means that the current data almost confirms the main effect of a brand frame for this 
construct. On purchase intention, the mean of the exclusive blend condition (M = 4.83, SD = 1.58) is 
larger than the mean of the basic blend condition (M = 4.38, SD = 1.57). From this analysis, a brand 
frame seems to have a marginally significant influence on purchase intention, which leads to a 
confirmation of the proposed hypothesis (H6). Thus, in the exclusive blend condition the participants 
were more inclined to buy the product, compared to the basic blend condition. 
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Table 3: Results of the univariate ANOVA on brand frame for all variables. 

   Basic Blend Exclusive Blend 

 F p M SD M SD 

Taste Luxury 5.03 .02 3.71 1.18 4.21 1.35 

Taste Intensity .52 (<1) .48 (ns) 3.94 .88 4.10 1.1 

Taste Liking 1.27 .26 (ns) 4.79 1.31 5.08 1.04 

Taste Consequences 2.10 .15 (ns) 4.27 .97 4.52 .91 

Quality Perception 3.89 .05 3.74 1.15 4.22 1.42 

Purchase Intention 2.60 .10 4.38 1.57 4.83 1.58 

 

4.4 Interaction effects 
A univariate ANOVA tested if there were any interaction between the use of a visual metaphor and a 
brand frame. However, this analysis showed no interaction effects between the variables. Accordingly, 
this indicates that brand frame and visual metaphor do not interact with each other; there is no combined 
effect of the factors on the dependent variables. In other words, both factors do not strengthen, nor reduce, 
each other’s effects. This results in a disconfirmation of H7, which proposed that a brand frame and a 
visual metaphor together have a more positive effect on the dependent variables, compared to when the 
factors are presented separately. 

However, when adding the moderating variable Need for Cognition to the analysis, there seems to be an 
interaction effect of the variable visual metaphor and Need for Cognition on quality perception, F (1,119) 
= 4.14, p = .04. According this analysis, it seems that Need for Cognition moderates the effect of a visual 
metaphor and, consequently increases quality perception. Interestingly, the effect of Need for Cognition is 
found significant in the Low Need for Cognition category (p = .001), where the mean of the metaphor 
condition (M = 4.50, SD = .23) is larger than the mean of the non-metaphor condition (M = 3.39,  
SD = .25). The mean difference is found significant at the .05 significance level. Thus, in line with the 
predictions, need for cognition seems to moderate the effect of a visual metaphor quality perception. 
However, it was expected that high need for cognition, instead of low need for cognition would trigger 
this effect. Therefore, this results in a disconfirmation of H8b and respectively H8a, which proposed that 
the metaphor has more effect on participants in high need for cognition as opposed to participants in low 
need for cognition. Table 4 shows the interaction between a visual metaphor and Need for Cognition.   

Table 4: Results interaction effect: visual metaphor * need for cognition on quality perception.  
   Non-metaphor Metaphor 

 F p M SD M SD 

Metaphor * Need for Cognition 4.14 .04     

Low Need for Cognition  .001 3.39 .25 4.50 .23 

High Need for Cognition  .62 (ns) 3.91 .22 4.07 .24 
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4.5 Regression analysis 
Moreover, in order to see if the constructs taste luxury, taste intensity, taste liking, taste consequences and 
subsequently, quality perception, have a direct effect on the purchase intention, a stepwise multiple regression 
analysis was conducted. According to the abovementioned two-way ANOVA, the construct quality perception 
appears to be significantly influenced by the use of a brand frame. Correspondingly, the construct quality perception 
seems to have a predictive power for the construct purchase intention. Although the construct taste consequences 
did not appear to be influenced by the use of a brand frame or a metaphor according to the aforementioned two-way 
ANOVA, the variable does seem to have a predictive power for the construct purchase intention. All other 
constructs showed no significant effect on purchase intention and were deleted from the regression analysis. The 
results from the regression analysis are presented in Table 5. 

Table 5: Regression analysis of quality perception and taste consequences. 

 
 
The remaining variables in the regression analysis are respectively quality perception and taste consequences and 
support H9a and H9b. Interestingly, both quality perception and taste consequences appeal to a rather abstract 
sensation instead of easy to pinpoint features. Merely the variable quality perception already predicts purchase 
intention for 28% and has a significant influence on purchase intention, β = .53, t = 6.79, p < .001. However, 
including taste consequences, β = .27, t = 2.99, p < .01, to the model with the quality perception, β = .39, t = 4.40, p 
< .001, increases its predictive power with 4%, which leads to a final adjusted R2 of .32. Thus, quality perception and 
taste consequences together then predict almost 33% of the purchase intention of the coffee.   

