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Technology Risk Assessment Based on the Method
of Entropy-Weighted Double Base Points
Abstract: The meaning of equipment development technology risk has been analyzed, the appraisal technology
risk target system has been established according to the technology risk’s characteristics. In the article, the en-
tropy theory is introduced in the technical risk measure, and the measurement method of technology risk is es-
tablished based on the Entropy-weighted Double Base Points, which overcomes the drawback that weights are
subjectively decided in traditional assessment methods. And the usability of the comprehensive appraisal
method is verified through the example.
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