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Introduction

The importance of creating a unique brand that stands out in a crowd has increasingly 
grown because of changes of (1) the market with its players, (2) consumers and their 
spending patterns, and (3) products and their accessibility. Due to increasing marketplace 
competition and limited amounts of time, space and money spent on advertising, brands 
need to rely on other than more traditional means to create a distinctive character. The 
role of design in a marketing communication context has therefore grown extensively: 
design has developed from ‘icing on a cake’ to a creative asset that can make an 
independent contribution to marketing communication strategy regarding corporate 
design, product design and logo design (Bloch, 1995). For example, Taco Bell spends 
twenty times more money on billboards with name and logo than on more traditional 
advertisements in magazines (Shennan, 1986; Henderson & Cote, 1998).
 Brand logos play a crucial role in marketing communication: a brand logo is 
one of the first (visual) elements of a brand consumers are exposed to, and despite 
(still) massive advertising budgets, 70% of all purchase decisions are still made in-
store (Schechter, 1993). In stores, visual elements like logos are the key defining factor 
for consumers to recognize a specific brand (Airey, 2009; Henderson & Cote, 1998). 
Logo design can therefore create – real or suggested – differences between products and 
brands, both across and within product categories.
 Because brand logos are a vital part of brand communication, valuable resources 
are spent on brand logo design. There is some empirical evidence that specific design 
characteristics affect consumer responses like brand recognition and brand evaluation 
(e.g., Henderson & Cote, 1998; Van Rompay, Pruyn, & Tieke, 2009). However, the 
vast majority of marketing communication research has been conducted in the realm 
of advertisement and commercial effectiveness. Visual elements like brand logos have 
received surprisingly little empirical attention in the academic literature (Moore & 
Hutchinson, 1983; Petty, Cacioppo & Schumann, 1983; MacKenzie, Lutz, & Belch, 
1986; Baker, Hutchinson, Moore, & Nedungadi, 1986; Keller, 1987; Norris & Colman, 
1992; Shapiro & Krishnan, 2001). As a result, empirical evidence on how brand logo 
(re)designs are processed and how this affects consumer responses is lacking. The main 
objective of the present dissertation is therefore to fill this gap. Before elaborating on the 
effects of brand logo (re)designs in experimental studies, I provide an overview of the 
current state of affairs with regard to logo design in a marketing communication context 
and how consumers process this brand information. 
 The next section presents more insights (1) in the effects of brand logo (re)
designs in general, (2) on how consumers process information, and (3) how this 
processing affects marketing communication goals, such as creating brand recognition 
and creating favorable brand attitudes.
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Brand logos

For marketers, brand awareness, brand associations and brand preference are crucial 
elements of branding strategy, and visual stimuli like brand logos are important features 
to influence these elements (Henderson, Giese, Leong, & Schmitt, 2003). A brand logo 
can be defined as a ‘graphic representation or image that triggers memory associations 
of the target brand’ (Walsh, Winterich & Mittal, 2010). Brand logos were initially used 
to serve as a decoration of a company’s name (Buttle & Westoby, 2006). Nowadays, 
a brand logo is regarded as an expression of creativity (Bruce & Daly, 2007) and is 
used to identify a firm or brand (Bennett, 1995). To achieve these goals, a brand logo 
has to be able to create a fast link between the brand name and products, by being (1) 
recognizable, (2) familiar, (3) by eliciting a consensually held meaning in the target 
market, and (4) by evoking positive affect with the target group (Henderson & Cote, 
1998; Cohen, 1986; Peter, 1989; Robertson, 1989).
 There are four different types of logos: figurative logos, typographic logos, 
combination marks and abstract logos. A figurative logo uses imagery that conveys 
a representation of the organization; a typographic logo incorporates the company’s 
name in a specific typography; a combination mark combines graphics with text; and 
an abstract logo does not explicitly represent the company’s name visually (Airey, 2009; 
Schechter, 1993;  www.logodesignsource.com), see Figure 1.

Figure 1 

Examples of symbolic logos, typographic logos, combination marks and abstract logos.

These different types of brand logos can differentially affect consumers’ responses. For 
example, Schechter (1993) conducted a study among consumers on the influence of logo 
types on image perceptions. The results showed that logos that contain or exist of pictures 
(i.e., figurative logos and combination marks), added the most value to a brand. Character 
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or letter symbol logos (i.e., typographic logos) were perceived as logical and straightforward 
and therefore safe, but did not express the corporate vision very well, and abstract logos 
were least effective in generating positive image and recognition. These findings suggest 
that certain types of logos are better at achieving specific marketing communication goals 
than others. For example, if a company wants to be clear and straightforward, using a 
typographical brand logo appears to be most successful. However, when a company wants 
to use the brand logo as a crucial element in brand communication, a figurative brand 
logo appears to be the right choice. Whether companies actually use these findings to 
determine what type of brand logo to use, is not clear.

Brand logo design in marketing communication

The type of brand logo is not the only aspect that can affect consumer responses, 
however. Henderson and Cote (1998) argued that all logo types contain different design 
characteristics, and these design characteristics affect information processing, which 
in turn affects brand recognition and brand attitude. In their study, Henderson and 
Cote (1998) empirically examined the effects of 13 different design characteristics - i.e., 
activity, balance, cohesiveness, complexity, depth, durableness, organicness, parallelness, 
proportion, repetition of elements, representativeness, roundness, and symmetricity - on 
consumer responses like brand recognition and affect. The main outcome of this study 
was that different design characteristics differentially affect consumer responses: for 
example, if logo recognition is the goal, logos should be highly natural and harmonious, 
and moderately elaborate, with naturalness defined as ‘reflecting the degree to which the 
design depicts commonly experienced objects,’ and harmony defined as ‘a congruent 
pattern or arrangement of parts that combines symmetry and balance and captures good 
design from a Gestalt perspective’ (Henderson & Cote, 1998, p. 16; see Figure 2).  

Figure 2

Design characteristics of brand logos that contribute to recognizability according to Henderson and Cote 
(1998, pp. 16 - 17)
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Unfortunately, as noted by the authors of this article, several design characteristics like 
‘harmony’ and ‘naturalness’ are somewhat fuzzy, which limits their practical applicability 
in the marketing communication domain. Thus, although the essence of the design 
characteristics may be clear to designers, they are harder to objectify from an academic 
perspective. Objectification is key, however, when the goal is to test and generalize 
the effects of design characteristics on marketing communication goals such as brand 
recognition and brand attitude. A design characteristic that fulfills this requirement but 
has not been applied to logo design is complexity (e.g., Pieters, Wedel, & Batra, 2010; 
Wang, Shih, & Peracchio, 2013), that refers to ‘the level of detail or intricacy contained 
within an image’ (Forsythe, 2009, p. 158).
 From the advertising domain, we know that design complexity helps to increase 
attention for and creates favorable attitudes toward the ad (Pieters, Wedel, & Batra, 
2010). Complexity as a design element has been clearly defined and widely studied (for 
example by Pieters et al., 2010) and has been shown to affect information processing (e.g., 
Janiszewski & Meyvis, 2001). Like advertisements, brand logos can differ significantly 
in degree of complexity, which provides us with the opportunity to provide rigid tests 
on the effects of logo complexity on consumer responses like brand recognition and 
brand attitude. Thus, because of (1) the evident effects of complexity in the advertising 
field, and (2) the practical applicability of this design characteristic in logo design, the 
first aim of this dissertation is to test the effects of logo design on consumer responses by 
zooming in on logo complexity. 

Complexity

As previously mentioned, Pieters et al. (2010) examined the effects of advertising 
complexity on ad processing. In their study, they distinguish two types of complexity: 
feature complexity, which concerns basic visual features of an advertisement like color, 
luminance and edges, and design complexity, which concerns elaborateness of the design 
regarding shapes, objects, and patterns (Pieters, et al., 2010). Their study showed that, 
whereas feature complexity evokes low levels of visual processing in the primary visual 
cortex (Palmer, 1999, in Pieters, et al., 2010) and hurts advertising likability, design 
complexity positively affects attention towards the ad, advertising comprehensibility and 
liking. 
 Pieters et al.’s (2010) operationalization of design complexity consists of 
six dimensions; quantity of objects, irregularity of objects, dissimilarity of objects, 
detail of objects, asymmetry of objects, and irregularity of arrangement of objects. 
Interestingly, this operationalization nicely fits with Henderson and Cote’s definition 
of logo complexity (1998) as ‘an element of elaborateness, which can arise from the 
use of many different, specific design features, such as irregularity in the arrangement 
of elements, an increase in the number of used elements and how ornate the design is’ 
(Henderson & Cote 1998, p. 17). In this dissertation, I therefore focus on applying the 
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six principles of design complexity - which have proven their practical applicability in 
an advertising context - to brand logos (Chapter 2). In the next section, I will expand on 
how consumers process simple versus complex brand logos and how this affects two key 
consumer responses: brand recognition and brand attitude.

Processing simple versus complex brand logos and how this affects brand 
recognition and brand attitude

Generally, it is assumed that simple elements are easier to remember than more complex 
elements because they require limited attentional capacity (Robertson, 1989; Airey, 
2009), less processing capacity (Berlyne, 1960; Finn, 1988), and are easier to encode in 
the consumer brain or memory system (Robertson, 1989). This is in line with Reber’s 
fluency theory, which suggests that familiar or simple stimuli are processed more fluently 
than complex stimuli (Reber, Schwarz, & Winkielman, 2004). Translated to the domain 
of logo design, overall simple logos should thus be faster recognized than complex logos.
 However, when considering the effects of logo complexity, it is important to 
take the construct of exposure into account. People learn over time: increased exposure 
leads to increased recognition, because once a stimulus is stored in the consumer brain, 
it is easier to retrieve that stimulus from memory (Berlyne, 1960; Robertson, 1989). 
More importantly, and more interesting perhaps, exposure is also likely to affect the 
relationship between logo complexity and information processing. Complex stimuli 
contain more elements, have more dissimilarity between elements, and less integration 
of these elements (Silvia, 2006), and therefore demand more attention and more 
capacity to be processed and stored in the memory system. A single exposure may 
therefore be sufficient to store and process simple stimuli, but will not suffice to store 
and process complex stimuli into the consumer brain. In the long run however, thus 
with increased exposure, processing complex stimuli should become easier (Berlyne, 
1960). Furthermore, Hekkert, Snelders, and Van Wieringen (2003) argued that more 
complex stimuli are preferred when consumers have more time to learn about these 
stimuli.
 With regard to brand attitude, two psychological processes (conform the Two-
Factor model, Berlyne, 1970) determine whether a logo is positively or negatively 
evaluated: habituation and tedium (Cacioppo & Petty, 1979). Berlyne (1970) described 
this process as an inverted-U relationship: at first, there is an increasing positive 
relationship between exposure and liking; however, after a certain tipping point, 
consumers get satiated and therefore liking decreases. This tipping point is influenced 
by habituation and tedium. Habituation follows a learning process: every exposure to a 
certain stimulus leads to a possibility to learn about that stimulus, and learning about 
something is stimulating and creates a positive feeling. Tedium arises when people reach 
certain levels of learning, then satiation occurs. Evidence from different lines of research 
(e.g., Anant & Sternthal, 1990; Galizio & Hendrick, 1972) has shown that increases in 
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stimulus complexity may help postpone exposure-induced tedium effects. The present 
research extends these findings to the domain of logo design effects. To examine these 
assumptions and thus the effects of logo complexity on brand recognition and brand 
attitude, the following research question is addressed in Chapter 2:

RQ 1: How does logo complexity affect consumer responses like brand recognition and 
brand attitude, and how does exposure affect this relationship?

Changing images: Brand logo redesigns

Designing a brand logo is just a first step. To keep up with rapidly changing market 
conditions, marketers need to continuously update brand propositions and aesthetics 
(Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006; Aaker, 1991; Kapferer, 1998). Every year one in fifty 
companies redesigns its brand logo (Spaeth, 2002). The importance of logo (re)designs 
has been underscored by several publications in the business press (e.g. Financial Times, 
The News Letter, Irish Times, Wall Street Journal; Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006) and 
there are numerous examples of companies that have redesigned their brand logo at large 
costs: for example, the Pepsi logo redesign in 2008 cost $1.000.000, the Accenture logo 
redesign in 2000 cost $100.000.000, and the BP redesign in 2008 cost $211,000,000. 
Additionally, there are many recent examples of brand logo redesigns: American Airlines, 
Philips, Spotify, Doritos, Facebook, Instagram, and Yahoo (see Figure 3) all redesigned 
their brand logo in 2013.
 The most prominent reasons for initiating brand logo redesigns are changes 
in corporate strategy (diversification); changes in competitive positioning with regard 
to market segmentation (rejuvenating outdated image, struggling with unfashionable 
reputation); changes in the external environment (dealing with crises, sudden 
catastrophes); or changes in ownership (undertaking acquisition, merger process, 
or privatization; Muzellec, Doogan, & Lambkin, 2003). However, surprisingly little 
is known about conditions that lead to the failure or success of logo redesigns in 
rebranding campaigns. One of the elements that can contribute to this failure or success 
is the degree to which the brand logo is redesigned. The design world describes small 
versus big logo redesigns as evolutionary versus revolutionary changes. Evolutionary 
redesigns are applied when brands hold a strong market position and want to update 
their image or communicate a change in brand strategy (Airey, 2009; Murphy, 2013). 
Revolutionary redesigns are applied to reflect a change in brand identity or to regenerate 
growth (Airey, 2009). Unfortunately, both theoretically and empirically it has remained 
unclear how big a redesign should be in order to increase consumer attention or change 
brand evaluations. Thus far, three studies empirically addressed the issue of different 
degrees of brand logo change (i.e., Walsh, Winterich, & Mittal, 2010, 2011; Müller, 
Kocher, & Crettaz, 2011).
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Degree of logo change

Walsh et al. (2010, 2011) assessed the effects of different degrees of brand logo change 
on brand attitudes regarding two existing sports brand logos: Adidas and New Balance. 
Degree of change was operationalized as a small or a considerable shape change, where 
a small change was a slight adjustment of the logo shape and a substantial change was 
a larger shape change, changing the complete form of a logo from angular to rounded 
(see Figure 4). Findings of their first study (i.e., Walsh et al., 2010) showed no effect of 
degree of logo change on brand attitude, indicating that shape-changes do not necessarily 
affect brand attitude. In their second study (i.e., Walsh et al., 2011), they used the 
same materials. Their findings showed that brand commitment negatively affects logo 
evaluation after an increase in shape change, and this negative logo evaluation mediates 
the effect on brand attitude.
 Müller, Kocher and Crettaz (2011) examined the effects of degree of logo 
change within two product categories (IT-sector and financial sector) on perceived 
brand modernity (i.e., whether consumers perceive the brand to be modern or up-
to-date) and brand attitude. They operationalized a small change as a change in color, 
and a substantial change as a change in color and shape (see Figure 5), thus diverging 

Figure 3

Several examples of global brand logo redesigns in 2013.
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from the operationalization of degree of change from Walsh et al. (2010). Findings 
showed that for brands from the IT-sector a small logo change increased perceived 
brand modernity, whereas a substantial logo change did not reveal any differences in the 
evaluation of brand modernity. For brands from the financial sector a substantial degree 
of change increased perceived brand modernity, whereas for a small degree of change, 
individuals evaluated the brand as equally modern as the original logo condition. No 
significant effects were observed on brand attitude, suggesting that a logo change does 
not necessarily have a negative impact on brand attitude, a suggestion that was made 
earlier by Keller (2003).

Figure 5 

Brand logo redesigns of Müller et al. (2011)

Figure 4 

Brand logo redesigns from Walsh et al. (2010, 2011)
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Although all studies touched on the subject of different degrees of brand logo change 
and how this affects consumer responses, they used different operationalizations of 
degree of change. In this dissertation, we followed guidelines of Müller et al. (2011) 
to examine the effects of different degrees of logo change, because people’s preferences 
for certain shapes may be universal (Bar & Neta, 2006). Furthermore, all three studies 
limited their findings to the effects on brand attitude and/or perceived brand modernity. 
A systematic overview of the effects of different degrees of brand logo change on (1) how 
fast consumers process different degrees of change and on (2) how this affects brand 
associations and brand attitude, is lacking. In this dissertation, I aim to fill this gap by 
systematically addressing these issues in Chapters 3 - 5.

Processing different degrees of logo change

From the perspective taken in this dissertation -and according to the hierarchical model 
of processing (Finn, 1988)-, brand logo redesigns can be processed at different levels 
of attention: pre-attention (to create awareness of the stimulus), focal attention (to 
understand what the stimulus is about), comprehension (to connect the stimulus to 
the consumer’s goal) and elaboration (to determine what to do with the information as 
provided). Key focus point of the model is that consumers pay at least some attention 
to start information processing. 
 Interestingly, a study of Shapiro and Nielsen (2013) has shown that changes in 
objects can lead to more fluent processing despite the fact that observers failed to actively 
notice that they were exposed to a changed object (i.e., change blindness; Simons & 
Rensink, 2005). In their study, Shapiro and Nielsen (2013) examined the effects of 
changed ad-elements and showed that spontaneous detection of subtly changed ad-
elements increased fluent processing of the ad, and concluded that implicit awareness 
of a change increases the allocation of processing resources to the changed information 
(Brockmole & Henderson, 2005; Shapiro & Nielsen, 2013), which, at the time of 
judgment, positively affects processing fluency.
 Processing can thus be enhanced with and without paying active attention 
towards changed stimuli. This reasoning suggests two separately operating mechanisms 
(Hekkert, Snelders, & Van Wieringen, 2003). The first, ’automatic’ mechanism prefers 
easy-to-classify or typical stimuli (Alley & Cunningham, 1991; Bornstein, 1989) and is 
activated when consumers are exposed to fairly simple, small changes. This mechanism 
can be explained by the fact that these types of stimuli do not demand much processing 
capacity because of their simplicity (Reber, et al., 2004; Posner & Keele, 1968; 
Rumelhart, McCelland, & the PDP Research Group, 1986) and can occur on lower 
levels of attention. When stimuli are processed via this automatic mechanism, fluency is 
enhanced by familiarity (Shapiro, 1999; Jacoby & Hayman, 1987; Roediger & Blaxton, 
1987).
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 The second mechanism works as a ‘preference-for-prototypes’ mechanism. 
Processing via this mechanism occurs at later stages of processing and at deeper levels of 
attention (Hekkert, Snelders & Van Wieringen, 2003). Because of this deeper processing, 
a pleasurable feeling arises when people are challenged to process information that is 
off from what they know. This mechanism works as a more conscious and cognitively 
mediated response to optimally innovative images (i.e., if an image involves a spin 
on the familiar, that is most pleasing, Giora et al., 2004, p. 116), that assumes that 
optimally innovative stimuli are preferred over familiar stimuli, despite the fact that 
familiar stimuli are processed more fluently. 
 This type of processing has been studied extensively in the context of using 
tropes, riddles or rhetorical figures in advertising (e.g., Corbett & Connors, 1999; 
McQuarrie & Mick, 1996, 2003), where such tropes or rhetorical figures intend to 
’communicate the message in an aesthetically pleasing way by deviating from the 
audience expectations’ (Barthes, 1985; McQuarrie & Mick 2003, p. 198, p. 208). 
When people are able to actively process the trope, which occurs on deeper levels of 
attention, this provides a pleasurable experience, which in turn leads to a more positive 
attitude toward the ad (e.g., Ang & Lim 2006, p. 75; Lee & Mason, 1999; McQuarrie 
& Mick, 2003; Phillips, 2000; Van Mulken, Van Enschot-Van Dijk, & Hoeken, 2005; 
Van Mulken, le Pair, & Forceville, 2010). When the riddle or trope is too easy or too 
difficult, processing at these deeper levels becomes too difficult, with as a results that 
people do not experience the pleasurable feeling (Van Enschot, Hoeken, & Van Mulken, 
2008). 
 Although the above processes have not been tested in the domain of logo redesign 
effects, they appear highly relevant, because logos combine a large visually aesthetic 
component with (intentionally or unintentionally) loaded brand associations of what 
the image stands for. Small changes may go unnoticed, but large changes may represent 
somewhat of a riddle for consumers, who may recognize something familiar but need 
some time to understand what they are looking at. Sjödin and Törn (2006) examined 
the effects of incongruity in brand images (i.e., ‘perceptions about a brand as reflected by 
the brand associations held in consumer memory’, Keller, 2003, p. 3), and argued that 
initial incongruity often is desirable and even necessary in case of brand revitalization. In 
our study, we extend these findings by applying this reasoning on brand logo redesigns, 
which would imply that incongruity in brand information like a brand logo redesign is 
likely to evoke novelty effects, which occur when distinctive or unexpected attributes are 
encountered (Rosa, Qualls, & Ruth, 2014). However, because these higher degrees of 
change demand more cognitive capacity and attention, consumers need to more actively 
engage with the -in this case- redesigned brand logo, which could subsequently affect 
logo processing speed, i.e., the speed consumers actively process the redesigned brand 
logo. These assumptions are further explained and tested in chapters 3 - 5, by addressing 
the following research question:
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RQ 2: How do different degrees of logo change affect consumer responses such as logo 
processing speed, brand association strength and brand attitude?

Besides different levels of attention that determine how brand logos are processed, other 
contextual factors also affect logo processing speed and brand attitude. For example, on 
a typical day, people are exposed to approximately 377 advertisements (Mirande, 2012). 
Exposure therefore appears to be a crucial construct when examining information 
processing. In addition, people differ in the amount of attention they pay to brands, 
thus how important brands are to them (i.e., brand consciousness) and how sensitive 
they are for brand information (i.e., brand sensitivity), which subsequently affects how 
they process (changed) brand information. These relevant contextual factors will be 
discussed in the next section.

Contextual factors

Exposure

An adjustment of a brand logo may be an effective tool in increasing attention, because 
novel stimuli are generally regarded as more arousing than familiar stimuli and consumers 
attempt to learn new or unfamiliar stimuli more active (Berlyne, 1960; Campbell & 
Keller, 2003). However, new or adjusted stimuli lack the benefit of previous exposure, 
whereas both new (i.e., redesigned) and complex stimuli require more systematic 
processing and more cognitive capacity, which can be compensated for by multiple 
exposures.
 We know that exposure enhances information processing (e.g., Anant & 
Sternthal, 1990) and leads to more favorable attitudes (i.e., the mere exposure effect; for 
a review, see Bornstein & D’Agostino, 1992) because each exposure is an opportunity for 
consumers to learn about the stimulus, and increased learning leads to deeper processing, 
which subsequently positively affects consumers’ attitudes. Increased exposure facilitates 
stimulus encoding in the consumer brain or memory system (Robertson, 1989), and 
we previously suggested that exposure moderates the effect of logo complexity on brand 
recognition and brand attitude, which was explained by two psychological processes (i.e., 
habituation and tedium, Berlyne, 1970). These processes are also applicable to degree 
of brand logo change. Habituation follows a learning process: small logo adjustments 
are easier to process than higher degrees of logo change, therefore demanding fewer 
exposures, whereas higher degrees of change prevent tedium effects to occur, which 
increases logo processing speed in the long run and positively affects brand attitude 
after an increase in exposure. Furthermore, small degrees of logo change are likely to 
be processed via the automatic system, whereas higher degrees of change demand more 
active processing at deeper levels of attention, which could also explain effects for logo 
processing speed and brand attitude. These assumptions are further described and tested 
in Chapters 3 - 5.
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Consumer traits: Brand consciousness and brand sensitivity

Specific consumer traits must be included when examining consumer responses to 
different degrees of logo change. The most important consumer trait in processing 
and brand awareness studies is brand consciousness, which is commonly described as 
a personality trait that indicates the degree to which a consumer is oriented in buying 
well-known branded products (Sprotles & Kendall, 1986; Shim & Gehrt, 1996; 
Liao & Wang, 2009). The concept of brand consciousness was developed to capture 
the consumer socialization process (i.e., why people prefer certain brands over other 
brands), and to understand how people process information regarding brands they are 
interested in (Nelson & McLeod, 2005). Literature on product symbolism and brand 
consciousness revealed that consumers perceive the purchase and consumption of 
products to be ‘vehicles for self-expression’ (Belk, 1988, and Sirgy, 1985, in: Nan & 
Heo, 2007, p. 67). 
 Changes in product information, such as brand logo redesigns, may thus 
affect consumer processing, which would be more relevant for highly brand conscious 
consumers than for low brand conscious consumers because highly brand conscious 
consumers place more importance on specific brand attributes such as the name or logo 
(Jamal & Goode, 2001) and are therefore likely to be more motivated to invest effort in 
processing these changes and therefore solve the ‘logo riddle’. Furthermore, highly brand 
conscious consumers can be expected to be more sensitive when receiving ambiguous 
information on the brand. The brand is a reflection of their personal identity, and the 
process of habituation - by which initial uncertainty or negativity to an unfamiliar or 
adjusted stimulus is attenuated (Berlyne, 1970; Cacioppo & Petty, 1979; Campbell 
& Keller, 2003, p. 293) - is harmed. Low brand conscious consumers on the other 
hand, lack these strong connections between their personal identity and the brand, thus 
ambiguous information regarding the brand like a brand logo redesign, does not affect 
them as it affects highly brand conscious consumers because they process these changes 
more automatically. Logo redesigns may thus be most difficult to process for highly 
brand conscious consumers. Chapters 3 and 5 examine the role of brand consciousness 
in processing different degrees of logo change.
 The degree to which new information is processed, also depends on an 
individual’s level of brand sensitivity. Brand sensitivity is defined as ‘the degree to 
which the brand name plays a key role in the choice process of an alternative in a given 
product category’ (Kapferer & Laurent, 1983, p. 17). Consumers who are highly brand 
sensitive are more interested in and sensitive for brands in general (Beaudoin, Lachance, 
& Robitaille, 2003) and are thus likely to notice brand changes sooner. For example, 
brand sensitive adolescents act as models for later adopters in the process of fashion 
diffusion -where brands play an important role-, and are the first to buy and adopt 
new clothing and fashion tendencies (Beaudoin et al., 2003). Brand sensitivity is thus 
linked to consumer innovativeness, i.e., the degree to which people are relatively early in 
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discovering, adopting and tolerating new stimuli (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971). Because 
highly brand sensitive consumers (i.e., innovators) are described as risk seeking, self-
confident and daring (Rogers, 1995), they may be more open to potentially discrepant 
brand information (Klink & Smith, 2001; Hirschman, 1980). Brand sensitivity goes 
beyond brand consciousness: highly brand sensitive consumers are innovators, who are 
willing to take risks in adopting a brand and can be described as brand pioneers. Highly 
brand sensitive consumers are likely to be highly brand conscious, whereas highly brand 
conscious consumers do not necessarily need to be highly brand sensitive. Chapter 4 
examined the effect of brand sensitivity in relation with different degrees of logo change 
on brand evaluation.

Dissertation outline

This dissertation consists of six different chapters. This first chapter presented the 
theoretical and applied rationale for the research objectives. Chapters 2 - 5 present 
four research chapters that can also be read separately, as they have been published or 
submitted for publication as individual research articles. Chapter 2 zooms in on a specific 
design element - complexity - and describes two experiments that examined the effect 
of design complexity and establishment (i.e., exposure) on brand recognition and brand 
attitude. Chapters 3 - 5 zoom in on effects of different degrees of logo change. Each 
of these chapters contain two empirical studies that systematically address the effects 
of different degrees of brand logo change on logo processing speed, brand association 
strength and brand attitude to fill this gap. An overview per chapter is presented in 
Figure 6.

Chapter 2

Although it appears evident that logo design can enhance brand awareness and 
contribute to brand equity, the effects of logo design features on brand recognition and 
brand attitudes have not been tested empirically. Extending findings regarding design 
complexity and exposure effects from an advertising context, two experiments tested 
the effects of logo complexity and exposure on brand recognition and brand attitude. 
It was hypothesized that logo complexity moderates the effects of exposure on brand 
recognition and brand attitudes, such that exposure increases recognition and positively 
impacts brand attitudes in particular for complex logos. This assumption was tested in 
two experiments.
 Experiment 1 (N = 68) tested the effects of six unfamiliar logos on recognition 
(in milliseconds) in a 2 (logo design complexity: simple vs complex) x 2 (logo exposure: 
one vs four) mixed design. Experiment 2 (N = 164) tested the effects of eight familiar 
logos on brand recognition and brand attitudes in a 2 (complexity: simple vs complex) 
x 2 (logo exposure: well-established vs recently established) within-subjects design, 
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extending findings of experiment 1 by using existing (familiar) brand logos and therefore 
also testing for effects on brand attitude.

