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A Study on the Model Attribute Factor and Image Cognitive in the Asian Fashion Industry
- Focused on the comparison of 2017 F/W Seoul fashion week and Hong Kong fashion week —

Shin-Young Lee'

Dept. of Fashion Design, Dong-A University, Busan, Korea

Abstract: This study examined trends in model perceptions in the Asian fashion industry through a survey on the cur-
rent status of using models, model attributes, and image recognition for companies and brands participating in the Seoul
Fashion Week and Hong Kong Fashion Week. The results of the study are as follows. First, an examination of the races
of models used for public relations by clothing and accessory companies indicated that the use of Asian and black models
was lower than white models. Second, intimacy, reliability, similarity, and professionalism were derived as attributes for
a public relation model. Among these factors, only ‘intimacy’ showed a difference between the countries. Third, Seoul
Fashion Week participants gave the highest marks for the strong individuality of the models used for their brands; how-
ever, participants in the Hong Kong Fashion Week most appreciated suitability with products and professional appearance.
Fourth, the different trends of model image recognition were shown through various analysis results by country or race,
in which Seoul Fashion Week participants highly perceived the global and luxurious image of white models, and were gen-
erally highly satisfied with the models. In terms of the Hong Kong Fashion Week, Asian models tended to be perceived
as a more casual image, and the participants held contributions to brand recognition as the most significant factor when

using Asian models.
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F e 7 AEE EEE F US Folth ghtel 20189 F/W #HAE] seolle thdsh Q153 A At
zo] RdEo] 54 28] RS xFele] RE Ef
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Fig. 3. Rihanna SvagexFenty 2018 F/W. https://www.bbc.com
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3, SR A#LE 26-30417F 55.0%(39%)E 7Y BeH,
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Table 1. Total survey number

Classification standard N pzf:::)ttl(\‘/’/eo) ig::j(t;; :
Seoul Fashion Week 45 39.5 39.5
Hong Kong Fashion Week 69 60.5 100.0
Total 114 100.0
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the sample

Classification standard Effective — Cumulative
percent(%)  percent(%o)
Under 25 16 16.0 16.0
26-30 39 39.0 55.0
31-35 22 22.0 77.0
Age

36-40 13 13.0 90.0
Over 41 10 10.0 100.0

Missing value 14 - -
Male 43 39.1 39.1
Gender Female 67 60.9 100.0

Missing value 4 - -
Designer 21 22.3 223
Tef/[“;n‘:;:fggi’r ecc?;ff 25 26.6 489
» CEO 14 14.9 63.8
Position Employee 8 8.5 72.3
Merchandiser 4 43 76.6
Marketers, Buyers 22 23.4 100.0

Missing value 20 - -

Total 114 100.0

wBelRon, thee® niAE (Hle]o]) 23.4%((22%), tiAelY
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Table 4. Model usage by product type

Table 3. Model usage status - Seoul & Hong Kong Fashion Week

Seoul & Hong Kong Fashion Week
N  Effective percent(%) Cumulative percent(%)

Using the model

Y 175 274 27.4
N 463 72.6 100
Total 638 100.0

o
wY Bgo] W FEUL AT £ 9

1271 QAle 2o d= FHEo] Al
7

553 & RdS R &8ss dAle & ISR e
o, oz Wl =d &g JAl= 9571(60.51%), S =
8 dAlE 31(19.75%)2 UelRh AAxzIgAe] B
ag T F8shs A WA 190 T gl By 28 9
A SN@E444%)=, 30 2l &8 JA= 71(27.78%)=2 1+
ERdth. AAAEAAe] A9 TRE 9l S91 Bd 882
EREA] e33hth(Table 4). ] 7AAl vl A GAe] HlF
o] yo} T e E7Fsshd, lFdAll v A
Aol 1 mele] ulo] tha A veRFoZA wiel vY
o] A5 AL QMM AlFol Blsl o F AlFol & o

ALL 5

White&Asian, 14

White&Black, 4

Black, 1

Fig. 4. Model usage by race - Seoul & Hong Kong Fashion Week.

