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[IpencraBieH yCOBEPIICHCTBOBAHHBIN METOJ MApHBIX CPABHCHHUI, B KOTOPOM IOCPEICTBOM TaOIHMYHBIX
(dhopM cHUCTeMaTH3UPOBAHBI MPaBHUIa JOTHYCCKUX BBIBOJIOB IPU CPABHCHUHM TEXHUYCCKUX CUCTEM H (HOPMYIIBI
MPOBEPOUHBIX 3HaYeHU. [1J1st 3TOro c(hopMyIMpOBaHbI PALMOHAIBHBIC MTPABUIIA JIOTUYECKUX BBIBOJIOB MPH Map-
HOM cpaBHeHHHU cucTeM. C IIeJIbI0 MPOBEPKU PE3yJbTAaTOB OLICHKH HA HEMPOTHBOPEYUBOCTH BBE/ICHBI TTOHSTHS
KOJIMYecTBa 0ayuioB, HAOPAHHBIX OJHON CHCTEMOMW, W Kod(p(HUIMEHTa KauecTBa CHCTEM, a TaKKe pa3pabdOoTaHbI
(dhopmyiel pacyeroB. [l 1iee MPaKTUYECKOTO UCIIONB30BAHMUS JTAHHOTO METO/Ia MIPH Pa3padOTKe MPpOorpaMM Jist
OBM mnpeanararorcst GpopMaan30BaHHBIC BapUAHTHI B3aMMOCBSI3aHHBIX TAONHUI: Tabmuia oOpabOTKU U CHCTE-
MaTU3alK IKCICPTHON MH(OpMAIMU, TaOUIa BOSMOXKHBIX JIOTHYCCKUX BBIBOJOB IO PE3yNbTaTaM CPaBHCHUS
3aJJaHHOT0 KOJMYECTBA TEXHUUYECKHX CHCTEM M TaOIlUIAa MPOBEPOYHBIX 3HAYCHHUI MPHU HCIOJIB30BAaHHU METO/a
MAapHBIX CPAaBHEHHUH TPH OIEHKE KaueCcTBa OMPEISICHHOIO KOIMYeCTBA TEXHHYECKUX cucTeM. Tabnuibl mo3Bosis-
10T 0oJiee PallMOHAIBHO OPraHU30BaTh MPOICAYPHl 00padOTKU MH(OPMAIIMK U B 3HAYUTEIILHOU CTCIICHU UCKITIO-
YHUTh BJIMSHUC OIIMOOK TPHU BBOJC NAHHBIX HA PE3YJbTaThl OLICHKU KAa4eCTBa TEXHUUCCKUX cHCTeM. OCHOBHOM
MOJIOKUTEIBHBIN 3P (EKT OT BHEIPECHUS YCOBEPIICHCTBOBAHHOTO METO/IA TTAPHBIX CPABHEHHI COCTOUT B CYIIC-
CTBEHHOM COKpAI[CHUH BPEMEHH U PECYPCOB Ha OPraHH3alfi0 paboThl C IKCIEpTaMu, 00pabOTKy SKCIEePTHON
uHpopMaIK, a TaK)Ke Ha MOATOTOBKY M MPOBEICHUE IUCTAHIIMOHHOTO OMPOCa 3KCIEPTOB Mo ceTH MHTepHeT
WM JIOKAJIBHOM BBIYUCIUTENBHON CeTH MpeAnpusTus (OpraHu3aliu) 3a CYeT PAlMOHATIBHOTO HCIOJIb30BAHUS
MCXOJHBIX JaHHBIX O Ka4eCTBE OLCHMBAEMbBIX CHUCTEeM. [IpenaracMblil yCOBEPIICHCTBOBAHHBIN METOM pealii-
30BaH B mporpammax it DBM, npemaHa3HaueHHBIX IS OLUCHKH 3()()EKTUBHOCTH M YCTOWYUBOCTH OOJIBIIUX
TEXHHUYECKUX CHUCTEM.

