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TRIZ-GPT: AN LLM-AUGMENTED METHOD FOR PROBLEM-SOLVING

ABSTRACT

TRIZ, the Theory of Inventive Problem Solving, is derived
from a comprehensive analysis of patents across various domains,
'Goﬁ"ering a framework and practical tools for problem-solving.
Despite its potential to foster innovative solutions, the complexity

I_ and abstractness of TRIZ methodology often make its acquisition
() and application challenging. This often requires users to have a
o deep understanding of the theory, as well as substantial practical
experience and knowledge across various disciplines. The advent

—i of Large Language Models (LLMs) presents an opportunity to
address these challenges by leveraging their extensive knowl-
edge bases and reasoning capabilities for innovative solution

00 generation within TRIZ-based problem-solving process. This
LO) study explores and evaluates the application of LLMs within the
O TRIZ-based problem-solving process. The construction of TRIZ
w case collections establishes a solid empirical foundation for our
O experiments and offers valuable resources to the TRIZ community.
A specifically designed workflow, utilizing step-by-step reasoning

. . and evaluation-validated prompt strategies, effectively transforms
= concrete problems into TRIZ problems and finally generates in-

>< ventive solutions. Finally, we present a case study in mechanical
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engineering field that highlights the practical application of this
LLM-augmented method. It showcases GPT-4’s ability to generate
solutions that closely resonate with original solutions and suggests
more implementation mechanisms.

Keywords: TRIZ, Large Language Model, Problem solving,
Evaluation

1. INTRODUCTION

TRIZ (The Theory of Inventive Problem Solving), as a de-
sign methodology derived from a large number of patents across
various domains, harbors the potential for innovative solutions.
Compared to conventional problem-solving methods like brain-
storming, which seek specific solutions to specific problems, a
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key feature of TRIZ is its systematic approach of abstracting the
problem to a higher level before seeking a solution [1]. This
systematic approach serves as a guide for applying TRIZ method
across various domains. Hence, although the theory was initially
developed by Altshuller focusing on mechanical solutions [2],
TRIZ has been extensively promoted and applied in numerous
domains [3].

Despite the potential of the TRIZ methodology, challenges
associated with the acquisition and application of TRIZ knowledge
have emerged, as highlighted in a survey of TRIZ enthusiasts
[2]. The complexity of TRIZ tools, such as the abstract nature
of its 40 inventive principles, poses significant understanding
and application difficulties [4, 5]. Regarding the essence of the
problem-solving process, designers ultimately strive for effec-
tive solutions that address real-world challenges. However, this
endeavor is often hampered by the practical experience necessi-
tated during the TRIZ-based problem-solving process. Previous
research has primarily focused on addressing this issue from
methodological approaches [4, 6, 7] and computer-aided support
[8, 9], by constructing databases of patents and cases to facilitate
problem-solving. Nevertheless, these strategies still require a
deep understanding of TRIZ theory and the employment of cross-
domain analogical reasoning to conceive possible problem-solving
solutions tailored to the current problem scenario.

Within the design community, the growing interest in the
power of Large Language Models (LLMs) has led to scholarly
research on their application in conceptual design [10, 11]. As
large pre-trained models, LLMs possess extensive knowledge
repositories and reasoning capabilities, which hold substantial
promise for alleviating the time burden associated with mastering
the TRIZ methodology. Additionally, they can reduce the need for
practical experience and cross-disciplinary knowledge. Several
potential applications of LLMs within TRIZ include standardiz-
ing the workflow of TRIZ-based problem-solving process and
enhancing the solution generation phase.

Nevertheless, the problem-solving focus of TRIZ necessi-
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tates a thoughtful development and careful evaluation of the
approach’s reliability and efficacy. In assessing reliability, it’s
crucial to examine whether LLMSs have accurately understood the
problem context and have effectively retrieved the correct TRIZ
knowledge. On the other hand, efficacy involves evaluating the
reasoning capabilities of LLMs, their accuracy in applying the
TRIZ systematic approach, and the effectiveness of the generated
solutions. Consequently, to evaluate LL.Ms’ abilities in problem
understanding, TRIZ knowledge comprehension, and reasoning
capabilities during TRIZ-based problem solving process, it is
reasonable to consider the previous successful TRIZ-application
cases as benchmark. This task can be challenging, due to the
scarcity of comprehensive TRIZ case collections and the fact that
a significant number of TRIZ projects have been abstracted the
implementation details owing to confidentiality issues.

To address this, we first conducted an extensive literature
review and manually curated TRIZ cases. To facilitate the evalua-
tion of performance differences between large language models,
specifically GPT-3.5 and GPT-4, we divided the cases into two
collections. Collection A comprises 37 classic TRIZ cases, while
Collection B includes 10 cases beyond the training dataset of
GPT-4.

Subsequently, we introduced a workflow that augments
TRIZ with LLMs, using step-by-step reasoning and evaluation-
validated prompt engineering to augment the traditional TRIZ-
based problem-solving process. To improve the transparency of
the workflow’s effect, we conducted quantitative evaluation exper-
iments on four prompt strategies using case collection A. These
included assessments of TRIZ contradiction analysis and solutions
reasoning. And case collection B was utilized for assessing the
performance differences between GPT-4 and GPT-3.5.

Finally, leveraging the proposed workflow with validated
prompt strategies, we conducted a case study in mechanical en-
gineering domain about in-pipe robot design to showcase the
method’s practical application. We primarily focused on the
inventive solutions generation phase, examining the solutions
generated by GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 in response to TRIZ inventive
principles. To visually present the semantic relationships between
solutions generated by the LLMs and actual solutions, we en-
coded both with keywords and performed a visualization analysis.
This analysis showed that solutions generated by GPT-4 align
more closely with real solutions and provided a more detailed
information regarding potential solution mechanisms.

The main contributions of our research is illustrated in Fig-
ure 1. Specifically, with TRIZ-GPT, we present the following
contributions:

* TRIZ Case Collections: We developed two TRIZ case
collections categorized by the online time. Collection A
compiles 37 classic TRIZ examples, while Collection B
includes 10 cases published after April 2023. Considering the
scarcity of datasets associated with TRIZ, these collections
not only provide a solid foundation for our experiments but
also serve as valuable resources for the TRIZ community.

