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Evaluation Method for Car Styling Rendering Based on Cognitive Differences
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ABSTRACT: It targets at the cognitive differences among the main bodies of automobile design and explores the evalua-
tion method of automobile design renderings. It determines basic evaluation factors of cognition of renderings, selects 3
groups of people who are related to practical design scenarios for cognitive experiments, observes the impact of various
basic evaluation factors, screens effective evaluation factors and calculates their weights. It has obtained 10 effective
cognitive factors and their weights, and proved the relations between cognitive differences and cognitive elements of dif-
ferent subjects. It concludes that cognitive differences exist in the evaluation of automobile design renderings by different
cognitive subjects, builds a set of operable evaluation method for automobile design renderings and carries out prelimi-
nary verification.
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Fig.1 Cognitive differences in car styling
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Fig.2 The basic elements of evaluation
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Tab.1 Evaluation model of car styling rendering
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Fig.3 The optimal solution and cognitive experimental materials
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Fig.4 Cognitive differences between different groups
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Fig.5 The influence of basic elements
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