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MCDA (memodvt MHO20KPUMEPUATLHOZ0 AHANIUZA PeUteHUTl) NO360LI0M NPOBOOUMb KOMNTIEKCHYIO OUEHKY MeXHO-
702Uii 30pAB0OXPAHEHUS HO PASHOPOOHBIM Kpumepuam. B uccnedosanuu npoananu3uposansvl OCHOBHble MemoOvl
MCDA u ocobenHocmu ux npumeHeHus O NPUOPUMUIAUUU MEOUUUHCKUX MeXHON02uil. Mamepuanv. nonyueHst us
6asvr PubMed u cucmemvt Google. IIpedcmasnen 0606uénnviii aneopumm MCDA, 6videnenvt 4acmo ucnonv3yemvie
MOOenu: Memoo B836eUleHHOL CYMMbL, MeoPpUs MHOZOKPUMEPUATIbHOL NOe3HOCIU, AHATUMUYECKUT] UepaPXUecKUl
npoyecc (AHP). Paccmompenvt npozpammuoie uncmpymenmot noodepycku MCDA. Ocoboe eéHumarue ydeneHo nep-
cnekmusHuim 2ubpuonvim memooam (AHP-TOPSIS) u modensm 0ns pabomovt ¢ Heonpedenénnocmamu (Heuémxue
AHP u TOPSIS). S¢ppexmusnoe enedperue MCDA mpebyem passumus meOuyuHckoti undopmamuxu, 00HaAKo K-
4eBas Ponb NPUHAOTIEHUM Ues068eHeckomy PaKmopy — sKcnepmam, onpedensiousum Cmpamezuo AHAIU3A, KA1ecrmeo
UCXOOHDIX 0AHHDIX U UHMEPNPEMAUUI0 Pe3ynomamos. AsmMomMamusuposanHvle CUCEMbl U UCKYCCIMBEHHDLTI UHMerN-
TleKm HyHO0awmcs 6 0033amenvHOM KOHIPOTe U 6ATUOAUUL CO CHOPOHbL CNeUUANIUCINOB NPU UCNONb308aHUY 0N
yNnpasneHueckux peuteHuti 6 30pasooxXpaHeHul.
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MCDA (Multicriteria Decision Analysis methods) allow for a comprehensive assessment of healthcare technologies based
on diverse criteria. The study analyzes the main MCDA methods and the specifics of their application for prioritizing
medical technologies. The materials are obtained from the PubMed database and the Google system. A generalized MC-
DA algorithm is presented, and frequently used models are highlighted: the weighted sum method (WSM), the theory of
multicriteria utility (MAUT), and the analytical hierarchical process (AHP). The MCDA support software tools are con-
sidered. Special attention is paid to promising hybrid methods (AHP-TOPSIS) and models for dealing with uncertainties
(fuzzy AHP and TOPSIS). Effective implementation of MCDA requires the development of medical informatics, but the
key role belongs to the human factor — experts who determine the analysis strategy, the quality of the source data and
the interpretation of the results. Automated systems and artificial intelligence need mandatory monitoring and validation
by specialists when used for management decisions in healthcare.
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B Mupe npoucxoguT HEyK/IOHHBIN POCT 4MCIa pas-
TMYHBIX TEXHOJOIMI 3ApaBooxpaHeHM:A. IloBcemecTHO
CHUCTEMBI 3[pPaBOOXPAHEHNS CTA/JKMBAIOTCA C JIVMUTH-
POBAaHHBIMM pecypcaMy, U PYKOBOZUTENIN IOJAraioT,

Beenenne HOTO MHOXXEeCTBa IIpefjlaraeMbIX TEXHOJIOTMil MOXeT
OKa3aTbCA HeIenecooOpasHbIM. [l peleHnsa 3Tou

4TO (pMHAHCMPOBAHME BHENPEHVS KaXJOJ U3 OrpOM-  CTH 3aTpar.

