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Engineering design risks could cause unaffordable
losses, and thus risk assessment plays a critical role in en-
gineering design. On the other hand, the high complexity
of modern engineering designs makes it difficult to assess
risks effectively and accurately due to the complex two-
way, dynamic causal-effect risk relations in engineering
designs. To address this problem, this paper proposes a
new risk assessment method called token fuzzy cognitive
map (Token-FCM). Its basic idea is to model the two-way
causal-risk relations with the FCM method, and then aug-
ment FCM with a token mechanism to model the dynamics
in causal-effect risk relations. Furthermore, the fuzzy sets
and the group decision-making method are introduced to
initialize the Token-FCM method so that comprehensive
and accurate risk assessments can be attained. The effec-
tiveness of the proposed method has been demonstrated

∗ysliu@cad.zju.edu.
†qiangzou@cad.zju.edu.cn

by a real example of engine design for a horizontal direc-
tional drilling machine.

Keywords: Engineering designs; Risk assessment;
Fuzzy cognitive map; Token mechanism; Reliability anal-
ysis

1 INTRODUCTION
Engineering designs have become an indispensable

part of our lives, but all designs can potentially fail in op-
eration, which then causes harm to humans and the envi-
ronment. For this reason, risk assessment is often used in
advance to help designers analyze and reduce risks before
engineering products are implemented [1].

Fault tree analysis (FTA) and failure mode and ef-
fect analysis (FMEA) are the two dominant methods of
risk assessment. They can model static causal-effect risk
relations between design elements that operate in binary
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states but have limited applicability to dynamic scenar-
ios [2]. For such designs, there are time delays in the
causal-effect relations of design risks, and design ele-
ments go beyond just static binary states (faulty and non-
faulty), but towards time-dependent multiple states.

Typical examples of dynamic causal-effect risk rela-
tions are those requiring continuous operation, e.g., nu-
clear power plants. Figure 1 shows the process flow of a
nuclear power plant’s emergency cooling system. When
the In-containment Refueling Water Storage Tank (IR-
WST) leaks, the two Heater Changers (HX1, HX2) can
still work normally for a while, but after that, the heat
exchanger will fail due to lack of overheated cooling wa-
ter. The corresponding fault point is indicated by the red
rectangle in the figure.

To handle dynamics in causal-effect risk relations,
several improvement methods, such as Petri nets [3] and
Bayesian networks [4], have been introduced. How-
ever, they consistently adopt tree structures to model de-
sign risks and consequently, can only deal with one-way
causal-effect risk relations. Today, engineering designs
are becoming increasingly complex and two-way causal-
effect risk relations are increasingly seen [5]. For such
cases, faults at both ends of the interface of a system’s
components and/or parts will affect both sides [6]. One
typical example is the spacecraft. Figure 2 shows the in-
ternal structure relationship of the power supply subsys-
tem of a spacecraft, where the battery failure (marked by
the red rectangle) will affect the power conditioner and
power conditioner failure will also cause damage to the
battery.

Unfortunately, current risk assessment methods have
limited applicability to engineering designs with two-way
dynamic causal-effect risk relations. To this end, this pa-
per proposes a new risk assessment method based on the
fuzzy cognitive map (FCM) [7]. FCM is a notion from the
field of fuzzy logic theory, and it models the directed re-
lation and the strength between two elements (e.g., states
and events) by using weighted digraphs. Clearly, the
FCM’s graph structure is well-suited for modeling two-
way causal-effect risk relations of engineering designs.
Nevertheless, applying FCM to risk assessment is not
straightforward for two reasons:

1. FCM, in its original form, cannot simulate the dy-
namics of design risks [8].

2. FCM’s effectiveness relies heavily on node initializa-
tion, which is often done by expert scoring or the
like [9]. This works for simple problems but be-
comes unsatisfactory when applied to engineering
designs that involve complex risk sources and require
comprehensive consideration of fault consequences,

fault detection difficulties, fault occurring frequen-
cies, etc.

To solve these challenges, this paper proposes to
augment FCM with a token mechanism to simulate and
analyze time-dependent causal-effect risk relations (Sec-
tion 3). This method is to be called Token-FCM here-
after. This paper also provides a comprehensive initial-
ization method for Token-FCM, based on the combina-
tion of fuzzy sets and group decision-making (Section 4).
FCM, the token mechanism, and the new initialization
method work together to provide an effective risk assess-
ment method for engineering designs with two-way and
dynamic causal-effect risk relations, as confirmed by the
engine design case in Section 6.

The remainder of this paper is as follows. Section 2
reviews existing research studies. Section 3 introduces
the Token-FCM method, and Section 5 presents the de-
sign risk assessment method based on Token-FCM. Sec-
tion 6 demonstrates the effectiveness of the proposed
method using an example of engine design. Section 7
concludes the entire article.

2 RELATED WORK
2.1 Risk assessment methods

There are two main risk assessment methods in the
literature: FTA and FMEA. Their method details, advan-
tages, and limitations have been documented in the lit-
erature [10, 11]. The most notable limitation is that these
methods can only handle static systems. To overcome this
limitation, several improvement methods such as Markov
chain, Monte Carlo simulation, Bayesian network, and
Petri net have been introduced, as detailed below.

The fundamental idea of the Markov chain method
is to use the transition matrix to model risks in a proba-
bilistic way [12, 13]. Such methods can provide a quan-
tification of design risks, but they work only for systems
whose risks follow an exponential distribution pattern. In
addition, it suffers from the issue of state-space explosion.

The Monte Carlo simulation method quantitatively
assesses risks through random sampling and numerical
simulation [14, 15]. This method can be used to ana-
lyze various state spaces, and an approximate solution to
the system can be obtained through sampling simulation.
However, a great deal of numerical simulations must be
performed to obtain an analysis with high fidelity, lead-
ing to high computational costs.

The Bayesian network method models a system
as a network whose nodes, edges (representing causal-
effect relations), and edge weights (representing relation
strengths) are constructed using prior knowledge [16, 17].



Fig. 1. Process flow diagram of the emergency core cooling system.

Fig. 2. Internal block diagram of spacecraft power subsystem using the SysML.

All risk analysis and reliability assessments are conducted
by this knowledge network. The main limitations of
Bayesian networks include: (1) the weak system seman-
tics description ability [18]; (2) the difficulty in ensuring
the consistency of the model; and (3) the large number of
parameters [19].

