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Abstract

Identifying key product features that influence consumer
preferences is essential in the fashion industry. In this
study, we introduce a robust methodology to ascertain the
most impactful features in fashion product images, utiliz-
ing past market sales data. First, we propose the metric
called “influence score” to quantitatively assess the impor-
tance of product features. Then we develop a forecasting
model, the Fashion Demand Predictor (FDP), which in-
tegrates Transformer-based models and Random Forest to
predict market popularity based on product images. We em-
ploy image-editing diffusion models to modify these images
and perform an ablation study, which validates the impact
of the highest and lowest-scoring features on the model’s
popularity predictions. Additionally, we further validate
these results through surveys that gather human rankings
of preferences, confirming the accuracy of the FDP model’s
predictions and the efficacy of our method in identifying in-
fluential features. Notably, products enhanced with “good”
features show marked improvements in predicted popular-
ity over their modified counterparts. Our approach devel-
ops a fully automated and systematic framework for fashion
image analysis that provides valuable guidance for down-
stream tasks such as fashion product design and marketing
strategy development.

1. Introduction
In the domain of image feature analysis, contemporary ap-
proaches increasingly rely on deep learning techniques to
extract and interpret complex patterns within image data.
Pioneering models such as Convolutional Neural Networks
(CNNs) [28], Vision Transformers (ViT) [14], and Diffu-
sion Models [56, 57] have demonstrated efficacy across di-

*Equal contribution.

verse applications, including medical imaging, retail, and
e-commerce [9, 19, 35, 40, 58, 70]. These models can be
applied as tools for image editing tasks, significantly en-
hancing image customization for specific needs. For in-
stance, DALL-E [47] and DALL-E 2 [48] generate imagina-
tive images from textual descriptions, while StyleGAN en-
ables realistic facial feature manipulations [26], and Style-
CLIP merges StyleGAN’s capabilities with text-driven con-
trols for detailed edits [43].

Particularly, for fashion product images, identifying
features that influence consumer preferences is crucial.
Nonetheless, current methodologies often rely heavily on
human input, requiring designers to provide text instruc-
tions [44, 65] or detailed sketches [11, 66], which intro-
duces subjectivity and potential biases. This highlights the
importance of developing objective, automated systems that
can accurately identify and modify key features, enhanc-
ing both the precision and reliability of fashion design pro-
cesses.

In this paper, we introduce a novel method aimed at iden-
tifying and evaluating the most influential features in fash-
ion product images, thus guiding the enhancement of design
decisions based on their impact on product popularity. We
first introduce the “influence score”, aggregated from the
popularity data of related products, to quantify the impor-
tance of each design feature. This score is adjusted accord-
ing to the frequency of features observed across a collection
of images. Then we train a forecasting model which we call
the Fashion Demand Predictor (FDP) using real sales data
to forecast product popularity, as an increase in consumer
ratings has been demonstrated to correspond with higher
sales[41]. To validate our model, we conduct various exper-
iments using real data adapted from a European fast fashion
company. First, we assess the effectiveness of the FDP us-
ing a held-out test dataset and using human preference data
collected through a survey. Secondly, we perform ablation
studies to validate our feature influence measure, comparing
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pairs of original and AI-modified (using InstructPix2pix-
Distill[45] and Adobe Firefly Image 3 [2]) images to ana-
lyze the impact of specific features on product popularity,
thereby ensuring consistency between model predictions
and human assessments. Moreover, we use multi-modal
large language models (Llava-v1.5-7b [36]) as our baseline
for comparison. Our approach provides actionable insights
for feature identification in fashion product images, essen-
tial for targeted image editing and fashion design tasks. The
detailed pipeline of our methodology is illustrated in Fig-
ure 1.

In summary, our contributions are the following: (1) We
developed a popularity forecasting model that predicts the
popularity of fashion products based on their image and ba-
sic description. (2) We propose a quantitative measure to
evaluate the influence and importance of distinct design fea-
tures, where high scores indicate “good” features and low
scores indicate “bad” features. (3) We provide comprehen-
sive experiments and evaluation metrics to validate the per-
formance of our forecasting model and the effectiveness of
the feature influence score, employing ablation studies and
human surveys for robust validation.

