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An Image Evaluation According to the Constituent Elements of Skirt Designs in Modern
Men’s Fashion
- Focusing on Gwangju City’s Generation Z Male and Female College Students -

Hyo-Jung YangT

Dept. of Textile & Fashion Design, Chosun University; Gwangju, Korea

Abstract: This study attempted to investigate the perspective of the skirts of male and female students by analyzing the
differences in image evaluation according to the constituent elements (type, length, and wearing method) of men’s skirt
designs in modern fashion. The study included 109 male and female college students from Generation Z residing or whose
life center was in Gwangju Metropolitan City, to evaluate 12 images depicting types of men’s skirts. First, the constituent
image evaluation factors according to the constituent design elements of men’s skirts were analyzed. Second, the dif-
ferences in each constituent image evaluation factor based on the constituent design elements of men’s skirt designs were
analyzed. Third, the gender-based differences in image evaluation by men and women concerning the constituent design
elements of men’s skirt designs were analyzed. The analysis included relatively more women than men. The results of

the image recognition dimension included the following categories:

” « ”

“attractive image,” “evaluable image,” “gender

image,” and “personality image.” In modern fashion, skirts are used to express the diverse personalities of men’s fashion.
Thus, they are used beyond the stereotype of women'’s clothing, toward expanding and diversifying the image of men’s
clothing through mixing and creating a dichotomous image of men and women. It can be used as a design that suggests

a gender-fluid image.
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ZAEE A oR 7Y eHid & shiR, FE9 7}
ol AES sl EuA KIS M= FE7t Alxol
ok SIS 7 7158 TR BRoE B A iR
B3 AT A BT AL o, S 27] Hhde] B2
THE7] AFEAATE ogETe] 2 HATHRyu &
Lee, 2015). ZAEx= SHE oE.023 )} 3 7% 3t

3% e dPa PR ZAgi gk A RS
e SHE 89Rl AFEE dua9) FES] siEjAl of
# 25 FEC] Ysl7|= FrHOh & Park, 2001). Ath EA4
A Uepd 2AES] YRRl 845 T4 94 538
2 ARG B 8A 8@l R - AT E 73
3lo] 4 Ryu & Lee, 2015)°] A=A <34 &8
e TR FAEE onAY a4 UERAIT, FAE a4
AT A omAIE E8sle] Tikst ATjom|AE £
Zsla Qris BAL HiEro g B =RoxE zAte] A
fre8e Gotrr] At Hd SFES] on]R] 7] Tkl
HloR FHH a40FE FQ ‘:]7\}?_] ‘:H?l—i ATt

Z7ES 7% 5 FHE FAOE ERIINE AT, E0E
(tight skirt), a2}<l(a-line skirt), J_°1 E(gored skirt), A1
(circular skirt), #o]ZF-=(wrap around skirt), Z2]Z(pleats
skirt), 7t (gather skirt), 2T (yoke skirt), 21 (ruffle skirt), &
3 (jumper skirt), ZE(kilt skirt), H-Z(balloon skirt) 5°] JUct
(Kim, 2003).

27|ES] Zold] mE ERFEE vlo]AZ v (micromini
skirt), PIY(mini skirt), WFH(natural line skirt), ©]T](midi
skirt), MA](maxi skirt), & #2=(F)(full length long skirt) 5
AXN 7 E s 4 JTHOh & Park, 2001).
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Table 1. Average human body dimensions of men in their 20s

(Unit: cm)
Measurement area Size
Stature 173.6
Hip height 86.8
Waist height 105.1
Waist height(omphalion) 102.2
Knee height 453
Lateral malleolus height 70.0
Waist circumference 80.0
Waist circumference(omphalion) 81.9
Hip circumference 94.2
Waist to hip length 19.6
Outside leg length 106.2
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Table 2. Men's skirt experiment for each design element

Wearing method

Skirt type
No layering Pants layering
Leng-th Straight skirt Pleated skirt Straight skirt Pleated skirt
Mini line A
L \
Nat- i :
at-ure line /\ (\
\
Maxi li y f&
axi line /') \
B AEolr el mde o, A8AA, d=, slollEd, T 3.22. ow|A] H7}
5, A e FelEdlse Qe BANZ. & AT 3221, JFA] B} gol
£ 919 |BAPE AE Table 29} 2. P4 2AE §37 o), 2w W] e A7k
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Table 3. Image evaluation term

