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(Analytical Hierarchy Process

AHP,

$
Super Decisions.

%

#
AHP)

AHP,

Saaty 1980,
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(Saaty, 2008).
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(intangible)

£

%

(priorities)

(intangible). *




%




21 & (
$
* $
#
$
/ #
$" .
2.2. / $ & )" % & (W&"
D " $
" $ (bidding process). O
#
$ 1
% $ . $"
. &
g
$
%
# (Maturama et al., 2005).
1

(Shash, 1998).




+
# #
2 $ $, $
$ )
"% (Dikmen and Birgonul, 2004).
& % $ "
$ 1 $
$
$
& ,
. & $
% $
# $ % $
. * «$ » %
! 2.1 $ (bidding
process) " 1
$ (Gokhan et al., 2008).




w | Delermine subconiract wwk5| | Sl visil wilh owner's ,,] Pul all bid prices o Determine the bid
representative received from SCs into propossl price
Determine the projectto bid | w (] e ok e i
Arrange the documents L] Complete and fill in the
| L] , dhout the projct Selectthe mos bid documens
Request project documents Determine the §Cs changes and send it to appropriate proposal far T
4 ‘ v the relevant SCs all subworks Putthe neecasary
Inform secretury department | | {Select other SCs from the SC L4 [ documents such as bid
about the documents lis! boik Site visit with SCs Estimale works that arc bond into the bid
i ¥ 7 1ot included in these proposal file
subwork: :
Nole Lhe date when received Evaluate 5Cs Discuss the project i ]
3 3 with SCs on sile Double check
Codify projects Send peoject information Y ¥
firan 1o the well-seored SCs Take questions of 5Cs — Send
— [] — ; and respond by wriling Calculate project, site
ull documents ¢hee and general expenses
Make a list of SCs related 1o Y ? i
* - |]'|u pmjx[ Prepure bid bands . * :
Prepare a hox to place projec{ Estimate Markup
specification and other hid * — Y -
dbcimisiits Read the project in detail Be sure that all SCs he Y
i on time for bid date Determing the profit raie
Write code numbers on the Y |1
bid follow board (BFB) Compare bid prices Determine the tax rate
‘ _ that will be applied for
L] Send project documents and Y the project
Wrile information on BFB id information form o SCs Be sure that
warkmanship, material . Y ‘
aiid vertinic et e Estimate the bid sum
Crse2 ) <D inclued inth SCs hid 1
prices -
Phase 7
Read the project documents Use RFI Y
: Call SCs that submitied | ]
¥ Y Very low bid prices and | | Determine the discount |_J
Call the consulting firm and Besurethat SCsare L |gisouss about the project or increment amount
pet general information about) | | determined for all necessary
the project subworks
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. (Gokhan et al.,
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#II

(Shiau et al., 2000):

Sending Bid Allocating Bid Documents
Documents
¥
Assembling Bid
Documents
¥
Sending Packages
o SCs
Preparing Priced
Bids
Comparing SC
priced bids

¥
Identifying
evaluation
criteria for
selecting SCs

Criteria 1

[ G ]

¥ i
Evaluating SCs Crileria n
| Selecting the most appropriate SC
< > Client

1 General Contractor
< > Suhcontracior

" 2.2
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+ $ (Rossi and Freeman, 1993),
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$ / (Keeney and Raiffa, 1976). —
3
) $ # $ Neumann et al. (1944)
Keeney and Raiffa (1976),
$ " MAUT (Multiattribute Utility (heory),

SMART (Edwards and Barron, 1994). —

# # -
(composite utility function), # #
. * /
> $ $
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! " $ :
# # % "
# )
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(& et al., 2001).
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ELECTRE, PROMETHEE, REGIME)
(Brans et al., 1986). — $

Roy (1985)
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" (satisfactory)

(optimal) (Yeh et al., 1999).
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(Poyhonen and Hamalaien, 2001).
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2.5.

1&

& &" %0 &" $+  &°
#
%
1
() $ ()
(-
#
, $
D
& - 18 2)

Value or Utility Theory (MAUT)
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) - Multi — Attribute

(Johnson et al, 2007):
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F(O)=

Ai

100%. O

Oi

1(100%), ¥ Ai=1

100%.

1-10,




2.6. &0 - 609% +" $ &6 ) - Outranking approaches
- " " (Roy, 1985)
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PROMETHEE.

1985):
1. O

$

«

(usual type):

$ $
$
(level type):

$
(Siskos, 1983).
$
$
#
%
$
ELECTRE,

(Preference Ordering Method)

# 6 (Brans and Vincke,

$ (thresholds)

$
(U - type): $
(V - type): $
$ $ a, $




(Brans and Vincke, 1985):

5 " (linear type):
$
p.
6. O Gauss (Gauss type): "
$ (
) Gauss
Sl 2.3.
1 1
0 q 0 o
1 1
0 P 0 q P ’ ©
2.3
- ELECTRE $ $
: $ (veto), $
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#
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(LIFE, 2005).
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(Brans and Vincke, 1985):
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2.1. + 3 - - %13/ +$ & )" % & (% +
1 "
$ " $ . " $
(multicriteria utility theory models) (Hatush and
Skitmore, 1998), " (evidential reasoning)
(Sonmez et al., 2002), $ (Russel and Skibniewski, 1988),
$ (fuzzy sets theory) (Singh and Tiong, 2005)

(Elazouni and Metwally, 2000).

* Rahman and Kumaraswamy (2004), " #

$
$ % $ . * Edum-Fotwe et al (1995),
#
. * Palaneeswaran and Kumaraswamy
(2000), # " #
# $ : ,
Jaselskis Russel (1992), Crowley and Hancher (1995), o Russel (1996), o
Kumaraswany (1996), Alsugair (1999) $
# # $

:



* Alarcon and Mourgues (2002),
%

&" # " " $
#

. * Russel and Skibniewski (1990), " #
Qualifier-1 $

" $ 1 " Russel (1996) #" #
" Qualifier-2 " " "
* Holt et al. (1993), " $
# $ . " . Holt (1999)

$
$" . * Albino and Garavelli
(1998),
- ( "#

$ #
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AHP

(AHP)

(AHP) ™

(scarce resources)

"%

(consistent matrices)

(eigenvectors)

(pair wise comparisons). —

% $ $

(eigenvector) Saaty,




$

(Wang et al, 2008).