2. Related Work

Attribute/Feature Extraction Image feature extraction re-
mains a fundamental task in computer vision, employing a
spectrum of techniques from traditional algorithms, such as
edge detection and texture analysis [62, 73], to more ad-
vanced neural network-based methods. Notably, deep learn-
ing models like CNNs [29], Transformers [63], and Vi-
sion Transformers (ViT) [15] have revolutionized this do-
main by automatically learning complex features. In the
context of fashion images, both conventional approaches
[3, 8, 67] and deep learning techniques [5, 31, 55, 69] have
been extensively utilized for feature recognition and extrac-
tion. In particular, CNN is frequently applied in this field
[12, 16, 24, 32, 39, 61, 64]. In our dataset, feature extrac-
tion is simplified by using a composite string of descriptors
for each fashion product, thereby eliminating the need to
design the concepts to describe the image features. Instead,
we focus on analyzing and evaluating the importance of fea-
tures. Our forecasting model leverages FashionCLIP [10],
a transformer-based approach that converts image features
into latent embeddings.

Fashion Image Generation and Editing Fashion image
generation has been progressively studied with the advent
of text-to-image synthesis, especially pertinent to fashion
contexts [17, 21, 38, 68]. Generative adversarial networks
(GANs) are prominently utilized for generating new designs
from sketches [66] and for enabling the creation of simi-
lar designs through Attribute-GAN, which combines given
designs with textual attributes [37]. The integration of ad-

vanced models such as transformers [43, 46–49, 53, 63, 71]
and diffusion models [13, 22, 51, 52] has significantly en-
riched capabilities in image generation and editing. Specif-
ically, [59] demonstrates a multi-modal transformer-based
architecture that enhances fashion image editing through
textual feedback, although it primarily functions within a
search model context, contrary to initial interpretations. In
our case, we utilize diffusion-based models, specifically
InstructPix2pix-Distill and Adobe Firefly Image 3, which
allow image editing based on region selection and text de-
scription inputs.

3. Methodology

3.1. Data

The dataset used in this study originates from a European
fast fashion company and includes real product data. For
each product, it provides a front-facing 2098 × 1500 pixel
image captured under controlled lighting and a uniform
white background (see pipeline Figure 1) for an example,
and a caption which is a composite string of descriptors
detailing product design elements, along with 22 categor-
ical features, including product category, fabric, fashion
degree, etc., and 13 numerical features, including product
cost, product listed price, life cycle, etc. Further details
about this dataset can be found in the Appendix. The dataset
contains a total of 8,503 products that include the image and
caption pair.

3.2. Caption Text Processing

Caption cleaning In our dataset, some captions are not
formatted perfectly. For example, several captions include
unusual non-English symbols, as well as superfluous com-
mas and periods. To address these issues, in the pre-
processing caption cleaning step, we first convert all cap-
tions to lowercase. Subsequently, we remove extraneous
punctuation marks (such as commas and periods) and then
divide the caption sentences into lists of short phrases,
where each phrase describes one attribute/feature of the
product.

Semantic-based Clustering using MinHashLSH Follow-
ing the cleaning of captions, each caption is transformed
into a list of features. We define the union of all these fea-
tures as F̄ . During our analysis, we identify multiple groups
of features where the elements within each group are syn-
onyms—indicating that they differ in expression but con-
vey highly similar or identical meanings. Examples of such
synonym groups include “cable knit” and “cable knit fab-
ric”, as well as “hook and zip fastening” and “zip and hook
fastening”. Consequently, our set of features, denoted F̄ ,
is effectively composed of k synonym groups, represented
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Figure 1. Pipeline of our methodology

mathematically as:

F̄ =

k⋃
i=1

Gi.

To eliminate this redundancy, we have opted to collapse
each group Gi into a singleton, with only one representa-
tive element. Specifically, we select a representative feature
fi from each Gi to construct our refined feature set F , ex-
pressed as:

F def
= {f1, f2, . . . , fk} (1)

This approach ensures a more streamlined and distinct set
of features for subsequent analysis.

To achieve this, we implement the following procedure.
First, we separate F̄ into disjoint synonym groups. In this
step, it is essential to assess the semantic similarity between
features. Our approach entails grouping features whose
similarity exceeds a predefined threshold τ0. Specifically,
for any two features fi, fj ∈ F̄ , we define H(·) as our
encoding function, which maps each text feature fi into a
d-dimensional vector in Rd, where d is a fixed number. We
then define S(·, ·) as our similarity metric for these vectors.
Consequently, we enforce:

if fi ∈ G and S(H(fi), H(fj)) > τ0, then fj ∈ G.

This process ensures that features grouped together share a
high degree of semantic similarity.

In particular, we employ MinHashLSH (MinHash
Locality-Sensitive Hashing) algorithm [6, 18] to achieve ef-
ficient clustering. MinHashLSH is a probabilistic method
designed to quickly identify approximate similarities be-
tween items. The principle underlying this technique is to
hash similar items into the same “bucket” with a high prob-
ability, thereby simplifying the task of identifying similar

pairs. This is achieved by using multiple MinHash func-
tions that generate compact signatures for sets. These sig-
natures are then stored in a specialized data structure de-
signed to increase the likelihood of collisions (or placement
in the same bucket) among similar signatures. This struc-
ture makes the clustering and searching for approximate
nearest neighbors highly efficient. It is widely used in ap-
plications such as document deduplication and clustering of
large datasets [4, 20, 60].