The Petri net method has clear semantics and rig-
orous mathematical expressions, which can help to cre-
ate a coherent model of the behavior of the system [20].
Petri net is constructed by identifying the state and transi-

tion of system behavior, specifying the transition trigger
rate, and then evaluating system reliability. Despite these
advantages, Petri net-based approaches often suffer from
the problem of state-space explosion, which limits their
application in the analysis of complex engineering sys-
tems [21].

The above methods have also been combined with
each other to achieve hybrid versions. For example,
the Markov chain and the Monte Carlo method have
been combined to form Markov chain Monte Carlo ap-



proaches [22], promoting the use of probabilistic reason-
ing in conventional statistical risk assessment methods.
Mura and Bondavalli [23] combined the Markov chain
and the Petri net to model dynamic behavior and pro-
posed an analysis technique having improved computa-
tional efficiency. Bai et al. [24] proposed a new Bayesian
network method called the Markov Bayesian network,
which constructs Bayesian networks through fault data
obtained from historical data and expert knowledge. Ca-
dini and Gioletta [25] introduced Bayesian methods into
the Monte Carlo method in order to solve the deficiency
of the Monte Carlo sampling method in estimating the
probability of failure of the system under small values.

Nevertheless, numerous difficulties persist. For in-
stance, techniques like FTA, Bayesian networks, and Petri
nets evaluate design risks using tree structures, limiting
them to unidirectional causal-effect risk associations. To-
day’s engineering designs increasingly exhibit bidirec-
tional causal-effect risk associations [26], as highlighted
in the Introduction section. Likewise, existing approaches
struggle with dynamic causal-effect risk relationships,
such as those involving time delays. Consequently, there
is a demand for further advancement of risk assessment
methodologies to enhance their effectiveness for complex
bidirectional dynamic causal-effect risk relationships in
engineering designs. Moreover, traditional methods are
fraught with issues like state space explosion and an abun-
dance of parameters, which remain largely unresolved.

2.2 The FCM method
As the proposed method in this work is built upon

FCM, this subsection will provide a brief introduction to
this method and review its published application to risk
assessment. FCM is a soft computing technology intro-
duced by Kosko [7]. It combines neural networks with
fuzzy logic to model the relation and degree of influence
between concepts through feedback. An FCM is made up
of nodes and weighted arcs (see Figure 3). In the context
of complex engineering systems, nodes Ci represent crit-
ical components, operational states, or design risks that
could affect system performance. The selection of nodes
depends on the architecture of the system, the hazards in-
volved, and the key risk factors that need to be analyzed.
Node values are initialized based on expert judgment or
historical data, representing the risk or likelihood of fail-
ure for each component. For example, a high risk value
may correspond to a critical design risk, while a low value
indicates less risk.

The weighted arc Wij represents the extent of depen-
dency or influence between the FCM nodes Ci and Cj .
The weight assigned to this arc indicates the degree of

Fig. 3. An example of FCM with five nodes and seven arcs.

this relationship, which can be established via expert as-
sessment, statistical analysis, or system modeling. Time
delays model the time lag between cause and effect and
can vary depending on the system’s dynamic characteris-
tics.

To enable comparison among different system com-
ponents, both the node value and the arc weight are di-
mensionless. These metrics are calculated from standard-
ized risk indices and causal influences, guaranteeing that
the overall risk evaluation is also dimensionless. A scal-
ing factor can be applied to consider thresholds specific
to particular systems.

The inference mechanism of FCMs is similar to that
of neural networks and is based on simple mathematical
operations on the initial node values and weights. Specif-
ically, in each iteration, the node value Ci is recalculated,
and the update process is [27]:

Ck+1
i = f(Ck

i +

n∑
j=1,j ̸=i

WijC
k
j ) (1)

where Wij denote edge weight between nodes i and j,
Ck

i represents i-th node’s value at k-th iteration, f is a
threshold function bounding the node value Ci into inter-
val [0, 1]. The iteration repeats until one of the following
states is reached [27]:

1. A maximum iteration number is reached.
2. FCM has transformed to a stable state.
3. Chaotic behavior has appeared.

FCM is recognized as an effective and succinct tool
for system analysis, offering benefits such as having a
reduced number of system states and ease of computa-



tion, and it has been extensively applied in risk evalua-
tion. Han and Deng [28] applied FCM to identify critical
success factors for high-risk emergency systems. Lopez
and Salmeron [29] used FCM to assess and manage risks
in enterprise resource planning (ERP) systems, helping
managers model complex objects and manage risks of
ERP systems in a more effective manner. Lazzerini and
Mkrtchyan [30] applied FCM to software project manage-
ment, analyzing the relation between risks. Dabbagh and
Yousefi [31] used FCM to identify factory occupational
health and safety risks to minimize the negative conse-
quences of these risks.

However, emergency systems, ERP systems, and
software project management systems are quite different
from engineering designs; in particular, they do not typi-
cally exhibit dynamic causal-risk relations. For this rea-
son, FCM has not been used in the field of engineering
design, to the best of the authors’ knowledge. To over-
come this limitation, we propose an enhanced version of
FCM in the next section, which enhances FCM by incor-
porating a token mechanism in order to effectively model
and simulate the dynamics (i.e., time delays) in causal-
effect risk relations. Furthermore, a new FCM node ini-
tialization method technique is proposed that focuses on
engineering design characteristics.

3 THE PROPOSED TOKEN-FCM METHOD
3.1 Overview of Token-FCM

For the original FCM, all nodes are updated simulta-
neously. In contrast, the problem considered in this work
has a strict chronological trigger sequence when updating
nodes due to time delays in causal-effect risk relations.
This gap is to be solved through Token-FCM which con-
trols the chronological trigger sequence of node value up-
dates through the intelligent behavior of tokens.

The structure of Token-FCM is depicted in Figure 4.
It contains nodes, arcs, and tokens. The main feature of
Token-FCM is that a node only updates its node value
when it has a token and remains unchanged at other times.
As such, each Token-FCM node has two modes when
updating: activated and inactivated. By controlling the
time delay, a node sends its token to another (neighbor-
ing) node, and all nodes can be updated in a predefined
order and with desired time delays.

The high-level operation of Token-FCM is as fol-
lows. In the beginning, each node has one and only
one token. Then, each token leaves its hosting node and
moves to another node along the connecting arc (as shown
in Figure 4b). Each arc is assigned a specific time delay
and a token needs to wait for this time delay to reach the
target node. Once reached, the token’s attributes are up-

(a)

(b)

Fig. 4. Two states of the nodes: (a) activated and (b) inactivated.
The black dots represent tokens, and the same for the following
figures.

dated and the target node is activated for value update.
This process repeats until all nodes reach stable states.

