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ABSTRACT

This study examines choice overload and decision-making uncertainty among fashion designers working within
generative Al environments and proposes a structured aesthetic judgment model to guide evaluative decision-making.
While generative Al has significantly reduced the time and cost required to generate design forms, it has also shifted
the designer's role from that of a primary creator to that of a critical evaluator responsible for selecting viable design
alternatives from a rapidly expanding set of options. However, existing resecarch on human-Al interaction and
collaboration has largely focused on operational efficiency and generative performance, leaving the evaluative criteria,
Judgment processes, and decision-making logics that guide design selection under explored. To address this gap, this
study repositions brand identity not merely as a post hoc management concept, but as a cognitive and aesthetic
framework that enables designers to systematically structure selection processes before final design decisions are made.
From this perspective, the study proposes a three-stage aesthetic judgment model centered on brand identity. The
model comprises (a) cognitive homology alignment, which narrows the decision space by excluding alternatives that
conflict with the brand's historically accumulated formal aesthetics; (b) contextual semiotic reconstruction, which
interprets design alternatives in relation to the brand's narrative, cultural codes, and symbolic associations; and (c)
axiological final validation, which determines whether a design can be formally endorsed as a legitimate expression of
the brand’s core values. As a conceptual study grounded in an integrative literature review, this research contributes to
the scholarly literature by redefining professional expertise in generative Al-driven fashion design. Specifically, it shifts
the focus from the mere production of design outputs to the justification and articulation of aesthetic and

brand-centered design decisions.
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gojgid, AL dAdo] IHHE AAHE A
H Y Ale A ARl ATHY 22 sty A5S F de wEels & ok 5, A
A2E FAsHA At itk A HAtelye] 1 A dgeld FAALS AAstE Aol ofve
f F9eIe =4 el A/ (Form Generation) FHA o] ojul g 7EI ZH Y FollA] G
o] AFsheel wek, tARl AFe] L2HE= = He=A We Fxstete As on g
212 Hl& 3 A7 HoRH o g ZHAsith 1 3% ADF o= Wdig Aa=s hellA
U oolg ‘e wFste gdAowE tAel grtelvs ez wiA'E T AEAARS &
there] FREE AYs ZYIon, txiol e Fakel gloh, 22& ol 22 Ao dd F7
AT FUR AN F0H)E ZFxsthe AR 22X BAE AAA 247 W3 12 IS
A, g AEA] S HFH Y ks Mdske M Ty F dEA FEIAL £ A+ HAIC
Z BA}(Aesthetic Evaluator)' 2 H243] o] ARl Al ] 3k tijkE Aol A &gk A
A= FES 7 F e A FAEA BAE A
AIZ gA AAEE 82 "Ad 2 239 A4S AR, I FAFA FE IbE =9
g HatelyolAl Mdele] FHyiatel weke] Eoha starzt gk
dolghe AFA - AgEy RS ke @A 71E =95 BAE ZANE FEHAY &
A7+ Al9] FY(HAIC, Human-Al Interaction AsteE Aol AFel A, AAl "gAd 719 3
& Collaboration) ol #g A+EL FE 884 Aol AAZE A s Y =2 'eh wd vA
Yol HAFEol ow, AAE AFES A UE'E HAHCE bgF d7s AdAeE 7F
7102 Hrreta Ao Aol Wik o] # atth Yan et al.(2023)= GANS &3 34 ¢
A dge FMor dob ok 53] AL A ARl A 71+ AYE Hile dH 7lddd oy
oA Bzl AAR S A HS] Q1] A ol HAME EEdte AL AE 71ES Al
UoEA o oEstal glol, Al 9 A A &gtth Chen and Ma(2024)9 A% A4 1
A Qs A =EE AYsd e A # 29} Stable Diffusion®] ZAHOZE Aol L%
2 zydart stk o # dAFe A 5 EQAN MY SAE0] BAE FAALH A
tApRle] wshA deks FEsbstat gk S5O mEy 7hx] Ao g HolsEE AL A
BAAo g TARl #oke] Hrke FHY IF T A BFEA stk §9 Ghori et al. (2025)>
= Ws el gledl, oA wsAS A d AFH dHolHE A=) F45 FHae d F
Foll A LS wREo & FAg & & Utk gatglon, 24 Ao gYs o2oE Y3t
53 ARl Zejdd w89, AFe Sd=g A sk
2 A b dEE gudoRE yId /E mEbA] B At BHE AALS A9 B9
Ad HolAwk wrbae]l A HIge] tE Mgol obd dAtt o]d @AM HES b5
@ 23S 2y ok old SR <ld b= AAH - metE zgdow AT LA
gARl Hrke FF H7E%e] AS(authority) ol sttt ol B3 AAE Al ORI AEE F B
ojEskE WA o o]FolAH, ARA AL o] A THA]o] FgekE HAH IR Adst
BEA g A Aol o] Folx gk Iy A 71 Sk ‘Fxgkd WA dd 2d(Evaluative
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t At Zxsty fAGEA e m53 mA 7| Rt BAE7E A2 E A4S E U
A4E9 FF(Unique set of associations) &2 A EA 7)ZFd 7
g, 4 otolMEIE (Core Identity) st &g 719 BE=e] weto A Balmer(2010)& E#A
ofol Wl E] €] (Extended Identity) 8 ¥ th. T olojdEEE 719 AAEe AAA (distilla-
Kapferer(2004/2009) & o]& Hal olo]dlE] tion)'Z A3, ol wA, B¥d, T3 gHH
TYES B B8 24 A4, E3h A4, w e A YR AR A Qi HFEHETY B
g, Aepdolgts AR THA Ao FEAEE %t Urde7t AIgHe 719 B ofo]tlE]El w
FA35 9tk De Chernatony(1999) <Al WA 3} E 8~ (Corporate Brand Identity Matrix, CBIM)
e FACE 3 AT A LS 53, © BYE olo|dlEEE WH 84 9% 84 O
BPE ofe|dEE 7L 23 Wie] 713 AA e Y 2 o) At B 849 dsAgor A
At AAEY s FxIAT oMY B ok, 1 FAel B9l k& (Promise) % 3
T ololdlEEl & &MAA X Es BHPAE o 4 7} (Core Values) & 1A A7t (Urde, 2013)

