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Abstract

The author examines the effects of non-diagnostic haptic information (i.e., the paper
stiffness) of promotional coupons on consumers’ product quality expectations and coupon
redemption intentions. On the basis of the two-stage information processing model, the
author proposes that coupons printed on stiff paper will produce higher quality expectation
and redemption intentions compared to those printed on soft paper. However, not all
consumers or brands are equally affected by such non-diagnostic haptic cues. Results from
experiment 1 show that consumers’ level of autotelic NFT and brand familiarity moderate the
relationship between the paper stiffness and quality expectations. Moreover, quality
expectation mediates the effects of the paper stiffness on redemption intention. Further, by
restricting cognitive resources, experiment 2 demonstrates that high-autotelic NFT
consumers are less affected by the paper stiffness, because they are able to rule out its
potential biases in the second stage of information processing. Thus, the findings of this
research have both theoretical and managerial implications.

[ Keywords ] haptic information, coupon, brand familiarity

101



PERR LR MR A AHA A ST AR EAE A TR BE

= =
= N ilgoM

PrHESEHEME L EEEN AT > 2010 FEBEREEENITESHEETEHE
i< %EA NFES# e © {H NCH Marketing Research, Inc. AllfgH! 2006 Z£%] 2010 &R »
ZERAMEEMITEZFEISCRE 0.9% (NCH Marketing Research, 2011) » $27-7{EZ5(E]
R T S R - B2 IR Em PR I E 75 08 1 ek at - Bfg o825
5 FH17 5 (Musalem, Bradlow, & Raju, 2008; Ramaswamy & Srinivasan, 1998) » JHZ & FF
'H (Argo & Main, 2008; Ashworth, Darke, & Schaller, 2005; Bawa, Srinivasan & Srivastava,
1997; Lichtenstein, Netemeyer, & Burton, 1990; Lichtenstein, Ridgway & Netemeyer,
1993) » #&J /5 (Spiekermann, Rothensee, & Klafft, 2011) » SXHZHZLE (Raghubir,
1998; Yin & Dubinsky, 2004) » Al AEFEITEZFEREER BN E - TRRETTH
(Sensory Marketing) HYEEZ AR - {TH1ERE TEAECE R E R E SN
TEREZ M E H R IE LTE K E SN2 2 (Krishna, 2010, 2012) ©

fii % (Haptic Perception) fEHT{E 25 B E R H & (U i fERA R AR - ([HAT A RER 1
HEAE o BEEIEEEERE - JUA ~ DU YRS R0 R 1) el ie St S0 3o
THIE PR Y= (Wolfe, Kluender, & Levi, 2006) -+ [ A3 DL 3 %8 & N A B 220y T B
B2 T4 (Lederman & Klatzky, 1987, 2009; Klatzky, 2010) - #EHT-E0EE - AFEATLL
PRE AR EE R MR B - DU IEE S ER (Lederman & Klatzky, 2004,
2009; Klatzky, 2010) » 2 AFEECE A DAER R AYEZE T B (Klatzky, 2010) -

i) 2 & AR T $H SIS 9T AR A RE AP FE B (Elder, Aydinoglu, Barger, Caldara,
Chun, Lee, Mohr, & Stamatogiannakis, 2010; Peck, 2010) » AR EEHEET : (— ) #F
TTHHRIE A AR L IR 2 i R FE S AU SR E #RFR (Childers & Peck, 2010; d’Astous & Kamau,
2010; Grohmann, Spangenberg, & Sprott, 2007; Krishna, Elder, & Caldara, 2010; Marlow &
Jansson-Boyd, 2011; Peck & Childers, 2003a, 2003b) ; ( — ) & & 30 {A] 52 2L 00 B B
HiRH& 1T 5% (Citrin, Stem, Spangenberg, & Clark, 2003; McCabe & Nowlis, 2003; Peck &
Childers, 2006; Underhill, 1999) : ( =) JEFTEfEAE &38R T (Peck & Johnson, 2011;
Peck & Wiggins, 2006) ° Krishna £ Morrin (2008) FiRfiE & E R EIEZEEE
#fl (Non-diagnostic Information) ] BEE 7 2K fRaR SR - W B AMUSEHE & & o BHHE &
R A - 5 ERE I BT AR B Rl RE e B B HEEn R R E IR - AR
SEATHHEE B 0 T B AV E SR - A SR E PR A I (B SRR R A TR a2 i 14 il B
BN EHEENE -