npo6ieMbl MHOTVE CTPaHbl BHEAPWIN METOHOJIOTUY
NPMOPUTE3alMM TEXHONOTMIT 3ApaBooXpaHeHus [1].
3a4acTyIo OLIeHK) CBOJATCS K BBITIOJTHEHNIO KOMIITIEKC-
HOTO CPaBHUTENTBHOTO IKCIpecc-aHanm3a 3¢ deKTnBHO-
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Tem He MeHee CpaBHUTENbHBIN aHaMN3 3¢p(eKTus-
HOCTH 3aTpaT B KIACCMYECKOM BMAe ABIAeTCA (yHpa-
MEHTa/IbHBIM, HO He eINHCTBEHHBIM K/IIOYOM K IIPUHA-
TUIO pelIeHuiI 0 HeOOXOAMMOCTM MAacCUITabMpOBaHMUs
TEXHOJIOTVM. BHefpeHue, HanmpuMmep, MyIbTUKPUTEPU-
anmpHOro aHamsa (MCDA) Mo)xeT TOMOYb B YCTAHOB-
JIeHUM TIPUOPUTETOB IPU HMPOBEJECHUN OLIEHKU TEeXHO-
noruit sppaBooxpanenusa (OT3) nyrém paccMoTpeHms
MHO)KeCTBAa Pa3HOOOPA3HBIX OIICHOYHBIX KPUTEPUEB.
IIpu BemonHenun MCDA aHanmusupyeTcs MIMPOKUIA
Habop (aKTOPOB M TeM caMbIM obecneunBaeTcs Oosee
CIIpaBeIMBOE PelleHle M0 BK/IIOYeHNIO TeXHONIOTUN B
CITMICKM BO3MEIIEHMA VI CTAaHAAPTHI [2, 3].

MCDA wuMeeT MaTeMaTHYeCKyl0 IIPUpPOAY U He
MpefiCTaB/sieT cOOOI eINMHBII MOHOMUTHBIN METOf, a
ob6beHAET MHOXeCTBO ImOKmx Mopenei. Ilepocre-
nedHoe HasHayeHne MCDA — mowuck Hamboree Lieje-
coo6pasHbIX anbrepHaTuB. [lomynapusanus n BHeape-
Hue Metoguk MCDA MOXeT [OoImonHuTh Haubosee us3-
BeCTHbBIE 1 pacripocTpanénnsle mogenu OT3 [4].

Ilen» paHHON pabOTBI — PacCMOTPETb OCHOBHBIE
mogenu MCDA pna 3gpaBOOXpaHEHMs M 4YacTOTy MX
IpUMeHeHUA B IPaKTUKe MPMOPUTU3AINM TeXHOMOTUI
30paBOOXpAHEHNA.

Marepuanbl ¥ METOAbI

ViccmeoBaHme BBITOMHEHO IO Pe3y/IbTaTaM IOMCKa
Hay4HOJ JIMTepaTypbl, IpeACTaBIeHHOI B 6ubmmorpa-
¢duueckoit 6aze PubMed. [l o6HapyxeHMs peeBaHT-
HBIX MCTOYHMKOB IIPYMEHSIN KITI04YeBble CoBa: «multi-
ple-criteria decision analysis (MCDA)», «models»,
«health technology assessment / evaluation / appraisal»,
«health technology prioritization» u ap. JJomonuuTens-
HbIe U CIIPaBOYHbIE CBEEHNS ITOMTYYaIy C UCIOIb30Ba-
HIEeM IIOVCKOBOII crcTeMbl Google.

PesynbraThl

O6wjuii aneopumm MCDA 0ns cpasHeHus
AnbMePHAMUBHBIX MeXHOI02UT 30PAB00XPAHEHUS

JTro60it MCDA mng OT3 cocTouT U3 3 K/IH0YEBBIX
3/IEMEHTOB: OIpefie/ieHre TpobeMbl, BBIOOP peneBaHT-
HBIX KPUTEPUEB ¥ MOCTPOEHME MAaTPUIBl IIPOU3BOLY-
TeTbHOCTH [2, 5].

Yupowénneit anroputm MCDA Bkitoyaet B ce6st:

1. ®opMynmupoBKy Lienut (Hampumep, BHIOOpP ONITH-
MaJIbHOJ TEXHOJIOTMU I PeTMOHATIbHOTO 37pa-
BOOXpaHeHMus) [6].

2. VineHTnduUKauMo arbTepHATUBHBIX TEXHOIOTHIA
It cpaBHeHus [7].

3. Cenexuuio ¥ CTPYKTypUpOBaHME pPeTeBAaHTHBIX
KpUTEpUEB — KaK KaueCTBEHHBIX, TaK M KOIuYe-
cTBeHHBIX [8]. Yale Bcero MCIONMB3YIOTCS IOKaA-
3aTenu 3arpar (52% mccrenoBanmit) 1 6e30macHo-
ctu (44%) [9]. BkarodaroT KIMHMYECKUE MHIMKA-
Topel (TsDKecTh 3abonmeBanus [3], addexTus-
HOCTb), 9KOHOMIYECKNe, COLMaabHble (CIpaBes-
JIMBOCTb, AOCTYNHOCTD [10]) M mamyeHTOOpMEH-
TUpPOBaHHbIe KpUTepyuy (IpefIodYTeHNs MalyieH-
ToB [11]), opranusanoHHbIe aceKThl (TpeboBa-
HMA K MHpacTpyKType u fip.) [12], «<HOBBIe» Kpu-

