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Comprehensive evaluation model of users’ satisfaction
based on gray relational analysis and AHP

CHEN Wei-Peng', LIU Xu-Hao*, TANG Ning-Jiu', LIN Tao', LIU Wen-Jing*, PENG Jian'
(1. College of Computer Science, Sichuan University, Chengdu 610065, China;
2. Research Institute of Science & Technology Information of Sichuan Province, Chengdu 610016, China)

Abstract: For the issue of less effective usability comprehensive evaluation on users’ comments with un-
certain information and complex evaluation indexes, a comprehensive evaluation model of users’ satisfac-
tion is applied on usability research of production. It integrates gray relational analysis and AHP (Ana-
lytic Hierarchy Process), which is used to determine the relative weights of evaluation indexes with the
purpuse of enhancing the objectivity of gray relational analysis. With contrast experiment on the datasets
of smart mobiles in different price, the satisfaction rank deduced from our model is similar to the actual
sales rank. In addition, experiment result shows gray relational analysis can distinguish the satisfaction
difference of productions more clearly. Above experiment results illuminate our model can comprehen-
sively and effectively evaluate users’ satisfaction of production with incomplete assessment information.
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