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◦Purpose: Designs typical for a category (i.e., wine) are usually better liked by consumers as 
they find them more diagnostic. In contrast, atypical designs may be more likely to stand out 
in a retail environment, and may be processed more deeply, possibly increasing long-term 
liking. Integrating processing research with studies of schema congruity, this paper examines 
how the typicality of wine packages relates to short-term and long-term consumer liking. 

 
◦Design/methodology/approach: Employing fictitious brand name and visuals, two experiments 
test how typical, moderately atypical and atypical wine package designs relate to diagnosticity 
and liking immediately after initial exposure (short-term condition) and after several days' time 
has passed (long-term condition). The first experiment (N=382) employs abstract package 
designs and is complemented by a second experiment (N=122) that employs realistic designs and 
additionally tests the interactive effects of design typicality and consumer tasting of the wine. 

 
◦Findings: Across the two studies, the findings indicate that design typicality facilitates 
diagnosticity, which, in turn, increases liking. In the short-term condition consumers like 
brands with typical designs more than moderately atypical ones, which they like more than 
atypical packages. Diagnosticity increases, however, from short-term to long-term for 
moderately atypical packages more than for typical or atypical ones, hereby increasing liking. 
This effect is particularly pronounced when consumers evaluate the taste positively at the time 
of initial exposure. 

 
◦Practical implications: The findings suggest that wine marketers may find themselves in a 
quandary as they need to decide whether to focus on short-term persuasion (by creating typical 
designs) or long-term attractiveness (by using moderately atypical designs) in conjunction with 
tastings. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Visual design is an important consideration in wine packaging since an offer’s visual 
appearance captures attention (Pieters et al., 2010), generates liking (Bloch, 1995; Cho and 
Schwarz, 2010), creates value (e.g., Chitturi et al., 2008; Creusen and Schoormans, 2005; Orth 
et al., 2010), supports positioning (Orth and Malkewitz, 2012), leads to quality inferences 
(Lockshin, 2003) and, ultimately, aids in building strong brands (Henderson et al., 2003). 
Although a deep relationship with a brand hinges on extended experiences (Verhoef et al., 
2009), liking begins at the first contact and this is where visual design plays a pivotal role. 
In employing visual design, marketers adopt different strategies that can be assigned into one of 
two basic categories, one aiming at distinctiveness and the other at conformity (Schoormans 
and Robben, 1997). While typical wine package designs align with exemplars, prototypes or 
archetypes for the category, bearing classical visuals (e.g., vineyards, wineries) and common 
features (e.g., standard bottle shapes), atypical designs achieve differentiation through unusual 
visuals (e.g., “critter images”), colors, shapes, typeface and materials (Orth and Malkewitz, 
2008). Conforming to consumer expectations (i.e., by adopting a design typical for the 
category) provides benefits in terms of lower perceived risk (Campbell and Goodstein, 2001) 
and more fluent processing (Orth and Malkewitz, 2012), whereas differentiation (i.e., choosing 
an atypical design) makes the package stand out from the crowd and receive greater attention 
(Schoormans and Robben, 1997). Both strategic approaches hereby differ in design typicality, 
the degree to which a stimulus is representative of a category (Barsalou, 1985). 
Consumers regularly use category information in making judgments about a new category 
member. For example, looking at a classic Bordeaux style bottle with a chateau on the label in 
traditional muted red and grey colors may lead consumers to infer that the wine shares 
similarities with a typical Bordeaux wine (e.g., red, full-bodied, rich of tannins). Research 
supports the existence of a “prototypes are attractive” effect (Winkielman et al., 2006) such that 
options typical for a category are more attractive and more likable than either moderately or 
extremely atypical options (Schwarz, 2004). A series of studies supports this effect for abstract 
stimuli (Novemsky et al., 2007), new products (Landwehr et al., 2011), brands (Labroo et al., 
2008), and servicescapes (Orth and Wirtz, 2013). While researchers have examined consumer 
responses to the typicality of wine package visual design (e.g., Celhay and Passebois, 2011; 
Orth and Malkewitz, 2012), most studies have adopted a short-term perspective, examining 
consumer response immediately after exposure to the typicality stimulus. A more complete 
framework would thus need to detail long-term effects where the time between initial exposure 
and a second encounter possibly affects the relationship between typicality and consumer 
response. Identifying how temporal conditions influence the typicality effect will provide a 
richer understanding of the phenomenon as it relates to consumer behavior. Research is 
consistent with this goal; for example, studies of visual processing (van Rompay et al., 2009) 
and schema congruity (Meyers-Levy and Tybout, 1989) demonstrate that a stimulus is 
processed more in-depth and preferred when it is only moderately typical. These studies 
suggest that short- versus long-term outcomes of the typicality effect may differ. 
The current research proposes that individual processing of design typicality is an important 
variable that differentially impacts short- and long-term consumer liking. Specifically, we 
propose that the positive typicality effect observed immediately after initial exposure (i.e., in 
the short-term) will be different from the one when a consumer re-encounters the design after 
some time has passed (i.e., in the long-term). Instead, when time has passed, consumers will 
have a preference for the novel over the norm, liking an option that is moderately atypical for a 
category better than one that is typical. 
Two studies examine effects of perceived typicality with wine package designs to provide 
support for the important role of time on consumer liking of moderately atypical packages. The 
first study demonstrates that time alters the relationship between typicality and liking (through 