Corny/stylish, unattractive/attractive, unpopular/popular, unfavorable/
favorable, unsuitable/affiliate, awkward/natural, uncomfortable/com-
fortable, without conviction/confident, passive/active, looks uncon-
fident/looks confident, bad-personal/good-personal, closed/open, unfree/
free, feminine/masculine, weak/strong, emotional/rational, personalityless/
individual, similar to others/different from others, without creativity/
creative, normal/unusual

olnr] H7HE 9% J=E A 3 FE AES) oF
ojmx] ## M3PAT(Choi & Lee, 2014; Lee & Choi,
2010; Lim & Kang, 2003; Rim, 2007, Ryu & Lee, 2015;
Sung & Kang, 2007; Woo & Geum, 2005)¢} ZAthe} Alg) &
A A3PAT(An, 2018; Eo, 2020; Kim & Yim, 2020; Kwon,
2019)0014 ARRE o]u|z|9} Ao BHE fojS FE3)Gle
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Table 4. Image evaluation factor analysis

| Sre AR, E e/ 8, AR, 7
AR, FET HSHIEH ThE, Sl

1 ZAE 7P AR F
-8 HIEE PCE B3] 2ol EAIZRE HoAFRlom
el disk we] eakE Folil AFEE F7H7I7] S8
7P AR FrRME-S AR R wjdste] HrAE
oA AAstSATE. o]n]A] %7}*— P BES 2ol T2
2 ujR|Ete] §Zo wijA|E Golo 17, LEZo| uix]E 8o
o] 78& ] Likert 78 HE== H713I3AT

w—‘H

E ATe ARE AN o ARAEeE HaEHI 2
Aol AL e FFgAAol AFsAY A" AR
BEFFGA ZAt AAEE 1sH244) 07 A RIS
Hate] o] BE & Wy o3 FHTh AP
2020 793E] 2020»# 89 Afolol| o) FdFAl el o
ZAI 7331 205 SR oHIZALE AAlEIem, oy
AR B4 AFE £ -RSsk] 20208 9DRE 12970K] B
TAE AABIGATE A7 A2019 AR AT 7
7re) g EE] 11 ARG E S8 olFojHen, A
A & 13055 viEsle, 7|Ane] 5 A7 A5= ﬂﬂs}
A F3 217E A Qg 1097(FAF 54, A} 555H)E 2
o] A5 = A3

N2 orlo R

=

Visual evaluation term Factor carrying capacity Eigenvalue Description

Corny - stylish .848
Unattractive - attractive .894
Unpopular-popular .882

Attractivene-ss factor Unfavorable-favorable .900 5.426 31919
Unsuitable-matching .893
Awkward-natural .877
Uncomfortable-comfortable .700
Without conviction-confident 817
Passive-active .860

Valuability factor Looks unconfident-looks confident .860 4.034 23.731
Closed-open 779
Unfree-free 764
Feminine-masculine 759

Gender factor Weak-strong .691 1.912 11.247
Emotional-rational 816

Individuality factor Similar to others-different from others 154 1453 8545
Passable-unusual 796

Cumulative explanatory power: 75.442, Reliability: .896
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Table 5. Image evaluation according to skirt shape
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35 AT W vl sleslg Qe deld gle-gel

Y el A el AFsA o} AAsAE,
4 2AE UARle] A fde] e a2

e, 29891, 4891 A ololx] E3sh Y aglow

a9l AT e addolzka & ¢ Sl

A)
w B

42 A7|E FERA0|AE Al wE o[o|X| HI}

42.1. ZAE F3d mE o|wA] H7}

2AE FEo WE ou)x] Hrke 12209 wEA 293
482131 713743 QA Felgt ztelrt = ZoE e
(Table 5).

