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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to analyze the effects of consumers' fashion design
evaluation factors on design value and brand loyalty. After confirming a research
hypothesis, 247 people were selected as subjects for empirical analysis, and the results of
the study are as follows. As a result of the analysis of ‘the influence of consumer's fashion
design evaluation factors on design value’, the fashion design evaluation factors of
‘convenience’, ‘social activity usefulness’ and ‘fashion ability’ had an effect on the emotional
design value, ‘Convenience’, ‘functional usefulness’, ‘social activity usefulness’, ‘fashionableness’
and ‘aesthetic’ factors affected the rational design value. ‘Convenience’, ‘fashionableness’,
‘aesthetic’ and ‘psychological self-conformity’ had a positive (+) effect on kinesthetic design
values. As a result of the analysis of ‘Influence of consumer's fashion design value on
brand loyalty’, ‘emotional design value’, ‘rational design value’ and ‘kinesthetic design value’
affect attitude brand loyalty, and ‘emotional design value’ and ‘kinesthetic design value’
affect brand loyalty. It was found that ‘kinesthetic design value’ has an effect on behavioral
brand loyalty. As a result of the analysis of ‘the effect of consumer attitude brand loyalty
on behavioral brand loyalty’, it was analyzed that attitude brand loyalty had a statistically
significant positive (+) effect on behavioral brand loyalty.

Key Words: Fashion design(z]4t]#}<l), Fashion design factor(3]At]AFe] 24), Design value(t]x}2l
7}AD), Fashion design value(@]At]z}el 714]), Brand loyalty(BRE FA%E)
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Fashion hi .
Design Evaluation Fashion Design Brand
Factor Value Loyalty
Convenience ) )
Functional usefulness | 47-7,-| Emotionaldesignvalue | 5 ;. Attitude brand lovalty
Usefulness 1.2 /
of social activities = . .
- — Rational design value H3
Fashion ability \
Aesthetics
H1-3 Behavioral
Psychological self Kinesthetic design value H2-2 ehaviora
. brand loyalty
- sufficiency
(Figure 1) Research Model
Q7 11 201449] ARl Brhe A = 30l ol g3 A Aol
= HARD ZEAe] f-ofgt g vl Hz-2: 2=B1AR] s ARl 7HA = e
3 Aol HAE FAme Folsh are v
HI-1: 2)3je] ajdriAjel kst 714 Aoltt,
CIARRL 7Exjel] freft Fake vl Zlojet.
H1-2: 20 79] SR H7hR A o4 AT 3(13): 2v)ate] BEA HAE H4
2 eljel 7ol foldt 9 vl EL WEA HUE S folat
Ao}, FFE A Ao
H1-3: Aen)Ae] sjAT ARl Hoha st 712t
A Tl Zhx)e] fofgt odake v > RmAzl 8l s
Ao},
1) SYAHT U M2 29 7
AT 2m2: 2vARS] SATIARRl FhA)
BRE SR el s v Ao HHHER AMSE AR B AR
ZAeTek, BT QAEATH 54, ArAL oA
H2-1: 2=R|ARe] s AT A1 7hA] = efr=2] Hell s zRel Bk A, tRlel 74z W H#E =
(Table 1) Composition of Survey Questions
: Number of | Measurement
Measuring scale ) Source
guestions method
Convenience 4
Fasl’#on Functional us#ulnes-s. - 3 2193 2004), 7 AS-(2011), 71410
design Usefulness of social activities 3 ° s e
) ; - (2019), A1, oAF(2018), LE7
evaluation Fashion ability 2 2](2010), o|A3, 71%141(2012)
Factor Aesthetics 2 Spoint ’ woEen
oints
Psychological self- sufficiency 2 Df_kl tb
1Ker
Emotional desi al
Fashion ;n(t) lon? p) e.blgn VII ue z Noble & Kumar(2010), U<4%1(2019),
ational design value
design Value [— =088 =¥ T LR 212010), 57414, 0lIAI2021)
Kinesthetic design value 2
Attitude brand loyalty 3 .
Brand loyal Oliver(1 7 22010
rand JoYaY ™y havioral brand loyalty 3 iver(1999), 1 £1(2010)
Demographic Variables 4 nominal researcher

|
-
w
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= $lall §AA Q1843 Cronbach’s o W

of w2 Al== Ao l
A 13} A7 29] A
=, TLefal 17 32 %%% el T 9]
w59,

1

EEO] QIS AR 542 thEe] (Table
of AAIE Hie} Pl FEo] HA| SHA= &
247'go]%l o, o4 14975(60.3%) W H4) 987
(39.7%) 0.5 o]/de] Hlgo] =okth yoli= 20t
82%4(33.2%), 30t 75'8(30.4%) W 40tf 45
(18.200)9] =0 & =A YET) b, A/T
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5278(21.1%), /A E) A2 4178(16.6%), 7)</
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(Table 2) Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

