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Abstract
A scuffed pack and a reassuring message appear to offer a simple contest: one creates doubt; the other
tries to remove it. The research question is more demanding. Do negative packaging cues exert greater
influence than comparable positive cues? And can a truthful message correct a concern that the
packaging has already created?

The published evidence supports adverse responses to some imperfections, but also contains
attenuation, reversals and important null findings. It does not establish a general negative-to-positive
multiplier across packaging damage, complexity, dimensions and redesign. Nor does it establish that
NEW LOOK alone restores purchase intentions for cosmetically imperfect yoghurt packaging.

The conclusion is conditional. The direct cosmetic-damage attenuation evidence concerns organic
branding and physical separation, rather than explanatory messages. The packaging-message purchase
finding remains statistically inconclusive; produce labelling is adjacent evidence. To determine whether
it overcomes a packaging concern, research must identify the concern, test the message and measure
the remaining penalty against an appropriate benchmark. Patternfield has reviewed published research
and developed a proposed protocol. No original consumer experiment has been conducted for this
paper.

Verdict: Organic branding and physical separation can attenuate cosmetic-damage responses in
studied conditions. A general corrective-message remedy has not been established.

1. The question behind the question
Imagine a shopper choosing yoghurt. The product has a genuine new design. One tub has an
immaculate outer sleeve; another has a superficial scuff. Beside the new design sits a small statement:
NEW LOOK.

That statement may help explain why the product appears different. It may do nothing about why the
sleeve appears damaged. The shopper might be uncertain about brand identity, handling, freshness,
quantity or the contents themselves. Those are different questions. A message can be truthful and still
answer the wrong one.

The investigation began with a plausible hypothesis: negative packaging cues may carry greater
psychological weight than positive communications. We examined that proposition against evidence
that could weaken it, including favourable effects of complexity, interventions that reduce avoidance
and situations in which a minor negative detail improves evaluation.

Two propositions need separate answers. The first concerns the relative weight of equally comparable
positive and negative cues. The second concerns whether one particular message can offset one
particular packaging concern. A failed corrective message cannot, by itself, prove that negative
information is psychologically stronger.

2. How the evidence was evaluated
Patternfield undertook a purposive literature scan on 15 October 2026, using public-web discovery,
publisher records, institutional copies and accessible original studies. The evidence dossier records
source access, appraisal and the targeted checks made in this revision.

This was not a systematic review or meta-analysis. No subscription-database search or systematic
citation-chasing programme was conducted, and the query record is incomplete. Some papers were
available in full; others through selected sections or abstracts. These limits affect the scope and
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confidence of the conclusions. Abstract-only findings support qualified context, rather than decisive
quantitative claims.

We distinguish three findings. Contradicted means that evidence challenges a claim in a specified
setting. Not established means the available evidence does not settle it. Requires a different test means
the study design cannot identify the proposition being advanced. These distinctions follow the discipline
of Research Paper 001.

Evidence classes describe the underlying published designs. Randomised comparisons can support
bounded experimental claims. Measured associations remain directional. A literature synthesis does not
become a Patternfield consumer experiment by discussing experimental papers.

3. The flaw and the meaning attached to it
White and colleagues' six-study programme links superficial damage to contamination concerns, while
also reporting attenuation with organic branding or a physical divider. These are brand-association and
physical-separation interventions, rather than tests of explanatory corrective messages. Their results do
not establish that NEW LOOK or other reassurance works for damaged packaging. [R01-R02]

That finding matters, but so does the distinction between an imperfection and an integrity problem. A
scuffed outer sleeve does not have the same meaning as a punctured tub or a lifted seal. The
experimenter must know where the defect ends. Consumers may still infer more than the image
objectively shows; that inference is precisely what the proposed research should measure.

Cosmetic also does not mean inconsequential. The commercial issue concerns the shopper's
interpretation, while the safety issue concerns the package and food. Neither can be resolved by
assuming the other away.

The evidence also warns against treating all commercial outcomes alike. In research on worn reusable
takeaway bowls, evaluations generally deteriorated, but willingness to pay did not differ significantly.
[R04] A concern may appear in one measure and remain uncertain in another.

