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A fuzzy evaluation model based on ANP for R&D human
capital investment risk in military institutions

Wang Dejiang, Sun Jianping

(School of Economics and Management, Nanjing University of Science and

Technology, Nanjing 210094, China)

[ Abstract |

Based on identification of R&D human capital investment risk in military institutions, the risk e—

valuation model was constructed. Both interior — dependences and interactions among the constructed index exist. A

fuzzy evaluation model was proposed, which is not only based on the analytic network process ( ANP) but also on

the fuzziness of evaluations, as well as its algorithm. Finally, an example was given to demonstrate that the analysis

result was more reasonable, direct and including more abundant information.
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