Chapter 3

The third chapter of this dissertation focuses on the effects of different degrees of brand 
logo change on logo processing speed, and explores the role of brand consciousness in this 
relationship. Logo redesigns are a necessary part of brand management and marketing 
strategy in a continuously changing market place. However, logo redesigns are likely to 
harm logo processing speed because ’new’ stimuli lack the benefit of previous occurrence 
and will therefore also require more processing capacity (Robertson, 1989). 
 Two experimental studies tested the effects of different degrees of brand logo 
change on logo processing speed. Experiment 1 (N = 120) used a 3 (degree of change: 
no vs. small vs. substantial change) unifactorial between subjects design to develop an 
experimental paradigm for the effects of degrees of logo change. Experiment 2 (N = 
148) extended this line of reasoning by also examining the effects of brand consciousness 
and exposure in a 3 (degree of change: original vs. small vs. substantial change) x 2 
(Exposure: 1 vs. 3 exposures) between subjects design with brand consciousness as a 
continuous moderator.

Figure 6 

Overview of studies and (in)dependent variables.
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Chapter 4

The fourth chapter focuses on the effects of degree of logo change and exposure on 
affective consumer responses: brand association strength (experiment 1) and brand 
attitude (experiment 2). Experiment 1 (N = 112) used a 3 (degree of change: no vs. small 
vs. substantial change) unifactorial design, by testing the effects for brand association 
strength (i.e., an implicit measure). Because attention is not always active or conscious 
(Rosbergen, Pieters, & Wedel, 1997; Shapiro & Nielsen, 2013), we used an implicit 
measure. Experiment 2 (N = 148) extended this line of research by using a 3 (degree of 
change: original vs. small vs. substantial) x 2 (Exposure: 1 vs. 3) between-subjects design 
with brand sensitivity as a continuous moderator and brand attitude (i.e., an explicit 
measure) as dependent variable.

Chapter 5

Chapter 5 extended Chapters 3 and 4 by including effects of large logo redesigns. We 
used a 3 (degree of change: original vs. substantial vs. large change) x 2 (Exposure: 1 vs. 3 
exposures) between subjects design (N = 266) with brand consciousness as a continuous 
moderator. Main dependent measures were logo processing speed and brand attitude.

This dissertation closes with a general discussion chapter in which we provide an 
answer to the individual research questions and present both theoretical and managerial 
implications. 
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Abstract

Although good logos are essential for creating brand awareness and brand equity, the 
effects of logo design features have not been tested empirically. Extending previous 
findings regarding the effects of design complexity and exposure in advertising to the 
field of brand logos, two experiments tested the effects of logo complexity and exposure 
on brand recognition and brand attitude. It was hypothesized that logo complexity 
moderates the effects of exposure on logo recognition and brand attitudes, such that 
exposure increases recognition and positively impacts brand attitudes in particular for 
complex logos. Experiment 1 (N = 68) tested the effects of six unfamiliar logos on 
recognition (in milliseconds) in a 2 (logo design complexity: simple versus complex) 
x 2 (logo exposure: one versus four) mixed design. Experiment 2 (N = 164) tested the 
effects of eight familiar logos on logo recognition and brand attitudes in a 2 (complexity: 
simple versus complex) x 2 (logo exposure: well established versus recently established) 
within subjects design. Findings showed that increases in exposure led to an increase 
of brand recognition and to more positive attitudes in particular for complex brand 
logos, suggesting short-term benefits for simple brand logos, and long term benefits for 
complex logos.
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Introduction

Although every company has a logo, the effects of logos design features have hardly been 
studied empirically. This small or absent role of logo design in marketing communication 
literature is surprising for several reasons. Because visual stimuli are better recognized 
than words (Edell & Staelin, 1983), brand logos are key identifying features used on 
company buildings, stationary, and product packaging. In addition, a brand logo is 
the visual representation of a company or brand and a crucial means to communicate 
corporate and brand identity in rapidly changing markets (Schechter, 2003). The value 
of a good logo is recognized in marketing practice judged by considerable amounts of 
money spent on (re)designing and communicating logos; designing the 2012 Olympics 
logo in London cost $625.000, the Pepsi logo redesign in 2008 cost $1 million and 
the BP logo redesign in 2008 cost $211 million (Stampler, 2013) and a company like 
Taco Bell spends twenty times more on signs with name and logo than on traditional 
advertising (Shennan, 1986; Henderson & Cote, 1998). Given the key importance 
of logo design features in reaching marketing communication targets, the present 
research aims to take a first step in empirically testing brand logo design effects in two 
experimental studies. 

Background

Logo Design and Marketing Communication Goals

Thus far, only one study (Henderson & Cote, 1998) examined the effects of specific logo 
design characteristics on brand recognition. In this study graphic designers categorized 195 
brand logos on 13 design characteristics (i.e., activity, balance, cohesiveness, complexity, 
depth, durableness, organicness, parallelness, proportion, repetition of elements, 
representativeness, roundness, and symmetricity). In the next stage, different participant 
groups, e.g., graphic design students, university students and graphic designers, evaluated 
these design characteristics on different dimensions such as affect, subjective familiarity 
and recognition. Findings suggest that specific design characteristics can achieve specific 
communication objectives; for example, if logo recognition is the goal, logos should be 
highly natural and harmonious, and moderately elaborate, with naturalness ‘reflecting 
the degree to which the design depicts commonly experienced objects’, and harmony 
being ‘a congruent pattern or arrangement of parts that combines symmetry and balance 
and captures good design from a Gestalt perspective’ (Henderson & Cote, 1998, p. 16). 
Unfortunately, as noted by the authors of this article, results showed that several design 
characteristics like ‘harmony’ and ‘naturalness’ are hard to objectify, which limits their 
practical applicability in the marketing communication domain. Objectification is key, 
however, when the goal is to test and generalize the effects of design characteristics on 
marketing communication goals such as brand recognition and brand attitude. 
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 A design characteristic that fulfills this requirement but has not been applied to 
logo design is complexity (e.g., Pieters, Wedel, & Batra, 2010; Wang, Shih, & Peracchio, 
2013). Pieters, Wedel, and Batra (2010) have shown that advertising complexity helps 
to gain attention for the advertisement, and to create favorable attitudes toward the 
advertisement. Their research distinguished two types of complexity: feature complexity, 
which concerns basic visual features of an advertisement like color, luminance and edges, 
and design complexity, which concerns elaborateness of the design regarding shapes, 
objects, and patterns (Pieters, Wedel, & Batra, 2010). Whereas feature complexity 
evokes low levels of visual processing in the primary visual cortex (Palmer, 1999 in 
Pieters, Wedel, & Batra, 2010) and hurts advertising attention and likability, design 
complexity positively affects advertising comprehensibility and liking.
 In particular the operationalization of design complexity, which consists of the 
six dimensions of quantity of objects, irregularity of objects, dissimilarity of objects, 
detail of objects, asymmetry of objects, irregularity of arrangement of objects (Pieters et 
al., 2010), nicely fits with Henderson and Cote’s definition of logo complexity (1998) 
as ‘an element of elaborateness, which can arise from the use of many different, specific 
design features, like irregularity in the arrangement of elements, an increase in the 
number of used elements and how ornate the design is’ (Henderson & Cote, 1998, p. 
17). In the present research we therefore apply the six principles of design complexity to 
brand logos (Figure 1) and test the effects of logo complexity on brand recognition and 
brand attitudes. 

Complexity and Information Processing

It is generally assumed that simple elements are easier to remember than more complex 
elements (Robertson, 1989; Airey, 2009) because they require limited attentional 
capacity (Robertson, 1989), less processing capacity (Berlyne, 1960; Finn, 1988), and 
are easier to encode in the consumer brain or memory system (Robertson, 1989). Once 
a stimulus is stored in the consumer brain, it is easier to retrieve from memory; this 
effect is assumed to be stronger for low attention stimuli (Berlyne, 1960; Robertson, 
1989). Translated to the domain of logo design, overall simple logos should thus be 
faster recognized than complex logos.
 However, when considering the effects of complexity it is important to take the 
construct of exposure into account. People learn over time: increased exposure leads to 
increased recognition and increased liking, conform the mere exposure effect (Zajonc, 
1968). More importantly, and more interesting perhaps, exposure is also likely to 
affect the relationship between logo complexity and information processing. Complex 
stimuli contain more elements, have more dissimilarity between elements, and less 
integration of these elements (Silvia, 2006), and therefore demand more attention and 
more capacity to be processed and stored in the memory system. A single exposure may 
be sufficient to store simple stimuli, but will not suffice to store complex stimuli into 
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the consumer brain. In the long run, with increased exposure, processing of complex 
stimuli gets easier (Berlyne, 1960). Based on these findings, i.e., that simple stimuli are 
easy to store and retrieve from memory, and that complex stimuli benefit most from 
increases in exposure, we hypothesize that these effects extend to the effects of logo 
design complexity on brand recognition:
 H1: Increases in exposure induce increases in brand recognition in particular 
for complex brand logos. 

Figure 1

Principles of design complexity (Pieters, Wedel, & Batra, 2010) applied to an existing brand logo.
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 With regard to the effects of logo design complexity and exposure, two 
psychological processes (conform the Two-Factor model, Berlyne, 1970) determine 
whether a logo is positively or negatively evaluated: habituation and tedium (Cacioppo 
& Petty, 1979). Berlyne (1970) described this process as an inverted-U relationship: at 
first there is an increasing positive relationship between exposure and liking, however, 
after a certain tipping point, consumers get satiated and therefore liking decreases. This 
tipping point is influenced by habituation and tedium. Habituation follows a learning 
process: every exposure to a certain stimulus leads to a possibility to learn about that 
stimulus, and learning about something works stimulating and creates a positive feeling. 
Tedium arises when people reach certain levels of learning: then satiation occurs. 
 Evidence from different lines of research suggests that increases in stimulus 
complexity may help postpone exposure-induced tedium effects. First, increases in 
exposure enhanced liking of moderately difficult appeals (Anand & Sternthal, 1990; 
Galizio & Hendrick, 1972). Second, and especially relevant to the present point, 
Janiszeski and Meyvis (2001) examined the effects of single meaning and multiple 
meaning logos and repetition (i.e., increase in exposure) on processing fluency and 
judgment. Single meaning stimuli were logos of which the name and the picture were 
consistent, and multiple meaning stimuli were logos of which the name and the picture 
were inconsistent with each other. Findings showed that consumers processed single-
meaning stimuli more fluently than multiple-meaning stimuli, and that this processing 
fluency advantage was moderated by exposure: with repeated exposure, the multiple-
meaning stimuli became more preferred. 
 Extending these findings to the interactive effects of design complexity and logo 
exposure on brand attitudes, we propose that logo design complexity moderates the 
effect on brand attitudes by delaying tedium effects: 
 H2: Exposure effects on brand attitudes are moderated by logo complexity: 
whereas for simple stimuli liking decreases with increased exposure, for complex stimuli 
this (tedium) effect is postponed. 

Overview

Two experiments assessed the effects of logo design complexity and exposure on brand 
recognition and brand attitude. Study 1 used unfamiliar logos and experimentally 
induced degrees of exposure, in order to study effects of logo complexity on brand 
recognition (H1) without external influences. Study 2 tested the effects of brand logo 
complexity and exposure with existing brands and existing degrees of exposure, based 
on logo establishment figures. In addition, study 2 measured effects on brand attitudes 
(H2).
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Study 1: Method

Participants and design

The hypotheses were tested in a 2 (degree of logo exposure: one versus four times) 
x 2 (logo design: simple versus complex) mixed design with degree of exposure as 
between subjects variable and logo design as a within subjects variable. A total of 68 
respondents (42.6% male, M

age
 = 30.22, SD

age
 = 13.49, Range: 16 - 60) participated 

in the experiment. Participants were alternately assigned to either the one-exposure or 
the four-exposure condition. There were no significant differences between conditions 
regarding age (t (66) = 1.561, p = > .05) and gender (t (66) = -.242, p > .05). All 
participants were gathered during a meeting for a specific charity, which had no further 
relationship with this study. Participants were informed that for each contributor, the 
researcher would contribute one euro to the charity.

Materials

The materials for this study were six (three simple and three complex) brand logos from 
foreign, existing brands unfamiliar to Dutch participants. To determine and verify the 
degree of complexity, a pretest was conducted among 14 participants, of whom 50% 
were male. Participants were exposed to 20 existing foreign brand logos selected by the 
researchers, based on the principles of design complexity proposed by Pieters, Wedel, 
and Batra (2010) (i.e., quantity of objects, irregularity of objects, dissimilarity of objects, 
detail of objects, asymmetry of objects, and irregularity of objects). 
 Next, pretest participants were asked to indicate on a single item, seven-point 
semantic scale whether they considered the brand logo to be simple (1) or complex 
(7). In addition, one single item assessed whether participants had seen the brand logo 
before (yes - no). Rossiter (2011) and Smit, Neijens, and Heath (2013) indicated that 
single item measures are sufficient to measure specific constructs. 
 Results from the pretest showed that all participants were unfamiliar with all 
target logos. A significant difference was observed in perceived complexity between logos 
that were predefined (according to Pieters et al., 2010) as either complex or simple: t(9) 
= -17.57, p < .001; M

Complex
 = 4.96 (SD

complex
 = .52), M

Simple
 = 2.14 (SD

Simple
 = .98) thus 

confirming that different levels of design complexity can adequately be distinguished by 
consumers without a design background. 
 The six brand logos that scored most extreme on both sides of the scale were 
used for the main experiment (see Table 1). Participants in the pre-test were excluded 
from the main experiment.



Chapter 2

36

Table 1

Logo complexity scores of simple and complex logos

Selected simple and complex logos differed significantly from each other: t(4) = 16.28, p < .001; MSimple 
= 1.47, SDSimple = .23, MComplex = 6.07, SDcomplex = .43.

Procedure

Participants were informed they would participate in a questionnaire about different 
brands of sugar. We used sugar, because brand recognition is particularly important for 
low-involvement brands (Kohli & Suri, 2002). The questionnaire was programmed on 
a laptop (Authorware 7.0). After the introduction, participants were exposed to a slide 
show of brand logos in which the degree of exposure was manipulated. Participants in 
the 1-exposure condition were exposed to a slide show of 30 unique brand logos, among 
which were the six target logos. Participants in the 4-exposure condition were exposed 
to a slide show that showed 48 brand logos. These 48 logos consisted of the 4*6 = 24 
target logos. The remaining logos were the same 24 unique logos as in the 1 exposure 
condition. 
 After the logo exposure manipulation, the respondents were asked to fill in 
general questions concerning demographics, to distract them from the logo exposure 
manipulation. This lasted for approximately three minutes. After these questions, 
participants were exposed to 15 trials of brand logos, to measure brand recognition.

Measures

Brand recognition. Brand recognition was measured using an adjusted Lexical Decision 
Task (Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971). A lexical decision task is generally used by cognitive 
psychologists to test how quickly people classify stimuli. LDTs have the advantage that 
they measure cognitive processes indirectly, without relying on self-reports (Hefner 
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et al., 2011), making them less susceptible to socially desirable answers and demand 
characteristics. Participants were asked to decide as quickly and accurately as possible 
whether the brand logo presented in the middle of the computer screen had been 
presented to them in the initial slide show or not, by pressing either the A (seen before) 
or the 6 (not seen before) on their keyboard. The a-button on the keyboard was marked 
with a green label, and the 6-button was marked with a red label. Each trial presented 
a fixation point in the center of the screen that was replaced by the stimulus after 1 
second. The next trial was initiated 500 ms after participants pressed one of the keys 
(conform Van Koningsbruggen, Das, & Roskos-Ewoldson, 2009). Participants were 
exposed to 15 brand logos, including the 6 target logos. The remaining logos were filler. 
The computer recorded reaction times (RTs) to target stimuli in milliseconds. Mean 
reaction time across trials was M = 896.86 (SD = 233.62). Incorrect responses (12.01%) 
were excluded from the analysis. After excluding incorrect answers, an outlier analysis 
was conducted conform Miller (1991; > 3 SD), which led to the exclusion of one case 
(0.25%). 

Results

A 2 (degree of exposure: 1 versus 4 times) x 2 (Logo design: simple versus complex) 
ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor, showed a significant main effect 
of exposure on brand recognition (F(1,61) = 14.75, p < .001): participants who were 
exposed to the brand logos once, were slower in recognizing the brand logos (M = 
937.24, SD = 216.82) than participants who were exposed to the brand logos four 
times (M = 777.49, SD = 175.62). In addition, a main effect of complexity on brand 
recognition was found: F(1,61) = 5.30, p = .025: simple logos were faster recognized (M 
= 769.54, SD = 177.16) than complex logos (M = 827.86, SD = 221.43). 
  The interaction effect of condition and complexity on brand recognition was 
marginally significant: F(1,61) = 3.66, p = .061. Simple effects analyses showed that 
brand recognition increased significantly with increased exposure for complex logos (M

1 

exp
= 968.05, SD = 259.81; M

4 exp
 = 759.40, SD = 146.34), F(1,61) = 8.74, p = .004, but 

not for simple logos (M
1 exp

 = 858.21, SD = 205.37; M
4 exp 

= 749.26, SD = 143.24), F < 
1. See Figure 2. These findings confirm hypothesis 1. 
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Figure 2

Brand recognition in milliseconds for exposure and logo design

Discussion

In line with our predictions, we found that simple brand logos were more quickly 
recognized than complex brand logos, and that complex logos benefited most from 
repeated exposure. These findings underscore the role of logo design characteristics in 
creating brand recognition (Henderson & Cote, 1998). Additionally, our findings are 
in line with the assumptions of Berlyne (1960) that processing complex stimuli indeed 
requires an increase in exposure.
   Although results showed that brand recognition increased for complex brand 
logos, over time complex logos were not recognized more quickly than simple logos. 
One might argue that these effects could differ for brands in real-life settings, because 
four experimental exposures hardly resemble the impact of well-established logos that 
have received a considerable amount of exposure over a time frame of several years. In 
order to test the interactive effects of logo complexity and exposure in a more naturalistic 
setting, we replicated study 1 using existing brands and existing degrees of logo exposure 
– i.e., logo establishment, defined as the number of years a logo has been around- and 
additionally measured brand attitude. 

Study 2: Method

Participants and design

A 2 (exposure: well established versus recently established logos) x 2 (complexity: simple 
versus complex logos) within subjects design was conducted, with brand recognition and 
brand attitude as main dependent variables. 164 respondents participated (38.5% men 
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and 61.5% women), with a mean age of 30.9 (SD = 12.30). Among the participants, a 
gift card (€15) was raffled.

Materials

Target logos were selected based on purposive sampling, a type of sampling in which 
‘particular settings, persons, or events are deliberately selected for the important 
information they can provide that cannot be gotten as well from other choices’ (Teddlie 
& Yu, 2007; Maxwell, 1997, 87). In the present study, these settings were: (a) the 
target logos could not contain brand names, (b) brands needed to be familiar in The 
Netherlands, (c) national as well as international brands should be included, (d) brands 
needed to fit different product categories, (e) brands should have undergone a logo 
redesign in the recent history (establishment), (f ) brand logos needed to meet different 
criteria of design complexity according to Pieters, Wedel, and Batra (2010).
 As in Experiment 1, complexity was determined based Pieters, Wedel, and Batra’s 
(2010) description that a logo with less color, lines and curves and a simple shape, and 
that scored low on for example irregularity, dissimilarity and asymmetry of objects was 
identified as a simple logo, whereas a logo with many different colors, lines, curves and 
a complex shape was categorized as a complex logo. For instance, the brand logo of 
‘UPC’ consists of different shades of blue, several lines, a complex shape, and scores 
moderately high on details of objects, and irregularity of objects. By contrast, the brand 
logo of ‘Nederland 3’ consists of one color and is simply shaped, i.e., a square, with a 
recognizable ‘three’ in the middle, and scores low on quantity, irregularity and detail of 
objects (see Table 2). 
 Establishment of a logo covered brand exposure and was determined based on 
desk research (see Table 3). The basic rationale behind the operationalization of logo 
establishment is that, all other factors being equal, the longer a logo has been around, the 
more often consumers have been exposed to it. In the present research well-established 
brand logos were defined as logos that were introduced to the market before the year 
1999, and recently established brand logos were defined as logos that were introduced 
to the market after the year 2005. An independent samples t-test showed a significant 
difference in ‘Introduction to the Dutch market’ between the logos that were preselected 
as old versus new/young t(6) = 7.071, p < .001.   
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Table 2

Coding of target logos with regard to design complexity principles according to Pieters, Wedel, and Batra 
(2010)

Table 3

Establishment of the target logos 
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Procedure

In an online questionnaire, participants were informed that they were contributing to an 
experiment on brand logo recognition. Participants were exposed to 8 target logos (two 
well established complex, two well established simple, two recently established complex, 
and two recently established simple logos, see Table 4). For each target logo, participants 
were asked to indicate whether they recognized the brand logo by writing down the brand 
name (for a more detailed description: see measures). After the recognition measure, 
the complete brand logo was shown in full-color, accompanied with the brand name, 
to make sure the participants had the right brand in mind when answering questions 
on brand attitude for the specific brands. After the questions on brand attitude, the 
participants were asked to fill in some general demographic questions.

Table 4

Overview of target logos and conditions

Measures

Brand recognition was measured in four steps (1 = fast recognition, 4 = slow recognition), 
and in each of these steps, no characters were shown. In the first step, 25% of the target 
logo was shown without color. This was the upper-left side of the brand logo. In the 
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second step, the bottom-left side was added, therefore showing 50% of the brand logo, 
again without color. In the third step, the complete brand logo was shown, however, 
still without color and in the fourth and final step, the complete brand logo was shown 
in full color (see Figure 3). Participants were asked to write down the brand name in 
each step. When participants wrote down the wrong brand name in step 1, but the 
right brand name in step 2, they scored a 2 on a four-point recognition scale. Thus, 
the higher the score, the worse brand recognition was for that specific brand. Next, 
composite measures of recognition were created for old (well established) and young 
(recently established), simple and complex brand logos. 

Figure 3

Brand recognition measure for ‘Bacardi’

Brand attitude was measured with three 5-point Likert scale items (α = .83). An example 
item was: ‘I have a positive feeling about the communications of this company/brand’ 
(1 = totally agree, 5 = totally disagree).

Results

Brand recognition

A 2 (establishment: well versus recently established) x 2 (Complexity: simple versus 
complex) within subjects design was used to test if well established brand logos were 
faster recognized than recently established brand logos. Results showed a main effect of 
establishment: well established logos were faster recognized (M = 2.06, SD = .89) than 
more recently established logos (M = 3.52, SD = .87), t(134) = -22.10, p < .001. No 
main effect of complexity was found, t(134) = .129, p > .05. Due to the within-subjects 
design, two separate analyses were conducted to assess interaction effects. The first paired 
samples t-test showed that well established, complex logos were faster recognized (M = 
1.74, SD = .92) than well established, simple brand logos (M = 2.37, SD = 1.15), t(134) 
= 6.72, p < .001. The second paired samples t-test showed that recently established, 
simple logos were faster recognized (M = 3.21, SD = 1.00) than recently established, 
complex logos (M = 3.83, SD = 1.07), t(134) = -6.34, p < .001 (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4

Brand recognition for recently established and well established simple and complex brand logos

Attitude

Next, we tested a 2 (establishment: well versus recently established) x 2 (Complexity: 
simple versus complex) within subjects design for brand attitude. The results showed a 
significant main effect of establishment on brand attitude: well established brand logos 
were evaluated more positively (M = 3.49, SD = .49) than recently established logos (M 
= 2.88, SD = .51), t(134) = 13.41, p < .001. Furthermore, we found a significant main 
effect of complexity: simple logos were evaluated more positively (M = 3.25, SD = .45) 
than complex brand logos (M = 3.12, SD = .54), t(134) = 2.73, p = .007. Due to the 

Figure 5

Brand attitudes as a function of logo complexity and brand establishment
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within subjects design, again two separate analysis were conducted to asses interaction 
effects. Well established and complex logos were evaluated more positively (M = 3.71, 
SD = .63) than recently established and complex brand logos (M = 2.54, SD = .71), 
t(134) = 17.23, p < .001 (see Figure 5). No effect of establishment was observed for 
simple brand logos (p = .29).

Discussion

Results showed that well-established brand logos are recognized faster than less established 
brand logos when logo design is not considered. These findings replicate the exposure 
effects observed in study 1 and underscore the validity of our operationalization of 
establishment as an indicator of logo exposure. The observed exposure main effects were 
qualified, however, by a significant interaction between exposure and logo complexity. 
Findings showed that whereas recently established simple brand logos were faster 
recognized than recently established complex brand logos, the reverse was true for well-
established logos: here complex logos were faster recognized than simple logos. These 
findings extend experiment 1 by showing that complexity indeed positively affects brand 
recognition in the long term. In addition, the findings add to experiment 1 by showing 
that complexity also positively affects brand attitudes in the long run. Overall, simple 
logos were evaluated more positively than complex brand logos. However, whereas brand 
attitudes toward simple logos remained constant over time, complex logos benefited 
from increased exposure as these brand attitudes became more positive over time. Given 
enough time and exposure, complex logos may trump simple logos in terms of brand 
recognition and brand attitudes.

General Discussion

Study 1 showed in a carefully controlled experimental setting that exposure affects 
brand recognition and that this effect particularly occurred for complex brand logos; 
an increase in exposure led to an increase of brand recognition for complex brand logos 
but not for simple brand logos. Study 2 extended the observed effects to a naturalistic 
setting, showing that well established brand logos are faster recognized than recently 
established brand logos and that complexity positively affects brand recognition: in the 
long term complex brand logos are faster recognized than simple brand logos, whereas 
in the short term, simple brand logos were faster recognized. 
 These findings are the first to assess exposure and design complexity effects on 
consumer responses to brand logos. Because hardly any empirical data were available 
with regard to logo design and consumer responses, we based our assumptions mainly 
on research on advertisements, which proposed that specific design characteristics like 
complexity affect consumer responses (Bar & Neta, 2006; Bottomly & Doyle, 1996; 
Pieters, Wedel, & Batra, 2010; Zhang, Feick, & Price, 2006). Extending Pieters, Wedel, 
and Batra’s (2010) findings on the design complexity of advertisements to the domain 
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of logo design, our findings suggest that over time, complex brand logos are recognized 
faster than simple brand logos. Complex stimuli have more arousal potential (Berlyne, 
1960), which engages processing (Janiszewski & Meyvis, 2001) and eventually enhances 
recognition. The results imply that Starbucks, a company with large advertising budgets 
and many different branches all over the world, may have made a doubtful decision 
by simplifying their brand logo: complex brand logos better stand the test of time and 
are less likely to be forgotten or overlooked with repeated exposures. For independent 
boutiques or stores however, generating exposure is more difficult, for instance due to 
smaller advertising budgets. The bakery on the corner of the street should therefore 
preferably use a simple brand logo that is easy to store in the consumer brain, so when 
thinking about the smell of a freshly baked croissant, this specific bakery is likely to 
come to mind.
 In line with studies on advertisement effectiveness (Anand & Sternthal, 1990; 
Galizio & Hendrick, 1972), and brand logo meaning (Janiszewski & Meyvis, 2001) we 
found that increased exposure enhanced liking of complex material. These findings are 
partly in line with the ‘two-factor model’ that suggests that an increase in exposure leads 
to two psychological processes: habituation and tedium. We found habituation effects: 
brand attitude remained the same for simple logos that were either well established 
(old) or relatively new on the market, but increased for old, complex brand logos. The 
expected tedium effect of increased exposure for simple brand logos was not found; 
evaluation of simple brand logos did not decrease with an increase in exposure. 
   A possible explanation for these differential effects between advertisement 
and logo complexity may lie in the goals that logos serve. For example, advertisements 
serve a specific goal, namely consumer persuasion (Armstrong, 2011). In this context, 
consumers may become tired of endless repetitions of the same advertisement, prompting 
tedium effects. Logos on the other hand are used across different settings, for example on 
product packages, stationary, and company buildings, as main cue for representing the 
company and its values. In these cases, habituation is not necessarily related to tedium, 
as a brand logo may blend into the environment and become as part of one’s daily life 
as the chair one is sitting on. This premise is supported by recent research showing that 
logos are not regarded as persuasive tools (Fransen, 2012).
  Another possible explanation for the absence of tedium effects may be 
methodological. Because we didn’t consider whether companies used the brand logo as 
a communication vehicle, by for example exposing the logo on the product itself (like 
Adidas) or not (like Nederland 3), effects on brand recognition and attitude could differ 
for different types of products/brands. With clothing for example, specific sub-groups 
wear specific brands to express that they belong to that sub-group, like the hooligans 
who started wearing Burberry clothes several years back. The fact that the brand is then 
used to express a relationship with that specific sub-group may become more important 
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in determining brand attitude than previous exposures. These effects are less likely to 
occur for other types of products/brands, like a broadcast station. 