122120 wiEA QoA E2gAHE on=o s
e 2EHOE 2AER AS- Hdo] 3.83(SD=1.958o=
2= 2AE 7991 354(SD =196yl H|3)] =o} 28k A}
o1& HYIA(t=2.716, p<.01), ©|2TA] F=-ol&Te’ on|
o tiaiie 2EHO|E AAES] A9 o] 3.87(SD=2.00)

O

)

Skirt type M(SD)

Evaluation term for each factor - t-value p-value
Straight skirt Pleated skirt
Corny-stylish 3.83(1.95) 3.54(1.96) 2.716** .007
Unattractive-attractive 3.94(1.95) 3.75(1.97) 1.757 .079
1 Factor Unpopular-popular 3.74(1.84) 3.66(1.91) 815 Al5
(Attractivene-ss Unfavorable-favorable 3.57(1.88) 3.46(1.90) 1.031 303
factor) Unsuitable-matching 3.87(2.00) 3.65(1.93) 2.024* 043
Awkward-natural 3.77(1.94) 3.70(1.92) 620 536
Uncomfortable-comfortable 4.07(1.95) 3.92(1.95) 1.452 147
Without conviction-confident 5.46(1.54) 5.33(1.67) 1.384 .166
Passive-active 5.32(1.63) 5.15(1.77) 1.814 .070
(Valuzbﬁiitofractor) Looks unconfident-looks confident 5.48(1.64) 535(1.72) 1.470 142
Closed-open 5.27(1.72) 5.32(1.67) -574 .566
Unfree-free 5.51(1.58) 5.45(1.59) 613 540
Feminine-masculine 4.06(1.62) 3.94(1.66) 1.305 192
( Gei d:fcg;or) Weak-strong 4.41(1.49) 425(1.55) 1.900 058
Emotional-rational 3.84(1.65) 3.79(1.70) 530 .596
4 Factor Similar to others-different from others 5.58(1.54) 5.60(1.51) -328 743
(Individuality factor) Passable-unusual 5.08(1.78) 5.27(1.69) —1.985* 047

*p<.05, **p<.01
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oz Zg= 2AE A4 365D =1.93yl Hl&l =} F
23l z}ol2 HoJ(r=2.024, p<.05), 2EHO|E 2FES} E4
2AEHT} o]2E]3 AEH omx|7} & Floz HrE A
2919 /A 8elM FdEhEolgl ojmX|d il
ZEx A7E A4S Hdol 527(SD=169 0% SEdo]
2AE 739¢1 5.08(SD=1.78)F0l vl Eo} F2l3k xjo]
HoJ(r=-1.985, p<.05), ‘GAol &S W Zg=x 27
EJ} 2EF0|E &AE Hi} Eoldt o|ux&E Hr} HI]th
oo R AAE FFAA ZEHCE AAEE g,
AHER FEANA E=A Hri=o] ZA e diEEoe] Wiy
23l oluX & Hriek Wil o] geR] b, FE §
o] QRN =A b ZEl= 2AEE FHARI oA R
HriEo) GAdo] 8L u) Fgjx 2AETV} 2EHO|E &~
FEHRT} BolslH /MAYE olPAZ THHI H
= ZEHO|E 2AE Rl A&l BRI FXZQ o]
RS B4 A omAR Hrighe & 4 Uk vk §
AH HrMe B Felx A EQ Aole AZRRICE H
A& #Rlo] o444 A onXE AABKE HoE UEiTT

[N

Wy (more

oL,
X,
0,
ﬂ
N
a
%&
o

422. 2FE Zolo] W& olujx] Hr}

27E Zojo WE olnx] HrlE 189
82191 W 8elA el xtolrt §)
(Table 6).
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Table 6. Image evaluation according to skirt length

182910 mjgAd QQlollA E&eeAdE” ojrAlel thal

M WA Ql A9 Hgo] 436(SD=2.0012F 7P =k, 1]
yel 79 330(8D= 1862 7P Yo} §-2]3 xjo]2 B

O (F=41475, p<.01), ‘o&2A] @e=-o&ee onAl
Halixle WAl A9 Bt 444(SD=194y30 % 7P B4,
u|Uel ¢ 334(SD=189)4 2 7P Yol {23l 3jo]S B
ATHF=41.519, p<.05).

483120 A4 Qolell FuddkEolgk ojulx|o =
uyel 7A¢- B 541(SD=1.66y3C2 7P =9k, wWAlel A
- 5.01(8D =178y 2= 7P gl feol st Aol& BATKF =
6.032, p<.05).

