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Independent variable Level Level value Effect BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
Concept innovation CI Low level (-1D) 1058 —0.029 0.097 —0239 0.138
Average value 5241 0.009 0.088 —0.160 0.181
High level (+1SD) 6424 0.046 0.109 —0.133 0295
Interface innovation Il Low level (-1SD) 4058 0336 0.109 0.129 0553
Average value 5241 0317 0.103 0.140 0539
High level (+1SD) 6.424 0297 0.113 0.107 0546
Delivery innovative P1 Low level (-1SD) 1058 0295 0.123 0.047 0529
Average value 5241 0272 0.123 0.025 0509
High level (+1SD) 6.424 0250 0.136 —0.027 0517
Technology innovation TI Low level (-1SD) 4058 0.081 0.122 —0.145 0333
Average value 5241 0.039 0.116 —0.183 0271
High level (+1SD) 6.424 —0.002 0.126 —0256 0237

BootLLCI refers to the lower limit of the 95% interval for Bootstrap sampling, and BootULCI refers to the upper limit of the 95% interval for Bootstrap sampling.
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a*b

Intermediary
effect value

a*b (Boot
3}

a*b
(z-value)

a*b
(p-value)

*b (95%
BootCl)

c' Direct
effect

Test
conclusion

0.130

24.338

Technological innovation > 0.139 0.987%** 0.137 0.006 0.000 —0.065-0.258 —0.007 Insignificant
customer delight > mobile sharing intermediary role
Delivery innovation > customer —0.157 0.342** 0.987** 0.338 0.007 51.481 0.000 0.044-0.414 —0.494*** Masking effect
delight > mobile sharing

Interface innovation > customer 0.670*** 0.383%* 0.987*+* 0.378 0.005 69.921 0.000 0.115-0.420 0.292** Some agents
delight > mobile sharing

Concept innovation > customer 0.064 —0.007 0.987*** —0.007 0.004 —1.611 0.107 —0.127-0.120 0.071 Insignificant
delight > mobile sharing intermediary role

*p < 0,01 p < 0.05and *p < 0.1
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Test

conclusion

a*b
Intermediary
effect

c’ Direct
effect

Effect ratio
calculation
formula

Effectiveness
ratio

Technological innovation > Insignificant 0.130 0.137 —0.007 - 0%
customer delight > mobile intermediary role

sharing

Delivery innovation > Masking effect —0.157 0.338 —0.494 |a* b/ | 68.311%
customer delight > mobile

sharing

Interface innovation > Some agents 0.670 0.378 0.292 a*b/c 56.462%
customer delight > mobile

sharing

Concept innovation > Insignificant 0.064 —0.007 0.071 - 0%

customer delight > mobile
sharing

intermediary role
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Common indicators quare degree of GFI CFl  NFI
df

freedom ratio x

Standard of judgment - - >0.05 <3 >0.9 <0.10 <0.05 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9

Value 362.304 168 0.000 2.157 0.866 0.074 0.093 0.945 0.904 0.932
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Non-

normalized path

Standardized
path coefficient

coefficient
Concept innovation - Customer Delight —0.009 0.071 —0.120 0.905 —0.008
Interface innovation - Customer Delight 0384 0.070 5514 0.000°+* 0370
Delivery innovation - Customer Delight 0.342 0.093 3.695 0.000** 0.330
Technology innovation - Customer Delight 0.139 0.101 1.374 0.169 0.130
Concept Innovation - Mobile Sharing 0.071 0.114 0.627 0.531 0.047
Interface innovation - Mobile Sharing 0292 0.119 2.464 0.014* 0.199
Delivery innovation - Mobile Sharing —0.494 0.152 3248 00017+ 0337
Technology innovation | — Mobile Sharing —0.007 0.162 —0.045 0964 —0.005
Customer delight - Mobile Sharing 0987 0.109 9.066 0.0007* 0.697

*#p < 0.01,*p < 0.05and *p < 0.1.
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Mobile sharing Customer delight

