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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
In many product categories, consumers are integrally engaged 

in design of a product in order to customize it to their own needs. 
In such cases, the level of creativity displayed by a consumer may 
lead to superior outcomes. Creativity may be influenced by individ-
ual factors (some consumers more creative than others), the envi-
ronment, and even the product. In our research, we are interested in 
examining the effect of perceptual cues on creativity. For example, 
when designing clothes, how does a haptic cue (e.g., feeling the fab-
ric) influence creativity?

There is a long history regarding the importance of the sense 
of touch. Aristotle believed that touch mediates every type of sense 
perception, even vision (Siegel 1970). In the marketing literature, 
research on the role of haptics has risen in prominence, perhaps en-
couraged by the surge of online shopping. In such contexts an impor-
tant question is how to compensate for the lack of touch (Peck and 
Childers 2007). However, research on the impact of touch or haptics 
on creative consumption is an unexplored question, which we seek 
to address. 

Previous research acknowledges that in creativity, haptics plays 
an important role. Because it is effective in facilitating learning and 
memory (Lacey and Campbell 2006) as well as provides sensory ex-
perience and fun (Peck 2009). However, despite the importance of 
haptic cues for creativity, due to surge of online consumption con-
texts, haptic cues become less accessible. In this paper, we discuss 
the potential benefits and applications of haptics to foster creative 
consumption in a marketing setting.

Three laboratory experiments were conducted to shed light on 
this topic.  Experiment 1 explored the effect of haptic cues on cre-
ativity. As in previous research participants were asked to design a 
toy. We predict that presence of haptic cues will result in designs that 
are higher in appropriateness and novelty. Each participant was pro-
vided with either 14 shapes (haptic cues condition) or 14 photos of 
shapes (no haptic cues condition), with the same shapes across con-
ditions. They were asked to design a toy, anything a child (age 5-11) 
can use to play with. In the haptic cues condition, participants could 
touch and manipulate the shapes whereas, without haptic cues par-
ticipants could only see the shapes. After the design task, participants 
answered questions pertaining to covariate variables such as mood, 
knowledge, attention, and involvement. We invited two judges who 
majored in design to evaluate each toy idea on three seven-point 
scales measuring novelty and appropriateness. A MANCOVA was 
conducted. Results show that haptics had a significant influence on 
creativity. Specifically, when consumers were presented with infor-
mation with haptic cues, higher novelty was shown than consumers 
without haptic cues (Mwo/haptic = 2.50, Mw/haptic = 3.40; F(1, 73) = 4.96, 
p < .05). But the impact of haptics on appropriateness did not reach 
statistical significance (Mwo/haptic = 4.40, Mw/haptic = 4.80; F(1, 73) = 
1.40, p > .1). This finding shows that haptic cues aids consumer’s 
creativity, especially in terms of their novelty.

Experiment 2 followed a 2 (haptic cues vs. no haptic cues) by 
2 (visual cues vs. no visual cues) between-subjects factorial design 
to examine the moderating role of visual cues. In particular, can the 
presence of visual cues compensate for the absence of haptic cues? 
Participants were instructed to list creative usage of a plastic cup: In 
condition 1, (with both haptic and visual cues) participants were able 
to see and touch the cup. In condition 2, (haptic cues only) partici-

pants were able to touch the cup but not see it (it was placed inside 
a box).  In condition 3, (visual cues only) participants saw a picture 
of the cup on a computer screen. In condition 4 (neither haptic nor 
visual cues) participants read a description of the plastic cup such 
as color, weight, height, and texture on the computer screen. Subse-
quently participants wrote down as many creative uses of the cup as 
they could identify. A two-way ANOVA with haptic cues and visual 
cues as the independent variables, and the number of creative uses 
of a plastic cup as the dependent variable revealed a main effect of 
the haptic cues (F(1, 106) = 5.299, p < .05) as well as a significant 
two-way interaction (F(1, 106)  = 3.975, p < .05). Planned contrasts 
revealed that when haptic cues were not provided, the presence of 
visual cues led to more creative uses (Mwo/visual = 4.85, Mw/visual = 7.50; 
F(1, 106)  = 10.21, p < .01). When haptic cues were provided, how-
ever, the presence of visual cues didn’t influence creative uses (Mwo/

visual = 7.39, Mw/visual = 7.69; F(1, 106)  = .258, p > .1). This finding 
demonstrates the moderating effect of visual cues, such that visual 
cues can compensate for the absence of haptic cues, and shows that 
the visual and haptic cues do not produce an additive effect.

Figure 1: Study 2 Results:  
Moderating Effects of Visual Cues On Creativity
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Experiment 3 investigated the moderating role of ownership, 
following a 2 (haptic cues vs. no haptic cues) by 2 (ownership vs. 
no ownership) between-subjects factorial design. When haptic cues 
are present, the sense of touch induces imaginary ownership (Peck 
& Shu 2009), and hence there would be no ownership effects. When 
haptic cues are not present, ownership provides a higher level of mo-
tivation and enhances creativity (Amabile 1996). The creativity task 
was same as in Study 1. To induce a feeling of ownership, half the 
participants were instructed to imagine that the toy company would 
give them the toy that they just designed. A MANOVA revealed a 
main effect of ownership on novelty (F(1, 94)  = 4.259, p < .05) 
and significant two-way interactions for creativity composed of nov-
elty and appropriateness (F(1, 94)  = 5.394, p < .05). In specific, the 
provision of ownership significantly changed novelty (F(1, 94)  = 
2.963, p < .10) and appropriateness (F(1, 94)  = 10.740, p < .05). 
When haptic cues were provided, the level of ownership had no ef-
fect across two creativity dimensions. However, when haptic cues 
were not provided, the effect of ownership became stronger. This 
finding demonstrates the moderating effect of ownership, such that 
ownership can compensate for the absence of haptic cues. 
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Figure 2: Study 3 Results:  
Moderating Effects of Ownership On Novelty
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Figure 3: Study 3 Results:  
Moderating Effects of Ownership On Novelty

3.43

4.29

4.62

3.72

0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.5
3.0
3.5
4.0
4.5
5.0

No Haptic Cues Haptic Cues

A
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

ne
ss

No Ownership

Ownership

Table 1: Summary of Findings
Hypotheses Results

Study I Effects of haptic cues on 
creativity

Positive effect
(only in Novelty)

Study II Moderating effect of  
visual cues

Compensatory effect
(only in Novelty)

Study III Moderating effect of   
ownership

Compensatory effect
(both in Novelty and 

Appropriateness)

This paper contributes to the literature in two ways. First, this 
paper shows interplay between sensory inputs and creativity which 
has been rarely paid attention despite active researches in other disci-
plines such as psychology and education. Second, to our knowledge, 
in consumer creativity literature, it is the first study investigating the 
importance of haptics. In addition, this paper guides how managers 
can compensate the absence of haptics in this online consumption 
dominant era.

Table 2: Study 1 Results: Effects of Information Type on 
Creativity

 F-values Sig.
Multivariate Statistics 2.45* .093

MANOVA
Univariate Statistics

Novelty 4.96** .029
Appropriateness 1.40 .241

* p <  .10, ** p <  .05
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