Apparel companies

Accessories companies

Race

N Effective percent(%) Cumulative percent(%o) N Effective percent(%) Cumulative percent(%o)
White 95 60.5 60.5 8 44.4 444
Black 1 0.6 61.1 0 0 44.4
Asian 31 19.7 80.8 5 27.8 722
Etc. 5.7 86.5 3 16.7 88.9
White & Black 2.6 89.1 0 0 88.9
White & Asian 12 7.7 96.8 2 11.1 100
ALL 5 32 100 0 0 100
Total 157 100.0 18 100
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White&Asian, 14

White&Black, 4

Black, 1

Fig. 5. Model usage by race - Seoul Fashion Week.

KINGJIA
EVENING DRESS
oL

ﬂmliMHal

Litian Fashion CO.Ltd

Fig. 7. Hong Kong Fashion Week, dress booth catalogue.

s 28 20, ER1F Wl FA &8 iR A 274
(23.28%)Z UEIATH(Fig. 6). %i Jﬁfﬂﬂﬂ 7F A T R
o 5218 &8s dAl= 17H§ s mdo] o wieln) ¥
T B 89 ATt Ao, ALl Iere 51
o 5o g8 A Ui, wly 32, A1E B S8l
A SN eht 2Y tde] SHoA zlelE Btk §
T F7E ARl vlE] Mg 7 dAle] vlE

o] wo} e MlaE E7Fsdhd, F =7 3 BY AE P
< mESH Zol7t e A= ARERIT) of7]e] Sold vt
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White&Black, 3

Black, 1

Fig. 6. Model usage by race — Hong Kong Fashion Week.
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Table 5. Model attributes & image cognitive - Seoul & Hong Kong Fashion Week

N(%)
Questionnaire Strongly ) Neither Strongly M
disagree Disagree agree nor Agree agree
disagree
This model seems honest. 1(0.9) 5(4.4) 32(28.0) 62(54.4) 14(12.3) 3.73
This model is reliable. 1(0.9) 43.5) 30(26.3)  57(50.0)  22(19.3) 3.83
This model seems professional. 1(0.9) 9(7.9) 2521.9)  55(48.2)  24(21.1) 3.81
This model seems suitable for the product. 2(1.8) 3(2.6) 22(19.3) 56(48.1) 31(27.2) 3.97
This model has a strong sense of individuality. 2(1.8) 4(3.5) 30(26.3)  42(36.8)  36(31.6) 3.93
Model attributes
This model is chic. 1(0.9) 43.5) 19(16.7)  65(57.0)  25(21.9) 3.96
This model is likable. 2(1.8) 2(1.8) 2521.9)  59(51.8)  26(22.7) 3.92
This model seems familiar to the product. 2(1.8) 4(3.5) 33(28.9) 54(47.4) 21(18.4) 3.77
This model has tastes similar to those of consumers.  1(0.9) 5(4.4) 40(35.1) 55(48.2) 13(11.4) 3.65
This model’s lifestyle is similar to that of consumers.  2(1.8) 16(14.0)  47(41.2) 37(32.5) 12(10.5) 3.36
This model has a global image. 1(0.9) 11(9.6) 35(30.7)  47(41.3)  20(17.5) 3.65
This model has a luxury image. 2(1.8) 15(13.2) 51(44.7) 34(29.8) 12(10.5) 334
This model has a casual image. 3(2.6) 14(12.3) 48(42.1) 40(35.1) 9(7.9) 333
Image cognitive This model can raise an awareness of our brand.  1(0.9) 6(5.2) 39(342)  49(43.0) 19(16.7) 3.69
This model can give different images to other brands. ~ 1(0.9) 8(7.0) 41(36.0) 48(42.1) 17(14.9) 3.65
This model is suitable for our product’s image. 1(0.9) 3(2.6) 2421.1)  59(51.8)  27(23.6) 3.95
This model is suitable for our brand’s image. 1(0.9) 4(3.5) 24(21.1) 58(50.9) 27(23.6) 3.93
Satisfaction I am satisfied with this model. 1(0.9) 6(5.2) 31(27.2)  54(474)  22(19.3) 3.79
Total 114(100.0) 3.74
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Table 6. Factor analysis on model attributes - Seoul & Hong Kong Fashion Week