ISE t-value ISE t-value p-value
Constants 0.237 0529 0.449 0.654 —0.353 0756 —0.466 0.641
Concept innovation 0.071 0.115 0619 0536 —0.014 0.068 0212 0.832
Interface innovation 0.292 0.120 2426 0.016* 0331 0.067 4.910 0.000**
Delivery innovation —0.494 0.154 —3.204 0.002*"* 0376 0.146 2584 0.010%
Technology innovation —0.007 0.164 —0.045 0.964 0.061 0.098 0.627 0531
Customer delight 0.987 0.110 8943 0.000%**
Personal innovation 0375 0.170 2211 0.028*
Conceptual innovation* personal innovation 0032 0.028 1.140 0255
Interface innovation*® personal innovation —0.017 0.028 —0.599 0550
Delivery innovation* personal innovation —0.019 0.027 —0.713 0477
Technological innovation* personal innovation —0.036 0.028 —1.299 0.195
Sample size 214 214
R? 0.440 0.613
Adjustment R ? 0.424 0.600
Fvalue F(s.08) = 32.697, p = 0.000 F(sa07) = 54.599, p = 0.000

*#p < 0.01,%*p < 0.05 and *p < 0.1.
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Latent variables Observed variables Factor load ronbach’s alph CR

Concept innovation (CI) cI 0858 0.864 0.866 0764
cr 0.887

Interface innovation (IT) 11 0743 0824 0.830 0.621
2 0.730
113 0.886

Delivery innovation (DI) DI 0858 0862 0.863 0.760
DI2 0.884

Technology innovation (TI) TI 0.901 0.891 0.889 0727
TI2 0796
TI3 0867

Personal innovation (PI) PIL 0723 0.898 0902 0.697
PI2 0912
PI3 0829
PI4 0.867

Customer delight (CD) CD1 0.846 0.896 0.898 0.687
cD2 0.845
CD3 0826
CD4 0797

Mobile sharing (MS) Ms1 0735 0857 0862 0677
Ms2 0852
Ms3 0.869






OPS/images/fcomm-10-1475326/fcomm-10-1475326-t004.jpg
Dimension Number of Cronbach’s a

items
Visual complexity 4 0.908
Conceptual complexity 3 0954
Processing fluency 2 0973
Design minimalism 3 094

Overall (total) 2 098
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Cl 1l DI Tl MS Pl
cl 0.874
it 0.629 0.788
DI 0.663 0.669 0.872
TI 0.689 0.698 0851 0.853
o] 0534 0.676 0682 0.663 0.829
Ms 0317 0.470 0298 0342 0.623 0.823
Pl 0425 0.490 0519 0538 0.609 0596 0.835

Diagonal bold numbers are AVE square root values.
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Descriptive statistics of respondent

characteristics

Demographic variable

Gender

Age

Income level (per month)

Education level

Fashion product purchase
frequency (past 3 months)

Male

Female

-1

20-24

25~29

>30

less than 5,000 RMB

5,000 RMB ~ 9,999 RMB
10,000 RMB ~ 19,999 RMB
20,000 RMB ~ 29,999 RMB
More than 30,000 RMB
Middle School and Below
High School or Vocational School
Associate degree

Bachelor’s degree
Postgraduate level and above
None

1-4 times

59 times

More than 10 times

Experiment 1

Sample size
63
57

76
2

77

k%

86

2

70

2

14.2%

63.3%

183%

4.2%

64.2%

200%

7.5%

33%

17%

25%

707%

183%

58.3%

217%

158%

Experiment 2

Sample size

116(G-2)

