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A Study on the Differences in Cognition of Design Associated with Changes in
Fashion Model Type
- Exploratory Analysis Using Eye Tracking -

Shin-Young Lee'
Dept. of Fashion Design, Dong-A University; Busan, Korea

Abstract : In this study, an eye-tracking program that can confirm a design cognition process was developed for the pur-
pose of presenting strategic methods to create fashion images, and the program was used to identify what effects fashion
models’ external characteristics have on the cognition of design. The data for analysis were collected through an eye-
movement tracking experiment and a survey, with the focus on the research problem that differences in models’ external
uniformity will lead to differences in the eye movement for perceiving models and design as well as the image sensibility.
The results of the analysis are as follows. First, it was confirmed that the uniformity of model types and the simplicity/
complexity of design led to differences in the eye movement directed at design and models and the gaze ratio. Con-
sequently, it is deemed that models should be selected in consideration of the characteristics of design and the intention
of planning when creating fashion images. Second, it was found that in terms of the cognition of design, external con-
ditions of models affect design sensibility. A change in models led to a subtle difference in sensibility cognition even when
the design condition did not change. Thus, not only the design but also model attributes are factors that should be con-

sidered important in fashion planning.
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Table 1. Experiment stimulation group setup

Unity of the model Variety of models
Group A Group D
Group C

Visual simplicity of design

Visual complexity of design Group B
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Fig. 6. Group B : Variety of models + Visual complexity of design.
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Place Your Eyes Inside Your
Device and Into the Future.

Fig. 10. Tobii EyeX. https://www.airdailyx.net/
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Fig. 12. Division point of eye tracking.
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Table 2. Questionnaire for image evaluation

1 Attractive - Unattractive 16 Young-looking - Looking older

2 Chic — Out of style 17 Cool - Cramped

3 Sensual - Unsensual 18 Cheerful - Calm

4  Awesome - Awful 19 Active - Inactive

5 Look good - Look Bad 20 Stable - Unstable

6 Modern - Classical 21 Quiet - Loud

7 Natural - Unnatural 22 Neat - Messy

8 Sociable - Unsociable 23 Clean - Dirt

9 Well-marked - Indistinctive 24 Casual - Formal

10 Strong - Pale 25 Dynamic - Static

11 Gorgeous - Conservative 26 Personality - Without personality
12 Bold - Delicate 27 Warm - Cold

13 Unique - Normal 28 Soft - Hard

14 Sleek - Dull 29 Rational - Emotional
15 Cute - Full-grown 30 Light - Heavy
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Table 3. Percentage of gaze time by activity section

Total time average Section 1 Section 2 Section 3
(sec.) (%) (%) (%)
Group A 232.8375 11.06%  57.30%  31.64%
Group B 241.8491 8.50% 54.17%  37.33%
Group C 214.6602 10.22%  50.62%  39.16%
Group D 2252215 12.58%  54.85%  32.57%
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Fig. 15. Simple gaze activity.

i
=
=
=
-

slide02

slide16

slide23

slide30

slide37

slide03

=
F
=
=

slide10

slide17

slide24

slide31

slide3s

i

slide11

slide18

slide25

slide32

slide3g

slide0s

slide12

slide19

slide26

slide33

slide40

Slide06

slide13

slide20

slide27

slide34.

slided1

slide07

-

slide14

e
i

slide21

-

slide28

=

slide3s

=

slide42



T B 7Y W) mE i) 9I%] Aoje] H A7 - AIEFS FET PHF B4 - 173
¥ I3

2 4 \ ]

slide01 slide02 slide03 = slid = slide0s = slide06 slide07 =

" e ]

| l |
o slide08 = = o slide10 = o slide11 o slide12 = slide13 o s\ielA =
K
slide15 = s\ie17 = slieﬂ = slide19 slide20 slide21
slide22 = !u T didexs shdze slide27 slide28
l

slide29 = slide30 = slide31 = slvd32 - slide33 slide34. slide3s =

slide36 slide37 = slide38 slide39 = slide40 = slided1 slides2
Fig. 16. Complex gaze activity.
Table 4. Comparison Group A vs. D Table 5. Comparison_Group B vs. C