* Workflow Design: Drawing from the fundamental ap-
proach of TRIZ for problem-solving, we designed an LLM-
augmented workflow. For the critical stages of contradiction

analysis and solution reasoning, we utilized verified prompt
strategies. Through experimental validation, we applied the
Chain-of-Thought and few-shot techniques to the respective
stages of our proposed workflow.

» Evaluations and Case Study: Through evaluations to four
prompt strategies, we assessed the TRIZ contradiction anal-
ysis and solution reasoning capabilities quantitatively for
determining the most applicable strategy. We also conducted
a comparative analysis of the performances of GPT-4 and
GPT-3.5 during the contradiction analysis stage. A case study
in mechanical engineering on in-pipe robot design demon-
strated the practical application of our proposed method.

2. BACKGROUND
2.1 TRIZ for problem-solving

TRIZ, as an innovative method for problem-solving, has
been widely applied in design field, particularly in the stage of
solution exploration [12—14]. The principle of contradiction, a key
concept in TRIZ, frames technical problems using parameters that
either improve or worsen system conditions [15]. By employing
the contradiction matrix, where the improving parameter and
worsening parameter serve as the vertical and horizontal axes,
respectively, designers can pinpoint the recommended inventive
principles of TRIZ [16]. This process embodies the fundamental
TRIZ paradigm: it starts with a "concrete problem", which is then
translated into a "TRIZ problem". Subsequently, it evolves into a
"TRIZ solution", and finally derives the "concrete solution".

While showing application-oriented contributions across
many fields, some issues have emerged in practical scenarios
surrounding TRIZ. From the methodological viewpoint, the com-
plexities and abstract nature of TRIZ make it time-consuming
for many to master [1]. From the user’s perspective, while TRIZ
principles guide problem-solving across various fields, their high
level of abstraction can make it difficult for designers to relate
them to specific problem contexts. This is particularly acute with
principles like "7-Nested Doll" or "11-Beforehand Cushioning",
which require designers to independently conceive the mecha-
nisms or materials based on the stimuli. These two factors limit
the effectiveness and efficiency when using TRIZ in solving prob-
lems. Conventionally, designers start by searching the internet for
related patents and cases, seeking inspiration and references for
possible solutions. However, due to the vast and scattered nature
of knowledge on the internet, it is usually challenging to consult
the patents and papers, which makes this process time-consuming
and labor-intensive [17]. Besides, finding reference solutions
closely aligned with their specific research area is often unrealistic.
Thus, design teams are still required to engage in brainstorming
sessions based on the information gathered [18].

To alleviate the cognitive requirements of users when applying
TRIZ, researchers have conducted studies in both methodological
improvements and computer-aided innovation (CAI) software. In
combination with other design theories, TRIZ is primarily utilized
to identify inventive principles, while other design strategies
offer references to aid designers in conceiving specific solutions,
such as case-based reasoning (CBR) [4, 6] and analogy-based
design (ABD) [7]. CBR concentrates on extracting historically
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FIGURE 1: OVERVIEW OF OUR CONTRIBUTIONS.

successful cases based on their relevance to the current problem.
Although this model evolves by continuously integrating new
cases into its repository, its utility is limited for designers when
no similar solved cases or insufficiently similar cases exist in
the case base, offering only inventive principles or common
knowledge [4]. In the two-stage analogy-based design approach
proposed by Tan [7], it is noted that specialized methods or tools
for directly transforming to domain-specific solutions are absent.
The process is heavily reliant on manual effort, where designers
might incorporate factors like unexpected discoveries to assist
in conceptualizing solutions. Additionally, CAI software aims
to automate the TRIZ-based problem-solving process utilizing
artificial intelligence technology [18]. Designers can access case
references from a semantic network driven by data, exploring
cases based on semantic similarity. Research in CAI software
research primarily focused on creating computerized platforms
that support the application of TRIZ concepts, facilitating the use
by engineering designers. For instance, the study referenced in
[8] developed a TRIZ process support software, TRIZacquisition,
based on an ontology-driven knowledge framework.

Moreover, since TRIZ is a design theory inspired by a thor-
ough analysis from patents, it inspires us to review the recent
tools that utilize and consolidate patent knowledge for TRIZ-based
problem-solving. Al technology is increasingly being utilized to
aid in extracting contradiction parameters from patents [9, 19].
During the solution generation phase, although some scholars
have constructed semantic networks from patent information to
support design solution ideation [20, 21], designers often find it
challenging to connect these stimuli with the problems they face
[22].

Although aimed at overcoming the shortcomings of TRIZ, the
aforementioned approaches primarily offer references to designers
from the perspective of reference-stimuli and are not capable
of directly generating solutions for specific problem scenarios
[23]. The process of conceiving solutions still relies on the
designer’s ability to draw cross-domain analogies and insights [7].
AutoTRIZ [24], a recent study which offers a design automation
system based on TRIZ knowledge, promoted a novel approach for
design ideation. Nevertheless, as a fully automated design system,
the problem statement prompt is the designers’ only intervention

in the reasoning process. The system is designed to identify one
TRIZ contradiction pair in each round, which may limit designers’
solution space. Additionally, there may be inconsistencies between
the system-generated contradiction analysis and the designers’
expected directions, due to limited designer control during the
reasoning process.

Overall, our study aims to utilize large language models to
augment the TRIZ-based problem-solving process. This approach
not only leverages the extensive knowledge base and reasoning
capabilities of LLMs, but also struggle to provide designers with
a more controllable workflow.

2.2 Generative models in design solution generation

Generative models have introduced new possibilities in design
theory and methodology. Scholars are actively exploring the
potential of generative models to enhance the design solution
generation process, particularly in quickly obtaining solution
stimuli. For example, Ma et al. [10] conducted experiments
with GPT-3 using base prompts, zero-shot prompts, and few-shot
prompts across 12 design problems, compared the generated
solutions to crowdsourced solutions, which showed improved
feasibility and usefulness. However, this approach lacks structured
guidance for solving design problems, and its outputs cannot
overcome challenges such as lack of transparency and insufficient
controllability. To mitigate these issues, some researchers have
integrated traditional design models to better align LLMs with
designers’ thinking. For instance, Wang et al. [11] proposed an
FBS-based task-decomposed framework for generative design.
Zhu et al. [25] incorporated a design-by-analogy method into
the GPT-3-based problem-solving prompt. And Chen et al. [22]
enhanced the interpretability of the proposed design approach by
integrating with classic design theories (i.e., 5SW1H method, the
FBS model, and Kansei Engineering).

