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This study analyzed the design cases that were
successfully evaluated in the crowd funding platform
from the standpoint of typicality and preference.
Therefore, we tried to confirm the results of the
previous studies on the typicality and propose a
strategy direction for the design typology within the
crowd funding platform.

For this study, the relationship between the
background of the crowdfunding platform and the
present operating status and the relationship between
design typology and product preference were
theoretically examined. Next, the representative success
cases were selected in the crowdfunding platform, and
the two hypotheses ([Hypothesis 1] the correlation
between the aesthetic attractiveness and the preference
will be different according to the functional orientation
of product. [Hypothesis 2] If there is a correlation, the
typicality will show a negative(-) relationship to
aesthetic attractiveness and preference) were tested to
clarify the influence of typicality on preference and
aesthetical  attractiveness. Hypothesis testing was
conducted by analyzing the responses of 138
respondents in Seoul, who had experienced connecting
crowd funding platform at least once, using SPSS
statistics.

Based on this, it can be seen that the degree of
correlation between typicality, aesthetical attractiveness,
and preference varies depending on the functional
orientation of products. Also, when the degree of
functional orientation of product was low, the typicality
showed a positve (+) relationship with aesthetic
attractiveness and preference. Therefore, the crowd
funding platform that pursues new ideas requires control
over the innovation of design.
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[Table 1] Questionnaire Questions

strongly disagree strongly agree

1. This product is
O—2——B——@—

similar to a typical 5—6—D

guitar image

2. This product
represents a typical

>

> ———O—6—C

guitar image

3. This product

gives a visual O—0O——0B——a@—0C—6—D

pleasure

4. The appearance

D@66

of this product is
attractive.

5. T like this

product.

6. This product is

worth buying.
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[Table 2] Typicality, Aesthetic Attractiveness, Preference correlation

Aesthetic
Typicality Attractive Preference
ness

Pe

Typicalit 1
bble ypicality
Time Aesthetic

. -0.005 1
Attractiveness
Preference -0.026 .828%* 1

Aesthetic
Attractiv

Typicality Preference

eness

Fidge Typicality 1
Cube Aesthetic
. —0.109 1
Attractiveness
Preference =172 .803™ 1

Aesthetic
Attractiv

Typicality Preference

eness

KAI
SR Typicality 1
Origi .
Aesthet
nal esnene ~0.060 1
Attractiveness
Preference —0.099 .828™ 1
Aesthetic
Typicality Attractiv  Preference
eness
Kl Typicality 1
an
g Aesthetic .
. —.338 1
Attractiveness
Preference —.524™ .806™ 1

Aesthetic
Typicality = Attractive = Preference
ness
Mer Typicality 1
r .
Y Aesthetic .
. —.376 1
Attractiveness
Preference —-0.002 659" 1
Aesthetic
Typicality Attractiv =~ Preference
Spe eness
edX Typicality 1
Leo
Aesthetic
pard . —0.077 1
Attractiveness
Preference —-0.092 .832" 1
Aesthetic
Typicality = Attractiv = Preference
eness
Lap -
Typicality 1
Nos
h Aesthetic
. —.269™ 1
Attractiveness
Preference —-.290" 716" 1
Aesthetic
Typicality Attractiv =~ Preference
eness
ns Typicality 1
boar .
Aesthetic
d . —0.163 1
Attractiveness
Preference =172 .851" 1

p*<0.01 , p**<0.001 <N =138>
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[Table 3] Relationship between Typicality, Aesthetic Attractiveness, and
Preference : Klang

Dependent

Factor . P—value
variable
Preference 25.437 .000
Typicality Aesthetic
Attractiveness 8.773 .000
High Middle Low
Typicality Typicality Typicality
Preference
Average Value 5.357 4.074 2.653
Aesthetic
Attractiveness 5.643 4.333 3.5630

Average Value

[Table 4] Relationship between Typicality, Aesthetic Attractiveness, and
Preference : Lab Nosh

Dependent
Factor . P—value
variable
Preference 9.842 .000
Typicality Aesthetic
8.226 .000

Attractiveness

High Middle Low
Typicality Typicality Typicality
Preference 4.867 3.961 3.706
Average Value
Aesthetic
Attractiveness 5.167 4.264 4.217

Average Value

[Table 5] Relationship between Typicality and Aesthetic Attractiveness :
Merry

Dependent

Factor . P—value
variable

Aestheti
Typicality esthetic 11.608 000
Attractiveness

High Middle Low

Typicality Typicality

Typicality

Aesthetic
Attractiveness 5.102 4.410 3.222
Average Value
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