Image Group A Group D t-value Image Group B Group C t-value

Attractive - Unattractive 2.70 2.90 -365(n.s) Attractive - Unattractive 5.40 4.20 2427
Chic — Out of style 1.90 2.30 -.871(n.s) Chic — Out of style 240 2.00 1.078(n.s)
Sensual - Unsensual 4.70 4.80 -.132(n.s) Sensual - Unsensual 1.80 1.60 .548(n.s)
Awesome - Awful 2.90 2.50 .820(n.s) Awesome - Awful 1.80 1.40 1.095(n.s)
Look good - Look bad 6.10 5.90 A77(n.s) Look good - Look bad 5.50 5.70 -332(n.s)
Modern - Classical 2.00 2.20 -318(n.s) Modern - Classical 520 5.10 142(n.s)
Natural - Unnatural 3.70 3.70 0.000(n.s) Natural - Unnatural 1.80 1.80 0.000(n.s)
Sociable - Unsociable 2.70 3.00 -439(n.s) Sociable - Unsociable 6.60 5.60 1.709(n.s)
Well-marked - Indistinctive 4.80 4.00 .983(n.s) Well-marked - Indistinctive 2.50 2.50 0.000(n.s)
Strong - Pale 3.60 3.40 .322(n.s) Strong - Pale 1.90 230 -.920(n.s)
Gorgeous - Conservative 4.40 3.10 1.550(n.s) Gorgeous - Conservative 1.50 2.10 -1.857(n.s)
Bold - Delicate 4.70 4.00 .920(n.s) Bold - Delicate 5.30 4.60 1.400(n.s)
Unique - Normal 1.70 2.60 -1.800(n.s) Unique - Normal 2.50 2.30 440(n.s)
Sleek - Dull 1.90 2.50 -1.365(n.s) Sleek - Dull 1.70 1.90 -572(n.s)
Cute - Full-grown 4.30 4.40 -.129(n.s) Cute - Full-grown 2.60 3.10 -.908(n.s)
Young-looking - Looking older 2.00 2.30 -758(n.s) Young-looking - Looking older 3.10 320 -.184(n.s)
Cool - Cramped 2.60 2.90 -.405(n.s) Cool - Cramped 4.40 4.40 0.000(n.s)
Cheerful - Calm 2.90 2.50 .820(n.s) Cheerful - Calm 2.70 3.60 -1.201(n.s)
Active - Inactive 1.90 2.40 -.848(n.s) Active - Inactive 4.10 4.40 -443(n.s)
Stable - Unstable 140 250 2905 Stable - Unstable 3.60 240 2.199"
Quiet - Loud 1.60 2.00 -.885(n.s) Quiet - Loud 3.50 3.10 .638(n.s)
Neat - Messy 2.60 2.70 -.133(n.s) Neat - Messy 5.60 5.40 397(n.s)
Clean - Dirt 420 4.00 218(n.s) Clean - Dirt 4.50 4.80 -355(n.s)
Casual - Formal 2.60 2.80 -316(n.s) Casual - Formal 3.40 3.30 .166(n.s)
Dynamic - Static 3.20 3.70 -.545(n.s) Dynamic - Static 2.60 3.00 -.612(n.s)
Personality - Without personality 2.80 3.40 -701(n.s) Personality - Without personality  6.60 5.40 2286
Warm - Cold 4.50 4.00 11(n.s) Warm - Cold 220 3.40 -1.401(n.s)
Soft - Hard 1.40 2.40 2315 Soft - Hard 240 1.90 943(n.s)
Rational - Emotional 4.80 3.90 1.080(n.s) Rational - Emotional 1.70 1.80 -225(n.s)
Light - Heavy 3.50 3.10 .540(n.s) Light - Heavy 1.40 2.40 -1.833(n.s)
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Table 6. Comparison Group A vs. C

