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ABSTRACT

This study sought to explore the perceived value of Al—designed clothing and its impact on
consumer attitudes toward products and approach behaviors, such as the willingness to pay (WTP)
a price premium and word—of—mouth (WOM) intention. Specifically, it examined consumers’
perceived values (i.e., quality-functional value, emotional value, and behavioral price value) for
Al—designed clothing. Additionally, it investigated the moderating role of gender differences. Data
were collected through an online survey on Amazon Mechanical Turk. Participants viewed a video
demonstrating an Al system creating various clothing designs before responding to a series of
questions. A total of 314 respondents completed the survey. The collected data were analyzed
using the AMOS 26.0 software for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modeling
(SEM). The SEM results indicated that quality-functional and emotional values positively influenced
product attitudes, which enhanced WTP a price premium and WOM intention. However, the behavioral
price value had no significant effect on product attitudes. Furthermore, the PROCESS Macro was
used to assess the moderating effect of gender on the relationship between perceived value and
product attitudes. While the interaction between quality-functional value and gender did not
significantly influence product attitudes, the effects of emotional and behavioral price values on
product attitudes were gender—dependent. For both male and female consumers, the quality-functional
value of Al—designed clothing led to enhanced WTP a price premium and WOM intentions. However,
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emotional and behavioral price values appeared to be more crucial for increasing the approach

behaviors of male rather than female consumers.

Key words: Al fashion design, perceived value, attitudes, WTP a price premium, WOM
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Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis

L T

= = =
&t &4

a o]} 14.3%,
gkl £ 60.2%, ek =< o4} 24.5%9)
o7 eyt ZFoxEe] g s A

al

A

u
XKEO
=

$25,000 ©|3} 6.4%, $25,000 ©]%4~$50,000 =]5k
25.5%, $50,000 ©]’4~$75,000 V|9 34.7%,
$75,000 ©]4+~$100,000 "%+ 25.5%, $100,000

o 7.9%% Ao el

=

a

o} FA9,

Factor

Construct Ttems . AVE/CR  «a
loadings
Quality Al-designed clothing is worth buying. 0.781 0.630 0731
functional value Al-designed clothing surely has good quality. 0.739 0773
) Al-designed clothing is one that I would enjoy. 0.779 0.559
Emotional value . . . 0.687
Al-designed clothing would give me pleasure. 0.672 0.716
Behavioral ori Al-designed clothing is easy to buy. 0.815 0.646
chavioral price Al-designed clothing is easy to shop for. 0.788 i 0.830
value 0.845
Al-designed clothing is easily bought. 0.754
Al-designed clothing is good. 0.757 0567
Attitude I feel positive toward Al-designed clothing. 0.741 0‘797 0.770
I like Al-designed clothing. 0.679 '
I am willing to pay more money to purchase Al-designed clothing 0.789 0.519
WTP as opposed to regular clothing. ' ' 0.695
I am willing to purchase Al-designed clothing at a high price. 0.675 0682
I would recommend Al-designed clothing to other people. 0.839 0.708
WOM o _ : 0.801
I would say positive things about Al-designed clothing to other people.  0.799 0.829

WTP, willingness to pay a price premium; WOM, word—-of-mouth intention; AVE, Average variance extracted;

CR, Construct Reliability.
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Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analysis

Quality functional ~ Emotional Behavioral price Attitude WTP WOM
value value value

Quality-functional value 0.630* 0.792° 0.650 0.720 0.696 0.732
Emotional value 0.627° 0.559 0.669 0.731 0.642 0.746
Behavioral price value 0.423 0.448 0.646 0.625 0.632 0.644
Attitude 0.518 0.534 0.391 0.567 0.617 0.678
WTP 0.484 0.412 0.399 0.381 0.519 0.673
WOM 0.536 0.557 0.415 0.460 0.453 0.708

*Average variance extracted (AVEs) for the constructs are displayed on the diagonal.
"Numbers below the diagonal are squared correlation estimates of two variables.
‘Numbers above the diagonal are correlation estimates of two variables.

WTP, willingness to pay a price premium; WOM, word—of—mouth intention.
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0.941°"

Word of mouth

Fig. 1. The result of the structural equation model.
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Table 3. Results of moderated mediation analysis

Path Gender Effect BootSE 9%

LLCI ULCI

Male 0.1887 0.0843 0.0447 0.3649

Quality-functional value — Attitude — WTP  Female 0.1653 0.0767 0.0390 0.3340
Index of moderated mediation: 0.0234 (95% CI=-0.0246:0.0863)

Male 0.2385 0.0793 0.1118 0.4154

Quality-functional value — Attitude — WOM Female 0.2089 0.0716 0.0953 0.3763
Index of moderated mediation: 0.0296 (95% CI=-0.0290:0.1016)

Male 0.2622 0.1032 0.1080 0.4950

Emotional value — Attitude — WTP Female 0.1708 0.1033 0.0324 0.4124
Index of moderated mediation: 0.0914 (95% CI=0.0114:0.1709)

Male 0.2258 0.0691 0.1259 0.3928

Emotional value — Attitude — WOM Female 0.1471 0.0762 0.0401 0.3271
Index of moderated mediation: 0.0787 (95% CI=0.0132:0.1465)

Male 0.3046 0.1006 0.1310 0.5188

Behavioral value — Attitude — WTP Female 0.1354 0.0902 0.0233 0.3799
Index of moderated mediation: 0.1692 (95% CI=0.0148:0.3481)

Male 0.3509 0.0936 0.1868 0.5503

Behavioral value — Attitude — WOM Female 0.1560 0.0936 0,1868 0.5503

Index of moderated mediation: 0.1949 (95% CI=0.0110:0.3895)

WTP, willingness to pay a price premium; WOM, word—of—mouth intention; LLCI: lower limit confidence

interval; ULCI, upper limit confidence interval.
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