{Table 1> Major Theoretical Perspectives on Brand Identity in Prior Research

Definiti f B Th ical
Scholar oy 9 rand Key Characteristics OB
Identity Focus
- Strategic intent from the brand sender’s
David A set of unique perspective Brand strateey/
Aaker associations that brand - Distinction between Core Identity and Extended 1ssosciaatio§y
(1995/ strategists seek to create Identity structure
2003) and maintain - Four perspectives: product, organization, person,
symbol
Jean-Noél | An identity structure that |- Brand Identity Prism (six facets) .
. s . . Identity
Kapferer integrates a brand’s - Culture emphasized as the central axis structure/
(2004/ internal essence and - Clear distinction between sender (identity) and
. . . Culture
2009) external expression receiver (image)
- Vision- 1 - 1: hasi
Leslie de | A strategic brand identity ision- and cu Fure centered Amode emphasts on Internal
. employees and internal organizational roles L.
Chernatony | constructed around vision . L . . organization/
- Relationship included as a core identity .
(1999) and culture Strategic process
component
John M.T. A - Empha31s on dynaml; ahggment among actual, Corporate
The determinant of ideal, and perceived identities . .
Balmer . . . . . identity/
corporate identity - Identity grounded in corporate reality .
(2010) L i . Consistency
- Long-term, organization-centric perspective
An integrated brand - Corporate Brand Identity Matrix (CBIM)
Mats Urde | identity linking internal |- Based on mission, vision, culture, and Corporate brand/
(2013) and external organizational competencies Value-based
domains - Promise and core values positioned at the center
, - Expansion beyond visually centered concepts
Bartholmé . . .
& A corporate sensory - Identity defined as the totality of sensory Sensory
identity encompassing all experience experience-based
Melewar . . . . . . .
(2011) five senses - Emphasis on the material and sensory dimensions identity