3.2 Token behavior design
The token-FCM contains various types of causal-

effect relations, and tokens also exhibit different behav-
iors under different relations, so they need to be defined
individually. We classify all causal-effect relations into
three categories: (1) one-to-one; (2) one-to-many; and (3)
many-to-one. Please note that the many-to-many case is
a combination of many-to-one and one-to-many, and we
omit the discussion of it.

3.2.1 One-to-one causal-effect relations

In this case, the token will reach the target node after
a certain time delay along the arc. There are two relation
types: one-way and two-way. Figure 5a shows a one-
way one-to-one causal-effect relation. The token of the
left node reaches the right node after a certain time de-
lay along the arc and activates the right node. Figure 5b
shows a two-way one-to-one causal-effect relation. As
the time delays here have directions and could be differ-
ent, a node’s token may arrive at the other node asyn-
chronously (the bottom example at Figure 5b).



(a)

(b)

Fig. 5. Tokens behavior under one-to-one causal-effect relation:
(a) One-way one-to-one causal-effect relation; (b) Two-way one-
to-one causal-effect relation.

3.2.2 One-to-many causal-effect relation
If the risk of one component causes problems in mul-

tiple other components, a one-to-many causal-effect rela-
tion is formed. Using token-FCM, the token at the starting
node is duplicated for all adjacent nodes in the beginning,
and then all these tokens move away from the original
node at the same time (Figure 6b). Their arrival at indi-
vidual target nodes is controlled by the time delays in the
arcs. Therefore, they may or may not arrive at the target
nodes at the same time (Figures 6c and 6d).

3.2.3 Many-to-one causal-effect relation
One component may also be affected by the risk

of multiple components, and this implies a many-to-one
causal-effect relation. In this case, again, the arrival of all
tokens at the target node is controlled by the time delay in
the arcs, which means that each token has its own arrival
time (Figure 7b). It should be noted that if the tokens ar-
rive at different times, the node will be activated multiple
times, thus performing multiple value updates.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 6. Tokens behavior under one-to-many causal-effect rela-
tion.

(a) (b)

(c)

Fig. 7. Tokens behavior under many-to-one causal-effect rela-
tion.

3.3 Token specification design
The token in Token-FCM is responsible for process-

ing time delay and activating node value updates. To do
so, each token is designed to carry five kinds of informa-
tion:

1. Token ID: the id of the token;
2. Node ID: the id of the hosting node;
3. Node V alue: the value of the hosting node;
4. Arc T ime Delay: the time delay for the causal-

effect event between the hosting node and the target



node to be triggered; and
5. Arc Weight: the arc weight between the hosting

node and the target node, for possible weighted node
value updates.

The Token ID is a unique number identifying the
token, which remains unchanged throughout the iteration
process. The Node ID and Node V alue are the id and
value of the node where the token is located. When the to-
ken enters a new arc, the two attribute values of the token,
Arc T ime Delay and Arc Weight, will be updated to
the time delay and weight of the new arc. When the to-
ken enters a new node, the node will be activated, and the
node value will be updated using the following formula:

Ãi = f(Ai +

n∑
j=1

Tokenj
Arc WeightToken

j
Node V alue)

(2)
where n represents the number of tokens that arrive at
node i. Tokenj

Arc Weight represents the Arc Weight of
the arc passed by Tokenj , and Tokenj

Node V alue repre-
sents the Node V alue of the starting node of Tokenj .
Ai and Ãi represent the value of the node before and af-
ter the update in the current iteration. After the update is
completed, Node ID and Node V alue of the token will
also be updated to take the id and the new value of the
node arriving.

To better understand the process of a token’s attribute
change, we provide an example as follows. Given the
Token-FCM shown in Figure 8a, the three nodes’ initial
values: {C1 : 0.5, C2 : 0.6, C3 : 0.7}, and the thresh-
old function Sigmoid(), the update process includes the
following:

1) When the token is at the C2 node, its attributes
are:{Token ID : 1, Node ID : 2, Node V alue :
0.6, Arc T ime Delay :∼, Arc Weight :∼}, as
shown in Figure 8b.

2) When the iteration starts, the token enters the arc:
C2 → C1, then the token’s attributes change
to:{Token ID : 1, Node ID : 2, Node V alue :
0.6, Arc T ime Delay : 5, Arc Weight : 0.4}, as
shown in Figure 8c.

3) After 5 minutes, the token arrives at the C1 node.
Then immediately C1 is activated and the node
value is updated using Eq. 2. The token’s at-
tributes become: {Token ID : 1, Node ID :
1, Node V alue : 0.677, Arc T ime Delay :∼
, Arc Weight :∼}, as shown in Figure 8d.

4) As the iteration continues, the token enters the
arc C1 → C3 and changes its attributes to:
{Token ID : 1, Node ID : 1, Node V alue :

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Fig. 8. The example of token behavior.

0.677, Arc T ime Delay : 5, Arc Weight : 0.6},
as shown in Figure 8e.

5) After 5 minutes, the token arrives at the node C3

and subsequently activates it. Then the token’s at-
tributes are changed to: {Token ID : 1, Node ID :
3, Node V alue : 0.7514, Arc T ime Delay :∼
, Arc Weight :∼}, as shown in Figure 8f.

3.4 Token-FCM iterations
The pseudocode of the Token-FCM method is given

in Algorithm 1. The input includes the nodes’ ini-
tial values {Nodei}ni=1, FCM arc weights {wij}ni=1,j=1,
the corresponding time delay {time delayij}ni=1,j=1, the
maximum iteration time T , and the step size t. The re-
sult of the process is a vector of nodes {Node∗i }ni=1 that
represent the ultimate value of the FCM. The algorithm’s
main procedures are:

1. FCM initialization (Line 1 of Algorithm 1): Initial-
ize the value of each node and generate the corre-



Algorithm 1 The simulation of Token-FCM
Input: Nodei, wij , time delayij , T , t
Output: Stabilized FCM node vector Node∗i , (i =

1, ..., n)

1: Nodei.isActivate = true, (i = 1, . . . , n) (Activate
all nodes)

2: while T > 0 do
3: for each node in FCM do
4: if Nodei.isActivate == true then
5: Move the token according to the Sec3.2.
6: Nodei.isActivate = false

7: for each token in FCM arc do
8: Token.time delay = Token.time delay −

t
9: if Token.time delay == 0 then

10: Enter the target node and activate it.
11: for each node in FCM do
12: if Nodei.isActivate == true then
13: Calculate the updated node value by Eq.2.
14: T = T − t

15: Return Node∗i ,(i=1,. . . ,n)

sponding token.
2. Token movement (Lines 3-6 of Algorithm 1): For

all nodes that contain tokens, move their tokens to
the arc according to the behavior defined in Section
3.2.

