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The impact of packaging transparency

on product attractiveness

ABSTRACT

The aim of the study was to investigate the impact of different levels of pack-
aging transparency on the evaluation of attractiveness of a product within
the packaging, in relation to whether it is a healthy or unhealthy product.
Consumer preferences during buying decision process were also investi-
gated. The study was conducted by two methods. The first one was related
to consumer preferences and was based on a choice task, while the other
one was related to packaging attractiveness and was based on subjective
evaluation expressed through the Likert scale. Eight samples of packaging
were used. They differed according to product type (healthy and unhealthy),
and the level of transparency (fully transparent packaging, packaging with
two windows, packaging with one window and non-transparent packag-
ing). According to the results, consumers tend to ignore non-transparent
packaging, regardless the product healthiness. The findings indicate the
importance of thoughtful selection of packaging structure and its material
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Introduction

Package design can have a significant role in users’ per-
ception of the product, considering their high demand
criteria when choosing which product to buy. People are
not only affected by visual components of packaging —
shape (Clement, Kristensen, & Grgnhaug, 2013; van Ooi-
jen et al, 2017), color (Ares & Deliza, 2010), typography
(Karnal et al, 2016), but are also aware of the importance
of the product information credibility and possibility of
screening what is inside the package. In some extent,
packaging transparency enables direct visual and tac-
tile estimation, while the decrease or increase of its
attractiveness may depend on the type of the product
(Wasowicz-Kirylo & Stysko-Kunkowska, 2011). According
to Deng’s & Srinivasan’s research (2013), there are two
important factors that have the influence on consump-
tion of the food product and come as a result of trans-
parent packaging usage: visibility of the product and pos-
sibility of monitoring the product consumption. The first

consequence of using transparent packaging is the visi-
bility of the product. Another variable related to it is the
visual attractiveness of the product inside. According to
that, larger transparent surface doesn’t necessarily result
in an increase or decrease of product attractiveness in
equal extent. For instance, highly transparent packaging
of small, visually appealing products can increase the
attractiveness and the consumption, while the result can
be completely opposite in the case of the same packag-
ing for a different group of products with large unit size.
Moreover, packaging transparency can have a negative
effect on product consumption as it offers the consumer
a possibility to monitor it. Consequently, impulsive con-
sumption can be prevented and the consumer is prone to
think about it, plan it and distribute it in order to spare.

Some previous researches give a starting point for
our research questions that are related to customer
preferences and their perception of packaging attrac-
tiveness, considering the level of its transparency. The
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preferences and the attractiveness are in the focus of our
study. In the form of the hypothesis, these variables are
brought in relation to packaging transparency and type of
product. The basis for the formation of the hypotheses is
described below.

Problem statement

It’s known that users form their attitude towards a
product at the basis of the packaging (Becker et al, 2011;
Metcalf et al, 2012; Wang, 2013). For example, one study
(Chandran, Batra, & Lawrence, 2009) showed that the
product is perceived as a higher quality product if it is
packed in a transparent bottle. The perception of the
quality is closely linked to the preferences. Those depend
on many factors, and one of them is a possibility of

the product identification, either through transparent
packaging, either through lifelike visual reproduction of
the product on the non-transparent material (Venter

et al, 2011). Enabling the customers to see the product
through transparent packaging significantly increases
their satisfaction (Kim & Lee, 2015), which indirectly can
reflect on their tendency to choose the product with
maximum visibility provided through packaging. This
was corroborated by the study of Hurley et al (2013). In
their experiment, a product was offered to the partic-
ipants while shopping, in four different types of pack-
aging that exposed it in a different amount (0%, 40%,
90%, 100%). The participants preferred the packaging
that entirely exposed the product. Mentioned research
presents groundwork for the hypotheses that guided
our study. The first one is related to the tendency of a
consumer to choose transparent packaging and it says:

H,: Users prefer the packaging which com-
pletely exposes the product.