Model attributes Factor loading Eigen value Variance explained (%) Cronbach’s a
Factor 1. Intimacy

This model is likable. .82
This model is chic. 78 235 26.06 83
This model seems familiar to the product. 17

Factor 2. Reliability
This model seems honest. .89 1.76 19.60 .84
This model is reliable. .16

Factor 3. Similarity
This model has tastes similar to those of consumers. .86 1.59 17.67 .62
This model’s lifestyle is similar to that of consumers. 15

Factor 4. Professionalism
This model seems professional. .80 1.48 16.45 71
This model has a strong sense of individuality. .65

Table 7. Model attribute factor and image cognitive comparison - Seoul & Hong Kong Fashion Week (-test)

Model attributes White (n=66) Asian (n=28) t-test
Intimacy -01 -.03 21(ns.)
Reliability -13 26 -1.80(n.s.)
Factor-model attributes
Similarity -.02 33 -1.61(n:s.)
Professionalism -.04 -.06 —.10(n.s.)
This model has a global image. 3.76 332 2.15%
This model has a luxury image. 3.30 3.25 27(n.s.)
This model has a casual image. 327 3.64 -1.92(n.s.)
This model can raise an awareness of our brand. 3.67 3.68 —.06(n.s.)
This model can give different images to other brands. 3.52 3.82 -1.70(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our product’s image. 3.85 4.04 —-1.03(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our brand’s image. 3.83 4.04 -1.07(n.s.)
I am satisfied with this model. 3.67 3.96 —-1.52(n.s.)

*p<.05
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Table 8. Model attributes & image cognitive - Seoul Fashion Week

N(%)
Questionnaire Strongly . Neither Strongly M
disagree Disagree agree nor Agree agree
disagree
This model seems honest. 0(0.0) 2(4.4) 15(33.4) 19(42.2) 9(20.0) 3.78
This model is reliable. 0(0.0) 2(4.4) 17(37.8) 13(28.9) 13(28.9) 3.82
This model seems professional. 0(0.0) 5(11.1) 14(31.1) 19(42.2) 7(15.6) 3.62
This model seems suitable for the product. 0(0.0) 12.2) 10(22.2) 21(46.7) 13(28.9) 4.02
This model has a strong sense of individuality. 0(0.0) 2(4.4) 7(15.6) 18(40.0) 18(40.0) 4.16
This model is chic. 0(0.0) 2(4.4) 8(17.8) 21(46.7) 14(31.1) 4.04
This model is likable. 0(0.0) 12.2) 8(17.8) 23(51.1) 13(28.9) 4.07
This model seems familiar to the product. 0(0.0) 2(4.4) 14(31.1) 18(40.0) 11(24.5) 3.84
This model has tastes similar to those of consumers. 0(0.0) 2(4.4) 18(40.0) 21(46.7) 4(8.9) 3.60
This model’s lifestyle is similar to that of consumers. 12.2) 9(20.0) 20(44.4) 11(24.5) 4(8.9) 3.18
This model has a global image. 0(0.0) 3(6.7) 8(17.8) 22(48.9) 12(26.7) 3.96
This model has a luxury image. 0(0.0) 5(11.1) 12(26.7) 19(42.2) 9(20.0) 371
This model has a casual image. 12.2) 9(20.0) 19(42.2) 11(24.5) 5(11.1) 322
This model can raise an awareness of our brand. 0(0.0) 3(6.7) 14(31.1) 19(42.2) 9(20.0) 3.76
This model can give different images to other brands. 0(0.0) 12.2) 8(17.8) 23(51.1) 13(28.9) 4.07
This model is suitable for our product’s image. 0(0.0) 2(4.4) 8(17.8) 21(46.7) 14(31.1) 4.04
This model is suitable for our brand’s image. 0(0.0) 4(8.9) 14(31.1) 20(44.4) 7(15.6) 3.67
I am satisfied with this model. 0(0.0) 2(4.4) 8(17.8) 21(46.7) 14(31.1) 4.04
Total 45(100.0) 3.81
Table 9. Model attribute factor and image cognitive comparison - Seoul Fashion Week (#-test)
Model attributes (\Zjll;e) 33?% t-test
Intimacy 41 .05 99(n.s.)
Reliability -25 25 -1.23(n.s.)
Factor-model attributes
Similarity -17 18 —-1.16(n.s.)
Professionalism -35 -29 —15(n.s.)
This model has a global image. 422 3.58 2.14*
This model has a luxury image. 3.83 3.33 1.54(n.s.)
This model has a casual image. 3.28 3.50 —59(n.s.)
This model can raise an awareness of our brand. 372 3.33 1.17(n.s.)
This model can give different images to other brands. 3.78 3.67 .36(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our product’s image. 3.94 4.00 —19(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our brand’s image. 3.83 4.09 -77(n.s.)
I am satisfied with this model. 4.00 4.08 -25(n.s.)
*p<.05
Table 107+ Z29tth T 7E A AL HAll= 31002 23S 7P WA "rkekar JSATh g HukAel vk
oA &g =g 1 AL AlEe] AT (M=3.94)2F A EE o Wito] 3.622 A T3] Hapkd 3.695Ch WA o
o7 HI(M=3.93)S 7P = Brhsliiion, tho R Al|d ERLt ‘ﬁZﬂ oA mdel gk ARkl WHEETF v RS o

