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The Credibility Evaluation Methods of Vehicle Modeling Based on the

Designer—User Image Cognition Model
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and Manufacturing, Hunan University, Changsha 410082, China)

ABSTRACT: According to the evaluation of vehicle modeling design, the cognitive differences between designer and user
are neglected which can cause the low credibility of model evaluation. Taking the designer and user as the study object, the
cognition of model imagery and cognitive differences is made by logic and mathematics expression, the cognitive model of
vehicle modeling imagery is built. Taking the score differences of model imagery semantic for vehicle between designer and
user as reference value, the design score differences and reference value is compared by designer and user. The cognitive
differences of model imagery between design project and vehicle are calculated. According to the credibility of design
evaluation, the evaluation of vehicle model credibility is proposed. With the cases, it proves that this method have good
verification effects in dealing with the design evaluation of credibility and design optimization in vehicle modeling. This
method can also be expanded with more roles such as engineers and decision maker.
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