diagnosticity) for images of abstract wine packages. The second study replicates and extends 
this finding by demonstrating that typicality and tasting interact in shaping diagnosticity and 
consequently liking. Together, these studies provide support for temporal changes in liking due 
to changing diagnosticity, and equip marketers with a better understanding of divergent short- 
and long-term evaluative outcomes of moderately atypical designs. 
 
2. LITERATURE AND HYPOTHESES 
2.1. Typicality and Viewer Processing 

Typicality combines characteristics such as representative, natural, and archetypical 
(Henderson et al., 2004), and is usually defined as the degree to which an object overlaps with 
others commonly encountered in the category, or is representative of the category (Barsalou, 
1985). For example, a Bordeaux-style wine bottle, bearing a traditional label with a classical 
Chateau pictured in muted colors and a red closure on top is more typical for the wine category 
than a cresting moon-shaped vessel in metallic blue with a minimalistic edged label and a 
bright yellow closure (Orth and Malkewitz, 2008). Typical stimuli are recognized more 
accurately than atypical ones (Cabeza and Kato, 2000; Rousselet et al., 2002), and relate to 
higher liking (Hekkert et al., 2003). In addition, typical stimuli serve as “goodness-of-example” 
indicators and tend to correlate substantially with convergent meaning and familiarity (Orth 
and Malkewitz, 2008). In contrast, designs low in typicality are more difficult to process and 
require more cognitive effort (Cho and Schwarz, 2010). Partially replicating previous research, 
we expect: 
H1: In the short-term condition, brand liking will be higher for typical rather than moderately 
atypical or atypical designs. 
 
2.2. The Effect of Typicality on Diagnosticity 

Diagnosticity of information – the ability of sensory input to aid in forming evaluative 
judgments - helps to either confirm or disconfirm prior held beliefs and expectations (Menon 
et al., 1995). According to the accessibility-diagnosticity model (Feldman and Lynch, 1988), 
accessible information (i.e., design typicality) is used in the process of evaluation and choice 
when it is diagnostic. The more diagnostic the information, the more helpful it is for 
consumers to evaluate an offer’s quality and performance (Herr et al., 1991). Non–diagnostic 
information, in contrast, is open to multiple interpretations (Herr et al., 1991). Previous studies 
have established that diagnosticity affects consumer evaluation of product images (Jiang and 
Benbasat, 2004/5), nutritional information on product packages (Garretson and Burton, 2000), 
and works in combination with actual taste (Kempf and Smith, 1998). 
In this research, we use a product category-based definition of typicality. Specifically, we 
define typicality in terms of category schema similarity—the extent to which a package design 
is perceived as similar to current representations of the wine category. Past research (e.g., 
Skowronski and Carlston, 1987) suggests that the greater the shared associations between two 
targets, the more diagnostic information about one is for making judgments about the other. In 
the typicality context, this finding implies that as the shared associations between the category 
and the wine package increase so does the diagnosticity of information about the package 
(e.g., package design elements) for making judgments. In other words, typical designs support 
prior schemata about the category and will thus be perceived as more diagnostic, whereas low 
typicality designs should be less likely to fit in with prior held beliefs about the category, 
relating to perceptions of lower diagnosticity. Diagnosticity, in turn, should have a positive 
effect on brand liking as discussed in the previous section. We expect: 
H2: The effect of typicality on liking will be mediated by diagnosticity. 
 