Knaccuduxanusa mopeneit MCDA s sppaBooxXpaHeHNs
B 3aBUCIMOCTH OT (l)yHI[aMeHTa}IbHOI‘O MaTeMaTn4eCckKoro
(mornyeckoro) anmapara ¢ npuMepamu (aganTupoBaHo us [9]
C IOTIO/THEHMAMM)

A66peBuarypa Haspanue mopenn VicToynmk

1 K1acc: Mopenu M3MepeHNs LEeHHOCTH
Merop, B3BemeHHOI cymMbl (weighted sum
method)
IIpocTas TexHuKa MHOTOKPUTEPUAIbHOMN OLIEH-
ku (simple multi-attribute rating technique) [16]
Teopuss MHOTOKPUTEPHATLHOI II0NE3HOCTHI
(multi-attribute utility theory)
Teopust MHOTOKPUTEPHAIbHOI LIEHHOCTI
(multi-attribute value theory)
AHP AHanuTHYeCKMIit MepapXmMdecKuil mporecc
(analytic hierarchy process) [17]
VIsmepeHMe PMBIIEKATENIBHOCTI C TIOMOLLBIO
KaTeropuajabHOro MeTO/ia OlleHKM (measuring
attractiveness by a categorical based evaluation
technique) [18]
DCE DKCIIepMMEHT C IVICKPETHBIM BHIGOPOM
(discrete choice experiment) [19]
MeToz MOTEHIMaIbHOTO MONIAPHOTO PAHXKMPO-
BaHMA BCEX BO3MOXKHBIX a/IbTePHATUB
(potentially all pairwise rankings of all possible
alternatives) [1]

WSM
SMART
MAUT

MAVT

MACBETH

PAPRIKA

II xmacc: MOJENN B paMKaX TCOpUN OTHOUIEHUIT l'IpeBOCXOJ.ICTBa2

PROMETHEE Merop ¢popMupoBaHusi paHTOB IIPERIIOYTEHNS

A oboraienns omeHoK (preference ranking
organization method for enrichment evaluation) [20]
VickmioueHne 1 BBI6OP, OTPaXKAIOIyie peasb-

HocTb (0T dpanIfysckoro: élimination et choix
traduisant la realité)

ELECTRE

III xmacc: Mmofenu, OCHOBaHHbIE Ha LIE/AX, CTPeMICHUAX VAN
pedepeHTHBIX ypOBH:AX: mpuMepsl — A, b [21]
A) Mopenu Ha OCHOBE OL|eHKM OTIOPHbIX CUTYaL{Vit:

TOPSIS TexHnka ynopAgounBaHys IPeANOUYTEHNI IO

CTeINeHM CXOJICTBA C M/Iea/TbHbIM PelleHeM

(technique for order preference by similarity to

ideal solution) [22]
VIKOR MHOroKpuTepuanbHas ONTUMMUIALUA U KOM-

IpoMICCHOe pelteHne (0T cepbckoro: vise-kri-
terijumska optimizacija i kompromisno resenje) [23]
B) Mogenu neneBoro mporpammuposanus (goal programming models)

IMpumedanue 'OCHOBaHBI HA TEOPUM LEEHHOCTH M BKIIOYa-
I0T IPOLeCC MPUCBOCHMA 3TEMEHTaM pelIeHNs KOMMYeCTBEHHbIX
SHAYeHWIT [UIA NOCTPOEHUs CTPYKTYpbl NpeAnouTeHuit. “Mopenu
CpaBHEHNS a/IbTEPHATVB IIONAPHO LA BBLABICHUA IPENIOYTEHMIL,
T7ie OIpefieNAeTCsA IPEBOCXOACTBO 10 MHAMKATOPAM C YIETOM IOPO-
rOBBIX ()aKTOPOB IPEAIIOYTEHNA, HEONPENeéHHOCTY Y KOH(IMKT-
HOCTU KpuTepues [22].

