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Impact of user-generated content on wear decisions

HE Jiamin®, LU Hong""®
(a. College of Fashion and Design. b. Key Laboratory of Clothing Design and Technology. Ministry of Education,
Donghua University, Shanghai 200051, China)

Abstract: To study the impact of social media information sources on users’ dressing decisions, with a focus on the mediating
role of perceived usefulness and credibility, a theoretical model was constructed. The model took Xiaohongshu (a mainstream
social media platform for fashion) as an example, centered on two main sources of user-generated content, namely consumer-
generated content and marketer-generated content, and was based on social identity theory to elucidate how these sources
influence users’ dressing decisions. Data on users’ perceptions of the usefulness and credibility of social media information
sources, as well as their dressing decisions, were collected through a questionnaire survey. Statistical analysis and structural
equation modeling were employed for hypothesis validation. The results indicate that consumer-generated content is more
effective in eliciting audience behavioral intentions compared to marketer-generated content; the perceived usefulness and
credibility of information sources have a positive moderating effect on behavioral intentions; and the credibility of
information sources is positively correlated with perceived usefulness. The findings offer valuable insights for formulating
brand content marketing strategies and enhancing the efficiency of consumer engagement, while also highlighting the
practical value of consumer-generated content in driving platform conversions.
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Table 2 Sample characteristics of survey objects
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Table 3 Reliability test results of the questionnaire scale
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Table 5 Discriminative validity test results of the questionnaire scale
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Table 6 Results of the test of model fit
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Fig. 2 The model and its influence path
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Table 7 Results of the test for model violation estimation

E§24 DR 22T Al T R KL P
H1 0. 224 0.002
H2 0.338 :
H3 0. 456

H4 0.289

H5 0.224 0.001
H6 0. 257

.7 & P<<0.001,

oAb 2R B0 T 0 T I AR i) o R L AR A A
T g AR AN 3 B 7 o A Ak IR ¥ 2 5 7R 0. 70
0. 83 ZIH KT 0. 6(KT 0.7 HHEH), HA L
T 1O BRI T 0.95) , SRR A 7 A2
OO R E O ER AR 5B f# R BE 1 (square multiple
correlations , SMC) B[V £ B 15 1) s 1 16 285 1 42 2R
B2 Z I 0. 19(smalD 0. 33 (medium) ,0. 67
(large) ,

[put] [pu2| [pus| [Pua] [Pus]

2
<

VIR

(3) IS1 0.7
(22 '7‘;

0.1
(D) 1S3

osL e Bl [a—{(e9)
7R E 0.73, @
0.8
, ? @
)
i‘ Qf) 79 T> 0.79

3| [ra | [rs] [14] [717]

T8 T9 T10

LN

6000000 0

IS—{ BUR s PU— IS M s T— Al (5

sBI—AT A E R ;e —IRET,

B3 BENERFIAEEE

Fig. 3 Factor analysis path diagram of the model
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Table 8 Factor effect path parameters of the model
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