In this study, we select large language models for our TRIZ-
based problem-solving process, as text-based forms are sufficiently
used to present the initial solution. Given the importance of reliable
assessments in this context, computational evaluation methods
are increasingly valued. In the realm of studying large-scale,
text-based design solutions generated by LLMs, computational
evaluation methods are gaining increasing attention for their objec-
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tivity and efficiency, which could help overcome the subjectivity
inherent in human evaluation. Researchers have conducted quanti-
tative assessments from the perspectives of similarity and novelty,
employing techniques such as Word Mover’s Distance (WMD)
[26] and cosine vector embedding [27]. Both computational
assessment methods mentioned above require ground-truth ref-
erences to measure the similarity between generated solutions
and reference solutions. For example, in an analogy-based design
evaluation inspired by biological concepts [28], the Word Mover’s
Distance method was used to assess the capabilities of fine-tuned
models in generating novel design concepts, with samples selected
from an innovation dataset to ensure reliability.

3. METHODS

In this section, we detail the construction, composition, and
distinctions between TRIZ case collections A and B developed in
this study. Then, we introduce the TRIZ-GPT workflow pipeline.
The evaluation of TRIZ-GPT workflow based on the two TRIZ
case collections and the demonstration through a case study will
be elaborated in the following two sections.

3.1 TRIZ case collections

To facilitate the evaluation of performance differences be-
tween large language models, specifically GPT-3.5 and GPT-4
in this study, two distinct TRIZ case collections were compiled.
Given that the training data for the GPT-4 model encompasses
information available up to April 2023', TRIZ case collection A
includes classic TRIZ cases published prior to this date, while
TRIZ case collection B consists of cases published after April
2023, thereby reflecting the latest applications and updates in the
field. As for the case collection construction process, this study
utilized Google Scholar, Springer, and Scopus as the primary
literature search platforms, employing *"TRIZ’, "TRIZ cases’, and
"TRIZ application’ as search keywords to ensure relevance. It
should be claimed that our aim is not to provide a comprehen-
sive review of TRIZ cases, but to construct a case collection to
facilitate the following evaluation process. Therefore, in the case
selection phase of this study, emphasis was placed on cases that
directly aligned with the requirements for validating the presented
workflow in 3.2. This selection criteria led to the exclusion of
certain types of cases. For example, studies that deduced solu-
tions directly through TRIZ inventive principles without explicitly
stating which parameters were improved or worsened [29, 30], or
those presenting solutions solely in pictorial form without textual
descriptions [31].

Our research team ultimately compiled 37 classic TRIZ ap-
plication cases for testing the proposed workflow. Furthermore,
10 recent cases post-April 2023 were also included, reflecting
the latest applications and updates. As highlighted in [2], TRIZ
extends beyond merely enhancing engineering solutions, with its
application prevalent in various fields. Therefore, in curating our
case collection, we focused on the diversity of domains such as
product design [3], engineering [32], manufacturing [33], sus-
tainability [34], ergonomics [35], and service design [36]. This
approach aims to enrich the diversity and coverage across multiple

Ihttps://openai.com/research/gpt-4

problem areas and types. Besides, we followed standardized
engineering parameters’ labeling and naming guidelines as out-
lined by [16], particularly for cases derived from the A-Matrix
in relevant literature [37, 38]. For full dataset, please contact the
corresponding author upon reasonable request.

3.2 TRIZ-GPT workflow

Drawing on related works and our research goals, we intro-
duce TRIZ-GPT, an LLM-augmented TRIZ workflow designed
for problem-solving. Specifically, TRIZ-GPT aims to assist de-
signers in transforming standard problems into TRIZ problems
and alleviate their cognitive load during the solution reasoning
process.

Our workflow, designed based on the traditional TRIZ prob-
lem solving framework [39], begins in Step 1 with designers
inputting a problem description. Large language models would
summarize the problem description into problem parameters,
which represent the key factors to consider within the problem
context. In Step 2, LLMs assist designers in transforming the
input problem parameters into the 39 standard TRIZ engineering
parameters. To enhance the standardization of output results, we
integrated the engineering parameters from [16] into the LLMs
and instructed them to perform parameters mapping based on the
standard TRIZ parameters. It is important to note that we do not
limit the output length of LLMs, fostering potential inspiration
for designers. As the first two steps do not demand high reason-
ing capabilities of LLMs, and our preliminary tests showed that
basic role positioning and task description prompts could already
yield acceptable results. After reviewing the TRIZ parameters
generated in Step 2, designers will select key parameters based on
the problem context and input the filtered results into Step 3. In
Step 3, LLMs help to analyze the user-input TRIZ parameters into
contradiction pairs and elucidate their contradictions relations. As
validated in preliminary experiment, this workflow is designed
to assist designers in addressing one contradiction at a time for
achieving more detailed output solutions. Therefore, the LLM
will guide designers to select the most critical contradiction pair,
providing the corresponding TRIZ inventive principles recom-
mended by TRIZ. Finally, in Step 4, the LLM will employ these
principles to reason through and generate concrete solutions based
on the provided problem scenario and selected inventive principle.

To enhance the performance of LLMs in analysing TRIZ
contradiction pairs and reasoning concrete solutions in Step 3 and
4, we devised four distinct prompt strategies: basic prompt, Chain-
of-Thought, few-shot, and combination of Chain-of-Thought and
few-shot for the two steps. The basic prompt, referred to as
the "base prompt", primarily includes instructions about role
positioning and task description. The other three prompts are
developed further, building upon this base prompt. The Chain-
of-Thought prompt features a specific reasoning path, while the
few-shot prompt incorporates three examples derived from original
TRIZ textbook practices. Finally, the combined prompt integrates
the Chain-of-Thought’s specific reasoning path with the three
example scenarios used in the few-shot prompt. Due to space
constraints, detailed descriptions of these four prompt strategies,
as well as the prompts used in Steps 1 and 2, are provided in
Appendix A.
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FIGURE 2: ILLUSTRATION OF THE PROPOSED TRIZ-GPT WORKFLOW.