TepUM LIEHHOCTH: HeY[OB/IeTBOPEHHAS MeMUIVH-
CKasl TMOTPEOHOCTh, CHIDKEHVE HEONPeNeTEéHHO-
ctu [13].
4. OneHKy anbTepHATUB 10 Kputepusam (popmupo-
BaHUe MATPUIIBl [POU3BOJUTETBHOCTI) C BO3-
MOYKHOJI HOpMau3anyeyl JaHHbIX [7].
5. B3BemnBanue kputepuen (CyObeKTUBHOE, 00BEK-
TUBHOE UM KOMITIEKCHOE) [6, 14].
6. Arperaunio pe3ynIbTaTOB AJIsI UTOTOBOIO PaHXKMU-
posanus [9].

. AHanM3 YyBCTBUTEIBHOCTY Mopenu [12].

. Ompenenenne ONTUMAIBHOTO PEIIEHNsI HA OCHO-
Be PAaH)KMPOBAHNA U aHA/IN3a YYBCTBUTEIBHOCTHI
[6, 12].

[o=BRN

Pacnpocmpanénnvie modenu MCDA 6 npaxmuxe OT3

Mmerotca pasnble kimaccel Metoguk MCDA. Tlo of-
HOW M3 Kiaaccubukanuii mpoueccHsle Mopenn MCDA
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Yacrora BcTpedaeMocTyt MeTooB MCDA B mccefoBaHuAX, IOCBSIIIEHHBIX BOIPOCAM 34PaBOOXpaHe-
uua (2023 r.).

Apanrtupoano u3 [9], muuensus: CC BY, http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

UL IOAAEP>KKM paboTsl areHTCTB 110 OT3 MoryT ObITH
OTHeCeHBHI K 3 Kareropusm [2]:

1. KauecrBennniit (vactuunsiit) MCDA — 6a30Bblit
IOZIXOZ, C KaueCTBEHHOII OLIeHKOJ ajbTepHATNB
10 3aJJlaHHBIM KpUTepusAM 0e3 KOIMYeCTBEHHOI
arperaryy, OCHOBaHHBIII Ha OOCYXXIeHUN U JIe/IN-
OepaTuBHOM mporiecce [2].

2. KonmnmuectBennniit (rmonusiit) MCDA Bxiovaer
KO/IMYECTBEHHYIO OLICHKY, B3BelllMBaHNIEe U MaTe-
MaTMYECKYIO arperanyio mokasarenei i pacyé-
Ta 3HAYEHMII LIEHHOCTH ajibTepHaTus [15].

3. MCDA ¢ nmpaBwnaMmu TPUHATUS — peLIeHui
(«cTpyKTypUpOBaHHasA fennbepauys») — KOMOU-
HYPYyeT KONMNYeCTBEHHbIE METOMbI C a/ITOPUTMAMMU
HPUHATUA PelleHNIT, YIUThIBAsI HOIOTHUTE/IbHbIE
¢axTopsl. [IpuMeHsAeTCA B CTIOKHBIX C/Ty4Yasx, Ha-
npumep, B cucremax OT3 Hupnepnaunos u Benn-
KobOpuTanun [2].

O61menpuHATa METORONIOTMYECKAs KIACCUPUKALIN
mopeneit MCDA (tabnuua). [IpumeHsIOTCS Takke TH-
Opu/HbIE METOJBL.

CormacHo 0630py P. Gongora-Salazar u coaBr., mpn
npuMeHeHnt MCDA-MeTOf10B B 34paBOOXpaHeHMM Ha-
OmofaTcsa 4€TKMe IIAaTTepPHbl BbIOOpa (PUCYHOK).
Hanbonee pacnpocTpaHéHHBIMM OKa3ajlCh MOJENN
U3MepeHNs I[€HHOCTY, KOTOpbIe MCIONb30BaIUCh B
86% npoaHanM3MpOBAaHHBIX UccaefoBanmit. Cpeay HUX
nmpeobnagany AUHeHble AfNUTHBHBIE MOJEIN, TaKMe
kak MAUT u MeTopn B3BeleHHOII CYMMBbI, a TaKXe
AHP [4, 9]. MeHee pacIpoCTpaHEHHBIMM, HO BCE e
sHauuMbIMu nogxopamu 661 PROMETHEE (10% uic-
CTIeJOBaHMII), MOJIe/IM, OCHOBAaHHbIE Ha Lie/IsIX U pede-

PEeHTHBIX TOPSIS
(7%) [9].