Managerial Implications

Brand awareness has proven to be a crucial factor for marketing success especially in 
situations of low interest or involvement (Hoyer & Brown, 1990) i.e., ‘70% of all purchase 
decisions are still made in-store’ (Schechter, 1993, p. 33). This is also underscored by 
massive advertising budgets. Especially for FMCG or low involvement products, creating 
brand recognition through brand logos is a key element of market success. For such 
products, simple logos are preferred; consumer attention and involvement is low, thus 
brand logos need to be recognized easily and fast. This is underscored by an ongoing 
trend among graphic designers in simplifying brand logos (Airey, 2009) by reducing the 
amount of colors, lines and shapes - e.g., the new Delta Airlines logo consists of only 
two colors, and uses a more clean-cut typeface; or by deleting word marks - e.g., in the 
new logo of Starbucks not only the color black but the entire word mark disappeared 
from the famous mermaid‘s side.
 Second, when for instance large ‘parent-brands’ like Unilever or Procter & 
Gamble place their brand logo on each sub-brand, it is better to use more complex 
brand logos. At home, consumers will see the brand logo of Unilever on their washing 
powder package, on the bag of potato chips they are eating, and on the toothpaste 
they are brushing their teeth with. For such parent-brands, exposure to the brand logo 
will be high, thus the consumer brain needs to be challenged with each exposure to 
accomplish and sustain a positive brand attitude. For the sub-brands of these parent-
brands however, like toothpaste, it is better to use a simple brand logo: choosing this 
toothpaste in a convenience store is mostly based on recognition: people tend to take 
little time and use little brain capacity to decide on which brand of toothpaste to pick, 
and mostly they grab what they recognize. 
 Third, when a company aims to introduce a new product or brand via a long 
lasting, sustainable advertising campaign, complex brand logos are recommended: 
exposure will be frequent for a longer period of time, therefore creating plenty of 
possibilities for consumers to learn about and process the new brand logo. When 
introducing a new brand or product with a short and intense guerrilla marketing 
campaign, simple logos are recommended: exposure will be considerable for a short 
period of time, however attention will drain away after the guerrilla marketing action is 
over.
    
Limitations and directions for future research

The very limited available literature shows that there is a considerable lack of knowledge 
concerning brand logo effects and the present study is a first step in reducing this gap. 
Despite careful planning of the experiments, some limitations need to be addressed. 
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One limitation of the current study is the selection of the target logos. The logos were 
selected based on purposive sampling (Teddlie & Yu, 2007; Maxwell, 1997); the target 
logos needed to meet several criteria. The criterion for establishment that we used, year 
of introduction to the Dutch market, is a broad criterion that does not consider other 
influences. One might argue for example that although brand logos were introduced to 
the market roughly at the same time, consumers can still be exposed more to one brand 
compared to another, for example due to the amount of selling points of a brand and 
advertising budgets. Heineken for example is a well-known brand all over the world, 
because this brand has considerable advertising and sponsoring budgets. Even James 
Bond has switched from a vodka-martini to a Heineken in the latest sequel. A brand 
like Hertog-Jan however - another Dutch beer-brand - has far fewer means to create 
brand exposure. Future research should therefore also consider advertising budgets as a 
control variable.
 In line with the restriction on the selection of target logos, we only selected 
brand logos without brand names. Brand names have a separate, additional brand 
function (Aaker, 1997) and in order to specifically look at effects of the brand logo, 
brand logos that contain brand names, were left out. It is possible however, that effects 
of brand recognition differ for brand logos that do contain brand names, because then 
reading is recognizing. Future studies should also test brand logos that include brand 
names.

Concluding comment

Brand logo complexity has proven to be a crucial factor in brand logo recognition and 
brand attitude. These findings add to previous research that a more explicit guideline 
is presented concerning the use of simple or complex brand logos. Hopefully these 
findings lead to more extensive research within the field of logo (re)design, creating a 
more sustainable base for companies to make well-funded decisions concerning their 
brand logo.  
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Abstract

In a continuously changing market place, logo redesigns are a necessary part of brand 
management and marketing strategy. Two experimental studies tested the effects of 
different degrees of brand logo change on logo processing speed. Experiment 1 (N = 
120) used a 3 (degree of change: no vs. small vs. substantial change) unifactorial between 
subjects design to develop an experimental paradigm for the effects of degrees of logo 
change. Experiment 2 (N = 148) examined effects of brand consciousness and exposure 
in a 3 (degree of change: original vs. small vs. substantial change) x 2 (Exposure: 1 vs. 3 
exposures) between subjects design with brand consciousness as a continuous moderator 
to extend the experimental paradigm to a more naturalistic marketing communication 
setting. Results showed that substantial logo changes harmed processing speed of highly 
brand conscious consumers in particular, suggesting that brand consciousness creates 
a tunnel vision, which impairs openness to changes in brand image. Furthermore, 
substantial logo changes decreased processing speed, which was compensated by repeated 
exposure to the redesigned brand logo.
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Introduction

In the design world, logo rejuvenation is typically defined on two levels. Companies 
either execute an evolutionary redesign, i.e., a small degree of logo change (e.g., Twitter), 
or a revolutionary redesign, i.e., a substantial degree of logo change (e.g., BP) (see Figure 
1; Airey, 2009). 

With an evolutionary redesign, logos can change without losing or changing the brand 
identity or brand values, and many companies choose to continuously refine their brand 
logo (for example: Shell, see Figure 2). Evolutionary redesigns are preferred when a 
brand holds a strong market position with a solid customer base and the company or 
brand wants to reach new audiences or signal a change in brand strategy (Airey, 2009; 
Murphy, 2013). Revolutionary redesigns are applied, for instance to reflect a change 
in brand identity, to diminish negative brand associations, to shift perceptions, or to 
regenerate growth and profitable returns (Airey, 2009). This type of change is typically 
associated with a major strategic shift, like mergers, name-changes, or bankruptcy. 
With a revolutionary change, features from the original brand logo can still be visible 
by maintaining some heritage of the original brand logo, for example the color hues 
(Brandglue, 2013).
 Logo redesigns have received considerable attention in the business press (e.g., 
Financial Times, The News Letter, Irish Times, Wall Street Journal; Muzellec and 
Lambkin, 2006). Unfortunately, empirical studies on the effects of logo redesigns on 
consumer responses are sparse. In order to provide robust tests of the effects of degrees 
of logo changes, the present research developed an experimental paradigm aimed to 
assess effects of objectified differences in degree of logo change on logo processing speed. 
Furthermore, to understand how degrees of logo change interact with consumer and 
market conditions, two potential moderating factors are examined: brand consciousness 
and repeated exposure.
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Theoretical Background

Logo (re)designs and information processing

Thus far, empirical tests of logo designs are few and far between, but some studies 
have examined the relationship between logo design features and consumer responses. 
Henderson and Cote (1998) examined 13 specific logo design characteristics (i.e., 
activity, balance, cohesiveness, complexity, depth, durableness, organicness, parallelness, 
proportion, repetition of elements, representativeness, roundness, and symmetricity) 
in 195 brand logos in terms of creating or evoking affect, subjective familiarity and 
recognition. Their findings suggest that design characteristics can target different 
communication objectives; for example, if creating positive affect is the goal, logos 
should be moderately elaborate, highly natural (i.e., in terms of representativeness and 
organicness) and highly harmonious (i.e., in terms of symmetry and balance). Van 
Grinsven and Das (2014) extended these findings by empirically testing the effects 
of brand logo complexity and establishment (i.e., exposure) on consumer attention 
and brand attitude. Their research showed that although initially simple logos were 
recognized best and evaluated most positive, with an increase in exposure, complex 
brand logos were recognized faster and evaluated more positively. 



Processing Different Degrees of Logo Change: When Higher Levels of Brand Consciousness 
Decreases Openness to Substantial Logo Changes

55

 With regard to logo redesigns, research in the advertising domain suggests that 
changing subtle elements of a marketing stimulus can lead to the allocation of additional 
processing resources to this stimulus, which, in turn, may increase preference for the 
stimulus. Specifically, Shapiro and Nielsen (2013) changed the location of a small 
element within an ad on consecutive trials, and showed that spontaneous detection 
of the changed ad-elements increased fluent processing of the ad. These effects were 
observed despite the fact that observers failed to actively notice/mention that they 
were exposed to a changed object (i.e., change blindness; Simons & Rensink, 2005). 
The authors conclude that implicit awareness of a change increases the allocation of 
processing resources to the changed information (Brockmole & Henderson, 2005; 
Shapiro & Nielsen, 2013), which, at the time of judgment, positively affects processing 
fluency. This proposition is consistent with recent findings by Van Grinsven and Das 
(nd), who showed that substantial degrees of logo change enhanced implicit brand 
association strength and led to a more favorable brand attitude as compared to the 
original brand logo. 
 The aforementioned effects occur at the pre-attention level of processing 
(Finn, 1988); even though consumers may not be consciously aware of logo changes, 
the changes nevertheless increase processing fluency, which, in turn, positively affect 
consumer evaluation. According to the hierarchical processing model (Finn, 1988), 
there are four levels of attention to marketing stimuli: pre-attention (to create 
awareness of a stimulus), focal attention (to understand what the stimulus is about), 
comprehension (to connect the stimulus to the consumer’s goal) and elaboration (to 
determine what to do with the information as provided). Key focus point of the model 
is that consumers pay at least some attention to start information processing, and subtle 
changes may increase attention at the pre-attention level of information processing. At 
the next –focal attention- level, consumers need to actively engage with the stimulus in 
order to understand its meaning and link it to existing knowledge. This level requires 
more systematic processing. Because complex stimuli require more cognitive capacity 
(Van Grinsven & Das, 2014), simple (i.e., original) brand logos are easier to link to 
existing knowledge systems than complex (i.e., redesigned) brand logos. Based on these 
considerations, we predict that higher degrees of logo change make processing more 
difficult in the focal attention phase:
 H1: Higher degrees of logo change decrease logo processing speed.

Brand consciousness

Specific consumer traits must be included when examining consumer responses to 
different degrees of logo change. The most important consumer trait in processing 
and brand awareness studies is brand consciousness, which is commonly described as 
a personality trait that indicates the degree to which a consumer is oriented in buying 
well-known branded products (Sprotles & Kendall, 1986; Shim & Gehrt, 1996; Liao 
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& Wang, 2009). The concept of brand consciousness was developed to capture the 
consumer socialization process (i.e., why people prefer certain brands over other brands), 
and to understand how people process information regarding brands they are interested 
in (Nelson & McLeod, 2005).
 Literature on product symbolism and brand consciousness revealed that 
consumers perceive the purchase and consumption of products to be ‘vehicles for 
self-expression’ (Belk, 1988, and Sirgy, 1985, in: Nan & Heo, 2007, p. 67). Changes 
in product information, such as brand logo redesigns, may thus affect consumer 
processing. This effect is stronger for highly brand conscious consumers than for low 
brand conscious consumers because highly brand conscious consumers place more 
importance on specific brand attributes such as the name or logo (Jamal & Goode, 
2001). Highly brand conscious consumers can therefore be expected to be more 
sensitive when receiving ambiguous information on the brand. The brand is a reflection 
of themselves, and the process of habituation - by which initial uncertainty or negativity 
to an unfamiliar or adjusted stimulus is attenuated (Berlyne, 1970; Cacioppo & Petty, 
1979; Campbell & Keller, 2003, p. 293) - is harmed. Low brand conscious consumers 
on the other hand, lack these strong connections between themselves and the brand, 
thus ambiguous information regarding the brand, like a brand logo redesign, does not 
affect them as it affects highly brand conscious consumers. Logo redesigns may thus be 
most problematic for highly brand conscious consumers, because it leads to confusion 
when the original brand logo (i.e., that fits their ‘image’) is adjusted:
 H2: Increases in degree of logo change negatively affect logo processing speed 
in particular for highly brand conscious consumers.

Logo processing and exposure

An adjustment of a brand logo may be an effective tool in increasing attention however, 
because novel stimuli are generally regarded as more arousing than familiar stimuli 
and consumers attempt to learn new or unfamiliar stimuli more active (Berlyne, 1960; 
Campbell & Keller, 2003). 
 The expected negative effect of brand logo change on logo processing speed may 
be compensated for by multiple exposures. Several studies have shown that exposure 
enhances information processing (e.g., Anant & Sternthal, 1990). Additionally, although 
change blindness is based on the idea that observers may not notice changes to stimuli, 
the change produces a signal (i.e., in the pre-attention phase), which ‘gradually builds 
in strength over repeated viewings until it surpasses a threshold, at which time attention 
instantly shifts to the location of change’ (Shapiro & Nielsen, 2013, p. 1203). Logo 
processing speed could thus improve with an increase in exposure. Increased exposure 
facilitates stimulus encoding in the consumer brain or memory system (Robertson, 
1989), and advertising occurs on this premise, i.e., that an increase in exposure leads to 
an increase in awareness (Rossiter & Bellman, 2005). Thus, in the short run (i.e., with 
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little exposure) small adjustments do not need to suffer in terms of logo processing speed 
and in the long run, (i.e., with increased exposure) processing of unfamiliar stimuli 
(such as substantial degrees of logo changes) should get easier as they become more 
familiar (Berlyne, 1960).  
 Two psychological processes (conform the Two-Factor model, Berlyne, 1970) 
may determine the effects of increased exposure to changed logos: habituation and 
tedium (Cacioppo & Petty, 1979). Originally, these processes explained the relationship 
between exposure and liking (Berlyne, 1970), but they may also apply to exposure effects 
on logo processing speed. Habituation follows a learning process: every exposure to a 
certain stimulus presents a possibility to learn about that stimulus, therefore increasing 
processing speed. Tedium arises when people reach certain levels of learning: then 
satiation occurs and learning stops. Small logo adjustments are easier to process, therefore 
demanding fewer exposures, whereas substantial adjustments prevent tedium effects to 
occur, thus increasing processing speed in the long run. It can therefore be expected 
that, as redesigned brand logos contain more new and unfamiliar elements, they will 
demand more attention and more capacity to be processed and stored in the memory 
system. A single exposure may be sufficient to store stimuli that have undergone slight 
adjustments, but may not suffice to store substantial logo redesigns into the consumer 
brain.
H3: Increases in exposure accelerate logo processing speed in particular for substantial 
degrees of logo change.     

Overview       

Two experiments assessed the effects of brand logo redesigns on logo processing speed. 
Study 1 aimed to test the intuitive assumption that higher degrees of logo change lead to 
a decrease in logo processing speed (H1). Study 2 extends effects of degree of logo change 
to a more naturalistic marketing communication setting by testing the moderating role 
of brand consciousness (H2) and by adding exposure effects (H3). 

STUDY 1: Method

The experiment used a 3 (degree of change: no change, small change, substantial change) 
unifactorial between subjects design with logo processing speed as dependent variable. 
One hundred and twenty undergraduates (91 female, 29 male, M

age
 = 20.4, SD = .43) of 

a Dutch university participated in this study in exchange for course credit.

Materials

The stimulus material for this study consisted of five existing brand logos that were 
redesigned by a graphic designer, who was paid a small fee for his services. All target logos 
were FMCG brands (Fast-Moving Consumer Goods) and the target logos consisted 
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of a combination of a word mark and brand logo. Both national (Heineken, Douwe 
Egberts, Campina) and international brands (Nivea, Red Bull) were used, of which 
logos were not altered in the last decade.1 The redesign concerned either a small change 
or a substantial change with respect to the original brand logo. Following guidelines by 
Müller, Kocher, and Crettaz (2011), a small change was defined as a change of color 

1  The logos of Douwe Egberts (April, 2012), Campina (May, 2012), and Nivea (January, 2013) have 
recently been changed, but this occurred after this study was conducted.
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within the same shades of color, for example: changing from a red hue to orange. A 
substantially changed logo was defined as a change, not only in color, but also in logo 
shape (conform Müller et al., 2011). The logo redesigns are presented in Table 1.
 To test whether our manipulations of small and substantial logo changes were 
perceived as such, a pretest was conducted among 20 undergraduates (11 female, 9 
male, M

age
 = 29.0, SD = 10.75). After being exposed to the small changed brand logos, 

participants were subjected to the substantially changed brand logos (without being 
exposed to the original logos), and were asked to what extent they perceived each brand 
logo to be different with respect to the original brand logo. For each logo, they responded 
to three items on a 7-point scale (no difference - large difference, no adjustments - large 
adjustments, no change - large change) (α = .94; conform Alshebil, 2007; Walsh et 
al., 2010). Following suggestions from Müller et al. (2011), scores from 0 < M < 3.5 
were interpreted as a small change, and scores M > 3.5 were interpreted as a substantial 
change. The results of the pretest showed that all small and substantial adjustments were 
evaluated as such, and all small logo redesigns differed significantly from the substantial 
redesigns: t(8) = -19.83 , p < .001 (see Table 2). Finally, we controlled for brand 
familiarity with a single-item question: Are you familiar with this brand? Participants 
could answer with either yes or no, and none of the participants answered ‘no’.

Procedure

Upon entering the laboratory, participants were randomly assigned to experimental 
conditions, and seated behind a computer on which the experiment was programmed. 
Participants were first informed that they participated in a study about brand logos and 
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logo processing speed. They were told that they were about to be exposed to a slide 
show of 20 different brand logos that they needed to watch, because they would later be 
asked whether they did or did not see the logo before. Among these 20 logos were the 
five target brand logos of familiar (inter)national brands (i.e., which was confirmed with 
a single-item control question after the LDT: are you familiar with this brand? None 
of the respondents answered ‘no’). Furthermore, this slide show contained 12 brand 
logos of other (both national and international) FMCG-brands, for example Pepsi 
(international) and Conimex (national), and 3 ‘service-brands’, for example NS (the 
Dutch railway-company). Participants did not receive any information on which brands 
would be the target brands. Participants were evenly distributed across conditions, and 
depending on the experimental condition, participants were either presented with the 
original brand logos (n = 40), or with the small (n = 40) or substantially adjusted brand 
logos (n = 40). The other 15 logos in the slide show served as filler items and were 
all original brand logos of different types of brands (e.g., FMCG-brands and service-
brands). All logos had the same size and were presented in the center of the screen. Each 
logo was shown for one second and was directly followed by the next brand logo. The 
target logos were presented in random order within the slide show but the order of the 
presentation was identical for each participant and condition (see Table 3). After the 
slide show, demographics were measured. Next, participants were again exposed to the 
slide show to measure logo processing speed. At the end of the experiment, participants 
were thanked for their participation. 
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Measure

Logo Processing Speed. We measured logo processing speed with an adjusted version 
of a Lexical Decision Task (LDT, Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971), because we wanted 
to go beyond a   crude ‘yes-or-no-recognition’ measure. Generally, an LDT (Meyer 
& Schvaneveldt, 1971) is associated with priming research, in which participants 
are exposed to a certain stimulus that is assumed to activate related target words by 
spreading activation. For example, people respond faster to the target word ‘doctor’ 
when previously exposed to the word ‘nurse’ (Chwilla, Hagoort, & Brown, 1998). LDTs 
are generally used to test how quickly people classify stimuli (e.g., whether they have 
seen a stimulus before or not). For the present research, we used it as a measure of focal 
attention, because processing of visual stimuli cannot be argued or assessed in terms of 
their argument quality (cf. Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Participants were asked to decide 
as quickly and accurately as possible whether the brand logo presented in the middle 
of their computer screen had been presented to them in the initial slide show or not, 
by pressing either the A (seen before) or the 6 (not seen before) on their keyboard. The 
A-key was on the left side of the keyboard, and the 6-key was on the right side of the 
keyboard. In total, 20 brand logos were shown to participants, among which were the 
five target logos, five logos that were shown in the initial slide show and ten logos that 
were not shown in the initial slide show. All brand logos were logos of familiar (inter)
national products or brands. 
 The average time it took participants to respond to the five target brand logos 
was used as our measure for logo processing speed. The computer recorded reaction times 
(RTs) to stimuli in milliseconds. The mean reaction time across trials was M = 771.29 
(SD = 166.53) and the five non-target logos that were shown in the initial slide show, 
did not significantly differ in logo processing speed (M = 749.71, SD = 134.63) from 
the five target logos (M = 710.55, SD = 162.54), (t(39) = -1.382, p = .175). Incorrect 
responses (7.8%) were excluded for analysis (conform Van Koningsbruggen, Das, & 
Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2009). The amount of incorrect answers was evenly distributed 
among target logos and conditions (Merror

 = 9.4). After excluding incorrect answers, an 
outlier analysis was conducted (conform Miller (1991), an outlier was classified as > 3 
SD from the mean reaction time across trials), which led to the exclusion of one more 
case (0.20%). Levene’s test was non-significant (p = .89), indicating that the assumption 
of homogeneity of variances was met and analysis of variance could be performed. 

Results

A univariate ANOVA on logo processing speed with degree of change (no change, small 
change, substantial change) as predictor showed a main effect of degree of logo change 
on logo processing speed: F (2,116) = 4.57, p = .012, η2

p 
= .076, see Figure 3. Post hoc 

tests with Bonferroni correction showed a significant difference between the no change 
and substantial change condition: the original brand logos were processed faster (M = 
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710.55, SD = 162.54) than the substantially changed brand logos (M = 816.76, SD = 
178.39, p = .013). We found no significant difference in logo processing speed between 
the original brand logos and the small change condition (M = 787.69, SD = 142.66, 
p = .11). The difference between the small degree of change and substantial degree of 
change was not significant (p = 1.00). 

Discussion

Processing speed of five different FMCG brands was affected only by a substantial logo 
redesign. A small change did not significantly decrease logo processing speed. These 
findings confirm the intuitive idea of processing becoming more difficult when stimuli 
become less familiar by increased change, and therefore provide an adequate starting 
point to test logo redesign effects in a naturalistic marketing context, by taking into 
account effects of exposure and brand consciousness.

STUDY 2: Method

The hypotheses were tested in a 3 (degree of change: no change, small change, 
substantial change) x 2 (exposure: 1 time vs. 3 times) between subjects design with 
brand consciousness as continuous predictor (standardized). One hundred and forty-
eight respondents (56.9% female, 43.1% male, M

age
 = 25.03, SD

age
 = 7.82) participated 

in this study.
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Materials

The stimulus material consisted of eight brand logos of existing brands that were 
redesigned by a graphic designer. All target logos were either FMCG brands (Douwe 
Egberts, Dove, Nivea, and Pickwick) (i.e., in line with study 1), a computer brand 
(Apple) or brands from the financial sector (ASR Insurances, Delta Lloyd, and SNS) 
(i.e., the latter two categories are also used in the study of Müller et al., 2011). The 
logos consisted of either a word mark, a brand logo or a combination of a word mark 
and brand logo, and were familiar among all participants (i.e., which was confirmed 
with a single-item control question: are you familiar with this brand? None of the 
respondents answered ‘no’). Both national (ASR, Delta Lloyd, SNS, Douwe Egberts) 
and international brands (Apple, Nivea, Dove, Pickwick) were used2, of which the brand 
logos hadn’t changed in the last decade.3 The redesign concerned either a small change 
or a substantial change with respect to the original brand logo and guidelines by Müller 
et al. (2011) were followed regarding degree of logo change. The logo redesigns are 
presented in Table 4.
 A pretest was conducted on these materials among 51 undergraduates (71 % 
female, M

age
 = 25.63, SD = 10.09). The pretest was conducted in a between subjects 

design; each participant was first exposed to the original brand logo and a single-item 
question: Are you familiar with this brand? None of the participants answered ‘no’. 
Next, participants were exposed to either a set of brand logos that had undergone a 
small change or substantial change. As in the pretest for study 1, participants responded 
to three items (no difference - large difference, no adjustments - large adjustments, no 
change - large change) on a 7-point scale (Cronbach’s α: .94; cf. Alshebil, 2007; Walsh 
et al., 2010). The results of the pretest showed that all small adjustments (M = 3.44, 
SD = .58) and all substantial adjustments (M = 4.93, SD = .58) were evaluated as such, 
and all small logo redesigns differed significantly from the substantial redesigns: t(14) = 
-5.118, p < .001 (see Table 5).

2 Although some brands are originally Dutch (i.e., Dove and Pickwick), these brands are used 
worldwide.

3  The logos of Douwe Egberts (April, 2012), Nivea (January, 2013), and ASR (February, 2013) have 
recently been changed, but this occurred only after this study was conducted.
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Procedure

The online tool ‘Inquisit’ was used to collect the data. However, because most computers 
required installation of an additional plugin, and we received many reactions that the 
questionnaire wasn’t running well on home computers, most participants (i.e., > 95%) 
were eventually gathered in a laboratory setting: we placed three laptops with a pre-
installed plugin in the corners of a quiet room within the university, and people were 
actively approached to participate outside that room. Upon agreeing to participate with 
our study, participants were seated behind a laptop on which the plugin was installed. 
Participants were first informed that they participated in a study about brand logos and 
logo processing speed. They were told that they were about to be exposed to a slide show 
of different brand logos that they needed to watch, because they would later be asked 
whether they had seen the brand logo before or not (i.e., logo processing speed). Among 



Processing Different Degrees of Logo Change: When Higher Levels of Brand Consciousness 
Decreases Openness to Substantial Logo Changes

65

these different logos were the eight target logos of familiar (inter)national brands. 
Participants were randomly assigned to experimental conditions, and depending on the 
condition they were in, they were either presented with the original brand logos (n = 
44), or with the small (n = 54) or substantially adjusted brand logos (n = 50). The other 
presented logos served as filler items (i.e., all filler logos were original brand logos). All 
logos had the same size and were presented in the center of the screen. The order in 
which the brand logos were presented, differed randomly within and across different 
conditions for each participant. In the initial slide show, each logo was presented for 
1200 milliseconds and was directly followed by the next brand logo (conform Lepore & 
Brown, 2002). Participants in the 1-exposure condition were exposed to a slide show of 
24 unique brand logos, among which were the eight target logos. The other 16 unique 
brand logos served as filler items. Participants in the 3-exposure condition were exposed 
to a slide show of 48 brand logos. These 48 logos consisted of the 3*8 = 24 target logos, 
the same 16 unique filler brand logos as in the 1-exposure condition, and eight other 
unique filler brand logos. After the slide show, demographics and brand consciousness 
were measured, questions that also served as a distraction from the logo processing speed 
task. Next, participants were exposed to a slide show of 16 brand logos to measure 
logo processing speed (see below for a more detailed description). At the end of the 
experiment, participants were thanked for their cooperation.
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Measures

Brand Consciousness. Brand consciousness was measured on a six-item, 7-point Likert 
scale of Nelson and McLeod (2005) (e.g., ‘Brand name products that cost a lot of money 
are good quality’, and ‘Sometimes I am willing to pay more money for products because 
of its brand name’, totally agree - totally disagree, Cronbach’s α = .82, M = 4.06, SD = 
0.27).
 Logo Processing Speed. Logo processing speed was measured using a similar 
adjusted version of a Lexical Decision Task (LDT, Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971) as 
described for study 1. Participants were asked to decide as quickly and accurately as 
possible whether the brand logo presented in the middle of the computer screen had 
been presented to them in the initial slide show or not, by pressing either the I (seen 
before) or the E (not seen before) on their keyboard (conform Lepore & Brown, 2002). 
In total, 16 brand logos were shown, among which were the eight target logos, and 
eight logos that were not shown in the initial slide show. Again, all brand logos were of 
familiar (inter)national products or brands. 
 The average time it took participants to respond to the eight target brand logos 
was used as measure for logo processing speed. The computer recorded reaction times 
(RTs) to stimuli in milliseconds. The mean reaction time across trials was M = 557.68 
(SD = 253.17). Incorrect responses (19.01%) were excluded from the analysis (conform 
Van Koningsbruggen et al., 2009). These responses were evenly distributed among 
target logos and conditions (M

error
 = 29.88). After excluding incorrect answers, an outlier 

analysis was conducted which led to the exclusion of 8 cases (0.64%). Conform Miller 
(1991), an outlier was classified as > 3 SD from the mean reaction time across trials.
 
Results

A General Linear Model with degree of change (original logo vs small change vs 
substantial change) and exposure (1 vs 3 times) as between subjects factor and brand 
consciousness as continuous  factor (following Aiken and West, 1991) showed a main 
effect of exposure on logo processing speed: F (1,132) = 6.443, p = .012, η2

p 
 = .047. 

Brand logos that were shown three times were processed faster (M = 495.82, SD = 
200.20) than brand logos that were shown once (M = 610.24, SD = 283.08). 
 Furthermore, we found a significant interaction effect between degree of 
change and brand consciousness, F(1,132) = 3.307, p = 0.04, η2

p 
= .048. To investigate 

the nature of this interaction effect, we examined highly brand conscious consumers 
(i.e., 1 SD above the mean of the standardized brand consciousness score; see Aiken 
& West, 1991), and low brand conscious consumers (i.e., 1 SD below the mean of the 
standardized brand consciousness score) separately.
 As illustrated by Figure 4, logo processing speed decreased for highly brand 
conscious consumers who were exposed to a substantially changed brand logo (M = 
652.66, Se  = 52.38) as compared to the original brand logo (M = 472.47, Se = 61.61, 
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p = .082). In this group, the difference between the original brand logo and the small 
degree of change (p = .22), and the difference between the small degree of change and the 
substantial change were non-significant (p = .65). No effects were found for consumers 
who scored low on brand consciousness, (F < 1).  