The perception of food healthiness can also be deter-
mined by packaging and its ability to represent the
content that is inside of it. In the context of food health-
iness, the research (Riley, Martins da Silva, & Behr, 2015)
showed that users preferred the picture of the product
over the transparent window on the packaging, since it
was considered to be more visually attractive. Decrease
in attractiveness in the case of transparent packaging
was also found in the study of Vilnai-Yavetz and Koren
(2013) where it was shown that transparent packag-

ing is perceived as less aesthetic. By connecting these
findings with the previously mentioned research (Deng
& Srinivasan, 2013) that pointed out the importance

of the product type while analysing the influence of
transparency, the second hypothesis was formulated:

H,: Users rate the non-transparent packaging as
more attractive in the case of healthy food.

Methodology

The research was conducted in two ways. The first one
referred to the hypothesis H,, with focus on preferences,
and was based on choice-task. The second one referred
to the hypothesis H,, with focus on attractiveness, and
was based on the participants’ subjective evaluation.

Participants

The participants have been chosen randomly, keep-
ing in mind to include approximately the same num-
ber of women and men. Only people of 18 and older
were considered for the research, presuming that
people from that age and upward did their shopping
by themselves. 72 examinees, aged 23-52, participat-
ed in the research. 64% were women, and the rest,
men. Both studies included the same participants.

Samples

The packaging was designed for two types of product
produced by a fictional company ,,Mendella“. The first
type were cereals, representing healthy food. The second
type were sweets, representing unhealthy food. Beside
the product category, packaging samples also varied in
transparency levels. Transparency varied at 4 levels- fully
transparent packaging, packaging with two windows,
packaging with one window, and non-transparent pack-
aging. The samples are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2.

» Figure 2: Packaging samples for the
unhealthy products



Procedure

In the first study (choice-task), the participants were
asked to choose between 4 products and decide
which one they would opt for if they were in an
actual store. The packaging varied in shape and size
(which were not controlled variables), and this made
the amount of product vary too, so the participants
were previously asked to disregard that aspect. They
were also asked to pay no attention to the price,

so it wouldn’t affect their choice. During decision
making, the participants were not time limited.

In the second study (subjective evaluation), a five point
Likert scale questionnaire was used for the participants
to estimate attractiveness of the packaging. Value 1
represented ,completely unattractive”, and 5 repre-
sented ,completely attractive”. The participants were
instructed that they can touch, look over and compare
the products as long as they want to, but in the moment
when they were given the questionnaire, they were
asked to answer in regard to their primary reaction.

Results

For the choice task, participants’ frequencies of choices
for each packaging type are given in Table 1. The results
are grouped by food type. The difference between

these two groups was not significant (p = 0.73 by the
Wilcoxon test). In both cases, the participants mostly
preferred the packaging with transparency properties,
while non-transparent packaging samples were mostly
ignored. Cochran’s Q test shown that these differences
were significant (Q = 34.89, df = 3, p < 0.0001). While
comparing fully transparent packaging with other less
transparent packaging samples (i.e. packaging with one
or two windows and non-transparent packaging), McNe-
mar’s test has shown that fully transparent packaging
was preferred significantly more often than non-trans-
parent (x> = 33.02, p < 0.0001). However, there were no
significant differences in preferences between fully trans-
parent packaging and packaging with two windows (x> =
0.90, p = 0.34), or with one window (x* = 0.01, p = 0.92).