 



2.3. Effects of Typicality Processing on Schemata 

According to the three-partite model of memory (Atkinson and Shiffrin, 1968) the processing 
of current information in short-term memory interacts with information stored in long-term 
memory. Specifically, current information in short-term memory (e.g., visual input on a 
package design) triggers the retrieval of associated long-term memories (i.e., schemata) that 
are compared against the new input (Burke and Srull, 1988). In line with the thinking of Craik 
(2002), type and depth of stimulus processing impact subsequent storage in memory. A critical 
factor in processing is the congruity or fit (i.e., typicality) between current information and 
schemata stored in long-term memory (Baddeley, 2010). 
Conceptualized as an association network of knowledge and expectations in memory, both of 
which are organized through experience, a schema is an abstract, cognitive structure that 
represents some stimulus domain, such as a person, place, event, or object (Taylor and Crocker, 
1981). Through their involvement in encoding, interpretation, retention, and retrieval of 
information, schemata can influence perceptual cognitive activities through the generation of 
expectancies (Taylor and Crocker, 1981). For example, when new information is received, 
individuals use existing schemata to process the congruity of this information (i.e., the fit with 
the existing schema).  
A key function of schemata is the provision of processing strategies that contain procedural 
definitions of its potential functions and operations (Norman and B 
obrow, 1975). The expectancy system of a schema, including organization and 
interconnections of relevant information, is thought to guide the process of resolving 
incongruity (Lee and Schumann, 2004). By first identifying the level of incongruity, and then 
determining the difficulty (or ease) of resolution, incongruities are resolved either within the 
existing cognitive structure or by modifying structures (Mandler, 1982). Three types of 
processing strategies dealing with varying levels of incongruity and relating to distinct 
outcomes (Mandler, 1982) are relevant to the current context: assimilation, alternative schema, 
and accommodation. 
Assimilation refers to the placement of the incongruent information into existing schemata. 
Assimilation of incongruity occurs with no or relatively weak levels of incongruity that can be 
easily incorporated. Previous research shows that consumers can easily assimilate weak 
incongruity between a generic product category and brand attributes (Sujan and Bettman, 
1989), assimilate slightly incongruent information about a product with minimal cognitive 
effort (Meyers-Levy and Tybout, 1989), and accept slight incongruity of an advertised brand 
when it shares enough consistent attributes with the generic schema to be assimilated into the 
existing schema (Sujan and Bettman, 1989). Assimilation employs fewer cognitive resources 
than other processing strategies and receives less elaboration (Meyers-Levy and Malaviya, 
1999). Stimuli that are easily assimilated are less likely to entail modification to long-term 
memory (Unkelbach, 2007). 
Stimuli that are less congruent and cannot be easily processed and assimilated may require 
additional processing resources such as analogous reasoning (Vosniadou and Ortony, 1989) or 
extensive reinterpretation (Lee and Schumann, 2004). In employing analogies to resolve 
moderate incongruity, information from an existing schema can be recalled and transferred in 
a new way as a result of a productive thinking process (Guilford, 1965). Forming new 
connections and/or putting the incongruent representation under an alternative schema, or 
transferring prior knowledge to resolve incongruity, does not necessarily involve drastic 
changes in current schema structures. Instead, it uses other existing schemas to resolve 
moderate incongruity (Meyers-Levy and Tybout, 1989; Ozanne et al., 1992).  
When confronted with severe incongruity, individuals may engage in an effortful cognitive 
process to be able to reinterpret incongruent information or reorganize current schema 
structure (Tesser and Leone, 1977). If people cannot use analogy or transfer prior knowledge 



