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Abstract This research examines the effects of perceived design personality on consumer
responses such as attitude toward products and purchase intention. Furthermore, the study analyzes
if the design typicality moderates the effects of design personality on consumer responses. The
research results found that when consumers are exposed to a typical design, they are more likely to
perceive sincerity and ruggedness at a higher level. On the other hand, consumers tend to perceive
a higher level of excitement and sophistication, as they are exposed to the atypical design. Besides,
competence and ruggedness have positive effects on buying intention in the case of a typical design,
while sincerity, excitement, and sophistication have positive impacts on buying intention in the case
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of an atypical design. Lastly, competence and ruggedness are found to have positive impacts
on design attitude more in the typical design than in the atypical design, whereas sophistication
showed positive impacts on design attitude more in the atypical design than in the typical
design. Additionally, competence has more influence on product buying intention in the typical
design and excitement has more effect on it in the atypical design.

Keywords: Design personality, Design typicality, Product design attitude
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Table 2 Reliability and Validity Test (Typical Design Stimuli Sample)

Items Attitude Ruggedness  Sincerity Competence Excitement Sophistication Igéiglgn
attl 913
att2 99
att3 892
rug3 909
rugl 903
rug? 863
sin2 84
sinl 821
sin3 753
coml 873
com3 827
com? 71
excl 863
exc3 802
exc2 46
sopl 833
Sop2 813
sop3 128
hil 909
hi2 897
Cronbach’s a 909 868 826 741 708 771 912
Eigen Value 264 268 247 2.47 2.47 199 193
yoblaned g3 2@ 123 23T 1236 999 965
ariance(%)
Gumlive 300 %6.13 3850 5087 6323 B2 081
FEALE U A A F AAY, F5 9 HEsh AF pulE 7o) woAlel o b
B9 e A9 A WA AL 39 ARls A9 G4 Mag G4
ol AFE TRl Bmel FHH A W Folq Ze 344 Tt Qi Ao
A Aoz deon 20e 4a4 d4d A4
A AlEE-S HAFE A YRRl ARE TRl gzl @Al weh vyt A ZbskE vt
wol A JFL WAL Ao JEyt A el tE Aol A 49 s
gk HARl AT AlE Tl 7o FAlelA Table 6 A|A¥ wie} Fo] 214783 73Q1%H o
= ARY OAele] A9 S5 A Ol A9l ANALS AFA ARl A uoh A
g Aol AF el AFA) dEgFE v Byt om (gt zto] Z7F 040, 0.56), G834 Alwd
Ax Aoz Yekou wARA taRle 4 Ol A4 A9e wARA ORAdelA u &
oAz BRI FATel AFTUAR] IFS vl A GEREHETA] 217 068, 067)
A= Ao vt webd tAel Ay Adel et 58 YAl AAde A3H oA
OAel Blwst A% pulewe] GBS wAvk: < wARH AeldA Folsk = oz 1}
4 13 2 REAoR AWk Te Ua ek mebd AgAel we avazh Azheh
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Table 3 Reliability and Validity Test (Atypical Design Stimuli Sample)

Items Attitude  Competence Ruggedness Sincerity =~ Sophistication Excitement Iﬁggggﬂ
attl 914

att2 910

att3 864

coml 921

com? 07

com3 837

rug2 869

rugl 826

rug3 7189

sinl 823

sin3 806

sin2 134

sop2 57

sopl 134

sop3 600

exi3 866

exi2 57

exil 68

bil 836
bi2 780

Cronbach’s a 1 34 79 67 it 801 901

Eigen Value 310 2.67 2.35 2.4 2.09 1.34 1.49

VE??DlameS 1554 1337 1179 1170 1047 92 748

ariance(%)

VCUmUJaUZe 1554 2891 4070 5240 6287 7209 7957

ariance(%)

Table 4 The Relationship between Design Table 5 The Relationship between Design
Personality and Consumer Response Personality and Consumer Response
(Typical Design Stimuli Sample) (Atypical Design Stimuli Sample)
Hypothesis Estimate| CR. Hypothesis Estimate| CR.

Sincerity— Attitude 016™ | 294 Sincerity — Attitude 017" | 255
Competence— Attitude 047" | 680 Competence — Attitude 015" | 18
Excitement— Attitude 014" | 164 Excitement — Attitude 0377 | 273
Sophistication—Attitude 0.03 1.08 Sophistication — Attitude 0.07 1.87

Ruggedness—Attitude 022" | 372 Ruggedness— Attitude 0.03 0.60

Sincerity—Buying intention 0.02 050 Sincerity — Buying intention | 0.20™ | 2.63

Competence—Buying intention | 0.38"* | 393 Competence — Buying intention | 0.09 141

Excitement—Buying intention | 0.02 080 Excitement — Buying intention | 0.38™ | 2.90

Sophistication—Buying intention| 0.01 042 Sophistication — Buying intention| 0.01 0.81

Ruggedness—Buying intention| 015" | 2.72 Ruggedness— Buying intention | 012™ | 2.01

Attitude—Buying intention 159" | 910 Attitude — Buying intention 1767 | 89
Chi-square: 52654 with 149 df(P=0.00) Chi-square: 51597 with 149 df(P=0.00)
NFI=0.90, CFI=091, RMR=0.10 NFI=0.92, CFI=091, RMR=0.09

1 p<0.1, #=x p<0.5, *xx:p<0.01 1 p<0.1, #xl p<0.5, e <p<0.01
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Table 7 The Moderating Effect of Design Typicality on the Relationship between

Design Personality and Design Attitude

Path - Typicality Free model x> |Constraint model x° A

high low
sincerity—attitude 0.16 017 104251 1042.52 0.01
competence—attitude 047 0.15 1042.51 1050.60 8.09
excitement—attitude 0.14 0.37 104251 1044.41 190
sophistication—attitude 0.03 0.07 1042.51 1047.14 4.63
ruggedness—attitude 0.22 0.03 1042.51 1047.82 5.31

*: p<0.1, #xp<0.05, #xxp<0.01

Table 8 The Moderating Effect of Design Typicality on the Relationship between

Design Personality and Buying Intention

Typicality

Path - Free model x> |Constraint model x° AY?

high low
sincerity—Intention 0.02 0.20 104251 1046.12 361
competence—Intention 0.38 0.09 1042.51 1056.10 13.59
excitement—Intention 0.02 0.38 1042.51 1048.83 6.32
sophistication—Intention 0.01 0.01 104251 1042.68 0.17
ruggedness—Intention 0.15 012 104251 104262 011

x1 p<0.1, **p<0.05, #*++:p<0.01
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