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Abstract 

 
 
This research study pursues to further understand how packaging as a whole communicates to 

consumers of the Orebro municipality in Sweden and in Monrovia, Liberia. According to many 

research papers findings, evaluating separately elements on food packaging designs has been the 

main focus. On basis of the argument by Kniazeva and Belk (2017) that consumer decisions are not 

just based on single elements but to a large extent on the design of the packages, this research 

project propose the following research questions: The research project proposes the following 

research questions: how do consumers perceive the healthiness of a product via food packaging? 

And, how do different single elements versus the whole packaging design influence consumers’ 

understanding of a product’s health value? 

There were 10 respondents of the two cities to evaluate the packaging designs in a whole and 

compare them one-by-one looking at four snack bars. The findings overwhelmingly proved the 

hypothesis to be correct with nigh all 10 respondents saying looking at the whole packaging design 

is the best way to evaluate the health value of the product. The findings also proved that looking at 

the elements in separate parts was problematic for the respondents. Finally, there were no 

meaningful findings to indicate that respondents of the two countries were different or diverse in 

anyways as it relates to what and how their choices are influenced.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

1.0 Introduction 

There is dominant continuing trend, according to Riley et al. (2015), by nations to educate and 

encourage consumers to eat healthily. This action is affecting the food industry through the re-

formulation and introduction of new healthier style products in many categories. It has created an 

opportunity for food producers, through packaging, to market their product as healthy. The first 

point of contact between a consumer and food product is packaging, (Carrilo et al 2014). They said 

packaging is regarded as a tool to communicate messages of the product to the consumers in terms 

of its healthiness. However, consumers’ perceptions of healthiness via food packaging, according to 

Riley et al (2015), vary widely, and the drivers of these perceptions remain unclear.  

This research project will try to further understand how packaging as a whole communicates to 

consumers of the Orebro municipality and in Monrovia, Liberia. Findings from many research 

papers have focused on evaluating separately elements on packaging, but Kniazeva and Belk (2017) 

say consumers’ decisions are not just based on single elements but to a large extent on the design of 

the packages. This debate seems to have raised a problem of communication. Therefore, this project 

is important and will seek more understanding on how consumers evaluate the packaging designs in 

a whole as compare to evaluating them one-by-one. The differences will allow the researcher to 

explore how consumers perceive a wide range of health indicators in the two cities. In a structured 

interview, consumers, of diverse backgrounds, will be shown four snack packaging designs to 

evaluate in a whole.   
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CHAPTER TWO 

2.0 Literature Review 

How consumers are making choices on food products around the world as a result of packaging 

remain thought-provoking and quite debatable for which a lot of researchers have spent 

considerable time and resources trying to understand why. According to Sutterlin and Siegrist 

(2015), consumers’ product evaluations could be significantly misled by claims paraded on the 

front-of-package (FOP). The appearance of visual cues like colors and logos, as well as health and 

nutritional claims affect the choices of the consumers in terms of decision-making processes of the 

healthiness of food products. Considering this hot topic underlining causes that influence 

consumers’ perception of the healthiness of food products on the foundation of packaging claims, 

this literature review will focus on four aspects that most literature considers. They are nutrition 

information cues, health and nutrition claims, visual cues, and logos. 

 

2.1 Nutrition Information Cues 

This first section of the review will look at a leading aspect influencing consumers’ decision-

making on the healthiness of food products. The nutrition information on FOP is quite cardinal as 

highlighted by many literature. 

Investigating the impact of both visual and verbal elements on consumer perceptions, specifically 

looking at product healthiness, Riley et al (2015) said information cues have been proven to be 

foremost and highest attribute when it comes to nutritional information dissemination to the general 

consumer public.  The researchers arrived at the finding after testing three product categories (baby 

food, soup, and coffee) across 288 participants in the UK. They said more and frequent information 

draws in relevance on the role of consumers’ perception of the healthiness of a given product. 

Regardless of the thorough look at nutritional labeling, their study revealed that the more text on the 

packaging is associated with greater healthiness, even when the additional words contain relatively 

little added health information (Riley et al. 2015). 

Though D. Riley et al. underscored the relevance of information cues; there is a problem of 

misleading nutritional information that influences the choices of consumers. According to B. 

Sütterlin and M. Siegrist (2015), a product having a phrase as “fruit sugar” could be understood as a 

cue that the product is relatively healthy since the term “fruit” symbolizes healthiness. The two 
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researchers looked at how symbolic information on FOP can have a misleading effect on the 

perceived healthiness of food. They carried out four different experiments in their attempt to prove 

why just using the label “sugar” was inferior to the label “fruit sugar” thus attracting more 

influences on the perceptions of consumers. Sütterlin and Siegrist said their results of the four 

experiments indicate that symbolic information is an important factor that can influence people's 

health perceptions of food (Sütterlin and Siegrist, 2015). They further that no matter whether the 

symbolic information is modestly displayed in the nutrition table, or clearly placed on the FOP, 

once the symbolic information has been read, it exerts an equally misleading effect on the perceived 

healthiness of the product. The two researchers also said features such as synthetic and natural seem 

to be important for evaluating food products (Sutterlin and Siegrist, 2015). 

Given this fear of twisted labeling on FOPs, Carrilo et al. (2014) brought in the argument about the 

EU regulation to protect against false or misleading information, urging that the 

information given be comprehensible to consumers. The EU regulation EC No., 1924/2006 defines 

a claim as any message or representation, which is not mandatory under Community or national 

legislation, including pictorial, graphic or symbolic representation. This argument introduces the 

need for education and nutritional knowledge for consumers in general. Weighing in Aschemann-

Witzel et al. (2013) FOP nutrition labels should be treated as an educational tool as well. They said 

over time, it would help people develop competencies to make healthful choices. 

This section has discussed the importance of nutrition information on FOPs for the benefit of the 

consumers. From the discussion, this cue is foremost. The section also points out some labels on 

FOPs are misleading thus influencing consumers’ perception of the healthiness of products. Finally, 

the discussion embraced the need for proper education for consumers in line with the legislation of 

the European Union. These points are indeed relevant to this research. 