3. Processing of time delays (Lines 7-10 of Algo-
rithm 1): Time delays are performed on all tokens
and each iteration reduces the remaining time delay
by t. For those having zero remaining time, move
them to the target node.

4. Update of the node value (Lines 11-13 of Algo-
rithm 1): For all activated nodes, update their node
values according to Eq. 2.

5. Return to step (2) unless T ≤ 0.

4 TOKEN-FCM INITIALIZATION
As already noted, Token-FCM’s effectiveness is

highly dependent on the initialization of nodes, i.e., the
initial risk value of each node’s corresponding compo-
nent of the design under study. To this end, this section
presents a new initialization method built mainly upon
linguistic term sets and group decision-making. This
method consists of two steps: (1) Collecting expert opin-
ions based on the group decision-making method and the
linguistic term sets; and (2) Deriving the initial value of
the FCM node using the RPN calculation method based

on the linguistic term sets. The details are given in the
following subsections.

4.1 Collecting expert opinions
In engineering design, each design component has

a risk of failure due to mechanical failures, environmen-
tal impacts, and other reasons. To accurately quantify the
risk index of individual components (i.e., the initial values
of Token-FCM nodes), we first make use of the risk pri-
ority number (RPN) calculation method from the FMEA
domain. RPN is evaluated through the comprehension of
fault occurrence (O), fault severity (S), and fault detection
difficulty (D) [32].

Firstly, multiple experts give the occurrence of the
fault (O), the severity of the fault (S), and the difficulty of
the fault detection (D) of the design based on their own
experience and knowledge. Tables 1-3 display the lin-
guistic term sets and meanings of different O, S, and D
risk indices, which are adapted from [32].

However, for complex engineering products, per-
sonal experience and knowledge are often very limited,
which can easily lead to insufficient understanding of the
design and result in biased decision-making [33]. There-
fore, group Decision Making (GDM) is used in this paper
to improve the RPN calculation. The detailed procedures
are as follows. After gathering expert opinions, we ex-
press them in the form of a collective opinion using the
following formula:

CO =

{
kOvery low

KO
,
kOlow
KO

,
kOmedium

KO
,
kOhigh
KO

,
kOvery high

KO

}
(3a)

CS =

{
kSvery low

KS
,
kSlow
KS

,
kSmedium

KS
,
kShigh
KS

,
kSvery high

KS

}
(3b)

CD =

{
kDvery low

KD
,
kDlow
KD

,
kDmedium

KD
,
kDhigh
KD

,
kDvery high

KD

}
(3c)

where KO, KS and KD are the number of experts partici-
pating in the evaluation, kij(i = O,S,D, j=very low, very
low, medium, high, very high) is the number of experts
who choose the j-th risk rating for the i-th risk index.

In order to facilitate the calculation of CO, CS , CD,
Eq. 3 is rewritten in the form of probabilistic linguistic



Table 1. Failure probability and corresponding linguistic vari-
ables.

Rating Failure Probability

Very high 1:20<=failure rate<1:2

High 1:200<=failure rate<1:20

Medium 1:10000<=failure rate<1:200

Low 1:20000<=failure rate<1:10000

Very low failure rate<1:20000

Table 2. Detection and corresponding linguistic variables.

Rating Difficulty of detection

Very high Hard to detect

High Very low chance to detect

Medium Moderate chance to detect

Low High chance to detect

Very low Very High chance to detect

Table 3. Severity and corresponding linguistic variables.

Rating Failure effect

Very high Cause human death or system damage

High Cause great injuries, economic loss or failed functions

Medium Cause minor injuries, economic loss or task delay

Low No injuries, just some economic loss or task delay

Very low Almost no injuries, economic loss, and task delay

term sets (PLTs) [34]:

CO =
{
s−2(p

O
−2), s−1(p

O
−1), s0(p

O
0 ), s1(p

O
1 ), s2(p

O
2 )

}
,

(4a)

CS =
{
s−2(p

S
−2), s−1(p

S
−1), s0(p

S
0 ), s1(p

S
1 ), s2(p

S
2 )
}
,

(4b)

CD =
{
s−2(p

D
−2), s−1(p

D
−1), s0(p

D
0 ), s1(p

D
1 ), s2(p

D
2 )

}
(4c)

where S = {s−2 = verylow, s−1 = low, s0 =

medium, s1 = high, s2 = very high}, pij =
ki
j

Kj
(i =

O,S,D, j = −2, . . . , 0, . . . , 2).

4.2 Deriving initial values of the FCM
After obtaining a collective and quantified opinion

about the design’s risks, we use the RPN calculation

method to obtain the final initial value for running Token-
FCM. The original RPN calculation method is as fol-
lows [32]:

RPN = O × S ×D (5)

To make it applicable to the PLTs in Eq. 7, we rewrite
it to the following form:

RPN = Cwo

O ⊗ CS
ws ⊗ CD

wd =

g−1
(⋃(

g (sk)
WO g (si)

wS g (sj)
wD

) (
pOk p

S
i p

D
j

))
(6)

where wo, ws, wd represent the weights assigned to
various risk indices, totaling 1 (i.e., wo + ws + wd = 1).
These weights are determined through expert judgment
and empirical evidence. They are adaptable and can be
modified to suit particular system circumstances. g() and
g−1() are the conversion function and the inverse function
of linguistic variables and constants [35], respectively:

g (si) =
i

2t
+

1

2
, (7a)

g−1 (i) = s(2i−1)t, (7b)

where t is the range of linguistic terms in the S =
{si|i = −t, ..., 0, ..., t}.

Obviously, the RPN calculated by Eq. 6 is still a
set of fuzzy terms in the form of PLTs. To facilitate
subsequent FCM iterations, the RPN must be defuzzi-
fied, that is, converting the RPN in the form of PLT:
{sk1 (pk1) , . . . , ski (pki) , . . . , skn (pkn)} to the follow-
ing values:

RPN =

n∑
i=1

ki × pki
(8)

Now we have obtained the initial value for each node
in the Token-FCM, in terms of a collective and quantita-
tive expert opinion on design risks.



5 THE OVERALL RISK ASSESSMENT
METHOD
Based on the preceding Token-FCM method and its

initialization method, we propose a systematic decision
support method for risk assessment and key risk pre-
diction of engineering designs with two-way, dynamic
causal-effect relations between risks. It consists of three
main steps:

1) Token-FCM initialization: calculate Token-FCM
nodes’ initial values using Eqs. 6 and 8.

