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Evaluation of Product Conceptual Design Based on Customer Satisfaction

LI Fen—qiangl, CHANG Hui-zhen', GUO Yan-xin*, ZHOU Fei'
(1.Lanzhou Univ. 0f Tech., Lanzhou 730050, China; 2. Taiyuan Univ. of Tech., Taiyuan 030000, China)

ABSTRACT: It aims to achieve scientific decision-making in product design, to establish quantitative evaluation of customer
satisfaction for conceptual design, that is to say, sub-process of product design, to provide a reference for conceptual design plan
selection to policy makers, and to limit the subjectivity and arbitrariness of evaluation of product conceptual design to certain
extent. Determine research plan, collect evaluation indexes for product conceptual design, build evaluation index system using
analytic hierarchy process, build an evaluation model for customer satisfaction for conceptual design stage, use fuzzy analytic
hierarchy process for calculation of index weighting value, namely the calculation of index importance, use fuzzy mathematics
theory to investigate and calculate index satisfaction degree, and quantitative evaluation for customer satisfaction for conceptual
design plan based on this, and finally obtain a satisfied program. The conceptual design of table lamp is based on the evaluation
of customer satisfaction and verifies the feasibility of methods, and provides basis of quantitative evaluation for decision-making,
and proceeds subsequent design efficiently.
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Fig.3 A comparison chart about a3 program satisfaction, its
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