 
  
Models 

    
  
β 

  
  
t 

  
  
P 

  
  
F 

Adj.  
R2 

 (ΔR2)  

Model 1   
  
Quality Perception 

  
  
.53 

  
  
6.79 

  
  
.00 

46.056 .28 
(.006) 

Model 2   
  
Quality Perception 
Taste Consequences 

  
  
.39 
.27 

  
  
4.4 
2.99 

  
  
.00 
.00 

29.038 .32 
(.012) 
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4.6 Overview of hypotheses 
Considering the abovementioned results the proposed hypotheses can either be confirmed or 
disconfirmed, as is presented below. 

* These results were significant for an alpha level of .10.  
** Confirmed for the construct taste consequences. 

 
 

 Hypotheses Confirmed 
H1a Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the taste luxury of coffee. 

 
Yes 

H1b Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the taste intensity of coffee. Yes 

H1c Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the taste complexity of coffee. - 

H1d Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the taste liking of coffee. 
 

Yes 

H1e Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the taste consequences of coffee. No 

H2 Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the quality perception of coffee Yes 

H3 Coffee packages containing a luxury metaphor positively influence the purchase intention of coffee Yes* 

H4a A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the taste luxury of the product.   Yes 

H4b A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the taste intensity of the product No 

H4c A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the taste complexity of the 
product.  

- 

H4d A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the taste liking of the product. No 

H4e A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the taste consequences of the 
product. . 

No 

H5 A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the quality perception of the 
product. 

Yes 

H6 A coffee product that is framed as being exclusive, positively influences the purchase intention of the 
product. 
	

Yes* 
	

H7 A combination of a metaphor related to luxury and an exclusive brand frame will have a stronger 
influence on the evaluation of the coffee, compared to when the two elements are presented separately. 

No 

H8a Consumers with low need for cognition, as opposed to consumers with high need for cognition, are more 
likely to be affected by a high quality brand frame in terms of taste experience quality perception, and 
purchase intention. 

No 

H8b Consumers with a high need for cognition, as opposed to consumers with low need for cognition are 
more likely to be affected by a visual metaphor in terms of taste experience, quality perception and 
purchase intention. 

No 

H9a The taste experience will mediate the effects of the brand frame and metaphor and positively influence 
the final purchase intention 

Yes** 

H9b The quality perception will mediate the effects of the brand frame and metaphor and positively influence 
the final purchase intention 

Yes 
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5. Discussion 
 
The goal of this study was to gain more insights into the effects of brand frames and visual metaphors on 
product packages. In order to explore these effects, four different conditions containing either a basic or 
exclusive brand frame, and a visual metaphor or not, were tested and used to analyse the dependent 
variables taste experience quality perception and purchase intention. This section evaluates all results for 
each factor and presents the final conclusions. Furthermore, based on the findings of this research, 
implications as well as limitations are discussed. Lastly, an overall and general conclusion is given.  