103 (G-X)
101
79
30

2
142
34
2
137
9

21

146.3%

53.7%

516%

45.8%
445%
348%
132%

4.0%

4.0%
7.5%
110%
62.6%
150%
8.8%
60.4%
216%

9.3%
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Model

Dependent variable

X = complexity

M = luxury Perception
F
I

Sobel test
Bootstrap

***indicates significance at 0.001 level,

Model 1

Y = purchase intention

B
0533%%%

46,8717

0284

Indirect effect

0354

Model 2

M = luxury perception

B SE
0.519%%% 0079
4346777
0.269
Indirect effect = 0.354, Z = 5.537%+%
BootLLCI
0218

Model 3
Y = purchase intention
B SE
0.179%5% 0.066
0.683%+ 0.066
97,598+
0.625
BootULCI
0527
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Variables  Options (@IVET01414% Proportion = Variables Options Quantity  Proportion
o o

6) (%)
Gender Male 94 43.93 Revenue <1,000 RMB 61 28.50
Female 120 56.07 1,000-3,500 56 26.17
Age 20 years old and below 36 16.82 3,501-5,000 28 13.08
21-30 years old 126 58.88 >5,000 RMB 69 32.24
31-40 years old 20 9.35 Used takeaway Meituan 140 65.42
software
41-50 years old 20 9.35 Ele.me 58 27.10
51 years old and above 12 5.61 Dianping 6 2.80
Education Junior high school and below 15 7.01 Other 10 4.68
High School and Technical 27 12.62 Use frequency 3~5 times, 39 1822
secondary school
Undergraduate or Specialized 124 57.94 6~10 times 23 10.75
subject
Master and above 48 2243 11 times and above 107 50.00
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Complexity

Luxury Perception

Generational Difference

Purchase Intention

055254

0.43**

Complexity

10/52%4

-0.19

071ES
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Perception

Generational
Difference

0.43**

(7hlkEs

Purchase
Intention
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Dimension category

Visual complexity

Conceptual complexity

Processing fluency

Design minimalism

Measurement dimensions

Element quantity
Detail level
Symmetry

Color count

Spatial layout complexity
Polysemy
Symbolism

Cultural dependency
Perceptual Fluency
Conceptual fluency
Minimalist design
Scalability

Adaptability

Henderson and Cote (1998), Pieters et al. (2010), and Rosenholtz et al
(2007)

Janiszewski and Meyvis (2001), Miceli et al. (2014), and Orth and
Malkewitz (2008)

Reber et al. (2004) and Winkielman et al. (2003)

Clay (2024), Henderson and Cote (1998), and Samantha (2023)
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Experimel Description
Visual stimuli selection
Pre-experiment Questionnaire reliability test

Manipulation check

Variables: logo complexity, purchase intention, luxury perception

Experiment material: simple or complex brand logo
Experiment 1

Exposure time: 30s for each set, 3 sets for each participant

Record: participants slf-reported through questionnaires
Variables: logo complexity, purchase intention, luxury perception,
generational difference
Experiment material: simple or complex brand logo

Experiment 2
Exposure time: 30s for each set, 1 set for each participant
Participant Sampling: generation X, generation Z

Record: participants self-reported through questionnaires

Validation

Control group vs. Experimental group

Questionnaire

Experiment effectiveness

H1: Compared to low-complesity logos, high-complexity logos positively
affect purchase intention.

H2: Compared to low-complexity logos, high-complexity logos positively
influenced the customer perception of luxury (H2a), thus increasing their
purchase intention (H2b)

H3a:

enerational differences moderate the impact of logo complexity on

the perception of luxury.
H3b: Generational differences moderate the impact of luxury perception
on purchase intention.

H3e: Generational differences moderate the impact of logo complexity on

purchase intention.
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Factor

Logo complexity

Luxury perception

Purchase intention

LP1

LP2

LP4

LP5

PIl

P2

P13

Pl

Measure items
High complexity logo vs. low complexity logo

I think the products of this brand will be very expensive
T think this brand’s products will be very scarce
1 think the quality of this brand’s products will be very good
T think this brand's products symbolize high taste
think this brand is suitable for high-income classes to use.
Twould consider buying this product.

Ttis possible that I would buy this brand's product

Twill choose this brand without hesitate when I need this product.