KirtoueBsle ¢10Ba: yCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHHBINA METOJ| [IAPHBIX CPABHEHUM, OLIEHKA, IPOBEPOUHBIE 3HA-
yeHus1, K03(PUIHUEHT KauecTBa, TabINLa, CUCTEMaTH3alHs
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The article describes an improved paired comparison method, which systematizes in tables the rules of
logical conclusions and formulas of checking indices for comparison of technical systems. To achieve this goal,
the authors formulate rational rules of logical conclusions in making a paired comparison of the systems. In
addition, for the purpose of consistency check of the results of the assessment, the authors introduce parameters
such as «the number of scores gained by one system» and «systems’ quality index»; moreover, they design
corresponding calculation formulas. For the purposes of practical application of this method to design computer
programs, the authors propose to use formalized variants of interconnected tables: a table for processing and
systematization of expert information, a table of possible logical conclusions based on the results of comparison
of a set number of technical systems and a table of check values in the paired comparison method used in quality
assessment of a definite number of technical systems. These tables allow one to organize procedures of the
information processing in a more rational way and to predominantly exclude the influence of mistakes on the
results of quality assessment of technical systems at the stage of data input. The main positive effect from the
implementation of the paired comparison method is observed in a considerable reduction of time and resources
needed to organize experts work, process expert information, and to prepare and conduct distant interviews with
experts (on the Internet or a local computer network of an organization). This effect is achieved by a rational use
of input data of the quality of the systems to be assessed. The proposed method is applied to computer programs
used in assessing the effectiveness and stability of large technical systems.
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1. Introduction

Rapid technical development at the beginning of the 21st century has led to a noticeable variety
of composition of technical systems (hereinafter called systems) and to an increase in the degree of
both the mutual influence of quality characteristics of system elements and their joint influence on
functioning of the systems. Thus, nowadays making timely managerial decisions based on a system’s
quality assessment is of primary importance in the process of the system’s maintenance [bunsTan-
HOB, Mensitno, 2020, p. 199]. In practice, this is implemented in the necessity to solve a variety of
semistructured maintenance problems:

e in the sphere of identification of failures in automated systems;

e when using information systems based on mathematical models in the process of
management [Kalimoldayev, Abdildayeva, Mamyrbayev, 2016];

e when assessing sustainable development and safety, including assessment of cyberthreats, of
maintained and designed automated systems of management [Baker, Henderson, 2017, p. 51];

e when applying artificial intelligence systems, large data and when improving automated
management systems taking into account current trends of development of cyber-physical
systems [Baker, Henderson, 2017; Price, Walker, Wiley, 2018; Segal, 2017; Trevino, 2019];

e when choosing the best system for maintenance under certain conditions [bunsitauno, Mewstiino,
2020; bunstaunos, [nauaues, Mensitno, 2020];

e when increasing the effectiveness of systems’ maintenance [bunstaunoB, Mewnsiino, 2020,
p. 199].

To ensure that managerial decisions within the research area are made, it is rational to continue
improvement of the paired comparison method for implementation in computer programs applied
to assess the systems’ quality when using expert information [M3eprun, Tapos, 2017; IlyruBnesa
u np., 2017; Yepkammnu, 2020]. The research in this direction and the above-mentioned approach
are motivated by the results of recent studies [Calabrese, Osmetti, 2019, p. 1059] and by enhanced
requirements for effective and sustainable functioning of systems and mitigation of risks for the systems
when making managerial decisions [Pacaiova, Sinay, Nagyova, 2017, p. 288]. This is of particular
significance for large technical systems [bunsitaunos, Mensiino, 2020, p. 204], [Shafik, Chen, Rashed,
2020] containing automated control systems.

Numerous recent studies are devoted to various issues of the improvement and application of the
paired comparison method [M3eprun, Tapos, 2017; Hcaes, 2016; KpusynuH, Arees, 2019; IlyTusiesa
u nip., 2017; Tuxomuposa, Cugopenko, 2012; Yepkammn, 2020]. The review of these works has allowed
the authors to outline the main trends of the research area.

Izergin and Tarov [M3eprun, Tapos, 2017] describe a methodology which consists in defining
a problematic situation and establishing factors that influence the making of rational decisions and the
choice of methods ensuring a successful completion of the set task. This approach is supported by the
comparative analysis of application of multicriterion methods [ITytuBuesa u ap., 2017].

A similar problem is studied in the work [Tuxomuposa, Cumopenko, 2012] assessing innovative
projects. To achieve this objective, the authors concentrate on the choice of a method for formation
of criteria’ weights necessary for the assessment in the process of expertise. They suggest using
a modification of the method of hierarchies’ analysis of T.Saati, which considers the specification
of its application in the sphere of innovative projects’ management. The modification of the method is
based on the change of the assessment scale of criteria.
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In addition to the review of the article by Tikhomirov and Sidorenko [Tuxomuposa, CumopeHKo,
2012], it is necessary to mention another direction of similar research [Mcaes, 2016]: modification
of the paired comparison method of Saati based on the use of the alternative assessment scale of
superiority. Isaev reveals and demonstrates advantages of the alternative scale over the classical one in
the context of the task of setting weights of indistinct cognitive maps.

