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Abstract

The Best-Worst Method (BWM) is a well-known Multi-Criteria Decision-Making (MCDM)
method used to calculate criteria-weights in many real-life applications. It was observed that
the decision judgments used to calculate weights in BWM may be imprecise due to human in-
volvement. To incorporate this ambiguity into the weight calculation, Guo & Zhao proposed
a model of BWM using fuzzy sets, known as Fuzzy BWM (FBWM). Although this model is
known to have wide applicability, it has several limitations. One of the biggest limitations
of this existing model is that the lower, modal and upper values of the fuzzy judgment are
used in the weight calculation and the other values remain unused. This makes the model
independent of the shape of the fuzzy number. To solve this limitation and optimize the
entire shape, we propose a model of FBWM based on a-cut intervals. This helps in reduc-
ing information loss. It turns out that although it is possible to optimize the entire shape
simultaneously, it is difficult to do so due to the involvement of infinitely many constraints
in the optimization problem used to calculate optimal weights. Therefore, we approximate
optimal weights using finite subset, say F, of [0,1]. We then develop a technique to measure
the Degree of Approximation (DoA) of a weight set and obtain a weight set with the desired
DoA. For a given F, approximate weights are calculated using a minimization problem that
has a non-linear nature and thus may lead to multiple weights. To solve this issue, we first
compute the collection of all approximate weights of the criterion, which is an interval, and
then adopt the center of this interval as the approximate weight of the criterion. To mea-
sure the accuracy of a weight set, we develop the concepts of Consistency Index (CI) and
Consistency Ratio (CR) for the proposed model. To measure the accuracy of the weight
set, we develop the concepts of consistency index (CI) and consistency ratio (CR) for the
proposed model. Finally, we discuss some numerical examples and a real-world application
of the proposed model in ranking of risk factors in supply chain 4.0 and compare the results
with existing models.

Keywords: Multi-criteria decision-making, Fuzzy best-worst method, a-cut intervals, Consis-
tency index, Supply chain 4.0

1 Introduction

Decision making is an essential part of everyday life. To deal with decision problems, a branch of
operations research called Multi-Criteria Decision-Making (MCDM) has been developed. MCDM
methods help Decision Makers (DM) in decision making, especially in complex situations involv-
ing a large number of decision criteria and alternatives. AHP[23], TOPSIS[9], ELECTRE|21],



PROMETHEEJ2], etc. are well-known MCDM methods.

The Best-Worst Method (BWM) is one of the latest MCDM methods[18]. Rezaei proposed it as a
development on AHP. It is used in the calculation of weights of decision-criteria. In recent times,
it has been widely used in real-world applications like supplier selection [25], automotive[26],
eco-industrial parks[31], airline industry[20], etc. It requires pairwise comparisons between cri-
teria in calculating weights. These comparisons are provided by the DM. Because of this human
involvement, there is a chance for ambiguity in these decision data.

In 1965, Lotfi Zadeh|29] proposed the concept of fuzzy sets to deal with situations such as
data uncertainty or information scarcity. Fuzzy sets are extension of classical sets (crisp sets).
Since fuzzy sets include inherent uncertainty, they are better than classical sets in dealing with
imprecise data and hence, fuzzy MCDM methods such as fuzzy AHP [I5], fuzzy Electre [24],
fuzzy TOPSIS [3], etc. have been developed. With this motivation, Guo & Zhaol8| proposed
a model of BWM using fuzzy sets known as Fuzzy Best-Worst Method (FBWM). Some other
models of BWM using fuzzy sets[16] [5], intuitionistic fuzzy sets|27, [I7], hesitant fuzzy sets[I]
and other extensions of classical sets are also developed. In this paper, we propose a model of
FBWM using a-cut intervals (a-FBWM) to address some of the limitations of the existing model
of FBWM[g].