Representative Feature Selection with LLMs For the fi-
nal stage of our caption processing, it is necessary to se-
lect the most representative feature fi within each synonym
group Gi. For this task, we utilize large language models,
specifically GPT-4 [1], to identify the representative terms.
Through this process, we successfully converted more than
40 synonym groups Gi which contain more than one feature,
into singletons with only a single representative feature. Ul-
timately, we derived a refined set of 1147 distinct features,
denoted as F = {f1, f2, . . . , f1147}.

In summary, our caption processing procedure is de-
scribed as follows:
1. Clean the captions and aggregate the features into a uni-

fied set F̄ .
2. Utilize MinHash to map feature phrases into fixed-length

encoding vectors (we choose d = 128).
3. Apply the Locality Sensitive Hashing (LSH) algorithm

to efficiently cluster similar encodings, which corre-
spond to caption phrases with analogous semantic mean-
ings. We set the similarity threshold be τ0 = 0.8.
This effectively partitions F̄ into k semantic groups
G1,G2, . . . ,Gk.

4. Query GPT-4 to identify the best representative feature
fi in each group Gi. Following this, we construct the
final feature set F = {f1, f2, . . . , fk}.
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3.3. Feature Influence Score
At this stage, the features within F are well-defined. To
determine which features significantly impact fashion de-
sign sales and demand, we introduce the “influence score”
Influence(fi) for each feature fi ∈ F . This score is used
as a metric to assess the impact of each designed feature
on sales. Specifically, we establish a direct correlation be-
tween the influence score of each feature and the sales of
corresponding fashion products. Initially, we normalize the
sales data of all considered fashion products to a range of
[0, 1] using min-max normalization. Formally, given a set
S, for each s ∈ S, we define the min-max normalization
transformation as

NS(s)
def
=

s−min(S)

max(S)−min(S)
∈ [0, 1].

Now let S denote the set of all sales values in our dataset.
Then NS(s) denotes the normalized sales in the range be-
tween 0 and 1. For a given feature fi, define Si as the sales
for all the products containing this feature in their captions.
For the influence score, we naturally average all the sales
of the associated products for feature fi, representing the
general impact of this feature on the sales:

1

|Si|
∑
s∈Si

NS(s) ∈ [0, 1]

This average is the primary component in our definition of
influence score later.

However, the frequency with which features appear
varies significantly. For instance, certain uncommon fea-
tures may only appear in a single product. In such cases,
the influence score is heavily influenced by the sales value
of that single product, which introduces a bias due to vary-
ing feature frequencies. To mitigate this bias, we incorpo-
rate a frequency regularization term into our influence score
calculation. We count the frequency of each feature and ap-
ply min-max normalization again to these values. Let P be
the set of frequencies of features, and use pi to denote the
frequency for feature fi. Eventually, the influence score for
each feature fi, with associated product sales Si and feature
frequency pi, is defined as

Influence(fi)
def
=

1

|Si|
∑
s∈Si

NS(s) + λ ·NP (pi). (2)

Here, λ is a regularization parameter used to balance the
two components of the score. A positive λ effectively pe-
nalizes features with lower frequencies. Specifically, we set
λ = 0.15 to balance the contributions of both terms within
a similar range. Exploration of alternative λ values is pro-
posed for future studies.

Now each feature fi is assigned a score Influence(fi),
which quantifies the quality or popularity of the feature. We

can rank the features in descending order based on their in-
fluence scores. This ranking allows designers to prioritize
the inclusion of “good” features—those at the top of the
list—in their fashion designs, while steering clear of “bad”
features, which are positioned at the bottom. This strategic
selection aims to enhance the appeal and marketability of
the resulting fashion products.

3.4. Forecasting Model

To assess the potential market performance of fashion prod-
ucts, we need to develop a model capable of evaluating
product popularity based on available data. In this study, we
assume that a product’s sales is positively correlated with its
popularity [41]. This assumption allows us to treat sales as
a proxy for popularity, making it possible to assess the rel-
ative appeal of a product. In this section, we introduce our
forecasting model, which we call Fashion Demand Predic-
tor (FDP), which can be used to classify products into dif-
ferent sales categories based on multi-modal inputs, includ-
ing the image and some basic information (such as product
names and types) of the products.