However, the article by Cherkashin [Uepkamma, 2020] outlines the results of the study of the
mathematical justification of the scale of judgements based on interconnected observations, paired
comparisons of factors, criteria and alternatives, calculations of priorities and their synthesis into final
judgements. It is of particular importance that this work demonstrates within what limitations of the
procedures of hierarchies’ analysis it is possible to calculate priorities and choose a necessary decision
if one has the matrix of the paired assessment.

Finally, Krivulin and Ageev [KpuBymun, Aree, 2019] study the problem of assessing
alternatives’ ratings based on the data of paired comparisons of alternatives in accordance with several
criteria and on paired comparisons of the criteria. To achieve this objective, the authors propose
a procedure of making decisions on the basis of Chebyshev’s approximation in a logarithmic scale
of matrices of paired comparisons inversely to symmetrical matrices of single ranks, which define
elements of vectors of weights of criteria and alternatives’ ratings.

Thus, despite the importance of the reviewed studies, it is still necessary to further improve
the program implementation of the method of paired comparison for the purpose of increasing the
management effectiveness. Furthermore, the requirement to check upcoming expert information for
consistency also motivates the development of the improved method of paired comparison for the
assessment of systems’ quality during their maintenance (hereinafter called the method). The method
is aimed at rational application in computer programs irrespective of the programming language. In
practice, the method can have a wider application in assessing the quality of various objects and
processes.

2. Objective and essence of the method

The objective of the method is to decrease the labor involved in designing computer programs
when applying the paired comparison method, to sufficiently decrease the time needed for processing
of expert information, to ensure understandability and simplicity of the program implementation of
assessment of systems’ quality on the basis of the paired comparison method.

The essence of the method is ensuring automatic filling of the majority of cells of the specifically
designed table for processing of expert information (Table 1) with a minimum participation of an
expert, which is based on rational rules of logical conclusions in the process of paired comparison of
systems and systematization of these rules in Table 2. In order to check the results of assessment for
consistency and to counteract input of false information, the method contains concepts of the number
of scores gained by one system z (B,) and systems’ quality index (K,). In addition, checking Table 3 is
designed and calculations formulas B, and K, are created.

The area of application of the method includes: design of computer programs aimed at processing
of expert information, assessment of systems’ quality in the process of their maintenance and checking
of the results for consistency.

3. Rules of logical conclusions

This section outlines the rules of logical conclusions in the paired comparison of systems for the
purpose of the automatic filling of the table comparing systems (Table 1), which uses the information
put by an expert (an official).

KOMIIBIOTEPHBIE UCCIIEJOBAHUS U MOJAEJIUPOBAHUE
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Rule No. 1. In the case of comparison of a system with itself (R,,,), the result of the comparison
always equals 1 (one) score, R, = 1, i.e., the program automatically puts «1» in corresponding cells
in the diagonal of the table of comparison (Table 1). Rule No 1 is performed automatically by the
program without participation of an expert.

Table 1. Table of processing and systematization of expert information in assessing the quality of n number of
systems using the paired comparison method

Expert Systems K Number | Check
number
of
Systems 1 2Ty n-1 n scc;res,
1 .. n n+l | n+2 n+3 n+4
1 1 R, Ry Ry, K, B,
2 2-R, T2 T2 T2 | K, B,
3 2R, T2 T2 T2 | K, B,
2,....%...| 2-R, 1 T2 T2 | K B,
n—1 2Ry | Ry = 2= Ry 1 T2 | Kyyy | Buony
n 2-R,, R.=2-R, |2-R,,, | 1 K, B,
Total:
Results of checking data for consistency:

Comment: «T 2» means that this cell is filled by the program automatically on the basis of the rules systematized in Table 2.

Rule No. 2. If system (n — 1) equals system n, both systems get 1 (one) score and the expert
puts «1» in a corresponding cell, as a result, the program automatically fills the cell of Table 1, where
it is required to put the result of comparison of system n with system (n — 1), with the same score «1»,

R =R =1
(n—1)n n(n—1) :

Rule No. 3. If system (n— 1) is better than system n by a chosen indicator of the system’s quality,
system (n — 1) gets 2 (two) scores and the expert puts «2» in a corresponding cell, Ry, = 2. Then
system n gets 0 (zero) scores when compared to system (n — 1), according to formula (1):

Ryo1y =2 = Royyn (D

Accordingly, using formula (1), the program automatically fills the cell of Table 1, where it is
required to put the result of the comparison of system n with system (n — 1), by putting «0» in it,
R, .1y =0.