Finally, we found a significant interaction effect between exposure and degree of change 
(F (2,132) = 3.25, p = .042, η2

p 
= .047). Additional simple effects showed that in the 

1-exposure condition, the original brand logo was processed marginally significantly 
faster (M = 514.67, SD = 184.38) than the substantially changed brand logo (M = 
681.23, SD = 309.76, p = .061) (See Figure 3). The difference between the original 
brand logo and the small degree of change was not significant (p = .18). No processing 
differences of degrees of logo change were found in the 3-exposure condition. See Figure 
5.
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Discussion

As expected, processing speed slowed down following substantial degrees of logo 
change in particular among highly brand conscious consumers (H2). Also in line with 
expectations, increases in exposure accelerated logo processing speed in particular 
for substantial degrees of logo change (H3). These findings extend experiment 1 by 
showing that the processing disadvantage of substantially changed logos can fairly easily 
be neutralized by increased exposure. Findings also show that brand consciousness 
can become a liability when adjusting to changes in the marketplace: substantial logo 
redesigns hurt logo processing speed for this consumer group in particular, suggesting 
that marketers should pay explicit attention to consumers who are highly conscious of 
their brand in the redesign process.  
 
General Discussion

Two experiments tested effects of degree of brand logo change, brand consciousness and 
exposure on logo processing speed. Extending previous studies on brand consciousness 
(Belk, 1988; Nan & Heo, 2007; Jamal & Goode, 2001), brand consciousness also plays 
a role in brand logo processing. A substantial degree of change hurts logo processing 
speed for highly brand conscious consumers. A possible explanation for the interplay 
between brand consciousness and degree of change can be found in selective processing 
theories: highly brand conscious consumers are highly sensitive for any information that 
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is ‘off ’ regarding the brand as they know it: they create a sort of ‘tunnel vision’, by not 
processing any information that is odd, or unfamiliar to them, and which does not fit 
their image of the (original) brand (Posavac, Kardesm, & Joško Brakus, 2010; Rumelhart, 
1980). Additionally, highly brand conscious consumers have a more extensive/complex 
knowledge system concerning brands: there are more and more active associations, 
which makes it more difficult to place deviant information in existing knowledge 
systems. Highly brand conscious consumers are then also the type of consumers that 
start petitions or express their anger regarding brand logo redesigns, as happened with 
the Apple redesign in 1998 and the GAP logo redesign in 2010.
 Furthermore, because hardly any empirical evidence was available on the effects 
of degree of logo change, our theoretical assumptions regarding exposure effects were 
based on general marketing communication and processing theories that an increase in 
exposure leads to deeper processing of information, and that changing visual aspects 
would negatively affect logo processing speed (Rossiter & Bellman, 2005; Berlyne, 
1960; Silvia, 2006). Extending these findings to the logo domain, our findings suggest 
that increases in exposure accelerated logo processing speed in particular for substantial 
degrees of logo change. These results imply that brand logos can be (substantially) 
changed without hurting logo processing speed: only a few exposures are needed to 
neutralize these effects. Considering that regular consumers are exposed to approximately 
3600 advertisements per day (Landau, 2004), a brand logo redesign does not necessarily 
hurt logo processing speed. These findings are not a permit to adjust a company’s brand 
logo again and again, however; both Walsh et al. (2010) and Müller et al. (2011) have 
shown that brand logo redesigns affect consumer responses, which could consequently 
affect brand associations, image and reputation.  
 A possible explanation for these findings may lie in the visual character of brand 
logos. Previous studies have shown that visual stimuli are better/faster recognized than 
words (Edell & Staelin, 1983), and a brand logo is the first visual element of a brand 
consumers are exposed to. Logo processing speed was not affected when consumers were 
exposed to a small degree of logo change, thus a small change is likely to be processed 
as if it is similar to the original brand logo. With regard to the substantial degree of 
logo change, initially logo processing speed decreased, whereas an increase in exposure 
neutralizes this effect and helps consumers link the substantially changed logo to existing 
information, i.e., the original brand logo.

Managerial implications

Logo processing speed has proven to be a crucial factor for marketing success especially in 
situations of low interest or involvement, because three out of four purchase decisions are 
still made in-store (Marketingcharts, 2012). Not introducing or explaining a substantial 
brand logo redesign is thus a bad idea. Tropicana for instance, did not introduce its 
brand logo redesign (combined with a package-adjustment), which instantly led to a 
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decrease in sales of 20 percent. Consumers could not fit the new image in existing 
knowledge systems, and therefore did not process the new brand information, with as 
a result that consumers did not recognize the brand in super markets. After a period of 
two months, Tropicana returned to their ‘original’ brand logo and package design.
 Concerning brand logo redesigns, highly brand conscious consumers need 
extra attention. It would therefore be best to involve them in an early stadium of the 
redesign process. Nowadays, consumers can be involved in this process by for example 
crowdsourcing input (see for example www.99designs.com). This means that consumers 
or other stakeholders are asked to think about, or even send in suggestions for brand logo 
redesigns (co-creation). This way, the company shows that they respect their consumers, 
and consumers in turn, can share their thoughts on the brand logo redesign. Low brand 
conscious consumers on the other hand are not that concerned with these redesigns, and 
are therefore probably not interested in contributing to this process.
 Additionally, these highly brand conscious consumers can not only be 
recognized by the fact that they are interested in for example co-creating the brand logo, 
they also actively promote brands via social media by ‘liking’ the brands’ Facebook-page, 
writing about brands on fashion or marketing blogs, or posting tweets on Twitter. For 
example, Heineken has almost 18 million ‘likes’ of their Facebook-page and Nivea has 
almost 15 million ‘likes’, these brands thus have respectively 18 and 15 million free 
brand ambassadors who can be considered as ‘critical good friends’: they actively reply 
to questions, actions, and changes and spread brand information among their social 
network. 

Limitations and directions for future research

Although this study presents a first step in developing a standard for degrees of logo change 
and its effects, ‘immense redesigns’, where almost all elements of the original brand logo 
have disappeared, were not considered, even though there are numerous examples of 
companies or brands that let go their original brand logo (almost) completely to present 
a massive adjusted brand logo (e.g. Kraft, Caribou, PWC, MySpace). Thus far, only one 
study examined the effects of an entirely new brand logo on brand associations (i.e., 
Van Riel & Van Den Ban, 2001). They found that an increase in exposure leads to an 
increase in positive brand associations, and more importantly, to a decrease of negative 
brand associations. Future studies should consider the study of van Riel and van de 
Ban (2001) as a starting point for further examination for the effects of ‘immense’ logo 
redesigns.
 Next, only effects of degrees of logo change on logo processing speed were 
considered. Although processing is a prerequisite for accomplishing any other marketing 
communication effect, several studies (i.e., Walsh et al., 2010; Müller et al., 2011; van 
Riel & Van Den Ban, 2001) have shown that brand attitudes and brand associations are 
affected by brand logo redesigns. Future studies should consider degrees of logo change 
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and exposure effects on for example brand attitude, in order to create a more sustainable 
guideline regarding the effects of brand logo redesigns.
 Another limitation of this study is methodological. The study of Müller et 
al. (2011) showed different findings for different product categories. Specifically, they 
found that a small redesign increased perceived brand modernity for brands from the 
IT-sector, and substantial redesigns increased perceived brand modernity for brands 
from the financial sector. This study mainly tested the effects of FMCG-brands, and 
findings should be expanded to for example transformational versus functional brands. 
It is however striking that differential effects were found between highly and low brand 
conscious consumers already for FMCG-brands: highly brand conscious consumers are 
more likely to build their image around brands they can show of with, because it reflects 
their self-image. Because a peanut butter brand does not really reflect one’s self-image, 
and consumers do not regularly wear sweaters of their favorite brand of sugar, high 
involvement or transformational brands might contribute to their self-image even more 
and therefore have a larger impact. Additionally, non-familiar brands could also sort 
other, or no effects. Future studies should examine this. 
 Furthermore, in both pre-tests and in Study 1, we did not change the order in 
which the redesigned brand logos were presented, which could have caused an order 
bias. In Study 2 we did however show the materials randomly within conditions, which 
led to similar outcomes. However, in both studies we examined degree of change as a 
between-subjects variable, by showing participants either original brand logos, small 
changed brand logos, or substantially changed brand logos. Future studies could also 
consider degree of change as a within-subjects variable, where participants are exposed 
to different degrees of change. 
 With regard to our sample: we tested the effects of degree of change with both 
national and international brands, however, we only tested these effects on (a limited 
amount of ) Dutch participants. Although sample sizes showed that the effects of our 
findings were between small and moderate (Cohen, 1988), future studies should also 
examine larger and more diverse (i.e., also non-Dutch) samples.
 In line with this limitation, in our study we did not examine different levels of 
brand logo complexity. However, it should be noted that consumers process simple and 
complex stimuli differently: simple stimuli require less processing capacity and limited 
attentional capacity (Robertson, 1989; Finn, 1988; Van Grinsven & Das, 2014) as 
compared to more complex stimuli, which could affect logo processing speed. Although 
we didn’t examine these differences in degree of complexity -the goal of this study was 
to develop an experimental paradigm aimed to assess effects of objectified differences in 
degree of logo change on logo processing speed-, future studies should consider effects 
of different levels of brand logo complexity on logo processing speed.
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Concluding comment

In a continuously changing market place, logo redesigns are a necessary part of marketing 
communication practice. Logo redesigns offer the opportunity for rejuvenating a brand, 
without loss of logo processing speed after a few exposures to the redesigned brand 
logo. Highly brand conscious consumers deserve some extra attention because their 
processing is harmed by substantial logo changes.
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Abstract

Changing a brand logo is a natural element of brand management (Muzellec & Lambkin, 
2006; Aaker, 1991; Kapferer, 1998) with potentially large impact on consumer responses 
(Maxian, Bradley, Wise, & Toulouse, 2013). Unfortunately empirically it has remained 
unclear how different degrees of logo changes affect consumer responses. This study 
examined the effects of brand logo redesigns on brand associations (experiment 1) and 
brand attitude (experiment 2). Experiment 1 (N = 112) assessed the effects of degree of 
change (no versus small versus substantial change) on brand associations. Experiment 2 
(N = 148) used a 3 (degree of change: no versus small versus substantial) x 2 (Exposure: 
1 versus 3) between-subjects design with brand sensitivity as a continuous moderator 
and brand attitude as dependent variable. Results showed that substantial logo changes 
increase brand association strength, and that increases in logo change and exposure 
evoked more favorable brand attitudes. Low brand sensitive consumers needed more 
exposures to acquire a favorable brand attitude than high brand sensitive consumers. 
Overall, findings suggest that periodically redesigning a brand logo may ensure retaining 
a top-of-mind favorable brand attitude by revitalizing brand associations.
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Introduction

Changing a brand logo is a natural element of brand management (Muzellec & Lambkin, 
2006; Aaker, 1991; Kapferer, 1998) with potentially large impact on consumer responses 
(Maxian, Bradley, Wise, & Toulouse, 2013). There are several emerging triggers for brand 
logo redesigns, like acquisitions or mergers, or changes in competitive positioning, but 
in general two specific motives drive logo rejuvenation: either a brand wants to activate 
and refresh existing positive brand associations and attitudes, or a brand wants to shake 
down negative brand associations and attitudes. That logo redesigns can evoke strong 
consumer responses is shown by the case of the GAP logo redesign in 2010, which led 
to such a storm of negative reactions from loyal customers that GAP decided to switch 
back to the original brand logo. Because logo rejuvenation is accompanied by large costs 
- e.g., the BP redesign cost $211,000,000 - it is important that redesigns are done right.
 In the design world different degrees of logo change are generally classified as 
evolutionary versus revolutionary redesigns, where evolutionary redesigns are referred to 
as small changes (e.g., to refresh the brand logo) and revolutionary redesigns are referred 
to as large changes (e.g., to reflect changes in brand identity, Airey, 2009; Murphy, 
2013; van Grinsven & Das, in press). In the academic field, several studies suggest that 
logo changes can increase the accessibility of positive brand associations or shake down 
negative ones, but it has remained unclear how big a logo change should be in order to 
produce these effects due to limited empirical evidence and diverging operationalizations 
of logo change (e.g., Van Riel & Van Den Ban, 2001; Walsh, Winterich, & Mittal, 
2010; Müller, Kocher, & Crettaz, 2011). For example, Walsh et al. (2010) defined a 
small change as a slight adjustment of the original shape and a considerable change was 
a larger shape change, transforming the original brand logo from an angular shape to 
a more rounded brand logo, whereas Müller et al. (2011) and Van Grinsven and Das 
(2014) defined a small change as a change in color, and a substantial change as a change 
in color and shape. 
 This study aims to provide a robust test of the effects of different degrees of 
brand logo change on consumer brand evaluation, i.e., brand associations and brand 
attitude, in two experiments. Because people’s preferences for certain shapes may be 
universal (Bar & Neta, 2006), we followed guidelines of Müller et al. (2011) to examine 
the effects of different degrees of logo change. In the next sections, we will first discuss 
how consumers process different degrees of logo change and how this affects brand 
evaluation. Next, two potential moderating factors of brand logo change effects are 
discussed: repeated exposure and brand sensitivity.

How do consumers process different degrees of logo change? 

Brand logo redesigns can be processed at different levels of attention (Finn, 1988): 
the pre-attention level (to create awareness of a stimulus), the focal attention level 
(to understand what the stimulus is about), the comprehension level (to connect the 
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stimulus to the consumer’s goal) and the elaboration level (to determine what to do with 
the information as provided). Key focus point is that at least some attention needs to be 
paid to start information processing.
 Processing can be enhanced without paying active attention towards changed 
stimuli but it can also be enhanced with active attention. This reasoning implies two 
separately operating mechanisms, which has been previously suggested by Hekkert, 
Snelders, and Van Wieringen (2003). The first, ’automatic’ mechanism prefers easy-
to-classify or typical stimuli (Alley & Cunningham, 1991; Bornstein, 1989) and is 
activated when consumers are exposed to fairly simple stimuli, or small changes. This 
mechanism can be explained by the fact that small changes and simple stimuli do not 
demand much processing capacity (Reber, Schwarz, & Winkielman, 2004; Posner 
& Keele, 1968; McCelland, Rumelhart, & the PDP Research Group, 1986) and can 
therefore be processed at lower levels of attention. When stimuli are processed via this 
automatic system, fluency is generally enhanced by familiarity (Shapiro, 1999; Jacoby 
& Hayman, 1987; Roediger & Blaxton, 1987). The second mechanism works as a 
’preference-for-prototypes’ mechanism. Processing via this mechanism occurs at later 
stages of processing and at deeper levels of attention (Hekkert et al., 2003). Because 
of this deeper processing, a pleasurable feeling arises when people are challenged to 
process information that is off from what they know. This mechanism works as a more 
conscious and cognitively mediated response to optimally innovative images (i.e., if an 
image involves a spin on the familiar, that is most pleasing, Giora et al., 2004, p. 116). 
Giora et al. (2004) examined whether the image of a regular pigeon (familiar image), a 
pigeon that looks like a hand (optimally innovative image), and a part of the pigeon that 
looks like a foot (purely innovative image) would evoke most positive responses. Based 
on their findings, Giora et al. (2004) assumed that optimally innovative stimuli are 
preferred over familiar stimuli, despite the fact that familiar stimuli are processed more 
fluently.  
 This type of processing has been studied extensively in the context of tropes, 
riddles or rhetorical figures in advertising (e.g., Corbett & Connors, 1999; McQuarrie 
& Mick, 2003), which intend to ‘communicate the message in an aesthetically pleasing 
way by deviating from the audience expectations’ (McQuarrie & Mick 2003, p. 198, p. 
208). When people are willing and able to actively process such stimuli, this provides a 
pleasurable experience that leads to a more positive attitude toward the ad (e.g., Ang & 
Lim 2006, p. 75;  Lee & Mason, 1999; McQuarrie & Mick, 2003; Phillips, 2000; Van 
Mulken, Van Enschot-Van Dijk, & Hoeken, 2005; Van Mulken, Le Pair, & Forceville, 
2010). This positive riddle-solving effect has two boundary conditions; when the riddle 
is too easy or too difficult, people do not experience the pleasurable feeling (Van Enschot, 
Hoeken, & Van Mulken, 2008). 
 Although the above processes have not been tested in the domain of logo redesign 
effects, they appear highly relevant, because logos combine a large visually aesthetic 
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component with (intentionally or unintentionally) loaded brand associations of what 
the image stands for. Small changes may go unnoticed, but large changes may represent 
somewhat of a riddle for consumers, who may recognize something familiar but need 
some time to understand what they are looking at. Sjödin and Törn (2006) examined 
the effects of incongruity in brand images (i.e., ‘perceptions about a brand as reflected by 
the brand associations held in consumer memory’, Keller, 2003, p. 3), and argued that 
initial incongruity often is desirable and even necessary in case of brand revitalization. In 
our study, we extend these findings by applying this reasoning on brand logo redesigns, 
which would imply that incongruity in brand information like a brand logo redesign is 
likely to evoke novelty effects, which occur when distinctive or unexpected attributes are 
encountered (Rosa, Qualls, & Ruth, 2014). We therefore propose that higher degrees of 
logo change require deeper levels of attention, which lead to more favorable responses 
provided that a consumer is willing and able to engage at this deep processing level 
(H1). Exposure can affect this relationship by giving consumers the chance to gradually 
learn about the new stimulus. In line with this argument, Van Grinsven and Das (in 
press) showed that logo processing speed decreased for higher degrees of change, but this 
effect was restored with increased exposure. Therefore, we propose that exposure is likely 
to moderate in particular the effects of higher degrees of logo change (thus creating a 
wider range inside the inverted-U curve) (H2).
 Because deeper logo processing levels require capacity and motivation from the 
consumer, the degree of which consumers are involved with or care for brands in general, 
like brand sensitivity, i.e., ‘the degree to which the brand name plays a key role in the 
choice process of an alternative in a given product category’ (Kapferer & Laurent, 1985, 
p. 17), also play a role in logo change effects. Highly brand sensitive consumers are more 
interested in and sensitive for brands in general (Beaudoin, Lachance, & Robitaille, 
2003) and are thus likely to notice brand changes sooner. Furthermore, their risk 
seeking, self-confident and daring attributes (Rogers, 1995) may affect their openness 
to potentially discrepant brand information (Klink & Smith, 2001; Hirschman, 1980). 
Quite similar to the previously defined effects of increased exposure, brand sensitivity 
is also likely to moderate in particular the effects of higher degrees of logo change (thus 
creating a wider range inside the inverted-U curve) (H3).
 Exposure and brand sensitivity are also likely to affect responses to degree of 
change. Both exposure and brand sensitivity affect how receptive consumers are to new 
information. For low brand sensitive consumers, it is likely that a single exposure is 
not enough to process highly incongruent brand information like a substantial logo 
redesign, but exposure increases fluency (Hamann, 1990). Highly brand sensitive 
consumers initially respond positively towards an increase in degree of change thus do 
not need additional exposures to establish this favorable brand attitude. We therefore 
propose that responses of low brand sensitive consumers to higher degrees of change in 
particular benefit from increased exposure (H4).
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STUDY 1: Method

Design and participants

Hypothesis 1 was tested in a 3 unifactorial (no logo change, small logo change, substantial 
logo change) between subjects design among 112 participants (44.6% male and 55.4% 
female) with a mean age of 27.54 (SD = 9.43). Participants were randomly assigned to 
one of three conditions. 

Materials

The stimulus materials for this study were adopted from Van Grinsven & Das (in press). 
Four existing brand logos were redesigned by a graphic designer, who was paid a small 
fee for his work. All target logos were Fast-Moving Consumer Good brands (FMCG) 
and consisted of a combination of a word mark and brand logo. All brand logos were 
familiar among all participants. Both national (Heineken, Douwe Egberts, Campina) 
and international brands (Nivea) were used, of which the brand logos hadn’t changed in 
the last decade.4 Following guidelines of Müller et al. (2011), the redesigns concerned 
either a small change, i.e., a change in color, within the same shades of color (e.g., 
changing from a red hue to orange), or a substantial change, i.e., both the color and the 
shape of the logo were adjusted (conform Müller et al., 2011). The logo redesigns are 
presented in Table 1.

Table 1

Experimental manipulations of the logo redesigns

4 Both the logos of Douwe Egberts (April, 2012) and Campina (May, 2012) have recently been 
changed, but this occurred only after this study was conducted.
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We then pretested brand associations for our target brands. Participants were exposed 
to the original brand logo, and were then asked to write down as many associations 
they had by asking an open-ended question (conform Aaker & Keller, 1990). This 
procedure was repeated for each target logo. Both positive and negative associations 
were mentioned. Most positive associations mentioned were descriptive: for example 
for the brand Nivea, which is a skin cream brand, people mentioned ‘cream’ or ‘salve’ as 
association. Other associations that were mentioned were affective: for the same brand, 
people mentioned ‘soft’ and ‘clean’ as positive brand associations. For the negative 
brand associations, the vast majority of associations that were mentioned were affective: 
for Nivea, people mentioned ‘cheap’ and ‘old-fashioned’. An example of a descriptive 
negative brand association for Nivea was ‘rash’.
 To supplement the total amount of negative brand associations, which were 
mentioned only a few times, three independent research-assistants conceptualized 
additional brand associations, based on a web searches. This procedure was adopted 
to increase the number of negative brand associations in the main study, as we were 
interested in assessing the effects of logo redesigns on both positive and negative 
brand associations. For more information on how we measured brand associations, see 
‘measure’. Table 2 shows an overview of the positive and negative Dutch [English] brand 
associations for each brand we used in this study.

Table 2

Positive and negative brand associations of the target brands
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To test whether our manipulations of a small and substantial logo change would be 
perceived as such, a pretest was conducted among 20 undergraduates (11 female, 9 male, 
M

age
 = 29.0, SD = 10.75). Participants were first exposed to the small changed brand 

logos (without being exposed to the original brand logos), followed by exposure to the 
substantially changed brand logos. Next, they were asked to indicate on three items on 
a 7-point scale (no difference - large difference, no adjustments - large adjustments, no 
change - large change, α = .94; conform Alshebil, 2007; Walsh et al., 2010) whether 
they considered each brand logo change to be a small or a substantial change, with 
respect to the original brand logo. Guidelines from Müller et al. (2011) were followed 
to indicate whether the brand logo had undergone a small or a substantial change. 
Scores from 0 < M < 3.5 were interpreted as a small change, and scores M > 3.5 were 
interpreted as a substantial change. The results of the pretest showed that all small logo 
redesigns differed significantly from the substantial redesigns: t(6) = -18,43 , p < .001 
(see Table 3). 

Table 3

Perceived brand logo change

** All small logo changes differed significantly from the substantial logo changes: t(6) = -18,43 , p < .001

Procedure

Participants were gathered in a laboratory setting and were informed that they were 
contributing to a study about brand preferences and word recognition. As a cover story, 
participants were told that previous studies had shown that a preference for certain 
brands would result in different abilities to distinguish existing from non-existing words 
and that this study would contribute to explaining these differences. Next, participants 
were exposed to the four target logos (i.e., the brand logos of the target brands in either 
the original condition, the small degree of change, or the substantial degree of change) 
without any additional information. They were exposed to the first brand logo for seven 
seconds, followed by a word recognition task (conform Lepore & Brown, 2002), which 
will be further explained under the heading ‘measure’. This process was repeated for all 
four target logos. After the final word-recognition task, participants were debriefed that 
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there is no relationship between brand preference and word-recognition, and that we 
examined brand associations of the target logos. Finally, participants were thanked for 
their cooperation.

Measure

Brand associations. We used a Lexical Decision Task (LDT; Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971) 
to measure brand association strength (Coates, Butler, & Berry, 2006). When participants 
are exposed to a certain stimulus, this should activate related target words by spreading 
activation. For example, people seem to respond faster to the target word ‘doctor’ when 
previously exposed to the word ‘nurse’ (Chwilla, Hagoort, & Brown, 1998). LDTs have 
the advantage to measure cognitive processes indirectly, without relying on self-reports 
(Hefner et al., 2011), making them less susceptible to socially desirable answers and 
demand characteristics (Van Grinsven & Das, in press). The reaction time to the target 
words measured how active the target words are, and thus how strong the positive and 
negative associations with the brand are (Shanks & Johnstone, 1999).  
 Participants were exposed to 38 existing, and 30 non-existing words. The 
existing Dutch words (for example: ‘zuivel’ [dairy] and non-existing words (for example: 
‘vuipil’), were matched on word length and amount of syllables (Van Koningsbruggen, 
Das, & Roskos-Ewoldson, 2009). Participants needed to press either the A (existing 
word; on the left-end) or the 6 (non-existing word; on the right-end) on their keyboard. 
The computer recorded both correct or incorrect responses and reaction times (RTs) in 
milliseconds. The mean reaction time for positive brand associations was M = 653.06 
(SD = 90.70), and the mean reaction time for negative brand associations was M 
= 685.98 (SD = 98.46), and a faster response means stronger -positive or negative- 
associations (Shanks & Johnstone, 1999). The difference between positive and negative 
brand associations was significant (t(110) = -7.932, p < .001), indicating that positive 
brand associations were stronger than negative brand associations, a result that should 
be common (and desirable) for most brands, because brands are most likely to last in a 
competitive market when positive brand associations are strongest. Incorrect responses 
were excluded from the analysis (0.12%) (conform Van Koningsbruggen et al., 2009) 
and these responses were evenly distributed among target logos and conditions (Merror

 
= 5.0). After excluding incorrect answers, an outlier analysis was conducted which led 
to the exclusion of five more cases (0.03%). Conform Miller (1991), an outlier was 
classified as > 3 SD from the mean reaction time across trials.

Results

We used separate repeated measures ANOVAs per brand to test for both positive and 
negative brand associations, a procedure that was necessary because brand associations 
differ per brand. We tested a 3 (degree of change: original logo vs small change vs 
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substantial change) x 2 (brand association: positive vs negative) ANOVA with repeated 
measures on the last factor for each brand separately. 
 For Douwe Egberts, we found a significant main effect of degree of change: 
[F(2,106) = 5.273, p = .007, η2 = .090]: brand associations for substantial degrees of 
change were stronger (M = 620.14, Se = 14.78) than for the original brand logos (M = 
684.87, SD = 14.78), see Figure 2. Furthermore, we found a significant main effect of 
brand associations for Douwe Egberts [F(1,106) = 53.524, p < .001, η2 = .34], see table 
4. Positive brand associations were stronger (M = 629.47, SD = 91.65) than negative 
brand associations (M = 687.49, SD = 109.56). No other effects were observed. 
 For Heineken, we found a marginally significant effect of degree of change: 
[F(2,99) = 2.784, p = .067, η2 = .053], brand associations for substantial degrees of 
change were stronger (M = 613.23, Se = 17.71) than for the original brand logos (M = 
670.88, SD = 17.20) see Figure 2. Furthermore, we found a significant main effect of 
brand associations: [F(1,99) = 18.972, p < .001, η2 = .16], see Table 4. Positive brand 
associations were stronger (M = 625.48, SD = 111.81) than negative brand associations 
(M = 665.15, SD = 115.63). For the significant interaction effect between degree of 
change and positive and negative brand association, [F(2,99) = 3.108, p = .049, η2 = 
.059], see Table 4. 
 For Nivea, we found a significant main effect of degree of change: [F(2,103) = 
3.501, p = .034, η2 = .064], brand associations for substantial degrees of change were 
stronger (M = 647.55, Se = 17.72) than for the original brand logos (M = 710.37, SD = 
14.78), see Figure 2. Furthermore, we found a reversed significant main effect of brand 
associations: [F(1,103) = 10.989, p = .001, η2 = .096], see Table 4. Negative brand 
associations were stronger (M = 668.55, SD = 113.09) than positive brand associations 
(M = 701.74, SD = 122.53). For the interaction effect between degree of change and 
brand associations [F(2,103) = 3.316, p = .040, η2 = .060], see Table 4. 
 For Campina, we found a significant main effect of brand associations: 
[F(1,100) = 48.611, p < .001, η2 = .33]: positive brand associations were stronger (M 
= 625.91, SD = 102.61) than negative brand associations, (M = 692.33, SD = 121.53), 
see Table 4. No further effect were observed.
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Table 4

Results of the simple effect analyses for positive and negative brand associations for different degrees of 
change.

a, b, c: Simple effects are compared between positive and negative brand associations and significant differences 
(on a p < .001- level) between positive and negative brand associations are denoted with similar subscripts 
within degree of change conditions.