 

2.2. Health and Nutrition Claims 

Health and nutrition claims are other core categories factors influencing consumers’ choices on the 

healthiness of food products. Manufacturers often use health claims on FOPs to highlight 

scientifically proven health benefits associated with consuming food products. However, the 

question of whether or not the consumers understand and trust these health claims is a matter of 

interest for researchers. This section of the review will, therefore, discuss the subject of health and 

nutrition cues. 
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European Union legislation requires that health and nutritional claims are understood by the average 

consumer. According to Carrilo et al. (2014), in spite of these laws and clear definitions, consumers 

cannot distinguish between nutrition information and health claims when processing information. 

This is because both refer to nutritional factors and thus share associative networks. This 

proposition is corroborated by Grunert and Aachmann (2015), who said the general level of 

awareness of the EU quality labels seems to be low. They are suggesting that in most cases 

consumers will not even perceive the presence of the label when shopping. However, there is 

evidence of country differences, with higher levels of awareness in Southern Europe and lower 

levels of awareness in Northern Europe, suggesting not surprisingly that the level of awareness is 

related to the proliferation of the labels in the different countries (Grunert and K. Aachmann 2015). 

In contniuation of this section, the paper of Wills et al. (2012) provides an overview of recent 

research on consumers and health claims including attitudes, understanding and purchasing 

behavior. Highlighting functional ingredient and benefit claimed, the researchers said it has been 

found that hedonic reasons are more important factors affecting willingness to try foods bearing 

health claims than the perceived healthiness of that product. They also said health claims tend to be 

perceived more positively when linked to a product with an overall positive health image, whereas 

some studies demonstrate higher perceived credibility of products with general health claims. They 

gave examples: omega-3 and brain development compared to disease risk reduction claims 

example: bioactive peptides to reduce the risk of heart disease. They said others report the opposite 

(Wills et al. 2012).Wills et al also said the familiarity with both ingredient and benefit have a bigger 

impact on consumer attitude than the format and wording of the claim. Dean et al. (2014) agree 

with this assertion that familiarity plays a key role. They investigated how perceptions and 

intentions are affected by individual needs and product characteristics. Results show that adding 

health claims to products does increase their perceived healthiness. Claim structure was found to 

make a difference to perceptions, but its influence depended on the level of relevance, familiarity 

and individuals’ need for information (Dean et al. 2014).The paper provided an overview of the 

research on health claims, including consumers’ perceptions of such claims and their intention to 

buy products that carry health-related claims. 

On another issue, Dean et al (2014) said they considered factors of gender, age and country 

differences in perceptions as covered in previous studies. They said most of these differences in age 

e.t.c, can be argued to be linked to familiarity, the length of exposure to food with health claims as 

well as individual and group perceived needs (male/female, younger/older and country). Skubisz 

(2016) also agrees with the studies. She said age, biological sex, and level of education are three 
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receiver characteristics that have been identified in previous research to influence outcomes in this 

context. 

The studies review in the section captures the need for proper and objective awareness for 

consumers to understand health claims and nutritional cues with contributions from 

researchers Wills et al. (2012),  Carrilo et al. (2014), and Grunert and Aachmann (2015). Other 

issues considered are a functional ingredient and benefit claimed which tend to be supported by 

familiarity and individuals’ need for information. Lastly, the factor of age, gender and geography 

were discussed are being vital to health claims. 

 

2.3 Visual Cues 

Visual cues, including colors, topography, size and shape, and images are one important area in 

determining consumers’ perception on the healthiness of a food product on FOPs. Riley et al. 

(2015) said purchase situations in the real world, and particularly grocery shopping, are 

characterized by multiple visual stimuli and buying decisions that are often not fully conscious. 

This section will therefore deliberate of these subthemes within the visual cues that are influencing 

the choices of consumers. 

Tijissen et al (2017) see color as a key determiner in FOPs, influencing consumers’ perception. The 

researchers investigated the effects of package color on perceived healthiness, attractiveness and 

sensory expectations and perception of food products both explicitly and implicitly. They studied 

the effects of package hue (green/purple, blue, red), brightness and saturation on expected and 

perceived product properties after tasting, for a low-sugar dairy drink and low-fat sausage. 

According to them, Implicit Association Tests (IATs) was used to measure the strength of 

associations between package coloring cues and perceived attractiveness and healthiness of the 

products. In their findings, Tijissen et al said “effects of package color were stronger for sensory 

expectations than for perceptions after tasting. They continued that “implicitly, watered-down 

colored ‘healthier’ package versions were strongly associated with healthiness whereas ‘regular’ 

packages were strongly associated with attractiveness.  For their part, Riley et al (2015) said that 

warm colors (red, yellow) attract attention better than cool colors (green, blue) and that colors 

influence product associations.  They added that green is often used in packaging when stressing a 

healthy, organic or ecological product.  According to the researchers, consumers tend to perceive 

green colors in packaging more “healthy than orange one”. They said the finding extends past 
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previous research on the health associations of green, which had focused on red and white as 

contrasting colors (Riley et al 2015). 

Wide Packaging of a product is yet another factor in influencing consumers. van Ooijen et al. 

(2016) argue that packaging can symbolically signal healthiness of products by mimicking the 

shape of a healthy body. In strict terms, they argue that packaging shape can implicitly 

communicate healthiness by simulating a slim vs. wide body shape. According to the researchers, 

slim (versus wide) packaging can nudge consumers who are looking for healthy foods toward these 

options. They further argue that the association between (body) size and healthiness may 

metaphorically spill over to packaging, such that a slimmer packaging may induce higher 

healthiness inferences (van Ooijen et al. 2016). The proffered example as the use of a phrase such 

as fitness (i.e., being healthy, but also ‘fitting’ in something) reflects the existence of such a 

metaphoric relation.  