Even I am not in need, I would buy this product,

Factor loadings

0994

0658

0639

0722

0801

0731

0.896

0.909

0924

Source

Virous Sources (Table 1)

Vigneron and Johnson (2004) and
Heine and Phan (2011)

Taylor and Baker (1994) and
Luetal. 2014)
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Category Subcategori

Units of analysis

Persuasion Source-encoder Communication

abilities
Attitudes
Level of knowledge
Sociocultural system
Message Structure
Message code
Content

Decoder receiver Communication

abilities

Attitudes

Level of knowledge

Sociocultural system
Channel (social media) Variety of platforms

Community building

Linguistic creativity

Source: own elaboration.





OPS/images/fcomm-09-1502109/fcomm-09-1502109-t003.jpg
Instagram Followers Type of Comments Day of Engagement

account content publication
Is 144000.00 Photo 1,450 148 Friday L1
Photo 853 784 Friday 11
3 22300000 Photo 5158 49 Friday 23
Video 4618 9 Sunday 21
Photo 1952 2 Monday 09
Video 3626 84 Tuesday 17
7 61200.00 Video 2397 30 Sunday 4
Photo 2316 0 Tuesday 39
2 32100000 Video 9,747 556 Saturday 3
Video 5361 128 Sunday 17
16 12400000 Photos and video 1,642 60 Sunday 14
Photo 737 61 Sunday 07
18 45100.00 Photo album 3815 86 Sunday 87
Video 1,549 74 Wednesday 36
1 20500000 Video 2424 3 Tuesday 12
Photo album Not mentioned 20 Wednesday No access
n 32500000 Reel 17,500 84 Friday 54
Reel 13,200 6 Thursday 4
Reel 7,805 55 Tuesday 24
Photo album 20,700 a Saturday 64

Source: own elaboration.
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Country

n México
¢ United States of America
3 United States of America
1 México

15 United States of America
16 Colombia

7 United Kingdom

18 México

Source: own elaboration.

Followers

325K
321K
23K
205K
144K
124K
612K

451K
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culture and society.
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Region/Country Sales revenue 2024

(Million $)

Global 14251.2
North America 5700.48
United States 4497.68
Canada 684.06
Mexico 518.74
Europe 42753
United Kingdom 718.26
France 39333
Germany 846.52
Ttaly 367.68
Russia 662.68
Spain 350.58
Rest of Europe 662.68
Asia Pacific 3277.78
China 1,475
Japan 45233
Korea 327.78
India 39333
Australia 170.44
Rest of APAC 23272
South America 712.56
Br: 304.98
Argentina 119.71
Colombia 63.42
Peru 58.43
Chile 513
Rest of South America 11472
Middle East and Africa 285.02
Turkey 2451
Nigeria 29.93
Egypt 29.93
South Africa 45.03
GCC Countries 121.99
Rest of MEA 33.63

Data from cognitive Market Researchs Blind Box Toys Market Report.
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Dimension Details
Providing leisure (LS)

Utilitarian purpose ‘Enhancing ease of purchase (C)
Increasing the chance of drawing a box (IC)
Obtaining product information (PI)
Demonstrating creativity (DC)
Community belonging (CB)

Social purpose
Gaining recognition from others (GR)

Constru

ing a virtual identity (VI)
Playfulness (P)
Engagement (EG)
Purpose of experience
Ease of use (EU)
Connection (CN)

Membership (MB)

‘Habit of check-in (H)

Brand loyalty

Accumulated consumption amount (ACM)

me

Gaming

Percentage

2%

2%

25%

25%

2%

2%

25%

25%

2%

25%

2%

25%

25%

2%

25%
25%

125%

12.5%
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BL

Utility
Social
Experience
Gender
Age

First

Mean

3294

4014

3.495

3751

0343

2847

2292

3,500

4125

3.500

3875

0.000

3.000

2,000

0.791

0.827

1126

1038

0476

1030

1316

1.000

1.000

1000

0.000

1.000

0.000

4750

5.000

5.000

5.000

1000

5.000

4.000

274

274

274

274

274

274

274
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033455
Utility
(6.24)
Social
Experience
0.095
Gender
(1.02)
0.045
Age
(1.04)
0.124%%%
First
(3.69)
150945
Constant
(5.65)
Observations 274
Adj. R-squared 0.151

%2, %, and * Denote statistical significance at the 1, 5, and 10% levels, respectively.