5.1 Discussion of results 

A visual metaphor provokes significant effects 
Only recently, researchers show an increasing amount of attention to metaphor use on product packaging 
since it can contribute to the consumer’s evaluation of a product (Sundar & Noseworthy, 2014; Van 
Rompay & Veltkamp, 2014; Fenko, De Vries, Van Rompay, 2018). This research confirms these 
discoveries and reveals that the use of a metaphor, in this case golden coffee beans to communicate 
luxury, positively influences consumer responses. The golden coffee beans portrayed on the coffee 
packaging appeared to be successful in communicating certain product attributes. Most importantly, the 
coffee packages containing the golden coffee beans showed a significant effect of the metaphor on taste 
luxury; the taste perception was much more luxurious compared to the non-metaphor condition. Thus, in 
line with previous findings (Forceville, 2002), a visual metaphor appears to be an effective tool in 
communicating a product attribute, in this case luxury, by giving the illusion that the product contains 
specific luxury attributes. The same principle holds for the construct taste liking, apparently the use of a 
visual metaphor provokes higher scores on tastiness, deliciousness and goodness of the coffee. It can be 
concluded that the golden beans as a metaphor for luxury have also resulted in an illusion of a better taste, 
again providing evidence that a visual metaphor is an effective tool for communicating product attributes.  
  Interestingly, the taste of the coffee in the metaphor condition was perceived as more intense 
compared to packages without the metaphor. Even though the metaphor does not specifically signal 
intensity, and the used coffee was not particularly strong, the metaphor succeeded to indicate a more 
intense taste perception in a way that was hypothesized. Fenko, De Vries and Van Rompay (2018) found 
comparable results, even though that study particularly focused on provoking a stronger taste perception 
by means of a metaphor related to strength, the findings indicated that a the use of a metaphor appears to 
be an effective way to signal intensity. Most likely, consumers assumed that a luxurious coffee naturally 
contains a more intense flavour, resulting in higher taste intensity. A possible explanation for this 
phenomenon can be found in Ortony’s (1975) vividness hypothesis, which states that metaphors seem 
particularly suitable for describing intense emotions, since metaphorical language is more prevalent in 
descriptions of intense as compared to mild emotional states. As an illustration, people often describe 
their negative emotional state with sayings like ‘I feel like I have been hit by a train’ (i.e. intense 
emotional state, train is massive and intense), and their positive emotional state with remarks like ‘I am 
on cloud nine’ (i.e. extremely mild emotional state, clouds are light). Following the vividness hypothesis, 
the association between gold, which is a heavy metal, provoked a likewise ‘heavy effect’ on the taste 
intensity. However, in retrospect to the package designs, one might even expect that the non-metaphor 
condition (e.g. dark brown beans) would have been perceived as equally intense due to the dark colour 
use.  
  Even though consumers indicated the coffee in the metaphor condition as more intense, the 
metaphor appeared to have no effect on taste consequences. Surprisingly, participants did not expect that 
the coffee would make them more… alert… concentrated…etc., some effects one might typically expect 
from intense coffee. The golden coffee beans, apparently do not match with this construct and are 
consequently not directly associated with taste consequences. However, keeping in mind that the tested 
consequences are actually long-term consequences one might question if the outcomes give a fair 
representation of reality. Even though the statement regarding taste consequences specially stated ‘will 
make’, the time between tasting the product and answering that question might not have been enough. 
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In line with the predictions, the golden coffee beans portrayed on the coffee packaging appeared to be 
successful in communicating quality perception and purchase intention. This is in line with the 
predictions and corresponds with previous findings that metaphor use is successful in communicating 
attributes like these (Fenko, De Vries & Van Rompay, 2018; Van Rompay & Veltkamp, 2014) Moreover 
it matches with the outcomes on the taste luxury concept, which appeared to be influenced by the use of a 
metaphor as well. Apparently, and in line with the predictions, gold as a metaphor succeeded in 
transferring attributes like extravagance, wealth and richness to the product, as proposed by (Bourn, 
2010). Concluding, a metaphor seems very suitable for communicating luxury attributes by creating a 
marketing placebo effect on luxury that enhances taste experience, quality perception, and consequently 
increases the purchase intention.  
 