. . Frequenc ) . Frequenc
Demographic variables 9 Y Demographic Variables 9 2
n % n %
Gender Man 98 39.7 Self-employment 30 12,1
Female 149 60.3 -
205 2 332 Production labor 21 14.3
30’s 75 30.4 Office manager 52 21.1
Age 40's 45 18.2 Job/ Sales & service 4 6.6
50's 27 10.9 it 1 16.
Work positions
60+ 18 7.3 sectors Profession 18 7.3
High school graduate or less 70 28.3 Housewife 17 6.9
Level of College graduate 82 33.2 Students 55 223
education University graduate 72 29.1 Housewife 1.6
Graduate school 23 9.3 Etc 3.6




AHIAE BHOAM Y WHCIX!L FIte4art TIXRI J1x] 8 B

=

75

A, OAR] Bkas ZAFEe] et adl ol ZAFEES A=es stusiglr. ol
A4, 231 AR Zh(factor loading value) YA Frhasa SRS e AR et
.6 OV R Yeh F acle] At 4 HASEAE hd, YAl grkas SHELS
Bgol ASEh T2l Hhakel acld  adlRAdE o) KWL, JvH 4%,
NEE AEAT, AHE ARL wE 7 ool ABIH W 94, WA, v, Held Hol
(Table 3) Validity and reliability verification results

s Factor f
. Eigen— h Variance | Cron—
Factor Measurement item VELE loading power |bachs a

value
It's designed to be comfortable to wear. .826
The material and details are designed for easy 749

Convenience| clothing management 3.735 i 22,691 .919
It is designed for easy attachment and detachment, 734
It's designed to be comfortable for activities, .098
It's designed to be used in a variety of ways, .769

Functional . , - . o o= .

usefulness It is designed to be worn for a long time, 3.394 .729 13.095 .859
It is designed to maintain body temperature 021
lesh}on Usefulness | It is designed to gain positive social attention, 773

esign

. ’g‘ of social It is designed to fit in with social status, 3.181 677 11.746 798

evaluation o =}

factor acuvities | 1t is designed to give a positive impression 634

. It's designed to fit the fashion, .801
Fashion - - - 00
ability It was designed to be trend-leading to suit my | 2.996 21 11.433 .801
expression of personality. )
Aesthetics F01“ma1 c‘iesign elemﬁents are beautifull;f designed, 2736 .769 10,242 785
It is designed to suit personal aesthetic tastes. 084
Psycho- The nested image and the self-image pursued were 206
logical self- | designed appropriately. 2.435 i 9.198 .719
sufficiency | It is designed to express the consumer's ego well, .035
Sum of variance explanatory power: 78,405, KMO: 859, Bartlett's test of sphericity= 3387.937, Sig.=.000
! Factor | Variance
Factor Measurement item E\'/gaﬁJne loading |explanato bgégps .
value |[ry power
Design provides self-expression value, 911
Emotional - - - ] -
design value Design provides aesthetic delightful value, 2.888 .867 24,054 .854
Design provides differentiated value from other designs. .804

Fash}on Design provides stability value of quality, .867

design Rational Design provides reliability value 2.814 837 23.455 819

value |design value Sen b - i : : s . .

Design provides good quality value, .806
i ic | The design provides convenience value for wearing, 775
K%pesthenc : g 12) . ' g 2,320 19,340 715
: esign offers ergonomic convenience value, .
design value| D gn off g 1 701
Sum of variance explanatory power: 66,849, KMO: 827, Bartlett's test of sphericity = 875.093 Sig.=.000
! Factor | Variance
Factor Measurement item E\'/gaﬁJne loading |explanato bgégps .
value |[ry power
Attitude | I'm interested in the brand. .803
brand 1 like the brand. .238 .769 39.115 .849
Brand loyalty I feel positive about the brand, 734
loyalty Behavioral | I'm willing to buy a brand. .901
brand There is a possibility of buying a brand. .265 .765 37.734 824
loyalty I want to recommend the brand to others. .702

Sum of variance explanatory power: 76,849, KMO: 759, Bartlett Bartlett's test of sphericity= 817.074, Sig.=.000
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A d)o] FEEATE YAkl Bk al] el
A Adfe] A= Q] Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin(KMO) 7k
& 85.9%% AFstelon, FogE p(.0010]A]
Bartlett -3/ #7 7FolAlgk 3387.937, Al
Arge2 78.405% = LFERGITE