AHaorn4Hble TeHIGHIIMY BbIOOpPA METOIOB HAaOIIO-
TANMUCh U IIPY pellleHUM 3a/jad IPUOPUTU3ALUA B 3[pa-
BOOXpaHeHN). B OONbIIMHCTBe C/Ty4aeB HPUOPUTH3A-
IUA Kacajach OIpefeNeHNs O4epEfHOCTU BHEPeHMS
MEe[VIIIMHCKMX BMeIIaTebCTB (IO OXBAaTy, BO3Mellle-
HMIO 3aTpaT WM (QVUHAHCMPOBAHMIO), PAHXMPOBAHMA
HO30JIOTUII IJIA Liefiell BO3MeIIeHUs U paclpeleneHns
pecypcos [9].

MccnemoBanns MOKasblBAIOT, YTO METOJbI NPSMOTO
OLIEHMBAHUA NPENIIOYTUTENbHBI I IIOCTPOEHMA Ma-
TPULIBI IIPOM3BOAUTENILHOCTU aJbT€PHATUB: IIpsMbIE
mKaynbel (Hanpumep, JlarikepTa) ucnonb3oBamch B 30%
Cy4aeB, CHUCTeMa pacripefieneHns 6amioB — B 5%.
AHP (26%) n pynkuusa uennoctu (13%) saHuMalor 2-e
u 3-e MecTa 1o yacrore npumeHenus. lllkanuposanne
0Ka3aJI0Ch Hanboiee NONY/IAPHBIM MeTofoM (38%) mpu
OpuoOpUTU3auMKM B 3apaBooxpaHenmu [9]. Ha asrame
B3BEIIMBAHUA KPUTepUeB 4allle BCETO IPUMEHANNCH
AHP u npsamoe pamwxupoBaHue.

I. Khan n coaBT. ycTaHOBU/IN, YTO B 3[jpaBOOXpaHe-
HUM Hambormee BOCTPeOOBAaHBI TMOPUIHBIE METOMbL.
Cpenu otzenpHbIx MeTofos mupupyor AHP, TOPSIS u
MAUT, 3a HuUMU CIeAyIoT LieleBoe NpOrpaMMIpOBa-
Hue, npouenypa EVIDEM, nmokasarenbHOe paccyxpe-
une u DCE [24].

Yactele meTopnl nposefennsa MCDA xapakrepusy-
I0TCA HYDKeIlepedJCTIEHHbIMU CBOJICTBaMM.

WSM — opuH M3 caMbIX UCIIONb3yeMBIX B cdepe
3[paBOOXPAaHEHMA TNPOCTHIX METOMOB ArPerMpOBAHMA

YPOBHAX, NpeMymeCTBEHHO
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BECOBBIX KO3 (UIMEHTOB U YPOBHEl IPON3BOANTENb-
HOCTH:

Sa) = wisi(a),
i=1
rie S(a) — COBOKYIHBIN 0a/I; W — OTHOCUTEIbHBIN
BeC Kputepus; a s(a) — 6asu1 IpousBOAUTETbHOCTI 1A
aJIbTepHAaTUBBI A 110 Kputepuio i [25].

MAVT n MAUT npencraBnaioT co6oil aHaIuTnde-
CKVe TIOAXORBI AJA MHOTOKPUTEPMA/TbHBIX pelleHu,
rme MAVT pa6oraeT B yCTOBMAX ONpeAeNEHHOCTH, a
MAUT yunteiBaeT HeompenenéHHocTb. O6a MeTofa KO-
JINYECTBEHHO BBIPKAIOT HPEAIIOYTeHNs depe3 (PyHK-
LY IIeHHOCTH/TI0Ne3HOCTH [26, 27].

AHP — pexomMnosniys 3afauy Ha MepapXum Kpure-
pMeB C TApHBIMU CpaBHeHMAMU, IPQPeKTUBEH I
OLIeHKM MefO0OOpYAOBAaHUA U NPUOPUTHU3ALNN TEXHO-
noruit [22, 28].

PROMETHEE — wMeTop mapHBIX CpaBHEHMII C
GyHKUMAMYU TIpeAnodTeHus1, obpabaTpIBaOIMil Kade-
CTBEHHbIE ¥ KOJIMYeCTBEHHbIe JaHHbIe [20].

TOPSIS — pamxupyeT anbTepHATUBBI IO 6IM30CTH
K MIeaJbHOMY pelIeHNIo, HONyIspeH Onaropaps Ha-
magHOoCcTY [29].