A brand frame works best for communicating a specific product attribute 
This study aimed to find out to which extent a brand frame, as a form of a direct message, is of influence 
in the luxury evaluation, and most of all, experience of a product. To compare the effects of the indirect 
message of the visual metaphor, the brand frame was selected to match the message of the visual 
metaphor. In line with the predications, an exclusive brand frame did contribute to communicating the 
desired attributes of a luxurious coffee. The use of a brand frame appeared to be significant on taste 
luxury and quality perception as well as on purchase intention. In line with previous findings, a textual 
cue like a simple word-level descriptions regarding the quality of a product, appeared to have the power 
to change hedonic representations of flavour and taste (Grabenhorst, Rolls and Bilderbeck, 2007)  
  Seemingly, the coffee packages containing an exclusive brand frame positively influenced the 
evaluation and experience of the product. However, the exclusive brand frame did not contribute to the 
taste intensity, taste liking and taste consequences. Remarkably, these variables all measure different 
constructs of the variable taste experience. A possible explanation for this lies in the fact the frame 
exclusive blend did not give any indication of the expected intensity, liking or consequences, which 
resulted in no effect of the brand frame on these constructs. Moreover, taste experience appears to be 
susceptive to several physical product attributes. Previous research shows that people have the tendency 
to match attributes from one modality, like package design, with attributes from another modality, like 
product taste. Perhaps, this cross-modal correspondence provides the explanation for the current findings. 
The textual cue on the package design (one modality) referred to the attribute exclusiveness, most likely 
caused a certain taste experience (other modality) since people intuitively matched the attribute 
exclusiveness to the taste. The created association, following the theory of cross-modal correspondence, 
between the modalities vision (reading exclusive blend) and people’s taste experience probably caused 
the current findings. Moreover, since the other attributes are not an direct intuitive match (i.e. 
exclusiveness does not automatically refer to taste intensity, taste liking and taste consequences) it might 
be possible that people chose the option that matched best with was specifically stated. However, this is 
just an assumption and requires further research.  
  Consequently, it can be concluded that the brand frame signaled exactly what it was supposed to 
signal, namely luxury, and nothing else. Consequently, it can be concluded that a brand frame works best 
for communicating a specific product attribute, like in this case luxury, but is not beneficial in 
communicating additional attributes. The used brand frame was very simple and straightforward, this 
strategy most likely convinced the consumer about the benefits of the product, resulting in a better 
product experience. The use of a brand frame did not show a negative effect in this study, thus, it can be 
concluded that a brand frame does what it is supposed to do, by creating a certain marketing placebo 
effect, and most importantly, does not negatively influence other elements. Therefore, the use of a brand 
frame appears to be a simple and effective communication tool for signaling product attributes by means 
of product packages.   
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No joint effectiveness 
This study found no interactions between the factors, thus, there is no combined effect of the factors on 
the dependent variables. Both factors do not strengthen, nor reduce, each other’s effect, but are found 
effective on its own. This is in contradiction with the expectations and not in line with Paivio’s Dual 
Coding Theory (1990), which proposes that both visual and verbal cues are processed and recognized 
better when presented together instead of separately. This research however, shows no effects of a 
combination of the brand frame and the visual metaphor, which results in doubts about their joint 
effectiveness. Correspondingly, this study shows no effect cross-modal congruency between the visual 
and textual cue. However, in this case the relatively small sample size per condition could have been of 
influence. Therefore, it might be of interest to explore the effects when including larger sample sizes per 
condition.  
 Though, the results are not completely incongruent with previous researches, Machiels and 
Karnal (2016) found that a text and image together did not show any interaction effects on the level of 
consumer processing. Likewise, Fenko, De Vries and Van Rompay (2018) found that a visual metaphor 
with a corresponding text claim on taste intensity did not show an interaction effect of both factors. This 
indicates that the joint effectiveness of visual and verbal cues, and mainly the way consumer processes 
them, requires further investigation.  
 However, this study did find an interaction between visual metaphor use and consumer’s need for 
cognition. Surprisingly, this effect turns out to be different than expected. This study indicates that need 
for cognition moderates the effect of a visual metaphor, and consequently increases quality perception. 
However, the effect of the visual metaphor is found in the low need for cognition category instead of the 
expected high need for cognition category. Possibly, the obvious metaphor used in this research did not 
require much deliberate thinking to understand the message due to the dominance of gold in the message. 
Most likely, the amount of gold prompted peripheral route processing Petty, Cacioppo & Schumann, 
1983), and was considered as a heuristic cue for quality, something most consumers in low need for 
cognition rely on. However, the actual reason remains unknown and therefore requires further research.  

Quality perception as an indicator for purchase intention 
In this study, the construct quality perception seems to be influenced by the use of a visual metaphor and 
only shows a marginally significant effect of a brand frame. The construct taste consequences is not 
influenced by either brand frame or metaphor use. Nonetheless, the two constructs together do have a 
predictive power of almost one third, on the construct purchase intention. Interestingly, both quality 
perception and taste consequences appeal to a rather abstract sensation of the product derived from the 
intrinsic product attributes like its taste, instead of easy to pinpoint product features like the packaging. 
Most likely, the coffee packaging was of less importance than the actual coffee itself since this research 
was designed as a taste panel. However, the constructs quality perception and taste consequences are 
important predictors for the intention to actually buy the product. Especially quality perception seems a 
rather logical predictor of purchase intention; expectantly, coffee should be of decent quality in order to 
be considered for purchase. However, in this study, still more than two-third of the purchase intention is 
determined by untested and unknown factors, which is rather interesting.  
Interestingly, the fact that consumers could actually taste the concerning product could have had an 
impact on the initial opinion of the product which is solely based on the coffee packaging. In a normal 
shopping situation, consumers do not have the opportunity to taste the product before considering 
purchasing it. However, in this artificial shopping situation, consumers did taste the coffee product and 
the factors quality perception and taste consequences became predictive of the purchase intention, not 
knowing if this stems from the packaging or the actual taste. Therefore, it might be possible that these two 
constructs have a rather different effect when the consumers experience it differently when the possibility 
of tasting before purchasing is absent. However, this matter remains unknown in this study, yet, it can be 
concluded that especially the quality perception of the product gives a fair indication about the 
consumers’ intention to purchase.  
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5.2 Implications 

Practical implications 
Previous research already shows that, especially in the supermarket environment, the package design of a 
product influences consumers’ decision-making process (Creusen & Schoormans, 2005; Schifferstein, et 
al., 2013). In order to stand out in the overcrowded supermarket shelves knowledge about the effects of 
the package design, as well as additional factors influencing consumer perceptions, is crucial to 
companies. Since supermarkets nowadays offer a plethora of products, companies now have to come up 
with innovative package designs to grab the consumer’s attention. This study shows that the use of a 
visual metaphor displayed on a package design might be one of those innovative package design ideas. 
Incorporating a visual metaphor on the package design, in this case one referring to luxury, seems to 
successfully signal product attributes in a metaphorical and indirect way, leading to an enhanced taste 
experience, quality perception and ultimately purchase intention, offering quite new insights in the use of 
visual metaphors on package designs which might be beneficial to future product design development.  