2) Token-FCM iteration and design risk evaluation:
run Algorithm 1 to obtain each node’s final value,
i.e., the assessed risk values of the design’s compo-
nents.

3) Decision making on design risks: obtain a compre-
hensive assessment and decision-making on the de-
sign’s risks based on evaluated risk values in Step 2.

5.1 Token-FCM initialization
Firstly, we gather the opinions of experts at each

FCM node and use the method described in Section 4
to compute the results, then the initial Token-FCM node
value vector is obtained, denoted as:

C0 = {RPN1, · · · , RPNi, · · · , RPNn}

5.2 Token-FCM iteration and design risk evaluation
The causal-effect relations between design risks in

the system are analyzed, and then experts can establish
the FCM of the risks in the system and assign the corre-
sponding weights and time delay to different arcs. In this
step, experts should reach a consensus on the direction of
the causal-effect relation, the weight of the arc, and the
time delay of the causal-effect event.

The minimum iteration time unit t and the total iter-
ation time T are determined according to the time delay
of each arc in the Token-FCM. Then the Token-FCM is
processed according to Algorithm 1 in Section 3.4 to
obtain the final node value vector, that is, the Dynamic
RPN: DRPNi for each design risk considering the risk
of the run time of the overall system.

C∗ = {DRPN1, . . . , DRPNi, . . . , DRPNn}

In order to analyze the interaction relation between
design risks more comprehensively, it is necessary to sep-
arately evaluate the impact of each risk on other risks.
Each node is activated separately, and the values of other
nodes are set to 0, forming n initial node vectors:

C1 = {RPN1, . . . , 0, . . . , 0}

. . .

Ci = {0, . . . , RPNi, . . . , 0}

. . .

Cn = {0, . . . , 0, . . . , RPNn}

The above n initial vectors are used as the initial state
of FCM for n iterations, and the n FCM simulation vectors
are obtained:

C∗
1 = {DRPN11, . . . , DRPN1i, . . . , DRPN1n}

. . .

C∗
i = {DRPNi1, . . . , DRPNii, . . . , DRPNin}

. . .

C∗
n = {DRPNn1, . . . , DRPNni, . . . , DRPNnn}

These vectors signify the effect of one design risk
on other risks. They are also an essential index for risk
assessment. The magnitude of the influence of design risk
DR1 on the other n-1 design risks is represented by vector
C∗

1 , with the design risk having the highest value in vector
C∗

1 being the one most affected by design risk DR1.



5.3 Decision making on design risk
Through the above two steps, we calculate an initial

design risk index (the risk of the system itself), a final de-
sign risk index (the risk that is taken into account when
the system is in operation), and the degree to which the
risk influences affects other risks. Based on these three
indicators, a systematic analysis table is formed, as shown
in Table 4, which is a example product design risk anal-
ysis table.

Table 4. Design risk analysis table.

No. Design risk Name RPN DRPN Most Impact DR

DR1 Valve jam 0.56 0.77 DRi

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

DRi Battery failure 0.45 0.68 DRn

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

DRn Pipeline blockage 0.87 0.92 DR3

Based on this table, decision makers and experts can
comprehensively investigate design risks, quantify differ-
ent risk indexes, and predict key systems, making it easier
to formulate design plans and improve product reliability.

6 THA CASE STUDY
In this section, we apply the proposed Token-FCM

method to a diesel engine system as a case study to
demonstrate its applicability and potential for assessing
system risks.

Initially, this approach evaluates the static risk of the
system using the risk priority number (RPN). This num-
ber represents the severity, occurrence rate, and detection
rate of potential failures of each system component, thus
quantifying the risk index for individual component fail-
ures. Additionally, it assesses dynamic risk through the
dynamic risk priority number (DRPN). Building upon the
RPN, the DRPN takes into account the intricate interac-
tions and mutual influences of component failures during
system operation, allowing for a thorough evaluation of
the dynamic risk index for each component during sys-
tem usage. By employing these two indices, designers
gain the ability to conduct a comprehensive risk analysis
and evaluation of the system, facilitating proactive design
optimization measures.

6.1 Token-FCM initialization
An annotated cross section of the diesel engine is

shown in Figure 9. The diesel engine occasionally has

Table 5. The opinion of experts in risk index.

DR no.
O S D

s−2 s−1 s0 s1 s2 s−2 s−1 s0 s1 s2 s−2 s−1 s0 s1 s2

DR1 3 5 10 1 1 0 2 9 6 3 0 2 6 7 5

DR2 1 2 3 9 5 0 1 5 9 5 3 8 7 2 0

DR3 1 3 10 5 1 12 7 1 0 0 4 6 8 1 1

DR4 0 4 9 7 0 13 5 1 1 0 10 6 3 1 0

DR5 9 8 2 1 0 0 10 9 1 0 2 4 8 5 1

DR6 0 5 8 4 3 0 5 8 5 2 13 4 3 0 0

some serious design risks during operation, mainly in-
cluding: “DR1: inlet valve failure”, “DR2: piston fail-
ure”, “DR3: cylinder head cracking”, “DR4: fuel in-
jector jam”, “DR5: big end bearing failure”, and “DR6:
camshaft failure”, and these design risks will affect each
other unidirectionally and bidirectionally.

Fig. 9. The cross-section of diesel engine [36].

According to Section 5, first initialize the value for
each FCM node, that is, for each design risk index. To
obtain a more reliable risk index, subjective evaluations
of 20 experts are collected on the O, S, and D indexes of
each design risk. All evaluations are expressed by linguis-
tic term sets: S = {s−2 = very low, s−1 = low, s0 =
medium, s1 = high, s2 = very high}, as shown in
Table 5. The weight of each risk index is determined
through an expert evaluation, with WO being 0.5, WS be-
ing 0.35, and WD being 0.15.



