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Level 1 (Decision)

Level 2 (Criterion)

Level 3 (Alternative)

[Z2% 1] The hierarchy of decision problem

2.2 MEvaLet 7hgA] At
Bk 71 7hEAek A dikkee] B 71Ee] did
AEm(gFE) ARA g Hol A v a7 og7]

2ol i3} o] /A Wl o] gk
“QA e 24 ¢} Blusle] o= AR FQ37E o
@ o 199 @& Qo] m2sh 2 L AL Awh
olul ‘FRIkE we APl weh FF, WE2HU, 7}
A At o= gAE 4 rh
[3% 1] Individual comparison
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D l/ay, 1/a,, 1/ay, 1
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WEIGHT DISPLACEMENT

[Z1® 3-a] Preference of  [Z1¥ 3-b] Preference of
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[3 3] Case(a) The attribute values and normalization of ratings
at the solution

Attribute values Normalization

of rating
Alter. yg% l()(;SGD) Yg% I()6561)) MF
A | 1605 | O0% 0475 | 0889 | 0604
B | 191 | 009 | o7or | o166 | D416
C |u24| 0003 | o6m | 078 | 0TI
D | 5% | 0024 | 0812 | -1249| 045

Case (b) © =% W99 74 = {08, 0.2}
tiot B Ae), H&doAe] 7} digte] Aot wshd &
A= ' 49 2

2474 1 A, =8.001, A,=2.210, A,=1.648

[3 4] Case(b) The attribute values and normalization of ratings
at the solution

Normalization

Attribute values of rating

Wgt Disp. Wgt | Disp.

Alter. | 0%) | 02 | ©8 | 02 | MF
A | 1586 | 0003 [ 0493 | 0757 | . 0046
. : ’ ) infeasible
0.008
B | 1353 | ;o450 | 0699 | 0326 | 062
- 0.651
C | 1365| 0006 | 0691 | 0494 |, O
- B 0.194
D | 454 | 0028 | 0660 -1668 | . MA

a9 4 2 A7l mEsE S4AE Huses

- 799 —



pareto optimal seto]th 18 4ol|X F 33 F 4oA Ao
HAH] A5 el 4= k. 17 449 vk A= HY
oA, Be T HAA et s 7T s ¢
S

i Alternative B!
_ ! . CASE(b)
i ‘ .\ SLOPE=-0.80.
0.40— | .
To— e =
|
. |
0.20 Alternative D : ‘
] ; Ty
i ! |
) L L Ry B ey
0.00 0.20 0.40 . 0.60 0.80 1.00
Z1(Weight)

[Z2" 4] Pareto optimal set of alternative A, B, C, D

5 A%

AL Aol lelAd AR Aol Bigk 7

AXRAQ s vk AFEAIAATL AT A
= o]gt AAAe 71 e AE oA} AA

ATLO.
=21

2 m
r
oxl U o

2

Loy Bu
M 1o &
X,

£

[1] Mistree, F., Smith, W. F., Bras, B, Allen, J. K. and
Muster, D., "Decision-Based Design: A Contemporary
Paradigm for Ship Design”, Transaction, Society of

Naval Architects and Marine Engineers, vol.93,

pp.565-597.

[2] Mistree, F., Smith, W. F. and Bras, B. A, "A
Decision-Based Approach to Concurrent Engineering”
in Handbook of Concurrent Engineering, pp.127-158,
(Paresai and H. R. and Sullivan W., Eds.).

[3] Mistree, F., and Muster, D., "Design Harmonization: A
Computer Based Approach for Design in the System
Age” in Optimization in Computer-Aided Design,
pp.1-30,(Gero, J.S., Ed.), Amsterdam : North-Holland,
1985.

[4] Satty, T. L., The
McGraw-Hill 1930.

[5] A S4f, “AHP. A4kstel o3k 115 A VE 71 &8
Stoll &gk A9, Ao tighd T8 AAteke] =i
1990.

[6] Smith, W. F., Kamal, S. and Mistree, F., "The Influence
of Hierarchy Decision on Ship Design”,
Technology, vol.24, No.2, April 1987, pp.131-142.

[7] fr 94, “Fd4 dagss o)&e A ¢ v HA

23} AALete) =5, 19%.

Analytic Hierarchy Process,

’

Marine

[8] 4 B, A2 NATL ol 43 A A, Ae o)
shgl B3 AAbele) =R, 19

- 800 —



	293포스터-기계재료-박창규-인공신경망을 이용한 계층분석과정 최적 구조
	책갈피
	대상1
	삼바중량
	삼바3
	삼바4