2FE Zojof| mhE oln|x] Hrirs F& 2 20cm Ao]
o] WAl AAE A ‘o, A-E FEA HrHd
F7F =A e 2 237 0 71 2AESL ZAY i
Y ggRENA 2deiA o7t F 2AERTD gl &
AE Zo|2 FARAoE HHEASS & F AUk A
HAQl T e W WAgRR] AAEE Fuke 2EY

E 7)ol F53 Aoz Wit SAE AP e

2

2
ofulA] 7kl 189191 wiHA &loME dlolols 2y
2jo] obd WitiElE =E% A7E oAyt Ade’, iy
e omAE vehls Zleg Yey, 22919 WM &
AN winke] 22 e] ZAE ofuA7} alfle, AF
AR, AR Qo] Bele, AR ouA R FrhE o] |

Evaluation term for each factor

Skirt length M(SD)
Natural Mini Maxi

F-value p-value

Corny-stylish

3.40(1.84)"  330(1.86)" 4.36(2.000  41475%*% 007

Unattractive-attractive 3.60(1.85)  3.44(1.94)  4.49(1.93) 37.937 079

| Factor Unpopular-popular 343(1.79)  337(1.83) 431(1.86)  35.593 415
(Attractivene-ss Unfavorable-favorable 3.28(1.81)  3.09(1.79)  4.16(1.89) 42.076 303
factor) Unsuitable-matching 3.52(1.89)"  334(1.89) 4.44(1.94)  41.519% 043
Awkward-natural 343(1.84)  324(1.82)  4.55(1.86)  63.916 536

Uncomfortable-comfortable 3.85(1.89)  3.37(1.85)  4.75(1.86) 60.961 147

Without conviction-confident 5.38(1.60)  5.37(1.65)  5.43(1.57) 135 .166

Passive-active 5.18(1.75)  5.37(1.64)  5.16(1.71) 2.028 .070

(Valuibi};i;mfracmr) Looks unconfident-looks confident 537(170)  549(1.62)  539(1.73) 631 142
Closed-open 528(1.66)  5.48(1.62)  5.12(1.77) 4.899 566

Unfree-free 541(1.61)  558(1.54)  5.45(1.60) 1343 540

Feminine-masculine 3.93(1.57)  3.71(1.65)  437(1.63)  18.860 192

(Gei d]:wg:tor) Weak-strong 433(1.44)  4.09(1.53)  4.58(1.55)  11.746 058
Emotional-rational 3.76(1.60)  3.74(1.72)  3.96(1.69) 2324 596

4 Factor Similar to others-different from others 5.55(1.55)  5.72(1.52)  5.50(1.50) 2.300 743
(Individuality factor) Passable-unusual 5.13(1.75  541(1.66) 5.01(1.78)"  6.032* 047

*p<.05, **p<.01

Duncan test result p <.05 Groups showing significant differences in level are indicated by the size of the mean value in alphabet.

a<b<c
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Ry =<
3 gEfro]a Bolgh olwxjgial HrHEISS & & Sk
=88] 2 Z¥ Ryu and Lee(2015) A-ollx} 72o] 4
Eo] 2AEES 830N telERlg =Esle] Ane] B4
S =l A 28 dyem B U gk

423. 27galel] wE oW 7t

o] wpe olulx] Pk BE 2o folg Ao]
7F A= ZoFE JERITH(Table 7).

182121 wiEA agloA E2e-AAE ojux|o] tisir
£ Witkg)el A9 Hio] 388(SD=1.92)0 08 W=golo|d
Q1 A9 3.49SD=1.98)d0l HJ3l| Zol fogt 2ol HAA
(t=3.605, p<.001), ‘W= gl U= olnA e disir=
AokElel 749 Hol 3.97(SD=1.92)7e8 Wxgolo|Hl
739 3.72(SD =2.000dl M3} =oF Fel gk 2olE BATHF =
2354, p<.05).