from existing schema to the target incongruity, a new schema is required. Specifically, in 
response to severe incongruities, a person might restructure his/her knowledge schema or 
build a new associative link between existing schemata that were not previously connected. 
While this process of creating a new schema will enable successful accommodation, it 
typically demands much more cognitive effort and application of cognitive resources.  
In the case of wine packages, individuals would typically hold visual appearance relevant 
schemata (representations of typical wine package designs), acquired over time. This cognitive 
representation of the package, in terms of the container shape, label, colors, images, typefont, 
etc. is a set of abstracted attributes that might be used to describe this package (Orth and 
Malkewitz, 2008). When a consumer encounters a new package, the characteristics of that 
stimulus may be compared for congruity with their available schema. The level of congruity 
between the stimulus (the package design elements) and an evoked schema then influence 
processing and long-term memory (Mandler, 1982). The effort required for processing 
typicality increases from assimilation to alternative schema to accommodation strategies 
(Neuschatz et al., 2002). Integrating the discussion above with the previously reviewed 
diagnosticity literature we expect that typical designs should fit with existing schemata and 
should relate to little change in liking when encountered at a later time. Moderately atypical 
designs should likely become assimilated or relate to alternative schema, hereby relating to 
positive changes in liking when encountered at a later time, because the moderate deviation 
has been incorporated into a modified schema resulting in a subsequently better fit. Atypical 
designs, finally, should be more likely to relate to more extensive schema restructuring and 
accommodation, hereby relating to smaller changes in liking when encountered after the initial 
event. We expect: 
H3: Changes in liking from the short-term to the long-term condition will be greater (and 
more positive) for moderately atypical rather than typical or atypical designs. 
 
2.4. Interactive Effects of Tasting the Wine 

Some of the wine’s attributes, such as the sensory characteristics can only be assessed during 
consumption, i.e., product experience (Lockshin, 2003; Mueller, 2004). Product experience 
(i.e., sampling a wine) is particularly persuasive for three reasons (Hoch, 2002): any resulting 
visual, tactile, olfactory, auditory, and taste information is (1) self-generated, with maximum 
trustworthiness of the source (oneself); (2) more engaging, vivid, and memorable than 
corporate communication; and (3) the subjectivity of taste allows consumers to accommodate 
to chosen alternatives and results in infrequent regrets. In line with the expectation-
disconfirmation paradigm (Oliver, 1980), relying on schemata when processing information 
not only influences the manner in which consumers evaluate new products, but additionally 
affects post-trial judgments and attitudes (Stayman et al., 1992). Specifically, when 
encountering information very discrepant from a prior category schema, more negative 
evaluative outcomes follow the sampling, compared with the situation in which the experience 
matches schema expectations. 
Applying Mandler's (1982) model, Stayman et al. (1992) studied the post-trial evaluation 
effects of the level of congruity between category schema expectations and new product 
performance. Categorization theory specifically suggests that a failure to match expectations 
during the trial may influence post-trial judgments not only through better or worse judgments, 
but also through discrepancy from a schema-based expectation (Mandler, 1982). For example, 
a moderate positive discrepancy from performance expectations produces more positive 
evaluations than would performance that meets expectations or is extremely discrepant from 
expectations (Meyers-Levy & Tybout, 1989). In addition, a moderate discrepancy between 
expectations and trial experience results in a relatively deeper processing of the trial 
experience than would performance that either matches expectations or is extremely 



discrepant (Ozanne et al., 1992). Integrating these findings with the previous research on 
diagnosticity we expect: 
H4: The positivity of taste evaluation will enhance the effect of design typicality on 
diagnosticity such that diagnosticity will be greater as the positive nature of taste evaluation 
increases. 
In summary, this research aims to contribute significantly to three critical issues by examining 
(1) the effect of package design typicality on short-term and long-term brand liking, (2) the role 
of diagnosticity as a mediator of the typicality - liking relationship, and (3) the role of taste 
evaluation as a moderator of the typicality - diagnosticity relationship.  
 
3. EMPIRICAL STUDIES 
Two experiments were conducted to test the effects of design typicality on brand liking 
(through diagnosticity) in short-term and long-term conditions. The first study examines the 
effects of typicality with abstract stimuli. The second study employs realistic stimuli and wine 
tasting to examine the robustness of effects in the presence of additional sensory input. The 
wine bottle was chosen as the target product consistent with previous research (Orth and 
Malkewitz, 2008). First, the wine category is one of the most established and traditional 
categories in studying visual design effects. Second, it is a product with which many 
consumers have at least some familiarity and interest in. Third, because of the wide variety of 
visual designs, wine styles, and available options evaluating a wine package is expected to 
involve cognitive effort. 
 