$7+- ) 01&/8&)
Chuet al Weighted Least-Sqaures Method (WLSM)
Crawford Logarithmic Least-Squares Method (LLSM)
Saaty and Vargas Least Squares Method (LSM)
Cogger and Yu 1. Gradient Eigenweight Method (GEM)

2. Least Distance Method

Islei and Lockett

Geometric Least Squares Method (GLSM)

Bryson

Goal Programming Method

Bryson and Joseph

Logarithmic Goal Programming Approach (LGPA)

Mikhailov

Fuzzy Programming Method (FPM)

Lipovetski and Conklin

Robust Estimation Method (REM)

Beynon

DS/AHP Method

Gass and Rapcsak

Singular Value Decomposition Approach (SVD)

Laininen and Hamalainen

Robust Regresion

Stam and Silva

Multiplicative Priority Rating Method

Sugihara et al.

Possibilistic AHP for Crisp Data (PAHPC)

Chandran et al.

Linear Programming (LP)

Wang et al.

Correlation Coefficient Maximization Approach
(CCMA)

K.
3.2 & + /& -) $13/&" AHP
! " 1960, (homas L. Saaty,
" ’ $ "
$ # -1&.5
/ ,

$
D Gerard Debreu, John Harsanyi
Reinhard Selten, " Nobel .1

:



Saaty,

¢
$ :
#
4 Wharton Business School,
Saaty # $ "%
% $
_— #
$ % $ (
# AHP,
$ 1 $
$
% $ .- &
(ASTM — American Society for Testing and Materials)
AHP % $
$
» . &#
CIA™"
% $
3.3. & 1- 3" 3% 1& -)AHP
- " (Froman and Gass, 1999). &
#
1 i =1,..,m $
Wi
2. - i ", j=
1,....n (Wij i




3.

W, " " # W; =
W1jW1 + WajWo + ...+ WinjWn
* W,
Wi
*> $ % $
$" #
. " AHP
$
$ # :
%
$
3.4. $ & %) -)AHP
- " AHP
$
% $
$ _ *
# $" $
.
$ & " (Forman and Gass, 1999):
1. - (Structuring Complexity)
2. — " (Measuring on a Ratio Scale),
3. - (Synthesizing)

34.1 3---) &" &3-)
* Saaty "% "
% $ .-




3.4.2.
1 $

0

Saaty "

. Simon (1972)

$

-- %+ &
Stevens (1946),

(nominal).
(ordinal).
(interval).

(ratio).

Saaty

$

. O Whyte (1960) #'$

%

"%

(ratio measure) "




AHP

3.4.3.

AHP

% (Forman

Synthesis of Priorities)

and Gass, 1999). 5

( ),
. & ,
$ %
5+1% -
$ # AHP (analytic),
$ , , $"
$ %
" . — AHP
i
$||
60) 24 -) AHP
AHP " " " (Saaty, 1994b). &
& (Decomposition)
! " (Comparative Judgments)
2 (Hierarchic Composition or




« »

1. &#
2. &#
3. &#

%

(global)
# AHP : #
Forman and Gass, 1999 Pogarcic et al, 2008:
(reciprocal axiom)
(homogeneity axiom)
(synthesis axiom)
P.(A,B)
. " C
& " " -
P«(B,A) =1/P,(AB). " : &
$ . &
, L+
$Il
$Il
. & #
$ $ ( #
#" |
#




36. $ %) + & 0) $) —+AHP
+ $
- $ $
AHP '
$
— AHP
. & #
$
( #
), *
$ 1

(Martin, 1973). ©

. D
$
10 " . & "
$ & $ 20
10 " 23
$
361 + & 0) $, 1- 0 -0 - $) +(7$5 -
- " AHP "
- |
(interval scale) #
y=ax+bh, $ # y=ax. 5
b #




«

»

(Forman and Gass, 1999). — $

i =1
7(7-1)/2

i = 1 i

# #
[
(
[ X $
i 1Ux $
ij (
X # "
#
#
& = (ij),
. &,  AHP

(eigenvector) (Saaty, 1980).

" . * Forman (1990)




21 : #
=" AHP
36.2. 1 0 * $) +(7%5 -
AHP "o« o» o« "y«
« » ("M o« "%
# o« » "# o« »). -
"
" 2,4,6,8,
> 6 # «
3.1.1
$ $
(interval)
(ordinal) " .- $
# $
« » «
’ « » «

Saaty

», «

"#

%

1,3,5,7,9

»

(ratio)

»,

«

»
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$
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(- ).
—+ (2_

u% 3 - )

$+/$2%) & $"+&8&5+
/ - 3- 0++

) (- §+ &

0 & /°+ 3 $ $/&

2,4,6,8

+/ ($9)
4+

0) $ 25 § & 4+

8 + 6 $ (%

“ %o 3)

Sl

#
Saaty " #

Saaty (1980), " # ,

#




(consistent), i = ik kj
(Mirkin, 1979, Saaty, 1980). &
#

/
(Saaty, 1980).

% 2,5.

# $

25 % " » ("

& = (i),

«




# " " AHP
3.8. +( " - -)AHP $ -%& 1% /$ &)
" AHP #
$ .(C #
1. 1 (objective)
2. 1 $ (criteria)
3. 1 " " " (alternatives)
( $
$ x>
.
$ *
$
# I
% $
.

