3.1

$=3% kA 1E (AHP)
kst (AHP) 2 %iRZ 7 §F

& s 472 (analytic hierarchy process » AHP) & % R ™ i~ §
#c$2 Thomas,L.Saaty » »* 1971 & & # RR I 30K E B F3H3]F 32 a0
TP AT AR R 7 e (uncertainty ) FR T 2 £ 5§ BT
FRERNEAREIEY 192 ELERRARFEALEE T T > BF 2
AERA ERAFGF Y - 1972 # 77 Saaty ¥4 % sofipiddE T& e
T~ @ # S | (nopeace, nowar) ¥ 2 A FUsE E O ROR R

T B Ay B end|¥r e B 21973 & Saaty #-k &4 472 (AHP)
e * R E'%in fo > FBEAHAAESHHL 1974 &3] 1978 #
B ST RY B2 %FLS REBRPEA{ZFERAE - 219802
Saaty X #- LTj‘-l;M-féTf‘-l ETRFL R RTEBEEY L E IR

SRR AR (BB Z I ARSLE)

+—<¢47§ Saaty (19809 =5k > éa:@%\ﬁ;é (AHP) ¥ Ji * >+ 5] 12
7] K R 42 (Deciston-making.Problem )

A% iAo B (Setting Priorities) e

A2 F 3 % (Generating a Set of Alternative ) -

m-
~ay
14.&1

FH & > % (Choosing a Best Policy Alternative ) -
PE 4

z_7 4 ( Determining Requirements ) °

*’D}&

4 e (Allocating Resources ) e
CIERIE % 2 b %= (Predicting Outcomes and Risk Assessment ) e
. =& 4§ »= (Measuring Performance ) -

8. % ¥k 3+ (Designing Systems) e

\

9. Fx i% % %u4& ¥_ ( Ensuring System Stability ) o
10. & & it (Optimizing ) °

11. .41 (Planning) -

12. f#;4&-=% (Conflict Resolution) -
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R 453 (AHP) ¥ &% p 4 (multi-object) £ 5 3% % | th
FEEFRT o 5d BES RE FOR L PAFRRAER P AL AT P
T H A G A R AR R R T e

= ¥t AEE (pairwise comparison matrix ) 0 53§ 18 T E 2 ik

trq.

@ & (eigenvalug) > MiZEFciE ki & BAYErLz w3 R > 73
AR S TR e (Pfom s AR TT # )

B 372 (AHP ) 297 S DR 238 % H FIE AW E R 29 % 4
Btz (AHP) § ki Sens 35 R30S -2 B B R & &2 LAk
Bt MR SRR BV K HE SRR b T
PR Bt EAESE A o R a2 (AHP) ch s 248 4 sl - 3
R RS LT BIERE BiEA BN E RS E Lt 5 B D
B A F o (BRIRR - B WMae o ART8E > ¢ WA ER)

d 3 E 1 EF T ER AL RR R 237G FF rim E e Rl L
FOIRPB I AZERRIAAFRFAZHEFREZLELE L
TR FE2ZER Y R B AGE CAHP)E 5 RAF se BT ARk SL it andgE
TR PR S Bl R F AR B - KRR T RS R R
Hifpo B2 " mETE 55 @‘%‘Firfi’iéﬁl“i R B t72 (AHP) #

FANA T RAERE CER KR SE 2 BN R L8
(Lt R R R 2 X B
o Fp AR R K s 31 (AHP) k(T R 2 TR N 0 2 o

A
e

—\

25



3.2 AmAiriz (AHP) 2 A& B

np e ,T&L{:t&f%&ﬁﬂ&“%gﬁs it d 7
sl A R JC AN E R e SRR
R FEREE S PR TR R R R R
,%&AWMZ(AHP)QH§.us AR e FETI9E
1. - B 5 5v 4 m 22 3F 5 #8358 (classes) g = 4 (components) »

X R s

2.k BgiE? o F - K ehk 39E3K 5 b2 1+ (independence ) o
3.F - Rap R T - P REAAT] &R EL R