In FBWM, optimal weights are calculated using a minimization problem which is formulated
using only the lower, modal and upper values of fuzzy numbers and therefore, other values with
non-zero membership have no role in the weight calculation. This may result in significant loss of
information. Another drawback of this approach is that the weight calculation process becomes
independent of the shape of the fuzzy number. Therefore, the fuzzy numbers having different
shapes but the same lower, modal and upper values will give the same weight set, which is
inappropriate. In the proposed model, we optimize the entire shape of the fuzzy numbers us-
ing a-cut intervals. This helps in reducing information loss. Another limitation of the existing
model is that in weight calculation, approximate fuzzy arithmetic operations are used and, as
discussed in Section 3, the difference between the exact and the approximate operations can be
quite significant. Since the exact fuzzy operations are defined using a-cut intervals, the proposed
model naturally includes exact operations in weight calculation which is another advantage of
the proposed model.

In the proposed model, optimal weights are obtained using a minimization problem which is
formulated by modifying the minimization problem of the existing model. This modified prob-
lem involves infinitely many constraints. Therefore, this problem is not always easy to solve,
although it has an optimal solution as we prove in Subsection 4.1. To deal with this problem,
we approximate optimal weights using a finite subset F' of [0, 1], i.e., we optimize a finite num-
ber of a-cut intervals instead of optimizing all a-cut intervals simultaneously. In particular, for
F = {0, 1}, an approximate weight set is precisely an optimal weight of the existing model. Then
we measure the Degree of Approximation (DoA) of a weight set. A lower value of DoA indicates
a better approximation. The DoA of an weight set of the existing model is one. We can obtain
better weight sets than this set by considering F' with the higher cardinality. In fact, we can get
a weight set with the desired DoA. This indicates the superiority of the proposed model than
the existing model.

In the proposed model, approximate weights are Triangular Fuzzy Numbers (TFN). These TFNs
are converted to crisp weights using a defuzzification method called Graded Mean Integration



Representation (GMIR). We observe that for a fix F', we may get multiple approximate weight
sets due to the non-linear nature of the minimization problem used in calculation of weights. To
deal with the same problem in crisp BWM, Rezaei[19] developed a technique to calculate the
interval-weight of a criterion and then consider the mean value of this interval as the weight of
that criterion. Following a similar method, we first establish the fact that, for a given F', the
collection of all approximate defuzzified weights of a criterion is an interval. Then after calculat-
ing this interval, the center value of this interval is adopted as the approximate weight of that
criterion for F.

For crisp BWM, Rezaei[18] developed the concepts of Consistency Index (CI) and Consistency
Ratio (CR) to measure the accuracy of a weight set. Guo & Zhao[8] extended these concepts
to FBWM. In Section 3, we prove that this extension is not well-defined. We then modify these
concepts to be well-defined in fuzzy environment. For this purpose, we derive the necessary
conditions for Fuzzy Pairwise Comparison System (FPCS) to be consistent and calculate a lower
bound of CI using these conditions. This lower bound leads to an upper bound of CR, which
is sufficient to check the acceptability of a weight set in most cases. Finally we discuss some
numerical examples and a real-world application of the proposed model in ranking risk factors
in supply chain 4.0 and compare the results with the existing model. This comparison shows
that the proposed model is better than the existing model as it provides better approximation
of optimal weights than the existing model.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, some basic definitions and statements
are discussed. Some limitations of FBWM are discussed in Section 3. In Section 4, the proposed
model and some numerical examples are explained in detail. Section 5 describes a real-life ap-
plication in ranking risk factors in supply chain 4.0 and Section 6 includes conclusive comments
and future directions.

2 Preliminaries

Definition. [29/[33] Let X be a universal set. Then a fuzzy set A on X is a set of ordered pairs
defined as

A= {(z,pi(2)) -2 € X},
where iz : X — [0,1]. Here pz is called the membership function of A and p;(x) is called the
membership value of x in A.

Definition. [33] Let A be a fuzzy set on X. Then support of A, denoted as S(A), is defined as
S(A) ={z € X : us(x) > 0}.
Definition. [29/[33] Let A be a fuzzy set on X and a € [0,1]. Then
Av={r e X :p;(x) > a}
is called a-cut of A.

Remark. Note that if a; < g, then Ay, O Ag,, ie., a-cuts of a fuzzy set A forms a family of
nested crisp sets.