3.4.1. Fashion Demand Predictor (FDP)

Sales Classification Task Our Fashion Demand Predictor
(FDP) is designed to assess the market viability of new fash-
ion designs. Prior research[54] has explored the use of vari-
ous machine learning algorithms to predict the sales of indi-
vidual fashion items. Their studies underscore the difficulty
of precisely forecasting exact sales figures for each product.
However, for the purposes of our study, determining exact
sales numbers is less critical than assessing relative popu-
larity among products. To simplify this task, we convert
the continuous sales data into categorical classes. This ef-
fectively transforms the challenging task of exact sales fore-
casting into a more manageable classification problem, sim-
plifying the prediction process.

Sales Distribution Study To determine an appropriate
sales class label for each product, we first study the total
sales distribution for all the products. As shown in Figure 2,
the distribution is heavily right-skewed with a long tail to
the right-hand side, indicating very few products achieve
extremely high sales. In this study, we are interested in the
relative popularity of modified new products compared to
the original design. This supports the use of the equal quan-
tiles method to generate sales class labels, rather than using
fixed sales value intervals. Specifically, we divide the dis-
tribution of sales into three regions of equal probability (see
Figure 2), and assign the class labels 1, 2, and 3 respec-
tively, where a higher label indicates higher sales. By us-
ing equal quantiles, each class contains the same number of
products, ensuring balanced representation across classes.
This is particularly beneficial for our classification model,
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as class imbalance could introduce additional challenges to
the learning process[25].

Figure 2. Density distribution of normalized fashion product sales.
The sales are normalized between 0 and 1 using min-max scal-
ing, showing a skewed distribution with a higher concentration of
lower sales values. The red dashed lines indicate thresholds that
divide the data into three equal quantiles.

Objective Function of FDP Different types of fashion
product features are described in details found in the Ap-
pendix. As mentioned in the previous sections, in this work,
we aim to solve the following objective. Given 36 categori-
cal and numeric product data features denoted as Xi, a text
caption denoted as ti, an image embedding feature denoted
as ei, we want to predict the correct sales class label. The
correct sales class label, denoted as yi, is derived by di-
viding the continuous true sales data into k quantile-based
classes. We can formulate the objective of our FDP as fol-
lows:

minimize
f

∑n
i=1 I(yi ̸= ŷi)

n

where ŷi = f(Xi, ti, ei)

(3)

The objective here is to identify the optimal classifier f to
minimize the average classification error, or in other words,
to improve the classification accuracy.

Data Preprocessing Some preprocessing techniques are
used to ensure that: (1) the machine learning model can
correctly handle unstructured data types such as text and
images, and (2) the features have manageable dimensional-
ity so that no single feature dominates. All the categorical
features are one-hot encoded to maintain an equal-weighted
representation for each distinct category. To handle the cap-
tion, we use the Sentence-BERT [50] to encode the string
of descriptors into dense vector representations. For the
images embeddings, we use FashionCLIP [10], an open-
source pre-trained transformer model designed for fashion
industry applications. Due to the high dimensionality of the

image embeddings, we implement dimensionality reduction
using an autoencoder to preserve only the most essential
features. The classification task using FDP is illustrated in
Figure 3. The train and test sets were created using a ran-
dom split with an 4:1 ratio, where 80% of the data was used
for training and 20% for testing.

FDP Architecture and Accuracy We have tried several
classification models, including Support Vector Machines
(SVM), Random Forest, and XGBoost, among others. We
opted for these lighter, simpler machine learning models be-
cause they are cost-effective and efficient. Among these
classifiers, the Random Forest model has demonstrated
the best performance. As an ensemble learning method,
the Random Forest classifier constructs multiple decision
trees and aggregates their predictions [42]. Its resilience
to noisy data and capability to manage high-dimensional
datasets—like ours, which contains over 768 features fol-
lowing data preprocessing—make it particularly effective
for our classification task[42].

Note that instead of getting the final classification class,
by taking out the logits, we are able to obtain a probabil-
ity distribution over all possible classes after the softmax
function. By analyzing these probabilities later, we can de-
termine if one product is more popular than another, as a
small shift in sales may not alter the predicted class, but the
underlying probability distribution provides more nuanced
insights. In Section 5.1, we discuss in detail how we trans-
form the per-class probability into an overall score that can
be used to compare relative product popularity.

In Table 1, the classification accuracy of the Random
Forest FDP model is shown. Moreover, we demonstrated
the accuracies under different numbers of sales classes (de-
noted as C). Intuitively, the higher the number of classes,
the more challenging it is for FDP to achieve a satisfactory
accuracy. When we take C = 3, the classification accu-
racy of Random Forest exceeds 80%. Thus, for the rest of
this paper, we assign all products into three distinct sales
classes, i.e., low-sales class, medium-sales class, and high-
sales class.