HERME - AWFFEE —(Ese B BTERRET T EZRMURIEE (Stiffness of Paper ; #
SRFZANTEITHIE SIEREE ) A0 58 E TRITERT (B 75 60 R - BEARIE R B AR =
ZENR] &4 (Okomori, Enomae, & Onabe, 2001) » 7N EfEEHFERE L HYFERE (Lederman
& Klatzky, 2004) - {(E¥HEE 1T R EATE RFEEET - FEEPRET AR - Aitseh
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BhfhRIERZ B M i S A R EE B e B 2 TSR HinE « AT B &l B R, -
R IERIAR TR A B ED BT (8 757 & 7 2K 8 = i a0 B TR B AT (E 25 (5 = 8 - K1 BE
B EHE N\ TR FEE (Need for Touch : NFT) “R[A] (Peck & Childers, 2003b)
VE RS R A N [E] S (Krishna & Morrin, 2008; Peck & Childers, 2003a,
2003b, 2006; Peck & Johnson, 2011; Peck & Wiggins, 2006) » 5 # fATHE: & NFT HYE 2
At AHFEE A B ATEREIHE # NFT AIRERI R -

B 0 SRS R R R BT E R R EE 2R & (Reibstein & Traver,
1982) * Krishna Eil Morrin (2008) F-5RARE M FTIEEHE AT A L o SUBHEEH L hE
G EVE &l g L [E22HE E (Allison & Uhl, 1964; Bellizzi & Martin, 1982; Hoegg
& Alba, 2007; Morrin & Ratneshwar, 2000, 2003) ° K ARFSEE]#E Krishna B2 Morrin
(2008) HYIFEE - R HEESAGEE (Brand Familiarity) FYAE G o #5FHERTALRSGERE » K
e E B E B LIEE T it (Era% s BaE pl a0 {r] Bl L LR B — e BHE & -

&l  IEemEfRER

— > PriEZFHGRIEEE

HMEEEET - JHE S HIE A EZ 2T (E 77 R T th iR IR 32 B 1l i i 98
{H Krishna B Morrin (2008) All¥5H7Ea2 B 14 il 5o & i 1HE 2 Al by s s g -
Peck B Childers (2003b) 58 & 1H 8 W15 57 il il B 2k USSR P 75 B 32 B 14 3 HUE -
SMERIEH R E Fr s EE(EHE SE - SRR A E E Y T BB (Automatic)
2% 0 JRED T N B (Bottom-up Processing) ; HIK G A1 g K & #H R B 3 12
(Ackerman, Nocera, & Bargh, 2010; Elder & Krishna, 2010; Park & Smith, 1989; Schneider
& Shiffrin, 1977) °

" 2RO (Scaffolded Mind) § (Williams, Huang, & Bargh, 2009) 595 » BB
B Iy BRI RS F BB AN - Fh S S B e o LR E B RS - TR
B B A ERURI S JRBD T EET R AUERHERE S - BB E ARG EIE
oA RE T BEN ([ BE L TR P B R AN S A% (Cognitive Associative Network) » ilf7
B EE R IETE (Ackerman et al., 2010) » & ZEFH{AERIHYHIETMT (Williams
et al., 2009; Zhang & Li, 2012) « JTFFA IR FCE HR PLER BL P2 (35 26 S0 FF a8 % -
Ackerman et al. (2010) FEH{EHS AT ECZ 209 E &N E IR ER s BHE IS A PR A E)
(T RSB - Krishna et al. (2010) FREEH » ARSI R o SR R 4 BB A P
## o Jostmann ~ Lakens 8 Schubert (2009) ALK Zhang Bl Li (2012) #£5 i FTEAZ 2
DU RCEE SRRy T E B M SRS AN B B BT EFIER - Schifferstein (2009) HI
TR BB BT B A s i FE ARG o EEEE AR R T RE —RE A L
By TR LR RS TR MR A SRS -
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PERR A CE AR ¢ AR SR SR R S H TAM IR AR BB W