First decomposition theorem. [I2] Let A be a fuzzy set on X . Then

= U 04147
a€(0,1]

b
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o, ifxe A,

where () = x) =
o) o (2) {O, otherwise.

Remark. By first decomposition theorem, it follows that any fuzzy set can be determined com-
pletely with the help of its a-cuts. Also, two fuzzy sets A and B on X are equal iff S(A) = S(B)
and A, = B, for all a € (0,1].

Definition. [12] A fuzzy set A on R is said to be fuzzy number if
1. There is x € X such that pz(x) = 1;
2. A, is closed interval for every a € (0, 1];

3. S(A) is bounded set.

Definition. 8] A fuzzy number A is said to be Triangular Fuzzy Number (TFN) if it has mem-
bership function of the form

8
I

2 jfa<x<b

, ifb<z<c (1)

po
0, otherwise

T@‘
|
8

pi(x) =

(=l

where a,b and ¢ are real numbers such that a <b < c. A TFN is denoted as A = (a,b,c).

Arithmatic operations of fuzzy numbers using a-cut interval. [12]

Let A and B be two fuzzy numbers, and let * be one of the four basic arithmetic operations:
addition, substraction, multiplication and division. Define (A * B), = A4 * B, for a € (0, 1]. By
decomposition theorem,

Ax B = U (A% B)y = U (Aq * By).
a€l0,1] a€l0,1]
Remark. Since a-cuts are crisp sets, A, * B, is usual set operations between subsets of R. Also,

we need to make sure that 0 ¢ B, for a € (0,1], i.e, u5(0) = 0 in case of division.

Definition. [§/ Let A = (a,b,¢) be a TFN. Then Graded Mean Integration Representation

(GMIR), denoted by R(A), is defined as

R(A) = %b“. (2)

Intermediate Value Theorem (IVT). [22] Let f be a real-valued continuous function on
[a, b] for which f(a) < ¢ < f(b). Then there is a a < zg < b such that f(x¢) = c.

Remark. 1t follows from IVT that if f and g be real valued continuous functions on [a, b] such
that f(a) > g(a) and f(b) < g(b), then there is a a < xy < b such that f(zo) = g(xo).

Definition. [I8/ Let C = {c1,ca,...,cn} be a set of decision criteria. Then fuzzy pairwise com-
parision matrix A is given by

a1 aiz -+ Qip
- az1 Gz -+ Qon
A= ,
C~Lnl C~ln2 e dnn

where a;j is a fuzzy number that shows the relative preference of ith criterion over jt* criterion.
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3 Limitations of Fuzzy Best-Worst Method

To deal with ambiguity in decision judgments, Guo & Zhaol§| developed a model of BWM using
fuzzy sets, known as Fuzzy Best-Worst Method (FBWM). Despite the popularity of this model,
it has several limitations.

(i) In FBWM, optimal weights are calculated by solving a minimization problem. The for-
mulation of this problem depends only on the lower, modal and upper values of fuzzy
comparisons, and other values with non-zero membership remain completely unused. In
other words, this problem and consequently optimal weights become independent of the
shape of fuzzy comparison values.

(ii) In calculation of optimal weights, They used approximate fuzzy arithmetic operations.
To observe the difference between the exact value and the approximate value, consider
A=(-1,1,3) and B = (1,3,5). So, we get approximate % = (—1,1,3) and exact %(x) =

ol if —1<2<0

22z’

S5z+1 1
sera T0< @ <3
S5 iff<e<s
0, otherwise

These fuzzy numbers are plotted in Figure[I] Note that the difference between these values
is quite significant, which directly affects the resultant weights.
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Fig. 1: Exact and approximate values of

(z)

(iii) In crisp BWM, a consistent Pairwise Comparison System (PCS) (A, Ay,) is characterized
by the condition ap; X @iy = apy, for all i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} because this is necessary
as well as sufficient condition for the existence of accurate weights[18]. Based on this con-
dition, Rezaei[I8] calculated the values of the Consistency Index (CI) which are useful for
measuring the accuracy of a weight set. This condition can be obtained using the equation
Wh ¢ Wi — Wp

w; Wy Wy



Analogously, Guo & Zhao considered the condition ap; X @iy = apy for all ¢ € {1,2,...,n}\