0,093+

@21

0.096
097)
0055
.21

01207
(3.33)

2,506+
(10.86)

274

0045

0,165+
(3.72)
0.085
(0.88)
0.048
(1.08)
01120
(3.18)
22517
©.73)
274

0075

0.343%%%

(5.10)
~0.080
(-146)

0065

(1.05)

0092

(0.99)

0.040

(092)

0117

(3.45)
1540%5%

(5.67)

274

0151
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033455
Utility
(6.13)
Social
Experience
0.095
Gender
(1.03)
0.045
Age
(L12)
0.124%%%
First
(355)
150945
Constant
(s.11)
Observations 274
Adj. R-squared 0.151

%2, %, and * Denote statistical significance at the 1, 5, and 10% levels, respectively.

0.093*

(1.95)

0.09%
097)
0055
32)

01207
(321

2506%+
(9.89)

274

0045

0,165+
(3.25)
0.085
(0.88)
0.048
(L18)

01120
(3.02)

22517
(8.79)

274

0075

0.343%%%

(4.83)
~0.080
(-148)

0065

(102)

0092

(1.00)

0.040

(Lo

0117

(3.26)
1540%5%

(5.09)

274

0151
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Variable name = De ion

BL ‘The calculated score of brand loyalty; the calculation details are shown in Table 2.

Utility “The calculated score of utilitarian purpose; the calculation details are shown in Table 2
Social ‘The calculated score of social purpose; the calculation details are shown in Table 2.
Experience ‘The calculated score of experience purpose; the calculation details are shown in Table 2
Gender If the respondent is male, the value is 1; otherwise, it is 0

Age ‘The respondents are divided into five groups based on age. The smallest group is assigned a

value of 1, the largest group is assigned a value of 5, and so on

First “The year from the first use of the mini program to the present, and the minimum value is 0

References

Abou-Shouk and Soliman (2021) and Yalcin et al. (2009)
Yang et al. (2017) and Childers et al. (2001)

Yang etal. (2017)

Yang et al. (2017) and Childers etal. (2001)

Yang et al. (2017)

van Rejjmersdal et al. (2010) and Bittner and Schipper
(2014)

Lounis et al. (2013), Xu et al. (2017), and Koivisto and
Hamari (2014)





OPS/images/fcomm-08-1296174/inline_2.gif





OPS/images/fcomm-08-1296174/fcomm-08-1296174-t005.jpg
Construct Items Factor loading CR AVE
Reputation (R) R2 0740 0.888 0.877 0.638
R3 0.826
R4 0.861
RS 0761
Perceived Fit (PF) PF1 0.813 0.889 0.894 0.628
PF2 0.802
PF3 0.787
PF4 0761
PE5 0.805
Production Involvement (PI) | PI1 0763 0915 0.905 0.661
P12 0.844
PI3 0.855
Pl4 0.834
PIS 0.768
Content Quality (CQ) cQl 0.839 0.941 0941 0.761
cQ2 0.859
cQ3 0.884
cQ4 0913
Qs 0.870
Aesthetic Quality (AQ) AQ1 0.759 0913 0.91 0.681
AQ2 0.857
AQ3 0.860
AQ4 0.828
AQS 0.806
Interactive Content (IC) 1C1 0.845 0.923 0922 0.702
1C2 0.841
1C3 0.831
1c4 0831
1C5 0.849
Green Trust (GT) GT1 0.850 0.923 0928 0722
GT2 0.838
GT3 0.848
GT4 0.851
GT5 0.854
Green Purchase Intention GPIl 0.770 0.926 0.927 0.725
(GPI)
GPI2 0.868
GPI3 0.896
GPI4 0.837
GPIS 0.873