Number of classes C 3 4 5
Classification accuracy 0.81 0.71 0.61

Table 1. Prediction accuracy of FDP on the test dataset across
different choices of the number of classes.

4. New Product Design
After identifying the “good” and “bad” features, our next
step is to generate new fashion designs and use ablation
studies to assess how these features affect product qual-
ity. We experiment with several diffusion models for im-
age editing to modify the original designs. Ultimately, two
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Figure 3. A schematic overview o Fashion Demand Predictor(FDP): the model takes three types of input features: (1) descriptive text
features processed by the Sentence-BERT’s encoder, (2) image features processed by the FashionCLIP’s encoder, and (3) one-hot encoded
categorical and numeric features. The encoded descriptive and image features are further compressed by an autoencoder.

models emerge as particularly effective, providing relatively
good results in editing. The first tool we apply is called
InstructPix2pix-Distill [45], a distilled version of Instruct-
Pix2Pix, which is a pre-trained text-guided image editing
tool developed by [7], which allows for precise modifica-
tions based on natural language inputs. InstructPix2pix-
Distill improves the efficiency by incorporating distillation
techniques to speed up the performance. This algorithm
modifies the image as a whole, without allowing us to spec-
ify particular regions for editing. While this limits control
over localized changes, it also preserves the overall image
integrity, ensuring that the edits do not disrupt the cohesion
of the original design. One caveat of this model is that it
is not fine-tuned for fashion products, which led to some
difficulties in understanding certain fashion-specific termi-
nologies. Another model we use is the Adobe Firefly Im-
age 3 Model [2]. Firefly is a trained generative AI model
developed by Adobe, offering advanced image generation
and editing capabilities. Unlike InstructPix2pix-Distill, it
allows for more precise control by enabling region-specific
modifications, where users can specify areas of an image to
edit, giving us the flexibility to focus on particular parts of
the design. However, one drawback is that it can generate
content that does not fit well with the rest of the product,
leading to inconsistencies in style. Despite this, Firefly ex-
cels in producing highly detailed and photorealistic outputs.
Its ability to allow region-specific edits made it a great com-
plement to InstructPix2pix-Distill in our research.

5. Experiments
5.1. Experiment Setup and Evaluations
While models can readily provide forecast probabilities for
a product’s likelihood of belonging to various sales classes,
this task is highly challenging for humans to perform accu-
rately. Our objective is not to predict exact product sales,
but rather to compare the relative popularity of a product
before and after modifications. To achieve this, we trans-
form the model’s predicted class probabilities into an over-
all prediction score, sj , for product j, using the following
equation:

sj
def
=

n∑
i=1

P(Cji) · i, i ∈ {1, 2, 3} (4)

where P(Cji) represents the probability of product j be-
longing to the i-th class. Using this approach, we de-
sign two experiments below to evaluate our model’s per-
formance.

Experiment 1: Image Triplets Ranking The first experi-
ment assesses how effectively the model ranks the popular-
ity of products within the same category. The second ex-
periment compares the original product images with modi-
fied versions generated by diffusion models, aiming to see if
the predicted popularity aligns with our expectations for in-
creased or decreased appeal. In the first experiment, we se-
lected m = 20 triples T1, T2, . . . , Tm, where in each triple,
ensuring that each triple contains three products of the same
type, each with distinct sales class labels of 1, 2, and 3, re-
spectively. We evaluate the reliability of our model, FDP,
by calculating the Kendall Tau score [27] to see how well
its internal ranking aligns with the ground truth, represented
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by the sales class label for each product. We define the total
Kendall Tau score as

τ(T1, T2, . . . , Tm) =

m∑
i=1

Pi −Qi(
n
2

) (5)

Here Pi represents the number of concordant pairs for the
i-th triple, and Qi represents the number of discordant pairs
for the same triple, compared against the ground truth rank-
ing (more details can be found in [27]). The term

(
n
2

)
is the

total number of possible pairs in a triple, where n = 3. The
value τ is in the range of [−1, 1], where a higher value indi-
cates better alignment. For the baseline, we prompt Llava-
v1.5-7b [36], one of the leading open-source multi-modal
models available that support both image and text inputs, to
rank the three images and calculate its Kendall Tau score
similarly.