Rt RS HE R R E AR - AT ET R E TR - ERTEl—H - 50 f2K
B4 25 %HBME  SFEF 21.24 5% BBEBAE PO M E R E R E E T ES - &
HR— 2 H SRS EVRER - SRR G ESE - ZRIFFEANETE
fHE—iRk 7 X 14 25 BT (S ) B B O MESGZEH (2R ) fLHEAE
B WG PE 2 5 E R & R 2R BRI B 2R AUARE - RITME 383 2 5 B 28 13
EAREEEN TEEEER (0 =722, p< .05, ¢ = .38) @sHEEBENR T » ZaEH
Rl PE RARTE T E TR (84%) @ (HH A T HIER 48% HYZ 5 & Rl 7a R~k -
HITE] — 30 (7 K B8 22 AR B B 43 Uk 21 W A Ak i B Ry — 7 iiﬁ@mﬂ—ﬂh
FUKE M ETERR (EfELEERN ) - fE el BRI E M E e L g —
it (473ml) FYE(E « IR t feE B THINEEAREE AR (1 (28) = MBP<%1M
wpw = 24353, M = 155.60) ° W HIATHIAE SRR LA FEfr ERiIEEEH BA T 8IEHR
IRIITEZFAREELE ) —EBYEERE

Krishna E2 Morrin (2008) 1 Krishna et al. (2010) ti 23R 2 F i AN B3 Y
ME g Bl - Ean B RS ERS  EE L RERR B BRI B R BN NEE
EEMSER - RE LAl SOR - AFTE Y - TESFAUREEE R B E 2 ET R
A - GE "N R AR BB B E IR A R - TR R RS
HOFH S & & {E A SR RE T Bl Ry S THIH BEA B O B8 - fedh = HoAth B2 B R0
HENEE - FEHEEOETEEE S HEES T RIERREI AT ES R ENE
R E B HEER o LLAN - BB EMFFEHE RS TR BEEs [ IR RS e s B B E 1Y
A FiEREI R EEETT R #EIEE (Block & Kramer, 2009; Peck & Wiggins, 2006;
Yang, Ling, Ku, & Peng, 2011) » #UARMZE Tk « HTEZFRERE NMERZEHE B EM
B TEH - R EHE S H T ER A ERE -

Hl: HEHSEEEEESH HEEFSARSH @ SHAHNE O EHEAER -

T~ IHEH NFT FE

EREBE TR - HBE B G R GRS EREE - AR EHEEZ
FREEEANIE] o 55— B R By Bk B R e B D B B =0 B R 5 ﬂﬁﬁmmmmm
al., 2009) ; {EL55 & B A S B 8h 2085 BO RS SRR A E 2518 B B AN - HETT =2 22
(controlled) 5317 » DA R A% HIET (Gilbert, 1989; Peracchio & Luna, 2006; Raghubir &
Krishna, 1996) = (At - 1HE E1E 5 S ERERRE R G res i &2 B e
I HEHUEE B2 2 )T (Gilbert, 1989; Peracchio & Luna, 2006; Raghubir &
Krishna, 1996) - &al#fi i a7 (Information Reduction Hypothesis) HI = 5R{E 5 4% HH 22 5E
TS B A 2 — FE B ARV & B R N s (PN sLE HEGR ) #ERH (Haider & Frensch, 1996,
1999a, 1999b): F1HE & BA B A - AIG PR E MEFRE] (K28 %) iv&EH -
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Peck Eil Childers (2003b) HJJHZ# NFT 2325 T A NFT (Instrumental) £ 5 2%
T NFT (Autotelic) RS o Fif & FE {1 R 7 il B B 15 B PR SR AH R A EE G HAYET) - i
BAEEPNEEE BRSNS E A - H 31 NFT QISR 2 5 F i R 1 AL At
M SRR AR EHEBR - HE2EMEEEEYS - HRATTEE T EANE
Pr{EZ AR P B B THEAFOBE PR AT (2R = e - ST E SRR fR S &I
A E NTERRSR - MURHFEEERT EH 2814 NFT FfE SHH & S R i T (25 il A AN
-

Peck B2 Childers (2003a) F8H 5 H % 1% NFT 152 & FH A oA a5 A il B2 HUS ok
FUERH o BUE R S E B S AR o SUE R ERUEGER S 2 (Haider & Frensch,
1996, 1999a, 1999b) » ZRA[I/E H 1% NFT HE & 1550 _ FE R st 3 b iy HEFREL 5L
FlET R R B AR R ETHIANE A ER N ZAUREE R - K2 (RE#EME
NFT JHE & Z B AR B2 R PR R B il a2 AT E 2R
AR T P iy A S 20 L L TR B FH = ] - AR Bl sk - A seRlh o HEEHE
2% NFT 7K UE g Fa BT (B 75 AR ok 0 2 B o i PR A A 0 P R i 2 B AR -