’ﬁ-a‘bfg'i”f{‘%,fé v 14 ﬁ-é‘,;ll:- ’
S

\\\

FE o

4 v FGEG R FOR-GHECE L R 52 R (ratioscale) -

5. = ¥t #2 ( pairwise.comparison ) & - ¥ @ * @ ff] & aF L
(positivereciprocal matrix) & J2 °

6. Hh4F B % %idﬂ*WWme%1@%¥%ﬁ%iﬁ%ﬁ(A%
BB CoRARNC AN B B RS (bl
A;AB_»-wagAC'@,ﬁ B CH )

T 22EEBEFFE > F3F2 LS RFRFE- R
M (consistency ) 42 R o

8. & 2 chipF AR > 5 d 42 P (weighting principle) @ # o

9. Z P& F R NMARE BHEY > FHE BERER Ldoi ] o RN
FOFERTEEET M A RPN R

(3=l > % B2z > 1989 5 ¢ RA-84R)
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3.3 KaAiri: (AHP) 2 k%2 & 4%

R R L (PR Sl R SVA RN R B

KT O BRI F o337 kx (Bl - Fan pyy

—fﬁ@_&’kfﬁfiﬁf—%,%ﬁ?ﬁ‘,g‘ MR B S F o ATk SLeag

R AT R A e

2 kR R F R ARG - - Ao g s
B = fdef®i LA BE FORTER - B F T AIF G4 g2
(brain storming) ~ P 7+ % 42 (interpretive structural modelling, ISM) ~ F¢
R S H +7# (hierarchical structural analysis,HSA) ~ % ##5°3] i 3482
(group method of structural modelling,GMSM) r 2 PATTERN
(planning assistance through technical. evaluation of relevance numbers)
FoAeMARERRE B AR RIEET N m - LR o SRV
F* $F few £ 2 (eigenvector-method, EM) ~ & /] T = ;2 (least squares
method,LSM) ~ A @ - 357% (geometric means method, GMM) ~ Churchman
i# 2 Scheffe 2% > @ & &~ 472 (AHP) E41* Hpes £2 & %
Fefge o

2. R bR R B

BB RE 3 A RN BER B L R A S RBAE
BHTHE POk BB AT EER S BIL AT AR

(1) BB kst LiPm b ¥ p i i B8 (focus): 7 ¢ 7 - B 7
% o
(2) GEMEEPARITNE S0l - % o
(3) Rpiep cn® £ i 5 » ik Satty iz RB 42 BA2E 7T B > 42
TR AEREL AR EE - R
(4) Raapmi & f 4 REF P2 Frpkids e 7 L%
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B B RE L p B AYT ) R
(5) K en@cp 25 "UF] > e Apala B A &
(6) Boit g ocn®& F T 5 FE 2 %

3. & Beflag
o TR —~%9ﬂﬁ%€é’w£w' B SRR E 26
(1) = & & s (complete hierarch): % e & £ % e+ 1 & ch& % 355
%ﬁ’%?%gﬁﬁﬁ’*“*”“%@wx%@ﬂiﬁaﬁaz
HERT o

(2)# = %k & (incomplete hierarchy ): % f & &2 % f+1 k& p ch& % »
Bl b

ARG M TG RGP T UEGLF F A PR

4.Saaty 5 PR cruE 2B LT ok 37 R EL

(1) Pk end 2 @ X P B0 3L T R R F15 oot 7 bl 14

(2) P&k i 54 iimindy BB A il e 23 il 5 o

(3) * 5 HeenP R~ APk chie &0 5 4 P i 59 F sRen® [ cnfe iz
kLT EF o

(4) — Bl P pc B e F$OF R £ 3 lEPRE FILIEA L
TR RIRTRE R 4~ o MR A a0 T
BER kg ik TR G R

b
CHe

N
m®y =k
R
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3.4 KRariiiz (AHP) 2%k < &