Moreover, instead of only using the ground truth class
labels, we further validate the performance of our FDP by
comparing it against the rankings of human raters. We re-
cruited 100 female survey participants through Prolific, an
online survey platform. Detailed demographic information
for the participants is provided in the Appendix. We chose
female participants specifically because our fashion prod-
ucts are designed and marketed for a female audience, en-
suring that the feedback aligns with the target consumer de-
mographic.
Experiment 2: Ablation Case Study In the second ex-
periment, we select 9 “good” features and 9 “bad” features
according to their influence score defined in 2. For each
feature, we select one associated product and conduct an
ablation by removing that feature from the original product.
Then and evaluate how the modification affects the prod-
uct’s popularity prediction of our FDP model, described in
4. Ideally, removing “good” features should result in a de-
crease in product popularity, while removing “bad” features
is expected to increase it. To verify this assumption, we
asked human raters to indicate their preferences between
the original image and the AI-modified image.

During the feature selection process, we adhered to two
criteria: (1) the features must be easily editable using the
diffusion models described in Section 4, and (2) the fea-
tures must be visually identifiable to human observers. For
instance, features associated with specific parts of clothing,
such as logo prints or pockets, are simpler to modify com-
pared to features that describe the texture or fabric, which
may pose greater challenges for visual editing.

5.2. Results

Results for Experiment 1 The results from our triplet
product ranking task (Experiment 1) are summarized in Ta-
ble 2.
As previously mentioned, for this experiment, we consider
two types of “ground truth”: one derived from sales class

Class Labels Human Survey
FDP 0.93 0.43
Llava -0.56 -0.30

(a) Kendall Tau Score

Class Labels Human Survey
FDP 18 8
Llava 1 1

(b) Triplet Correct Counts

Table 2. Comparison between FDP and Llava on Class Labels and
Human Survey

labels and the other from relative rankings collected from
the human survey. The sales class label provides an objec-
tive baseline based on actual product performance, captur-
ing real-world purchasing trends. In contrast, the human
survey ranking reflects subjective preferences based solely
on the product’s image and its listed price, without access
to additional product details or the ability to physically in-
teract with the items, such as trying them on. We calculated
the Kendall Tau score between these two ground truths and
obtained a value of 0.53. This score confirms that, despite
some discrepancies, the two ground truths are reasonably
well-aligned and positively correlated.

Based on the results in Table 2, the performance of the
Fashion Demand Predictor (FDP) model significantly sur-
passes that of the Llava model in both alignment with class
labels and with human survey rankings. In Table 2a, the
Kendall Tau scores indicate a high correlation between FDP
predictions and the class labels, as well as a positive corre-
lation with human survey rankings. These results suggest
that FDP captures trends that are consistent with actual sales
data and, to a lesser extent, with subjective human prefer-
ences. Conversely, the Llava model shows negative correla-
tions with both class labels and human survey rankings, in-
dicating that its predictions diverge significantly from both
real-world performance and human preferences. In Ta-
ble 2b, we further counted the number of triples where the
two rankings match perfectly. The results further reinforces
FDP’s superiority, showing that FDP achieves a high count
of correct triplet rankings compared to class labels and hu-
man survey rankings. In contrast, Llava achieves only one
correct triplet ranking against each baseline, suggesting that
it fails to reliably rank products in a manner consistent with
actual performance or consumer preferences. Overall, these
results highlight FDP’s effectiveness in aligning with both
objective sales data and human preferences.
Results for Experiment 2 In Table 3, we compare the
FDP prediction scores for original and AI-modified de-
signs after removing identified “good” and “bad” features.
For “good” features, the original designs consistently re-
ceive higher popularity scores than the AI-modified ver-
sions. This drop in popularity for AI-modified designs after
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Remove Feature Name Feature Score Original AI-Modified

Good

Folded Cuffs 0.258 2.636 ↑ 2.440

Three Zipped Pock-
ets

0.210 2.566 ↑ 2.448

Short Raglan Sleeve 0.228 2.925 ↑ 2.844

Adjustable Inner
Drawstring Waist
(Green)

0.232 2.616 ↑ 2.507

Adjustable Inner
Drawstring Waist
(Yellow)

0.232 2.636 ↑ 2.502

Light Vintage Wash 0.307 2.593 ↑ 2.434

Palm Print (Tree) 0.160 2.521 ↑ 2.459

Palm Print (Leaf) 0.160 2.450 ↑ 2.380

Multicolour Print 0.171 2.761 ↑ 2.693

Bad

Contrasting Ap-
pliques

3.39E-04 1.157 1.249 ↑

Notched Lapel 6.40E-04 1.228 1.310 ↑

Zip Detail 2.14E-03 1.173 1.215 ↑

Contrasting Pocket 3.02E-03 1.223 1.282 ↑

Decorative Pleats 2.68E-03 1.162 1.202 ↑

Glass Beads 4.68E-03 1.387 1.418 ↑

Lapels with Press
Studs

3.30E-03 1.310 1.417 ↑

Stripped Finish 2.95E-04 1.345 ↑ 1.342

Leather Inner Lin-
ing

1.90E-03 1.419 ↑ 1.397

Table 3. Comparison of the FDP prediction scores between orig-
inal and AI-modified designs after removing “good” and “bad”
Features. ↑ indicates the design with a higher score.

the removal of these “good” features, aligns with our ex-
pectations, confirming that these features positively impact
the appeal of the product. Conversely, for “bad” features,
the AI-modified designs score higher than the original de-
signs in 7 out of 9 cases, indicating that FDP supports our
hypothesis that removing these features enhances product
appeal.