2821Q1 7 QRlelM Al fle-2Al Sl olwAlel oy

5.059, p<.001), ‘AHAIZE Q1o Hol=ARgt flo] Hole o]
ulzof| thafire WrkElQl A9 ol 5.69(SD=1.5582 =
Az=eo]o]FR A9 5.14(SD = 1.76)-l wlal| ok froldh 2+
olZ WIL(r=5.937, p<.001), ‘B YA EZ 1 o]w]
Aol thaire Wkl A9 Wetol 5.57(SD=1.61do= A
zglolo]gel S 5.01(SD = 1.73)d0) B3] Zo} 23k xjo]
£ HYoH(r=6.039, p<.001), AFFA FSAFZL oln]
Aol tislirE wicke]] 7 Hdkol 5.75(SD = 14780 = A
Z#olo]Fel A9 521(SD=1.65)4l Bla] o} Fo3t 2lo]
Z BY9hr=6.166, p<.001).

382191 AT 8RleA A ze] A e om|R] o
tallxe A=zeoloJhel A Htol 419SD=1.6612=
Aok 3.81(SD=1.60)d0l W3l =of folgh AolE B
(t=-4.143, p<.001), FH3A1-01/3AQ1" ou|Rol| t3A=
A=golo]Fel AS- H 4.06(SD=1.66)dE Wiy 3.57
(SD=1.66)A°l Ha o} FJ3 AolE HAYvhr=-5.329,
p<.001).

422120 7184 8RloA HEF vl gE T oy
ol thalire Wkl 739 Wetol 5.74(SD= 14702 A

S WMokl A9 Hito] 5.59(SD=1.53)3 22 M=o Z#|o]oJH 79 5.44(SD = 1.56)°] Il Eo} o)t 2jo]
o1l 7% 5.20(SD=1.65)310l Hlal o} foldt 2ol Bl g HAN(1=3.662, p<.001), “FHgH-5olgk ofn|x]ef| s
J(t=4.354, p<.001), ‘AFHJA-AFAL oln|x|o] disiri= A Wite)l 739 Heto] 528(SD = 174302 M=ol
k]l 79 Hero] 548(SD=1.62502 M= olejd F 7 5.08(SD=1.73)8el Hlall szof feIgh AolE Bl
Table 7. Image evaluation according to the creative method
Wearing method M(SD)
Evaluation term for each factor t-value p-value
No layering  Pants layering

Corny-stylish 3.88(1.92) 3.49(1.98) 3.605%** .000

Unattractive-attractive 3.97(1.92) 3.72(2.00) 2.354* .019

1 Factor Unpopular-popular 3.74(1.82) 3.66(1.93) 756 450

(Attractivene-ss Unfavorable-favorable 3.58(1.80) 3.45(1.97) 1.266 .206

factor) Unsuitable-matching 3.78(1.94) 3.75(1.99) 297 767

Awkward-natural 3.67(1.89) 3.81(1.97) -1.283 200

Uncomfortable-comfortable 3.94(1.90) 4.05(2.00) —-1.053 292

Without conviction-confident 5.59(1.53) 5.20(1.65) 4.354%** .000

Passive-active 5.48(1.62) 5.00(1.75) 5.059%** .000

(Valuibiicytoframr) Looks unconfident-looks confident 5.69(1.55) 5.14(1.76) 5,937 000

Closed-open 5.57(1.61) 5.01(1.73) 6.039%** .000

Unfree-free 5.75(1.47) 5.21(1.65) 6.166%** .000

Feminine-masculine 3.81(1.60) 4.19(1.66) —4.143%** .000

( G;n difcg;or) Weak-strong 433(1.49) 433(1.56) ~036 971

Emotional-rational 3.57(1.66) 4.06(1.66) —5.329%** .000

4 Factor Similar to others-different from others 5.74(1.47) 5.44(1.56) 3.662%** .000

(Individuality factor) Passable-unusual 528(1.74)  5.08(1.73) 2,113 035

9 < 05, *¥p<.01, ¥+%p< 001



168 SF=7o] 78813 A23FH A25., 2021H

thr=2.113, p<.05).
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Zo® Uepont o] Ag migA agleld ZEOE
2AEZ} B 3.88(SD=1.630 L2 Zg|= ~AE 3.60(SD =
167l Haf o} o3t xpol2 HTHr=2.430, p<.05).
A= Table 97 7T},

FAe] A9 omz] Hrlkel g3y} vlwA HA Jehd 3
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Table 8. Interaction of visual images according to skirt shape and length, and creative method