Figure 1

Brand associations for different degrees of change for all target brands
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Discussion  

Our findings suggest that higher degrees of change increase brand association 
accessibility. This effect was especially observed for substantial degrees of logo change, 
which suggests that only a small logo redesign may not be enough to refresh existing 
positive brand associations nor to shake down negative brand associations. Furthermore, 
our findings suggest that overall positive brand associations are stronger than negative 
associations, which could well be explained by the fact that brands are most likely to last 
in a competitive market when positive brand associations are strongest. 
 Additionally, our findings suggest that both positive and negative brand 
associations benefit from higher degrees of logo change, although negative brand 
associations showed less pronounced effects. An explanation for this effect could be 
that positive brand associations initially were stronger; they were more often mentioned 
spontaneously in our pilot study than negative brand associations. Although this 
situation is not desirable from a strict methodological point of view (i.e., we wanted to 
compare equal brand associations for both positive and negative brand associations), it 
may be hard to find existing brands with equal positive and negative brand associations, 
because they do not to exist: brands that also or mainly have strong negative brand 
associations are likely to not stay in the market for a durable time, because people don’t 
buy brands they don’t like. An exception could be that some companies or brands need 
to exist because they provide a unique service, like insurance companies or banks. 
 An additional note is that our findings suggest a divergent pattern for Campina. 
Although we are not sure why this brand shows this pattern, we propose two explanations: 
first, it is possible that the Campina brand is less top-of-mind, therefore showing less 
pronounced effects, or second, perhaps Campina is an outlier in this study because 
all three other brands have shown a similar pattern. Study 2 builds on these findings 
by examining effects on brand attitude, and additionally tests the effects of repeated 
exposure and brand sensitivity.

STUDY 2: Method

Participants and design

The hypotheses were tested in a 3 (degree of change: no change, small change, substantial 
change) x 2 (exposure: 1 time vs. 3 times) unifactorial between subjects design with 
brand sensitivity as (standardized) continuous predictor. One hundred and forty-eight 
respondents (56.9% female, 43.1% male, M

age
 = 25.03, SD

age
 = 7.82) participated in 

this study.

Materials 

The stimulus materials for this study were copied from Van Grinsven & Das (in press), 
who assessed the different degrees of change of eight existing brand logos in a pilot 
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study. To select the target logos, brands needed to meet several requirements: (1) product 
category: target logos needed to be either an FMCG brand (Douwe Egberts, Dove, 
Nivea, and Pickwick) (i.e., in line with study 1), a computer brand (Apple) or a brand 
from the financial sector (ASR Insurances, Delta Lloyd, and SNS) (i.e., the latter two 
categories were also used in the study of Müller et al., 2011). Next, (2) composition of the 
target logos was important: the logos needed to consist of either a word mark, a brand 
logo or a combination of a word mark and brand logo. All logos of the target brands 
were familiar among all participants. Finally, (3) nationality: both national (ASR, Delta 
Lloyd, SNS, Douwe Egberts) and international brands (Apple, Nivea, Dove, Pickwick) 
were used5, of which the brand logos hadn’t changed in the last decade (see Table 5).6 

Table 5

Experimental manipulations of logo change

Next, a graphic designer applied guidelines of Müller, et al. (2011) to develop either a 
small change or a substantial change with respect to the original brand logo, see Table 

5 Although some brands are originally Dutch (i.e., Dove and Pickwick), these brands are used 
worldwide.

6 The logos of Douwe Egberts (April, 2012), Nivea (January, 2013), and ASR (February, 2013) have 
recently been changed, but this occurred only after this study was conducted.
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6. To verify the manipulations of degree of brand logo change, a pretest was conducted 
among 51 undergraduates (71 % female, M

age
 = 25.63, SD = 10.09) in a between subjects 

design; each participant was first exposed to the original brand logo, followed by either 
a set of brand logos that have undergone a small change, or substantial change. Similar 
to study 1, participants responded to three items on a 7-point scale (Cronbach’s α: .94; 
cf. Alshebil, 2007; Walsh, et al., 2010) whether they perceived the degrees of change as 
intended. The results of the pretest showed that all small adjustments (M = 3.44, SD = 
.58) and all substantial adjustments (M = 4.93, SD = .58) were evaluated as such, and all 
small logo redesigns differed significantly from the substantial redesigns: t(14) = -5.118, 
p < .001 (see Table 6).

Table 6

Perceived brand logo change

All small logo changes differed significantly from the substantial logo changes: 
t(14) = -5.118, p < .001.

Procedure

Participants were gathered in a laboratory setting and were randomly assigned to 
experimental conditions, by being appointed to a laptop on which the data collection 
tool (i.e., Inquisit) was installed. Participants were first informed that they participated 
in a study about brand logos and brand logo redesigns, but received no further briefing 
about the focus of the study. They were told that they were about to be exposed to a 
slide show of different brand logos that they needed to watch, among which were the 
eight target logos. 
 Depending on the condition, participants were presented with either the 
original, the small or the substantially changed brand logos. The other presented logos 
served as filler items, and the order in which participants were exposed to the brand 
logos, differed randomly within and across different conditions for each participant. 
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All logos had the same size and were presented in the center of the screen. Conform 
Lepore and Brown (2002), each logo was presented for 1200 milliseconds and was 
directly followed by the next brand logo. Participants in the 1-exposure condition 
were exposed to a slide show of 24 unique brand logos, among which were the eight 
target logos. The other 16 unique brand logos served as filler items. Participants in the 
3-exposure condition were exposed to a slide show of 48 brand logos. These 48 logos 
consisted of the 3*8 = 24 target logos, the same 16 unique filler brand logos as in the 
1-exposure condition, and eight other unique filler brand logos. After the slide show, 
amongst others, demographics and brand sensitivity were measured. Next, participants 
were exposed to the eight target logos and were asked about their brand attitude. Finally, 
participants were thanked for their cooperation.

Measures

Brand sensitivity. Brand sensitivity was measured using a six-item, 7-point Likert scale of 
Kapferer and Laurent (1992), e.g., ‘When buying a product, I pay specific attention to 
the brand the product is from’, totally agree - totally disagree (Cronbach’s  α = .83, M = 
4.45, SD = .42).
 Brand attitude. Brand attitude was measured on a four-item, 7-point semantic 
differential scale of Ahluwalia, Burnkant, and Unnava (2000), e.g., ‘I believe this brand 
is: bad - good, terrible - nice, unfavorable - favorable, undesirable - desirable’ (Cronbach’s 
α = .82, M = 4.87, SD = 0.54).

Results

A General Linear Model with degree of change (original vs small change vs substantial 
change) and exposure (1 vs 3 times) as between subjects factor and brand sensitivity as 
continuous factor (see Aiken & West, 1991), showed a significant direct effect of degree 
of change on brand attitude: F(2,139) = 4.379, p = .014, η2

p
 = .059. Brand attitude 

became more positive as the degree of change increased: the original brand logo was 
evaluated least positively (M = 3.997, Se = .10), the small change was evaluated slightly 
more positive (M = 4.301, Se = .083, p = .062), and the substantial change was evaluated 
most positive (M = 4.373, Se = .086, p = .015). The difference between the small and 
substantial change was not significant (p > .05). No main effect of brand sensitivity was 
observed.
 Furthermore, we found a significant three-way interaction between degree 
of change, exposure and brand sensitivity, F(2,139) = 3.659, p = .028, η2

p
 = .050. To 

investigate the nature of this interaction effect, we examined highly brand sensitive 
consumers (i.e., 1 SD above the mean of the standardized brand sensitivity score; see 
Aiken & West. 1991), and low brand sensitive consumers (i.e., 1 SD below the mean of 
the standardized brand sensitivity score) separately, without conducting a median split, 
thus retaining all observations in the analyses (e.g., Royston, Altman & Sauerbreij, 2006). 
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     As illustrated by Figure 3a, consumers who scored low on brand sensitivity, 
evaluated the brand more positively with an increase in degree of change, but only in the 
3-exposure condition: F (2,139) = 3.915, p = .022: brand attitude between the original 
brand (M = 3.593, Se = .306) and the small degree of change (M = 4.354, Se = .164) 
differed marginally (p = .091). Furthermore, the difference between the original brand 
logo and the substantial degree of change (M = 4.556, Se = .157) differed significantly (p 
= .018). The small degree of change and the substantial degree of change did not differ 
significantly. No effects were found for the 1-exposure condition (F (2,139) = .586, p = 
.59).
 For consumers who scored high on brand sensitivity, we found a marginally 
significant effect only for the 1-exposure condition (F (2,139) = 2.587, p = .079, η2

p
 = 

.036). Additional analyses revealed no significant simple effects, suggesting that overall, 
brand evaluation became more positive with higher degrees of logo change.  No effects 
for the 3-exposure condition were found (F (2,139) = .693, p = .50) (see Figure 3b).

Figure 3a and 3b

Effects of degree of logo change and exposure on brand attitudes for low and high brand sensitive consumers

Discussion

Similar to study 1, the second study showed that substantially changed brand logos 
in particular triggered positive consumer responses. Furthermore, we found that both 
exposure and brand sensitivity help explain how receptive consumers are to new or 
unfamiliar information: exposure enhances deeper levels of processing, and therefore 
positively affects brand attitudes. Additionally, highly brand sensitive consumers 
immediately respond positively to higher degrees of logo change, most likely because 
they have higher levels of processing motivation. Low brand sensitive consumers on 
the other hand, benefit from additional exposures to eventually also develop a favorable 
attitude toward higher degrees of logo change. These findings suggest that companies 
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and brands should dare to be different: periodically redesigning a brand logo appears to 
be an effective tool to keep the brand top-of-mind and to retain and enhance favorable 
brand attitudes.
 
General discussion 

Two experiments tested the effects of degree of logo change, exposure and brand 
sensitivity on consumers’ brand evaluation. Findings suggest that marketers may be 
rewarded by daring to be different in brand communication: periodically redesigning 
a brand logo appears to be a useful tool to keep a brand activated in a consumers’ 
associative model, and to retain or even increase favorable brand attitudes.
     Our findings show that a systematic brand logo redesign evokes stronger brand 
associations and more favorable brand attitudes. Thus, not the continuous exposure to 
the same materials, which should theoretically lead to more fluent, automatic processing 
enhances favorable attitudes, but the continuous refinement of the stimulus enhances 
this effect, cf. the expectation for optimally innovative stimuli. Müller et al. (2011) 
showed that consumers perceive a brand to be more modern, or more up-to-date after a 
brand logo redesign. In real-life, this has been shown by KFC: originally, KFC had a fair 
market-share of fast-food restaurants. However, in 2006 KFC suffered from the extensive 
growth of numerous fast-food chains and in order to remain visible, they redesigned 
their brand logo by using a fresher typeface and imagery, but still holding on to the 
traditional values of the brand represented by the traditional colonel (Arandilla, 2011). 
This redesign led to many positive reactions towards the brand, and it re-established 
KFCs position in the fast-food market.
 Furthermore, our findings suggest that consumers get used fairly easily to 
redesigned brand logos. First, our results have shown that people who are receptive 
to discrepant information, like highly brand sensitive consumers, initially respond 
positively towards a brand logo redesign. For these ‘types of consumers’ changing a 
brand logo is thus an effective tool to keep drawing attention to the brand. Additionally, 
low brand sensitive consumers (i.e., people who are initially less receptive towards 
discrepant information), only need a few exposures to get used to the redesigned brand 
logo, but then are also receptive toward the redesigned brand logo, which also shows 
by an increased brand attitude. At the end of the day, all consumers respond positively 
towards redesigned brand logos, which implies that regularly redesigning a brand logo, 
is an effective tool to obtain and retain a favorable brand attitude. 

Limitations and directions for future research

Some limitations need to be discussed. The first limitation is methodological. Because 
we didn’t ask whether participants perceived the brand logo they were exposed to, to be 
an original brand logo, or a redesigned brand logo, it may be that participants perceived 
a small degree of change as an original brand logo, without noticing that they were 
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exposed to a redesigned brand logo. Similar processes also occur in the marketplace. 
There are numerous examples of brand logo redesigns where the company or brand 
did not introduce a small logo change (for example the recent Facebook or Google logo 
redesign). Consumers could thus believe that they are exposed to the brand logo as they 
know it, whereas in fact, the brand logo had undergone a change. 
 Next, we followed guidelines of Müller et al. (2011) for small and substantial 
degrees of logo change. Although we pretested our materials, it is possible that participants 
have perceived both the small and the substantial changes as small incongruities. Future 
studies on the effects of brand logo redesigns and consumer brand evaluation should 
also examine the effects of immense brand logo redesigns, i.e., highly incongruent brand 
logo redesigns. When processing new brand information is too difficult because the 
brand logo redesign is too big, it is likely that (positive and negative) brand associations 
decrease and that brand attitude also becomes less favorable. The tipping point 
between the increasing and decreasing effect of being able and not being able to process 
information might not have been accomplished by the substantial brand logo redesigns 
in this study, but needed a larger redesign, which deserves further examination.
 Furthermore, although our findings present useful insights regarding the effects 
of different degrees of change on evaluative consumer responses, our assumptions 
regarding how these changes affect processing on different levels of attention were not 
measured with an explicit processing fluency measure. Future studies should therefore 
consider measuring these effects by also adding such measure.
 Finally, we cannot draw definitive conclusions regarding shaking off negative 
associations. Although findings suggest that negative associations also became stronger, 
in the present research positive and negative associations were not equally strong. This 
can be explained by the fact that a brand with stronger negative brand associations 
cannot last in a market with brands that mostly evoke positive brand associations. 
However, it would be interesting to also examine how big a logo redesign should be in 
order to shake down negative brand associations, or whether a brand logo redesign is 
the tool to shake these negative associations down. Perhaps, brand logo redesigns only 
attract attention toward the brand and therefore activate both positive and negative 
brand associations. To shake down negative brand associations, another strategy could 
be necessary.

Concluding comment

This study has shown that marketers can dare to be different in communicating with 
their consumers via the brand logo. A brand logo is the first visual element of a brand 
consumers are exposed to and activates a consumers’ associative network. Changing 
a brand logo enhances brand associations and evokes a favorable brand attitude, thus 
periodically redesigning a brand logo appears to be an excellent tool to keep the brand 
top-of-mind.
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Abstract

Revitalizing a brand through an adjustment of brand propositions and aesthetics is a 
natural and necessary element of brand management. Redesigning a brand logo is an 
essential part of this process, but little research has been conducted to examine the 
effects of brand logo redesigns on consumer evaluations. In this research, we examined 
the effects of different degrees of brand logo change on logo processing speed and 
brand attitude (N = 266). We also included contextual factors, by examining the role 
of exposure and consumer brand consciousness, resulting in a 3 (degree of change: no 
change versus substantial change versus large change) x 2 (exposure: 1 versus 3) between 
subjects design with brand consciousness as a continuous moderator. Results showed 
that large degrees of logo change decreased logo processing speed in particular among 
highly brand conscious consumers. Additionally, large degrees of logo change led to a 
more negative brand attitude after several exposures, but again especially among highly 
brand conscious consumers. Large brand logo redesigns should be implemented with 
care especially for brands with highly brand conscious target groups.
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Introduction

To keep up with rapidly changing market conditions, revitalizing a brand through an 
adjustment of brand logos is a natural and necessary element of brand management 
(Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006; Aaker, 1991; Kapferer, 1998). On average, one in 
fifty companies change their logo per year (Spaeth, 2002). For example, Philips 
redesigned its brand logo in 2013 (see Figure 1) to communicate a new strategy of 
‘being a diversified technology company, focused on improving people’s lives through 
meaningful innovation’ (Philips, 2013). This logo change went unnoticed by many, 
most likely due to its subtle features. BP redesigned its brand logo more drastically in 
2001. The company wanted to let go of the traditional image of a global petrol company 
by focusing more on sustainable energy (see Figure 1).

Figure 1

The Philips logo redesign (left) and the BP logo redesign (right)

The design world generally describes small versus big logo changes as evolutionary 
versus revolutionary redesigns. Evolutionary redesigns are preferred when brands hold a 
strong market position and want to reach new audiences (Airey, 2009; Murphy, 2013; 
Van Grinsven & Das, in press). Revolutionary redesigns are applied to reflect changes in 
brand identity and to diminish negative brand associations (Airey, 2009; Van Grinsven 
& Das, in press). Unfortunately, both theoretically and empirically it has remained 
unclear how big a redesign should be in order to increase consumer attention or change 
brand evaluations. Thus far, three studies have explicitly examined different degrees 
of logo change, but these studies used different operationalizations. Walsh, Winterich 
and Mittal (2010) defined a small change as a slight adjustment of the logo shape and 
a substantial change was a larger shape change, changing the complete form of a logo 
from angular to a rounded shape. Müller, Kocher, and Crettaz (2011) and Van Grinsven 
and Das (in press) operationalized a small logo change as a change in color of the logo 
and a substantial change as a change in color and shape of the logo, but staying true to 
the overall pattern.
 The present research tested the effects of different degrees of logo change on 
logo processing speed and brand attitudes. Because several studies have shown that 
human preference for certain shapes may be universal (Bar & Neta, 2006), we followed 



Chapter 5

102

guidelines by Müller et al. (2011) for substantial degrees of logo change (i.e., a change 
of the original brand logo in color and shape). We extended previous research by also 
including large degrees of logo change, following guidelines of Brandglue (2013): 
features from the original brand logo should still be visible by maintaining some heritage 
of the original brand logo and/or the main product category of the brand. 

Theoretical Background

Processing brand logo changes

Small and larger logo changes may be processed at different levels of attention (Finn, 
1988). Processing of small logo changes, which may often go unnoticed by many, may 
be based on an automatic mechanism that does not require awareness or motivation 
(Alley & Cunningham, 1991; Bornstein, 1989). A large body of literature from 
cognitive psychology has found that prototypical stimuli are processed more fluently 
that non-prototypical stimuli (Reber, Schwarz, & Winkielman, 2004; Posner & Keele, 
1968; Rumelhart, McCelland, & the PDP Research Group, 1986) because they do 
not demand much processing capacity. Interesting in this respect are findings from 
Shapiro and Nielsen (2013) who showed that spontaneous detection of subtly changed 
ad-elements increased fluent processing of the ad, despite the fact that observers failed 
to actively notice that they were exposed to a changed object (i.e., change blindness; 
Simons & Rensink, 2005). The authors conclude that implicit awareness of a change 
increases the allocation of processing resources to the changed information (Brockmole 
& Henderson, 2005; Shapiro & Nielsen, 2013), which, at the time of judgment, 
positively affects processing fluency. These findings point to the possibility that subtle, 
evolutionary logo changes may even increase fluent processing, compared with original 
logo processing, even though several studies suggest that fluency occurring at the 
automatic level is enhanced by familiarity (Shapiro, 1999; Jacoby & Hayman, 1987; 
Roediger & Blaxton, 1987).
 For higher degrees of logo change, consumers need to more actively engage with 
the stimulus in order to understand its meaning and link it to existing knowledge. Just as 
complex logos require more cognitive capacity than simple logos (Van Grinsven & Das, 
2014), evolutionary brand logo changes are easier to link to existing knowledge systems 
than revolutionary changes. Higher degrees of logo change may thus require more 
intensive, systematic processing than small logo changes. This proposition is supported 
by recent research, reporting that substantial logo changes slowed down logo processing 
speed (in milliseconds), compared with small and no logo change conditions (Van 
Grinsven & Das, in press). Extending these findings to large logo changes, we propose 
that the relationship between degree of logo change and processing speed is linear, and 
negative (H1). We further propose that exposure should moderate this relationship. As 
each additional exposure to a changed logo is an opportunity for consumers to learn 
about the stimulus, and learning about the stimulus becomes more pertinent for higher 



I Love You Just The Way You Are: When Large Degrees of Logo change Hurt Information 
Processing and Brand Evaluation

103

degrees of logo change, we expect that exposure should speed up processing speed 
especially for higher degrees of logo change (H2).
 Consumers’ motivation to pay attention to marketing stimuli also plays a role in 
logo processing effects. Van Grinsven and Das (in press) found that substantial degrees 
of logo change hurt logo processing speed in particular for highly brand conscious 
consumers. The concept of brand consciousness helps to understand how consumers 
process information of brands they are interested in (Nelson & McLeod, 2005; Van 
Grinsven & Das, in press). It is defined as the degree to which a consumer is oriented on 
buying well-known branded products (Sprotles & Kendall, 1986; Shim & Gehrt, 1996; 
Liao & Wang, 2009). Highly brand conscious consumers often use brands as a form 
of self-expression (Belk, 1988). Just as optimally innovative stimuli, significant logo 
changes may require deeper levels of attention and higher levels of cognitive processing, 
and only highly brand conscious consumers may be motivated to invest this effort, and 
‘solve the logo riddle’. Low brand conscious consumers on the other hand, lack strong 
connections between themselves and the brand, and thus process brand logo redesigns 
more automatically. We thus expect that increases in degree of logo change negatively 
affect logo processing speed in particular for highly brand conscious consumers (H3). 

Logo changes and brand attitudes

Larger degrees of logo change have fewer familiar elements and more novel elements 
than small changes. The downside of such larger logo changes is the increased difficulty 
of connecting a logo to existing knowledge systems. However, the upsides of larger logo 
changes lie in the domain of attention and evaluation; novel stimuli are more attention 
grabbing than familiar stimuli and more intuitively interesting (Berlyne, 1970). Research 
on optimally innovative images (Giora et al., 2004) suggests that a pleasurable feeling 
may arise when people are challenged to process information that is off from what they 
know. This research shows that optimally innovative stimuli are preferred over familiar 
stimuli, despite the fact that familiar stimuli are processed more fluently at the implicit 
level. Optimally innovative stimuli appear to elicit deeper levels of attention and higher 
levels of cognitive processing (Hekkert, Snelders & Van Wieringen, 2003). Also relevant 
in this respect is research on stimuli that intend to ‘communicate the message in an 
aesthetically pleasing way by deviating from the audience’s expectations’ (McQuarrie & 
Mick, 2003, p. 198, p. 208) such as tropes, riddles and rhetorical figures in advertising 
(e.g., Corbett & Connors, 1999; McQuarrie & Mick, 2003). Consumer’s affective 
responses to such deviations from the expected depend on whether they are able to 
actively process and solve this riddle. If this is the case, then the pleasurable experience 
associated with solving the puzzle may transfer to attitudes toward the ad (e.g., Ang & 
Lim 2006, p. 75;  Lee & Mason, 1999; McQuarrie & Mick, 2003; Phillips, 2000; Van 
Mulken, Van Enschot-Van Dijk, & Hoeken, 2005; Van Mulken, Le Pair, & Forceville, 
2010). When the riddle or trope is too easy or too difficult, consumers do not experience 
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the pleasurable feeling (Van Enschot, Hoeken, & Van Mulken, 2008), with potentially 
backfiring effects on attitudes.
 Like tropes and metaphors, substantial logo changes may present consumers 
with a puzzle; a stimulus that feels familiar but looks different. In order to provide a 
moderate cognitive challenge, logo changes should be recognizable but not too easy to 
solve, containing a fair mix of old and new elements. Hence, whether higher degrees 
of brand logo change affect brand attitude positively or negatively, depends on whether 
consumers are still able to process the degrees of change. 
 For example, Starbucks redesigned its brand logo in 2011, by deleting both the 
brand name and the color black from the brand logo (see Figure 2). Although many 
consumers had many different feelings and opinions about this brand logo redesign, 
consumers were still able to link the redesigned logo to the Starbucks-brand. Tropicana 
on the other hand, redesigned visual elements of the brand (logo and packaging) in 
2009. After two months sales dropped with 20%, and Tropicana switched back to their 
original brand logo and packaging (Zmuda, 2009).

Figure 2

The Starbucks and Tropicana redesigns

Extending previous findings (Van Grinsven & Das, in press), we propose a nonlinear 
relationship between degree of logo change and brand attitudes: up to substantial degrees 
of change, increases in processing difficulty should go hand in hand with increased brand 
evaluations; for larger degrees of change, processing difficulty is proposed to be negatively 
related to brand attitude. We thus propose a curvilinear relationship between degree of 
logo change and brand attitude (H4). Because highly brand conscious consumers are 
more likely to process logo information at deeper levels, and because exposure increases 
consumers’ opportunity to learn about new stimuli and gradually integrate them 
into their associative network as familiar stimuli, we expect these effects to be more 
pronounced for highly brand conscious consumers and after repeated exposures (H5).
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Overview

Previous research has examined the effects of small and substantial logo changes on 
logo processing and brand attitudes for familiar low involvement brands and have also 
suggested that exposure and brand consciousness play a role. In the present research we 
extend these findings by including large logo changes (next to no changes and substantial 
changes). As in previous research (i.e., Van Grinsven & Das, in press), exposure to the 
logos was manipulated and brand consciousness was assessed with an existing measure. 

Method

Participants and design

The hypotheses were tested in a 3 (degree of change: no change, small change, 
large change) x 2 (exposure: 1 time vs. 3 times) between subjects design with brand 
consciousness as continuous predictor (standardized). Two hundred and sixty-six Dutch 
respondents (56.9% female, 43.1% male, M

age
 = 25.03, SD

age
 = 7.82) participated in 

this study.

Materials

The target logos (both FMCG brands: Ola and Red Bull) consisted of a combination 
or a word mark and a brand logo, and were familiar among all participants. The target 
logos were redesigned by a graphic designer, who was paid a small fee for his services, 
and concerned either a substantial change or a large change with respect to the original 
brand logo. For the manipulations of degree of logo change guidelines by Müller, et al. 
(2011) were followed for the substantial redesigns (i.e., change of the original brand logo 
in color and shape; see also Van Grinsven & Das, in press), and guidelines of Brandglue 
(2013) were followed for the large redesigns (i.e., revolutionary redesigns): features from 
the original brand logo can still be visible by maintaining some heritage of the original 
brand logo and/or the main product category of the brand. Because previous studies 
(e.g., Van Grinsven & Das, in press) have shown that small degrees of logo change (i.e., 
a change of color within the same shades of color, for example: changing from a red 
hue to orange: Müller et al., 2011) hardly sorted any effects on logo processing speed, 
we extended the degrees of change to large degrees of logo change, and we excluded the 
small degrees of logo change. The logo redesigns are presented in Table 1.
 The brands were selected based on several criteria: 1) brands should be familiar 
among Dutch participants, 2) the brand logos should consist of a combination of a word 
mark and a brand logo, 3) the large brand logo redesigns should be transformed into 
figurative brand logos in order to remain some of the heritage of the product category of 
the brand, and finally, 4) the brand logos shouldn’t be changed in the last decade.
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Table 1 

Degrees of logo change for the target brands

To verify the operationalization of degree of change we conducted a pretest among 50 
participants (50% female) in a between subjects design; each participant was first exposed 
to the original brand logo, followed by a set of brand logos that had undergone either 
a substantial or a large change. Participants were asked to what extent they perceived 
the brand logo as different from the original brand logo by responding to three items 
(no difference - large difference, no adjustments - large adjustments, no change - large 
change) on a 7-point scale (Cronbach’s α : .94; cf. Alshebil, 2007; Walsh, et al., 2010). 
Results showed that both substantial adjustments (M = 4.78, SD = 1.22) and large 
adjustments (M = 6.02, SD = .93) were evaluated as such and differed significantly from 
each other: t(23) = -3.005, p < .006.

Table 2

Perceived brand logo change
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Procedure

The online tool ‘Inquisit’ was used to collect the data on laptops with pre-installed 
plugins. Participants were actively approached to contribute to this study and were, when 
agreeing to participate, assigned to one of the laptops. The program randomly assigned 
participants to one of the experimental conditions. At the start of the questionnaire, 
participants were informed that they were about to contribute to a study about brands 
and brand logos. After asking several questions about demographics, participants were 
instructed that they needed to watch a slide show of different logos that would be 
presented to them, about which questions would be asked later (i.e., logo processing 
speed). 
 This slide show consisted of different brand logos, among which the two target 
brands. Each logo was presented for 1200 milliseconds, immediately followed by the 
next brand logo (conform Lepore & Brown, 2002). Participants in the 1-exposure 
condition were exposed to a slide show of 24 unique brand logos, among which were 
the two target logos. The other 22 unique brand logos served as filler items and were all 
original brand logos. Participants in the 3-exposure condition were exposed to a slide 
show of 48 brand logos. These 48 logos consisted of the 3*2 = 6 target logos, four other 
brand logos that were also shown three times to not solely focus on our target logos (4*3 
= 12 filler logos), the same 18 filler logos that were shown in the 1-exposure condition, 
and twelve other unique filler brand logos. All logos were of (inter)nationally familiar 
brands and all filler logos were original brand logos. Depending on the condition the 
participants were in, they were either presented with the original brand logos, the 
substantially redesigned brand logos, or the large redesigned brand logos and the filler 
items. Logos were presented in the center of the screen and the order in which the logos 
appeared differed randomly within and across conditions. 
 After the slide show, brand consciousness was measured, which also served 
as a distraction from the logo processing speed task. Next, logo processing speed (see 
below for a more detailed description) was measured, followed by questions to measure 
brand attitude per brand and a one-item control question for brand familiarity: ‘Are you 
familiar with this brand?’ All participants answered affirmative. At the end, participants 
were thanked for their cooperation.

