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Difference between Experts and Novices Product Conceptual Design Evaluation

HONG Bi-yun
( Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University, Fuzhou 350000, China)

ABSTRACT: It aims to improve the identification and design skills of product concept design of novices designer. Ex-
pert and novices' designers are asked to evaluate five different types of product conceptual design works by using protocol
analysis. The "Seeing-Moving-Seeing" design thinking model is used to analyze the differences of thinking patterns be-
tween experts' and novices' designers. Descriptive statistical analysisis used to analyze the difference between experts and
novice in the evaluation contents. Experts and novice in the product concept design evaluation steps are basically the
same, but the experts are more objective, the novices more subjective. In evaluation contents, the experts are more com-
prehensive than the novices. It can change the design thinking style to improve the ability of novice designer about prod-
uct concept design evaluation. Than the novices' design may be more objectivity and more comprehensiveness in product
concept design evaluation.
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Tab.4 Product conceptual design evaluation weight

No. FI%  U% A% SA/% P%  1/%  M/%  ST/% SVI% CCI% SD Mean
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Fig.4 Line chart of product conceptual design with
evaluation weight
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