Theoretical implications 
This research supports previous findings on the influence of package design on consumer responses, 
making existing theories and findings more valid and valuable. In turn, this study also provides new data 
and contributes to the current knowledge about the influence of package design, which opens doors for 
new research. As this study built forth on existing studies by combining findings from several studies, this 
research is a good example of the rather unknown combinations of elements in research on package 
design. Accordingly, the outcomes from this study can be used to find and test new combinations of 
elements that might also be of influence. Perhaps combining or testing the outcomes of this research with 
other elements like shape, texture, weight, color, scent etc., among different products and product 
categories, offers new insights to eventually strive to narrow down the research gap on this topic.  

 
 
5.3 Limitations and recommendations for future research 
This study provides some interesting outcomes that may be beneficial for future research. However, there 
are some noteworthy limitations involved that should be considered. First, and most importantly, this 
study was executed with a relatively small sample size, which in turn provides limited data. 
Consequently, some effects are based on marginally significant results, which possibly gives a distorted 
view of the actual effects. In order to rule out any biases that may be the result of the sample size, more 
data is required.  
  With regards to the research procedure, there are a few factors that could be considered as a 
limitation. Most importantly, the test location could have been of influence when assessing the quality of 
the coffee product. Although the experiment specifically mentioned that the offered coffee was not from 
the concerning coffee company, participants could have been influenced by the environment or even 
suspect that the coffee is from the coffee company. However, since the coffee company is a rather well 
known brand offering coffee of good quality this might have biased the respondents. Also, the rather cozy 
environment of the coffee company might have been of influence. Therefore, it might be of interest for 
future research to simulate the same experiment in a different setting (e.g. laboratory experiment, or 
directly at the point-of-purchase). 
    Considering the stimulus material for the visual metaphor, it is noteworthy that the printed 
version used during the experiment slightly differs from the pre-tested online version. Even though the 
sticker was designed in a way that would minimize differences in on-screen and print version, the printer 
encountered some minor problems when printing the golden color. Therefore, the golden color appeared 
slightly less shiny on the printed version than intended. For future research it might be of interest to use a 
better-printed golden version to possibly reach its full benefits.  
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  Moreover, this study used an online questionnaire as a measurement instrument, which enables 
for relatively fast data collection. However, this provides a self-report of the participant and unfortunately 
offers no insights in the possible unconscious processes caused by the manipulations. Concerning the 
participants group, it is noteworthy that the vast majority consisted of students with a bachelor or pre-
university degree, which runs the risk of a response bias. It might have been the case that participants 
second-guessed the purpose of the research since they are familiar with experiments like these. In order to 
minimize the risk of a response bias, students from the marketing communications track were excluded 
from the experiment. Although it is not expected that a response biased occurred, it might be interesting 
to execute the same experiment among different participants in order to generalize the findings. 
  In line with the above-mentioned limitations, additional recommendations for future research can 
be formulated. Most importantly, it would be interesting to investigate if the results can be generalized, 
using a larger sample size. If so, it might be interesting to investigate if the same principle holds for 
different types of products or even product categories. Moreover, this research used a quite obvious visual 
metaphor, therefore, it might be interesting to see if a less obvious metaphor (e.g. less gold) provokes the 
same effects in order to generalize the effects of a visual metaphor on luxury. Additionally, it might be 
interesting to build forth on previous research on embodiment (e.g. Van Rompay et al., 2014) in order to 
examine the effects of embodiment and visual metaphor use. It might be possible that a visual metaphor 
provokes different effects when embodiment is considered and incorporated in the design.  
  Also, the role of the moderating variable need for cognition requires further investigation. This 
research found contradicting results than was hypothesized, in this case participants in low need for 
cognition were affected by the metaphor instead of participants in high need for cognition. It is possible 
that the amount of gold used in this metaphorical image caused a distorted view on the role of need for 
cognition in understanding metaphors. Therefore, in future research it would be of interest to see if the 
moderating effect of need for cognition differs when the metaphor is less obvious.  