Measures

Brand Consciousness. A six-item, 7-point Likert scale of Nelson and McLeod (2005) 
was used to measure brand consciousness (e.g., ‘Brand name products that cost a lot of 
money are good quality’, and ‘Sometimes I am willing to pay more money for products 
because of its brand name’, totally agree - totally disagree), Cronbach’s  α = .89 (M = 
4.47, SD = 1.45).
 Logo Processing Speed. We measured logo processing speed with an adjusted 
version of a Lexical Decision Task (LDT, Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971). The method 
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to measure logo processing speed was adopted from Van Grinsven and Das (in press). 
By pressing either the ‘I’ (seen before) or the ‘E’ (not seen before) on their keyboard 
(conform Lepore & Brown, 2002), participants were asked to decide as quickly and 
accurately as possible whether the brand logo presented in the middle of their computer 
screen had been presented to them in the initial slide show or not.
 The computer recorded reaction times (RTs) to stimuli in milliseconds, and 
the average time it took participants to respond to the two target logos was used as the 
mean index for logo processing speed (M = 500.81, SD = 243.29). Incorrect responses 
were excluded for analysis (conform Van Koningsbruggen, Das, & Roskos-Ewoldsen, 
2009). The amount of incorrect answers was evenly distributed among target logos and 
conditions (M

error
 = 37.7). After excluding incorrect answers, an outlier analysis was 

conducted (conform Miller, 1991) which led to the total exclusion of 11.3% of all 
answers. 
 Brand attitude. We used a four-item, 7-point semantic differential scale of 
Ahluwalia, Burnkant, and Unnava (2000) to measure brand attitude, with the following 
items: ‘I believe this brand is: bad - good, terrible - nice, unfavorable - favorable, 
undesirable - desirable’ Cronbach’s α = .77 (M = 3.62, SD = 1.41).

Results

Logo processing speed 

A General Linear Model with degree of change (original logo versus substantial redesign 
versus large redesign) and exposure (1 versus 3 times) as between subjects factor and 
brand consciousness as continuous factor (following Aiken & West, 1991) showed a 
significant main effect of exposure on logo processing speed: F(1, 236) = 4.587, p = .033, 
η2

p 
 = .019. Brand logos that were shown three times were processed faster (M = 482.89, 

SD = 197.36) than brand logos that were shown once (M = 550.26, SD = 261.64). 
Furthermore, we found a significant main effect for degree of change: F(2, 236) = 3.478, 
p = .032, η2

p 
 = .029. Additional post-hoc analyses with Bonferroni correction showed 

that substantial redesigns (M = 484.13, SD = 181.91) were processed significantly faster 
than large redesigns (M = 574.65, SD = 225.37, p = .040). Logo processing speed of 
the original brand logos (M = 500.92, SD = 243.28) did not differ from either the 
substantial or the large redesigns (p > .05).
 Finally, we found a marginally significant interaction effect between degree of 
change and brand consciousness, F(2, 236) = 2.335, p = 0.099, η2

p 
= .019. To investigate 

the nature of this interaction effect, we examined highly brand conscious consumers 
(i.e., 1 SD above the mean of the standardized brand consciousness score; see Aiken 
& West, 1991), and low brand conscious consumers (i.e., 1 SD below the mean of 
the standardized brand consciousness score) separately. As illustrated by Figure 3, logo 
processing speed decreased for highly brand conscious consumers who were exposed to 
a large brand logo redesign (M = 614,58, Se  = 50.01) as compared to the original brand 
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logo (M = 419.45, Se = 54.22, p = .011), and compared to the substantial brand logo 
redesign (M = 504.81, Se = 51.83, p = .099). The difference between the substantial and 
the large logo redesign was non-significant. No effects were found for consumers who 
scored low on brand consciousness, (F < 1).

Figure 3

Logo processing speed for different degrees of logo change and different degrees of brand consciousness

Brand attitude

A General Linear Model with degree of change (original logo versus substantial redesign 
versus large redesign) and exposure (1 versus 3 times) as between subjects factor and 
brand consciousness as continuous factor (following Aiken & West, 1991) showed a 
significant effect for brand consciousness: F(1,254) = 29.153, p < .001, η2

p  
= .10. Low 

brand conscious consumers had a more negative brand attitude (M = 3.49, Se = .26) 
than highly brand conscious consumers (M = 4.32, Se = .26). Furthermore, we found 
a marginally significant effect of degree of change and brand consciousness on brand 
attitude: F(2,254) = 2.444, p = .089, η2

p  
= .019 and a significant three-way interaction 

effect of degree of change, exposure and brand consciousness, F (2,254) = 3.740, p = 
025, η2

p 
= .029. To investigate the nature of this interaction effect, we used the same 

analysis-technique as for the effects on logo processing speed (see Aiken & West, 1991).
 As illustrated by Figure 4, brand attitude became more negative for highly 
brand conscious consumers who were exposed to large brand logo redesigns (M = 
3.64, Se  = .26) as compared to original brand logos (M = 4.79, Se = .28, p = .003), 
and substantially changed brand logos (M = 4.49, Se = .23, p = .013), but only in the 
3-exposure condition (F (2,254) = 5.254, p = .006). The difference between the original 
brand logo and the substantial degree of change (p = .41) was not significant. No effects 
were found for highly brand conscious consumers who were exposed to the brand logo 
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only once (F (2,254) = .221, p = .80). No effects were found for consumers who scored 
low on brand consciousness, (F < 1) (see Figure 4).

Discussion

Findings and theoretical implications

In this study, we examined the effects of different degrees of brand logo change, exposure 
and brand consciousness. The results showed that higher degrees of logo change reduce 
logo processing speed. These findings replicate and extend findings of Van Grinsven 
and Das (in press) by adding another degree of logo change: large logo redesigns. Our 
findings underscore that revolutionary or large brand logo changes indeed are more 
difficult to link to existing knowledge systems than evolutionary brand logo changes. 
Higher degrees of logo change may require more intensive, systematic processing than 
small logo changes. Furthermore, we found that brand consciousness affects how 
consumers process logo changes and how this translates into brand attitude. Findings 
showed that brand logo changes decreased logo processing speed particularly among 
high brand conscious consumers, suggesting that highly brand conscious consumers 
process brand information on deeper levels, because they are motivated to invest this 
effort (Nelson & McLeod, 2005; Finn, 1988).   
 Brand attitudes became more negative only for highly brand conscious 
consumers after an increase in exposure and only for large degrees of logo change. These 
findings replicate and extend previous studies, suggesting that substantial logo changes 
may be implemented without harming brand attitudes. Large degrees of logo changes 
may be too difficult to ‘solve’ (conform Van Enschot, Hoeken, & Van Mulken, 2008), 
because they contain too many new elements, which makes these stimuli difficult and 
unpleasant to process. These findings are in line with studies on optimally innovative 
stimuli: processing such stimuli elicits deeper levels of attention and higher levels of 

Figure 4 

Brand attitude for highly brand conscious and for low brand conscious consumers
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cognitive processing (Hekkert, Snelders & Van Wieringen, 2003), which is too difficult 
for stimuli that contain too many new elements.

Managerial implications

Companies cannot endlessly redesign their brand logo without losing one’s market 
position: changes that are too big may negatively affect logo processing speed and brand 
attitudes. Although previous studies have shown that the negative effect of substantial 
degrees of logo change can be restored with increased exposures (i.e., Van Grinsven & 
Das, in press), additional exposures may not work for large logo changes. Large degrees 
of logo change harm a brand’s visibility, which can have many different side-effects, as 
shown in the Tropicana example.
 Negative effects of large logo changes on brand attitude are particularly likely 
for highly brand conscious consumers, which is problematic because especially highly 
brand conscious consumers function as brand-ambassadors through different channels. 
For example, by liking a brand’s Facebook page, or its Twitter-channel, highly brand 
conscious consumers can promote a brand in their own network. Ola for example, 
has over 7 million likes of their Facebook page, which means they have over 7 million 
free brand-ambassadors. When changing brand information harms logo processing 
speed and brand attitudes, companies could have over 7 million dissatisfied brand-
ambassadors.
 
Limitations and directions for future research

Participants were exposed to a brand logo (redesign) either once or three times. In a 
more naturalistic setting, three exposures to a brand logo is very limited and does not 
match the amount of exposure consumers are exposed to in real life. For example, on 
an average day, consumers are exposed to approximately 3600 advertisements (Landau, 
2004; Van Grinsven & Das, in press). Future studies should consider examining logo 
change effects for increased levels of exposure. 
 Logo processing (in milliseconds) was slowed down especially for highly brand 
conscious consumers. An alternative explanation could be that highly brand conscious 
consumers have a ‘tunnel vision’ for brands that fit their image, which may hinder 
processing of brand information that is different from what they know (Van Grinsven & 
Das, in press). Future studies should consider this option by examining whether highly 
brand conscious consumers only focus on brands they use as a vehicle of self-expression 
and thus have a tunnel vision, or if highly brand conscious consumer actually process 
these brand logo changes on deeper levels of attention and therefore need more time to 
process the redesigned brand logo.
 Finally, we only assessed the effects for low involvement brands. High 
involvement brands are also interesting to examine: consumers are dedicated to these 
types of brands, because it takes more time to make decisions concerning these type of 
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products, which leads to deeper processing and more established brand knowledge in the 
consumer brain. This could indicate that high involvement brands are more sustainable 
in consumers’ knowledge systems (conform Cacioppo & Petty, 1986) and therefore 
less affected by different degrees of brand logo changes. Future studies should therefore 
examine the effects of different degrees of logo change for high-involvement brands. 

Concluding Comment

This study suggests that although periodically redesigning a brand logo is a prerequisite 
to guarding one’s position in consumers’ consideration set, when changes are too big, 
especially highly brand conscious consumers need more time to process the changes (at 
deeper levels of attention), and their attitude toward the brand becomes more negative.
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Brand logos are commonly described as one of the three key features of a brand (Kotler, 
1980), next to a brand name and a slogan. A brand logo should be able to convey a 
brand’s meaning in a split second. Although every brand logo is unique, all brand logos 
serve the same goals, i.e., to: (1) be recognizable, (2) feel familiar, (3) elicit a consensually 
held meaning in the target market, and (4) evoke positive affect with the target group 
(Henderson & Cote, 1998; Cohen, 1986; Peter, 1989; Robertson, 1989). In spite of 
their central role in brand communication, hardly any research had been conducted on 
brand logo (re)designs. The few studies that did examine the effects of different degrees 
of logo change used divergent operationalizations and showed different outcomes. 
 This dissertation presents a first systematic overview of the effects of different 
(re)design characteristics on consumer responses. The outcomes can be used as a point 
of departure and argumentation on whether a company should periodically redesign its 
brand logo or not, and if so, what type of change should be applied. Before elaborating 
on the theoretical and practical implications of this dissertation, I present a summary of 
empirical findings. 

Summary of empirical findings

In Chapter 2, we described the effects of design complexity and exposure on brand 
recognition and brand attitude in two experiments. The first experiment was conducted 
with brand logos that were not familiar among participants, in order to measure sheer 
complexity-effects and rule out the possibility that consumers were influenced by certain 
feelings about a familiar brand or by brand knowledge. This study showed that initially, 
simple brand logos are recognized best, however, complex brand logos benefit most 
from increased exposure. The second experiment presented in this chapter extended 
these findings to a naturalistic setting by examining existing brand logos, which also 
enabled us to measure brand attitude (which we did not measure in the first study, 
because consumers cannot have an opinion about a brand they are not familiar with). 
This experiment showed that, whereas recently established (with little exposure) simple 
brand logos were faster recognized than recently established complex brand logos, the 
reverse was true for well-established logos (with increased exposure): in this case complex 
logos were faster recognized than simple logos. Furthermore, we found that complexity 
also moderated the effects of establishment on brand attitude: well-established complex 
brand logos were evaluated more positively that recently established complex brand 
logos. These findings imply that logo design complexity positively affects brand 
recognition and brand attitude in the long term.
 Chapter 3 described two experiments in which we tested how fast consumers 
process different degrees of brand logo change. Five familiar Fast Moving Consumer 
Good brands (FMCG) were used to examine the effects of different degrees of logo 
change on logo processing speed, i.e., the speed and accuracy of stimulus processing 
(Reber, Wurtz, & Zimmermann, 2004). Results showed that a small degree of change 



General Discussion

119

(i.e., a change in color as compared to the original brand logo) did not affect logo 
processing speed. Substantial degrees of logo change (i.e., a change in color and shape) 
negatively affected logo processing speed. Findings suggest that when brand logos become 
less familiar (i.e., when they less resemble the original brand logo), consumers need to 
engage more actively in order to process the redesigned brand logo, which decreases that 
logo processing speed. The second experiment in this chapter extended these findings 
by also examining the effects of brand consciousness (consumer trait) and exposure. We 
replicated the effect of degree of logo change: logo processing speed decreased, but only 
for substantial degrees of logo change. Furthermore, we found that this effect particularly 
occurred for highly brand conscious consumers. When considering exposure, we found 
that exposure accelerated logo processing speed in particular for substantial degrees of 
logo change. These findings suggest that substantially redesigning a brand logo does not 
need to harm logo processing speed when a regular advertising campaign with repeated 
exposure is used. Furthermore, these findings suggest that highly brand conscious 
consumers notice changes in brand information faster, because these consumers respond 
more strongly to changes in brand information in general.
 Chapter 4 extended findings of Chapter 3 by examining the effects of different 
degrees of logo change on evaluative consumer responses, i.e., brand association strength 
and brand attitudes. Results showed that, although logo processing speed initially is 
harmed by substantial degrees of logo change (Chapter 3), evaluative consumer responses 
benefit from such changes: brand associations became stronger after consumers were 
exposed to substantially redesigned brand logos. In line with the effects of small degrees 
of logo change on logo processing speed (Chapter 3), small degrees of logo change did 
not sort any effects on brand association strength. In the second experiment we again 
examined the effects of degree of logo change, this time focusing on brand attitude. In 
addition, we examined the effects of exposure and another important consumer trait in 
brand logo studies: brand sensitivity. Similar to study 1, this experiment showed that 
substantially changed brand logos in particular triggered positive consumer attitudes. 
Furthermore, we found that both exposure and brand sensitivity help explain how 
receptive consumers are to new or unfamiliar information: exposure enhances deeper 
levels of processing, and therefore positively affects brand attitudes. In addition, findings 
showed that highly brand sensitive consumers immediately respond positively to higher 
degrees of logo change, whereas low brand sensitive consumers require additional 
exposures to eventually also develop a favorable attitude toward higher degrees of logo 
change. These findings suggest that companies and brands should dare to be different: 
periodically redesigning a brand logo appears to be an effective tool to keep the brand 
top-of-mind and to retain and enhance favorable brand attitudes.
 In Chapter 5, we aimed to replicate and extend findings of chapters 3 and 4 by 
adding another degree of logo change: a large logo change. We examined the effects of 
substantial and large degrees of brand logo change on logo processing speed and brand 
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attitude. Results showed that large degrees of logo change decreased logo processing 
speed in particular for highly brand conscious consumers. Additionally, large degrees 
of logo change led to a more negative brand attitude after several exposures, but again 
in particular for highly brand conscious consumers. Findings suggest that large logo 
changes can backfire on consumer evaluations, even after increased exposures.  
 Based on these findings, we can derive several practical implications on whether 
companies and brands should apply a brand logo redesign in the first place, and if 
so, what the effects of these brand logo redesigns are on different consumer responses. 
These insights will be described in the next section: interpretation and implications of 
main findings. Subsequently, I will present the bigger picture of how our findings relate 
to consumer processing of visual information in general. Finally, some directions for 
future research are presented, followed by a concluding remark. 

Interpretation and implications of main findings 

Based on the findings described in the above section, I can answer the research questions 
that were proposed in the introduction of this dissertation. The first question was 
how logo complexity affects brand recognition and brand attitude, and what the role 
of exposure was in this relationship (RQ1). The second question was how different 
degrees of logo change affect consumer responses such as logo processing speed, brand 
association strength and brand attitude (RQ2).

Simplicity versus complexity

As described in Chapter 2, complexity moderates the effect of exposure on both brand 
recognition and brand attitude: for well-established complex brand logos, brand 
recognition was faster and brand attitude was more favorable than for recently established 
complex brand logos. The reverse was true for simple brand logos, which answers RQ1.
 Do these findings allow us to suggest that complex brand logos are always better 
than simple brand logos in the long run? Not necessarily. Although our findings are in 
line with literature on both advertising complexity (i.e., Pieters et al., 2010) and the 
Two Factor Model (Berlyne, 1970) that suggests habituation and tedium effects, we 
only examined effects for familiar (inter)national brands in Chapter 2. Because large 
(inter)national brands often have massive advertising budgets, consumers are often 
exposed to such brands. This implies that familiar (inter)national companies could 
easily increase brand logo complexity gradually, because consumers’ familiarity of the 
changed brand logo also gradually grows. For other types of companies or brands, like 
start-up companies that have made a quick advance, simple logos would be better: these 
companies have smaller advertising budgets, and simple logos need less exposure to be 
recognized. Furthermore, for small and medium sized enterprises, it may be safer to use 
a rather simple brand logo which can be easily stored in the consumer brain, because 
smaller companies are likely to have smaller advertising budgets, which may result in 
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less frequent exposure of brand logos. When these companies use simple brand logos, 
less exposure does not need to be harmful, because simple brand logos can easily be 
recognized. When these simple brand logos do tend to get boring, these companies can 
choose to redesign their brand logo. To what extent they need to change their brand logo 
and how this affects consumer responses, will be further explained in the next section.

Design versus marketing benefits of different degrees of change

The second research question was how different degrees of logo change affect consumer 
responses such as logo processing speed, brand association strength and brand attitude 
(RQ2). Chapters 3 and 4 showed that small degrees of logo change do not harm nor 
improve logo processing speed and brand attitude. This means that brands can apply 
small changes, like a change in color without affecting consumer responses either 
positively or negatively. This casts doubts on the usefulness of a small change, such as 
losing the shades of the letters in the Google redesign in 2014 (see Figure 1).

Figure 1

Google logo redesign in 2014

This issue becomes even more relevant, when one considers that such changes need 
to be applied throughout the entire company, and are therefore quite expensive. To 
understand the value of a change, we need to consider two different perspectives: a design 
perspective and a marketing perspective. From a design perspective, the rationale that 
Google presented explains why companies change a brand logo, even when it concerns 
such small changes: the small adjustment is part of a process called ‘kerning’, in which 
designers adjust the brand logo to increase the visual pleasurability and consistency, a 
process that can go on for years (Google, 2014). The goal of the kerning process is that 
the small changes appear to be irrelevant because they are so small, whereas in the long 
run, the brand presents an increasingly pleasant to look at brand logo (Feiberg, 2014). 
From a design perspective, small changes can thus contribute to a more aesthetically 
pleasurable brand logo. From a marketing perspective, our findings show that such small 
changes do not affect consumer responses and thus hardly create any additional brand 
value. We consistently observed null effects for small changes, which implies that small 
changes are hardly noticed; they do not attract attention or affect consumer responses. 
From a marketing perspective, the added value of such changes is therefore negligible. 
It may be, however, that this exactly fits with the design goals of the kerning process, 
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by keeping a logo up to date without any negative effects on recognition or evaluation. 
Future studies could consider examining the effects of kerning, as applied by Google. 
 Particularly interesting for marketers are the findings that substantial degrees of 
logo change do affect consumer responses. First of all, logo processing speed decreases 
for substantially changed brand logos, i.e., brand logos that have a different color and 
shape compared to the original logo. This implies that consumers need more time to link 
the substantially changed brand logo to existing brand information. Because exposure 
restores this effect, substantial brand logo changes hardly affect logo processing speed 
in a real-life setting; our experimentally manipulated exposure-rates varied between 1, 
3, and 4, amounts that hardly resemble real-life exposure. The fact that logo processing 
speed decreased, could also imply that substantially changed brand logos are processed 
on deeper levels of attention, which demands more time. This explanation also fits our 
findings with regard to brand attitude, which will be addressed next.
 Substantially changed brand logos positively affected brand association strength 
and brand attitude. These findings can also be considered from both a design and a 
marketing perspective. Considering the design perspective, substantially changed brand 
logos resemble the original brand logo, yet they differ enough to attract consumer 
attention. This fits the MAYA-principle: Most-Advanced-Yet-Acceptable (Loewy, 1951). 
This principle has been applied frequently in for example product design and was born 
out of the increasing necessity for products and brands to stand out in the crowd. In 
order to accomplish this, you need to be different. The MAYA principle is not new, but 
still holds in the marketing of every-day products: for example, sugar is no longer only 
sold in the paper bags, but also in a cardboard box, like milk. In this case, not only a 
functional improvement is applied (i.e., because sugar can be poured out of the box, 
instead of spoiling it all over while shaking the sugar out of the bag), it also creates a 
distinguishing factor between all other sugar brands because of its recognizability. The 
MAYA principle also appears to apply to substantial logo changes: more complex stimuli 
demand more processing time (Chapter 3), exactly because they attract attention by 
being different from every-day information that consumers are familiar with. Consumers 
need more time to process this information because it is different from what they know, 
and therefore requires more active processing. This also occurs when we shop for a 
recipe we have never made before: we probably need to buy ingredients we have never 
bought before, and thus, we need to think about where these products would be and 
what they look like. This thus demands more cognitive capacity and active processing as 
compared to when we buy the ingredients for a recipe we make every week.
 Furthermore, both exposure and specific consumer traits like brand 
consciousness and brand sensitivity help explain how receptive consumers are to new 
or unfamiliar information: exposure enhances deeper levels of processing, and therefore 
positively affects brand attitudes. In addition, findings showed that highly brand 
sensitive consumers immediately respond positively to higher degrees of logo change 
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(i.e., highly brand sensitive consumers are innovative, and thus like changes), whereas 
low brand sensitive consumers benefit from additional exposures to eventually also 
develop a favorable attitude toward larger logo changes. These findings suggest that 
companies and brands should dare to be different: periodically redesigning a brand logo 
appears to be an effective tool to keep the brand top-of-mind and to retain and enhance 
favorable brand attitudes. 
 Additionally, brands can carry out a substantial brand logo change without 
being afraid of negative effects of low brand conscious consumers: they do not really care 
about such changes, thus their brand attitude is not affected. Highly brand conscious 
consumers on the other hand, are willing to invest energy in solving the ´logo riddle´: 
they invest time and effort in linking the redesigned brand logo to original brand 
information. This could also explain why the ‘Logo Quiz-game’ has been downloaded 
over 14 million times already. In this game, brand logos from internationally familiar 
brands are shown partly, and players need to recognize or guess which brand logo is 
shown. People like to be cognitively challenged to solve such logo riddles, and when they 
are able to solve the riddle, this creates a positive feeling toward the brand. Marketers can 
thus make good use of the beneficial effects of cognitive challenges when redesigning 
their brand logos.
 Changes shouldn’t be too big, however: results showed that large degrees of 
logo change decreased logo processing speed in particular for highly brand conscious 
consumers. Additionally, large degrees of logo change led to a more negative brand 
attitude after several exposures, but again in particular for highly brand conscious 
consumers. Findings suggest that large logo changes can backfire on consumer 
evaluations, even after increased exposures. This is illustrated by the logo and package 
redesign of Tropicana in 2009 (see Figure 2). Tropicana drastically redesigned packaging 
and brand logo to create a more natural character. This caused a decline in sales of 
20 percent, which led to the return of the original brand logo and packaging. This 
subsequently led to a recaptured market share (Zmuda, 2009).
 Our findings suggest that marketers and designers need to find a balance 
between on the one hand rejuvenation and renewal, which creates and evokes positive 
attention, and on the other hand the fact that the change cannot be too big, because 
this can hurt evaluative responses. This principle has often been applied in product 
design: people appear to prefer stimuli that are to some extent different from what they 
know, but not too different. This principle is also active in our everyday life. On the 
one hand, we like to know what happens on a given day, so we can plan ahead, and 
fantasize about the future. This planning and thinking about the future is also what 
distinguishes us from animals. On the other hand, when everything in life would be 
predictable, we would live our lives in a daily grind, which would be extremely boring. 
Sometimes individuals need some time to get used to certain changes. For example, in 
the recent past, we were used to different devices for different tasks, like a phone for 
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calling someone up, a camera for taking pictures, and Walkman for listening to music. 
Nowadays, people love the iPhone, because it combines so many features we all want to 
use: a music player, a mobile phone, a camera, a video-player, and many other features.
 Furthermore, designers need to consider differences in how consumers are 
involved with, care for and therefore process brand logos. One of the goals of a brand 
logo is to present the company message in an aesthetically appealing way. Just as is the 
case for art, it is likely that the perception of what ‘aesthetically attractive’ is, differs 
across consumers who are more creative, or people who are especially interested in art 
versus consumers who care less about art. Less involved consumers look at a painting 
and see the image as it is, whereas more involved people take more time to look at 
something and think about it. This occurred for example with the ‘Peanut Butter 
Platform’ of W.T. Schippers. This large platform of peanut butter, which cost 30.000 
euros, was quite controversial: many people did not perceive this platform as piece of 
art, whereas several art-experts claimed that this work was known for its ´beauty and 
senselessness´, as stated by the museum that exposed this work of art (Boijmans Van 
Beuningen-Museum, 2011). 
 Translated to the case of brand logos, it would be particularly useful for low-
involvement brands to present accessible brand information, by either using a figurative 
brand logo, or a combination mark, because these types of brand logos add most brand 
value: they ease brand recognition and help explain what the brand is about (Schechter, 
1993). High-involvement brands on the other hand, are likely to be processed at deeper 
levels of attention, and may therefore use more implicit, abstract logos.
 Thus to answer RQ2, findings in the different research chapters showed that 
substantially changed brand logos decrease logo processing speed, but increase brand 

Figure 2

The Tropicana Logo and Packaging Redesign
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association strength and favorable brand attitudes. Decreased logo processing speed is 
restored by increased exposure, and favorable brand attitudes are limited to substantially 
changed brand logos; small and large degrees of logo change respectively did not sort 
any effects, or sorted negative effects on brand attitude.