=4, T)A}el 7R 2AEE0] g olhA] 1l 4]
S 2 23, 29l A4 gk L AHE A v
%7 oo R e} el gt 45
Q). oo trpel 7kx] AL QoA Ay}
370 RIGHIA TR 71, ol H TRkl 71,
2 Tl Zpao] F&Egick cakel 7k 2
QA Aatke] KMO g2 82.7%, 218 p(.001
ofl Al Bartlett ++8/d A 7IolAlgk 875.0930.%
e Q1A Aute] HgHdo] jlEglon,
TEAPIE S 66.849%= F-A= Q)

}d]z;(H l:lEHE ix%g g‘: o]'%"ﬂ EH ]'8.0 I:I/H
9 AlFE JA A e 9 AR R HSE
o] 27§9] Q. l(ej:=A] A, PEA B

»——1H_E—%‘0 )

He F4E)0] mEE HAE B4 @
B AT KMOZE 759, 9-98HE p(.0019]|4]
Bartlett®] &4 1A 7lol A7) 817.074% &
olELio] AH3lst ZoF ufolw|9l o ZEAMA

el 76.849%% LFERGITE

O

3. 7t2 85
1) A7k 1 HS

A7 1(HD: AB|RRe] s A A1 ke
Az YRRl 7ol s v Zlonk A5
Qlgt o3| Al (Table 4)of A|A%
uRel ek,

Sk9] At7HE ‘HI-1: Axu|ARe] s TRl
7ha sl 7R Rl shxje] 8ol ERe

u|zl Aot} o] st AZ=Au}, Ay 52 9%
o]al 39 A& Fgk 13.943(p( 0012 EAH o2

(Table 4) Effects of Fashion Product Design Evaluation Factors on Design Value

. . Unstandardized Standardized
Dependent variable Independent variable coefficient coefficient .
. . . . i t—value Sig.
(Fashion design value) | (Fashion design evaluation factor) g SE 5
Constant 1.424 .058 3.037 .000
Convenience 440 .058 440 7.504 .000%**
Functional usefulness .097 .058 .097 1.674 .096
Emotional design value Usefulness of social activities 135 .058 135 2.318 .021*
Fashion ability .236 .058 .236 4.052 .000**
Aesthetics .077 .058 .077 1.324 187
Psychological self-sufficiency -.018 .058 -.018 -.312 755

R2: 531, Modified, R 529, F: 13.943, p= .000, Durbin-Watson= 1,706

Constant .708 .191 3.093 .000

Convenience .207 .065 .207 3.199 002

Functional usefulness 305 .085 .332 4.275 .000***

Rational design value Usefulness of social activities 247 .098 .201 2,514 .013*
Fashion ability .216 .081 .202 2.660 .009*

Aesthetics .237 .065 .237 3.603 .000***

Psychological self-sufficiency .009 .065 -.009 -.141 .888

R2: 637, Modified R .631, F: 17490, p= .000, Durbin-Watson= 1,594

Constant .258 .290 4.340 .000

Convenience 201 067 .201 3.025 .003**

Functional usefulness -.089 .067 -.089 -1.340 .182

Kinesthetic design value Usefulness of social activities -.001 067 -.001 -.019 985
Fashion ability 172 .085 .160 2.029 .044*

Aesthetics 428 119 .293 3.004 .000%**

Psychological self-sufficiency 329 .099 273 3.335 .001**

R: 483, Modified R 472, F 12.840, p= .000, Durbin-Watson= 1,701

*X.05, **p£.01, ***1{.001
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(Table 5) Effects of Fashion Product Design Value on Brand Loyalty

Dependent variable Independent variable Unstandardized Standardized '
(Brand loyalty) [ coefficient coefficient t—value Sig.
B SE B
Constant 3.858 .053 72.524 .000
. Emotional design value 182 .053 .197 3.412 .001**
Attitude brand loyalty Rational design value 426 .053 406 7.997 .000**
Kinesthetic design value .148 .055 .179 2.697 .008**
R2: 530, Modified R: 524, F 95.179, p= .001, Durbin-Watson=1,756
Constant 4.073 .051 80.379 .000***
Behavioral brand Emotional design value 169 051 215 3332 001**
loyalty Rational design value .095 051 121 1.880 001
Kinesthetic design value .148 .055 .179 2.697 .008™*

R: 633, Modified R: .675, F: 104.329, p= .001, Durbin-Watson= 2.035

*X.05, **pX.01, ***1X.001
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(Table 6) The Effect of Attitude Brand Loyalty on Behavioral Brand Loyalty

) ) Unstandardized coefficient Stancjf?rQ|z?d )
Dependent variable | Independent variable CoSElE t—value Sig.
8 SE 8
Behavioral brand Constant 1.570 214 7.308 .000
loyalty Attitude brand loyalty 618 054 577 11.276 .000%*

R 335, Modified R: 332, F 127.168, p= .000, Durbin-Watson= 1,994

*X.05, **pX.01, ***1X.001
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