This section demonstrates that package color properties influence consumers’ product expectations 

as well as sensory perceptions of a product after tasting. It also dwelled on the shape and size of 

products where van Ooijen et al. (2016) argue that packaging can symbolically signal healthiness of 

products by mimicking the shape of a healthy body. 

2.4 Logos 

Logos are among visual cues provided on FOPs and are important to consumers in making their 

choices on the healthiness of food products. There are many certified health logos that influence 

consumers’ perception. Different nations have their own certified logos, for example the Keyhole in 

Sweden and the Tick logo in Netherlands. However, other logos can also influence consumers’ 

perceptions on the healthiness of a product. This section, therefore, discuss how influential logos 

are on the choices of consumers. 

Riley et al. (2015) carried out a conjoint analysis to examine the relative importance of four product 

attributes representing visual and verbal cues especially the level of information provided on the 

label. They used two levels of information (high/low). According to them, product labeling with 

certification logos (such as organic or free trade) is a widely used tool for signaling consumers. 

However, they said consumers’ perceptions are often subjective rather than based on familiarity 

with the scheme.  Riley et al said the impact of such logos versus detailed nutritional information is 

a matter of ongoing debate. In their finding, there was a relative impact of the organic logo as a 

signal for healthiness (16-20%). According to them, this was surprising, as past studies have 

suggested that symbols on packaging have had more impact than verbal cues. The study finds that 
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more text on the packaging is associated with greater healthiness, even when the additional words 

contains relatively little added health information as compare to visual as a logo. The work of 

researchers Carrilo et al. also supported the importance of organic health logos. They said the 

presence of an organic logo had a positive influence on consumer preferences (ECarrilo et al. 2014). 

 

2.5 Research question 

This literature review focused on information cues, health and nutrition cues, visual cues, and logos 

that influence consumers’ perception of healthiness of food product. The literature provide valuable 

insights into how different elements on food packaging influence consumer’s perceptions on the 

health value of a product. However existing research mainly focus on separate and single elements 

on the food packaging and as Kniazeva and Belk (2017) have argued, consumer decisions are not 

just based on single elements but to a large extent on the design of the packages.  Base on this, the 

research project proposes the following research questions:  

1. How do consumers perceive the healthiness of a product via food packaging?  

2. How do different single elements versus the whole packaging design influence consumers’ 

understanding of a product’s health value? 

The researcher hypothesizes that consumers will use the whole packaging to evaluate the 

healthiness of a product more than merely use one single element on the packaging. However, what 

is more important is to understand how this evaluation process takes place.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

3.0 Method 

This research was bank on a qualitative approach to understand the meanings and processes of the 

perception of consumers in relation to the healthiness of products. This is the reason this research is 

concerned with the nature, explanation, and understanding of phenomena (Ryan, Coughlan, and 

Cronin 2009).  

 

3.1 Structured Interviews 

Interviews are widely used as data collection tool in qualitative in research (Ryan et al 2009). 

According to (Ryan et al 2009; Mather et al 1998, and Qu and Dumay 2011), there are three 

categories of interviews: standardized or structured, semi-standardized or semi structured, and 

unstandardized or unstructured or depth or in depth interviews. Interviews provide a useful way for 

researchers to learn about the world of others, although real understanding may sometimes be 

elusive. Even when the interviewer and the interviewee seem to be speaking the same language, 

their words may have completely different cultural meanings. Thus, communicating becomes more 

difficult when people have different worldviews. However, done with care, a well-planned 

interview approach can provide a rich set of data (Qu and Dumay 2011).  

 

For the purpose of this study, the researcher used the structured category of interview. Structured 

interviews enable the interviewer to ask each respondent the same questions in the same way. A 

tightly structured schedule of questions is used, very much like a questionnaire. The questions 

contained in the questionnaire will have been planned in advance, sometimes with the help of a 

pilot study to refine the questions. In in addition, the structured interview is where the interviewer 

asks interviewees a series of pre-established questions, allowing only a limited number of response 

categories. Organizing and quantifying the findings is thus generally straightforward (Qu and 

Dumay 2011). According to Qu and Dumay (2011), structured interviews are therefore rigid as the 

interviewer reads from a script and deviates from it as little as possible. All interviewees are asked 

the same questions in the same order to elicit brief answers or answers from a list. 
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There were more advantages using the structured interview for this research project. With 

structured interview, the interviewee or respondent were limited to the issues. Possible answers 

were defined in advance so that the respondents were limited to one of the pre-coded responses. All 

respondents were asked the same set of questions thus increasing the reliability and consistency of 

all interviews. Considering the above, structured interview had overwhelming advantages for the 

purpose of the research project. It was best suited to answer the research questions in relation to the 

consumers’ perception of healthiness of food products.  

 

3.2 Respondent and Data Collection 

This research comprised five inhabitants of the Orebro municipality in Sweden and five from 

Monrovia, Liberia. As shown in the literature, the different cultural backgrounds influence 

consumers’ perception and this is why the researcher gathered responses from both Orebro and 

Monrovia. It was conducted in English. The researcher recorded the views of the respondents in 

Sweden on tape preferred locations convenience to each of them. For the respondents in Liberia, the 

researcher conducted the interview through Facebook Messenger video.   

The researcher endeavored to structure the interviews in a way to get answers from the four aspects 

that influence consumers’ perception of healthiness of food products that were discussed in the 

literature: nutrition information cues, health and nutrition claims, visual cues, and logos. The 

interview was also structured to seek answer to the question of how consumers see the packaging as 

a whole instead of seeing them separately. Therefore, the interviewees were shown four snack 

packagings (Figure 1). In this case, the researcher focused on the Front of Packaging (FOP) as it is 

what consumers see the first when they come across a product according to Carrilo et al. (2014). 

The questions used are found in the appendix.  
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Healthy snack is one of the fastest growing sections in the food market (The Nielsen Company, 

2018) and this is why the researcher has decided to use snacks bars as data. The specific four snacks 

were chosen by the researcher to show very different ways of communicating health on packing. 

The differences allow the researcher to explore how consumers perceive a wide range of health 

indicators.  