The big picture: consumer processing of visual information 

This dissertation presents a first step in unraveling the effects of different logo (re)design 
characteristics. Chapter 2 specifically addressed the effects of brand logo complexity 
and Chapters 3 - 5 addressed the effects of different degrees of brand logo change, i.e., 
changes in color and shape. Our findings shed light on consumer processing regarding 
visual elements, providing a tentative solution to the paradox of processing ease of and 
preference for simple versus complex stimuli. This paradox will be discussed next. 
 Findings in the different research chapters showed that substantially changed 
brand logos decrease logo processing speed, but increase brand association strength 
and favorable brand attitudes. Decreased logo processing speed is restored by increased 
exposure, and favorable brand attitudes are limited to substantially changed brand logos; 
small and large degrees of logo change respectively did not sort any effects, or sorted 
negative effects on brand attitude. These findings suggest that familiar information, 
such as well-established logos or small logo redesigns, does not demand much processing 
capacity but also does not attract specific attention; after a while it blends in with the 
environment and consumers more or less take it for granted. This habituation effect 
serves an important purpose; it allows humans to remain focused on their main goal, 
whether this is driving to work, discussing an important issue with a family member, 
or some other important task. Novel stimuli, such as substantially redesigned logos, 
or novel logos, not only attract attention, but also demand more cognitive processing 
capacity. There appears to be a paradox between whether human beings prefer either 
familiar, but perhaps boring stimuli or new and more challenging stimuli. On the one 
hand, it would be extremely tiring and distracting to continuously be exposed to new 
information. On the other hand, when we would only be exposed to familiar or expected 
information, our lives would become extremely boring. People thus move between the 
comfort of the familiar and the excitement of novelty in their daily lives. 
 Although this paradox has not been mentioned explicitly in academic studies, 
it becomes evident when combining previous findings from different lines of research. 
One research line suggests that simple or familiar stimuli are preferred because such 
stimuli do not demand much processing capacity (Shapiro, 1999). On the other hand, 
several other studies have shown that people prefer more challenging stimuli (Hekkert, 
Snelders, & Van Wieringen, 2003). This paradox can be explained by the fact that 
information is processed via two separately operating mechanisms in our brain, an 
‘automatic’ mechanism, that prefers fairly simple information (Alley & Cunningham, 
1991; Bornstein, 1989; Van Enschot & Van Mulken, 2013), versus a mechanism that 
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prefers to process more challenging information (Hekkert, Snelders, & Van Wieringen, 
2003).
 These different mechanisms can help us reconcile seemingly divergent findings. 
On the one hand, Reber’s fluency theory (2004) suggests that familiar or simple 
information is processed most fluently: when information is processed via the automatic 
mechanism, fluency is enhanced by familiarity (Shapiro, 1999; Jacoby & Hayman, 1987; 
Roediger & Blaxton, 1987). The automatic system works intuitively, fast, as a reflex 
(Kahneman, 2011): it helps us to jump away when a car is about to run into us. In this 
case, we do not need to consider what might happen when we do not move away from 
the car, we just intuitively move away. Because this system works fast and intuitively, it 
does not demand much processing capacity; we act without hesitating or considering 
other options, we do this automatically (Reber, Schwarz, & Winkielman, 2004; Posner 
& Keele, 1968; McCelland, Rumelhart, & the PDP Research Group, 1986). Processing 
information via this mechanism is thus enhanced by familiarity or simplicity, we act 
without actively thinking about the action. The same goes for shopping in a grocery 
store: we buy the products we buy most of the times, just because we do this all the time 
(i.e., status quo bias). It almost happens unconsciously and does not take much effort. 
 On the other hand, other studies have shown that novel and more challenging 
stimuli are processed more fluently (e.g., Giora et al., 2004). It is likely that these 
types of stimuli are processed via the other processing-mechanism: the ‘preference-for-
prototype’-mechanism (Hekkert et al., 2003). This mechanism suggests that people 
prefer stimuli that differ from existing, familiar information but are still linkable to the 
original stimulus. Important features of this mechanism are that information processing 
takes more time and effort. Furthermore, this mechanism is ‘evolutionary younger’ and 
prefers information that is off beaten track (Kahneman, 2011). And importantly, this 
mechanism distinguishes us from animals: it enables us to get attached to something 
or someone, it helps us understand relationships or connections and can link causes 
and actions. Processing via this mechanism demands more active attention and because 
more active attention is paid to process information, this information is processed on 
deeper levels (Hekkert et al., 2003). 
 In line with these two separately operating mechanisms, I found that consumer 
information processing of visual information can follow different routes. Small changes 
or simple stimuli are processed via the automatic mechanism: these stimuli are easy to 
process, do not demand active processing, and are processed fluently (Shapiro, 1999). 
Logo processing speed was not harmed for small degrees of logo change (Chapter 3), and 
recently-established simple brand logos were recognized better than recently-established 
complex brand logos (Chapter 2). Visual stimuli can thus benefit from familiarity. 
Additionally, when changes in stimuli are bigger, or when stimuli are more complex, 
our brain needs extra capacity for active, more intensive information processing. Our 
findings suggest that people who are not explicitly interested in brands in general (i.e., 
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low brand sensitive or low brand conscious consumers), do not invest the extra effort 
that is required for processing larger logo changes, or complex stimuli.
 Whether people process information automatically, or with more explicit 
attention, thus depends on either whether people are motivated to process this 
information. Consumers who are highly brand conscious or sensitive are more likely to 
process brand information via the ‘preference-for-prototype-mechanism’, because they 
are more receptive to brand information in general, and therefore likely to notice and 
care for such information. We also see this in every-day life: for example, when you´re 
hungry, it is more likely that you´ll notice advertisements about food, than when you´ve 
just eaten. Additionally, when you are orienting on buying a car, you are more likely 
to see many different ads about cars. Translated to the current findings, people who 
are highly brand conscious or sensitive, are more interested in brands in general, and 
therefore process brand information at deeper levels of attention, especially when they 
are triggered by a change in brand information. This does affect their processing speed 
(see Chapter 3, which showed that logo processing speed decreased for highly brand 
conscious consumers), but it positively affects their brand attitude, because they are 
not only able to process the changed information, but also find pleasure in the mental 
challenge the new logo poses.
 When people are not motivated to process information, which is the case for 
low brand conscious or low brand sensitive consumers, they are likely to fail to notice 
the change, even if they are quite big. Our findings suggest that exposure may however 
help them notice and become acquainted with the change over time, as increased 
exposure enables them to learn about the changed object. However, when logo changes 
are too complex to process, for example because they hardly resemble the original image 
that is stored in the consumer brain, this does not only harm processing speed, but also 
backfires on brand attitude, especially for highly motivated consumers. These findings 
are in line with studies on optimally innovative stimuli: processing and ‘solving the 
riddle’ becomes too difficult for stimuli that contain too many new elements. Large logo 
changes could also backfire for low-involved consumers in the long run; they need more 
time to notice the change.

Directions for future research

In this dissertation, we mostly used low-involvement brands, and findings may differ 
for high involvement brands (Cacioppo & Petty, 1986). Because high involvement 
brands generally evoke stronger attitudes, it is likely that high-involvement brands are 
not affected as much by a brand logo change; high-involvement brands are stored firmly 
in the consumer brain, and a brand logo change is probably not enough to changes 
these attitudes, but this assumption needs to be tested. In addition, future studies 
should consider different degrees of exposure of brands in real-life: brands differ in their 
advertising budgets which subsequently affects exposure: consumers are likely to be 
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more exposed to brands with massive advertising budgets as compared to brands with 
smaller budgets. 
 Furthermore, Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 did not show entirely consistent results 
with regard to substantial degrees of logo change, despite the fact that we used similar 
operationalizations. An explanation for these different findings could be that we used 
both figurative, typographical and combination marks in Chapter 4, whereas in Chapter 
5, we only used combination marks. Character or letter symbol logos are perceived 
as logical and straightforward (Schechter, 1993), and therefore might affect evaluative 
consumer responses less compared to figurative brand logos, which could explain why we 
didn’t find effects for substantial changes in Chapter 5. This underlines the importance 
of choosing the right logo type: although I mentioned in the introduction that I was 
not sure whether companies use information about the effects of different brand logo 
types when they choose their brand logo, our findings indicate that different logo types 
could differentially affect consumer responses, which was also suggested by Schechter 
(1993). How these different logo types affect consumer responses was not examined in 
this dissertation, but would it be interesting to examine in future studies. 
 Furthermore, the results for different degrees of change in the several studies 
need to be discussed. In this dissertation, we aimed to objectify different degrees of 
logo change by building on the design and marketing literature. The design world 
describes small versus big logo redesigns as evolutionary versus revolutionary changes. 
Evolutionary redesigns are applied when brands hold a strong market position and want 
to update their image or communicate a change in brand strategy (Airey, 2009; Murphy, 
2013). Revolutionary redesigns are applied to reflect a change in brand identity or to 
regenerate growth (Airey, 2009). Unfortunately, both theoretically and empirically it has 
remained unclear how big a redesign should be in order to increase consumer attention 
or change brand evaluations.
 Although several empirical studies examined the effects of different degrees of 
logo change (Walsh, Winterich, & Mittal, 2010, 2011; Müller, Kocher, & Crettaz, 
2011), they used different operationalizations of degree of change. For example, Walsh 
et al. (2010) defined a small change as a slight adjustment of the logo shape, and a 
substantial change as a larger shape change, changing the complete form from angular 
to rounded. Müller, Kocher, and Crettaz (2011) operationalized a small logo change as 
a change in color of the logo and a substantial change as a change in color and shape 
of the logo, thus diverging from the operationalization of Walsh et al. (2010). In the 
present dissertation we used the operationalization of Müller et al. (2011) for small and 
substantial logo changes. A small change was operationalized as a change in color within 
the same shades of color (e.g., from a red hue to orange) and a substantial change was 
operationalized as a change in both color and shape. A large change was operationalized 
following guidelines from Brandglue (2013): features from the original logo should 
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still be visible by maintaining some heritage of the original brand logo and/or the main 
product category of the brand. 
 To examine whether the manipulations of the different degrees of change were 
perceived as such, we conducted several pre-tests, which confirmed that the differences 
between the experimental conditions were significant. The results of the pre-tests in 
chapter 5 suggest however, that the large changes in chapter 5 were perceived to be 
equally big (M = 6.02) as the substantial changes that were used in the studies described 
in chapters 3 and 4 (M = 5.98)7. These latter results are likely due to anchoring effects 
caused by differences in the designs of the pre-tests. The pre-tests of the materials used in 
study 2 of Chapter 3 and 4, and the pre-test of the materials of Chapter 5 were conducted 
in a between-subjects design, whereas the pre-tests of the materials used in study 1 of 
Chapter 3 and 4 were conducted in a within-subjects design. Using the within-subjects 
design may have induced anchoring effects (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973). People’s 
decisions are affected by points of reference that are presented. For example in their 
study, Kahneman and Tversky (1973) manipulated a ‘wheel of fortune’ with numbers 
from 0 to 100 in such way, that the wheel always rigged at ‘10’ or ‘65’. When the wheel 
stopped spinning, participants were asked to estimate how many African countries were 
part of the United Nations. Results of this study showed that people who landed on 
´10´, guessed that 25% of Africa was part of the UN, whereas people who landed on 
´65´ guessed that 45% of Africa was part of the UN. Although the wheel of fortune 
has nothing to do with the question that was asked, this experiment showed that the 
number that participants were exposed to after the wheel stopped turning, did affect the 
answer they gave. 
 In the pre-tests of study 1 in Chapter 3 and 4, we exposed participants to 
the small change first, asking them to what extent they perceived the brand logo was 
changed as compared to the original brand logo. By doing this, it is possible participants 
set their own ‘anchor’, which could explain why participants rated the substantial change 
in the first study much higher as compared to the substantial changes that were used in 
study 2 of chapter 3 and 4 and chapter 5, where we used a between-subjects design for 
the pre-test. Moreover, when comparing the pre-test results across the different research 
chapters, we see that the substantial changes in chapter 3 and 4 (i.e., study 2) and the 
substantial changes in chapter 5 are perceived to be more or less the same (respectively 
M = 4.93 and M = 4.79). Because the pre-tests for these materials were all conducted 
in a between-subjects design (i.e., participants in the pre-test were either exposed to the 
small or substantial change in chapters 3 and 4 (i.e., studies 2) or to either the substantial 

7 Please note that chapters 3 and 4 both describe two-study papers, and that the materials used in study 
1 of chapter 3 are the same materials we used in study 1 of chapter 4 (among different participant 
samples). Similarly, study 2 of chapter 3 used the same materials as study 2 in chapter 4 (again, 
among different participant samples)..The point we are addressing here, concerns the materials used 
in study 1 of both chapter 3 and chapter 4.
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or the large change in chapter 5), there were no anchors. Future studies should consider 
to examine both small, substantial and large changes within one study, and to pre-test 
all materials in a between subjects design, to avoid anchoring effects.
 It may be important to also further reflect on the findings concerning brand 
consciousness and brand sensitivity here. As explained in the introduction, brand 
consciousness is defined as the degree to which a consumer is oriented on buying 
well-known branded products (Sprotles & Kendall, 1986; Shim & Gehrt, 1996; Liao 
& Wang, 2009) and this concept explains to what extent consumers use brands as 
‘vehicles for self-expression’ (Belk, 1988, and Sirgy, 1985, in: Nan & Heo, 2007, p. 67). 
Brand sensitivity explains the degree of interest in and sensitivity for brands in general 
(Beaudoin, Lachance, & Robitaille, 2003); highly brand sensitive consumers are mostly 
described as risk seeking, self-confident and daring (Rogers, 1995). In the introduction, 
I described the following difference between brand sensitivity and brand consciousness: 
“Brand sensitivity goes beyond brand consciousness: highly brand sensitive consumers 
are innovators, who are willing to take risks in adopting a brand and can be described 
as brand pioneers. Highly brand sensitive consumers are likely to be highly brand 
conscious, whereas highly brand conscious consumers do not necessarily need to be 
highly brand sensitive.” Highly brand sensitive consumers are likely to pave the path for 
brands to become interesting among all other type of consumers, for instance for highly 
brand conscious consumers.
 Although brand consciousness and brand sensitivity are different concepts, 
their overall effects across studies were quite similar, suggesting that both concepts tap 
into consumer motivation to process brand-related information. However, some small 
differences were observed. For instance, in chapter 5 we found that low brand conscious 
consumers have an overall lower brand attitude towards brands as compared to highly 
brand conscious consumers. This brand attitude main effect was not observed for brand 
sensitivity in chapter 4. It may be that the innovative aspect of brand sensitivity does not 
directly translate into positive attitudes towards brands, whereas highly brand conscious 
consumers use brands as a vehicle for self-expression, and like brands more. Replications 
are needed to verify the robustness of the currently observed differences between brand 
consciousness and brand sensitivity. In addition, it would be interesting to examine the 
conditions under which brand consciousness and brand sensitivity show converging 
versus diverging findings. Future studies could examine this line of thought.
 Our studies were all conducted in an experimental setting, to control for 
external influences. For example, we examined both non-existing versus existing brands, 
to show that brand knowledge, or existing brand attitudes do not necessarily need to 
harm or increase consumers responses. However, Hekkert et al. (2003) have shown that 
aesthetics are also affected by contextual features. For example, paintings in a museum 
can be perceived as more beautiful when hanging in a museum than on your own wall 
at home, because these paintings benefit from space and light, which is more likely to be 
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available in a museum (Hekkert et al., 2003). It could be possible that we would have 
found differential results, when we presented the materials on packaging or products.  
Future studies should therefore consider the possibility to either examine brand logo 
redesigns in a more naturalistic context, or could even examine existing brand logo 
redesigns.
 Furthermore, although Chapter 2 describes one study in which we examined 
actual brand logo redesigns, we used manipulated brand logo redesigns in all other 
studies. We used this strategy, because this was the best way to methodologically examine 
the effects of different degrees of brand logo change, without needing to worry about 
counteracting effects of for example brand knowledge, advertising budgets, previous 
experiences, or recent catastrophes where the brand could be involved with. It would 
however also be interesting to examine the effects of actual brand logo redesigns because 
then you can also consider the reason the redesign was applied. This could be examined 
in one or two case-studies, or by examining the effects of a brand logo redesign in 
a longitudinal study. Then, both the short-term direct effects on consumer responses 
could be measured, as well as the long-term effects of the brand logo redesign. This 
is even more interesting when a company redesigns its brand logo regularly, but very 
minimally, like the ‘kerning-process’ of Google. 
 In this dissertation, I examined logo processing speed, and I examined evaluative 
consumer responses. Our findings are based on several fluency theories, but we did 
not explicitly measure either conceptual, perceptual or felt fluency, whereas several 
studies have shown that all types of fluency can be affected by stimulus-changes. For 
example, perceptual fluency mainly focuses on whether the stimulus is accessible due 
to previous exposures whereas conceptual fluency focusses on the brand’s meaning (Lee 
& Labroo, 2004). Exposure to just the brand logo is likely to affect perceptual fluency, 
whereas activating several brand associations is more likely to activate conceptual 
fluency. Additionally, some studies argue that the subjective feeling of fluency (i.e., 
felt fluency) also affects liking (Forster, Leder & Ansorge, 2013), which could be 
particularly interesting for brands with loyal consumers, or brands that focus on highly 
brand conscious or brand sensitive consumers. How all types of fluency are applicable 
to consumer processing of brand logos is an avenue for future studies. 
 Finally, it would be interesting to consider the reason a brand logo is redesigned. 
Although there are several reasons that often underlie a brand logo redesign, like keeping 
up with rapidly changing market conditions (Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006; Aaker, 1991; 
Kapferer, 1998), changes in corporate strategy (diversification), changes in the external 
environment (dealing with crises, sudden catastrophes); or changes in ownership 
(undertaking acquisition, merger process, or privatization; Muzellec, Doogan, & 
Lambkin, 2003), it has remained unclear what type or degree of change actually 
contributes to consumer understanding of the reason of the logo redesign. Future 
studies should thus also consider the reason why a company wanted to redesign its brand 
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logo, and whether the change that was applied helped accomplish or communicate this 
reason. For example, Philips redesigned its brand logo because they changed their brand 
identity. However, in their process of revealing the redesigned brand logo, several parties 
responded that their entire campaign to reveal the adjusted brand logo was ‘a lot of fuss 
about not really that much’, because the change was so small (Bakhuys Roozeboom, 
2013). The question therefore remains unanswered whether the effects they strived for, 
were also obtained. Examining the goal of the redesign can thus also be an angle of 
attack. 
 Finally, although several studies reported in this dissertation used the same 
pretested experimental materials to examine the effects of different degrees of logo change, 
all studies  were original studies conducted among different participant samples. There 
is one exception: study 2 in Chapter 3 used the same participant sample as study 2 in 
chapter 4, in order to explore brand sensitivity effects on evaluative consumer responses. 
These additional analyses will not further be included in any journal publication, and 
will therefore not disturb any future meta-analyses.

Concluding remark

The studies in this dissertation present a first step in addressing the effects of brand 
logo (re)design characteristics. Our findings have shown that brand logos are not just 
a visual representation of a company or brand, moreover, they are an important cue 
in attracting consumer attention and affect consumer responses like logo processing 
speed, brand association strength and brand attitude. Complexity as a design element 
can positively affect both brand recognition and brand attitude in the long run, and is 
therefore recommended for companies that have solid advertising budgets and several 
strategies to communicate their message. Additionally, brand logo redesigns are also 
recommended to keep or attract consumer attention. Although logo processing speed 
initially decreases, exposure restores this effect and leads to better brand association 
accessibility and more favorable brand attitudes. 
 Our findings have shown that both logo complexity and substantial degrees of 
logo change affect consumer responses: although several studies have shown that people 
prefer simple stimuli (Robertson, 1989; Reber et al., 2004), when exposure does its 
work, simple stimuli become boring. However, changes should not be too big in the 
eye of loyal and brand conscious consumers: when changes are too big, highly brand 
conscious consumers experience more negative brand attitudes, and because these type 
of consumers are brand ambassadors, they deserve extra attention in the redesign process 
to prevent them from experiencing these negative feelings.
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Brand logos play a crucial role in marketing communication and decision-making; 70% 
of all purchase decisions are made in-store and these decisions are mainly based on 
recognition and automatism. Visual elements like brand logos are a key defining feature 
for consumers to recognize a specific brand. Marketers are aware of the vital role that 
logos play in brand communication; valuable resources are spent on brand logo design. 
In spite of their central role in brand communication and brand recognition, brand 
logos have received surprisingly little empirical attention in the academic literature. As 
a result, empirical evidence on how brand logo (re)designs are processed and how this 
affects consumer responses is lacking. In this dissertation, I present a first systematic 
overview of the effects of different (re)design characteristics of brand logos on consumer 
responses by addressing the following research questions:

1. How does logo complexity affect consumer responses like brand recognition and 
brand attitude, and how does exposure affect this relationship?

2. How do different degrees of logo change affect consumer responses such as logo 
processing speed, brand association strength and brand attitude?

The outcomes can be used as a point of departure and as argumentation on whether 
a company should periodically redesign its brand logo or not, and if so, what type of 
change should be applied. 

Theoretical background: Brand logo complexity and redesigns

Generally, it is assumed that simple elements are easier to remember than more complex 
elements because they require limited attentional capacity (Robertson, 1989; Airey, 
2009), less processing capacity (Berlyne, 1960; Finn, 1988), and they are easier to encode 
in the consumer brain or memory system (Robertson, 1989). Translated to the domain 
of logo design, overall simple logos should thus be faster recognized than complex logos. 
To verify this claim, we tested the effects of logo complexity on brand recognition and 
brand attitude in two experiments. Both studies included exposure as an additional 
factor. When considering the effects of logo complexity, exposure is a construct that 
needs to be considered. Although a single exposure may be sufficient to process and 
store simple stimuli, it might not suffice to process and store complex stimuli into the 
consumer brain. In the first experiment described in Chapter 2, we tested the effects of 
brand logo complexity (i.e., simple and complex brand logos) and different degrees of 
exposure on brand recognition. In the second experiment described in Chapter 2, we 
extended the first study by also examining the effects on brand attitude. We use the 
Two-Factor model (Berlyne, 1970) to theorize whether a brand logo is positively or 
negatively evaluated.
 Designing a brand logo is just a first step, however. To keep up with rapidly 
changing market conditions, marketers need to continuously update brand propositions 
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and aesthetics (Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006; Aaker, 1991; Kapferer, 1998). Although 
the importance of logo (re)designs has been underscored by several publications in the 
business press (e.g. Financial Times, The News Letter, Irish Times, Wall Street Journal; 
Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006), there is hardly any scientific evidence on brand logo 
redesign effects. This means that surprisingly little is known about conditions that lead to 
the failure or success of logo redesigns in re-branding campaigns. The design world does 
however mention a factor that contributes to the failure or success of a logo redesign: the 
degree to which a brand logo is redesigned. They describe small versus big logo redesigns 
as evolutionary versus revolutionary changes. Evolutionary redesigns are applied when 
brands hold a strong market position and want to update their image or communicate 
a change in brand strategy (Airey, 2009; Murphy, 2013). Revolutionary redesigns are 
applied to reflect a change in brand identity or to regenerate growth (Airey, 2009). 
Unfortunately, both theoretically and empirically it had remained unclear how big a 
redesign should be in order to increase consumer attention or change brand evaluations. 
 In this dissertation, I propose that brand logo redesigns can be processed at 
different levels of attention, following the hierarchical model of processing of Finn 
(1988). On what level of attention a redesigned brand logo is processed depends on 
the degree of which a brand logo is changed. With regard to attracting attention, an 
adjustment of a brand logo may be an effective tool in increasing attention, because novel 
stimuli are generally regarded as more arousing than familiar stimuli and consumers 
attempt to learn new or unfamiliar stimuli more actively (Berlyne, 1960; Campbell & 
Keller, 2003). However, new or adjusted stimuli lack the benefit of previous exposure, 
and both new (i.e., redesigned) and complex stimuli therefore require more systematic 
processing and more cognitive capacity. Multiple exposures can compensate for this 
additional capacity requirement. Although we know that exposure enhances information 
processing fluency (e.g., Anant & Sternthal, 1990) and leads to more favorable attitudes 
towards persuasive messages (for a review, see Bornstein & D’Agostino, 1992), to date, 
the relationship between different degrees of change, exposure, and logo processing 
remains unclear. Chapters 3, 4 and 5 present a first step in examining how people process 
different degrees of logo change and how this affects consumer attitudes. In addition, 
the attention people pay to brands, thus how important brands are to them (i.e., brand 
consciousness) and how sensitive they are for brand information (i.e., brand sensitivity) 
are also examined.  

Main findings

In Chapter 2, two experiments on the effects of design complexity and exposure on 
brand recognition and brand attitude showed that initially, simple brand logos are 
recognized faster, however, complex brand logos benefit most from increased exposure. 
Furthermore, we found that complexity also moderated the effects of establishment on 
brand attitude: well-established complex brand logos were evaluated more positively 



English Summary

138

that recently established complex brand logos. No effect of establishment was observed 
for simple brand logos. These findings imply that logo design complexity may positively 
affect brand recognition and brand attitude in the long run.
 Chapter 3 showed that although small degrees of logo change did not affect 
logo processing speed, substantial degrees of logo change did. This implies that when 
brand logos become less familiar (i.e., when they less resemble the original brand logo), 
consumers need to engage more actively in order to process the redesigned brand logo, 
which decreases logo processing speed. In this experiment we also examined whether 
brand consciousness as a moderator could affect this relationship. Findings showed that 
the decrease of logo processing speed for substantial changes particularly occurred for 
highly brand conscious consumers. Additionally, we found that exposure accelerated 
logo processing speed in particular for substantial degrees of logo change, which suggests 
that substantially redesigning a brand logo does not need to harm logo processing speed 
when a regular advertising campaign with repeated exposure is used. 
 Chapter 4 extended findings of Chapter 3 by showing that different degrees 
of logo change also affected evaluative consumer responses, i.e., brand association 
strength and brand attitudes. Although we found that logo processing speed initially 
is harmed by substantial degrees of logo change (Chapter 3), evaluative consumer 
responses benefit from such changes: in particular, substantially changed brand logos 
triggered positive consumer attitudes, whereas small degrees of logo change did not sort 
any effects. Furthermore, we found that exposure enhanced deeper levels of processing, 
and therefore positively affected brand attitudes. In addition, findings showed that 
brand sensitive consumers immediately responded positively to higher degrees of logo 
change, whereas low brand sensitive consumers required additional exposure to develop 
a favorable attitude toward higher degrees of logo change. These findings suggest that 
periodically redesigning a brand logo may keep the brand top-of-mind, which helps to 
retain and enhance favorable brand attitudes. 
 Finally, in Chapter 5 we aimed to replicate and extend findings of Chapters 3 and 
4 by adding another degree of logo change: a large logo change. We found that large degrees 
of logo change decreased logo processing speed in particular for highly brand conscious 
consumers, and we found that large degrees of logo change led to a more negative brand 
attitude after several exposures, again in particular for highly brand conscious consumers. 
These findings thus suggest that large logo changes can backfire on consumer evaluations, 
even after increased exposures and amongst involved consumers.

Overall, findings across research chapters showed that substantially changed brand 
logos decrease logo processing speed, but positively affect brand association strength 
and brand attitudes. Decreased logo processing speed is restored by increased exposure, 
and effects on favorable brand attitudes are limited to substantially changed brand logos; 
small and large degrees of logo change respectively did not sort any effects, or sorted 
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negative effects on brand attitude. These findings suggest that familiar information, 
such as well-established logos or small logo redesigns, does not demand much processing 
capacity but also does not attract specific attention; after a while it blends in with the 
environment and consumers more or less take it for granted.

Scientific relevance

Our findings appear to reflect the paradox that human beings prefer either familiar, 
but perhaps boring stimuli on the one hand, and new and more challenging stimuli 
on the other hand. On the one hand, it would be extremely tiring and distracting to 
continuously expose oneself to new information. On the other hand, if one would only 
be exposed to familiar or expected information, lives would become extremely boring. 
People thus move between the comfort of the familiar and the excitement of novelty in 
their daily lives.
 Although this paradox has not been mentioned explicitly in academic studies, 
it becomes evident when combining previous findings from different lines of research. 
One research line suggests that simple or familiar stimuli are preferred because they don’t 
demand much processing capacity (Shapiro, 1999). Several other studies have shown that 
people prefer more challenging stimuli (Hekkert, Snelders, & Van Wieringen, 2003). 
Our findings suggest that this paradox can be explained by the fact that information is 
processed via two separately operating mechanisms in our brain, an ‘automatic’ mechanism 
that prefers fairly simple information (Alley & Cunningham, 1991; Bornstein, 1989; 
Van Enschot & Van Mulken, 2013), versus a mechanism that prefers to process more 
challenging information (Hekkert, Snelders, & Van Wieringen, 2003).
 Visual information can follow these different processing routes. Small changes 
or simple stimuli are processed via the automatic mechanism. When changes in stimuli 
are bigger, or when stimuli are more complex, our brain requires additional capacity 
for active, more intensive information processing. Whether people process information 
automatically, or with more explicit attention, depends on whether people are motivated 
to process this information: people who are highly brand conscious or brand sensitive, are 
more interested in brands in general, and therefore process brand information at deeper 
levels of attention, especially when they are triggered by a change in brand information. 
This affects their processing speed (see Chapter 3, which showed that logo processing 
speed decreased for highly brand conscious consumers), but it positively affects their 
brand attitude, because they are not only able to process the changed information, but 
also find pleasure in the mental challenge the new logo poses. When people are not 
motivated to process information, which is the case for low brand conscious or low 
brand sensitive consumers, they are likely to fail to notice the change, even if such 
changes are quite big. Our findings suggest that exposure may help them notice and 
become acquainted with changes over time, as increased exposure enables them to learn 
about the changed object. 
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 Finally, when logo changes are too complex to process, for example because 
they hardly resemble the original image that is stored in the consumer brain, this does 
not only harm processing speed, but also backfires on brand attitude, especially for 
highly motivated consumers. 