RS S T ii}{?"‘? 11 1o & B A 472 (AHP)
HRER A UE - Raih) - BB F 0 FLHT - KR AR hikg o
;i’jjﬁ;{ié—ﬁ—}éi&p\mxi‘ B& & kL & =R b uRE
Fi%- BARETEORETRAEAS LR -

K Atz (AHP) = 2 B - R s > & Fl& B ehd 3 b i
T AR N KRR Z AP HE R o HER 2 & (Ratio
Scale) A +3~» 3713 > TRELE - HELEE - HEL LR Z Y
EL IR 130T ) hfFE B LA R RRRS 2456
8 ¢ Wi o kosird (AHP) 237k = R 2 5P » 354 3.1

% 3.1 Rmagri: (AHR) 2 3% 2 & 2 P

a1 T &K B pe
1 e AT S TR L F R E R R -
3 Bt R GBS A E - 2 % %
5 ER S L M e B R - 2 ko AR o
7 e & FuBET AR EEE - 2 % & o
9 BHELL FRSIERY TEHEFE- 2% 8% o
2,4,6,8 (@R FE |ZEFREF -

L kR - Saaty ,T.L., (1980) “The Analytic Hierarchy Process”McGraw  Hill,Inc.,New

York.
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3.5 KaAiiiz (AMP) g %% 2

F R BT (AHP) AT R AR 7 4 5 T BH B R

2 S e

1 Eip,\.x 73*’
_{‘J-%’\/EHWFF {gm, SE fg{_:‘é‘%—’\ » -7 ¢ i/fg_fSF %\F’I’Lﬁ r‘]»b ‘P\)\F‘:
e o TP NIRRT e

0. 7l 1P LS MG F A
@ d 4t 252 (delphi method)~ #s 4 % ;¢ (brainstorming method )

W3- T

Q}P}F%ﬁ:%i" N #&—frﬁﬂ,ﬁg»}; % m'ﬂ% Z A B??ﬁéﬁ% —:";},%’ET“'EE’—%—?F&?

R lochif 57 R BRI L FRITA TR Ao E - R - kB2 B
FE NI I SRR &Iy TN ol 2L S S e R AR EINELE
TeuE 22k o Kaz et AT a DER » UT L K2 ERET S
BFIFRANAGRZEFETE I TPFEARIRT AR
BT OB A & Tl Rk BT /T B3t dopt ih R s T
FoRF Ry onen fht o SR RE - RIE2 F e

A KSR ERNG
ﬁ*ﬁﬁﬂ%&F—®& - R A LR AET

A 1?Mﬁ£~ﬁﬁ.ﬁ%ﬁ—$ﬁg%@ﬁw@q§%
F\:B %IL/S }E‘/‘%*{%E‘RE—E ‘J‘LL‘ ﬁ/&mﬁ: —EE ’ ‘F KI«I-{;E 3—‘\3‘11»’1’15] % ]:—lg °

SREER T S R K50 S
X REE A S B0 7 d L-H;,%x‘#_ﬁ BEATE S BE A 2
ETES B R LT T E 2 AR o TR - A R
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1 a:L2 L aln 1 a12 L aln
paE | — a, 1 L a, _ 1/a, 1 L a,, (1)
B L L L L L L L L
a, a, L 1 1/a, 1l/a, L 1
w/wow/w, L (ALA
o w iww, fw, L W, /W, 9
L L L L (2)
w, o fw, o wo/w, L w, /w,

Ben B F R RER AR B R HL R A ) 2 25305
(AfemIBEp Lantfm &35 1) a T &M adcE 2
P Z AN Ap T BB iRl e =1/, c H P g =w/w,
w, WK w R i R TR R s i-l R TR R R ek -

6.3* 8 iRhs £ 25~ BilcE

= LR R (S JI BoiE T ¢ ndF e (eigen value) f#
& RP~Frpew £ (eigenveetor) =4 g% » & W (priority vector) > £
R e B350 B VK E -