{b,w} as the characterization of consistent Fuzzy PCS (FPCS) (4, Ay). But note that

for a fuzzy number A, %: may not be 1. In fact, even approximate value of 4 may not be

A
1. For example, consider A = (1,2,3). Then the exact and approximate values of 4 are

_ A
shown in Figure [2, So, the equation =t x o = gji is not true. Therefore, the condition
Qp; X Qi = Gpy does not ensure the existence of accurate fuzzy weights and becomes mean-
ingless as the characterization of consistent FPCS. The values of CI for FBWM are also

not well-defined as they are calculated using this condition.

Wy, w;

09— -
08 - Approximate value i
0.7 — -
06— —
05— -
04 - Exact value i
03 -
02— -

0.1+ —

Fig. 2: Exact value of %:(x)

4 Fuzzy Best-Worst Method based on a-cut intervals (a-FBWM)

In this section, we develop a model of FBWM using a-cut interval. For o € [0, 1], the a-cut
interval of fuzzy number A is the collection of all elements of universal set X having membership
greater than or equal to « in A. In this model, we compare two fuzzy numbers in terms of their
a-cut intervals. This approach has two main advantages: the entire shape of fuzzy numbers,
i.e., each element having non-zero membership value is included in calculation of weights and
since exact fuzzy arithmetic operations are defined using a-cut intervals, the exact values are
used instead of approximate values[I2]. First we formulate a minimization problem to calculate
an optimal weight set using a-cut intervals. Then we derive the necessary conditions for FPCS
(Ap, Ay) to be consistent.

4.1 Calculation of optimal weights of decision criteria

This subsection describes the steps of a-FBWM for calculation of optimal weights of decision
criteria.

Step 1: Formation of set of decision criteria.
In this step, Decision Maker (DM) identifies all criteria involved in decision making, i.e., decision
criteria and forms their set. Let C' = {c1, c2,...,cn} be a set of decision criteria.



Step 2: Selection of the best and the worst criterion.
From C, DM selects the most preferable and the least preferable criterion known as the best and
the worst criterion, denoted by ¢, and ¢, respectively.

Step 3: Fuzzy pairwise comparison system.

DM provides the relative preferences of the best criterion over each criterion and relative pref-
erences of each criterion over the worst criterion in the form of linguistic terms suggesting the
degree of relative preference of one criterion over other, which are associated with TFNs using a
scale given in Table 1] [I6]. These preference values form the bth row flb = (a@p1, @pa, ..., py) and
w column A, = (Q1w, G2, -+ &nw)T of fuzzy pairwise comparision matrix A. These vectors are
jointly called Fuzzy Pairwise Comparison System (FPCS), denoted as (Ap, Ay,).

Table 1: [16] Linguistic terms and associated TFNs

| Linguisticterm ||  TFN |

Equally preference 1=

Weakly preference =

Essentially preference =

( )
( )
( )
Very strong preference || 7 = ( )
Absolutely preference || 9 =(9,9,9)
( )

( )

( )

( )

Intermediate values

Step 4: Calculation of optimal weights.
Since a;; represents the relative preference of ith criterion over j* criterion, an optimal weight

set {1, Wa, ...., Wy} is a soultion of the system of equations
wy . W - Wy -
— = Qby, = = G, < = Gy (3)
wj w Wy

for all i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b, w}[8].

Note that is a system of 2n-3 fuzzy equations. This gives
Wy (W)a - W, (Wi)a - wp (0p)a -
— | = =< = (Qi)a, — | == = (Giw)a — ] =75 = (@w)a 4
() =t e (5) =2 =@ (3) = (2 =@ @
for all i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and « € (0,1], where A, is the a-cut interval of A. For each a,

gives a system of 2n-3 crisp equations. Since an a-cut interval of a fuzzy number is closed
interval, both sides of are closed intervals.