 

Figure 1: Data - four snack bars 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 
4.0 Results and Analysis 

4.1 Introduction 

This portion of the study will describe views of six females and four males respondents in Orebro 

(interviewee 1-5) and Monrovia (interviewee 6-10) in relation to the healthiness of food product, 

looking at the four data one-by-one and in a whole during the interviews. Interviewee 1 is a female 

Swede dealing in snack bars and other items, 2 is a female Colombian international student, 3 is a 

male Swede studying medicine, 4 is a female Swede and a classroom teacher, and 5 is also a Swede 

(male) studying economics. They all live in Orebro. For Monrovia, interviewee 6 is a female 

working with the Liberian Senate, 7 is a female professional nurse, 8 is a male media consultant, 9 

is a female social worker, and 10 is a male police commander. They all are Liberians living in 

Monrovia. 

 

4.2 Image  

Image, under visual claims, is one underscoring packaging claims that influences consumers’ 

perception of the healthiness of food product. This subsection describes the views of the 

respondents on images of Flap Jack, Milo, Slimfast, and SIS.  

 

4.2.1 Flap Jack Image 

Figure 2 Flap Jack image 

 

Three each in Orebro and Monrovia disagreed and two each said the corn image (Fig.2) alone made 

them to feel the product looked healthy because of its natural look.  
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In Orebro, interviewee 3 said though the Jack image was better than the Milo’s, it was not enough 

to determine healthiness because, like 2, it lacks texts. Interviewee 5 said he had a bad experience 

when he consumed the bar before feeling it was healthy.  

 

Respondents 1 and 4 linked the image to nature and naturalness, hence healthy. They said the image 

looks like natural ingredient because of the images of corn and the natural looking green grass. This 

was concurred by 8 and 10 in Monrovia.  Number said he related the image to a food belonging to 

his culture, which “depicts healthiness”. 

Interviewees 6, 7, and 9 agreed with 2 and 3 in Orebro for lack of texts to explain the image. Also, 

interviewees 1 and 4, and 8 and 10 of Orebro and Monrovia all had one thing in common, linking 

the Flap Jack image to naturalness and nature.  

 

 

4.2.2  Milo Image 

Figure 3 Milo image 1                                     Figure 4 Milo image 2 

 

                 
 

Only one respondent said the image (Fig. 3: Milo image 1) could determine the healthiness of the 

product because it is a sportive image.  

Interviewees 2, 3, and 4 said football or the portraying of a guy attempting to strike a soccer ball 

was not enough to indicate healthiness. Number 3 said the football action on the image was not 

matched with health or nutritional information. The respondent, a master’s medical student, proved 

quite versed about elements on packaging.  Two said “you see an athlete claiming that unless you 

work out you do not deserve this bar”. The second image resembling a chocolate (Fig. 3: 2) or 

coffee was also turned down by all eight respondents on both sides saying it look unhealthy.  
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In Monrovia, interviewee 6 said no “because pictures can be deceiving, you have to go beyond 

pictures” (Fig 3: 1&2). The respondents 7, 8, and 9, who, like 3, also rejected saying no, they need 

more information to explain health benefits.  

 

Interviewee 10 in Monrovia was the only one who said “people who do sport are strong people so 

the moment you see a bar with this [Figure 3: Milo image 1], it is a source of energy; high energy 

stuff”.  

 

Interviewee 5 was however indifferent, “maybe, I do not know; medium healthy”. 

Both respondents 2 of Orebro and 6 of Monrovia shared similar opinions by discrediting the 

sportive image. 

 

 

4.2.3 SIS Image 

 

Figure 5 SIS image 

 
Out of the eight respondents rejecting, four in Monrovia and two in Orebro said no. 

All six praised the attractive and beautiful look of the yellow color but did not have any further 

indications of benefits. Respondent 5, like the Milo image, said it was difficult to make a choice, 

saying “maybe”.  

 

The only respondent to agree in the affirmative was 10 who said “color like this [Fig. 4] makes me 

think of the sun and the sun makes me think of energy. First thing that comes to mind is the sun; we 

get energy from the sun, so I would say maybe it is another source from the sun. 
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4.2.4 Slimfast Image 

 

Figure 6 Slimfast image 

 

 

Only respondent 10 in Monrovia agreed the image (Fig. 5) influenced him to perceive the product 

to be healthy simply because of his love for chocolate. He said once it is chocolate with such eye-

catching image, his opinion is it is healthy: “I will buy it”, he said. 

 

All five respondents in Orebro rejected the image. Interviewee 2 said as a kid growing up “you 

were always told to avoid chocolate”. Interviewee 3 said there was no sign of healthiness.  

 

Interviewees 9 and 6 agreed that the image appealed to them and attracted their attention, however, 

it did not help them to determine the product’s healthiness due to lack of further information 

including expiration date. Numbers 8 and 7 said no sufficient information like texts.                 

        

4.3 Logo 

 

Logos are part of visual cues that are cardinal on Front of Packaging to help consumers make their 

choices on the healthiness of food products. This section will describe the views of the respondents 

in Monrovia and Orebro on Logos of Flap Jack, Milo, SIS, and Slimfast.  
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4.3.1 Flap Jack Logo 

 

Figure 7 Flap Jack logo 1                                                         Figure 8 Flap Jack logo 2 

 

    
Out of the 10 consumers overall, six said yes the logo alone on the Jack could make them think it is 

healthy. Four said yes in Orebro and two in Monrovia. The affirmative reason on both sides was on 

the familiarity of the UK logo.  

Interviewees 2 and 4 said the one reading “Wholebake” (Fig. 6: 2) made them feel the bar is 

healthy, taking into account the little plants like on the top portion of the logo. However, both 

disagreed with the other one saying “made in UK” for being unattractive.  On the contrary, 

respondents 3 and 5 said the made in UK logo (Fig. 6: 1) made them feel the product is healthy. The 

duo UK logo was familiar and sort of traditional. Interviewee 3 said “if you live in Sweden or UK 

for instance and the packaging says made in that country one may want to buy it because ingredient 

will be trustable”. Interviewee 5 added “I would perceive that they were healthy since they are 

traditional logo, old logo”. He said the logo looks traditional because of its long existence on the 

market.   