H2: &% 85K NFT €F6IT18 52K E RS E A A S8 Z MG - 31K
AEMENFTHES  WEARREESRESEHEH () HARHE (D) 37
BHERNER -

= AR

PPN P R Y B Y e A B B R AS A (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Kent &
Allen, 1994) » 1M au R FIE A TE Z Al gE 2K HH & 8B ~ T~ B2 S T HHEHE
(Campbell & Keller, 2003; Kent & Allen, 1994) ° & LSRRGS - 1HE B IR FG
TERERSENE - IRAEMES RN A (5.0 (Biswas, 1992; Hardesty, Carlson, & Bearden,
2002; Herr, 1989) -

AT R — PR E R (Peracchio & Luna, 2006; Raghubir & Krishna,
1996) BEE HAEMEER (Haider & Frensch, 1996, 1999a, 1999b ) [AIf5 n] il Fe S SR
BT HERER - EN BHZE EIHGRIER - PR EEETZE T - F S
PECEEH BB E R SRS PR EZE EnY EEI &N - Ahluwalia (2002) %
B HAPGERIGLER - HEE GG T A IS EAR EERESHIEE K2 EBE
AR HEEEEARA A RELHAamsSOEmEHAIEE SR - RIE -
SRR - AP TeiE R ¢ (R CEREEE E R AR I = T R = 2
TEEEH - A ARGR I B Py SRR & AN R Rl H B 8 B 38 1% NFT ZK¥ERN[E] A
TEFEST s SRENFE R LGRS - Bl H2 fRARER T - 2 SR E
R BA 75 e, - Rl ey DAL F0E80P st 8 TR B G R - AR
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MERIMRERIEE A RN 5 JREN > Bl H2 SR AFE -

H3 : IHBAKEHE - HEXABENENFT RARASMABREREEEHITEAER
EEAARSREAARE=EREXR -

H3a: #HESBMABARENHER B AKKREEEEEH OB NFT #H5039718 548
MEBEMRETARARE KX EZHR -

H3b: #HESMARENHEE  WEAKKREEEE TR OB NFT #5038 218
AERSTRARN X IR REFRRE -

AW LR B THI G P A e - RRIHE S TEIE I AIAR R AT DS
P8z ARSI EmE 106 AT 2R S 5L R Al IE KR R (E - (B
WFFER TR TR E AN T EAEEE —EEZEE NFT HE® L - 52K
T EMERPGEE NS EH B NFT HEE S HIREREE S - e RS EE S
A N TE FIRRE R B THIEARY LR - T I EAl A AR R -

H4: #HESHMAAEAKABEENFTOEEE  SEEHRCAINT N THBEEK
REE—EAER,, MR L EFn T rB@mEFNzuR -

P

28—

— BT LR

FH—RERT =K% GRORIERE © & vs. K vs. $EHIAH ) Zal B R#RE - 5
340 L MHBEETEL 2 - ER S 153 7 0 P9 35.40 Bk (16~68 B ) °
(—) BRI ZRF

ARGRHEFE MR PAROR B R B R - B oGl R RIARR RS « AT ST A E
200gsm ( 7t 1) Z F B P -RARELEL E 80gsm & — i I IR EIHR /3 AR SR E e
(P9 ) BMEHERERRA (RENAR ) » ARWTFERER IR 30 (7 —fHEE (FHERS 15
i - SPEIEEEG 31.63 5% ) E—TEARRM'E - HTFEABIRMERZHE — 7X14 DA
HREME - il E W T ERRRA BRI (R AP - SRR B
HiE ) DIEAEEREEETIHE (1 = IR/ RAEFAR / fRAHES / R/ RESa 5 7 =
FRHHE/ARET AR/ ROCIE /RIE /ARIEE ) #ir & - BB t i e BUR - ROTEARAR(ELE " #E
B, FHBEEER (1(28)=6.69, M ., =227, M . =120,p<.001)  HERSEIE
TEBAE AR (1 (28)< .99, p > .30) * RIFATHAER - AWFFEATHRE ZifkR 2 UUERAF
HERE » JRIFIRFH b B B i LA g - £

FE 1 ARRESEENR T EHE (Basis Weight),  STEARBEFEHARZATE (gram /m?) » —fiE3=
By gsm e
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(=) BB argaral