4. The message that improved taste expectations
A beer-packaging study tested NEW LOOK. SAME GREAT TASTE. It significantly improved expected
taste. Purchase-likelihood estimates were also positive, but statistically inconclusive: both reported
message tests gave p=.07. [R03] The study explicitly tested purchase likelihood; its sample planning
concerned mediation, and it was not a restoration or equivalence test.

This does not demonstrate that the message failed to improve purchasing intention. Nor does it establish
restored demand. A concurrent glass-bottle benchmark was absent, and the combined wording cannot
identify NEW LOOK alone.

Research on zero-waste labelling reports more favourable responses to suboptimal food, but its optimal,
suboptimal and labelled-suboptimal design lacks an optimal-labelled arm. [R13] It cannot fully
distinguish a general label benefit from a benefit specifically associated with the imperfection.

Mookerjee, Cornil and Hoegg offer qualified adjacent evidence. Their “ugly” produce labels increased
farmers' market purchases and incentive-compatible online choices. The proposed correction concerns
negative attribute expectations, especially taste; healthiness evidence was less consistent. [R20] A label
that identifies the source of rejection may therefore deserve investigation. Imperfect produce is not
damaged packaging or contamination, and this study does not establish that reassurance restores
demand for scuffed yoghurt packs.
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5. More detail is not always a worse cue
The hypothesis becomes less useful if every departure from simplicity is called bad packaging.

Ryu and colleagues find that complex designs can be preferred when effectiveness is the shopper's
priority, while simpler designs can be preferred when environmental performance is the priority. [R05]
Baek and colleagues also report favourable complexity effects in virtue-product evaluations; that finding
is included with an abstract-only qualification. [R06]

These results challenge universal minimalism. They also make clear why graphic density should not be
confused with information overload. Decorative patterns, a crowded shelf and a dense nutrition panel
impose different demands. Research on visually complex display contexts concerns package processing
in its surroundings. [R07] It does not establish that every detailed label undermines trust.

The nutrition-label literature records a tension between ease of interpretation and being fully informed.
[R09] A shopper comparing ingredients may value detail that another shopper, making a habitual
purchase, barely notices. The relevant question is whether the information helps the task and whether it
can be understood.

The dossier also retains a low-fat packaging paper with material sample and measurement-reporting
inconsistencies. [R08] Its simplicity result is qualified rather than allowed to carry the conclusion.
Published evidence still needs inspection.

6. Size, shape and familiarity require their own explanations
Package proportions can change perceived quantity. Research by Ordabayeva and Chandon shows that
geometric size changes need not be perceived in proportion to actual volume. [R10-R11] This is not proof
that unfamiliar shapes are universally disliked, or that inconvenient dimensions are merely
psychological. Storage fit, grip, opening and pouring require practical use tests.

Redesign raises separate questions about likeability, familiarity and correct recognition. A design may
be aesthetically liked without being recognised, and a familiar pack may be disliked. Caruso and
colleagues consider both likeability and familiarity pathways, but a listed corrigendum could not be read
for this revision. Specific results from that study are therefore withheld. [R12, R21]

Subjective familiarity should not substitute for identifying the correct brand or finding it quickly on a
shelf. Those outcomes require direct measurement.

7. Does negative information outweigh positive information?
The broad psychological literature gives the hypothesis a credible foundation. Baumeister and
colleagues argue that adverse events often exert greater influence across many domains. Rozin and
Royzman distinguish several forms of negative influence rather than a single interchangeable effect.
[R15-R16]

Neither review supplies a packaging-specific multiplier. A convincing test would need positive, neutral
and negative conditions, a shared outcome, and a defensible account of cue strength. Comparing a
possible contamination cue with an attractive slogan is not a balanced test merely because both appear
on the same pack.

There are substantive exceptions. Ein-Gar and colleagues show that a minor negative detail, presented
after positive information under low processing effort, can improve evaluation; one experiment involves
damaged packaging for hiking boots. [R17] This is a boundary condition, not a recommendation to
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damage food packaging.

Processing fluency supplies another plausible explanation: ease of processing can affect aesthetic
response. [R18] Loss aversion concerns reference-dependent gains and losses. [R19] A shopper worrying
about a damaged pack has not automatically demonstrated either mechanism. Psychological labels
should follow the evidence rather than substitute for it.