4. EVALUATIONS AND RESULTS

In this section, we conducted computational evaluations to
determine the most suitable prompt strategy for Steps 3 and 4, and
we also carried out a comparative study of GPT-4 and GPT-3.5’s
performance in Step 3 (the comparison for Step 4 is presented in
Section 5). The evaluations in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 were based
on TRIZ case collection A, while the evaluation in Section 4.3
employed TRIZ case collection B.

4.1 Evaluation of Step 3: Contradiction analysis

In this experiment, we employed the state-of-the-art model
GPT-4 as the underlying large language model, setting the temper-
ature to 0 to elicit more deterministic responses. Contradiction
analysis is a fundamental step when applying TRIZ for problem-
solving, laying the groundwork for determining the inventive
principles for the subsequent step. In this evaluation section,
we will first focus on whether the generated analysis by GPT-4
contain the contradiction pairs used in the literature. Then, we
will discuss the implications of applying large language models to
the contradiction analysis stage of the TRIZ methodology.

After excluding three cases used for few-shot learning,
the remaining 34 cases were tested using a python script that
called the GPT-4 model API from OpenAl. To control variables
within the experiment, we ensured the [CASE_DESCRIPTION]
and [TRIZ_PARAMETERS] remained consistent across four
prompt strategy groups, varying only the prompts used to ana-
lyze the contradictory relations. Regarding the specific strategy,
[TRIZ_PARAMETERS] were derived from all transformed prob-
lem parameters in Step 2, with no parameters removed except for
duplicates.

To quantitatively assess the contradiction pairs generated by
GPT-4, we calculated the recall and precision scores of GPT-4’s
generation using the following equations, where G, denotes the
contradictions generated by GPT-4, O, denotes the contradictions
used in the original literature:

G,NO
Recall = —l P bl
|0y
G,NnO
Precision = M
|Gy

It is important to note that since there is no standardized answer
for the correspondence of engineering contradictions within the

problem context, the contradictions cited in the reference literature
may not be comprehensive. However, this study considers these
peer-reviewed analyses as acceptable answers. They provide
a reliable standard for comparing the effectiveness of the four
prompt strategies, aiming to avoid the potential disagreements
that might arise from the subjectivity of expert assessments.

To clarify, we regard the contradiction pairs from the case
collection as positive samples, which were initially annotated by
one researcher and subsequently reviewed by another. Table 1
presents the results of recall and precision scores of GPT-4’s analy-
ses in Step 3 across four prompt strategies. Specifically, precision
measures the proportion of generated data samples closely aligned
with real data, while recall quantifies how comprehensively the
generated parameters encompass those mentioned in the studies.
Given the focus of Step 3 on evaluating the LLM’s comprehension
and reasoning abilities through the accuracy of contradiction rela-
tions matching, this study prioritizes recall score as the primary
metric for assessing prompt strategies. As Col group achieved
the highest recall score (i.e. Rcor = 0.691, it was selected as the
prompt strategy method for enhancing LLMs’ performance in
contradiction analysis stage.

Analysis of the scores from the four groups suggests that,
under the condition of selecting an appropriate prompt strategy,
the recall score of the data generated by LLMs is higher than
the precision score in the contradiction analysis phase. This
indicates that the answering generated in contradiction analysis
is highly diverse. To intuitively display the distribution of score
ranges across different strategies, we marked each score with a
dot and plotted the violin plots, as shown in Figure 3. The wider
sections of the violins indicate a greater number of data points,
suggesting a higher concentration of recall scores within those
ranges. Furthermore, manual review and calculations revealed
that the majority of engineering parameters mentioned in the
literature were identifiable under the conditions of either the basic
prompt or the CoT prompt. Specifically, for 85.3% of the cases
using the basic prompt and 88.2% of the cases using the CoT
prompt, GPT-4 generated consistent reasoning results for at least
half of the parameters in contradictory pairs. This could also be
observed in Figure 3.

The lower recall scores observed with the few-shot strategy
may stem from the LLMs unintentionally learning the number of
contradiction pairs in the training samples, which led to the fewer
contradiction parameters in the outputs. This is evident in Table 1,
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TABLE 1: EVALUATION RESULTS OF FOUR PROMPT STRATEGIES
IN CONTRADICTION ANALYSIS WITH GPT-4.

Basic prompt ~ Col'  Few-shot  CoT & Few-shot

Recall 0.675 0.691 0.245 0.247
Precision 0.259 0.310 0.333 0.298

where the few-shot and CoT & Few-shot groups have lower recall
scores. Additionally, it can be observed from the table that the
precision scores under the four prompt strategies are generally not
high. This is mainly related to the data collection and precision
calculation method used in this study. As previously explained
at the beginning of section 4.1, all TRIZ parameters generated
from the preceding step were fed into GPT-4. This may have
inadvertently resulted in a reduced precision rate. However, in
real-world applications, designers could analyze and filter out less
feasible problem parameters or TRIZ parameters generated in Step
1 and Step 2 respectively, inputting only the most relevant ones to
achieve more satisfying outcomes. Additionally, it should be noted
that this experiment was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of

the four prompt strategies during the contradiction analysis stage.

Therefore, analyzing the problem from various contradiction views

can sometimes stimulate diversity and the novelty of solutions [24].

This is also consistent with our decision to use recall as the primary
criterion for evaluating prompt strategies in this experiment.

1.0 Recall Metric Across Different Strategies

0.8
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0.2

Recall

i
M

0.0

Basic prompt CoT Few-shot CoT &Few-shot

Prompt strategies

FIGURE 3: RECALL SCORES ACROSS FOUR PROMPT STRATEGIES
DURING CONTRADICTION ANALYSIS.

4.2 Evaluation of Step 4: Solution reasoning

For this experiment, we also utilized GPT-4 as the base large
language model, with the temperature parameter changed to 1 to
adjust for output variability. The variation in temperature settings
between the evaluations in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 is due to the distinct
goals of the two steps: The contradiction analysis stage (Step 3)
is designed to provide more deterministic responses regarding
contradiction relationships, while the solution generation stage
aims to provide a wide range of feasible design solutions, guided
by inventive principles and tailored to problem scenario.