30 N —MEEE (15 f2BME - SEH 32,5 3% ) DA=(EREIE (1 = JEE A2k / =80
B/ T RN TR 7 = IFR PR BT IHERE /IEE T R AR
Cronbach’s a = .89) G5 H ¥ A Z5HEIE LR E (FERAHE - BdEERA
i~ ZEHELE Royal Host » TGI Friday’s ~ B5fEE? ) » SLRRHIIRNER RFEf IR - ARIEFT
MRS SRAT e EOE T BB REAA ) (FREXER L - RELEFEE R R
t My E BB 4 2 MR A2 (M = 4.13, p > 20) » WIZREEH - B S (E R Bl S 5 m A
T LB Y EE AR (Raghubir, 1998, 2004; Volckner & Hofmann, 2007) » Kl T E SR 1H
BRIy 100 7T » DA E VB & 7] DUS BRI 3 -

T R R
(—)iBfz

AEBREF RSS2 E 20 - Az sl & s HE TS &
HEBEIEHEBINEE » ZREESIRZ A E B RRREETES (e EH
Jill ) o FEFEFHIREE DT - BRI se N BRI E 5 ife Sl FEZ B EE - 38
FEREE - ZR5E 2R BB AT A - @R 10 478 -

(=) #%

AHFFEER Ashworth et al. (2005) Kz Dickinger B Kleijnen (2008) &2 3 HIT{E
fEFERE - SIUECE R EETE (o = .87) - AHE THEARI DL = B2 v R R RETE
LI & (a = .81) © E#EE NFT #% Peck Hil Childers (2003b) Z &5 » L3t NREA-CBER &
REIE (0= .90) ; [ Ak AR L IR ATHIETE (o= .92) -

PRI RS - Aot &2 5 B (EE =G (Value Consciousness) K TEZFEE]
(Coupon Proneness) (Lichtenstein et al., 1990; Lichtenstein et al., 1993; Pillai & Kumar,
2011; Swaminathan & Bawa, 2005) {F Rz 8 - {E{EEFRER Lichtenstein et al. (1990)
Z R (a = .92) ~ FT{EFEAHIER Lichtenstein et al. (1993) FITE (o = .90) » AHFFEIR
A HTANR (B BN R R = BTN A 5558 7€ - Krishna il Morrin (2008) 4
FHIANFE H ZE NFT 15 & F #5 B AN [ A8 P e 15 00 fa I Bk M 5 e R R B S A S
JE » ARFFELLIR Krishna B2 Morrin (2008) @ DA—RE-CBE R R & 27 s E i (E 75 Ar
AR IR (M S - (RE 2 FECERITESGIREELKAERSZ 2 1 = IFER
S T=IFFEE) -

SR A
(=) BFHE
AHFSE DARIRIER 1 50 NFT /K (AR (20 53 R S TR )+ B sy (L)
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R B o R R R ) R BB TR B SRR (F (O - BT =R TR
o - FERBUR BRI EIE L MRRM A B R (F (1, 219) = 37.25, p <
001, n? = .30) » HERFRIE IS FRRBIAZ AR (Fs < 1.60, ps > .10) » HP5F
ARELRCEIAURHE (M, =233, M . = 1.22) » BUIEEEIRSRALT)) -
(=) ZHRERH B RRR

ARBIPSR A P 8 B L B TR (F (AR B - ARARIERE » 31 NFT 7K¥E AL
By B - (B TR AR BT (B 25 (A R SR - AT 3 X2 X2 Z AL - A5
BEHANR N > P BENE 1 - R 1 PR R EEERREETEI E A BRI R
AP P 3 o {0 B R R AUOR, - SR e L = A R B e [ 5 A
MM ., =555=M ., =527>M,, =506 p<.01)BLfEFHER (M, =554>

ENHK

M g, =515>M . =511,p<.01) BEEER > W RRITEFIVHE S ERE

Rl AHFSE Hla B H1b S FF -

x1 BR— ' ZRFHEHIN

o B FHEE KiEE - RETEE
F-value p-value n? F-value p-value n?
BlEEH 16.17 .00 .05 11.08 .00 .03
HESMER 11.98 .00 .04 6.13 .01 .02
AREE 6.08 .00 .04 3.55 .03 .02
B3 NFT .00 .99 .00 .36 .55 .00
R EEE 85.99 .00 .21 42.09 .00 A1
HERIEE X MREEE 2.09 A3 .01 2.37 .10 .01
HARFE X B NFT 4.45 .01 .03 4.64 .01 .03
mhEAEE X BEMNFT .04 .85 .00 .35 .55 .00
AR X B3 NFTX SREREE 4.41 .01 .03 4.82 .01 .03
Levene’s Test F(11,328)=.68,p=.76  F(11,328)=1.36,p=.19