3.1. Experiment 1 
Employing abstract wine package stimuli study 1 (N=263) tests the assertion that consumer 
liking (due to improved diagnosticity) will increase from the short-term to the long-term 
condition more for moderately atypical designs than for atypical or typical designs. The study 
further probes the underlying process by testing the mediating role of diagnosticity. The 
experiment employs a 3 (visual design: typical vs. moderately atypical vs. atypical) x 2 (long-
term vs. short-term condition) mixed factorial design: While the typicality treatments were 
administered between-subjects, the temporal conditions involved within-subjects 
measurements. 
Specific treatments consisted of custom-made digital images of a Bordeaux style wine bottle 
with a label (consisting of a visual and text) and a fictitious brand name (see Boudreaux and 
Palmer, 2007). Building on previous research (Henderson et al., 2004; Thomas and Pickering, 
2003) an extensive pretest (N=113) aided in selecting a neutral brand name (Abington), and 
combinations of visual and typeface designed to generate variance in design typicality. Stimuli 
selected for the main study consisted of professional images created by an advertising and 
design agency to represent one design, each low (M=2.9; Aztec Goddess + Typefont Ravie), 
moderate (M=4.3; Vine Terraces + Typefont Playbill), and high (M=5.3 Chateau + Typefont 
Kunstler Script) on a seven-point typicality scale (Campbell and Goodstein, 2001). 
In the short-term condition (T1) of the main study, one randomly selected image was displayed 
on a computer screen for consumers to indicate typicality (Campbell and Goodstein, 2001; 
α=.84, M=4.11, SD=1.38), diagnosticity (Ahluwalia and Gürhan-Canli, 2000; α=.86, M=3.88, 
SD=1.47), liking (Fabrigar and Petty, 1999; α=.85, M=4.12, SD=1.39), intention to purchase 
(Putrevu and Lord, 1994; α=.88, M=3.46, SD=1.44) and personal information. Seven to 
fourteen days after the initial session, participants returned for a second session corresponding 
to the long-term condition (T2). Measures were identical to the ones in T1 and consisted of 
item batteries for assessing liking, diagnosticity, and intention to purchase. Randomly 
generated three-digit codes received by respondents at the conclusion of T1 ascertained that 
individual data from both sessions could be merged. 
ANOVA, used to check the success of the manipulation, indicated a significant effect of the 



treatments on perceived typicality (F(2,261)=27.8, p=.001) with the package designed for low 
typicality receiving the lowest (M=3.35), the high-typicality design receiving the highest 
(M=4.86), and the third design receiving an intermediate score (M=4.40), as intended.  
In the short-term condition, ANOVA results indicated a significant effect of design typicality 
on liking (F(2,379) =7.04, p =.001) with scores increasing from the atypical (M=3.22) to the 
moderately atypical (M=3.48) to the typical design (M=3.80). Liking, in turn, had a significant 
effect on intention to purchase (β=.48, t=10.76, p=.001) and even choice (β=.27, t=5.52, 
p=.001). These findings support hypothesis 1. 
To test for mediation, we utilized Preacher and Hayes’ (2004) macro. For the short-term 
condition, results indicate that typicality had a positive effect on diagnosticity (B=.16, t=2.91, 
p=.004); diagnosticity had a positive effect on liking, when controlling for typicality (B=.36, t= 
9.46, p=.001); and, finally, typicality had an indirect positive effect on liking (B=.11, t=2.40, 
p=.017). The non-significant effect of typicality on liking when controlling for diagnosticity 
(B=.05, t=1.24, p=.215) indicates that diagnosticity fully mediates the relationship. Both the 
formal two-tailed significance test (Sobel z=2.77, p=.006) and bootstrapping (LL95CI=.017; 
UL95CI=.104) demonstrated that the indirect effect was significant, supporting hypothesis 2. 
Repeating the test for mediation with long-term condition data yielded similar results: 
Typicality had a positive effect on diagnosticity (B=.29, t=4.86, p=.001); diagnosticity had a 
positive effect on liking, when controlling for typicality (B=.55, t=8.64, p=.001); and, finally, 
typicality had an indirect positive effect on liking (B=.31, t=4.58, p=.001). The significant (and 
weaker) effect of typicality on liking when controlling for diagnosticity (B=.16, t=2.48, 
p=.014) indicates a partial mediation. Both the formal two-tailed significance test (Sobel 
z=4.22, p=.001) and bootstrapping (LL95CI=.084; UL95CI=.238) demonstrated that the 
indirect effect was significant, hence providing further support for hypothesis 2. 
Further important to our core prediction, changes in liking from the short-term to the long-term 
condition (estimated as intra-individual differences of scores in T1 subtracted from scores in 
T2) were significantly different for the typicality treatments (F(2,261)=7.90, p=.001). 
Specifically, liking did not change significantly (p>.05) for atypical designs (∆M=.29), but 
increased significantly for moderately atypical (∆M=.91) and typical designs (∆M=1.17). 
Perhaps more importantly, changes in diagnosticity were significantly different for the atypical 
(∆M=.16) and moderately atypical (∆M=.59) but not the typical design (∆M=.34), providing 
corroborating evidence for hypothesis 3. 
Taken together, study 1 findings support the claim that moderately atypical designs may be 
better liked by consumers in the long run due to greater diagnosticity. These results were, 
however, obtained with a set of abstract stimuli and no actual tasting of the wine. These 
possible limitations motivated the second study. 
 