For evaluation method, as mentioned in Section 3.1, our
case collection spans various application fields, making expert
evaluations impractical. Consequently, we turned to computational
evaluation metrics that are commonly used in conceptual design
[27]. In line with the evaluation methods selected in other

conceptual design studies, such as those by [10] and [23], and
the objectives of this research, we ultimately chose to use cosine
similarity to examine the similarity between the real solutions
and the generated solutions. Initially, during the data collection
stage, we instructed the GPT-4 model to generate three solutions
for each inventive principle to enhance the reliability of the cosine
similarity evaluation. Although designers in practical scenarios
are free to input their selected inventive principles, for the purposes
of our evaluation, we specifically used the inventive principles
described in the original literature as inputs to GPT-4, ensuring
a more valid comparison with the ground truth. In instances
where multiple inventive principles were proposed for resolving
an issue, we generated separate solutions for each principle. The
total number of cases assessed in this experiment amounted to 84.

During the data analysis phase, we initially extracted solution
descriptions from the original literature to serve as the ground truth.
Subsequently, we computed the cosine similarity for each of the
three solutions against the original solution, averaging the scores
to assess GPT-4’s performance in each case. This computation
was carried out using OpenAl’s text-embedding-ada-002 model,
and the results are presented in Figure 4.

As illustrated in Figure 4, the distribution and mean results
of cosine similarity scores across the 84 cases did not show
significant differences among the four prompt strategies. The
GPT-4 model consistently achieves high cosine similarity with
the original solutions for all strategies, with scores all exceeding
0.82 (Base prompt: M = 0.829, SD = 0.031; CoT prompt: M =
0.823, SD = 0.031; Few-shot prompt: M = 0.824, SD = 0.030;
CoT+ Few-shot prompt: M = 0.824, SD = 0.033). Based on the
above evaluation results and our manual review of the generated
solutions, we selected the few-shot method as the prompt strategy
for Step 4. This decision was driven by the few-shot strategy’s
ability to yield structured and stable outcomes, and its superior
efficiency in utilizing input tokens to achieve comparable cosine
similarity scores, relative to the combination of Chain-of-Thought
and few-shot. This efficiency is crucial for maintaining clarity and
conciseness.

Combining the evaluation results from Step 3 and Step 4,
it is noteworthy that the combination of Chain-of-Thought and
few-shot did not manifest in a clear-cut additive or synergistic
impact on performance. These findings are consistent with those
reported by other similar studies about the evaluation of different
prompt strategies [40]. During the contradiction analysis phase in
Step 3, the diversity of LLMs’ outputs might have been constrained
by the number of contradiction pairs given in the learning samples.
In the solution reasoning phase of Step 4, base prompt may
already enable GPT-4 to leverage its knowledge base and reasoning
capabilities. This might be attributed to the precise role positioning
prompts aiding LLMs in accessing TRIZ-related knowledge and
task description prompts clarifying the output content. At this
point, learning shots assist in stabilizing the output structure.
Nonetheless, specifying a single reasoning path with CoT does
not show significant improvement.

4.3 Evaluation of different models

To assess reasoning capabilities between GPT-3.5 and GPT-
4, we utilized TRIZ case collection B, comprising ten recent
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FIGURE 4: DISTRIBUTION OF THE COSINE SIMILARITY OF FOUR
PROMPT STRATEGIES FOR SOLUTION REASONING WITH GPT-4

cases published online post-April 2023. This selection postdates
GPT-4’s training data, thus negating potential bias from prior
learning. These ten cases primarily originate from recent academic
conferences on TRIZ, ensuring the timeliness of the research
questions.

The comparative experiment in this section was conducted
following the same procedure in Section 4.1. Using python scripts
to invoke OpenAIl’s GPT-4 and GPT-3.5-turbo API. Given the
calculation results about cosine similarity in 4.2, we opted to test
the performance of all cases within the TRIZ case collection B
during the contradiction analysis evaluation. For the inventive
solution reasoning phase, we will focus on a detailed discussion
surrounding one certain case, with the specific process showcased
in Section 5.
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FIGURE 5: COMPARISON OF THE AVERAGED NUMBER OF TRIZ
ENGINEERING PARAMETERS ANALYSED BY GPT-3.5 AND GPT-4
UNDER DIFFERENT PROMPT STRATEGIES.

TABLE 2: EVALUATION RESULTS OF FOUR PROMPT STRATEGIES
IN CONTRADICTION ANALYSIS WITH GPT-4 AND GPT-3.5.

GPT-3.5 GPT-4

recall precision recall precision

Basic prompt 0.400 0.357 0.544 0.331
CoT 0.400 0.328 0.544 0.327
Few-shot 0.304 0.483 0.288 0.400
CoT & Few-shot  0.383 0.513 0.275 0.3833

The results are presented in Table 2. In general, both GPT
models were capable of inferring the contradiction pairs used in

the literature. Notably, GPT-4, employing CoT or basic prompt,
achieved the highest recall scores. During our manual review
process of the experiment results, we noted a significant difference
in the number of contradiction pairs inferred by the two models.
This observation inspired us to quantify the number of TRIZ
engineering parameters analysed by each model across the four
prompt strategies. The comparative results are illustrated in Figure
5.

The ten cases in TRIZ case collection B involved an average
of 5.5 contradiction pairs each, whereas both models under basic
prompt and CoT strategies inferred more contradiction pairs than
this average. Furthermore, GPT-4 was able to reason out a greater
number of contradiction pairs compared to GPT-3.5, offering
designers more insights for exploring TRIZ-based solutions. This
capacity to generate additional contradiction pairs is one reason
why GPT-4 achieved higher recall score than GPT-3.5 under the
same CoT reasoning path (0.544 and 0.400 for GPT-4 and GPT-3.5
respectively). To broaden the scope of reasoning when applying
GPT-3.5, it is recommended that designers guide GPT-3.5 model
to expand the mapping of contradiction pairs during this phase.
Moreover, despite our prompts requesting the LLMs to answer
with TRIZ engineering parameter numbers, responses from GPT-
3.5 occasionally lacked these details, unlike those from GPT-4,
which consistently incorporated them. For a design method like
TRIZ, which relies on standardized processes, such inconsistencies
might be problematic.