By property of support, we get
e )10 40 O ) S 14050
[wfxa) SO o o], [wé«n w0y

w(a)” wha) we(0)” wh(0y ] — ay;(0), ay; (0)];
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laby (0), af ()], [

—
g
e
£
g
=
L2
1
|

for all i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and a € (0,1]. This gives

w(a wi (o

a0 = dle), S —apa),

wh(a w (o

w;((a)) = aiw(a% w; (O[)) = alw(a)a

wh(a wi (o

I O = B ©)

for all i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and « € [0, 1].
It is important to note that though o = 0 is included in @, it does not represent a-cut in-

terval. From now on, a = 0 represents the support of a fuzzy number.

Definition 1. A weight set {w,ws,...,w,} is said to be accurate if it satisfies the system of
equations @

It may happen that @ does not have a solution, i.e., accurate weight set does not exist. In
such cases, we compute an optimal weight set.

1
Definition 2. A weight set {w1, wo, ..., Wy, } having the minimum possible value of max{] zfj((z)) —
u l .
(@)l |2 — at ()], |28 — b (o), 12 — b, ()], 2 — b ()], |2 — ) =
1,2,...,n,i # b,i # w and « € [0, 1]} is said to be an optimal weight set.
Consider the following minimization problem.
mine
subject to:
l u
wy(a) wy(a)
— ay. < : <
U);J(Ot) abz(a)‘ > 6 ‘ wi(a) abz(a) > 6
l U
wila) wi(e)
O @) < M -t <e
l u
w () l wy (@) u
w%( ) - abw(a> =5 ‘wiv(a) bw(a) Se (7)
fori=1,2,...n, i #b,i #w
0< wq(a) < wy(a) (well-defineness of a-cut intervals)
for g =1,2,...,n and a € [0, 1];
N (w1, Wa, ..., 0y); (normalizaion condition)

w(ar) < wl(ag), w(ar) > w(as) (nested property of a-cut intervals)
for r =1,...,n and aq, a9 € [0, 1] such that a; < as.



First we prove that the problem has an optimal solution. Take w; = (%, %, %) for all ie
{1,2,...,n}. So, we get

’w%,(a) ' )‘ _ ‘wé(a)

wi(a) w!(a)

I
wp |
_1—‘121(04)"‘1’3’ ()
1

) 1’ + |abi(@) = 1| = 0+ Jafy(@) - 1]

< ’agw(a) - 1‘ .

Similarly, it can be checked that, for a given weight set, each absolute difference is less than or

equal to |af, (@) — 1|. So, we get maxﬂwﬁiz))—azx ) 14— a ()], 1 — b ()], 1 -

4 (a)], ‘w“(a) — abw a)l, \Z?(Z)) —ap, ()] i = 1,2,..,n,9 # bi # wand a € [0,1]}
|abw( ) — 1| and since €* is the minimum possible value of this supremum, we get 0 < ¢*
|lai:, (o) — 1]. So, the problem (7)) has an optimal solution.

<
<

Note that an optimal solution of the problem gives optimal a-cut intervals for all « € [0, 1].
Using these a-cut intervals, an optimal weight set {7}, w3, ..., @)} can be calculated using first
decomposition theorem. The optimal objective value €* is a measurement of the accuracy of an
optimal weight set.

Observe that the problem has infinitely many constraints. Also it is a non-linear mini-
mization problem and therefore may have multiple optimal solutions. This makes it difficult to
solve. To deal with this issue, instead of calculating optimal weight sets, we approximate them
using finite subsets of [0, 1]. It is also difficult to compute a fuzzy number from its a-cut intervals.
Therefore, we only use triangular fuzzy weights to approximate optimal weight sets.

Let F = {0 = aq,9,...,a,, = 1} be a finite subset of [0,1] such that a; < ay < ... < .
Let ||F||oo = max{ay1 —a;:i=1,2,....,m — 1}. Here, ||F || is called the mesh of F. Now we
shall optimize only those a-cut intervals for which a € F' instead of all o € [0, 1]. This will give
approximate optimal weight sets corresponding to F'.