3.2. Experiment 2 
The second study (N=122) employs digital images of actual wine packages to test the effect of 
typicality on short-term and long-term liking including the mediating role of diagnosticity and 
the moderating role of taste evaluation. The experiment re-employs the previously used 3 
(visual design: typical vs. moderately atypical vs. atypical) x 2 (long-term vs. short-term 
condition) mixed factorial design with consumers sampling the wine after exposure to the 
visual in condition T1. 
Stimulus development started with a selection of actual wine package designs submittted by a 
wine retailer to score high on typicality. A professional designer then modified those images, 
thereby creating moderately atypical and atypical variations. The guiding principle to generate 
such sets of designs was to modify design properties only and to not change other possible 
drivers of consumers’ purchase intention (e.g., varietal, brand, visual content, or vintage). A 
pretest (N=20) aided in selecting package visuals designed to generate variance in typicality. 
Procedures were identical to the ones employed in study 1 with one exception. In the short-



term condition, immediately after submitting their ratings on typicality (α=.89, M=4.22, 
SD=1.58), diagnosticity (α=.86, M=4.04, SD=1.58), liking (α=.90, M=4.57, SD=1.44), 
intention to purchase (α=.84, M=4.18, SD=1.51) and personal information, consumers sampled 
the wine (a 2011 Riesling) and indicated their evaluation of taste (aroma intensity, sweetness, 
sourness, freshness) as well as their overall liking of the wine taste. Exactly two weeks after 
T1, participants returned and indicated liking, diagnosticity, and intention to purchase. 
An ANOVA to check the success of the experimental manipulation indicated a significant 
effect of the treatments on perceived typicality (F(2,120)=58.82, p=.001) with the package 
designed for low typicality receiving the lowest (M=2.75), the high-typicality design receiving 
the highest (M=5.43), and the third design receiving an intermediate score (M=4.42).  
In the short-term condition, ANOVA results indicated a significant effect of design typicality 
on liking (F(2,120)=13.06, p=.001) with scores increasing from the atypical (M=3.73) to the 
moderately atypical (M=4.77) to the typical design (M=5.17). Liking, in turn, had a significant 
effect on intention to purchase (β=.66, t=9.49, p=.000) and choice (β=.40, t=4.79, p=.000). 
These findings provide additional support for hypothesis 1. 
Mediation test results for the short-term condition indicate a positive effect of typicality on 
diagnosticity (B=.40, t=4.80, p=.001); a positive effect of diagnosticity on liking, when 
controlling for typicality (B=.47, t=6.35, p=.001), and an indirect positive effect of typicality 
on liking (B=.20, t=2.61, p=.010). The non-significant effect of typicality on liking when 
controlling for diagnosticity (B=.01, t=.02, p=.841) indicates that diagnosticity fully mediates 
the relationship. Both the formal two-tailed significance test (Sobel z=3.80, p=.001) and 
bootstrapping (LL95CI=.091; UL95CI=.284) demonstrate that the indirect effect is significant. 
These results are consistent with those obtained in study 1 and further support hypothesis 2. 
As with study 1, typicality had a significant influence on changes in liking from the short-term 
to the long-term condition (F(2,120)=3.19, p=.045). Specific changes included a decrease in 
liking for atypical designs (∆M=-.45), an increase in liking for moderately atypical designs 
(∆M=.25) and no significant change in liking for typical designs (∆M=-.01). These results 
provide further support for hypothesis 3. 
Mediation tests for the long-term condition indicate a positive effect of typicality on 
diagnosticity (B=.42, t=4.24, p=.001), a positive effect of diagnosticity on liking, when 
controlling for typicality (B=.66, t=8.13, p=.001), and an indirect positive effect of typicality 
on liking (B=.51, t=4.83, p=.001). The significant (and weaker) effect of typicality on liking 
when controlling for diagnosticity (B=.23, t=2.60, p=.010) indicates a partial mediation. Both 
the formal two-tailed significance test (Sobel z=3.74, p=.001) and bootstrapping 
(LL95CI=.130; UL95CI=.418) demonstrate that the indirect effect is significant, hence 
providing further support for hypothesis 2. 
In the final analyses a two-factorial GLM was utilized to test hypothesis 4 and the claim that a 
positive taste evaluation (in T1) enhances the positive effect of typicality on diagnosticity (in 
T2). Results indicate a significant main effect of typicality (F(18,56)=3.00, p=.001), a non-
significant main effect of taste evaluation (F(5,56)=1.57, p=.183) and a significant typicality x 
taste interaction (F(32,56)=2.06, p=.009). Specifically, diagnosticity scores increased 
significantly from low to high taste scores for moderately atypical designs (M=4.10 vs. 
M=4.71), did not change significantly for atypical designs (M=2.82 vs M=3.06) and decreased 
significantly for typical designs (M=5.32 vs. M=4.70). These results provide support for 
hypothesis 4. 
 