of brand experience
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Urde(2013) 7} ASket 719 HAE ofo]dEE AT FRIFH ok 3 g9 7lEelga B
o} E 8] A (Corporate Brand Identity Matrix, CBIM) gtk A grele BdTyt AEEE 7Y
T BEAE A ES FAsE P94 RAES A ko] AZHHO R FASEHE FoolBE, A
Aoz A o4 =S°luh Figure 13 3] g AIZF AIe U9l A o] 71FEHe] /A
CBIME HA:E Fojg FAd Fi Wif o4 SollA wgd o7t otk waEkA o}FE AF

24 23 o] 5% dASE T% 24F I AAHew SRV B2 A stHsE,
TAHE, BAE ololdEHEE d@=A FHs} HE o] 34 7pX 9} of&o wbetthH 22l
I AR H fEE A 49 =P 4 AREZ $A=7] oFTh o]d Holx A4 st
A Atk 53] o] Xde BASE wrd A7 A b oF42 tARl tigke] A" S35 2Ashe=
Aoy vAE oluA b olyzl, A -9 A9 A NFog #Esin, B A B4
7HA A A e} o Al Mo HHo] 45 AAR EoME HAE TR §A5%T
TZE oAl ke HelM o]2F 9og X
]dﬁ'- 0] E]ﬁl— ?_Z“:- E%E7]— J—:’,—(ﬁ—% X] 60]:6‘]—1 E Value proposition Relationships Position
oA mHFolo} S UHHOR AW & !

A G E

I8y CBIMS 2 z2xaee nac A9 | i < R T E——

Aol 4837 9la) AkE 2R A9, A 3 -

#5, AFUAA 5 dId 24 2852 4E 3 :

& 2 guE Ey o grES ¥ stal3 ol = Mission & Vision Culture Competences
WoE el AdE ndn &9 AT ohde Fig. 1> The CBIM(Urde, 2013, p.750)

A AIZE AQkek o] bAkl igh 3 ool

Ase AEEal ofd A3E AR AME & CBIM Wi# Q4o) &ldstE 1A (mission)’,
@ohe kel dee] gl slth BARl AE wA(vision), EsH(culture) B RF 2 Wite
- AlgE A Qb o] AlZHA tijks Wl Et A3} 712 AAE AHst= Q4o A wk tzpol
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{Table 2> Three-Stage Evaluation Framework

for Al-Generated Fashion Design

Stage & Key Question

Evaluation Checklist

Decision

Stage 1: Cognitive Homology
Alignment

“Is the design within the brands formal
repertoire?”
(Scaffolding: Brand Expression)

v [[JFormal Consistency: alignment with
brand-specific silhouettes and proportional
systems

v [[JCode Consistency: use of signature colors
and material ranges

v []Detail Language: consistency in finishing,
construction, and decorative elements

[] Early rejection
[] Retained

Stage 2: Contextual Semiotic
Reconstruction

“Can the design generate meaning
within the brands narrative and
context?”

(Scaffolding: Mission - Vision - Culture
- Positioning)

V[ IMAYA Balance: appropriate balance
between typicality and novelty

Vv/[INarrative Consistency: alignment with
brand story and seasonal concept

v [IContextual Fit: target audience acceptance,
situational appropriateness (T.P.O), and
cultural risk assessment

[] Reinterpretation
[] Adjustment

] Hold

[] Pass

Stage 3: Axiological Final Validation

“Can the design represent the brand's
core values?”
(Scatfolding: Core Values & Promise)

v [ IValue Alignment: consistency with core
brand values and philosophy

v [[JEthical Responsibility: evaluation of
potential social or cultural issues

v [JAsset Contribution: potential to enhance
long-term brand equity and trust

[] Final approval
(] Final rejection
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{Fig. 4> Three-Stage Aesthetic Judgment Model for Al-Generated Fashion Design
(Diagram by the author, 2026)
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