, Civic Coupe, Saturn Coupe, Ford Escort,
Renault Clio (Haas and Meixner)




OBJECTIVE

CRITERIA )
r Selecta

new car

N Fuel
Style Reliability Economy
Civic Civic Civic
ALTERNATIVES Saturn Saturn Saturn
Escort Escort Escort
Clio Clio Clio
3.2
! mn
$
# mn
(pair wise comparisons). , " :
_ # (2)$ (1]
¢ % "
- # " @s "
D) Saaty, " (I 9
$ " o
1 &# >
1/1........ 1/ 2., 3/1
2/1........ Y B 4/1
1/3......... 1/4........... 1/1
) n
$
1,000 0,500 3,000
2,000 1,000 4,000
0,333 0,250 1,000
I mn mn
¢ (eigenvector)

:



#

1,000 0,500 3,000 1000 0,500 3,000 3,000 1,750 8,000
2,000 1,000 4,000 * 2,000 1,000 4,000 = 5333 3,000 14,000
0,333 0,250 1,000 0,333 0,250 1000 1166 0,666 3,000

3000 1750 8000 12,750

5333 3,000 14000 22,333

1166 0666 3,000 4,833
( 39,916.
D

12,750/39,916=0,3194
22.333/39,916=0,5595
4,833/39,916=0,1211

0,3194
0) # : 05595
01211

- " $

#

3,000 1,750 8,000 3,000 1,750 8,000 27,6653 15,8330 72,4984
5333 3,000 14,000 * 5333 3,000 14,000 = 48,3311 27,6662 126,6642
1166 0,666 3,000 1166 0,666 3,000 10,5547 6,0414 27,6653

& " n

%



0,3194

0,3196

0,0002

0,5595 - 0,5584 = 0,0011

01211 01220 0,009
" % ,
# #
0,3196
0,5584
0,1220
¢
mn # —
$ 3.3.
OBJECTIVE
CRITERIA
Select a new
car
1.00
| |
Style Reliability Fuel Economy
J196 5584 220
Civie Civiec Civie
ALTERNATIVES Saturn Saturn Saturn
Escort Escort Escort
Clio Clio Clio
! n
$ n n n $
#




0)

0)

CIVIC SATURN ESCORT CLIO

CIvic 1/1...... 1/4....... 4/1........ 1/6
SATURN 4/1..... 1/1......... 4/1........ 1/4
ESCORT 1/4..... 1/4....... 1/1....... 1/5
CLIO 6/1... 4/1........ 5/1...... 1/1

1( 5

&92* 121 (2&:

CiviC 1/1...... 2/1......... 5/1
SATURN 1/2..... /1. 3/1
ESCORT 1/5..... 1/3......... 1/1
CLIO 1/1... 1/2........ 4/1

CIvVIC 01160
SATURN 0,2470
ESCORT 0,0600
CLIO 05770

1( 5

&92* 121 (2&:

CIVIC 0,3790
SATURN 0,2900
ESCORT 0,0740
CLIO 0,2570




CIvIC
SATURN
ESCORT

CLIO

CIVIC
SATURN
ESCORT

CLIO

ALTERNATIVES

0,1160
0,2470
0,0600
0,5770

34
27
24
28
' #
) n #
0,3010
0,2390
0,2120
0,2480
$
3.4.
OBJECTIVE
CRITERIA
Select a new
car
1.00
| |
Style Reliability Fuel Economy
3196 .5584 220
Civic 1160 Civic 3790 Civic 3010
Saturn .2470 Saturn 2900 Saturn .2390
— : Escort .0600 Escort 0740 Escort .2120
Clio S770 Clio 2570 Clio .2480
3.4
0,3790 0,3010 0,3060
0,3196
0,2900 0,2390 0,2720
0,0740 0,2120 * 05584 0,0940
’ ' 0,1220 ’
0,2570 0,2480 0,3280
# " #




CIviC 0,3060
SATURN 0,2720
ESCORT 0,0940

CLIO 10,3280
1 CLIO %
CIVIC. ! SATURN $
ESCORT.
381 9%6&) "+0$ )
! " n n
" " " (consistency ratio CR).
1 $ Saaty 1980, "
(consistent) CR
10%.
(Consistency Index CI) :
Cl= —me N
n 1
n ' ( max
(eigenvector) " « o, Cl
RCI (Random Consistency Index) CR. *
RCI $ 35
n | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
RCI | 0 0 0.58 0.90 1.12 1.24 1.32 1.41 1.45

3.5




1/1....... U2,
2/1....... ) K
1/3........ Uk
0,3196
0,5584
0,1220
&
3,3333 1,75 8!
x>
0,3196
0,5584 * 33333 1,75 8! =3,018
01220
- max=3,018
n=3
Cl= 3018 3:0,009
cr = 9999 g 0155
5 CR<0,10
3.9. . & 0) -) AHP
- AHP $
$ 1
$ >

%

$
$

. * Forman and




Gass (1999), $" $ " $ " AHP $

$
3.9.1. &% $ & )
$ % $
$ #
( % $
3 ] ] $
: $
Xerox Corporation. — " " AHP 50
$ . & $
# $ 3
$ $
3 - % $
3
British Columbia Ferries. — " $ 3 :
# AHP $ $
(
):
#
$ $ 3

Edgewood Research Development and Engineering Center (ERDEC). —

AHP "#




ERDEC. # $

(Heitz and Miller, 2005)

Lunar Lander.

Sanders, 1993)

3.9.2.

+$

&% &$ 3- ) 2&3--)
" #
.+
$Il
# . 5 AHP
" (ratio measures), "
" (1] , # $
: = $ $
# $ )
.5
# n n
& Santiago -+ . 1991
n " " kS
, $ AHP

(13)

(Moreland and




# $
n . (
n n # n
, " (Forman and Gass,
1999).
Fulcrum Ingenieria Ltd. -+ .-
AHP # " ,
# " $
" L ,  Fulcrum
100 " " "o# #
$
; " # " (Forman and Gass, 1999).
3.9.3. &% t& ) 3 +
$ #
" L& ,
#
) $ —
$
$ . 5 " " % :
# n " L1}
; AHP
$
&
& )
#




Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC). ( " "

& = AHP #

# AHP,
/ 1]
(Forman and Gass, 1999).

Korea Telecommunication Authority (KTA). !
O " , AHP :

# .0 : (40)

# (priority matrix)
(Suh et al., 1994)

3.94. &% 0 - -) 3/& -) (Benchmarking)
- " $




(Eyrich, 1991). —

IBM Rochester, Minnesota. — CIM (Computer Intergated Manufacturing)
IBM " AHP # CIM
$
. &

"o project AS400 IBM "
" Malcom Baldridge (Eyrich, 1991).