 

In Monrovia, 6 and 10 also agreed that the logos influenced their decision. Interview 6, like 

interviewees 3 and 5 in Orebro, accepted the point of familiarity. “Yes, with made in UK I will 

immediately feel it is healthy as compared to seeing made in China or Saudi Arabia. They pair said 

in Liberia we feel products from western countries like UK are healthier. These opinions on the 

“Made in UK” logo by the respondents in Orebro and Monrovia draw in the findings of Riley et al. 

(2015). After carrying out a conjoint analysis to determine relative importance of four product 

attributes representing visual and verbal cues, they said product labeling with certification logos 

(such as organic or free trade) is a widely used tool for signaling consumers. However, they said 

consumers’ perceptions are often subjective rather than based on familiarity with the scheme.  They 

also said the impact of such logos versus detailed nutritional information is a matter of ongoing 
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debate. 

 

Respondent 9 in Monrovia agreed with the familiarity of logo or but since she was not familiar with 

the two logos, she would prefer to look at the ingredient portion of the bar to evaluate its 

healthiness. Interviewee 9’s agreement with interviewee 3 and 5 in Orebro, on the issue of 

familiarity brings to bear the position of several researchers as indicated in the literature. According 

to Wills et al, (2012), familiarity with both ingredient and benefit do have a huge impact on the 

consumers‘ attitude. Dean et al. (2014) also agree with this assertion that familiarity plays a key 

role. They investigated how perceptions and intentions are affected by individual needs and product 

characteristics. 

 

Interviewee 7 said “logo does not make me feel the product is good. Logo is made to attract 

customers; it does not mean that the product is good. 

 

4.3.2 Milo Logo 

 

Figure 9 Milo image 

 
Four respondents in Orebro said the image (Fig. 7) would not help them evaluate the healthiness of 

the product largely because of lack of familiarity, while four, including three in Monrovia, were 

familiar with the brand.  

 

Interviewee 7 said the milo logo could not make her feel the product was healthy unless she sees the 

health benefits of the bar.  
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In Orebro, 5 bluntly said the whole product is unhealthy given his past experience with the 

company. “I know this Nestle brand produced cereals that are unhealthy so my perception of the 

company is unhealthy”. The rest of the respondents in Orebro simply rejected on the lack of trust in 

the company because of unfamiliarity, shaking their heads in disapproval.  

 

Three agreed in Monrovia and only one did in Orebro. Respondents 6, 9, and 10 and 2 in Orebro all 

based their evaluation of the healthiness of the product on familiarity with the brand. Interviewee 10 

said “yes, I will get attracted because the word [brand] Milo is not strange [in Liberia], it has to do 

with protein, milk and energy”. And, respondent 6 said just by seeing Nestle on the logo was 

enough. Respondent 2: “I am acquainted with the brand; like my background [South America] it is 

not unhealthy, but you do have to be careful on how you use the product Milo.  

 

 

 

4.3.3 SIS Logo 

Figure 10 SIS logo 

 

 
There were equal numbers on both sides- two in each cities said yes, while three each said no. The 

libel “science in sport was a contributing factor for those saying yes.   

 

Respondent 7, 8, and 9 in Monrovia said the SIS logo (Fig. 8: SIS logo) needed further information 

on ingredient. Hence, it was information was not enough. 

 

In Orebro, interviewees 1, 3, and 4 said they did not feel the information on about science and 

sports were appropriate to convince them. 

 

Accepting, interviewees 2 and 5 in Orebro based their perception of the fact that the logo mentions 

“science in sport”. They said with science it means it is scientifically proven and a “natural 
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connection”. Also in Monrovia, respondents 6 and 10 saw science and sports as the main things to 

persuade them into thinking the product is healthy. 10 said “for me I am an athlete. 6 said “it 

reminds me of gaining energy when consumed”.  

 

 

 

4.3.4 Slimfast Logo 

 

Figure 11 Slimfast logo 

 
Like the previous, three each said the Slimfast logo (Fig. 9: Slimfast logo) was not enough to 

persuade them.  

Interviewees 7and 8 in Monrovia only said no without detail. Interviewee 9 though said no but 

explained “if I have used it before yes, if not no. I will say no because I am not familiar [with the 

product]”. In Orebro, 1, 4, and 5 said no. Their issues lied with design, including color and 

typograph of the logo.  

 

Accepting the logo, interviewee 2 in Orebro said more than the slimfast [brand name], the 

“scientifically proven plan” was effective. Interviewee 3 said “it is a better choice”, reading the 

wordings. In Monrovia, 6 and 10 implied weight loss. Number 6 said just the caption, “Slimfast”, 

appeals, and 10 added: “the world is moving at a fast rate, lot of people trying to avoid over weight, 

so anything [that] burn[s] fast and keep[s] [me] in shape, I will try it”.  

 

4.4 Nutritional Information 

This subsection will describe the views of the respondents on nutritional information on the four 

data: Flap Jack, Milo, SIS, and Slimfast. 
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4.4.1 Flap Jack Nutritional information 

Figure 12 Flap Jack NI 

 

Of the 10 respondents, six said the nutritional information of the Jack (Fig.10: Flap Jack NI) was 

not enough for them to determine the healthiness of the Jack product. Four in Monrovia said they 

were not convinced against two in Orebro who accepted the nutritional information. 

 

Interviewee 10 said no because he needed to read more about the term gluten first. Interviewee 7 

and 9 said they needed to see the nutritional information, to include the expiration date of the 

product.  Only interviewee 6 said yes “since it now gluten free”. 

 

For those in Orebro, interviewee 4 simply said no, seeking further nutritional information. Number 

1 said “if I were like gluten intolerant, I would pick but I am not so it would not matter to me at all”. 

