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Development, test and comparison of two Multiple Criteria

Decision Analysis (MCDA) models: A case of healthcare

infrastructure location
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5.2. Results and their accuracy

The robustness of the results was hampered by the possibility of
introducing bias; the stability of the models and the sensibility
aspect of the results were other factors considered. Ideally, the
model needed to be bias proof and sensible enough to adequately
translate the results. It was suggested that, potentially, AHP was
the more sensible option, as the spread of the results shown; how-
ever, it was more likely to introduce bias into the results, by finding
consensus based on the strongest personality in the room, while
weighting and assessing criteria as well as the alternatives.
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