The opinions of experts are expressed by PLTs:

DR1 =


CO =

{
s−2(0.15), s−1(0.25), s0(0.5), s1(0.05), s2(0.05)

}
,

CS =
{
s−1(0.1), s0(0.45), s1(0.3), s2(0.15)

}
,

CD =
{
s−1(0.1), s0(0.3), s1(0.35), s2(0.25)

}


DR2 =


CO =

{
s−2(0.05), s−1(0.1), s0(0.15), s1(0.45), s2(0.25)

}
,

CS =
{
s−1(0.05), s0(0.25), s1(0.45), s2(0.25)

}
,

CD =
{
s−2(0.15), s−1(0.4), s0(0.35), s1(0.1)

}


DR3 =


CO =

{
s−2(0.05), s−1(0.15), s0(0.5), s1(0.25), s2(0.05)

}
,

CS =
{
s−2(0.6), s−1(0.35), s0(0.05)

}
,

CD =
{
s−2(0.2), s−1(0.3), s0(0.4), s1(0.05), s2(0.05)

}


DR4 =


CO =

{
s−1(0.2), s0(0.45), s1(0.35)

}
,

CS =
{
s−2(0.65), s−1(0.25), s0(0.05), s1(0.05)

}
,

CD =
{
s−2(0.5), s−1(0.3), s0(0.15), s1(0.05)

}


DR5 =


CO =

{
s−2(0.45), s−1(0.4), s0(0.1), s1(0.05)

}
,

CS =
{
s−1(0.5), s0(0.45), s1(0.05)

}
,

CD =
{
s−2(0.1), s−1(0.2), s0(0.4)s1(0.25), s2(0.05)

}


DR6 =


CO =

{
s−1(0.25), s0(0.4), s1(0.2), s2(0.15)

}
,

CS =
{
s−1(0.25), s0(0.4), s1(0.25), s2(0.1)

}
,

CD =
{
s−2(0.65), s−1(0.2), s0(0.15)

}


Calculate the static risk index RPNi of each de-
sign risk using Eq. 6, and perform normalization process-
ing [34], that is, the sum of probabilities p in the PLTs is
normalized to 1.

RPN1 =
{
s−2(0.08), s−0.59(0.12), s0(0.04), s0.13(0.74), s1.14(0.02)

}

RPN2 =
{
s−2(0.09), s−0.73(0.03), s0(0.01), s0.21(0.8), s1.26(0.06)

}

RPN3 =
{
s−2(0.62), s−0.59(0.18), s0(0.02), s0.04(0.18)

}

RPN4 =
{
s−2(0.76), s−0.59(0.11), s0.08(0.13)

}

RPN5 =
{
s−2(0.53), s−0.89(0.33), s0(0.02), s0.13(0.12)

}

RPN6 =
{
s−2(0.43), s−1(0.06), s0(0.02), s0.08(0.49), s1.12(0.01)

}

Then, calculate the final static risk index RPNi for
each design risk defuzzification by Eq. 8, which is the
initial node value of FCM:

RPN1 : −0.1118, RPN2 : 0.0417, RPN3 : −1.3390

RPN4 : −1.5745, RPN5 : −1.3381, RPN6 : −0.8696

6.2 Token-FCM iteration and design risk evaluation
Through the design risk of the diesel engine and the

analysis of causal-effect events between them, for exam-
ple, inlet valve failure (DR1) will cause piston failure
(DR2), fuel injector jam (DR4) will cause inlet valve
failure (DR1), piston failure (DR2) will cause the in-
jector (DR4) to be blocked, etc., construct the FCM as
shown in Figure 10.

Fig. 10. FCM of the diesel engine design risk.

After expert review and empirical data analysis, the
impact weight of each design risk and the time delay trig-
gered by each design risk event are obtained, as shown in
Table 6.

Next, according to Section 5, the FCM starts the it-
eration process, the time interval of each iteration t is 2
minutes, and the overall iteration time T is 50 minutes. In
the iteration process, the change in the risk index RPNi

for each design risk is shown in Figure 11.
When the simulation time reaches 40 minutes, it is

observed that the RPNi index of all design risks has gen-
erally stabilized: Some index values no longer change,
and other index values enter a finite cycle. Obviously, it
meets the definition of a steady-state FCM [27].

The specific changes in the RPNi index of each de-
sign risk with the simulation time are shown in the Table
7 below.



Table 6. The impact relation and time delay between design
risks.

design risk and their influence wij Time delay(min)

DR1 →
DR2 0.8 2

DR5 0.2 10

DR2 →
DR1 0.6 2

DR4 0.8 4

DR3 →
DR2 0.4 4

DR4 0.8 2

DR4 →
DR3 0.4 4

DR5 0.6 4

DR5 →
DR4 0.6 4

DR6 0.6 4

DR6 →
DR1 0.4 4

DR2 0.8 4

Fig. 11. Changes in risk index RPNi of design risks during
iteration.

In combination with Figure 11 and Table 7, it can be
seen that the values of DR3, DR5, and DR6 no longer
change significantly, while the values of DR1, DR2 and
DR4 form a finite cycle. The three design risks DR1,
DR2, and DR4 are impacted by two or more other de-
sign risks with varying time delays, resulting in dynamic
alterations in the risk index during simulation.

We take the average of the three cycle values of the
design risks DR1, DR2, and DR4 as the final value of

the risk index after the FCM reaches a stable state (40
minutes). In this way, we obtain the final values DRPNi

of all nodes after the FCM iteration:

DRPN1 : 0.7928 DRPN2 : 0.8438 DRPN3 : 0.7815

DRPN4 : 0.8120 DRPN5 : 0.7020 DRPN6 : 0.7659

In addition to the overall iteration, an independent
analysis of the design risks is also required to comprehen-
sively evaluate the impact of each design risk on the other
design risks. A total of six FCM iterations are performed,
only one node is activated each time, and the values of the
other nodes are all set to 0.

Ci = {0, · · · , RPNi, · · · , 0} , (i = 1, . . . , 6)

When the iteration converges, the DRPN value of
each design risk is shown in Table 8. All data in bold
indicates the largest number in each row, which is the cor-
responding design risk that is most affected.

6.3 Decision making on design risk
Synthesize the results of Sections 6.1-6.2 to obtain

the final risk assessment table as shown in Table 9.
It can be seen that the initial risk index (RPNi) order

for each design risk is as follows:

DR2 > DR1 > DR6 > DR5 > DR3 > DR4

The initial risk values of DR2 and DR1 are very
high, so it is essential to take into account the enhance-
ment of the durability and dependability of the “Piston”
and “Valve” components when producing them.

When considering the risk of system dynamic opera-
tion, the order of risk index (DRPNi) is as follows:

DR2 > DR4 > DR1 > DR3 > DR6 > DR5

It is evident that the DR4 risk value has risen dras-
tically, suggesting that it has a higher risk level when the
system is in operation. Consequently, it is essential to
concentrate on the emergence of the DR4 :“Fuel injec-
tor jam” at the system level and to carry out numerous
system simulations and optimizations during the system



Table 7. The specific value of RPNi index of design risks during iteration.