 

Accepting 2 and 5, like interviewee 6 in Monrovia, said it is healthy since it is “now gluten free”. 

Interviewee 3 said he is not gluten intolerant so it helps. 
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4.4.2 Milo nutritional information 

 

Figure 13 Milo NI 1      Figure 14 Milo NI 2 

              

Five respondents each said yes in relation to the healthiness of the product. Though a balanced call 

for both choices, the responses were slightly different. Three said yes in Orebro as compared to two 

in Monrovia, and three said no in Monrovia while two said no in Orebro. However, the reasons 

were essentially related. 

Interviewee 2 said the word fibre (Fig. 11: Milo NI 1) was key to the influence her choice. She also 

added, that “you are always told to eat fibre, and for milk (Fig. 11: Milo NI 2) you are told you are 

always going to get calcium for your borne”. Interviewee 3 said his decision is based on his 

background as a medical student. This opinion comes in agreement with Skubisz (2016). According 

to her, age, biological sex, and level of education are three receiver characteristics that have been 

identified in previous research to influence outcomes in this context. 

Like interviewee 2, interviewee 6 in Monrovia said the word fibre was key to the influence her 

choice. Interviewee 10 said the nutritional information was just enough to tell the bar was good for 

his health. 

Saying no, interviewee 7 and 8 in Monrovia said the information was not just enough to change her 

perception, saying she needed more.  

Respondents 5 said it was “unhealthy” having recognized the data, apparently based on his previous 

unhealthy comments about the Milo products. For interviewee 4: “there are lot of things they put 

fibre on and not healthy”. 
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4.4.3 SIS nutritional information 
 
 
Figure 15 SIS NI 

 

Out of 10, six rejected that the nutritional element for different reasons including expiration date. 

One reason those accepting was based on credibility. There was only one respondents saying yes in 

Monrovia as opposed to three in Orebro.  

Interviewee 6, 7, and 9, interviewee 6 requested expiration dates to be convinced. 10 rejected after 

he recognized “75GM caffeine (Fig. 12: SIS NI). He said “anything that has do with caffeine I am 

not interested”.  

 

Like those in Monrovia, interviewee 1 rejected saying she would think it is healthy but because of 

her usual suspicion of bars, she will need more information.  

 

Interviewee 2 and 3 based their affirmative decision on credibility, considering a portion of the 

information that reads: “trusted quality since 1992”. Both of them also agreed on the provision of 

vitamins on the bar. Interviewee 5 said yes because he feels the element is better than Milo’s.  

 

In Monrovia, interviewee also accepted, saying the health benefits made him think the product is 

healthy. 
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4.4.4 Slimfast Nutritional Information 

 

Figure 16 Slimfast NI 

 

The healthiness of Slimfast’s nutritional information (Fig. 13: Slimfast NI)  took similar trend with 

the SIS element by six to four perception rates. Also like the previous, only one in Monrovia said 

yes against three in Orebro. 

Interviewees 7, 8, and 9 all said no because they needed further textual information on benefits. 10 

said no because he was a little skeptical the name of the bar implies that one should lose weight, 

saying “I do a lot of gym”. 

Interviewee 1, like those in Monrovia, did not think element was enough in information. 

Interviewee 4 said no because “the information could not be compared to a whole”. 

Interviewees 2 and 5 took keen interest in the amount of calories (95). Interviewee 3 said “very 

good sign for someone who goes in the gym or wants to lose wait; the amount appears to be 

scientific”. 

 

The only respondent accepting the element in Monrovia, 6, agreed with 2 and 5 in Orebro however, 

she also stressed the need for expiration date.                         
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4.4.5 SIS Health Claims 

Figure 17 Health claims 

 

Out of the four data used for the research, only the SIS snack bar packaging had health claims (Fig. 

14: Health claims). Seven of the respondents said the claims influenced them to think the product is 

healthy because the claims talked about reducing tiredness and the provision of vitamins. It was a 

three to four agreement in Monrovia and Orebro respectively. There was a two to one disagreement.  

Interviewee 2 got influenced by vitamins and energy claims. Interviewee 3 took into consideration 

the information that the bar reduces tiredness, while interviewee 4 said she is easily persuaded 

reading text than images, but would never buy the bar in spite of her agreement. For interviewee 1, 

she was convinced by the health claims.  

 

In Monrovia, 7 and 10 were in line with interviewee 3 in Orebro and 8 agreed with 1. On the 

contrary, 6 said she was attracted by the claims but will not say it is healthy. Interviewee 9 said she 

was not convinced by the claims partly because she did not see the expiration date.  

 

The single disagreement in Orebro was 5 who said he could suck an orange and get the same 

vitamins.  
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4.5 Whole Packaging  

This subsection will attempt to assess respondents’ views on how they use packaging in a whole to 

evaluate the healthiness of food as compared to looking at the elements on the packaging one-by-

one. Views on all four data by all 10 respondents will be described.    

 

4.5.1 Whole Packaging: Flap Jack 

 

Figure 18 Whole Flap Jack 

 

Eight of 10 consumers said using the whole packaging (Figure 15: Whole Flap Jack)  gives one a 

quick feel of the product’s healthiness. The views were similar overall. There were four respondents 

each saying yes and one each saying no. Essentially, the interviewees said the product appears 

healthy evaluating the packaging in a whole. They said they used the whole to combine each 

element seen earlier into a single message.  

In Monrovia, respondent 9 agreed because “you can see everything [using the whole] including 

expiration date, especially if you are familiar with the brand”. 10 said the pictures were much 

clearer seeing them in a whole. For 6 “I can capture the information fast as compared to looking at 

them one by one”. The rest, in both cities, simply said the product looks healthier working with the 

whole because each element complimented the other.  

 

Eight in Monrovia complained of not being able to read on the whole packaging because he said the 

textual and logos were pretty small, thus he rejected it as a better way to evaluate. In Orebro, 2 said 

“what it is telling you about the things [that] are healthier are very small, like in the background. 

