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Product Interface Profile Section and Design Based on User Behavior

GOU Rui, GE Hong-yan
(Southwest Jiaotong University, Chengdu 611756, China)

ABSTRACT: The paper aims to study influencing factors of user behaviors on product presentation features and product
interface design. Based on Alan Cooper's Product Interface Profile theory and through multiple interfaces design com-
parison, a mobile APP design was taken as an example for related research. Most product interface profiles in interaction

design are evolved from "Temporary Profile" and "Exclusive Profile". Integration of both is one of the trends in interac-

tion design.
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Fig.1 Difference of Bus and Passenger Car Interface
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Fig.3 Comparison of information density in computer and cell phone
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Fig.5 Low-fidelity model of

supermarket shopping mobile APP
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Tab.2 Paired sample 7 test results after the subjects completed the corresponding tasks
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