Time DR1 DR2 DR3 DR4 DR5 DR6

0 -0.1118 0.0417 -1.3390 -1.5745 -1.3381 -0.8696

2 0.4623 0.3401 -1.3390 0.0648 -1.3381 -0.8696

4 0.5805 0.5067 0.0878 0.5262 -1.3381 0.1635

6 0.6971 0.3753 0.3029 0.1840 0.2236 0.4151

8 0.6676 0.6358 0.5930 0.5699 0.5827 0.4151

10 0.7643 0.6904 0.7161 0.5699 0.5827 0.4151

12 0.7886 0.74 0.7199 0.715 0.716 0.4151

14 0.7991 0.74 0.7199 0.715 0.716 0.6299

16 0.6898 0.7635 0.7322 0.7796 0.7586 0.6299

18 0.8177 0.9009 0.7719 0.8085 0.2087 0.5717

20 0.7955 0.8256 0.78 0.8115 0.5901 0.5717

22 0.8036 0.7638 0.7478 0.7746 0.7732 0.686

24 0.6907 0.7707 0.7422 0.7998 0.7752 0.686

26 0.7871 0.7398 0.7843 0.7998 0.7752 0.686

28 0.7988 0.7659 0.7511 0.7799 0.7782 0.686

30 0.804 0.7659 0.7511 0.7799 0.7782 0.6987

32 0.6908 0.7714 0.7433 0.8014 0.7766 0.6987

34 0.7872 0.741 0.7862 0.8014 0.7766 0.6987

36 0.799 0.7662 0.7515 0.7803 0.7786 0.6987

38 0.8041 0.7662 0.7515 0.7803 0.7786 0.7014

40 0.6908 0.7716 0.7434 0.8016 0.7767 0.7014

42 0.7872 0.7412 0.7866 0.8016 0.7767 0.7014

44 0.799 0.7662 0.7516 0.7803 0.7786 0.7014

46 0.8041 0.7662 0.7516 0.7803 0.7786 0.702

48 0.6908 0.7716 0.7434 0.8016 0.7767 0.702

50 0.7872 0.7412 0.7867 0.8016 0.7767 0.702

design process to reduce the likelihood of a “Fuel injector
jam” occurring.

From the last column of Table 9, it is evident that the
five design risks DR1, DR3, DR4, DR5, and DR6 all
have a greater influence on the design risk DR2, and DR2

has the most significant effect on DR4. Consequently,
when constructing the system, it is essential to focus on
the reliability of the physical and energy flow of the pis-

ton.

In conclusion, when designing and constructing this
diesel engine, engineers should pay particular attention to
the three risks of the systems DR1, DR2, and DR4, and
take steps to address any hidden dangers. Additionally,
valves, pistons, and fuel injectors are key systems of the
diesel engine.



Table 8. Results of independent analysis of design risks.

DR1 DR2 DR3 DR4 DR5 DR6

Init -0.1118 0 0 0 0 0

Final 0.7977 0.8549 0.7817 0.8149 0.7001 0.7625

Init 0 0.0417 0 0 0 0

Final 0.7980 0.8156 0.7817 0.8173 0.7012 0.7628

Init 0 0 -1.3390 0 0 0

Final 0.7976 0.8548 0.7817 0.8211 0.7004 0.7619

Init 0 0 0 -1.5745 0 0

Final 0.7961 0.8532 0.7813 0.8212 0.6986 0.7570

Init 0 0 0 0 -1.3381 0

Final 0.7963 0.8491 0.7817 0.8214 0.6904 0.7555

Init 0 0 0 0 0 -0.8696

Final 0.7979 0.8505 0.7817 0.8215 0.7002 0.7574

Table 9. design risk analysis table.

No. Design risk Name RPN DRPN Most Impact DR

DR1 Inlet Valve failure -0.1118 0.7928 DR2

DR2 Piston failure 0.0417 0.8438 DR4

DR3 Cylinder head crackin -1.339 0.7815 DR2

DR4 Fuel injector jam -1.5745 0.8120 DR2

DR5 Big end bearing failure -1.3381 0.702 DR2

DR6 Camshaft failure -0.8696 0.7659 DR2

6.4 Comparative Analysis
6.4.1 Compared with traditional method

FMEA is a conventional method for risk analysis.
Like the Token-FCM analysis approach described in this
article, it serves as a qualitative tool to assist designers in
pinpointing key failures and adopting preventive strate-
gies early. Consequently, the identical diesel engine ex-
ample is employed to assess risk using FMEA and is then
compared with the method introduced in this article.

Initially, we implement the primary phase of the
FMEA analysis, which involves designing the collection
of risk data. As stated in section 6.1, diesel engines ex-
hibit six design risks: “DR1: inlet valve failure”, “DR2:
piston failure”, “DR3: cylinder head cracking”, “DR4:
fuel injector jam”, “DR5: big end bearing failure”, and
“DR6: camshaft failure”. Table 5 displays the O, S, and
D metrics, representing the occurrence (O), severity (S),

and detection difficulty (D) of the identified faults. Ap-
plying defuzzification based on eq. 8, we determine the
O, S and D values for each design risk, and these findings
are presented in Table10.

Following this, we will assess hazards related to de-
sign. In FMEA’s approach, risks are assessed from two
separate viewpoints. The first viewpoint focuses on ex-
amining hazards linked to design risks, whereas the sec-
ond involves an analysis of risks associated with product
functionality.

When assessing design risk hazards, it is crucial to
analyze the fault itself from various perspectives, as well
as how the spread of other design risks affects the haz-
ard level. Consequently, the hazard index for each design
risk includes two parts: one that evaluates the risk inde-
pendently (DRH) and another that considers the effects
of risk propagation (DRH∗). These components are cal-



culated using eq.9a and eq.9b, respectively. Ultimately,
the product hazard index (PH) is determined using eq.9c,
with all results displayed in Table 10.

DRHij = e(Oij+Sij+Dij) (9a)

DRH∗
ij =

n∑
k=1

m∑
l=1

(DRHij + wijkl ×DRHkl) (9b)

PHi =
m∑
j=1

DRH∗
ij (9c)

where DRHij denotes the design hazard index for
the j-th design risk of the i–th function, e is the natural
constant, DRH∗

ij is the adjusted design hazard index af-
ter accounting for risk propagation. The variables n and
m indicate the number of functions and the number of
risks per function, respectively. The wijkl represents the
impact weight between DRHij and DRHkl, with results
sourced from Table 6. Additionally, PHi corresponds to
the product hazard index of the i-th function.