 

5.4 Conclusion 
The overall findings testify to the importance of packaging design to consumer responses and, most 
importantly, provide insights into the manner through which visual metaphors affect consumer 
perceptions. With respect to the underlying process, the findings presented, emphasize the importance of 
symbolic meaning in package design. That is, metaphor use (in this research golden coffee beans) affects 
consumer evaluations since it seems to transfer attributes from the source domain (gold) to the target 
domain (coffee). Metaphor use has been found to be a successful strategy in communicating product 
attributes like luxury, it positively affects taste experience, enhances quality perception and consequently 
increases purchase intention. Though not all effects were found significant, the outcomes and the 
detectable trend yield more interest in the effects of metaphor use on package design. Moreover, the brand 
frame has proven to be effective in communicating product attributes like luxury, but only in a more 
traditional and less attractive manner. In terms of the brand frame, it can be concluded that the brand 
frame signals exactly what it was supposed to signal, namely luxury, and nothing else. This study aimed 
at answering the following research question: What is the added value of a visual metaphor in 
communicating luxury perceptions of coffee compared to a more traditional way of communicating luxury 
by means of a brand frame?”. Through an experiment, this study succeeded in answering this question. A 
visual metaphor has proven to be successful in communicating luxury, provoking more luxurious taste 
experience, enhancing quality perception and consequently, increasing purchase intention. All together, 
this research confirms that incorporating visual, as well as textual cues, in packaging design can be 
considered as an effective marketing tool. 
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Appendix A 
	
1. Questionnaire Pre-test (in Dutch)	
 
Note: the questions were asked in Dutch, however the brand frames were presented in English already in order to 
prevent any differences in interpretation between the pre-test and the mainstudy.  
 
-- Introduction -- 
 
 Beste respondent, 
 
Allereerst wil ik u hartelijk danken voor uw deelname aan dit onderzoek. In het kader van mijn masteropleiding 
Marketing Communication aan de Universiteit Twente doe ik onderzoek naar de invloed van productverpakking op 
product evaluaties waarbij het product koffie centraal staat. In deze korte enquête ziet u een aantal uitdrukkingen en 
afbeeldingen waar enkele vragen over gesteld worden.  
 
Het onderzoek zal ongeveer 5 minuten van uw tijd in beslag nemen. Er zal vertrouwelijk met uw gegevens worden 
omgegaan en de resultaten worden geheel anoniem verwerkt.  
 
Mocht u nog vragen of opmerkingen hebben over het onderzoek of interesse hebben in de resultaten, neem dan 
contact met mij op via m.h.f.folsche@student.utwente.nl.  
 
Nogmaals hartelijk dank voor uw deelname aan dit onderzoek. 
 
Met vriendelijke groet, 
Marloes  
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Note: The same question as the one displayed above, was asked for each of the ten designs. 
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Appendix B 
	
 
 
 
1. Outcomes pre-test visual metaphor design 
 
 
Appendix Table 1: Mean and standard deviations of the pre-tested visual metaphors 

Design N Luxury Prestige Chic Dominance Total  Design N Luxury Prestige Chic Dominance Total 

1 50 M: 3,90 
SD: 0.74 

M: 3,86 
SD: 0.76 

M: 3,84 
SD: 0.74 

M: 3,44 
SD: 0.91 M: 3,76  6 50 M: 3,26 

SD: 1,16 
M: 3,26 
SD: 1,01 

M: 3,40 
SD: 0.99 

M: 3,10 
SD: 1,02 M: 3,26 

2 50 M: 2,58 
SD: 1,11 

M: 2,76 
SD: 1,14 

M: 2,46 
SD: 1,07 

M: 2,44 
SD: 0.97 M: 2,56  7 50 M: 3,26 

SD: 1,08 
M: 3,16 
SD: 0.99 

M: 3,26 
SD: 1,01 

M: 3,02 
SD: 0.94 M: 3,18 

3 50 M: 4,00 
SD: 1,03 

M: 3,74 
SD: 1,08 

M: 3,82 
SD: 0.89 

M: 3,44 
SD: 0.88 M: 3,75  8 50 M: 3,64 

SD: 0.92 
M: 3,46 
SD: 0.95 

M: 3,72 
SD: 0.67 

M: 3,16 
SD: 0.79 M: 3,49 

4 50 M: 3,00 
SD: 1,23 

M: 2,92 
SD: 1,05 

M: 2,96 
SD: 1,23 

M: 2,96 
SD: 1,11 M: 2,96  9 50 M: 3,66 

SD: 0.98 
M: 3,44 
SD: 1,01 

M: 3,40 
SD: 1,11 

M: 2,86 
SD: 0.97 M: 3,34 

5 50 M: 3,18 
SD: 1,21 

M: 3,06 
SD: 1,04 

M: 3,20 
SD: 1,07 

M: 2,88 
SD: 1,02 M: 3,08  10 50 M: 3,40 

SD: 1,03 
M: 3,36 
SD: 0.96 

M: 3,32 
SD: 1,06 

M: 3,18 
SD: 1,02 M: 3,31 

 
 
