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Research on comprehensive evaluation method of
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Abstract: In order to deal with the problems of single evaluation criteria and too subjective
weight allocation in the evaluation scheme of module division, the evaluation criteria and
calculation methods of module degree, module replaceable and module structural integrity of the
product module division scheme were proposed. On this basis, multiple secondary evaluation
indicators of module division were proposed to determine the weight allocation among evaluation
criteria. The optimal and worst many criterion decision model in the distributed multiplicative
preference environment is applied to determine the weight distribution of the relevant parameters
in the method, and the will of all decision makers is comprehensively considered to make the final
module division scheme more objective. Finally, the module division of the excavator working
arm is used to verify the feasibility of the method.
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Fig.1 Excavator arm structure diagram
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Fig.2 Excavator arm design structure matrix
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