The survey results, displayed in Table 4, provide an in-
teresting comparison to the FDP model’s predictions. For
designs with “good” features removed, the survey partici-
pants, like the FDP model, overwhelmingly preferred the
original versions, reinforcing our hypothesis that removing
these high-influence score features diminishes the product’s
appeal. For the removal of “bad” features, the survey results
show a slightly more varied response. Human participants
favor the AI-modified designs in 5 out of 9 cases, prefer
the original design in 3 cases, and show no clear preference

Remove Feature Name Original (%) AI-Assisted (%)
Good Folded Cuffs 53.6 ↑ 46.4

Good Three Zipped Pock-
ets

92.9 ↑ 7.1

Good Short Raglan Sleeve 41.1 58.9 ↑
Good Adjustable Inner

Drawstring Waist
(Yellow)

55.4 ↑ 44.6

Good Adjustable Inner
Drawstring Waist
(Green)

62.5 ↑ 37.5

Good Light Vintage Wash 42.9 57.1 ↑
Good Palm Print (Tree) 70.5 ↑ 29.5

Good Palm Print (Leaf) 80.4 ↑ 19.6

Good Multicolour Print 52.7 ↑ 47.3

Bad Contrasting Ap-
pliqués

75.9 ↑ 24.1

Bad Notched Lapel 46.4 53.6 ↑
Bad Zip Detail 46.4 53.6 ↑
Bad Contrasting Pocket 74.1 ↑ 25.9

Bad Decorative Pleats 50 50

Bad Glass Beads 44.6 55.4 ↑
Bad Lapels with Press

Studs
83 ↑ 17

Bad Stripped Finish 46.4 53.6 ↑
Bad Leather Inner Lin-

ing
43.8 56.2 ↑

Table 4. Comparison of human survey preference scores between
original and AI-modified designs after removing “good” and “bad”
Features. ↑ indicates the design with a higher preference score.

in 1 case. Although the survey results are more diverse than
the FDP model’s predictions, they still generally support the
conclusion that removing “bad” features can enhance prod-
uct appeal. This nuanced divergence indicates that, while
the removal of low-influence features often improves the
design, it does not universally lead to a more attractive prod-
uct. These findings reflect the complexity of feature influ-
ence in fashion design.

6. Discussion

In this work, we introduce a comprehensive, end-to-end
framework that identifies the most influential design fea-
tures in fashion images and guides both design modifica-
tions and new product evaluations. Our methodology lever-
ages the newly proposed influence score and the Fashion
Demand Predictor (FDP) model, which aligns closely with
human raters’ assessments of product popularity. There are
some limitations to our current work, including the need to
adjust the regularization parameter λ, the challenge of con-
ducting surveys with larger populations due to high costs,
and the limitation to only removing features rather than
also adding or replacing features (mostly limited by the cur-
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rent capabilities of AI models in image editing). Despite
these challenges, our framework represents, to the best of
our knowledge, the first fully automated and systematic ap-
proach to fashion image analysis that facilitates in-depth
product reviews without the need for expert inspection.
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7. Appendix

7.1. Details of Data

This section provides additional context on the dataset and
survey used in this study. Table 5 lists all relevant columns
(13 numerical features and 22 categorical features) from the
dataset, outlining the features that contributed to the analy-
sis and modeling process. Tables 6 and 7 present the demo-
graphic distribution of survey participants, offering insights
into the age range and diversity of respondents for the Im-
age Triplet Ranking and Ablation Case Study tasks. The
regional information is only available for the Image Triplet
Ranking Task because the two surveys were designed us-
ing different tools, and only the tool (Qualtrics) used for
the Triplet task recorded participants’ latitude and longitude
data.