FRETEE H FE NFT B ERE B AR TR - (HEEHRIE 22 AR A
R (AR ) - RESTEUR - BIE M NFT 230 - HER T EESTEEN
SN =R (BB F(Q2,168)=1.08, p=34: 5E : F(2,168) = 42, p =
66) 5 2 0 (REZEME NFT 2l HHIB R A FIBE N EEEEN » HE®RmERHrE

RARPABAE A SN IS (ELE : F (2, 168)=9.64,p < .001,M . =579>M . =
519=M, . =500; & : F(2,168)=10.76, p < 001, M , . =576 >M _,  =532>

M. =4.90) - IREZ EIATIR - ARWESE H2 SIS0 -
ARFSE H3 THIEA TARARIERE X HEME NFT X SRR E | FEELZAERRE - A
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b= Rl = ,—:gg %24 H5% 1

HURIERE X HEEME NFT B P AR ERHE M AR B E R - 2 1 AR
N ANTEEAMY o TARGRIERE X HFEME NFT X SSGRE | IR E EE =R
RHRR - Fyliit H3 IRt 308 o E—D DIRIER B 5 3% % NFT {FE 28 - ¥
N F R GR AT R R T - AR - PR ERGER AR - R
WEFEH B LR (BB F (2, 162) = 44.03, p < .001, 2 = 35; 55 : F (2, 162) =
14.90, p < .001, > = .16) » HAKIRHEE X HFEME NFT ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ% (EHE:FQ,
162) = 23.05, p < .001, 2 = 22 ; 5HE : F (2, 162) = 22.28, p < .001, > = 21) * ¥ =50k
ABERRA - MRRIE R ERUR F BB 5 3 % NFT /K UEFR YA ARG N (Fs <
2.06, ps > .10) * HAGREEHSMEAEEE - NamEH M NFT /KYEE - HREERE
B H G ETEINEIT E R E - SRS H3 S -

650 650
.00

.00 574 .00 574 547 5795 9 o A8
5.50 5.50
5.00 is 466 164 481 5.00
4.50 4.50
4.00 370 4.00
3.50 _— 3.50

SR (BHE) SEM e (R MR (BHER) SN (IERRD) EEN (EEE)

nEESIENFT  ORSEENFT 0 EEBMNFT ORgSHENFT
BERREHABE =R E
=z
(@) ERAE
£.50 £.50
.00 . 100 583 ¢ oo 30 ¢ o
552 547 —

5.50 5.50 .
5.00 4.86 4.87 476 5.00
4.50 4.50
4.00 380 4.00
3.50 L 3.50

SR (BHE) SEM e (R MR (BHER) SN (IERRD) EEN (EEE)

n [EESHENFT OEEETENFT n [EESENFT CREESIENFT
ERREHAEBE = RS E
]
(b) SHETEHA

1 BB TRBRTZFEH
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(E)FRFERZTREARGF MR RBT

AHFSE Ha 38 R B TRIATE AR R HE B 5 FH = [ I A o R (S AR R e B Ry
(R GE R HARH 284 NFT I < ReBgag IL(EGR - AHFFEER Zhao ~ Lynch Ei Chen (2010)
ZIHGEAELT T o AR L R AR B M NFT /KYE& 3 B URE - 7E 99% 15
LZKHETNHETT 5000 KA @ fhREEfER 2 -

F2HER 1 HESEPCEE KB NFT, BT B B e
77+ T AR T T F e o R B TE A S T 2 0 R B B T B AR (CL:
53~.20)  NLE 0 HARGR IE E BT E 2 0 H 2 B R G BEE AR (b= .99, p <
.001) o KL TMESEPGRE —KEFE NFT ) 5% - wEEE —EEr
# (Zhao et al., 2010) = R » HoAH=FE{E LT AR HE R ST (8 25 00 FH = e A R B
H ETHRMEPEE 0 IR E MBS - MARRM B AR S INMEE SR (b
=.02~.20, p > .05) » [Albk 5L E THHANG FEBEZ Y/ -4 8 (Zhao et al., 2010) » H4 FEZFF -

