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ABSTRACT

It is suggested the method for product design by analysing the word to evaluate a product. There are clear
differences on evaluating words of designers and users. Therefore, the evaluating words of users are more
important and useful for product design. As user's evaluating words are related their life style, these words are
obviously depended on their class. The analysis of these user’s evaluating words is useful in product design for
specified customers.
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Figure 1 : Explanation of Evaluation terms Map Structure
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Figure 2 : Comparison of each machine
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