Rule No. 4. If system (n — 1) is worse than system n by a chosen indicator of a system’s quality,
system (n — 1) gets 0 (zero) scores and the expert puts «O» in a corresponding cell, R(n_l)n = 0. As
a result, similarly to rule No. 3, a logical conclusion is made that system n should get 2 (two) scores
when compared to system (n — 1), according to formula (1), i.e., Rn(n_l) = 2 (Table 2).

Comment: for further program realization of the implementation of the functions of the systems’
comparison, it is necessary to draw a possible logical conclusion from Table 2, on the basis of the
data received when the expert filled the first line of Table 1 by rules Nos. 1-4 and implementing rules
Nos. 5-10 (hereinafter referred to as the rules). The rules are systematized in Table 2.

Rule No. 5. If system (n — 1) is better than system n (R
to system (n+ 1) (R

= 2), while system (n — 1) is equal
= 0, formula (2):

(n—1)n

(=Dt ]) = 1), then system n is worse than system (n+ 1), R

n(n+1)

IfR(n_l)n =2 and R(n_l)(n+1) =1, then Rn(n+1) =0. )

2021, T. 13, Ne 6, C. 1125-1135
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Table 2. Possible logical conclusions of the results of expert comparison of system n with system (n + 1)
(Rn(n +1)), depending on the results of comparison of system (n — 1) with system n (R(n_l)n) and system (n — 1)
with system (n + 1) (R(,H)(ml))

Results of comparison Results of expert comparison of system (n — 1) with system n (R(n—l)n)
of systetm (n- l)1 with R, 1), = 2, . R, ), =1, R, ), =0, '
system (n + 1) system (n — 1) is system (n — 1) equals system (n — 1) is
Ru-yns1) better than system n system n worse than system n
R(n—l)(n+l) =2,
system (n — 1) is better ? Rny =2 R, i1y =2
than system (n + 1)
R(n—l)(nJrl) =1,
SYStemt(n _( ll_elq)uals Rn(n+l) =0 Rn(n+1) =1 Rn(n+1) =2
system (n
R(n—l)(n+l) =0, .
system (n — 1) is worse Ry =0 R,y =0 ?*
than system (n + 1)

* Comment: «?» means that it is impossible to make a logical conclusion; the expert has to identify the value of R n

one’s own.

n(n+1) o

Rule No. 6. If system (n — 1) is better than system n (R
than system (n+1) (R

= 2), while system (n — 1) is worse
= 0, formula (3):

(n—1)n

(Dt 1) = 0), then system n is worse than system (n+1), R

If R(n_Dn =2and R(n_l)(n+1) =0, then Rn(n+1) =0. 3)

n(n+1)

= 1), while system (n — 1) is better than
= 2, formula (4):

Rule No. 7. If system (n — 1) equals system n (R
system (n+ 1) (R

(n—1)n

= 2), then system n is better than system (n + 1), R

(n=1)(n+1) n(n+1)

IfR(n_Dn =1and R(n_l)(n+1) =2, then Rn(n+1) =0. 4)
Rule No. 8. If system (n — 1) equals system n (R(n_l)n = 1), while system (n — 1) equals sys-
tem (n+1) (R = 1), then system n equals system (n + 1), R 2.

nn+1) —

IfR(n_Dn =1and R(n_l)(n+1) =1, then Rn(n+1) =1. %)

(n=1)(n+1)

Rule No. 9. If system (n — 1) equals system n (R = 1), while system (n — 1) is worse than

(n—1)n

system (n + 1) (R(n—l)(n+l) = 0), then, system n is worse than system (n + 1), Rn(n+l) =0.
IfR(n_Dn =1and R(n_l)(n+1) =0, then Rn(n+1) =0. (6)
Rule No. 10. If system (n— 1) is worse than system n (R(n_ n = 0), while system (n— 1) is better
than system (n + 1) (R(n_l)(n i) = 2), then system n is better than system (n + 1), Rn(n )= 2.
If R(n_Dn =0and R(n_l)(n+1) =2, then Rn(n+1) =2. 7

