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Development of the Causally Related Weighting Method
Changkyu Park

This paper indicates deficiencies of existing weighting methods for decision
problems that require trading off a selection of one alternative against others.
Deficiencies originate from the definition of weight, W, satisfying that ;>0 for

all ; and sums up to one and an assumption of independence between attribures.
Thus, existing weighting methods can not handle a situation where all areributes
are interrelated, resulting in that ateributes can give either positive, or negative,
contributions to the value of an alternative. In order to cope with deficiencies,
this paper redefines weight and proposes a new causally related weighting method.
The proposed method was applied in the study of developing a comprehensive
organizational performance measurement system and showed a good petformance.
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12 78.3 50.6 54.4 26.2 729 78.1

9% 1 85.0 53.6 67.7 203 892 714

2 98.3 100.0 544 326 100.0 571
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PC: Personal Care  SC: Skin Care
ME: Medication Error
EA: Education Attendance
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