 
 
 
2. Outcomes pre-test visual metaphor design manipulation check 
 
	
Appendix Table 2: Mean and standard deviations of the pre-tested designs on the control questions 

Design N Attractiveness Realism  Design N Attractiveness Realism 

1 50 M: 3,80 
SD: 0.86 

M: 3,40 
SD: 0.97  6 50 M: 2,80 

SD: 1,18 
M: 2,76 
SD: 1,24 

2 50 M: 2,34 
SD: 1,06 

M: 2,72 
SD: 1,37  7 50 M: 2,90 

SD: 1,25 
M: 2,84 
SD: 1,25 

3 50 M: 3,08 
SD: 1,21 

M: 2,20 
SD: 1,07  8 50 M: 3,76 

SD: 1,02 
M: 3,98 
SD: 0.96 

4 50 M: 2,78 
SD: 1,36 

M: 2,40 
SD: 1,03  9 50 M: 3,02 

SD: 1,10 
M: 2,22 
SD: 1,11 

5 50 M: 3,32 
SD: 1,08 

M: 3,46 
SD: 1,09  10 50 M: 3,28 

SD: 1,13 
M: 2,92 
SD: 1,26 
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3. Outcomes pre-test brand frame 
 
 
Appendix Table 3: Mean and standard deviations of the pre-tested brand frames 

Frame Luxury  Frame Luxury  Frame Luxury  Frame Luxury 
 

Golden blend M: 3,92 
SD: 0.73 

 Superior blend M: 4,08 
SD: 0.79 

 Normal blend M: 2,34 
SD: 0.76 

 Usual blend M: 2,09 
SD: 0.83 

Premium blend M: 3,80 
SD: 0.82 

 Deluxe blend M: 3,90 
SD: 0.67 

 Basic blend M: 1,83** 
SD: 0.81 

 Average blend M: 2,39 
SD: 0.78 

Excellent blend M: 4,06 
SD: 0.74 

 Luxury blend M: 4,05 
SD: 0.72 

 Regular blend M: 2,44 
SD: 0.76 

 Classic blend M: 2,95 
SD: 0.73 

Exclusive blend M: 4,32* 
SD: 0.68 

 Rich blend M: 3,67 
SD: 0.75 

 Standard blend M: 2,14 
SD: 0.82 

 Ordinary blend M: 2,38 
SD: 1.05 

Finest blend M: 3,73 
SD: 0.74 

 Special blend M: 3,66 
SD: 0.69 

 Common blend M: 2,15 
SD: 0.72 

 Traditional blend M: 2,87 
SD: 0.76 

 

* Highest mean score on luxury indicating that this brand frame is the most suitable as ‘premium’ frame 
** Lowest mean score on luxury indicating that this brand frame is the most suitable as ‘basic’ frame 
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Appendix C 
 
1. Questionnaire main study 
 
Dear coffee lover, 
First of all, thank you for your time and your efforts to taste and grade this possible new coffee! 
 
Feel free to share your true opinions; both positive and negative. Your opinion is of great value for our 
company to evaluate the possible success of this new coffee.  
 
Are you ready to judge the coffee? Tick the 'next' button and you will see the questions about the coffee 
package presented to you and the coffee you are enjoying now. 
	

o  I hereby agree to participate in this study and declare that I am at least 18 years old 
 
Our new coffee, the one you are about to taste, comes in the package you look at. Please take a smell and 
a sip or two, taste carefully and answer the following questions. Again, please be honest. 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement on the following statements:  
 
This coffee tastes: 
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Now, please indicate your level of agreement on the following statements:  
 
I have the feeling that this coffee will make me: 

 
 

Also, please indicate your level of agreement on the following statements: 

 

 
 

Now, imagine you are in a supermarket looking for coffee and you see this coffee package.  
Note: the product fits within your budget.  
 