In summary, the distinctions between GPT-3.5 and GPT-4
become more apparent as the complexity of the task increases. Ac-
cording to OpenAI’s evaluation?, GPT-4 demonstrates enhanced
reliability, creativity, and capability to handle nuanced instructions
compared to GPT-3.5. Specifically, when dealing with tasks re-
quiring the inference of contradiction pairs, GPT-4, employing the
Chain-of-Thought strategy, achieves higher recall scores, showing
greater alignment with original TRIZ practices. Its creativity is
evident as it infers a greater number of contradiction pair counts,
benefiting designers in solution space exploration. Furthermore,
GPT-4 demonstrates superior performance in executing com-
plex prompts. Notably, despite the prompt explicitly requesting
"Remember to tell me the number of the corresponding TRIZ
engineering parameters.", GPT-3.5 fails to provide the parameter
numbers in 2 out of 10 instances, while GPT-4 consistently meets
this requirement. Detailed examples illustrating these three points
are provided in Appendix B.

5. CASE STUDY

In order to provide a deeper insight into the quality of solutions
generated by large language models in Step 4 (Solution reasoning),
and to compare the differences between solutions produced by
GPT-3.5 and GPT-4, we carried out this case study about in-pipe
robot design by Xie and Liu [41] as an example. We selected
this case because of its recency and typicality: The paper was
published after GPT-4, which assures it is not included in GPT-4’s
training data. What’s more, mechanical field has traditionally
been the primary domain for TRIZ applications [1]. Drawing
on the evaluation results of prompt strategies from Section 4.2,

Zhttps://openai.com/research/gpt-4
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few-shot strategy was selected as prompt engineering method to
derive solutions for GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 in this experiment.

In this case, the primary technical requirements include re-
ducing the number of motors and making the robot adapt to
different pipe diameters. The application of TRIZ principles
"1-Segmentation" and "11-Beforehand Cushioning" guided de-
signers to consider solutions from two different directions. Under
principle-1, designers are encouraged to think about what can
be segmented and the potential outcomes of such segmentation.
With principle-11, the focus shifts to identifying suitable materials
or mechanisms for achieving a cushioning effect in advance.

Specifically, we directed both GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 to generate
solutions one at a time, with each model producing solutions based
on two distinct inventive principles. This process was repeated
ten times, yielding a total of ten solutions for each principle from
both language models. Upon reviewing the generated solutions,
researchers found that both GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 tend to include
repetitive descriptions of the problem in their outputs. While this
repetition could be seen as the LLMs’ attempt to echo the input
text, such redundancy can complicate the analysis of the quality
of the generated solutions. Therefore, we manually extracted
the keywords directly related to the problem-solving mechanisms
from both the original and generated solutions, while discarding
irrelevant content such as design objectives or benefits. Examples
of solutions generated by the two models and coding examples
can be found in Appendix C.

To offer a more intuitive display of the semantic distribution
of the generated solutions, we computed the embeddings of
the extracted keywords with GoogleNews-vectors-negative300.
Subsequently, we applied Uniform Manifold Approximation and
Projection (UMAP) for dimensionality reduction and visualization
[42]. The method allows efficient visualization of the embedding
vectors, as shown in Figure 6. In this visualization, red markers
represent the keywords of the solution used in the original literature
[41]. Green and blue markers denote exacted keywords from GPT-
4 and GPT-3.5 respectively.

In Figure 6, labels such as "segment" and "divide" correlate
with principle "1-Segmentation", whereas solutions pertaining
to "11-Beforehand Cushioning" predominantly cluster in area
(b). This visually demonstrates how different TRIZ inventive
principles could guide designers to think about solving inventive
problems from various directions. Additionally, it is evident that
compared to the original solution represented by the red marker,
the solutions generated by LLMs explored a broader semantic
space. Furthermore, as illustrated in the magnified view (a) and
(b) in Figure 6, GPT-4’s responses corresponded well with the
keyword "flexible" for "1-Segmentation”, and "spring-loaded" for
"11-Beforehand Cushioning", while GPT-3.5’s responses did not
echo the keywords from the original solution.

6. DISCUSSION

In this section, beyond synthesizing conclusions drawn from
the evaluation and case study section, we delve into other insights
observed during the review of LLMs’ generation.

6.1 Expanding design horizons with LLM-generated content

Benefiting from the comprehensive nature of content gener-
ated by LLMs and the use of appropriate prompt strategies, Step
3 (Contradiction analysis) offers designers a broader space of
directions for contemplation through the inferred contradiction
pairs. In Step 4 (Solution reasoning), iterative generation aids
in exploring potential solutions under the guidance of inventive
principles, enriching designers’ understanding of these principles’
benefits. For instance, the case study on 1-segmentation not only
highlighted known advantages like reduced manufacturing costs
but also introduced new insights such as modular redundancy
and ease of replacement, enhancing problem comprehension and
facilitating solution development.

6.2 LLM-augmented problem-solving process

To evaluate the scalability issue of our proposed TRIZ-GPT
methodology, which is primarily designed for the conceptual de-
sign process, we conduct a quick trial in product design. To ensure
the timeliness of the case, we selected a recent product design
example [43], focusing on the hardware design of an intelligent
test tube rack. The experiment was conducted according to the
conditions and process described in 4.2, with results displayed in
Appendix D. The findings indicate that leveraging the extensive
database and generative capabilities of large language models, this
approach not only suggests new directions in shape design as the
original solution, but also viable options for material application
and color coding. These generated solutions provide practical
approaches for design team to select for detailed consideration.
Given the proven value and effectiveness of TRIZ theory across
various domains, this quick trial also demonstrates the method’s
application potential to other fields. More exploration in different
domains could be done such as user experience design [44] and
manufacturing design [45].

7. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Firstly, the issue of proprietary data poses a significant chal-
lenge in the practical application of large language models. As
noted by Ilevbare et al. [1], detailed cases of how organizations
have successfully or unsuccessfully applied TRIZ are seldom
shared. As an initial step, we compiled a total of 47 TRIZ cases
to validate our proposed methodology. However, future research
will necessitate a more extensive collection of cases to robustly
support and expand upon our findings.

Secondly, concerning the integration of TRIZ theory with
large language models, our findings during the evaluation process
suggest that future research could focus on enhancing the output
of LLMs when combining multiple inventive principles to propose
integrated solutions effectively. Additionally, investigating the use
of other Al agents to assist designers in selecting more feasible
inventive principles or solutions would be a valuable direction.