Referring to the calculation method above, the
FMEA results for the diesel engine can be found in the
three columns on the right of Table 10. It is evident from
the table that the fuel supply function possesses a product
hazard index that is markedly higher than that of the trans-
mission function, suggesting the need for a thorough re-
design to boost reliability. When looking at individual de-
sign risks, piston and intake valve failures have the high-
est hazard indices, highlighting their significant impact
on the entire product. Thus, prioritizing the reliability of
the piston and intake valve is crucial in system design.
Moreover, taking into account the propagation of risk, the
hazard index for a fuel injector jam rises markedly, high-
lighting that this risk is also a vital factor demanding thor-
ough reliability analysis and design during system devel-
opment.

When comparing the outcomes of the FMEA analy-
sis with the approach outlined in this paper, as well as Ta-
ble 10 versus Table 9, it becomes evident that both meth-
ods yield a similar ranking of risk indicators for design
risks considered separately: Piston failure > Inlet valve
failure > Camshaft failure > Big end bearing failure >
Cylinder head crack > Camshaft failure > Fuel injector

jam. The FMEA approach considers the interdependen-
cies of design risks, illustrated in the ”Design risk hazard
index (Consider fault propagation)” column in Table 10,
and assesses the cumulative influence of analogous risks
within a specific function on the system, as detailed in
the product risk index linked to functional division. Nev-
ertheless, this approach concentrates solely on the direct
interaction between design risks, overlooking the indirect
influences. Specifically, it fails to consider the cumulative
effects of risks spreading over time. As seen in the com-
parative analysis, it undervalues the risk associated with
issues like ”Fuel injector jam” and ”Cylinder head crack”.

6.4.2 Analysis of the impact of time delay

Table 11 shows the final steady-state value of each
design risk modeled for the system without considering
the time delay and compares the results with the time de-
lay.

It is obvious from Table 11 that time delay plays an
important role. Due to the influence of time delays, DR4:
“Fuel injector jam” has not become the design risk with
the highest risk index.

Although DR4 is impacted by the three design risks
of DR2, DR3 and DR5, the causal-effects of DR2 →
DR4 and DR5 → DR4 have a delay of 4 and 6 minutes,
respectively, while the time delays of DR1 → DR2 and
DR3 → DR2 are only 2 and 4 minutes, making the final
risk index of DR4 : DRPN4 lower than DRPN2, which
is only affected by the two design risks.

Without taking into account the time delay, the risk
index of DR1 which is affected by two design risks is
much lower than DR4 which is affected by three design
risks, and the difference between the two indices is nearly
0.08.

However, due to the two causal-effects of DR2 →
DR1, DR6 → DR1, the time delay is only 2 and 4 min-
utes, the frequency of DR1 affected is higher than DR4,
resulting in the final risk index of design risks DR1 and
DR4 being very close when considering the actual time
delay.

Obviously, the time delay changes the final steady
state value of the FCM node. Furthermore, from simu-
lations with systems that include time delays, it can be
observed that systems that do not consider time tend to
overestimate the impact of these causal-effect relations.
This shows that time relations can play an important role
in modeling complex qualitative system dynamics (SD).



Table 10. FMEA table of diesel engine system.

ID Function Design risk name
Design risk description Other risk that

may cause this risk

Design risk

hazard index

Design risk hazard index

(Consider fault propagation )

Product

hazard indexO S D

1

Fuel supply

Inlet Valve failure -0.4 0.5 0.75
Piston failure,0.6

Camshaft failure 0.4
2.3396 4.1942

11.5159

2 Piston failure 0.75 0.9 -0.6
Inlet Valve failure,0.8

Cylinder head cracking 0.4
2.8577 4.7835

3 Fuel injector jam 0.15 -1.5 -1.25

Piston failure,0.8

Cylinder head cracking,0.8

Big end bearing failure 0.4

0.0743 2.5382

4

Transmission

Big end bearing failure -1.25 -0.45 -0.05
Inlet valve failure,0.2

Fuel injector jam 0.6
0.1738 0.6863

1.3055

5 Cylinder head crackin 0.1 -1.55 -0.55 Fuel injector jam 0.4 0.1353 0.1650

6 Camshaft failure 0.25 0.2 -1.5 Big end bearing failure 0.6 0.3499 0.4542

Table 11. FCM iteration results considering time delay (left) and not considering time delay.

No. Simulation with time delays Simulation without time delays

DR1 0.7928 0.8468

DR2 0.8438 0.9266

DR3 0.7815 0.7946

DR4 0.8120 0.9302

DR5 0.7020 0.7058

DR6 0.7659 0.7668

7 CONCLUSIONS
Risk assessment is important for modern engineering

design. However, existing methods such as FTA, FMEA,
Petri nets, and Bayesian networks, can only handle static
and/or one-way causal-effect risk relations in designs. For
two-way, dynamic causal-effect risk relations, they have
limited applicability. To solve this problem, this paper
proposes a new method called Token-FCM to model two-
way causal-effect risk relations and to simulate relation
dynamics. The main features/contributions of this paper
are: (1) a token-augmented FCM method to model two-
way and time-delayed causal-effect risk relations in en-
gineering designs; (2) a comprehensive Token-FCM ini-
tialization method using the combination of fuzzy sets
and group decision-making to collectively, quantitatively
and unbiasedly characterize multi-expert opinions on de-
sign risk; and (3) a systematic design risk assessment
method which can consider static risk indices, dynamic
risk indices, and the degree of influence of individual de-
sign risks. The method’s effectiveness has been validated
through a real design example of a diesel engine of hori-

zontal directional drilling machines.
A couple of limitations need to be noted here. The

most notable one is that adding tokens to FCM may cause
a convergence issue in running Token-FCM. That is, some
nodes may not be able to reach a stable state before the
maximum iteration number. Although we did not ob-
serve this issue in all experiments conducted, this situa-
tion could in principle happen if the Token-FCM’s time
delays are not properly assigned; in particular, differ-
ent time delays can cause nodes to be activated multiple
times in one iteration, resulting in a finite cycle of node
values that cannot converge to a fixed value. Analyz-
ing the relationship between time delays and Token-FCM
convergence behavior and then designing a convergence-
guaranteed token mechanism can be very practically ben-
eficial, and are among the risk assessment research stud-
ies to be carried out.

Another limitation is that the current Token-FCM ini-
tialization method only makes use of multi-expert opin-
ions. The historical data of an engineering design can
be used to enhance the initialization effectiveness. In



particular, with the development of artificial intelligence
(AI), knowledge of the design’s risk probability and fault
modes may be learned from the historical data and then
used to improve Token-FCM’s correctness. Combining
such AI techniques with Token-FCM is an interesting and
promising improvement direction.
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