Practical relevance

Current findings are relevant for companies that want to design or redesign their brand 
logo. Complexity as a design element can positively affect both brand recognition and 
brand attitude in the long run, and is therefore recommended for companies that have 
solid advertising budgets and strategies to communicate their message. For example, 
familiar (inter)national companies could easily increase brand logo complexity gradually, 
because consumers’ familiarity of the changed brand logo also gradually grows. For other 
types of companies or brands, like start-up companies that have made a quick advance, 
simple logos would be better: these companies have smaller advertising budgets, and 
simple logos need less exposure to be recognized. Furthermore, for small and medium 
sized enterprises, it may be safer to use a rather simple brand logo which can be easily 
stored in the consumer brain, because smaller companies are likely to have smaller 
advertising budgets, which may result in less frequent exposure of brand logos. 
 Although studies on the effects of brand logo (re)designs should be expanded to 
other types of brand logos and brands, our findings suggest that marketers and designers 
need to find a balance between on the one hand rejuvenation and renewal, and on 
the other hand the fact that the change cannot be too big. A substantial brand logo 
change can be carried out without being afraid of negative effects of low brand conscious 
consumers: they do not really care about such changes, thus their brand attitude is not 
affected. Highly brand conscious consumers on the other hand are willing to invest 
energy in processing the redesigned brand logo. Results showed that large degrees of 
logo change decreased logo processing speed in particular for highly brand conscious 
consumers. Additionally, large degrees of logo change led to a more negative brand attitude 
after several exposures, but again in particular for highly brand conscious consumers. 
Findings suggest that large logo changes can backfire on consumer evaluations, even 
after increased exposures. And because brand conscious consumers often function as 
brand ambassadors, they deserve extra attention in the redesign process to prevent them 
from experiencing these negative feelings.

Concluding remark

Hopefully these findings lead to more extensive research within the field of brand 
logo (re)design, creating a more sustainable basis for companies to make well-founded 
decisions with regard to the use of specific design elements and with regard to applying 
different degrees of change.
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Logo’s spelen een cruciale rol in de marketing communicatie en bij besluitvorming 
van consumenten: 70% van alle aankoopbeslissingen wordt namelijk in de winkel zelf 
gedaan en deze beslissingen zijn voornamelijk gebaseerd op herkenning van merken die 
consumenten eerder hebben gezien. Visuele elementen zoals logo’s spelen daarom een 
cruciale rol bij merkherkenning. Marketeers zijn zich bewust van de vitale rol die logo’s 
spelen in de communicatie van een merk: er wordt veel geld uitgegeven aan het ontwerp 
van een logo. Ondanks de belangrijke rol van logo’s in de communicatie en herkenning 
van een merk, is er nog verrassend weinig onderzoek naar logo’s gedaan in de academische 
literatuur. Dit heeft tot gevolg dat er ook nog maar weinig empirisch bewijs is met 
betrekking tot hoe consumenten veranderde logo’s en verschillende design-kenmerken 
verwerken en wat het gevolg van zo’n veranderd logo is op de snelheid waarmee het 
veranderde logo verwerkt wordt en de merkattitude. In dit proefschrift wordt een eerste 
overzicht gepresenteerd van een systematisch onderzoek naar de effecten van specifieke 
design-kenmerken en de effecten van het verschillende mate van veranderingen van 
het logo op verschillende consumentenreacties , door de volgende onderzoeksvragen te 
adresseren:

1. Hoe beïnvloedt logo-complexiteit consumentenreacties als merkherkenning en 
merkattitude  en welke rol speelt blootstelling aan het logo hierbij? 

2. Hoe beïnvloedt de mate waarin logo´s veranderen de reacties van consumenten, zoals 
de verwerkingssnelheid van logo’s, de sterkte van merkassociaties en merkattitude?

De uitkomsten van dit onderzoek kunnen worden gebruikt als vertrekpunt en 
argumentatie voor waarom een bedrijf zijn logo wel of niet regelmatig zou moeten 
aanpassen. Wanneer een aanpassing aan het logo doorgevoerd zou moeten worden, 
kunnen de uitkomsten bijdragen aan de beslissing hoe groot die verandering zou moeten 
zijn. 

Theoretische achtergrond: Logo-complexiteit en logoveranderingen

Over het algemeen wordt aangenomen simpele elementen makkelijker te onthouden 
zijn dan complexe elementen, omdat simpele kenmerken beperkte aandacht kosten 
om ze te kunnen verwerken (Robertson, 1989; Airey, 2009). Daarnaast kosten simpele 
kenmerken minder cognitieve capaciteit (Berlyne, 1960; Finn, 1988) en zijn simpele 
elementen makkelijker te ontrafelen in het consumenten-brein (Robertson, 1989). 
Wanneer we deze bevindingen vertalen naar logo design, zouden simpele logo’s sneller 
herkend moeten worden dan complexe logo’s. Om te onderzoeken of deze aannames 
juist zijn, hebben we de effecten van logo-complexiteit op merkherkenning en de 
merkattitude onderzocht in twee experimenten. Beide experimenten hebben blootstelling 
als aanvullende factor meegenomen. Je kan een logo namelijk alleen herkennen wanneer 
je hier al eens aan bent blootgesteld. Hierbij kan een enkele blootstelling aan een simpel 
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logo al voldoende zijn om het logo te verwerken en op te slaan in het brein, maar 
deze enkele blootstelling is vermoedelijk niet voldoende om complexe stimuli op te slaan 
in het brein. In het eerste experiment wat beschreven wordt in hoofdstuk 2, hebben 
we de effecten getest van logo complexiteit (dus van simpele en complexe logo’s) en 
blootstelling op merkherkenning. In het tweede experiment beschreven hoofdstuk 2, is 
dit onderzoek uitgebreid door ook nog te kijken naar de effecten op merkattitude. Om 
de richting van de hypothesen te formuleren hebben we het ‘Two-Factor model’ van 
Berlyne (1970) toegepast.
 Het ontwerpen van een logo en dus het toepassen van specifieke design-kenmerken 
is slechts een eerste stap. Om bij te blijven bij snel veranderende marktomstandigheden, 
moeten marketeers hun proposities en visuele uitingen regelmatig updaten (Muzellec 
& Lambkin, 2006; Aaker, 1991; Kapferer, 1998). En hoewel de relevantie van logo 
design en logoveranderingen al regelmatig zijn beschreven en benadrukt in verschillende 
artikelen in de vakpers (zoals bijvoorbeeld in: The Financial Times, The News Letter, 
Irish Times, Wall Street Journal; Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006), is er nauwelijks empirisch 
bewijs ten aanzien van de effecten van logoveranderingen. Dit betekent dus ook dat 
er verrassend weinig bekend is met betrekking tot de condities die bijdragen aan het 
succes of falen van een logoverandering. In de design wereld wordt wél gesproken over 
één bepaalde factor die bijdraagt aan het falen of het succes van een logoverandering: 
de mate waarin het logo is veranderd. In de design wereld worden kleine versus grote 
veranderingen beschreven als evolutionaire versus revolutionaire veranderingen. 
Evolutionaire veranderingen worden vooral toegepast wanneer een merk een sterke 
marktpositie heeft en zijn imago wil updaten of een verandering in merkstrategie wil 
communiceren (Airey, 2009; Murphy, 2013). Revolutionaire veranderingen worden 
toegepast om een verandering in merkidentiteit weer te geven, of om bijvoorbeeld 
marktaandeel terug te winnen (Airey, 2009). Jammer genoeg is het zowel volgens de 
theorie als op basis van empirische bevindingen onduidelijk hoe groot een verandering 
zou moeten zijn om de aandacht van consumenten te trekken of om de evaluatie van het 
merk te beïnvloeden. 
 In dit proefschrift ga ik er vanuit dat logoveranderingen op verschillende 
aandachtniveaus kunnen worden verwerkt (hiermee volg ik het hiërarchische model van 
informatieverwerking, van Finn, 1988). Op welk aandachtniveau een logoverandering 
wordt verwerkt, hangt af van de mate waarin het logo is veranderd. Wanneer een bedrijf 
de aandacht naar zich toe wil trekken kan een aanpassing van het logo een effectief middel 
zijn, omdat nieuwe stimuli over het algemeen als meer opwindend worden beoordeeld 
en omdat consumenten dan proberen deze nieuwe stimuli te leren kennen en daardoor 
deze informatie actiever verwerken  (Berlyne, 1960; Campbell & Keller, 2003). Aan 
de andere kant hebben nieuwe stimuli het nadeel dat ze onbekend zijn omdat mensen 
niet eerder aan deze stimuli zijn blootgesteld. Dat, terwijl nieuwe (en dus aangepaste) 
en complexe stimuli meer systematische verwerking en cognitieve capaciteit vereisen 
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om verwerkt te worden, wat bereikt kan worden door herhaalde blootstelling. Dus 
ondanks dat we weten dat herhaalde blootstelling informatieverwerking versterkt (zie 
bijvoorbeeld: Anant & Sternthal, 1990) en leidt tot een positievere attitude ten aanzien 
van het merk (voor een review, zie Bornstein & D’Agostino, 1992), weten we tot vandaag 
eigenlijk nog niet hoe dit het verwerken van verschillende mate van logoveranderingen 
beïnvloed. In hoofdstuk 3, 4 en 5 worden daarom de eerste stappen gepresenteerd in 
het onderzoek naar hoe mensen verschillende mate van logoveranderingen verwerken 
en hoe dit hun reacties ten aanzien van het betreffende merk beïnvloed. Daarnaast zijn 
er nog meer factoren die effect hebben op hoe mensen informatie verwerken, zoals de 
hoeveelheid aandacht die mensen besteden aan merken, dus hoe belangrijk zij merken 
vinden (merkbewustzijn), maar ook hoe gevoelig mensen zijn voor informatie van een 
merk (merkgevoeligheid). Deze constructen worden ook onderzocht in verschillende 
experimenten.

Belangrijkste bevindingen

In hoofdstuk 2 hebben twee studies naar de effecten van design complexiteit en 
blootstelling op merkherkenning en merkattitude laten zien dat in eerste instantie, 
simpele logo´s het best worden herkend, maar dat herhaalde blootstelling het meeste 
effect heeft voor complexe logo´s. Daarnaast hebben deze studies laten zien dat 
complexiteit het effect van blootstelling op de attitude ten aanzien van het merk 
modereert: complexe logo’s die al lang bestonden werden positiever gewaardeerd dan 
complexe logo’s die pas net in omloop waren. We hebben geen effect gevonden van 
herhaalde blootstelling op simpele logo´s. Deze bevindingen duiden erop dat logo-
complexiteit zowel merkherkenning als de attitude ten aanzien van het merk positief 
beïnvloeden op de lange termijn. 
 In hoofdstuk 3 liet zien dat kleine logoveranderingen geen effect hadden op 
de verwerkingssnelheid van het logo. Substantiële veranderingen hadden daarentegen 
een negatief effect op de verwerkingssnelheid. Dit duidt erop dat wanneer logo’s 
minder herkenbaar worden (dus wanneer zij minder op het originele logo lijken), dat 
consumenten actiever aandacht moeten besteden om het veranderde logo te verwerken, 
waardoor de verwerkingssnelheid omlaag gaat. We hebben dit experiment uitgebreid 
door te onderzoeken of merkbewustzijn dit effect modereert, waarbij deze studie laat 
zien dat de langzaam wordende verwerkingssnelheid voor substantiële veranderingen 
vooral het geval is voor mensen die erg merkbewust zijn. Daarnaast heeft onze studie 
laten zien dat blootstelling de verwerkingssnelheid vooral voor deze substantiële 
veranderingen hersteld, waardoor we kunnen stellen dat substantiële logoveranderingen 
de verwerkingssnelheid van het logo niet negatief beïnvloed wanneer een bedrijf eer 
reguliere reclamecampagne voert waardoor consumenten meerdere keren aan de 
substantiële verandering worden blootgesteld.
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 Hoofdstuk 4 borduurt voort op de bevindingen van hoofdstuk 3 door te laten 
zien dat de verschillende mate van veranderingen ook effect hebben op de evaluatieve 
reacties van consumenten; de sterkte van merkassociaties en de attitude van het merk. 
We hebben bijvoorbeeld gevonden dat, ondanks dat de verwerkingssnelheid van 
substantieel veranderde logo’s afnam, consumenten de merken die zo’n verandering 
hadden ondergaan, het merk wel positiever waardeerden: substantiële logoveranderingen 
triggerden namelijk positievere attitudes, terwijl kleine logoveranderingen geen enkel 
effect lieten zien. Daarnaast liet deze studie zien dat herhaalde blootstelling verwerking 
op een dieper niveau van aandacht versterkt, waardoor de attitude ten aanzien van 
het merk positiever werd. Verder hebben onze bevindingen ook nog laten zien dat 
consumenten die erg merkgevoelig zijn direct een positievere attitude ten aanzien 
van het merk hadden, terwijl consumenten die minder merkgevoelig zijn juist vaker 
blootgesteld moesten worden aan het logo, voordat zij deze positievere attitudes ervoeren. 
Deze bevindingen suggereren dat bedrijven niet bang hoeven zijn om anders te zijn: het 
regelmatig updaten van een logo lijkt een effectief middel om het merk top-of-mind te 
houden en om positieve attitudes vast te houden of te versterken.
 In hoofdstuk 5 hebben we geprobeerd om de bevindingen uit hoofdstuk 3 
en 4 opnieuw te vinden en uit te breiden door te kijken naar de effecten van grote 
veranderingen. In dit onderzoek hebben we gevonden dat blootstelling aan grote 
logoveranderingen ervoor zorgde dat de verwerkingssnelheid langzamer werd. Daarnaast 
werd de merkattitude negatiever na herhaalde blootstelling. Ook in deze studie vonden 
we dit effect alleen voor mensen die erg merkbewust zijn. Deze bevindingen suggereren 
dus dat grote logoveranderingen zorgen voor negatieve evaluatieve reacties, zelfs nadat 
consumenten vaker aan de grote logoverandering zijn blootgesteld. 
 Over het geheel genomen laten de bevindingen zoals deze beschreven zijn in 
de verschillende hoofdstukken zien dat substantieel veranderde logo’s zorgen voor een 
langzamere verwerkingssnelheid, maar ook voor sterkere merk associaties en voor een 
positievere merkattitude. Bovendien wordt de langzamere verwerkingssnelheid hersteld 
wanneer consumenten vaker aan het substantieel veranderde logo worden blootgesteld. 
Het positieve effect op merkattitude is overigens alleen gevonden voor substantieel 
veranderde logo’s: kleine en grote logoveranderingen hadden respectievelijk geen of 
een negatief effect op de merkattitude. Deze bevindingen suggereren dat informatie 
die bekend is, zoals logo’s die al lang in omloop zijn of kleine logoveranderingen die 
dus veel op het originele logo lijken, niet veel verwerkingscapaciteit kosten, maar ook 
geen specifieke aandacht aantrekken: na een poosje worden deze stimuli opgenomen 
in de omgeving en besteden consumenten geen specifieke aandacht meer aan dit soort 
stimuli.
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Wetenschappelijke relevantie

Onze bevindingen lijken paradoxaal te zijn wanneer we kijken naar enerzijds de bevinding 
dat mensen een voorkeur hebben voor bekende, maar misschien wat saaie stimuli en 
anderzijds juist een voorkeur hebben voor nieuwe of meer uitdagende stimuli. Aan de 
ene kant zou het bijvoorbeeld ontzettend vermoeiend zijn om continue blootgesteld 
te worden aan nieuwe informatie. Terwijl aan de andere kant, wanneer we alleen maar 
blootgesteld zouden worden aan informatie die we al kennen of verwachten, dan zou 
ons leven ontzettend saai worden. Mensen bewegen in hun leven dus heen en weer 
tussen enerzijds het comfort wat ervaren wordt wanneer we worden blootgesteld aan 
bekende informatie en anderzijds de opwinding die ervaren wordt wanneer we worden 
blootgesteld aan nieuwe informatie.
 Hoewel deze paradox niet letterlijk in de academische literatuur wordt genoemd, 
wordt dit duidelijk wanneer we bevindingen uit verschillende onderzoekslijnen met 
elkaar combineren. Eén onderzoekslijn laat bijvoorbeeld zien dat simpele of bekende 
stimuli de voorkeur hebben omdat deze stimuli weinig verwerkingscapaciteit kosten 
(Shapiro, 1999). Verschillende andere studies laten juist zien dat mensen een voorkeur 
hebben voor meer uitdagende stimuli (Hekkert, Snelders, & Van Wieringen, 2003). 
Deze paradox kan worden verklaard doordat informatie via twee verschillende systemen 
in ons brein wordt verwerkt: een automatisch systeem, wat de voorkeur heeft voor 
simpele informatie  (Alley & Cunningham, 1991; Bornstein, 1989; Van Enschot & 
Van Mulken, 2013), versus een systeem dat juist meer uitdagende stimuli of informatie 
verwerkt (Hekkert, Snelders, & Van Wieringen, 2003).
 In lijn met deze verschillende mechanismen, gebeurt de verwerking van 
visuele informatie ook via twee routes. Kleine logoveranderingen of simpele stimuli 
worden verwerkt via het automatische systeem. Wanneer de logoveranderingen groter 
worden, of wanneer logo´s complexer zijn, heeft ons brein extra capaciteit nodig om 
de informatie te verwerken. Of mensen informatie automatisch verwerken, of juist 
met expliciete aandacht, hangt af van of mensen gemotiveerd zijn om informatie te 
verwerken: mensen die bijvoorbeeld erg merkbewust of -gevoelig zijn, zijn meer 
geïnteresseerd in merken in het algemeen en verwerken merk informatie daardoor 
ook op een dieper aandachtniveau, vooral wanneer zij worden getriggerd door een 
verandering van het merk. Dit beïnvloed de snelheid waarmee de informatie verwerkt 
wordt negatief (zie hoofdstuk 3; de verwerkingssnelheid neemt af voor consumenten 
die erg merkbewust zijn), maar beïnvloed de merkattitude op een positieve manier, 
omdat zij niet alleen in staat zijn om de informatie te verwerken, maar ook nog plezier 
beleven aan het verwerken van de uitdaging: het veranderde logo. Wanneer mensen 
niet gemotiveerd zijn om informatie te verwerken, wat het geval is voor mensen met 
een laag merkbewustzijn of merkgevoeligheid, zijn zij waarschijnlijk niet in staat om 
de verandering op te merken, zelfs wanneer deze veranderingen substantieel zijn. De 
bevindingen suggereren dat herhaalde blootstelling er echter voor kan zorgen dat zij 
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deze veranderingen toch opmerken en er meer vertrouwd mee raken na verloop van 
tijd, doordat herhaalde blootstelling hen helpt om het veranderde logo te leren kennen. 
Maar, wanneer de veranderingen te moeilijk zijn om te verwerken, bijvoorbeeld omdat 
ze nauwelijks meer lijken op het originele logo dat is opgeslagen in het brein, dan heeft 
dat niet alleen een negatief effect op de verwerkingssnelheid, maar heeft dit ook zijn 
weerslag op de attitude ten aanzien van het merk, vooral voor gemotiveerde mensen.

Praktische relevantie

De bevindingen uit dit proefschrift zijn relevant voor alle bedrijven die een logo willen 
ontwerpen of juist willen veranderen. Complexiteit van een logo kan een positief effect 
hebben op merkherkenning en merkattitude op de lange termijn en wordt daarom 
aanbevolen voor bedrijven die een flink reclame budget hebben en ook verschillende 
manieren gebruiken om hun boodschap over te brengen. Grote internationale bedrijven 
zouden hun logo bijvoorbeeld gemakkelijk geleidelijk complexer kunnen maken, omdat 
de bekendheid met deze verandering ook geleidelijk toeneemt. Voor andere bedrijven, 
zoals bijvoorbeeld start-ups, zijn simpele logo’s beter: deze bedrijven hebben kleinere 
reclame budgetten en simpele logo’s hebben minder blootstelling nodig om herkend te 
worden. Daarnaast geldt voor kleine en middelgrote ondernemingen dat het veiliger kan 
zijn om meer simpele logo’s te gebruiken; dit type ondernemingen hebben waarschijnlijk 
kleinere reclame budgetten en er is weinig blootstelling nodig om simpele logo’s op te 
slaan in het brein van de consument.
 Hoewel er nog meer studies zullen moeten worden gedaan, bijvoorbeeld om 
inzicht te krijgen in de effecten van andere logo-types en andere dan FMCG-merken, 
suggereren onze bevindingen dat marketeers en designers een balans moeten vinden 
tussen enerzijds verjonging en vernieuwing en anderzijds de bevinding dat aanpassingen 
niet te groot moeten zijn: een substantiële verandering kan worden doorgevoerd zonder 
bang te hoeven zijn voor negatieve effecten van consumenten die niet echt merkbewust 
zijn. Zij interesseren zich niet echt voor dit soort veranderingen, dus hun merkattitude 
wordt niet geraakt. Consumenten die juist wel merkbewust zijn, zijn bereid om energie te 
steken in het verwerken van het veranderde logo. Maar alleen wanneer de veranderingen 
niet te groot zijn. Wanneer de veranderingen te groot zijn neemt de verwerkingssnelheid 
af bij deze merkbewuste consumenten, en wordt de merkattitude negatiever wanneer 
dit type consument meerdere malen aan de grote logoverandering is blootgesteld. De 
bevindingen veronderstellen dat grote logoveranderingen zijn weerslag kunnen hebben 
op de evaluatieve reacties van consumenten, zelfs na herhaalde blootstelling. En omdat 
deze merkbewuste consumenten vaak ambassadeurs zijn van het merk, verdienen zij 
extra aandacht in het veranderproces, waardoor de negatieve gevoelens die hier anders 
mee gepaard gaan, wellicht voorkomen kunnen worden.
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Afsluitende opmerking

Hopelijk leiden de bevindingen uit dit proefschrift tot meer onderzoek binnen het veld 
van logo’s en logoveranderingen, waardoor een meer robuuste basis ontstaat waardoor 
bedrijven een goed gefundeerde beslissing kunnen nemen met betrekking tot het 
ontwerp en het veranderen van hun logo.
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Dit boek was er nooit geweest zonder een aantal mensen die daar op een of andere 
manier aan heeft bijgedragen. Allereerst mijn promotor Peter Kerkhof. Dank voor je 
constructieve feedback op de momenten dat het er om ging! Ook mijn andere promotor, 
Enny Das verdient een bijzondere vermelding. Enny, ons Enny, als jij er niet was geweest, 
was dit boek er ook niet geweest. Dank voor al je adviezen, al je schoppen onder mijn 
kont en al je feedback. Maar ook dank voor het delen van jouw manier van denken: als 
je denkt dat er niets is, dan blijkt er toch wat te zijn. Je hebt me geleerd om na te denken, 
en dat ook wel eens ‘actief ’ te doen, iets wat jou vervolgens weer aan het lachen maakte. 
Dank voor al het geklets over zinvolle, maar toch zeker ook over minder zinvolle dingen, 
maar het allermeest wil ik je bedanken voor het lachen. Jouw aanstekelijke lach maakt 
zelfs de slechtste grap grappig.
 Lieve Jolanda en Christian, als kamergenoten had ik het niet beter kunnen 
treffen: allebei altijd beschikbaar voor een aai over mijn bol en bemoedigende woorden, 
maar ook nog eens twee mensen die samen alles weten! Het was een voorrecht om met 
jullie op een kamer te mogen zitten en ik ben jullie dan ook ontzettend dankbaar voor 
de gezelligheid als ik wel op onze kamer was.
 Anika en Charlotte, jullie verdienen een aparte ‘mention’. Jullie zijn te gek! 
Ik kan me geen betere paranimfen wensen! Kaas; ik vond het heel bijzonder dat ik 
jouw paranimf mocht zijn en Vonkertje, ik kan dan ook niet wachten tot ik ook jouw 
paranimf mag zijn!! Het begon allemaal op het zonnige Ameland. Een week schrijven 
op een inspirerende plek zonder verdere afleiding, dat zal een kick-start geven! Die 
week heb ik veel geleerd! Ameland is relaxed, heeft lekkere wijn, mooi weer, ik bleek 
leuke collega’s te hebben die ondanks verschillende opvattingen ook bijzonder veel 
vergelijkbare opvattingen hadden, op Twitter kon je alles vragen en dan kreeg je een 
antwoord, op youtube kon je leuke filmpjes kijken, Raymond houdt van witte chocola 
en cola light en Manita wil gered worden. Daar is ook een wonderschoon idee ontstaan 
wat even zo mooi weer is gestorven, het zal wel Karma zijn…
 Jolien en Celine, jullie hebben een special plekje in mijn hart. Celine, ik ken 
denk ik niemand die zo lief is als jij, die zo goed weet wat ze wil en daarvoor gaat. Ik 
ben blij dat je met ons op onze schrijfweken bent meegegaan en dat ik het recept van die 
heerlijke pompoenrisotto van je heb gekregen. Jolien!! Zonder jou was ik dit hele traject 
niet doorgekomen! Mails, geouwehoer, af en toe een roddeltje, veel, veel, veel lachen!! Jij 
hebt alle thuiswerkdagen draaglijk gemaakt door me terug te mailen als ik om aandacht 
verlegen zat en jij bent de beste docent die ik ken en ik hoop dat je de prijs nog jaren in 
de wacht mag slepen!!
 Verder wil ik nog een aantal mensen van de afdeling in het bijzonder noemen: 
Martin, dank voor je flexibele opstelling als onderwijsmanager: daardoor is het mij 
gelukt om (omgerekend) in ongeveer 2 jaar fulltime dit proefschrift af te krijgen. 
Jan, dank voor je vertrouwen: zonder jouw inzet en vertrouwen ten aanzien van mijn 
8-maandenpaper, was dit hele boek er niet gekomen. Elly, zonder jou was ik nooit op 
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de VU terecht gekomen! You American’s, Allison and Jeana: thanks for all the laughter, 
lunches and cute baby-pictures! You guys were real-life proof that not all American’s are 
totally weird (although the studies on vampires could still makes me doubt, Allison!). 
I enjoyed our chats in Dutch and English and I expect that we’ll meet again! Camiel! 
Mijn buurman! Naast wie zit je inmiddels tijdens afdelingsvergaderingen? Ik hoop dat je 
een goede vervanger hebt gevonden, hoewel dat nog wel eens lastig zou kunnen worden. 
Hetzelfde geldt natuurlijk voor mij! Jaap! Dank voor het lachen, het zeiken, de routine 
en het geouwehoer. Ik ken niemand die zo georganiseerd, netjes en voorspelbaar is als jij, 
en ik hou er van. Last but not least: Anita! Vanaf het moment dat ik op de afdeling kwam 
werken heb je je vleugels over me uitgeslagen. Ik heb genoten van onze gesprekken en 
alle aardigheidjes en dat je zo attent bent, ik hoop nog steeds veel te leren van je geduld 
en rust. Ik wens jou in het bijzonder alle geluk en wijsheid toe. De rest van de afdeling 
wil ik natuurlijk ook ontzettend hartelijk danken voor al het lachen en de fantastische 6 
jaar die ik op de VU heb mogen werken, om dit voorwoord een beetje binnen de perken 
te houden kan ik helaas niet iedereen noemen.
 Daarnaast heb ik inmiddels zo lang gedaan over het afronden van mijn 
proefschrift, dat ik weer een hele zooi nieuwe, zeer gewaardeerde collega’s erbij heb 
gekregen. Ik kan er bijna niet aan beginnen om deze collega’s allemaal te noemen, dus 
dat doe ik dan ook maar niet. Een borrel hier op drinken, lijkt me voldoende, toch?
 Maar er blijkt ook nog een wereld buiten de wetenschap en werk te zijn. Echt 
waar. En als ik heel eerlijk ben, heb ik dit boek maar voor 1 iemand afgemaakt. En dat 
is voor mijn opa. Opa Borssele, Opa Vught, inmiddels ben je een sterretje. Van iedereen 
die ik ken (niet werk gerelateerd dan), ben jij denk ik de enige die alle stukken heeft 
gelezen! Ik stuurde alles op en telkens zei jij weer: “Mooi stuk, hoor Bootje, wel wat 
moeilijk Engels, maar ik heb het weer gelezen.” En iemand die mijn hele proefschrift 
heeft gelezen zonder er verder ook maar iets mee te willen/hoeven/moeten, verdient het 
om het hele proefschrift aan opgedragen te krijgen. Oma, dank je wel dat je opa al die 
tijd mijn ellenlange stukken liet lezen en dat je ook telkens vol aandacht luisterde als ik 
vertelde hoe het ging. Jullie zijn fantastisch!
 Maar het was natuurlijk nooit gelukt zonder de aanhoudende steun van mijn 
familie! Er is niets belangrijker voor mij dan mijn familie. Moet ik daar dan nog hele 
specifieke woorden aan vuil maken? Misschien wel niet. Wellicht is een borrel en voor de 
liefhebber een sigaar voldoende. Maar toch… Pap en mam! Dank voor alle vrijheid! De 
vrijheid om zoveel mogelijk te studeren, de drive om hard te werken en om het onderste 
uit de kan te halen. Ik heb het altijd al gezegd: rond de kerst zal het boek klaar zijn… 
Choly en Lijn! Dank voor al onze (facetime) gesprekken en zusjesavonden! Tijd voor 
de volgende! Wat moet je nog zeggen als je elkaar toch al ongeveer elke dag spreekt? En 
Chool en Cas: nog veel meer dank voor de twee mooiste mannen en het liefste meisje 
op deze wereld. A whole new meaning to life and love.

Last but not least: Freek. Jij bent het beste wat mij ooit is overkomen. Je t’aime!