3.9.5. &% / 6% -) &3 - )
* " AHP ( ,
: ) $
(total quality management). H
; #
.— AHP "
Lartobe Steel Company. — " AHP "
- D $
, " " AHP
3 . * #
(ingot) " (billet). —
) $




3.96. &% &.($ +

* $

win-win

Alaska Department of Fish and Game. *

" AHP

%

%

$ " $"

" " AHP
#

$ $

397. &% & &0 -)
- $
$

$

-$)

(Forman and Gass, 1999).

&/- 3 & & 0 (Public Policy)

# \
x
$
# .- AHP "
& $
Kenai. —
$
#
. &
" % .
% 15 $ "
10

(Forman and Gass, 1999).




University of Rochester School of Medicine. )

75-80% - :
" (C
$ " AHP
" $ '
25 22 "
. 92%
55% % (85%)
$ : " (Donald
etal., 1993).
3.9.8. &% - &5 6%/ &5 (Strategic Planning)
- AHP " "# # $
: "# #
$ * "
(forward process)
(backward process)
. — “backward” $
$
.4 (backward
process),
"#
" "
65 - -)" -9% ) & 1+ & ( &". ( National Park Service USDA
Forest Service, AHP
# " $
!
$ $

AHP,




/ :
(Forman and Gass, 1999).
3.10. -) AHP
! $ $ " AHP (Saaty et al.,
2008). — " "
# &
$ “rank reversal” (Saaty, 2008). To rank reversal
# # 1 :
" " " # 3
: ! $
#
- # #
: " #
# 0 $ $ rank reversal (Perez et al., 2006).
1 $ Watson and Freeling (1982,1983), Belton and
Gear (1983) Dyer (1990a,1990b) " $
rank reversal. * $
: #
#
! $ y AHP
$ .1 $ Salo and Hamalainen
(1997) Weber (1997) " $ " rank
reversal.

—



* AHP "

(inconsistent judgments)

# "ol
" " "% (intransitivity)
(numerical inconsistency) " AHP
" $ ! "$
# $ D
“Pareto optimality”.
1 $ :
&" - $
" & (Honert and Lootsma, 1995). 5
AHP " (ordinal), $
Pareto optimality.
D “expected utility theory” "
Condition of Order Preservation (COP) (Korhonen,
2008).! $ " " " X1, X2, X3, X4
X1 Xo X3 Xa, #
Xg " X2 X3 " X4,
w " " , w(Xy) >

w(X2) w(X3) > W(Xx4) (preservation of order of preference)
W(Xl) " W(X3)
w(x,)  w(x,)

(preservation of order of intensity of preference). 6

1 COP " Bana e Costa and

Vansnick, 2008, $
# " $ CR

(Consistency Ratio)
COP. *

:




AHP (Wang et al., 2009)
Bana e Costa Vansnick,
CR

eigenvector

AHP #

#

.- $ Anderlini et. al,

(2008), "%
(eigenvector) #
Condition of Order Preservation (COP).

- AHP "

(multiplicative

weighting synthesis) (Saaty, 2008). , " "

$ : ! Saaty. 1

3.10.1. 01&/& DEAHP LP-GFW
( “rank reversal” $
DEAHP (Data Envelopment Analytic Hierarchy Process)
Ramanathan, 2004. — "
Envelopment Analysis) AHP. O Ramanathan, 2004

DEA (Data




DEAHP $ “rank reversal”
IIR (Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives).

! DEAHP,
Method),
", AHP
. — DEAHP
. (inefficient)
o
), #
#
( " DEAHP
Max wq = ay;V;
i1
ﬁul 1,
# n
sty ayv;  u (0O,
#i1
fu,,v, " 0
+ 1=1,...n J=1,....n
1 " DEAHP $
(Eigenvector) AHP,
$
" DEA

. &
(Eigenvector

DEAHP

(Wang and Chin, 2009). (

n " $ll

#




- " " (true weights)

1 " " (local) :
" $ (DM)
0] SAW (Simple Additive Weighting) #
AHP.
- " $ AHP
( " " DEAHP " #
Max w, %
Sk
k 1
f;si a;v; (1
s.t.?% It
# i
0Cv, (—
¥ (vi (
+ 1=1,...n
) mn

: " LP-GFW (Linear Programming method for Generating the most
Favorable Weights) (Wang et al., 2008). 1 :
" LP-GFW

# (eigenvector) Saaty.

Max w;j




&A nhW "0,
S.t.%eTW 1

L
+ H
2 " n4n ,
" (0),
W = (Wa,...,wp)"
e'=(1,....,1)
a11 a12 a1n
a21 a22 aZn
A=( ij)nxn =
a, a, .. a,
To " LP-GFW % "
# (
n
" (most favorable). &
LP-GFW "
WLSM, LSM, GLSM, GEM (Wang et al., 2008).

Wi

DEAHP,




4.2.

& 3) -)/-

4 (6) "

&I

%

) &

&+ 0 &" AHP




%

%
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4.3.

$
% $
3-- )%
.1
#
$

6 )

AHP

%

%
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% $
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431. 71 &)

*

% $

1
2
3
4
5)

$ & (U8&"

% $

% .

% $




% $
$ .
# $
4.3.2. -3 -
¢
$ll
&
1
Router
1
9
D
$ll
+
43.3. $6+
¢

-6 +& & &5%2&

Saaty,

% $

&5

#

% $

%

)




4.3.5.

&3 -

% $

$* 4+

% $




4.3.6.

4.4,

& $

6 3 &+ 0 &

AHP. (

% $

% $




% $

4.1.

4.1,

$ $64+

&

45.1.

% $




D
1 3 # 1
1
( #
D # 1
D & # 1
&$ # ,
45.2. 2~ 3. -$ - && +/ %
o $
$||
! $
» 0% 4.4
# " project
. & " project
$
1
+ $
$ , 1
! ,
# #




project.