They are like playing a secondary role. For instance in the other packaging: Slimfast and SIS, the 

whole packaging is screaming at you. This one is like whispering to you”. Using the whole did not 

change perception of 8 and 2.  
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4.5.2 Whole Packaging: Milo 

Figure 19 Whole Milo 

 

Only one overall (in Monrovia) had a problem seeing the healthiness using the whole (Figure 16). 

The rest said using whole determined the healthiness of the product because it was the constructive 

way to connect each element to get the message of healthiness. 

Like the Flap Jack (Fig. 15), 8 in Monrovia said no because he feels the company is into attractive 

packaging to misled consumers to buy unhealthy products.  He maintained his opinion even after 

the interviewer’s said the intent of the question was not to buy the bar, but to evaluate its 

healthiness. His position aligns with Sütterlin and Siegrist (2015) who raised concern on misleading 

information with the sole intent of influencing the choices of consumers. Sütterlin and Siegrist gave 

example of a phrase “fruit sugar” to portray relative healthiness since the term “fruit” symbolizes 

healthiness.  

 

Besides interviewee 8, everyone accepted that the whole showed the healthiness easily by 

combining the four elements at once. Respondent 6 said she was convinced because it “talks about 

nestle milo”. Nine maintained her position on the basis of the expiration date, which she thinks 

determines if the product is safe for consumption. For 7, it was for the whole that made the health 

benefits clearer. 10 said “it is like you combine a kanyon (local food) containing farina (also a local 

food), sugar and everything”. 

 

In Orebro, 4 also maintained that she would not buy the product though she feels using the whole 

made it look healthier. For 3, with the whole, “I can stick them together, now I know the white part 

is milk. Interviewees 1, 2, and 5 said it was healthier in a whole by looking at the looking at the 

images matching with other claims. 
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4.5.3 Whole Packaging SIS 

Figure 20 Whole SIS 

 

Ten overall said the whole (Fig 17) brightens the healthiness of the product because they combine 

all elements to back their opinion. Below are a few highlights of the responses. 

 

Interviewee 2 said the whole communicated healthiness better and changed her perception from 

seeing it single. The whole speaks to you clearly. For 4 “it tries to talk to me [whole] on many 

different levels at the same time with color and information”, which changed showed healthiness. 

 

Six said it is like getting a broad knowledge on the content using the whole (Figure 17: Whole SIS). 

Nine said she gets to see the ingredients and other information, and 10 said the whole determines 

the healthiness because the elements are together and sending a collective message, but he cannot 

buy the product because of the caffeine information. 

 

 

 

 

 



29 
 

 

4.5.4 Whole Packaging Slimfast  

Figure 21 Whole Slamfast 

 

Besides two, all said the product looks healthy using the whole (Figure 18)  as compared to seeing 

the elements one-by-one.  

One and 8, in Orebro and Monrovia said they could not see the healthiness of the product by seeing 

the whole. One using the whole the message is clearer seeing 95 calories (Fig. 13). However, she 

sees more sugar in the bar because of Fig. 5.  For 8, after a long silence said “not easy to determine, 

you got do it one by one”.  

 

Interviewee 2 said “because in the whole you are getting all the things you might not consider 

healthy, you [are] getting that you might consider not healthy in a healthy way, which I think is a 

good way of leading people into consuming something”. Three said using the whole he saw there 

are fewer calories then the single (Fig. 13). Four said “this is communicating to me at many 

different levels at the same time like you take up a meal and cut it up into pieces like potato and 

meat, so having the whole plate of the meal will attract you more”.  

 

In Monrovia, 10 laughed having noticed that Fig. 13 is to be reduced when seeing it on the whole 

packaging. As a separate element he thought it was more. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

5.0 Discussion and Conclusion 

5.1 Introduction 

The focus of this research is to further understand how packaging as a whole communicates to 

consumers of the Orebro and Monrovia. Findings certainly shown some understanding on how 

consumers determine the healthiness of food by evaluate the packaging in a whole as compared to 

seeing the elements one-by-one. Respondents found it challenging evaluating packaging one-by-one 

as compared to seeing the whole packaging at once. To meet the core aim of this study, two 

research questions were underscored and the respondents’ responses have definitely met the intent 

of the questions. Next are the highpoints of the responses. 

 

5.2 How do consumers perceive the healthiness of a product via food packaging?  

 

Not influenced by image, logo, nutrition info but health claims by itself seem to have a stronger 

impact on perception of healthiness. However, the Milo nutritional data was tied at five responses a 

piece overall. As reflected by Riley et al. (2015), the acceptance was mainly based on familiarity of 

the brand. The rejection was on perceived past experience and lack on of health benefits. The Flap 

Jack logo had six for and four against responses of which there were four in Orebro and two in 

Monrovia. The UK logo was accepted by two each from the two cities also as Riley et al. 

mentioned, based on familiarity and positive perception for UK products.  The story was different 

for the only health claims of the SIS data in which there were seven (three in Monrovia four in 

Orebro) of 10 who said the claims could influence their perception. The claims about reduction of 

tiredness and the provision of vitamins influenced both sides. 

 

Respondents overall were not just independent in letting out their perceptions, they used their 

personal experiences, education, culture, geographical locations, and familiarity of the product. 

Interviewee 5’s personal experience with the Milo brand was enough to rude out healthiness of the 

product whilst on the opposite end in Monrovia interviewee 6 said she cannot question the 
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healthiness of the brand simply because of her familiarity of it. The two cultures/regions however 

shared notes on the Flap Jack (Fig. 2). Respondents one and 4, and 8 and 10 in Orebro and 

Monrovia respectively linked the single element to nature and matureness, thus healthy. 

 

There were several similarities between the attitude and perception of the respondents overall. For 

instance, interviewee 6 and 9 in Monrovia emphasized on the familiarity of brands, so were four in 

Orebro (except for interviewee 1). However, perception varies in both cities. In Monrovia, 

familiarity of brand like Milo is somewhat tied to perception of healthiness, while those in Orebro 

relate it to unhealthiness. Dates of expiration on packaging were also raised in Monrovia, which 

they think also determines healthiness of food. 

