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Abstract : Combining with the definition of stakeholder and satisfaction degree ,this paper drafts the definition of Stakeholder Satisfaction De-
gree (SSD) from the perspective of corporate governance By analyzing the demands of stakeholders,it establishes the eval uation model of SSD,
and makes a quantitative analys son the eval uationindex system by usng thefuzzy comprehensve evaluation Finaly ,it testsempirically the ap-
plication of this model.
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