Table 7. Comparison_Group B vs. D

Image Group A Group C t-value Image Group B Group D t-value

Attractive - Unattractive 2.70 420 2611 Attractive - Unattractive 5.40 2.90 53997
Chic — Out of style 1.90 2.00 -287(n.s) Chic — Out of style 2.40 2.30 .210(n.s)
Sensual - Unsensual 470 1.60 5.942"" Sensual - Unsensual 1.80 4.80 4546
Awesome - Awful 2.90 1.40 3.083" Awesome - Awful 1.80 2.50 -1.909(n.s)
Look good - Look bad 6.10 5.70 .791(n.s) Look good - Look bad 5.50 5.90 -.753(n.s)
Modern - Classical 2.00 5.10 4978 Modern - Classical 5.20 2.20 4233
Natural - Unnatural 3.70 1.80 3.017" Natural - Unnatural 1.80 3.70 -3201"
Sociable - Unsociable 2.70 5.60 3871 Sociable - Unsociable 6.60 3.00 7216™"
Well-marked - Indistinctive 4.80 2.50 3.286" Well-marked - Indistinctive 2.50 400  -1.719(n.s)
Strong - Pale 3.60 2.30 2492 Strong - Pale 1.90 3.40 2724
Gorgeous - Conservative 4.40 2.10 3.672" Gorgeous - Conservative 1.50 3.10 2.482"
Bold - Delicate 470 4.60 184(n.s) Bold - Delicate 530 4.00 1.778(n.s)
Unique - Normal 1.70 230 -1.630(n.s) Unique - Normal 2.50 2.60 -.176(n.s)
Sleek - Dull 1.90 1.90 0.000(n.s) Sleek - Dull 1.70 2.50 -1.760(n.s)
Cute - Full-grown 430 3.10 1.924(n.s) Cute - Full-grown 2.60 4.40 2496
Young-looking - Looking older 2.00 3.20 3.087" Young-looking - Looking older  3.10 2.30 1.461(n.s)
Cool - Cramped 2.60 4.40 2551" Cool - Cramped 4.40 2.90 2.069"
Cheerful - Calm 2.90 3.60 -1.059(n.s) Cheerful - Calm 2.70 2.50 .332(n.s)
Active - Inactive 1.90 4.40 4.110™ Active - Inactive 4.10 2.40 2.573"
Stable - Unstable 1.40 2.40 -3.638" Stable - Unstable 3.60 2.50 1.819(n.s)
Quiet - Loud 1.60 3.10 3.083" Quiet - Loud 3.50 2.00 2496
Neat - Messy 2.60 5.40 -4.060"" Neat - Messy 5.60 2.70 4982
Clean - Dirt 4.20 4.80 -.656(n.s) Clean - Dirt 4.50 4.00 .591(n.s)
Casual - Formal 2.60 3.30 -1.342(n.s) Casual - Formal 3.40 2.80 .858(n.s)
Dynamic - Static 3.20 3.00 238(n.s) Dynamic - Static 2.60 370 -1.468(n.s)
Personality - Without personality ~ 2.80 5.40 34217 Personality - Without personality ~ 6.60 3.40 48747
Warm - Cold 450 3.40 1.316(n.s) Warm - Cold 2.20 4.00 2.475"
Soft - Hard 1.40 1.90 -1.555(n.s) Soft - Hard 2.40 2.40 0.000(n.s)
Rational - Emotional 480 1.80 4797 Rational - Emotional 1.70 3.90 31"
Light - Heavy 3.50 2.40 1.435(n.s) Light - Heavy 1.40 3.10 33417
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Table 8. Comparison between groups

Group Group Group
A B C

Attractive - Unattractive  2.70C  5.40A 4.20B 2.90C 11.608

Image Gr]c))up F-value

*

Chic — Out of style 190 240 200 230 .650(n.s)
Sensual - Unsensual 470A 1.80B 1.60B 4.80A 17.571°"
Awesome - Awful 290A 1.80BC 1.40C 2.50AB 4.922"

Look good - Look bad 6.10 550 570 590  .496(n.s)
Modern - Classical 200B 520A 5.10A 220B 13974
Natural - Unnatural 370A 1.80B 1.80B 3.70A 6427

Sociable - Unsociable 270B 6.60A S5.60A 3.00B 18284
Well-marked - Indistinctive 4.80A 2.50B 2.50B 4.00AB 4.188"

Strong - Pale 360A 1.90B 230B 340A 4.772"
Gorgeous - Conservative 4.40A 1.50C 2.10BC 3.10B 7.968
Bold - Delicate 470 530 460 4.00 1367(ns)
Unique - Normal 1.70 250 230 2.60 1.423(n.s)
Sleek - Dull 190 170 190 250 1.521(n.s)
Cute - Full-grown 430A 2.60B 3.10AB 4.40A 3.491°

Young-looking - Looking older 2.00B 3.10A 3.20A 2.30AB 3.103"

Cool - Cramped 2,60B 440A 4.40A 2.90AB 3.606

Cheerful - Calm 290 270 360 250 1.147

Active - Inactive 1.90B 4.10A 4.40A 240B 7570
Stable - Unstable 1.40C 3.60A 2.40B 2.50B 7.338
Quiet - Loud 1.60C 3.50A 3.10AB 2.00BC 5375
Neat - Messy 260B 560A 540A 2.70B 13338
Clean - Dirt 420 450 480 4.00 316(n.s)
Casual - Formal 260 340 330 280 .784(n.s)

Dynamic - Static 320 260 3.00 370 .660(n.s)

Personality - Without personality 2.80B  6.60A 5.40A 3.40B 12.304

Warm - Cold 450A 220B 3.40AB 4.00A 3.201"
Soft - Hard 140 240 190 240 1.960(n.s)
Rational - Emotional 480A 1.70B 1.80B 3.90A 10.728™"
Light - Heavy 3.50A 1.40B 2.40AB 3.10A 4.000
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