! , #
ll#(6) mn #
mn mn (15), 4.1 mn mn (15) mn
Project
8|76 211|213 |4|5]|6|7|8
8|76 211|2|3|4|5|6|7]|8
8|76 211|2|3|4|5|6|7]|8
&
8|76 211|213 |4|5]|6|7|8
8|76 211|2|3|4|5|6|7]|8
8|76 211|213 |4|5]|6|7|8
8|76 211|2|3|4|5|6|7]|8
&
8|76 211|213 |4|5]|6|7|8
8|76 211|2|3|4|5|6|7]|8
8|76 211|213 |4|5]|6|7|8
&
8|76 211|2|3|4|5|6|7]|8
8|76 211|213 |4|5]|6|7|8
&
8|76 211|2|3|4|5|6|7]|8
8|76 211|213 |4|5]|6|7|8
8|76 211|2|3|4|5|6|7]|8
2.




&$

% $

(
% $

4.1,

( 4.2 - 4.6). 1
4 L 4.2,

«1

# .

1
4.2 - 4.6), #
L 6 %S
] : SNCON G




/ 3
/ 4
/ 4
/ 3
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4
42

/ 2
/ 3
/ 4
/ 4
/ 3
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4

43"




/ 3
/ 4
/ 4
/ 3
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4

4.4

&

/ 2
/ 3
/ 4
/ 4
/ 3
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4
/ 4

45|




/ 3
/I 4
/ 4
/ 3
/I 4
/I 4
/I 4
/I 4
/I 4
4.6




&$

0$ 38.1. )"

(30) "
Ratio)
0,10. 1
*l
4.5.4, 4% - 5%
!
#
$
a1|a2|'"y&,]!
GEOMEAN

45.3. F_9$68) 0% )

#
‘s " "# (6) "
()
. & " " (Consistency
0,10 " #
AHP,
$ #
# " SuperDecisions.
-$ $& 4+ 0 +
/
%
. &
SuperDecisions.
$ (reciprocal property)
: # . *
$
$ £l
(Saaty 2005). *
n— n




45.5.
$ n

% $

/$/8& 0+ + & SuperDecisions

D

% $




5.1. +/%/& 0+ + & SuperDecisions
$ " SuperDecisions
" (
«cluster» «node»
" ! 5.1 $
" " "

3 Tepme K

m 2 Muy/xoc EZomhaouss

5.2, "




MEES

= Comparisons wrt "Emrtuxia oto Project” node in "Criteria” cluster

File Computations Misc Help
Graphicl Verbal | Matrix | Questionnaire
Comparisons wrt "EmTuxia ato Project” node in "Criteria” cluster
2 Mnx/kioc EGomhiopdc is extremely more important than 1 Tdipog
1. 1 Tfipog | —95| | | | | | | | | | |3|4|5|E|T|3||79 :>=9.5|Nomp.|2M|‘|x.ﬂ’n6¢;E§uﬂa\mpé§
2 1 Tfipog >‘=9.5|9|3|‘7|B 5|d|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|7|3||79 :>=‘3.5|Nonump.| 3 Texgwirn Katdpnon
3. 1 TZipoc >=9.5|‘9|3|7|5|5|A|:1|2| |2|3|4|5|E|7|3||79 :>=9.5|Nomp.| 4 Tuvepyaoia
4. 1 TZipoc >=9.5|‘9|3|7|5|5|A|:1|2| |2|3|4|5|E|7|3||79 :>=9.5|Nomp.| 5 NodmTa
5. 1 Tfipog >‘=9.5|‘9|3|‘7|B|5|d|3|‘2lr 2|3|4|5|E|T|3|9|:>=9.5|Nonump.| & ATTorASIOTIRGTTG
6. 2 Mny/xog Efomhiopog >‘=9.5|‘9|3|‘7|B|5|d|3|‘2lr 2|3|4|5|E|T|3|9|:>=9.5|Nonump.| 3 Texgwirn Katdpnon
7. 2 Mny/xog Efomliopog >‘=9.5|‘9|3|7|B|5 d|3|‘2| |2|3|4|5|E|7|3|9|:>=9.5|Nonump.| 4 Tuvepyaoia
8. 2 Mny/xog Efomliopog >‘=9.5|‘9|3|‘7|B|5|d|3|‘2lr 2|3|4|5|E|T|3|9|:>=9.5|Nonump.| 5 MowgmTa
8. 2 Mny/xog Efomliopog >‘=9.5|‘9|3|T B|5|d|3|‘2| |2|3|4|5|E|7|3|9|:>=9.5|Nonump.| & ATTorASIOTIRGTTG
10. 3 Teywikn Kotapnon >‘=9.5|‘9|3|7|B|5 d|3|‘2| |2|3|4|5|E|7|3|9|:>=9.5|Nonump.| 4 Tuvepyaoia

FEX

! Comparisons wrt "4 Fuvepyaoia” node in "Alternatives” cluster

5.2.
&$

9 $ 68)

File Computations Misc Help
Graphicl Verbal | Matrix | Questionnaire
Comparisons wrt "4 Zuvepyaoio™ node in “Alternatives™ cluster
Karaoksuaorhc 1is moderately more important than Kataoksuaorrc 2
1. Korooksuaomg 1 | —Hﬁl | | |B| | |’73 2| | |3|4|5|E|?|3|9 >=9.5|N0mp.|liu'ruum£uumr’|¢;2
2. KotooksuooTg 1 ‘—55| | | | | ||: 3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|3|9 >=9.5|Noc:ump.| KorooksuaoTis 3
3. Korooksuootis 1 ‘>=H.5|‘B|B||_7 B|5|d|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|9 Z==9.5|Nom'np.| KaraokeuaoTns 4
4. KorooksuwaoTic 1 ‘:==E.5|‘B|B|‘T|B|5 d|3|2| | |3|4|5|E|?|8|9 ::=9.5|Not:ump.| Karookeuvaomic 5
5. KorooksuaoTig 2 »= .5|‘B|B|‘T|B|5|4|3|2| |2 3|4|5|E|?|3|9 2==9.5|I'\Ionump.| Kataokeuaotic 2
6. Korooksuoomg 2 B 5|‘B|B||_7 B|5|d|3|2| | |3|4|5|E|?|3|9 >=9.5|Noc:ump.| KoraoksuaoTg 4
7. KorooksuaoTc 2 ::==EI.5|‘B|EI.|T|B|5 d|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|B|9|:==9.5|Not=urnp.| Karookeuvaomig 5
8. Kortookeuoomic 3 »= .5|‘B|B|F B|5|4|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|3|9 2==9.5|I'\Ionump.| KataokeuaoTic 4
9. Kortooksuaomc 3 ::==EI.5|‘B|EI.|T|B|5 d|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|B|9|:==9.5|Not=urnp.| Karookeuvaomig 5
10. KortookeuooTic 4 >=B5|9|8|7|6|5|4|3|2 2= 4|5|E|?|3|9 2==9.5|I'\Ionump.| Kataokeuaotic 5