,wd), for all i = 1,2,...,n. Then for a € (0,1], we get (;)q = [w! + a(w! —

Let @; = (w!, w™
l U
(2

wy), w) — a(w —w™)] and (w;)g = [w w}']. By @ we get

wllz + a(wgn — ’U)é) al ( ) w;f B a(w},‘ B wlcn) au_(a)

wl — a(w —w) bi wh + a(w™ — wl) bt

wi"’—a(wzm_xé) l ( ) w?—a(w%‘—w{”) U ( )
u U _ aym = Giw\Q); l m 1y = Giwl®)
l l

wy, + a(wl';n — wb) — 4l (a) wg — O‘(w;; — wlr;n) —a (a) (8)
u o _ U _ apym - bw ’ l m _ oyl Cbw

for all @ € [0,1] and 7 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w}.

For a € F and under the assumption that the weights are TFN, the problem takes the



following form.

min ep
subject to:
l m l ” w m
wy, + a(wy" — wy) ! wi —o(wy —wy*)
—apila)| <€ —ap ()] <e
w;‘—a(wf—w;”) bZ( ) L wi_}_a(w;m_wﬁ) bz( ) F,
l
oy - vy aip(@)| < ep wi = afwi = wi") —ajy(@)| < €r
wip — a(wy —wip) Towh, 4+ a(wm —wl) ’ 9)
l l
R AR ) [ L e L L S S
wl, —a(wl —wyp) Wl (e —wl) e )
0<wl < wy' <wy,  (well-defineness and non-negetivity of weights)

fori e {1,2,...,n} \ {bw}, « € F and q € {1,2,...n}.

Note that @ is a minimization problem with 3n 4 1 variables and has an optimal solution
of the form (w1, w2, ..., W, €},). Here {1, wo, ..., w,} is an approximate optimal weight set cor-
responding to F', €}, is a measurement of the accuracy of it and the set { R(11), R(w2), ..., R(0y)}
is corresponding defuzzified approximate optimal weight set, where R(w) is GMIR of @ given by

(2)-
Now we estimate the Degree of Approximation (DoA) of a weight set.

Theorem 1. Let (Ay, Ay,) be FPCS formed using the scale given in Table let F={oq,9,...,am}
C [0,1] such that 0 = aq < a2 < .. < am =1, let Wg be an approzimate weight set correspond—

w; (a wi (o wh(a w4 (o
zwaldn—mwﬂb( %AN|a;—%<»ug5wémm¢; b)), |

w

wg, (a)

at (o), ‘wl (a —ap, ()] :i=1,2,...,n,i# b,i #w,a € [0,1]}, and let € be the optimal objec-
tive value ofpmblem (@) Then | —n*| <||F|lco, where ||F||oo is the mesh of F. In words, we
shall express this property by saying that the Degree of Approzimation (DoA) of W is || F||sc.

Proof. First we prove that nn < €, where 7% is the optimal objective value of problem @
corresponding to F'.

Since €* is the optimal objective value of problem , there exist W = {1, e, ... wn} such
that ¢ = L)) 1S — a()], [ty — alu ()], 18 — at ()], 1543 -
ab, ()], | ) o - abw(a)y ci=1,2,...mi # bi # w,a € [0,1]}. This glves max{y b(">

l wy(e) wi(a) (@) (04)\ :iz

%Z‘(a)‘: ‘ wl(a) —abi(a)], ’wi(a) —aéw(a)\, ‘wl (@ — (@), ‘w”(a) w(a) ) wz a
1,2,...,n,1 # b,i # w,a € F} < €. Since nj. is such smallest non-negative number, we get
g < €.

Let WF = {W1p,Wop, ..., Wyr}. Since WF is an approximate optimal weight set corresponding to

o wy o w w! - (a
F, we get mas{| %4 — b, (a)|, | =) — af ()], | ) — ab, (o), | =4 — ot ()], | e -
iF wF
ag,, (@), \551((;) —al ()] :i=1,2,.,ni#bi#wa€F} =05 <nh+||F|loo <€ +||F||oo-
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This gives masc{| 2 — af, (o), | — ()], 1243 — al, ()], | 5 — a2, (o), | 2522
W, a) w (o)
at (a)l,] wiple) ap, (@) i =1,2,...,n,01F#b,i # w} § € + || F||co for all aeF.