VIKOR — cnennanusupoBaH A CIOXKHBIX ClLIeHa-
pUEB, YIUTbIBAET KOMIIPOMICCBL U TPYIIIOBYIO IIOJIE3-
HOCTb [23].

B nocnegHme rofpl OTMedaeTCA pasBUTHE CIIeIaIy-
suposaHHbIx agantaunit MCDA: ®Opeitmpopk CATCH
onA megyatpuy, agantupyommnii MCDA k pmeTckomy
3apaBooxpanenuio [11], unterparuio TOPSIS, VIKOR
u PROMETHEE B cereBoit metaananus [20]. Opranu-
sanuonHble cTpykTypel (EVIDEM [4], BR, AVF) npn-
MEHSAIOT 1 pabounx nporeccos MCDA.

IToooepscka snedpenuss MCDA c nomouvio
WT-pewenuii

PbIHOK TpepiaraeT MHOXKECTBO CHElManu3VpOBaH-
HBIX IIporpaMMHBIX pemtenuit gnsa1 MCDA, Bxiouad
IIPOAYKTBI C OTKPBITBIM MICXOHBIM KofoM. OfHaKo, KaK
otMmevaroT A. Moreno-Calderdn u coaBT., 60/IBIIMHCTBO
MHCTPYMEHTOB /IS MPUOPUTU3ALNUN B 3[paBoOXpaHe-
HUN TOAJEPKMBAIOT TONbKO OfiHYy MeToguky MCDA
[31]. Yactp peutennit, Takme kak Prioritisation Frame-
work, STAR u EVIDEM, unrerpuposans B8 MS Excel.
[TonpoO6HBIT aHANMNM3 IPOTPAMMHBIX IPORYKTOB IS
MCDA mnpepncraBieH B uccnefoBanmsx [23, 31—33].

O6cyxpaenne

MCDA o6vbenunseT 9¢@deKTMBHbIe MaTeMaTuyde-
CKJe TIOAXOfBbI, YCIeLIHO IpYMeHsieMble [/ IPUOPH-
TU3aLMU MeNVLIMHCKMX TexHonormit. CoBpeMeHHOe
pas3BUTHE METO/A CBA3AHO C IIPOIPECcCOM B 00/1acT Vc-
KYCCTBEHHOTO MHTEIEKTa M LMQPOBBIX aHANMUTIYe-
CKIX CHCTEM, I03BOJIAIONNX 00pabaTeiBaTh MY/IBTIMO-
Jla/IbHble JaHHDbIE B peaIbHOM BpeMeHM, CO3/jaBaTh JH-
TepaKTUBHbIE JAIIOOPABI, CTPOUTD CIOXKHbIE ITPOTHO3-
HbIe MOJIETII.

OTM TeXHONOIMM IMOBBIUIAIOT TOYHOCTb OLEHOK U
cHIDKaIoT HeompenenéHHocTb B OT3. OpHako Kimrove-

Bag POJIb OCTAETCA 32 SKCIIEPTaMU, KOTOPbIE OIIpefes-
I0T CTPATeryuio aHaaM3a, 00ecredynBalOT KauyecTBO JIC-
XOJIHBIX JAHHBIX, OCYIIECTB/IAT KOHTPOIb ¥ Baluja-
LMI0 PE3Y/IbTATOB.

3aknroueHne

B sxoHOMMKE 3[,0pOBbSI [IsI IPMOPUTE3ALNN TEXHO-
JIOTWII IIVPOKO IIPVIMEHAIOTCSA METORbI M3MepeHMUs 1IeH-
Hocti: WSM, MAUT u AHP. [Ina nocTpoenns marpu-
bl TPOM3BOAVUTENIBHOCTY 4Yallle BCETO JICIIONb3yeTCs
mKaaposanue, Xxotss AHP u QyHKIUM 1IeHHOCTH TaK-
e nonynapHsl [9]. HabmogaeTcsa nHTepec K nmpuMeHe-
Hyio rubpupHeix Texxonornit MCDA (npumep: AHP-
TOPSIS [34]), a Taxxe Mogerneil st 00pabOTKU Heo-
HpefeéHHOCTY ¥ HETOYHOCTY INPY IPUHATUU pelle-
Huit (Hampumep, Heuérkue [fuzzy] AHP u TOPSIS)
[35]. Pe3y/npTaTMBHOCTD HajIbHENIIET0 MPAKTUYECKOTO
BHezipeHuss MCDA s OT3 conpsixeHa ¢ mporpeccom
B 00/TacTV MeIUIIVIHCKOI MTH(POPMATHKIL
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