"0 $ )

5.3




n n $ n

«Show new priorities». ( "

! priorities A=1(E3
The inconsistency index is 0.0743. Itis
desirable to have a value of less than
0.1
1Thpoc 0.025293
2 Mmyfrdc EConMopoe 0,125922
3 Texvikn Karapman 0,250300
4 Fuvepyama 0,178333
5 MoidTrra 0.381261
6 AnokAZITTIKOTTTA 0.038324
Okay
. 57
51.) "
0,10 # !
0,10 ,
" % " $"




0,0286

0,0591

0,0347

Oo|0|0|O0|O|O

0,0305

0,0916

0,0829

Oo|0|0|O0|O|O

0,0541

0,0743

o|0|0|O0|O|O

0,0755

0,0496

0,0369

o|o|Oo|O0 |0 |0

0,0225

o|o|O0|O0|0|O

0,0004

5.1




%

5.2.

0,0849

0,0286

0,0591

0,0347

0,0394

o|o|o|O |0 |O

0,0758

0,071

0,0755

0,0305

0,0916

0,0829

o|o|o|O |0 |O

0,0541

0,0743

0,0439

0,0639

0,0934

0,0515

o|o|o|Oo |0 |Oo

0,0755

0,0755

0,0314

0,0227

0,0496

0,0369

o|0o|o|o |0 |Oo

0,0225

0,0779

0,0978

0,0744

0,0719

0,0784

o|0o|o|Oo |0 |Oo

0,0004

5.2




#
5.3. 2 $ S & 0 &°
531. & (
( Super Decisions
¢ #
#
. Super Decisions
Excel GEOMEAN ™
.*

GMy = 4y, Y,....Y,

Super Decisions.

()
" (6) " "
L (
2. (
( # )
3. (
( )
4 (
( )

%

(5)




5. (
! ( )
6. (
( )
532. * -3 - && & 7 &
1
$
% $
&, -8& $ & (%R) 7 8)
$* )1 45 €
$* )2 3,2 €
$* )3 13 €
$" )4 6,3 €
$* )5 38 €
5.3
# % $
.1
* % $
1,3 €.
# (0] 4
0] 4846 $
& $

$
$
6,3 €
3' £
6,3/1,3 = 4,846. &
0)
9
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$

320 1,
320 1,

Comparison=9—
4,846

$ 54.1

«Rounded»

% $

« »

"%

"%

"%

"%

5.4




5.6.

¥ Comparisons wrt "1 TZipo¢” node in "Alternatives” cluster
File Computations Misc Help

Graphicl Verbal I Matrix | Questionnaire

(Consistency Ratio), $

Comparisons wrt "1 TZipo¢” node in "Alternatives” cluster
KaraokeuaaTrc 4 is moderately more important than Kataokeuaathc 5

1. Komooksuoomg 1 >=B.5|‘9|B|T|B|5|A||? 2| |2|3|4|5|B|?|3|9
2. KorooksuaoTc 1 }=B.5|‘B|B|T|’_S 5|A|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|B|
3. KorooksuaoTg 1 }=B.5|‘B|B|T|B|5|A|3|2| |2|3 4|5|E|?| |
4. KomookeuooTic 1 == .5|‘B|B|‘T|B|5|4|ﬂ-|2 |2|3|4|5|B|?|B|
5. Komookeuoomg 2 == .5|‘B|B|‘T|B|5 4|ﬂ-|2| |2|3|4|5|B|?|B|
6. Koroorsvaomg 2 == .5|‘9|B|‘T|B|5|A|ﬂ-|2| |2|3|_1. 5|B|?|3|
7. KotooksuaoTmc 2 }=B.5|‘B|B|T|B|5|A|3|2| |2 3|4|5|E|?| |
8. Kotooksuaomg 3 }=B.5|‘B|B|T|B|5|A|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?| |
9. KotooksuooTrc 3 == .5|‘B|B|‘T|B|5|4|ﬂ-|2| |2|3|4|5 B|?|B|

The inconsistency index is 0.0394. Itis
desirable to have a value of less than
0.1

Karaokzuaomg 1 0,238356

Karaokzuaom|g 2 0.106917
Karaokzuaomg 3 0,034501
Karaokzuaom|g 4 0.461774

Koraokzuaommc 5 0,157952

5.6

10. KotooksvooTrg 4 >=95|9|8|7|6|5|4|z3 2 2|al4|5|6|7|e| 2| >=8.5 | No comp. | Kataogrevaomg §

5.5




1 $ 0,0394,
0’10 n n — n n
5.3.3. -5 - && + $% $/& % S & 0 &°
! n
# D N GEOMEAN Excel " #
, 55 " 5.10,
n . ) mn n
O, *10
- /0, 2 0) |31 40,) |5/ 0110,)
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Decisions.