wfﬂF(a)

Let a € [0,1] \ F. So, there exist aj,ajy1 € F such that a; < o < ajq1. Let € > 0 be

! !
such that ZZF Eg; = abl( a) + €. Since ZZF EZ; is an increasing function of a, we get wa gz] ? <
iF iF J
! ! ~
Yo (@) < Lor (a7+1). Since W is an approximate optimal weight set corresponding to F,
wiF(a) ,F(O‘JJrl)

(a)

@ at.()] < me < €. In particular, we have |wa (o) at.(aj)] < € and

!

w
we get | bE
iF

)
l l
wyp(aj41) ] . * fad f e N wyp () wa(aJ-‘rl) l . *
’w?F(ajH) at(aj+1)] < €*. This implies al,(a;) — " < () and witar) < ay;(ajp1) + €.

So, al,(ay) — " < al(a) € < al,(aj1) + €. Now observe that for the scale given in Table ,
at(ar) —al,(as) < ag —ag for all aq, as € [0,1] such a; < az. We also have aji1 — o < [|F]|oo

l
for all aj,a;41 € F. This gives —||F||oc — €* < Wy (@) at,(a) < ||F|lw + € and thus

- wip (a)

l
|wZLF((a§ — abl( )| < € 4+ ||F||oo- Similarly, it can be proven that each absolute difference is

less than or equal to €* + || F||o for all a € [0,1]\ F. This gives max{|_ ”F(a) —a ()], |w?FEa§ —
wiF «

zF()_ l wip(e) 4 wa()_ l wyp(a) L= ;
api ()], [ oy — i (@), 155 55 —atu (@), | gy = a (@) [ abw(a)"z 1,2,..,n,i#
byi Zw} < e +||F|| for all a € [0,1] \ F.

From the above discussion, we get 0 < n* < €* 4 ||F||oc, 1€, |€* — 1| < ||F||co. Hence the
proof. O

Remark. Note that for F = {0, 1}, problem () is the minimization problem of the existing model
of FBWM]J8| and therefore, Wy is an optimal solution of the existing model. Now, Theorem
implies that this weight set has a DoA equal to 1. This implies that an optimal weight set of the
existing model is one of the approximate weight sets of the proposed model with DoA equal to
1, which is very high. We can get a better approximation by choosing F' with a lower value of
||F||oo. For example, F' = {0,0.25,0.5,0.75, 1} gives a weight set with DoA equal to 0.25, which
is better than an optimal weight set of the existing model. This indicates the superiority of the
proposed model over the existing model.

4.2 Interval-weights

Rezaei[l8] proposed the non-linear model of BWM for calculation of optimal weights of decision
criteria. One of the limitations of this model is that it may lead to multiple optimal weight sets.
To deal with this problem, Rezaei[19] developed two minimization problems that give the GLB
and the LUB of the collection of optimal weights of a criterion, which is an interval and then
the average value of interval-weight is considered as the weight of that criterion. In a-FBWM
also, minimization problem @ is non-linear, which may lead to multiple solutions. So, in this
subsection, we extend this approach for the proposed model. First we establish the fact that
for the given F, the collection of all defuzzified approximate optimal weights of a criterion is an
interval. If it is unique, say w, then it represents the interval [w,w]. Otherwise the following
theorem implies that it is an interval.

Theorem 2. Let C = {cj,ca,...,cn} be a set of decision criteria with ¢, and ¢y, as the best
and the worst criterion respectively, let (Ap, Ay) be a FPCS, let F be a finite subset of [0,1],
and let wg and w be defuzzified approzimate optimal weights of criterion c;, corresponding to
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F for some ig € {1,2,...,n} such that wi < wj . Then each wi, € [w; ,wj ] is an defuzzified
approzimate optimal weight of c¢;, corresponding to F'.