CR, composite reliability; AVE, average variance extracted.
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Actual gested

X 1,516.934 -
df 674 -
¥3/df 2.251 1-3
CFI 0943 >09
TLI 0937 >09
RMSEA 0.056 <0.08
IFI 0.943 >09
Fmin 1.896

SRMR 0.049 <0.05
NFI 0.902 >09






OPS/images/fcomm-08-1296174/fcomm-08-1296174-t007.jpg
Hypothesis Causal pa SE P value Results
H1 R— GT —0.298 0.170 —1.757 0079 Not supported
H2 PF— GT 0629 0205 3.062 0.002 Supported
H3 PI— GT —0.021 0.119 —0.174 0862 Not supported
H4 CcQ— GT —0.033 0.082 —0.398 0691 Not supported
H5 AQ— GT —0.054 0.121 —0.447 0655 Not supported
H6 IC— GT 0.691 0.067 10299 <0.001 Supported
H7 GT— GPI 0932 0.014 67.124 <0.001 Supported
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Consumers’ intentions to
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Construct ltem Measurement items References
KOL's Feature
Reputation (R) R2 1 prefer to buy the green fashion products recommended by KOLs without (Vogler and Eisenegger, 2019)
scandals.
R3 1 prefer to buy green fashion products recommended by KOLs who are experts (Zhang et al., 2020)
(expert, experienced, and knowledgeable)
R4 1 prefer to buy green fashion products recommended by KOLs who are (Zhang et al., 2020)
trustworthy (dependable, honest, and reliable)
RS 1 prefer to buy green fashion products recommended by KOLs who are intimate. (Zhang et al., 2020)
Perceived Fit (PF) PF1 (1 prefer to buy when) The image of KOLs should be relevant and matches the (Gong et al., 2022)
green fashion products.
PF2 The KOL content atmosphere should be relevant and match the green fashion (Gong etal., 2022)
products.
PF3 The expertise of KOLs should answer consumers’ enquiries about green fashion | (Dom et al., 2016)
products.
PF4 KOLS attractiveness when using green fashion products makes me want to buy (Till and Busler, 1998; Dom
the products. etal., 2016)
PF5 The KOLs and the green fashion products caught my attention to the products (Dom et al.,, 2016)
and brands.
Production Involvement Il I prefer to buy green fashion products when KOLS gives positive reviews on the | (Clement et al,, 2007)
(1) products.
PI2 I prefer to buy green fashion products when KOLs give detailed reviews about (Wang et al., 2020)
the products.
PI3 1 prefer to buy green fashion products when KOLs share their personal (Zimand Sheiner et al,, 2021)
experience about the products.
Pl4 1 prefer to buy green fashion products when KOLS test/try on the products (Meng etal., 2010)
directly (virtual clothing try on)
PIS 1 prefer to buy green fashion products when KOLs offer special promotions for
products on the e-Commerce platform. (Niu etal., 2023)
Content'’s Feature
Content Quality (CQ) cQl The content on green fashion products recommended by KOLs meets my needs. (Ahmad and Zhang, 2020)
cQ The content on green fashion products recommended by KOLs is correct. (Ahmad and Zhang, 2020)
cQ3 The content on green fashion products recommended by KOLs is credible. (Scher and Schett, 2021)
cQ4 The content about green fashion products recommended by KOLs is valuable. (Scher and Schett, 2021)
cQs The source of content about green fashion products recommended by KOLs can | (Dong et al., 2022)
be trusted.
Aesthetic Quality (AQ) AQl 1 prefer the green fashion products recommended by KOLs who are visually (Yang etal,, 2021)
appealing.
AQ2 1 prefer the green fashion products reccommended by KOLs with attractively (Yang etal., 2021)
arranged content.
AQ3 1 prefer the green fashion products recommended by KOLs with visually creative | (Ramezaninia and
content. Shokouhyar, 2020)
AQ4 I prefer the green fashion products recommended by KOLs with good (Ramezaninia and
craftsmanship in content. Shokouhyar, 2020)
AQS 1 prefer the green fashion products recommended by KOLs with strategic colors. | (Ramezaninia and
Shokouhyar, 2020)
Interactive contents (IC) IC1 1 can effectively interact with KOLs on e-commerce when they introduce green (Wang et al., 2021)
fashion products.
c2 I can feel the genuine connections with KOLs when they recommend purchasing | (Wang et al., 2021)
green fashion products.
1C3 Tam eager to interact with KOLs when they introduce green fashion products. (Wang etal., 2021)
c4 1 feel satisfied when KOLS interact with my concern about green fashion (Dong et al., 2022)
products.
1C5 When considering purchasing green fashion products, communicating with (Dong et al., 2022)
KOLs made me feel at ease.
Green Trust (GT) GT1 I trust the recommendation of KOLs regarding green fashion products. (Dong et al., 2022)
G2 I believe that the standard of green fashion products provided by KOLs are high. | (Dong et al., 2022)
GT3 The green fashion products recommended by KOLs will fulfill their (Dong et al., 2022)
commitments and guarantee environmental safety.
GT4 The eco-friendly reputation of the green fashion products recommended by (Dong et al., 2022)
KOLSs is commonly trusted.
GT5 When listening to the recommendation of KOL on green fashion products, I felt | (Dong et al,, 2022)
that the environmental performance was reliable.
Green Purchase Intention GPI1 1 will consider purchasing green fashion products by KOLs' recommendations. (Dong et al., 2022)
(GPI)
GPI2 Purchasing fashion agricultural products by KOLs' recommendations has many (Dong et al., 2022)
advantages.
GPI3 I think it is a good choice to purchase green fashion products by KOLs' (Dong et al., 2022)
recommendations.
GPl4 Along with other options, I will give priority to purchasing green fashion (Dong et al., 2022)
products by KOLs’ recommendations.
GPI5 I'will advise my friends and acquaintances to purchase green fashion products by | (Dong et al,, 2022)