1 5.10 0) 1-0 2 4,183,
0) 1 4,183% " 0) 2 "

534. 9$6&) 0% ) $3 $/&/% &)
& " ) "

File Computations Misc Help

Graphicl 'u'erball Matrixl Questionnaire I
Comparisons wrt "EmTuxia oto Project” node in "Criteria” cluster
2 Mnxfkdc EEomhopdc is strongly more important than 1 TZipog

. . . o~

1. 1 TTipog ==85|9|8|7|e6|5|4|=2|2 213 4|? 6|lTle]| o) ==0.5 | No comp.f 2 Mnx/rog Efommhuopog —
i 1 TTipog >=B.5IB|B|?|B|5|4|3|2I |2|3|4|5|E| T E|9|:==‘3.5|Noc=urnp.| 3 Texwirn Katdpmon

3. 1 TTipog =~=H.5I3|B|7|B|5|4|3|2| |2|3|4|5||7S ?|E|9|>=‘3.5|Nomp.| 4 FTuweEpyaoia

4. 1 TTipog >=B.5IB|B|T|G|5|A|3|2I |2|3|4|5|E|?| 2 9|3=‘3.5|Nonurnp.| 5 MoidTnTa

5. 1 TTipog >=E.5I9|B|7|B|5|4|3|2| I2I3|d. 5|E|?|E|9I>=‘3.5|Nomp.| 6 ATTorMAEICTIKSTNTO

6. 2 Mny/xég Efomhiopeg >=B.5I5|B|T|B|5|4|3|2| Il; 3|-‘l.|5|E|?|E|9I:==’B.5|No[=urnp.| 3 Texwirn Kotdpmon

7. 2 Mny/xég Efommiiopog =~=H_5I3|B|7|B|5|4|3|2||7 2|3|4|5|E|?|E|9I}=‘3.5|Nomp.| 4 Tuvepyacio B
8. 2 Mny/wég Efomriiopég >=B.5IB|B|T|G|5|A|3|2I |2 3|4|5|E|?|3|9|>=‘3.5|N0mp.| 5 MooTnTa

9. 2 Mny/kcg Efommiiopog >=H_5I9|B|7|B|5|4|3|2Ir 2I3|4|5|E|?|E|9I>=‘3.5|Nonﬂrﬂp.| B AtTorMEioTiIKOTNTO

10. 3 Texwvikn Korapmon >=B.5IB|B|T|G|5|4|3|2 I2I3|-‘l|5|E|?|E|9I>=’B.5|Nomp.| 4 Tuwvepyaoia 3
11. 2 Texwiwr Komapnon >=E.5|9|BITIBI 5|4|3|2|r 2|3|4|5|E|?|E|‘3|>=9.5|No{:urnp.| 5 Moiornra

12. 3 Texwvikr Kordpmion >'=E.5|9|BI3’IBI 5|4| 3 2| |2|3|4|5|ﬁ|?|3|‘3|:>=‘.3.5|No{=crnp.| 6 ATTorAEICTIKOTNTO

13. 4 Tuvepyaoio >=H.5|9|3|3’|B| 5|A|3|2| |2|3|4 5|ﬁ|?|3|‘3|}=9.5|ﬂomp.| 5 Motgrnma

14. 4 Tuvepyooia >‘=E|.5|9|BI3’IBI 5|4|3|2 |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|‘3|>=9.5|Nu{=nrnp.| 6 ATToRAEICTIKOTNTO

15. 5 MorgrnTa >=E.5|9|BITIBI 5|4 3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|‘3|>=9.5|No{=urnp.| & ATTorAEICTIESGTNTO ;‘

5.7
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= Comparisons wrt " 2 Mnx/wkd¢ ESomAiopas” node in "Alternatives” cluster
File Computations Misc Help

Graphicl Verball Matrixl Questionnaire

Comparisons wrt "2 Mnykdc EComAaioudc” node in “Alternatives” cluster
Kaoragksuaarrc 1 is moderately to stronagly more important than Kataoksuaotnc 2

1. HKorooksuooTig 1 | :==B.5| Bl Bl Tl Bl 5||: 3| 2| |2| 3| -ll 5| El ?|E| Bl »=0.5 |No{:nrnp.| KaTarkevaoTrg 2

a Sl ==3.5 |ND {:Drnp.l KaraokevaoTig 4

a8 9| ==3.5 |No {:u'np.l Karaokevaotric 5

a8 | ==B.5 | HNo {H:I'I'Ip.l KoraokevaoTig 2

a8 Bl ==0 5 |No {:nrnp.l KorarkevaoTic 4

5 | ==8.5 | HNo {:Drnp.l KaraokevaoTig 4

a8 Bl ==3.5 |No {:u'np.l Karaokevaotric 5

2. KorooksuooTig 1 =55|B|B|T|E|5| 3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|9|>=‘3.5|Nump.|Kumcm&uumﬁgS
3. Korooksuoomg 1 5|5|B|T|E|5| ||? 2| |2|3|d|5|ﬁ|?|
4. HKorooksuooTic 1 :==55|B|B|T|E|5|4||; | |2|3|4|5|E|?|
5. Koroorsuoomig 2 >=55|5|B|T|E|5|4| |2 |2|3|4|5|E|?|3
6. KorooksuooTic 2 3==55|B|B|T|B|5|4|3| ||_ 2|3|4|5|E|?|
7. Komookevaotrig 2 PBElBlBlTlElﬁldlSler 2|3|4|5|E|?|
8. Korooksuoomig 3 >55|5|B|T|E|5|4|3|2||_ 2|3|d|5|ﬁ|?|3
9. HKorooksuooTig 3 3==55|B|B|T|B|5|4|3|2||_ 2|3|4|5|E|?|
10. KorookeuooThc 4 ==55|B|B|T|E|5|4|E‘.|er 2|3|4|5|E|?|3 9|>=‘3.5|Nump.| Koraokevaotric 5

2 | 8 | ==B.5 | Ho nump.l Koraokevaotrc 5

! Comparisons wrt "3 Texvikr Katdption” node in "Alternatives” cluster
File Computations Misc Help

Graphicl Verball Matrixl Questionnaire

Comparisons wrt "3 Teoakn KardpTion™ node in “Alternatives” cluster
Karaoksuaarric 1 is equally as important as Katooksuaornc 2