(1) &PBd» g
Saaty (1982) 35 &% FRBHAAPF > ¥ 1% v fAiT 0272 KB~

B E A E? A R SR THEMMERL S 2 - BRESER S

itz H3 2 4eT

Sl NPT IEE g

1)
Wi:nj:l—n i,j=12,K ..n (3)
11

(2) 4Fmdot 3 (4,
B LM AW (R REL A VA BB Bw o T e
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1 8y, L 8, (W W
1/a, 1 L A ([ Wy | | W ()
L L L L |[L | |L
1/a, 1/a, L 1 )lw, w,
Mot FHRE A, T d T RE
lmale[ﬂ+&+ ...... +%] (5)
nlw w, W,

T.358 LA - Rk

RFETN SN FE g LR ij‘ﬁ»ﬂf?&:é;{ii@f‘— Ritpw 0 "
W R K - 3Rt 5 (consistency ratio,CR) b o g - IRpEL K
( consistency ratio hierarchy,CRH ) s\siz Saaty =g %L » 305 - R &
B JE ot 0.1 2 AR BRI A TR 2R 2R PR E

ATIR 7 FR & M A e

(1) - & {4p4% (consistency.index; C.I.)

C.l.= ”:X_l (6)
(2) - 3+ F (consistency ratio, C.R.)
C.l.
c.R._ﬁ (7)

2o sggsid gt (randomindex s R1L) d 3R 2 R 11 994 2 o
1 f_?ﬁl] LE;;Z:E-KE ’ ’&_7 ﬂ,:»,r%bgt*r ’ }:'Li—é—i - ﬁ'ﬁ#?ﬁﬂ—fﬁ s 7 P‘;’ngg;:.r E_’/"’Kxif

B Hde % 3.2 -
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£3.2

1111213 |14 |15

3|45 |6 78910
1.57(1. 58

fede | 1| 2
R. I. 0 | 0 |0.58]0.9|1.12]1.24|1.32(1.41|1. 45|1. 49(1. 51|1. 48|1. 56

AL %k - Saaty ,T.L.,(1980 )“The Analytic Hierarchy Process”McGraw Hill,Inc.,New York.

(3) F A - 3t I (consistency ratio hierarchy, C.R.H)
BoaRad 27 o Fl & ek B A S ST L - KL
O e SRt 5 G AR B 5324y tR(consistency

index of the hierarchy, C.I.H.) % YRR B £ (random index of

the hierarchy, R.LH.) o H #c & ;X 40T

C.I.H.=Z (& B BDELsE) x (FE&DCLE) (8)

RIH.=Y (F BA& sfmifpite g )x (& 50RLE) (9)
C.I.H.

CRRRIH. (10)

REFETE RTREFREL L NENFAS TR Ae £
GELe BT FA ROBATA AR E (T R R T %

éi B 72 (AHP) A Af= ;l: el (A2 > 4@ 3.1 #7o1 -
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FELRE A

g S

<L§i L B )

;

C BB g B s i>

C.I. # CR = 0.1

B 3.1 K mAfri (AHP) 4 (e iz B

F L kR - Thomas L. Saaty,1980,The Analytic Hierarchy Process. McGraw-Hill, New
York, pp.105 -

34



3.6

Expert Choice # 48 f§ /i

Expert Choice ##8 804 & %~ 472 (AHP) 5 A#H A E A K L1
BEov EAFEITORA M A EEPAR LR E TG ;i"]%i"’rﬁ?/é; e
zﬁgrz # I8 & #x &8 0 hierarchical structure 1+ > 4 TRELEE AL D
k= & wod £ & en2 % o & Expert Choice ;‘i—%ﬁ@ﬁ&% k2 s KK
w ,'{grj FB RSP e AR E4cm A 4 o (Expert Choice 2000.
http://www.expertchoice.com )

Expert Choice it 43 & p: = e ’%%v} & * pairwise 17 ;2 s Expert
EF G E/HDBELESE o B
"what-if e sott s 47 > iRac g @ Frlae - B P RE R MY v
ARt o ER I RFRITNIFER PR DED B E I ER S E
i * g 4e Expert Choigeleridade sk A 3 4o is B 4 0 Ao % IR ]