The strongest general claim therefore remains not established: the retrieved evidence does not show
that negative packaging attributes consistently carry more weight than comparable positive attributes
and communications across these domains.

8. What the evidence establishes
- Packaging cues can affect some consumer evaluations, and their meaning depends on the product, task
and context.

- Published cosmetic-damage attenuation evidence concerns organic branding and a physical divider; it
does not establish an explanatory-message remedy.

- Complexity is not inherently negative. Its evaluation can change with the benefit the shopper is
considering.

- Improved perception is not interchangeable with changed intention, choice or purchasing.

- The specific effect of NEW LOOK alone on cosmetic-damage responses in yoghurt remains unresolved
in the evidence retrieved.

9. What we should stop saying
- That a negative packaging cue always wins, or is a fixed number of times stronger.

- That every dent is harmless, or every visible imperfection signals an actual safety problem.

- That less information, simpler graphics or familiar proportions are always preferable.

- That a redesign necessarily damages recognition or sales.

- That NEW LOOK reassures consumers about a damaged pack.

- That a statistically non-significant remaining penalty proves complete recovery.

- That a proposed Patternfield experiment has already demonstrated anything.

10. What would answer the remaining question?
The initial proposal crossed pristine/cosmetically imperfect packaging with NEW LOOK/no message,
holding a genuine redesign constant. This could distinguish assigned-packaging and message effects,
but NEW LOOK does not directly address a handling or integrity concern. It cannot by itself settle
general cue asymmetry or whether a concern-matched explanation restores purchasing intention.

The proposal requires revision before fieldwork. Review identified anchored comparison arms,
restoration gatekeeping and more exemplars as headline changes. The design, sample assumptions and
restoration criterion must be reassessed before a study can be authorised. No replacement design is
specified here.
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An eventual study would need to distinguish improvement from restoration and measure the remaining
penalty against a defensible benchmark. A claim of restoration needs more than a non-significant
difference or an improvement from the worst condition. This paper reports the literature investigation;
no original consumer experiment has been conducted.

11. Patternfield view
The practical problem is often described as a contest between packaging and communication. The more
useful investigation asks what the shopper believes has happened, and whether the information changes
that belief.

If the concern is recognition, a continuity statement may help. If the concern is inconvenient handling,
an explanation leaves the handling problem in place. If the concern is integrity, the package requires
verification before reassurance can be considered. These are proposed applications requiring their own
tests, not results established by this review.

The evidence leaves room for useful communication. It also leaves room for little effect, incomplete
recovery and adverse reactions. Independence requires keeping all of those outcomes available.

The next experiment should be designed to tell them apart. A message earns a corrective claim by
changing the relevant outcome under a defensible comparison. It does not earn one by sounding
reassuring.

12. Ownership, provenance, AI assistance and limitations
Patternfield Research and AisleWise are commonly owned. AisleWise sells in-store retail media and
activation, so a finding that messages restore shopper confidence would be commercially convenient.
Independence here means independence in evidence assessment, methodology and conclusions.
Findings that meet the same editorial and evidential standards will be reported on the same terms
whether favourable or unfavourable to message-based approaches.

The hypothesis and initial yoghurt/NEW LOOK example were supplied by Patternfield in its research
brief, rather than arising from original consumer data. OpenAI Codex assisted with source retrieval,
synthesis, drafting, calculations, revision and document production. The project also contains
AI-assisted review; it is not represented here as qualified human peer review.

Founder declaration, received 16 October 2026: Patternfield Research Paper 002 was an internal
Patternfield research initiative. It was not commissioned, funded or reviewed by any external retailer,
manufacturer or agency.

Publication accountability: Patternfield Research is the organisational author and publisher and accepts
editorial responsibility for this release. Founder authorisation to publish under internal organisational
editorial approval was confirmed on 16–17 October 2026. RC1 identity and Red Thread design are
creatively approved. No external human peer review was required or undertaken, and no independent
peer review, named reviewer or individual academic credentials are claimed.

The purposive scan is limited by public-web coverage, incomplete study access and heterogeneous
designs and outcomes. It reports no original consumer data, universal effect estimate or sales forecast.
This publication retains those limitations and the source-access qualifications recorded in the v0.2.2
evidence dossier.
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