R2 BE— PNAUERTE
KRR E SRR E
KB NFT =B NFT KBS NFT =B NFT

MRARIERE X METRHA X (&

AEE £ 53 EF .01 ER 15 ER 21
= TH: 20 TR :-12 TH:-02 TR :-04
(AR )
b =.99 b=.11 b=.02 b=.20
HERIEE X FHEE
fziiﬂ}t;_) f & t=11.91 t=1.29 t=.24 t=1.81
b p < .001 p=.20 p=.81 p=.07
Adjusted R? .75 .19 .22 .36
F-value F 7 = 61.51 F s = 10.49 F o0 = 6.87 F s = 12.86
p-value p <.001 p <.001 p <.001 p <.001

(w ) B

AR E R TR B S EH 2 M NFT IHE R - AREE I 52 8 5 o TH I B gy
EH I ER - (EIAS R ATREF RS — B A (Krishna & Morrin, 2008) : A& H
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Influences of Haptic Information on Consumers’ Quality
Expectations and Coupon Redemption Intentions

Chun-Ming Yang, Assistant Professor, Tourism Department, Ming Chuan University

Purpose / Objective

With coupons becoming ubiquitous in today’s marketplace, understanding factors that
affect consumer behavior with regard to the use of coupons has become important to
marketers and academicians alike. Although the large body of existing research on this topic
has neglected the role of sensory factors, recent developments in the sensory marketing field
have demonstrated that consumer responses toward a product or communication message
may be affected by their sensory characteristics. That these sensory characteristics have
powerful influences on consumer responses provided an opportunity to examine a gap in
research relating to coupon promotion. Thus, the author of this study proposes that
consumers’ product quality expectations and coupon redemption intentions are both affected
by the paper stiffness of a coupon, a haptic factor neglected in previous literature.

Specifically, the current research investigates the following relationships: First, building
on the two-stage processing model and the information reduction hypothesis, the author
argues that coupons printed on a harder paper will give consumers higher product quality
expectations and coupon redemption intentions. Moreover, consumers’ personal traits (i.e.,
the level of autotelic need for touch (NFT)) and brand familiarity will moderate the
aforementioned relationship. For an unfamiliar brand, the paper stiffness of the coupon will
have a stronger positive effect on product quality expectations and redemption intentions,
especially for consumers with low autotelic NFT. This is because low-autotelic NFT
consumers do not have enough knowledge to exclude the non-diagnostic haptic information
of paper stiffness.

In contrast, for a familiar brand neither the paper stiffness nor consumers’ autotelic NFT
will affect consumers’ responses. Finally, this research also examines the psychological
mechanism by restricting participants’ cognitive resources. The author argues that high-
autotelic NFT consumers have well-structured knowledge about haptic information, which
impacts the information processing procedure by helping the high-autotelic NFT consumers
to rule out task-irrelevant information. If this psychological mechanism underlies the
interaction effect between autotelic NFT and the paper stiffness of coupons on consumers’
downstream consequences, then restricting consumers’ cognitive resources will cause the

high-autotelic NFT consumers to be affected by coupon paper stiffness.
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Design / Methodology / Approach

To examine the proposed hypotheses, the author designed and executed two
experiments. There were 343 participants in the first experiment. By using a restaurant
promotion activity as our research context, experiment 1 manipulated the paper stiffness of
the coupon. The participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: Hard card
paper vs. soft print paper vs. no haptic information. Participants in the first two conditions
physically touched the coupon, whereas those in the last condition did not. After examining
the coupon, participants completed a questionnaire that asked them to report their product
quality expectations and coupon redemption intentions. This experiment also measured
participants’ perceived pleasure, value consciousness, and coupon proneness.

In experiment 2, the author attempted to replicate the findings from experiment one to
further test the possible psychological mechanism. A 2 (coupon paper stiffness: hard card
paper vs. soft print paper)x2 (cognitive resources: restrained vs. not restrained) between-
subject design was executed. There were 180 participants in this study. The procedure and
measurements were identical to those of experiment 1 with two major modifications. First, to
enhance overall research validity, an unfamiliar ice cream brand was used in this experiment.
Second, in this experiment, the author manipulated participants’ cognitive resources by

requiring them to remember a 10-digit random number before examining the coupon.