 

It was noticed that some respondents at both ends said nutritional information and images were not 

enough to determine healthiness. The researcher sees this as a contradiction to Riley et al (2015) 

who argued that  no matter how detail look at nutritional labeling, more text on the packaging is 

associated with greater healthiness, even when the additional words contain relatively little added 

health information.  

 

5.3    How do different single elements versus the whole packaging design 

influence consumers’ understanding of a product’s health value? 

 

In general respondents agreed the product’s healthiness was easily determined looking at the whole 

packaging, hence the best way to evaluate health value as than elements in separate parts. Each 

respondent was interviewed on the four whole packaging after looking at the elements one-by-one 

in the first category of the interview. Of the 40 accounts, only five had a contrary view. Interviewee 

8 in Monrovia disagreed on the Milo, Slimfast, and Flap Jack whole packaging, while interviewees 

1 and 2 in Orebro disagreed on the Slimfast and Flap Jack respectively.  It must be noted that 

interviewee 8’s rejection of the whole packaging was partly due to communication problems during 

the interview. 

The results also indicated that having a perception of healthiness was different from buying a 

product. Respondents 4 and 10 proved that when they said they would not purchase the Flap Jack 

(Fig. 15) and SIS (Fig. 17) respectively because 4 felt the packaging was not presentable, while 10 

said because it carried a caffeine message. There was also indication that sometimes just a single 

element could change a consumer’s buying perception and healthiness of the product. This was 
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proven when 10 said just an attractive image of chocolate can make him think of healthiness of a 

product. The findings also showed that single elements felt short of changing the perception of a 

number of respondents especially those in Monrovia claimed insufficient information to influence 

them. However, after shown the whole packaging, some appeared to have wanted to withdraw their 

initial answers. This clearly proves that their perception was completely changed by using the 

whole to evaluate. 

 

The results did not establish any meaningful gender or social impact on the trend of perception and 

choices of the respondents in Africa (Monrovia) and Europe (Orebro).  

  

5.4 Implication 

Governmental Perspective 

National governments are implementing packaging regulation to help consumer choose healthier 

products and adopt a healthier diet. However the regulations tend to regulate the elements 

separately on packaging. Considering the results of this study, this is not how consumers evaluate 

the healthiness of a product. Therefore, governments’ regulation needs to focus on whole packaging 

designs as using the whole, consumers in Monrovia and Orebro were easily influenced into thinking 

the product is healthy. Governments, when thinking of helping consumers to adopt a healthier diet needs 

to consider sometimes even though the product is healthy consumer will not buy it. This has 

underscored the need for other forms of health campaigns in educating consumers rather than 

relying on packaging regulation to influence consumer’s diet choice.  

 

Food Companies or Packaging Designers  

Companies or Packaging Designers should consider the design as a whole as the results indicate. 

However, familiarity, especially brand images or trust seem to play an important role in consumer’s 

buying decision; a case in point was the Milo brand and Flap Jack logo (Fig. 6). Therefore, when 

marketing a product, besides the packaging design, food companies should focus on building a 

strong brand identity.  
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5.5 Limitation and Further Research  

In spite of the fact that the study strongly sustained its hypothesis, there were underlining 

limitations that could be expanded or improved upon in impending research. For instance, the 

sample size of 10 for both cites could be added up. The research did not include teen agers of both 

cities and the illiterate masses of Monrovia. Another limitation was the issue of lack of strong 

internet connection between the interviewer and the interviewees in Monrovia as the interviews 

were done via Facebook Messenger video. It has to be noted that the respondents in Monrovia were 

not given ample time to prepare because the researcher was pressed with time. This resulted in the 

interviews being conducted in awful conditions, including at night and in very noisy areas. 

Certainly, these affected visibility of typographies and colors of the elements and audibility as well. 
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7.0 Appendix 

Research Questionnaire 
How to evaluate the healthiness of a product through snack packaging 

Flap Jack Snack 

1. Looking at the image (s) on this packaging could you say the Flap Jack Snack is a healthy 

product?       

 
 

 

 

2. What is about seeing a Logo (s) on the packaging, does it make you think the product is 

healthy? 

   
 

 

 

 

 

3. If you see the Nutritional/Ingredient Information on the product does it make you think the 

Flap Jack Snack is a healthy product? 
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4. How do think about the healthiness of this Flap Jack Snack by seeing to Whole packaging 

together and not seeing them one-by-one?   

 
 

Milo Snack 

5. Looking at the Image (s) on this packaging could you say the Milo Snack is a healthy product?  
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6. What is about seeing a Logo on the packaging, does it make you think the product is healthy? 

 

 

7. If you see the Nutritional/Ingredient Information on the product does it make you think the 

Milo Snack is a healthy product? 

     
 

 

8. How do think about the healthiness of this Milo Snack by seeing to Whole packaging together 

and not seeing them one-by-one?  
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SIS Snack  

9. Looking at the Image (s) on this packaging could you say the SIS Snack is a healthy product?  

 
 

 

 

10. What is about seeing a Logo on the packaging, does it make you think the product is healthy? 

 
 

 

 

 

11. Seeing Health Claims that say the snack is healthy really make you think the snack is indeed a 

healthy product? 
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12. If you see the Nutritional/Ingredient Information on the product does it make you think the 

SIS Snack is a healthy product? 

  
 

  

13. How do think about the healthiness of this SIS Snack by seeing to Whole packaging together 

and not seeing them one-by-one?  

 



41 
 

 

Slimfast Snack 

14. Looking at the Image (s) on this packaging could you say the Slimfast Snack is a healthy 

product?  

 
 

 

 

15. What is about seeing a Logo(s) on the packaging, does it make you think the product is 

healthy? 

  

 

 

 

16. If you see the Nutritional Information on the product does it make you think the Slimfast 

Snack is a healthy product? 
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17. How do think about the healthiness of this Slimfast Snack by seeing to Whole packaging 

together and not seeing them one-by-one?   
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