High imagery skills increase the pleasantness of visual textures
regardless of valence: a matter of processing fluency ? 7
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Introduction

We use touch to discriminate textures. However, sometimes we need to evaluate the textures of objects (for quality or pleasantness judgment) using only vision
(e.g., online purchase). Peck and al. (2013) showed that imaging touching an object was similar to physically touch this object. However, It Is unknown
whether everyone is able to visually evaluate texture accurately?

We hypothesized that good imagers should be more accurate to evaluate the texture of visually presented objects compared to poor imagers.
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Main Results

Repeated Measures ANOVA

Valence F(2,156) = 388.72, p <.001, n2, = 0.833

Pleasant textures (M = 3.41, SD = 0.374) were rated as more pleasant
than neutral textures (M = 2.56, SD = 0.411, t = 15.2, p <.001), which
were In turn rated as more pleasant than unpleasant textures (M = 2.03,
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Results did not reveal an interaction between Valence and Groups o
(F(2,156) = 0.05, p = .956, n?, = 0.001).
Hierarchical regression analyses il Tliitttrri]s 4 It

Frequency and imaging are two predictors of pleasantness judgements. The
ability to imagine pleasantness materials predicts 18% of the variance

(R2 =183, p <.001, AIC = 145) and a further 4% when frequency of encounter
of these textures Is added (R? = .227, R2 modified = .044, p <.001, AIC = 133).

Figure 1. Mean ratings of pleasantness for textures as a function of valence (Pleasant, Neutral, Unpleasant) and

Imagery skills (Good vs. Poor imagers). * p < .01

Discussion

The main result was that imagery skills predicted the pleasantness of textures when vision but not touch Is permitted. Good Imagers rated the textures they had
to Imagine to touch more pleasant whatever the valence category to which the textures belonged.

One explanation Is that processing fluency had mediated the influence of imagery skills on pleasantness judgment, in the way that the easiness/difficulty to
Imagine touching textures was attributed to intrinsic dimension (pleasant/unpleasant) of the textures the participants had to evaluate. This finding Is In line
with previous results showing that perceptual fluency or response inhibition associated with stimuli influenced their pleasantness ratings in an opposite way
(McKean et al., 2020).

Further studies are needed to investigate whether manipulating fluency could also influence the perceived pleasantness of textures during haptic exploration.
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