~

Choice 2 & ineR 4 s — ¢ 1

PAGRE S i R R A S E A TP E TR o
o e i i 2 45 g Internet 5 i Expert Choice
Group #_- f&7 M ARF IR L I AL AL HM e v )
R %38 Internet — A2 f2 - PR ER N chiz w3 2 o Internet € :Riv ¢ 7 &
LA i R R NERLE SRR Sl BRI AR
SpE [ o 3 ORI S
Expert Choice # &1 keypad st 4 5t 9 £]:8 -] 2= B ac 49 & 58734

FrACGA R L hz B R > B kxm g *iehT+

keypads > & i 150 i A ¢ 59 2 %7 -2 B 30— B AP L p v}.rg\.-]ﬂqz; B
# o f Internet — #& - Keypad i %%f’ig% FHO R A2 R

PNt h gkt o
Expert Choice Group §T &4 ] e 582 % & P &2 3 P > R D #
Rk =0 0 oip 2k L P o — ARECI N A
Wl i A e o - ] g TE M A
fo & iy HIETE D - B o BEF R BHEFATIER
=
f

Lol e bR iEze p i Ja'lta‘_’}’gd IV N 8-
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#FHE P SR A > Expert Choice Group iy { 3 #xenig * f g R o
Expert Choice i 2L 5
L2 WEa e ViR B 2 1 o
2. ModelView ¢ 7 TreeView 2 ClusterView 2 % 3 hk = (4o p
# 3 P4 )> ¥ ¥ & Information Documents ® § $¥-lm ez p? o

3. Tree View :

(1) e3¥& chobjectives & fd) R

(2) fTreeView # ClusterView ¥ 11 @& # 35 % &3 ;4 3 % (7 p & &

Pk o

(3) %t Hierarchy iz 3 "24] © ¥ a4 { ~ L A4F feehi g -

4. Information Documents 7% % & % 2 & (73] 1o F Fh P EE T A
B2 H 8 cnf kR b o

5.Notes : ¥ — = N aglfl v jEE - %t i} TSA,\@J Tk ik o

6. Data Grid Approaches :

(1) 3 4e 24 > Utility Curves-s

(2) Step Function -

(3) Ratings -

(4) Direct Entry of Priorities -

7. Data Conversion : {xP-crj FHILE P 3~ E hF ol &5 iRAE
B enF ol i e i@ * o

8. Printing/Reporting : % % #& = Microsoft Word % Excel #% -

(" @ #4 > http://lwww.ixon.com.tw/)

Expert Choice #ic#8 gl » g% & & n 472 (AHP) % p 4%
e E o BB PR E PR LR EE N R TE M
B2 BE O FEL L RIS RGL AR DT PR LR
EER > EAK 2 EE v 2EF AR T O RATR B A 7 (sensivitive) o
2 #adp i1 & 4 47 (likelihood) » 4 # =i (Assignment) ® 2. & = £ » ¥ 14
WALIEFIZA K28 RIELHFZAFHFELZEE BT
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PRIES L
.yt @ (Performance)
. ¥ {3 B (Dynamic)
. &£ B (Gradient)
S &g koo 2 gF 0% i ¥ 5 b 3 B (Head-to-head )
LiEE B iR 2 238 3 %0 & B (Two dimensional ) -
(BAEAE > A R92E )
Expert Choice #iif8endk (425 » ixt— [ RBes 8 2 Y M4 T
FoEd BEFBREN WP T (MesE > AR I3 E)
" RBes B 2 R BT REEN o BRE TR 2 A Y