4. DISCUSSION 
The present work extends research on designing wine packages in at least three ways. First, 
studies of consumer short-term responses to design typicality (Celhay and Passebois, 2011; 
Orth and Malkewitz, 2012) and schema congruency (Meyers-Levy and Tybout, 1989; Sujan 
and Bettman, 1989; Unkelbach, 2007) are extended by offering evidence for differential effects 



over time. According to our findings, consumer liking increases more from short- to long-term 
for moderately atypical designs than it does for typical or atypical designs. This outcome 
complements previous findings by demonstrating temporal changes in liking due to different 
levels of design typicality. While a part of increase in liking may be attributable to mere 
exposure effects (Landwehr et al., 2013), these are thought to occur only after several 
exposures (Landwehr et al., 2013). In addition, mere exposure theory is not capable of 
explaining differences in regard to levels of typicality. 
Second, our work integrates diagnosticity research (Feldman and Lynch, 1988; Menon et al., 
1995) with studies of visual design (Orth and Malkewitz, 2008) to show that the typicality of a 
package design relates to liking because consumers use their impressions of typicality to judge 
quality. While researchers have previously investigated consumer evaluative response to visual 
design, using processing fluency (Orth and Malkewitz, 2012) and visual attractiveness (Orth et 
al., 2010) as process explanations, other research highlights diagnosticity as a possible driver of 
brand liking (Page & Herr, 2002). Our finding that a medium level of typicality (i.e., 
moderately atypical designs) relate to the highest diagnosticity, adds a design perspective to 
established expectation-disconfirmation (Oliver, 1980) and congruence frameworks (Mandler, 
1982; Meyers-Levy and Tybout, 1989).  
Third, the present work unites the literature on visual design (e.g., Orth and Malkewitz, 2008) 
and product trial (Hoch, 2002) to show that a positive taste evaluation of a wine enhances 
typicality effects on diagnosticity and consequently liking. Extending studies on after-trial 
evaluation (Ozanne et al., 1992; Stayman et al., 1992) indicates that a positive taste evaluation 
enhances the diagnosticity of typicality, especially for moderately atypical ones.  
Several managerial implications of the present research are worth mentioning. Given 
substantial variance in what consumers regard as typical (in France, any deviation from the 
standard chateau on a wine label may be perceived as atypical, whereas in the U.S., even 
“critter” images may classify as typical) perhaps the most important implication of our work is 
to alert professionals to the relevance and possible effects of typicality in wine package design. 
As our findings show, when the goal is to stimulate initial liking, especially in contexts where 
consumers cannot taste the wine, typical designs should be used as they relate to high 
diagnosticity. When the goal is to trigger longer-term liking, however, marketers should use 
moderately atypical designs as those relate to more desirable responses, especially when 
consumers are given an opportunity to sample the wine. 
The finding that a positive taste evaluation lowers the diagnosticity of typical designs is 
unexpected. We speculate that the sensory input provided through the palate takes precedence 
over the evaluative judgment of "quality" as captured in diagnosticity ratings. Our data does 
not account for this possibility. We hope the contribution of this study will stimulate further 
research in this field. 
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