The Friedman test revealed significant differences in
attractiveness for the investigated packaging samples in
the case of cereals (x* = 72.16, df = 3, p < 0.0001), as well
as in the case of sweets (x? = 56.19, df = 3, p < 0.00071).
Comparisons between each packaging sample were
performed using a post hoc Wilcoxon test with Bonfer-
roni’s correction, so only the p-values below 0.01 were
considered significant. The results are shown in Table 2.
In the case of cereals, the non-transparent packaging was
significantly less rated (M =1.89, SD = 0.93) than fully
transparent packaging (M = 3.51, SD =1.16), packaging
with one window (M = 3.53, SD =1.22) and packaging
with two windows (M = 3.26, SD = 1.13), indicating that
healthy food in non-transparent packaging is less attrac-

tive to participants. In the case of sweets, the non-trans-
parent packaging was also significantly less rated (M =
218, SD =1.20) than fully transparent packaging (M =
3.33,SD =1.29), packaging with one window (M = 3.69,
SD =1.15) and packaging with two windows (M = 3.36,
SD =1.03), indicating that less healthy food in non-trans-
parent packaging is less attractive to participants.

Table 1
Participants’ choices of the packaging (N = 72)

Fully . . Non-
(R Two windows | One window (i
Cereals 26 21 22 3
Sweets 24 19 26 3
Table 2
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test
Cereals Sweets
Fully Two One Fully Two One
transparent | windows | window |transparent| windows | window
Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
transparent | transparent | transparent | transparent | transparent | transparent
Z| -585 -5.20 -6.59 -4.36 -5.34 -6.22
p| 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.000
Discussion

When it comes to consumer preferences during buying
decision process, the results have shown that users are
more inclined to choose transparent packaging, but
not necessarily the one that shows the product com-
pletely, which is reason to reject the first hypothesis
H,. On the other hand, completely non-transparent
packaging was the least preferred. That kind of packag-
ing had undoubtedly the lowest frequency of selection
in the choice task and it has the lowest average rate
when it comes to the subjective evaluation. A negative
impact of non-transparency on the attractiveness of
the product was expected considering previous studies
that show how buyers find the possibility of visually
checking the product very important (Dantas et al,
2004; Parhizgar & Rostami, 2014). In line with that,
the impossibility of that kind of check-up was rated
significantly lower than semi or full transparency.

The second experiment showed that difference in
healthiness of the sample groups didn’t have any sig-
nificant role in users’ choice, although in Deng’s and
Srinivasan’s study (2013) it was listed as one of the vari-
ables that can have the impact on consumer preferenc-
es. Moreover, it was shown that there is no significant
difference in packaging attractiveness according to the
type of the product that was in it. The results indicate
that the second hypothesis H, was rejected as well. In
the case of healthy food, participants rated non-trans-
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parent packaging as the least attractive. They found
transparent packaging as more appealing, which is in
accordance with some previous studies that reported
about the importance of product visibility during prod-
uct evaluation (Parhizgar & Rostami, 2014; Vilnai-Yavetz
& Koren, 2013). In our study, this can be ascribed to
the participants’ preferences based on the former
experience since transparent packaging is the most
common form of healthy food packaging in the stores.

Although hypotheses were rejected, the research
question was answered. The goal was to investigate if
there is any significant difference in consumer prefer-
ence between different degrees of transparency, also
considering the type of the product in it. Answer that
arises from this research is that, during decision mak-
ing process, users ignore non-transparent packaging
more. Furthermore, the type of the product has no role
in their preference towards transparent packaging.

Conclusions

This study investigated the level of product attractiveness
in relation to the degree of packaging transparency and
the food type. Results indicated that transparency affect
the attractiveness of the product. On the other hand,
the type of a product does not have a significant role

in appeal rating, at least when it comes to the products
used in our research with healthy cereals and unhealthy
sweets. The attractiveness is the first step towards
buying a product, so it is important to demonstrate
which variables have impact on it. By isolating some
other variables, this research gives the insight into the
specificity of the one aspect of product appeal — pack-
aging transparency. In conjugation with other empirical
findings, mainly in the field of marketing and consumer
research, our results can provide more substantial pic-
ture of how end users perceive specific food products.

Further research should use other various types of
products in each category and include more variables
related to users’ preferences of the packaging. Fur-
thermore, future research should be based on specific
types of the realization the transparency of packaging,
including irregular transparent shapes incorporated into
design rather than just a surface size of the packaging.
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