N

O‘I:-BOOL\:)'—‘

_—

(1) i -
(2) i o
(3) 23 -

| D T s il
'ﬂﬁﬁm Chrbeds |m Trrts Help |
open ok Mode N
p — I — i |
O e =) [ #itla W eme @
R —— 55 WA (A}
= RORKPLACE (5
L0 o (PP LR T 22 AP ) ) S =HMULTED:)
210 (e e e esBRng = DOCUMENTS (E:)
Exk HHEIH (F:)
e (@)
HETIA (i)
TELEID
TYLEE:)
WRN [ - FETRE =] R
= WHEHBIT:  [Fupert Chodes 2000 (% ahp) =] Rl l,

Bl 3.2 Expert Choice #it#8ff T+ —i= > - BATHH %

~
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(2) 4~ P4 443 326 T14 & B HE 0 4o H 3.3 ¢

L Eupert Cholce 2000 Ct Doouments and Settings=Y-Chen' My Do

| Fle pdt Aesessment Swmthesie Senskivky-Graphs Yew Go Took el

_Eﬁﬂ&ﬁ&iﬁ[ﬁmwﬁxﬂﬂ|
|

THe (EE
1

{1.060) 12 L 1,060

Goal: (I — DAL I
Parease Adpasimant

Pasbe Chikdren from Clipkaard
st Pacln
Copyr Pley o Trash Con

Abernativg
Sart Qs
e
rassed
I [rdformation

I o
& gt

Iregert iy of Cusrent hode Clrbei

e Mo Crale

C L el Tk S006 T Bocuents and Sel g s’ Y- Dhen' By Documest 000 —§ .l.lﬂlﬂl
| B o gssessmert Smtheste SenstiyGrachs Yew Go lods Heb |

DEBI SR TS m Qi wA x| D | |

@ Expert Choice 2000 C:',Documents and Settings',M¥-Chen'My Documents' 3£k

File Edit Assessment Synthesize Sensitivity-Graphs Wiew Go Tools Help

DEEISR LD A Qeedon DAL @ |

& 3 8 =)

& | TR
10,000] Tt L 3,000 ' S]
0 Goal: JER— PR RENES
@5 |
Rifcarrtan Choscusment
o =]
|
vy | ER
Al

Infarmation Document

B 3.3 Expert Choice #t#84f (v —4& > p & L4L2
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(3) KTH 7H \ﬂt(B*) 4o 3.4 -

_, Fuprrt (s e PIO0 T2 P el s and Setligs' M¥-Cleen’ My Do ! =iol=|
_[Hl L pmsessmark Gnibaste Senerty-Graphe Wew Go Tock peb |
(DFE L @GR/ T D@ Qesdem [ K o [[@] Fotiarer =

Mo |Ede Guery Heb | B Gk sk Smifsin SsvstieGhe Yo G Todk b |
izgfion | Kaypad | Waes Pati | [V 3 (o) o | & AL D @ Duedom wﬁnlﬂl'ﬂm

I3 g =} ﬂu\ﬂuwﬂ
1
1 ‘- —E SJ‘
1 S Goal: SREM— AR Ps
: & ik B
® i
L k)
Select ® hicen Pyl exctet by FID Quwews: | Iedcernpion Do
_Fowd | Aok | &0 |
Do | _Paticp |

B 3.4 Expert Choice #ic#84%k i* —% % A& ¥ i»#c (5 4 )
(4) & % - % L éwp%iﬂa@ (- Rk 4oR 3.5

Al, Ppeert Choice 20 CS\Dncuments snd Setbings’ = -Chen’ Py oo =lol =l @Expert Choice 2000 C:\ \Documents and Settings',MY-Chen'My DocumentsSths- -10] x|
Jﬁ Bl gosiament eofmetendy 6 [eoh el File Edit Assessment Yew Go Tools Help ‘
e TR T A DSHI SR T |
@ . e = LY @ st = E | v (BB
Sortby Name | SortbyPrioity | Unsot | :
7 i 1 4 7 Priorities with respect to: P4
L praangsana i ook TS RIS
L i
—
il 00 [
e o RN
Compare e relative mpofanee with respeet e Goal: ﬂ—m‘ = 414 I

Inconsistency = 0.02
with 0 missing judgments.