B(M=390), AR AEL] o]n| A (M=3.87), AA} Hal=s}e] T AT
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Table 10. Model attributes & image cognitive - Hong Kong Fashion Week

N(%)

e G D (IO g oY
This model seems honest. 1(1.4) 3(4.4) 17(24.6) 43(62.4) 5(7.2) 3.70
This model is reliable. 1(1.4) 2(2.9) 13(18.9) 44(63.8) 9(13.0) 3.84
This model seems professional. 1(1.4) 4(5.8) 11(16.0) 36(52.2) 17(24.6) 3.93
This model seems suitable for the product. 2(2.9) 2(2.9) 12(17.4) 35(50.7) 18(26.1) 3.94
This model has a strong sense of individuality. 2(2.9) 2(2.9) 23(33.3) 24(34.8) 18(26.1) 3.78
This model is chic. 1(1.4) 2(2.9) 11(16.0) 44(63.8) 11(16.0) 3.90
This model is likable. 2(2.9) 1(1.4) 17(24.6) 36(52.2) 13(18.9) 3.83
This model seems familiar to the product. 2(2.9) 2(2.9) 19(27.5) 36(52.2) 10(14.5) 3.73
This model has tastes similar to those of consumers. 1(1.4) 3(4.4) 22(31.9) 34(49.3) 9(13.0) 3.68
This model’s lifestyle is similar to that of consumers. 1(1.4) 7(10.2) 27(39.1) 26(37.7) 8(11.6) 348
This model has a global image. 1(1.4) 8(11.6) 27(39.1) 25(36.3) 8(11.6) 345
This model has a luxury image. 2(2.9) 10(14.5) 39(56.5) 15(21.8) 3(4.3) 3.10
This model has a casual image. 2(2.9) 5(7.2) 29(42.0) 29(42.0) 4(5.9) 3.41
This model can raise an awareness of our brand. 0(0.0) 5(7.2) 27(39.2) 29(42.0) 8(11.6) 3.58
This model can give different images to other brands. 1(1.4) 2(2.9) 16(23.2) 36(52.2) 14(20.3) 3.87
This model is suitable for our product’s image. 1(1.4) 2(2.9) 16(23.2) 37(53.6) 13(18.9) 3.86
This model is suitable for our brand’s image. 1(1.4) 2(2.9) 25(36.3) 29(42.0) 12(17.4) 3.71
I am satisfied with this model. 1(1.4) 4(5.9) 23(33.3) 33(47.8) 8(11.6) 3.62
Total 69(100.0) 3.69
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Table 11. Model attribute factor and image cognitive comparison - Hong Kong Fashion Week (z-test)

Model attributes White (n=48) Asian (n=16) t-test
Intimacy —.14 -.10 —13(n.s.)
Reliability —-.08 .26 -1.35(n.s.)