Thirdly, regarding the application of LLMs to empower design
theories and methodologies, To ensure a reliable application of
LLM-augmented design methodologies, it is essential to analyze
potential biases, such as overfitting and generalization, that may
arise during the training process of LLMs. We mainly discuss
about the scalability issues due to space limitation and a thorough
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reflection on this matter requires the collaboration of the entire
research community.

8. CONCLUSION

We introduce and assess TRIZ-GPT, an LLM-augmented
methodology designed to facilitate problem-solving process.
Leveraging the fundamental paradigms of TRIZ and the extensive
knowledge base and reasoning abilities of large language models,
we aim to mitigate the cognitive load and memory demands tra-
ditionally associated with the application of TRIZ. Constructing
two TRIZ case collections is a time-consuming yet worthwhile en-
deavor. By referencing classical TRIZ practices in case collection
A, we evaluated the prompt strategies for contradiction analysis
and solution reasoning. Our study also examined the performance
disparities between GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 in these two phases. To
preclude biases due to differences in their training databases, we
utilized case collection B, which lies outside of GPT-4’s training
repository, for assessing model capability variations. In case study,
we focus on the mechanical engineering problem of in-pipe robots.
Through vector dimensionality reduction and visualization, we fur-
ther demonstrate that solutions generated by GPT-4 more closely
align with the original solution and encompass a broader range
of problem-solving strategies. Notably, for relatively abstract
inventive principles, large language models can prompt designers
on potential implementation mechanisms.
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[CASE_DESCRIPTION], is provided by human designers.
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APPENDIX B. MODELS GENERATION COMPARISON
EXAMPLE

We presented a representative example to illustrate the differ-
ences between the outputs of GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 as discussed in
Section 4.3. Results that align with the contradiction parameters
from reference [46] are highlighted in light yellow.

GPT-4 generated results with Chain-of-Thought:

1. Improved Parameter: Ease of Operation (33)

Worsened Parameter: Device Complexity (36)

Explanation: By improving the ease of operation, the user
interface becomes more intuitive and user-friendly...

2. Improved Parameter: Adaptability or Versatility (35)

Worsened Parameter: Stability of the Object (13)

Explanation: By improving the adaptability or versatility, the
virtual exhibition can cater to a wider range of user preferences
and needs...

3. Improved Parameter: Illumination Intensity (18)

Worsened Parameter: Stability of the Object (13)

Explanation: By improving the illumination intensity, the
virtual exhibition can create a more immersive and engaging
environment...

GPT-3.5 generated results with Chain-of-Thought:

1. Improved Parameter: Ease of Operation Worsened Param-
eter: Object-Affected Harmful

Explanation: By improving the ease of operation, the virtual
exhibition interface and experience will become more user-friendly
and intuitive...

In summary, the selected example demonstrates that GPT-4
reasoned three contradiction pairs, one of which was used in
the original literature. In contrast, GPT-3.5 only identified one
pair of contradiction parameters and failed to reflect the original
practice. Additionally, GPT-3.5 did not comply with the prompt’s
requirement to specify the parameter numbers.

APPENDIX C. SOLUTION EXAMPLES IN CASE STUDY

Some generated solutions by GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 as well as
the coded results are presented in Table 4.

APPENDIX D. QUICK TEST IN PRODUCT DESIGN

In this section, we present the application results in product
design, with the problem in [43] as an example.

Original solution:

Based on design principles 35, the shape of the tube rack
can be redesigned. A rough design with a round shape (which
provides comfortable and safer touch with no sharp edge and
enables the rotation of test tubes for flexible movements), and
the demountable construction of the rack and cover (for easier
manufacturing, assembly and clean) was proposed.

GPT-4 generated solution with few-shot strategy:

1. Adjust the Parameter of Shape: Design the STTR with
adaptive test tube slots that can mechanically adjust their shape to
fit various diameters and lengths of test tubes. This feature uses
retractable or expandable components within each slot, ensuring
a secure hold for different types of test tubes used in medical
testing. This design not only accommodates diverse tube sizes
but also prevents the risk of test tube damage or misplacement
during handling.

Copyright © 2024 by ASME
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TABLE 3: PROMPT DETAILS

Type [ Prompt details

Step 1: Problem analysis

You are a designer proficient in the use of TRIZ, able to skillfully apply TRIZ theory to analyze problems. When given a specific problem, you can easily extract key
parameters from the problem description that can help solve the problem. Please analyze the following problem description and summarize the key problem parameters
within the context in the following format: Parameter number, Parameter name, Parameter explanation.

[CASE_DESCRIPTION]

Step 2: Parameters mapping

You are a designer proficient in the use of TRIZ, able to skillfully apply TRIZ theory to analyze problems. When you are given a specific problem and its problem parameters,
you can easily map these problem parameters to the standard TRIZ engineering parameters. In other words, for each provided problem parameter, select the appropriate
corresponding parameters from the standard TRIZ engineering parameter list.

Remember to tell me the number of the corresponding TRIZ engineering parameters.

1. Weight of Moving Object - The mass of an object that is in motion.

2. Weight of Stationary Object - The mass of an object that is not moving.

3. Length of Moving Object - The measurement from end to end of an object that is in motion.

... (The complete table of TRIZ engineering parameters is omitted due to space constraints.)

[PROBLEM_PARAMETERS SELECTED]

Step 3: Contradiction analysis

Basic prompt You are a designer proficient in the use of TRIZ, able to skillfully apply TRIZ theory to analyze problems. When given TRIZ engineering parameters,
identify which parameters get improved and which get worsened, then explain their contradictory relationship. List in the following structure:
number, improved parameter, worsened parameter, and explanation.

[CASE_DESCRIPTION]

[TRIZ_PARAMETERS]

contradictory relations:

CoT Let us think step by step. First, analyze if and how the input parameters get improved. Then, infer which parameters may worsen as a result of the
chosen improving parameter within the question’s context. Finally, please match the improved parameters with the worsened ones and delve deeper
into their contradictory relationship to enhance the understanding of the problem.

Few-shot Due to space constraints, only one example of the learning shot is demonstrated here. Our proposed workflow contains three learning shots of
similar form.