Findings

In experiment 1, a series of 3 (coupon paper stiffness: hard card paper vs. soft print
paper vs. no haptic information)x2 (brand familiarity: high vs. low, median split)x2
(autotelic NFT: high vs. low) analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) confirmed our hypotheses.
In general, participants who received the hard card paper coupon had higher product quality
expectations and redemption intentions than those in the other conditions. Moreover, the
influences of the paper stiffness on both dependent variables were stronger for the low-
autotelic NFT participants. Brand familiarity produced an expected suppressing effect. For
participants with high brand familiarity, neither the paper stiffness nor the level of autotelic
NFT had an effect on the dependent variables.

In contrast, for participants with low brand familiarity, the paper stiffness of the coupon
and the level of autotelic NFT interacted to influence participants’ responses. A series of
bootstrapping analysis confirmed the mediating role of product quality expectations in the

relationship between coupon paper stiffness and redemption intentions for low NFT
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participants with low brand familiarity. Experiment 1 also ruled out an alternative pleasure-
based explanation. Participants reported higher perceived pleasure while examining coupon
of hard card paper, no matter the level of autotelic NFT and brand familiarity.

In experiment 2, a 2 (coupon paper stiffness: hard card paper vs. soft print paper)x2
(cognitive resources: restrained vs. not restrained)*2 (autotelic NFT: high vs. low) ANCOVA
tested the psychological mechanism. The results indicated that when participants’ cognitive
resources were restrained, coupon paper stiffness had a positive effect on product quality
expectations of either the high- or low-autotelic NFT participants. In contrast, when there
was no restraint on cognitive resources, the positive influence of coupon paper stiffness
remained significant only for the low-autotelic NFT participants. These evidences suggest
that the high-autotelic NFT consumers were not affected by the non-diagnostic haptic
information, because they had enough pre-stored knowledge to distinguish task-irrelevant
haptic information while evaluating the coupon. However, such knowledge did not impact

the information processing procedure for participants with restricted cognitive resources.

Research Limitations / Implications

The current research has several implications for practitioners. First, for new market
entrants, it is worth considering paper stiffness when using coupons to boost consumers’
purchase intentions. Although using soft papers for printed coupons have small cost
advantages, it causes unintentional harm to product quality expectations and redemption
intentions. Second, because the high-autotelic NFT consumers were not affected by the non-
diagnostic haptic information, marketers may want to affect high-autotelic NFT consumers’
product quality expectations by deliberately mentioning its linkage with paper stiffness.
Moreover, there is also a possibility that firms using less stiff papers to print coupons can
successfully emphasize certain product attributes that are desirable to the consumers,
influencing them to positively perceive the less stiff haptic and have high coupon redemption
intentions.

This research also has several limitations. First, it did not consider other possible
personal characteristics (e.g., price sensitivity), which may also influence the relationship
between paper stiffness and downstream consequences. Second, only paper stiffness was
examined in this research, other haptic attributes such as texture and thickness may also
affect consumers’ product quality expectations. Finally, to generalize our findings, future

researchers could test the linkage between paper stiffness and quality expectation using other
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marketing stimuli, such as brochures and printed advertisements.

Originality / Contribution

This research contributes to the marketing literature in several ways. First, although
some previous sensory marketing research has shown that presenting touch elements could
have a positive influence on persuasion, to the best of the author’s knowledge, no research
has ever examined the possible effects of paper stiffness of marketing communication
materials on consumers’ quality expectations. This research contributes to the recent research
stream by providing important evidences and demonstrating that consumers’ responses to
marketing communication materials are also sensitive to the non-diagnostic haptic
information.

Second, limited research has directly examined how non-diagnostic information
influences consumers’ responses. This study fills this gap in the marketing literature by
clearly showing that the high-autotelic NFT consumers were less affected by coupon paper
stiffness because they had well-structured, pre-stored knowledge to distinguish task-
irrelevant information, and that restricting cognitive resources obstructed the high-autotelic
NFT consumers from employing this knowledge.

Third, very little existing literature has incorporated the role of brands into sensory
marketing research. The empirical evidences gained from this research suggest that brand
familiarity plays an important role. Thus, this study reiterates the need to examine the role of
brand characteristics in the sensory marketing field. Finally, this research also provides a
fresh perspective on coupon literature, which has previously been neglected by other

researchers.
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