 Please indicate your level of agreement on the following statement:  
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Furthermore, please indicate to what extent the following statements are characteristic of you.  
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This is the end of the questionnaire. Thank you for your time! 
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Appendix D 
 
 
Appendix Table 4: Items per scale and the reliability of the constructs 
Scale Items N α 

Taste Luxury ‘This coffee tastes... luxurious’ � 
‘This coffee tastes... chic’ � 
‘This coffee tastes... prestigious’ � 
‘This coffee tastes... exclusive’ � 
‘This coffee tastes... cheap’ � (reversed) 
‘This coffee tastes... standard’ �(reversed) 
 

6 .90 

Taste Intensity ‘This coffee tastes... strong’ � 
‘This coffee tastes... powerful’ � 
‘This coffee tastes... pure’ � 
‘This coffee tastes... intense’ � 
‘This coffee tastes... weak’ � (reversed) 
‘This coffee tastes... bitter’ � 
 

6 .79 

Taste Complexity ‘This coffee tastes... complex’ 
‘This coffee tastes... rich’ � 
‘This coffee tastes... balanced’ �� 
 
*Due to poor internal consistency this scale is not used for further analyses 
 

3 .56* 

 

Taste Liking ‘This coffee tastes... tasty’ 
‘This coffee tastes... good’ 
‘This coffee tastes... delicious’ 
 

3 .92 

Taste Consequences ‘ I have the feeling this coffee will make me… alert’ 
‘ I have the feeling this coffee will make me… concentrated’ 
‘ I have the feeling this coffee will make me… focused’ 
‘ I have the feeling this coffee will make me… lazy’ (reversed) 
‘ I have the feeling this coffee will make me… aroused’ 
‘ I have the feeling this coffee will make me… relaxed’* 
‘ I have the feeling this coffee will make me… powerful’ 
 
*Item deleted to reach this Cronbach’s Alpha 
 

6 .81 

Quality Perception ‘I believe this coffee is of good quality’ 
‘I believe this coffee will outperform other coffees’ 
‘I think this coffee contains unique quality features’ 
‘I think this coffee belongs to a luxurious lifestyle’ 
 

4 .89 

Need for Cognition ‘I prefer complex to simple problems’ 
‘Thinking is not my idea of fun’ (reversed) 
‘I would rather do … challenge my thinking abilities’ (reversed) 
‘I try to anticipate … to think in depth about something’ (reversed) 
‘I only think as hard as I have to’ (reversed) 
‘I really enjoy a task that involves coming up with new solutions to problems’ 
‘I prefer my life to be filled with puzzles I must solve’ 
‘The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to me’ 
 

8 .78 
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Appendix E 
 
 
1. Outcomes main study, means and standard deviations.  
 
 
 
Appendix Table 5: Mean and standard deviations of all variables. 
 
 

Brand Frame 

 

Metaphor 
Taste  
Luxury 

Taste 
Intensity 

Taste  
Liking 

Taste 
Consequences 

Quality 
Perception 

Purchase 
Intention 

Basic Blend No Metaphor M: 3.08 
SD: 1.00 

M: 3.62 
SD: 0.83 

M: 4.43 
SD: 1.35 

M: 4.14 
SD: 0.96 

M: 3.33 
SD: 1.15 

M: 4.10 
SD: 1,61 

Metaphor M: 4.34 
SD: 0.99 

M: 4.27 
SD: 0.82 

M: 5.16 
SD: 1.17 

M: 4.41 
SD: 0.98 

M: 4.16 
SD: 1.01 

M: 4.67 
SD: 1.52 

Exclusive Blend No Metaphor M: 3.87 
SD: 1.18 

M: 4.00 
SD: 1.12 

M: 5.03 
SD: 1.19 

M: 4.52 
SD: 0.85 

M: 4.03 
SD: 1.32 

M: 4.73 
SD: 1.55 

Metaphor M: 4.54 
SD: 1.43 

M: 4.19 
SD: 1.09 

M: 5.12 
SD: 0.87 

M: 4.52 
SD: 0.99 

M: 4.41 
SD: 1.52 

M: 4.93 
SD: 1.62 

 
 
2. Outcomes main study, two-way ANOVA  
 
 
Appendix Table 6: Results of the two-way ANOVA for all variables. 
 
 
Factor 

Taste  
Luxury 

Taste 
Intensity 

Taste  
Liking 

Taste 
Consequences 

Quality 
Perception 

Purchase 
Intention 

Brand frame F: 5,03 
p: .02 

F: .52 
p: .48 

F: 1,27 
p: .26 

F: 2,10 
p: .15 

F: 3,89 
p: .05 

F: 2,60 
p: .10 

Metaphor F: 21,43 
p: .00* 

F: 6,66 
p: .01 

F: 4,37 
p: .03 

F: .59 
p: .44 

F: 4,37 
p: .008 

F: 2,17 
p: .10 

Brand frame * Metaphor F: 1,09 
p: .30 

F: 1,83 
p: .18 

F: 1,31 
p: .25 

F: .59 
p: .44 

F: .38 
p: .54 

F: .28 
p: .59 

p < .001. 
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Appendix F 
 

 
 
1. Visual representation of the test location for the experiment  
 

 


