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Product Form Grouping Design Based on Semantic Constraint
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ABSTRACT: In the field of small products design, there is conflict between ensuring diversified design based on the same or
similar functions and many forms with ensure uniformity and recursion of product semantics image. It aims to solve the above
conflict between opening and constraint. First, the new concept about product form grouping is proposed based on the diverse
needs of consumers to the similar function small products, and then research its design method. A product form grouping design
model based on semantic constraint is established. The secondly, it analyzes the complete process from the semantic deconstruc-
tion to the semantic output, and it establishes the design analysis funnel model, the semantic association directed graph model
and feature grouping Venn diagram model. Finally, the effectiveness of the method is verified by taking the Chengde Mountain
Resort tourism souvenirs as an example. The method solves the semantic matching of form features and user needs in the deriv-
ative product design, and a case is completed to illustrate the validity of the method.
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Fig.1 The model of product form grouping design based on se-
mantic constraint
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Fig.2 The funnel model of design analysis
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Fig.3 The directed graph of semantic decomposition
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Fig.5 The directed graph of "cute" semantic decomposition
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