Rule No. 11. If system (n — 1) is worse than system n (R(n_l)n = 0), while system (n — 1) equals
system (n + 1) (R(u—1)(n+1) = 1), then system n is better than system (n + 1), Rn(n+1) =2.
IfR(n_Dn =0and R(n_l)(n+1) =1, then Rn(n+1) =2. (8)
Rule No. 12. It is impossible to draw a logical conclusion without an expert’s participation when
comparing system n with system (n + 1) (Rn(n +1)) in two cases (two variants of input data):

KOMIIBIOTEPHBIE UCCIIEJOBAHUS U MOJAEJIUPOBAHUE
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e if system (n — 1) is better than system n (R(n_l)n = 2), while system (n — 1) is better than

system (n+ 1) (R =2),1i.e, when R =2and R 2;

(n—1)(n+1) (n—1)n (n—1)(n+1) =

e if system (n — 1) is worse than system n (R
system (n+ 1) (R =0), i.e., when R

(-t = 0), while system (n — 1) is worse than

=(0and R 0.

(n=D(n+1) (n-D)n (n=D(n+1) —

In these cases the question mark («?») is put in the corresponding cell of Table 2 (Table 1),
and the expert needs to compare system n with system (n + 1) on one’s own and put the result of this
comparison R (et 1) in the table’s cell.

The rules enable a program realization of the automatic implementation of logical conclusions
in the real time regime when comparing system n with system (n + 1). In other words, they allow one
to reasonably and objectively get the value R in the case where reliable input data are received
after two paired comparisons of the systems:

n(n+1)

e system (n — 1) with system n, R(n_l)n;

e system (n — 1) with system (n + 1), R(n—l)(n+1)'

Moreover, the analysis of formulas (1)—(8) and Table 2 shows that there are only 7 (seven)
possible variants of the results of logical conclusions of the comparison of system n with system (n+ 1)
(Rn(n +1>) when using initially received input data of the results of comparison of system (n — 1) with
system n (R(n—l)n) and system (n — 1) with system (n + 1) (R(n_l)(n +1>). All these seven variants do not
require participation of an expert in the comparison of system n with system (n + 1) (R i +1)).

To summarize, the systemic application of the rules and Table 2 in the paired comparison method
(Table 1) considerably decreases the amount of time and resources needed to process information,
moreover, it ensures consistency of the results of the quality assessment.

4. Verification of the results of the paired comparison

This section describes the process of verification of the results of the paired comparison of
systems (Table 1) for consistency, for the purposes of the rational program realization of the method
and/or complex methodology of quality assessment [bunstounos, lnsaues, Mensiino, 2020, p. 9],
based on this method.

Within the method, the verification is performed by calculating the number of scores gained by
one system z (B,) and indices of the systems’ quality (K).

It is proposed to use the following formulas (9)-(14) for the calculations:

n
B, = Z R 9)
i=1

where n is the number of the systems compared, z is the number of one of the systems compared,
within the scope of integral numbers from 1 to »n:

BZ
KZ = n_2 (10)

In what follows, the verification of the expert information for consistency and control of
the operator’s errors (prevention of false information input) in Table 1 is done through the use of
formulas (9)-(14) and Table 3.

The verification for consistency is performed within a paired comparison of systems by following
the rules and making calculations by formulas (1)—(8) in columns 2—(n + 1) of Table 1.

2021, T. 13, Ne 6, C. 1125-1135
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The value of the systems’ quality index (K,) in the column (n + 2) of Table 1 is checked for
consistency by following the normalization rules, i.e., the sum of values K, should be equal to 1,
otherwise the program will issue an error report. The messages appear at the bottom of the column (n+
+ 2) of Table 1.

The value of the systems’ quality index (K) in the column (n + 2) of Table 1 is checked for
consistency line-by-line by simultaneously fulfilling two conditions:

e the first condition, comparison of K, of each system with the minimum possible value K_
detected by the formula

min’

1
szin = n_z an
If K, < K_ ;. then the program issues an error report, in all other cases the values conform to
the norm;

e the second condition, the maximum possible K_ .. is calculated by the formula

max

2n—1
Kimax = —73— (12)
n
Thus, if K, > K_ .., then the program issues an error report, in all other cases the values conform

to the norm.

The messages appear in the corresponding cell (n + 4) of Table 1.

The examples of values K_ . and K, are given in Table 3.

The value of the sum of scores of one system (B,) is checked for consistency line-by-line by
simultaneously fulfilling two conditions:

The first condition, by comparing B, with a minimum possible value of the sum of scores of one
system z, B, . =1, i.e., system z is worse than all other systems by the chosen characteristic.