Attractiveness Evaluability Gender Individuality
Variance Average Average Average Average
sum of squares sum of squares sum of squares sum of squares
Skirt type 8.346 3215 2.420 1.276 3.890 2420 1.129 0.614
Main effect Skirt length 157919 60.833%** 2.903 1.530 23.673 14.727%%* 2.295 1.249
Wearing method 2.699 1.040 81.200 42.803*** 27.175 16.905*** 30.633 16.671%**
Skl.ﬂ type 12.264 4.724** 1.515 0.799 2.009 1.250 0.490 0.267
x Skirt length
Two-way Skirt type
interaction . P 4.160 1.603 9.958 5.249* 4.037 2511 5.157 2.806
x Wearing method
effect )
Skirt length 2532 0975 2,071 1.091 3447 2144 1.496 0.814
x Wearing method
Three-way Skirt type
interaction x Skirt length 2.739 1.055 0.241 0.127 0.906 0.563 0.046 0.025

effect x Wearing method

*p<.05, ¥*p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 9. Image evaluation according to the skirt shape of male and female college students
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Skirt type M(SD)

Evaluation term for each factor - - - t-value p-value
Straight skirt Pleated skirt
Attractivene-ss factor 3.88(1.63) 3.60(1.67) 2.430%* .015
Valuability factor 5.34(1.41) 5.24(1.49) .940 347
Female
Gender factor 4.18(1.14) 4.04(1.27) 1.603 .109
Individuality factor 5.20(1.47) 5.30(1.46) -1.035 301
Attractivene-ss factor 3.74(1.73) 3.79(1.77) -.306 .760
Mal Valuability factor 5.54(1.28) 5.46(1.33) .595 .552
ale
Gender factor 3.98(1.36) 3.91(1.48) 498 619
Individuality factor 5.44(1.15) 5.42(1.14) 222 .824
‘p<.05

432. 2 st e] AAE Zojo mpg ojw]x] H7t

HU tisge] A7 E Holol] e olw]x] HrkE A e,
WA A = A allst Ao alelx AAE Ao
o wet frefgh &ol7t e ALE ERSTH(Table 10).

g wigA aRleM 2AE oyt WAIQl A He
432(SD=1.68) 2% 7F¢ ifakl Ul U2l A5 339(SD=1.59)
HoR 7P Hot o3t Aol& B oM (F=27.207, p<.001),
G a]lolA WAl 735 ﬂ& 440(SD7126)7<4_E 7P
=G, mUQ AL 3.90(SD=123)A2 8 714 o} o3k
ztel& HMD}(F: 13.149, p < .001).

W2 g SRl SAE Aoyt xRl A
4.65(SD=1.62y3 22 7P =341, PlUQl A9 3.16(SD = 1.60)
o= 7pF Yol #2931 2}o]2 B oM (F=35.987, p<.001),
A QoA ARl - F 4.13(SD=143)H2 =2 7P
T, HURl A 3.74(SD=1449)H 02 7P ol fojet

2ol 2 HATHF=3.028, p <.05).
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Table 10. Image evaluation according to skirt length of male and female college students

23t 2polE KA

Skirt length M(SD)

Evaluation term for each factor — - F-value p-value
Natural Mini Maxi

Attractivene-ss factor 3.51(1.55)° 3.39(1.59)° 432(1.68) 27.207%** .000

Fermal Valuability factor 5.26(1.45) 5.40(1.41) 5.21(1.48) 1.268 282
emale

Gender factor 4.03(1.08)° 3.90(1.23)° 4.40(1.26)° 13.149%** .000

Individuality factor 5.20(1.53) 5.35(1.45) 5.21(1.43) 888 A12

Attractivene-ss factor 3.49(1.67)" 3.16(1.60)" 4.65(1.62)° 35.987 .000

Mal Valuability factor 5.44(1.35) 5.57(1.34) 5.49(1.22) 342 711
ale

Gender factor 3.97(1.38) 3.74(1.44)° 4.13(1.43)° 3.028 049

Individuality factor 5.39(1.16) 5.49(1.14) 5.41(1.13) 357 700

%p < 05, **¥p < 001

Duncan test result p <.05 Groups showing significant differences in level are indicated by the size of the mean value in alphabet.