KOLs recommendations.
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Variable Optio Frequency Percentage Viethamese population distribution
Age 18-25 years old 126 31.50 1126
26-35 years old 99 2475 1591
36-45 years old 100 2500 1448
Over 45 years old 75 18.75 29.56
Gender Male 113 2825 49.8
Female 287 71.75 50,2
Income Less than VND 5,000,000 per 86 21.50 3.00
month
VND 5,000,000-<10,000,000 52 13.00 14.00
per month
VND 88 22,00 38.00
10,000,000-<20,000,000 per
month
VND 83 2075 30.00
20,000,000~ <30,000,000 per
month
More than VND 30,000,000 91 2275 15.00
per month

The population distribution data were sourced from General Statistics Office of Vietnam in 2019 (age), the General Statistics Office of Vietnam in 2021 (gender), and Statista (income).
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Variable Option Frequency ercentage
Knowledge of green fashion products None 24 6.00
Not much 111 27.75
General 130 32.50
Know well 94 23.50
Know very well 41 10.25
Experiences purchasing green fashion Have bought some and followed KOLs' 75 18.75
products by KOLs recommendation recommendations.
Have bought some but not followed KOLs" 154 38.50
recommendations.
Have not bought green fashion products 171 42,75
Purchase times influenced by KOLs (N = 75) 1-2 times 36 48.00
3-5 times 18 24.00
6-10 times 10 1333
11-20 times 4 533
Over 20 times. 7 9.33






OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Research Topics

Including the audience
in Integrated Marketing
Communication and
branding: social media,
gaming, and beyond






OPS/images/fcomm-09-1502109/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