Thus, if B, < 1 or B, < B_ . . then the program issues an error report, in all other cases the
values of B, conform to the norm.

The second condition, by comparing B, with a maximum possible value of the sum of scores of
one system z:

B ax = 1+2(n—1). (13)

Thus, if B, > B, ., i.e., B, > 1 + 2(n — 1), then the program issues an error report, in all other
cases the values of B, conform to the norm.

The messages with the result of the verification appear in the corresponding cell (n + 4) of
Table 1.

The examples of values B, .. are given in Table 3.

The value of the sum of scores B, (the value is located in the cell (n + 1; n + 3) of Table 1) for
all compared systems of n number is checked for consistency by fulfilling one condition: the sum of
scores of the comparison results should be equal to the check number calculated by the formula

B, =n*. (14)

If B, = n?, then the value of B, conforms to the norm, in all other cases the program issues an
error report.

The messages with the result of the verification appear in the cell (n + 1; n + 3) of Table 1. The
examples of check values B, are given in Table 3.

Based on the results of the calculations by formulas (9)—(14), Table 3 systematizes the maximum
check values of the systems’ quality indices (K ,.,), of the sum of scores for one system (B, ,,) and
the maximum values of the sum of scores of all compared systems (B,) depending on the number
of chosen systems (n) (from 2 to 20 in the table, as an example) when using the paired comparison
method.
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Table 3. Check values in the paired comparison method of 2 to n systems

Number Maximum possible values of: Minimum possible values of: Check values
of of the sum of
systems n scores of all
the sum of scores of the system’s | the sum of scores | the system’s compared
one system, z quality index of one system, z | quality index systems
Bzmax =1+2(-1) szax = 271;1 Bzmin =1 Zmin — nl_2 (n number),
B, =n?
2 3 0,75 1 0,25 4
3 5 0,55555 1 0,111111 9
4 7 0,4375 1 0,0625 16
5 9 0,36 1 0,04 25
6 11 0,305555 1 0,027778 36
7 13 0,265306 1 0,020408 49
8 15 0,234375 1 0,015625 64
9 17 0,209877 1 0,012346 81
10 19 0,19 1 0,01 100
11 21 0,173554 1 0,008264 121
12 23 0,159722 1 0,006944 144
13 25 0,147929 1 0,005917 169
14 27 0,137755 1 0,005102 196
15 29 0,128889 1 0,004444 225
16 31 0,121094 1 0,003906 256
17 33 0,114187 1 0,00346 289
18 35 0,108025 1 0,003086 324
19 37 0,102493 1 0,00277 361
20 39 0,0975 1 0,0025 400
: : : 1 : :
n B = 14+2n=1) | K g, =2 1 K =% B, =n?

5. Conclusion

In practice, the method is used within the complex methodology of technical systems quality
assessment in the process of their maintenance [bunsatnuaos, lnsanes, Mensitro, 2020, p. 10-11].
The proposed improved method is implemented in two computer programs: «Analysis and assessment
of the systems’ effectiveness» (Certificate of the state registration of software No 2020610389,
14.01.2020) and «Assessment of systems’ stability» (Certificate of the state registration of software
No 2020615328, 21.05.2020).

It is worth noting that the main positive effect of the development and application of the
method within the complex methodology of quality assessment [buistaouaos, LlnsHues, MeHsiino,
2020, p. 12] and the above-mentioned computer programs consists in a considerable reduction of time
and resources needed to organize experts’ work, to process expert information and prepare and conduct
distant interviews with experts (on the Internet or a local computer network of the organization). This
effect is achieved by a rational use of input data of the quality of the systems to be assessed.

Additionally, we recommend using Table 3, which contains systematized data of check values in
the application of the paired comparison method of 2 to n systems, for the development of computer
programs aimed at collecting and processing statistical data. Moreover, it is rational to use this
method when preparing technical requirements specifications for design of computer programs aimed at
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completing a variety of tasks in the sphere of systems’ quality assessment, comparison and information
processing.

The demonstrated method possesses a certain universality and can be successfully applied not
only to assess technical systems in the process of operation, but also to assess the quality of other
objects and processes.

Finally, it is obvious that nowadays the effectiveness of systems’ management primarily depends
on timely managerial decisions made on the basis of systems’ quality assessment. The improvement of
interactive procedures of quality assessment [Gerami, 2019, p. 37-38] substantiates the possibility of
further successful program realization of the method in the real-time mode with the use of statistical
and expert information received from internal and external sources.
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