Numerical Features Categorical Features
Listed Price Product Family
Product Cost Product Category

Lifecycle Product Specific Type
Number of Sizes Color Spectrum

Cosine Transformation of Dates Color Family
Sine Transformation of Dates Fabric
Same Family Product Count Fashion Degree

Same Family, Same Color
Product Count

Special Style
Binary Indicator

Same Family, Same Price
Product Count

Length Specification

Same Family, Same Price,
Same Color Product Count

Neck Design

Family Price Minimum Structure Type
Family Price Median Knit Style

Family Price Maximum Fit Style
Pattern Inclusion

Sleeve Length
Release Month
Release Year
Season Code

Special Style Category
Store Type

During Christmas
Binary Indicator

During Black Friday
Binary Indicator

Table 5. List of Numerical and Categorical Features in Our Data

Age Group Image Triplet Ranking Ablation Case Study
18-25 39 (39.0%) 34 (30.4%)
26-35 36 (36.0%) 62 (55.4%)
35+ 25 (25.0%) 16 (14.3%)
Total 100 112

Table 6. Age Distribution of Survey Takers for Image Triplet
Ranking and Ablation Case Study Tasks

Country Percentage (%)
South Africa 30.0
United Kingdom 17.0
Canada 8.0
Portugal 8.0
United States 8.0
Poland 6.0
Mexico 3.0
Hungary 3.0
Others 17.0

Table 7. Distribution of Regions of Survey Takers for Image
Triplet Ranking Task by Percentage. Countries in ”Others” in-
clude Spain, Greece, Italy, Czech Republic, Israel, Germany, Bel-
gium, Brazil, Sweden, Morocco, India, Switzerland, and Kenya.

7.2. Examples of Images

In this section, we present three examples of our image
modification process. Each pair of images compares the
original design (left) with an AI-modified design (right),
demonstrating the effect of removing specific features.
These examples showcase how the removal of “good” or
“bad” features influences the overall aesthetics and func-
tionality of the designs. In Figure 4 , the AI-modified de-
sign removes the cuff detail, a feature that contributes to the
garment’s structured look. Figure 5 showcases the removal
of the inner drawstring at the waist, which is a functional
feature providing adjustability and customization. Finally,
Figure 6 illustrates the elimination of the striped pattern,
simplifying the design for a cleaner and more minimalistic
aesthetic.
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Figure 4. Comparison of Original (left) and AI-Modified (right)
Designs. The AI-Modified design demonstrates the effect of re-
moving a “Good” feature Folded Cuffs.

Figure 5. Comparison of Original (left) and AI-Modified (right)
Designs. The AI-Modified design demonstrates the effect of re-
moving a “Good” feature Adjustable Inner Drawstring Waist.

Figure 6. Comparison of Original (left) and AI-Modified (right)
Designs. The AI-Modified design demonstrates the effect of re-
moving a “Bad” feature striped pattern.

7.3. Prompt for Llava
In Section 5.2, we utilized Llava-1.5 for zero-shot inference
to generate the ranking of product triplets, serving as our
baseline. Specifically, we generated a single image contain-
ing three product images from each triplet and then queried
Llava to produce popularity scores for these products (the
ranking is generated later by comparing the scores). This
approach was adopted because direct prompts to Llava for
generating rankings resulted in highly biased and unsta-
ble outcomes; notably, the rankings often remained un-
changed even when the order of the products was altered.
This method is closely related to common applications of
LLMs, particularly in settings of “LLM-as-a-judge”, where
in our case the LLM judges the popularity as the quality
[23, 30, 33, 34, 72]. The prompt template used for querying
Llava, which includes the image along with basic product
information such as price and category, is detailed in Ta-
ble 7.

This image features three fashion design products,
labeled from left to right as A, B, and C. Below are the
details of the three products:
<BASIC INFORMATION>

Considering both the design quality and their infor-
mation, please estimate the popularity of each product
and provide an estimated popularity score on a scale from
0 to 100 for each product. Make sure the three scores are
different. Reply with three numbers.

Figure 7. Llava prompt for generating the popularity scores.

7.4. Fine-tuning Llava
We also experimented with fine-tuning Llava for a classi-
fication task involving images labeled by sales class, fol-
lowed by its application in triplet ranking as discussed in
Section 5.2. However, we observed that it is difficult for
Llava to accurately learn the sales class; after fine-tuning,
Llava’s predictions yielded highly unbalanced class labels
compared to the original distribution of the sales classes,
suggesting possible overfitting. Furthermore, it is important
to note the significant computational costs associated with
fine-tuning Llava. In contrast to our lightweight forecast-
ing models using Random Forest, which only require 15
minutes on a CPU to train with a dataset of 8503 product
images, fine-tuning Llava—even in its 8-bit quantized ver-
sion—requires several GPU hours using an NVIDIA A100-
80GB with a LoRA rank of 64. Indeed, even zero-shot
inference using Llava is resource-intensive. Consequently,
our method is not only more cost-effective but also demon-
strates higher accuracy in our experiments.
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