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The Cognition and Behavior in the Decision-making Process of Engineering
Machinery Design

TAN Zheng—tang , ZHAO Jiang—hong
(State Key Laboratory of Advanced Design and Manufacturing for Vehicle Body, Hunan University, Changsha 410082,
China)

ABSTRACT: It aims to help the decision—makers and designers evaluate and communicate on engineering machinery
design more efficiently and effectively.Based on the linguistic analysis of ZOOMLION crane design evaluating process, it
studies the cognitive model of both decision—makers and designers, and researches their differences on cognition, semantic
expression, as well as decision—making behavior.The decision—makers’ cognition on engineering machinery design mainly
consists of three parts, which are "theme concept”, the "scheme details" and the "engineering technology".And there exists
"fragmentation phenomenon"in their cognition and comprehension on form within the decision—making process.The
research gives idea that between the "decision—making index" and the "expected image", there are three kinds of
decision—making behaviors, which are the "retained type", the’ constraint type’ and the "heuristic type", as well as the
corresponding design communication strategy
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Tab.1 Classified statistic table about modeling cognitive evaluation statements of decision-maker
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