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Abstract

A successful visual identity, especially in logo design, ensures the corporate identity system
(CIS) performed and communicated efficiently and effectively. Three basic logo elements, including
symbol, logotype, and color(s), play the most influential roles in the initial stage of logo development.
Many graphic designers of logos or trademarks often rely on their subjective emotion, esthetic
perception, as well as experience, to generate design proposals. Unfortunately, the corporate identity
generated with subjectivity rarely meet customers’ image requirements because of their customers’
perception may differ from that of the designers. Thus, this paper proposes a new approach to help
designers and decision maker(s) of business in selecting an optimum logo design using conjoint
analysis by means of the merit of its representation of relative importance. Thirty subjects participated
to investigate the effects of a proceeding design project for symbol (outline, solid, and stripe
appearances), logotype (Chungi and Lishu fonts), and color (PMS185 and PMS286) in visual
complexity and preference tasks with twelve profiles (i.e. different combinations of attribute levels).
The results showed that conjoint analysis provided quantified preference functions for multi-attribute
logo design alternatives, including the contributions of each attribute and attribute level to the overall
logo utility and the relative importance of logo attributes: Symbol has a relative importance of
82.21%, the most preferred factor in logo design, followed by logotype (9.56%). The least preferred
attribute is color, being as similar as logotype, with an importance value of 8.29%. Simultaneously,
an initial exploration of the correlation between visual complexity and preference is presented for
future further studies. Finally, the proposed model constructed with analysis of variance (ANOVA)

and conjoint analysis can make logo design easier and more successful.

Keywords: Conjoint analysis, Logo design, Corporate identity system, Visual complexity
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