a<b<c
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Table 11. Image evaluation according to the creative method of male and female college students

Wearing method M(SD)

Evaluation term for each factor - - t-value p-value
No layering Pants layering

Attractivene-ss factor 3.85(1.55) 3.63(1.75) 1.893 .059

Valuability factor 5.55(1.34) 5.03(1.51) 5.194%*%* .000
Female

Gender factor 4.05(1.17) 4.17(1.24) -1.410 159

Individuality factor 5.41(1.44) 5.10(1.48) 3.062%* 002

Attractivene-ss factor 3.70(1.69) 3.83(1.81) -.819 413

Mal Valuability factor 5.74(1.19) 5.26(1.37) 4.005%** .000
ale

Gender factor 3.65(1.31) 4.24(1.47) —4.605%** .000

Individuality factor 5.58(1.13) 5.28(1.14) 2.871%* 004

*rp < 01, *+¥p <001

H3E 7MY QRlellA 2pdHbale] Wikl 739 Wit 5.74
(SD=1.1982= = olojHl 79 526(SD=1.37)de] H]
3 Zol fodk xlo)l2 BYIL(r=4.005, p<.001), AEAHE &
QoA Mz oo FQ - H 424(SD=1.47)H o= Wit}
22l A 3.65(SD=1.31)-0l vlal] Eol felgt zfolE B
S H(t=-4.605, p<.001), 71973 QA wWrlEQl A Het
5.58(SD= 113y 02 M=ol -9 528(SD=1.14)%e|
H|3)] o} F-o3 xjol5 HAthr=2.871, p<.01).
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Table 12. Differences in overall image evaluation according to the skirt
shape of male and female college students

Skirt type M(SD)

Division - - - t-value p-value
Straight skirt Pleated skirt
Female 4.65(1.01)  4.55(1.09) 1.378 .169
Male 4.67(0.97)  4.65(1.03) 301 764

**p<.01

7EQ A4 Ha 467(SD=9NHLE ZT)|= ~FEQ] 7%
4.65(SD = 1.03)Hel ®lell Ekort o3t Apol= ot

(Table 12).

442. 99 tiEAe] 2AE Zolo uj oln|R] H7} A9
2}o]

HU dighle] 2AE Zojol| e oju]A] {7} Ao 2}
o= Table 139} 2t} HAJe] AxE ARH, ~AE Zo|r}
wAlel B9 HiE 478(SD=1.13)ALE 7P =Y, v5E
01 A9 450(SD= 1000822 7P¢ Ho} 23 xlo|& HYo
H(F=6.648, p<.001), @3¢ d3&5 AW, 2FAE Zo]
7} WA)el AL B 4.92(SD=1.028 0% 7P =43, vy
0 7% 4.49(SD = 930 = 71 Gol {23 Ao)Z BT}
(F=8419, p<.001).

443, 99 giggel 2o wE olu|x] Hrl HA|2|
2ol

U tigale] 2ol whE oju]x] Hrt AAL Aol
Table 142} 2t} &3Ade] A3s Aww, 2gr o] it
0] A9 H 4.71(SD= 97y L2 W=xgoloA<] -3 448(SD
= 1.12)8¢] HJ3] =ol Foldt AlelE KA (1=3.182, p<.01),
We] AFE AuRm, 2] Wl A9 et 4.67(SD
=850 2 M=golo]R) A% 4.65(SD=1.14)8] 3] =

grovt frelat Aol opgirt,

Table 13. Differences in overall image evaluation according to skirt
length of male and female college students
Skirt length M(SD)

Division t-value
Natural Mini Maxi

p-value

Female 4.50(1.00)° 4.51(1.00)" 4.78(1.13)" 6.648%+* 001
Male  4.57(1.00)" 4.49(0.93)" 4.92(1.02)" 8.419*** 000

#rkp < 001
Duncan test result p<.05 Groups showing significant differences in level
are indicated by the size of the mean value in alphabet.

a<b<c
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Table 14. Differences in overall image evaluation according to the
creative method of male and female college students

Wearing method M(SD)

Division No layering Pants layering frvalue p-value

Female 4.71(0.97)  4.48(1.12) 3.182%* .002

Male 4.67(0.85)  4.65(1.14) 139 .890
**p<.01
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