Factor-model attributes

Similarity .03 44 -1.36(n.s.)
Professionalism .08 A1 —.12(n.s.)
This model has a global image. 3.58 3.13 1.78(n.s.)
This model has a luxury image. 3.10 3.19 —-.35(n.s.)

This model has a casual image. 327 3.75 2117
This model can raise an awareness of our brand. 3.65 3.94 -1.17(n.s.)
This model can give different images to other brands. 3.42 3.94 -2.35(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our product’s image. 3.81 4.06 —-1.05(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our brand’s image. 3.83 4.00 —.70(n.s.)
I am satisfied with this model. 3.54 3.88 —1.38(n.s.)

*p<.05
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Table 12. Model attribute factor and image cognitive comparison - Seoul Vs. Hong Kong Fashion Week (#-test)

Model attributes Seoul (n=45) Hong Kong (n=69) t-test

Intimacy 26 -17 231%

Factor-model attributes Relizbility o 01 12(ns)
Similarity =21 13 —1.8(n.s.)
Professionalism -.10 .06 —.82(n.s.)

This model has a global image. 3.96 3.45 3.00%*

This model has a luxury image. 3.71 3.10 3.73%**
This model has a casual image. 322 341 —1.08(n.s.)

This model can raise an awareness of our brand. 3.76 3.58 1.12(n.s.)
This model can give different images to other brands. 4.07 3.87 1.30(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our product’s image. 4.04 3.86 1.21(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our brand’s image. 3.67 371 -27(n.s.)

I am satisfied with this model. 4.04 3.62 2.67**

xR < 001, *5p<01, *p<.05

Table 13. White model attribute factor and image cognitive comparison - Seoul Vs. Hong Kong Fashion Week (#test)

Model attributes Seoul (n=18) Hong Kong (n=48) t-test
Intimacy 42 -.14 1.90(n.s.)
Factor-model attributes Reliability -25 -.08 —.63(n.s.)
Similarity -17 .03 -79(n.s.)
Professionalism -35 .08 —1.51(n.s.)
This model has a global image. 422 3.58 2.70%*
This model has a luxury image. 3.83 3.10 3.22%*
This model has a casual image. 328 327 .03(n.s.)
This model can raise an awareness of our brand. 372 3.65 3l(ns.)
This model can give different images to other brands. 3.78 342 1.68(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our product’s image. 3.94 3.81 57(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our brand’s image. 3.83 3.83 .00(n.s.)
I am satisfied with this model. 4.00 3.54 1.96*

##5< 01, *p<.05
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Table 14. Asian model attribute factor and image cognitive comparison - Seoul Vs. Hong Kong Fashion Week (z-test)

Model attributes Seoul (n=12) Hong Kong (n=16) t-test

Intimacy .05 —-10 .50(n.s.)
Factormodel atiributes Reliability 25 .26 —.04(n.s.)
Similarity 18 45 —.68(n.s.)
Professionalism -29 A1 —1.11(n.s.)
This model has a global image. 3.58 3.13 1.35(n.s.)

This model has a luxury image. 333 3.19 A2(n.s.)
This model has a casual image. 3.50 3.75 -79(n.s.)

This model can raise an awareness of our brand. 3.33 3.94 -2.04"
This model can give different images to other brands. 3.67 3.94 —.86(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our product’s image. 4.00 4.07 -22(n.s.)
This model is suitable for our brand’s image. 4.08 4.00 27(n.s.)

I am satisfied with this model. 4.08 3.88 .61(n.s.)

*p<.05
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