File Edit Assessment Synthesize Sensitivity-Graphs Wiew Go Tools Help

@n@|§@|‘mﬁ!|‘QB&draw|§A“{|@|pq v|
&13:1];\3[]:]_?] i B |
1 1

Priorities derived From Pairwise Comparisons

#2855 (L: .100)
&£ (L: .786)

Information Document

Priorities derived from Pairwise Comparisons

B 3.5 Expert Choice #ii§k it —dgr» 5 - & 7% » ¥ F M- R | &2
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(5) 230 A L4Er 2B {5 > L5 F & R L 4oF 3.6 -

AL Foogrert U basin e FO0G0 02 D urrverd s el SedUimgs'P-Chen' iy Docunsenta) S0 =100 =]
_|mhmmﬂmﬂﬂmﬂmuﬂ |
IDEE L SR|T P @ Do A & | @ content =

& 1w e = L

1

OJCGoal: HHR— il e
& t36n
® it
L]

Judgreets In eraechylor | Dotaok | g |

] 3. 6 Expert Cho&eﬁm&% ut—)fgt 5 B R R

i =
I
o
o

"J‘ﬁ?';ﬁﬁ ”uif" &L 4B 3.7

hlf,i's*@ | f“-ée
Imﬁnmmmwwmmm |
D@ W @ SR LD E Qredew K & @ Contined -

& . e = F ﬂH'lE‘ll
1

@ Expert Choice 2000 C:Documents and Settings'MY-Chen'\ My Documents’ 3R = |EI|1|

Goal: ﬁm—ﬂ‘gﬁﬁﬁ Fil= Edit Assessment Wiew Go Tools Help |
:Eﬁﬁf-;ﬂ; DEdY sk |
= W (L 105) & M = F v BB

Sort by Name | [£5 Unzort | [ Momalize

Priorities with respect to: Combined

Goal: BH—IRERE

it 764 [
il 13
. 105

Inconsistency = 0.00
with 0 missing judgments.

B 3.7 ExpertChoice #t### T —% 7R AF L% » 2 T - KRNI | T
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(7) Expert Choice B2~ 472  f4F @ (M4s2 > A R94E )

v & i®ic B (Performance) @ % M3RE G R AL iR 0 B 1Y

-

=10l x|

File Options ‘Window

Ol £= A aX

Crit% Al

.80

80t 10
80—

-1.60
70~
.60 71-50
60 -
40
.30
.20
10
n o .00
i=EEhtE (L: .38 mEEhtE (L .61 OVERALL
| Sensitivity w.r.t: Goal: EE{EHNSH EfMi=iHIKSF [Ideal Mode

) 3.8 Expert Choice #f#4§ i¥ ek 2715 M (Performance)

1

¢~ # {53 Bl (Dynamic) <A 828 A — 3R> L if i F]

33 Dynamic Sensitivity for nodes below: Goal: Eﬁ’fgfﬂﬁﬁ‘ﬂ\ﬁ_:_ oy ] 54

File Options Window

S| £ | x| ] B X

37 1% et (L 371)
62.9% HEETEhiE (L: .629)

ER

25. 2% BEFIEE AT EThEE
19.8% SEFIEE b RS
12.3% fRAtiBEHE

01 2 53 45 6 7 8 81 k I - I A
[ 3BT b2 iEmRE [Ideal Mode

Bl 3.9 Expert Choice #ic#84%k it —# it 3= B] (Dynamic)
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f~ A B (Gradient) : ¥ & 7 & 3% FlR #r b E 2 F M1 4oF]3. 10 -

BB Gradient Sensitivity for nodes below: Goal: Ee{SHIES & — Ol x|
File Options ¥ Axis  Window

G| el x|E s el X

Az

70

.60

.50

40

.30

.20

0

W 32 3

———
FEESEhiE (L: .388)
| Sensitivity w.r.t.: Goal: EE SRS  Efiai=ZEIIKSF [Ideal Mode
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