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Abstract: Aiming at the
language of experts, this
this paper, expert a:

evidence synthesis metho

f reduced credibility of risk assessment results due to the fuzzy judgment
oses a software project risk assessment method based on evidence theory. Firstly, in
values are transformed into basic probability assignments (BPA), and secondly an

ased on similarity coefficient optimization is used for data fusion, and risk priorities based

on a risk matrix are derived. In addition, the similarity coefficient can be used as an auxiliary decision basis for
reviewing the mutual support of expert assessment values. The practicality and feasibility of the method are verified
through the arithmetic examples, and the objectivity and superiority of the method in the arithmetic process, weight

allocation method and handling of conflicting information are further verified and demonstrated through the

comparative analysis with the fuzzy theory, entropy weighting method and TODIM method.
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(Conflicting evidence synthesis method based
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