1. KoraoksuooTig 1 |:==E|.5|E‘|EI.|T|B|5|4|3|2||_ 2|3

BEBER
2. KorookevaoTig 1 >55|B|3|T|E|5|4|3|2| |2 3|4|5|E|?|3|
3. Korooksuaomg 1 >=55|5‘|3|T|E|5|4|3||; |2|3|4|5|E|?|3|
4. HKorooksuogTic 1 >=55|5|B|T|5|5|4|3|E |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|
5. Koroorksuogmig 2 >=55|E‘|3|T|E|5|4|3|2| |2 3|4|5|E|?|3|
6. HKoTooksuooThg 2 >55|B|B|T|B|5|4|3||; |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|‘3|}=‘3.5|Nomrnp.| Karaokeuvaomc 4
7. KorookevaoTrig 2 >55|E|3|T|E|5|4|3||; |2|3|4|5|E|?|3|
8. Korooksuogmig 3 >55|5|3|T|E|5||: 3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|3|
9. KorooksuooTic 3 >=55|E‘|B|T|B|5|d 3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|3|
10. KorookevaoTic 4 >=55|B|3|T|E|5|4|3|2|r 2|3|4|5|E|?|3|

g | »=3.5 | No c:urnp.l KaraokevaoTg 2
a | »=0.5 | No nump.l Karookevaotc 2
5 | ==5.5 | Mo c:urnp.l Karaokevaomig 4
L | »=3.5 | No c:urnp.l KaraokevaoTg 5

3 | ==B.5 | Ho |:=urnp.| Karaorewvaomig 2

3 | ==B.5 | Ha nump.l Karookevaotic 5
5 | ==8.5 | Mo c:urnp.l Karaokewvaomig 4
-, | ==0.5 | Ho c:urnp.l Karaokevaotg 5

8 | ==B.5 | Ha nump.l Karookevaotic 5
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! Comparisons wrt "4 Zuvepyacia” node in "Alternatives” cluster

File Computations Misc Help

Graphicl Verball Matrixl Questionnaire I
Comparisons wrt "4 Zuvepyaogia® node in “Alternatives” cluster
Kaoragksuaarrc 1 is equally to moderately more important than Kotooksuaotnc 2

1. HKorooksuooTig 1 | >=B.5|B|B|T|B|5|4|3|E |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|B|}=‘3.5|Nom‘np.IKnmcmauumr'|d;2
2. KorooksuooTig 1 >55| | | | ||_5 4|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|9|>=‘3.5|Nump.|Kumurnauuu11"|4;3
3. KomooksuooTrg 1 >=5.5|5|E T| |5|4|3|2| |2|3|d|5|E|?|E|9|>=9.5|Nomp.| KaraokevaoTig 4
4. HKorooksuooTic 1 :=~=5.5|B|B|T|E 5|4|3| | |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|9|}=‘3.5|Nom‘np.| KoTrarkevaoTig 5
5. KomookewooTrg 2 >=B.5|5|B| | |5|4|3|2 |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|9|>=9.5|Nomp.| KoraokevaoTig 2
6. HKoTookeuooThg 2 >=B.5|B|B|T |5|4|3| | |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|B|}=‘3.5|Nomp.| Karaokevaotic 4
7. KorooksuooTig 2 2==B.5|B|E-| |E 5|4|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|3|9|>=‘3.5|Nump.| Koraokevaotrc 5
8. HKorookswoorg 3 >=5.5|5|E|T| |5 4|3|2| |2|3|d|5|E|?|E|9|>=9.5|Nomp.| KaraokevaoTig 4
9. HKorooksuooTig 3 >=B.5|B|B|T|B|5 4|3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|B|}=‘3.5|Nomp.| KaTtarkewaoTrg 5
10. KorookeuooThc 4 >=B.5| Bl E-l Tl E-l 5| 4| 3| er 2|3| 4| 5| El ?|E| Ell ==B.5 |Nunurrlp.| Koraokevaotric 5

510 |

! Comparisons wrt "3 lNowwtnta” node in "Alternatives” cluster

File Computations Misc Help

Graphicl \.l'erball I'“'Iatrixl Questionnaire I
Comparisons wrt "5 MoiatnTa” node in “Alternatives” cluster
Kaotaokcuaorhc 2 is egually to moderately more important than Kataoksuaothc 1

1. Koroorewootrg 1 | >=E.5|B|B|T|E|5|4|3|Z| ||; 3|4|5|E|?|3|9|>=‘3.5|Nump.lﬂumun£uumr’|§2
2. Komooksuootrg 1 '>=5.5|5| |T|E|5|4|3|2||_ 2|3|d|5|ﬁ|?|3|9|>=9.5|Nomp.| KaraokevaoTig 3
3. HKorooksuooTg 1 }55|B|B|T|B|5|4|3 2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|B|}=‘3.5|Nomp.| KoTarkevaoTg 4
4. KorooksuooTig 1 ?>=55|B|B|T|E|5|4|3||; |2|3|4|5|E|?|3|9|>=‘3.5|Nump.| Kaoraokevaotrc 5
5. KorookswooTrg 2 >=55|5|B|T|E|5|4|3|2||_ 2|3|d|5|ﬁ|?|3|9|>=9.5|Nomp.| KaraokevaoTig 2
6. HKoTooksuooTrg 2 '>=55|B|E-|T|E|5||: 3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|S|>=B.E|Nomp.| KaraokevaoTig 4
7. HKorooksuooTig 2 :=~=55|B|B|T|B| ||: 3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|E|B|}=‘3.5|Nomp.| KoTarkeuaoTg 5
8. KoTtooksuooTic 3 ?>=55|B|E-|T|E-| 5 |3|2| |2|3|4|5|E|?|3|9|>=‘3.5|Nump.| Karaokevaotrc 4
9. Korookswoothg 3 >55|5|B|T|E|5|4|3|’: |2|3|d|5|E|?|E|9|>=9.5|Nomp.| KaraokevaoTis 5
10. KarooksuooThc 4 }55|B|B|T|B|5|4|3|2| |2 3|4|5|E|?|E|B|}=‘3.5|Nomp.| KaTarkeuaoTg 5
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