Problem Scenario: Existing muscle-powered submarines require a significant amount of effort for long-duration, high-speed travel.

Current State: The propulsion systems used in these submarines, such as propellers, are inefficient, leading to substantial energy loss. Although
enclosed submarines are more comfortable, they consume more energy.

Pain Point: The power required by the submarines far exceeds the energy humans can sustainably provide over a few hours, limiting their
performance.

Requirement: There is a need to reduce the water resistance of submarines and enhance their power efficiency to alleviate the operator’s burden
and increase the energy efficiency of the submarine.

Contradictory Relations:

Improving: 39. Productivity

Worsening: 33. Ease of Operation

Explanation: Enhancing the productivity of the submarine, such as increasing its speed and efficiency, may lead to a more complex operation,
thereby making it harder for the operator to manage and control the submarine effectively.

CoT & Few-shot Step-by-step reasoning path and three structured learning instances.
Step 4: Solution reasoning
Basic prompt You are a designer proficient in using TRIZ, skilled at deriving inspiration from the inventive principles of TRIZ to propose significant and feasible

solutions. When presented with a problem description and inventive principles from TRIZ for guiding the solution, you are able to reason about the
specific solution of the inventive principle for this problem situation.

[CASE_DESCRIPTION]

[INVENTIVE_PRINCIPLES]

CoT Let’s think step by step. First, explain the specific content of the given TRIZ inventive principles. Then, associate with how these principles were
applied in the past problems to deepen the understanding of their usage methods. Finally, let’s think outside the box. For the problem description,
using the given principles as a guide, propose specific solutions. It is required that the solutions are consistent with scientific and engineering
realities and are applicable to the given problem.

Few-shot Due to space constraints, only one example of the learning shot is demonstrated here. Our proposed workflow contains three learning shots of
similar form.

Problem Scenario: Desktop fans are very essential in our life which can drive away the heat.

Current State: Traditional desktop fans with large, rubber-coated blades have been in use for many years.

Pain Point: Users are bothered by the noise generated by these fans. There’s a risk of injury due to the exposed, large fan blades. Users experience
discomfort due to irregular airflow patterns and occasional cold gusts.

Requirement: Develop a fan that operates more quietly to minimize disturbances, ensures user safety and produces a consistent and pleasant
airflow, eliminating sudden gusts of cold wind.

Inventive Principle: 28-Mechanics substitution

Concrete Solutions: By utilizing hydrodynamic propulsion technology, the submarine draws in water through a muscle-powered pump and ejects it
at two points: at the front, the water adheres to the sides of the submarine due to the Coandd effect, reducing underwater resistance; at the rear, the
water is ejected through channels on both sides of the hull, thereby enhancing propulsion efficiency.

CoT & Few-shot Step-by-step reasoning path and three structured learning instances.
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TABLE 4: EXAMPLES OF THE GENERATED SOLUTIONS AND THEIR CODING RESULTS IN CASE STUDY

Type

| Concrete solutions

| Coded solutions

1-Segmentation

Ground truth

In order to adapt to a small change in pipe diameter, according to inventive principle 1
(segmentation), we can divide the driven parts into rigid parts and flexible parts to
adapt to the small change in pipe diameter.

divide into rigid and flexible parts;
replace rigid leg with rigid parts
and flexible rubber mat

GPT-4 generated solutions

The peristaltic robot’s design can be segregated into independent units comprised
of curved flexible segments (1-Segmentation). Each unit will contain a single motor
and a flexible coupler, enabling each to grip and conform to different pipe diameters
without requiring multiple motors per unit. This segmented approach not only
simplifies manufacturing by standardizing the units, but it also enhances adaptability
by permitting each unit to conform independently to the pipe’s shape and size.

independent units comprised of
curved flexible segments

GPT-3.5 generated solutions

By implementing segmentation in the design of the bidirectional peristaltic robot,
the traditional approach of using three motors can be restructured. Instead of one
continuous motor system, the robot can be divided into segments, each with its own
motion control mechanism. By segmenting the robot based on the varying pipe
diameters it encounters, the need for multiple motors can be eliminated. This approach
allows for a more adaptable design that can efficiently navigate through pipes of
different sizes while simplifying manufacturing and control systems.

divided into segments, each with
its own motion control mechanism

11-Beforehand cushioning

Ground truth

According to inventive principle 11 (Beforehand cushioning), a pre-compression spring
can be applied to the leg to ensure stable support with the pipe wall.

pre-compression spring for stable
support

GPT-4 generated solutions

You can modify the design of the robot so that the motors are outfitted with spring-
loaded mechanisms. These mechanisms can adapt to the width of different pipes by
extending or contracting as needed, maintaining the robot’s operations efficiency.
The springs serve as a form of "beforehand cushioning’, allowing the robot to adjust
automatically to different pipe diameters before beginning its work, which helps
simplify the manufacturing process as fewer motors are needed. Additionally, the
spring-loaded mechanisms, acting as buffers, can reduce wear and tear on the motors,
thereby extending their lifespan.

spring-loaded mechanisms adapt
to pipe widths; extend or contract
as needed

GPT-3.5 generated solutions

By applying the inventive principle of "Beforehand cushioning,” a unique system
where the robot’s movement is pre-programmed to adapt to various pipe diameters
is implemented. This system anticipates the different diameters, allowing the robot’s
movement to adjust and cushion itself accordingly without the need for multiple motors.
Through intelligent sensors and algorithms, the robot can predict the changes in pipe
size beforehand, ensuring smooth and efficient movement without the complexity of
additional motors.

pre-programmed system with intel-
ligent sensors and algorithms

13
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2. Adjust the Parameter of Weight: Implement a lightweight, 3. Adjust the Parameter of Complexity: The Smart Test Tube

durable composite material for the structure of the STTR, designed Rack is designed with a color-coding mechanism. The rack and
to be easily portable yet stable enough to prevent accidents or spills. tubes could be color-coded based on various parameters (like the
This material could also incorporate vibration-damping features to type of tests to be done) enhancing the visual identification and
protect the samples from disturbances caused by nearby equipment drastically reducing the chances of selecting the wrong test tubes,
or accidental bumps, enhancing the safety and reliability of the thereby simplifying the process.

blood collection process in active healthcare environments.
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