Proof. Since wz/-o and wég are defuzzified approximate optimal weights of ¢;, corresponding to F',

there exist W' = {0}, @, ..., @, } and W = {@/, @Y, ..., %"} such that R(wj) = w;,, R(W]) =
"
’LUZ»O,
7L rm 7L I ’u rm
w a\w —w w — alw —w
/bu+ ( ?u /lr)n) - %n(a) < € b,l ( l,)m b,l) Zl;z(a) < 6*7
wi — a(wi” —w;™) w; + a(w;™ —wj')
/1 mo ol o U™
o e ) )| <o [ ) () < e
wy, " — owy,” —wy,™) wy,” +afw,™ —wy,’)
1l rm 1l ru ru rm
w alw — w — oxl\w —w
s~ dhu(a) s e, [ ) )| < e
Wy — a(ww Wy ) Wy + a(ww — Wy, )
w//l + a(w!™ — w//l W' — oWt — '™
p ol — ) )| < e, | W) o) <,
w! — a(w!™ —w!™) w! + a(w!™ —w!")
ml mm il n _ ne o nm
1?/@“ +a(w}/u w/lm)Z B ai-w(a) < e wj/l oz(w:/m wzﬂl) — ()| < €,
Wy — a(ww Wy ) Wy + a(ww — Wy )
w//l alw"™ 1l W' — o(w™ nm
//bu+ ( /b/u /I;n)z aéw<0‘) SE* ’ bl ( bm . l) - Zw(o‘) §6*7
Wy — a(ww - Y ) ’LUZ) + O‘(w”IL{) ZJ )
11 / ru 1l nm "
ngqgw <wq, 0<w qu < g
n n
> R(@) =1, Y R@@)=1
=1 i=1

for i € {1,2,....,n} \ {b,w}, @ € F and ¢ € {1,2,..n}, where w) = (wl’,cl,w;m,w;u), Wy =

(wgl, wy™, wi™) for all k € {1,2,...,n} and €* is the optimal objective value of problem

Since wj, € [w] ,w; ], there exists A € [0,1] such that Aw; + (1 — Mw] = wj,. Consider

207

W = ML+ (1= Na! = Ol + (1= Nwl!,  w™ + (1 = Nw!™  wl™ + (1 — Nw!™) for

3 3

all i € {1,2,...,n}. So, we get wi! = Ml + (1 — Nw!", w™ = Aw/™ + (1 — Mw™, and

1) K3

wi® = Al + (1 — Mw!™. Note that 0 < w! < w™ < w¥. So, each w; is a well-defined non-

negative TEN. Also note that R(w;,) = w;,.

Consider W = {w; :1i=1,2,....,n}. Let a € F. Now

wy! 4+ a(wy™ — wy) _ Awy! + a(wp™ —wph)) + (1= X)Wy + a(w)™ —w}"))
wi® — a(w;® —w;™) AMwl" — a(w™ —w™)) + (1 = AN)(w!™ — a(w]™ —w!™))

71 rm 1 nl nm nl
Let f(A) _ AMwy ' +o(wy ™ —wp "))+ (1=A) (w; " +a(wy) ™ —w;")) ’ N e [0, 1]

Aw]* —a(w]* —w]™))+(1=A) ()" —a(w)™ —w]™))

So. f/(n) = (el ) e )~y ")l ™))
)

A" —a(w™ —w{™))+ (1= (w] —a(w] " —w]™)))?

wl/)/l_’_a(wé/m_wg/l)

wi™ —a(w™ —wi™))

wl’)l—l—a(wl’?m—wb )

>
= wl"—a(w]

Note that f/(\) >0, i.e, f is increasing in [0, 1] iff

l rm sl nl nm ml
. wy +a(w, " —w") wy! Fa(w,™ —wyt) wy Fa(wy ™ —wy”)
. b b b b b b b b b
In this case, we get W (e —w]™) < (i ) = o W™



l 1l ( nm //l)

l
wy +a(w, ™ —wy wy! Fa(w,™ —wpt) 1 wy +o(w)] ™ —w}

) ! !
et wmy ~ i ®) S ity — (@) S ey — ag ().

This implies

l m_, 1 ’l rm ol . . .
If % —al,(a) < 0, then % —al(a) < 0. Since |- | is a decreasing

function in (—o0,0], we get

l l rl rm /1
wy’ + o(wp™ — wy’) ! < | W T a(wy,” —wy) ! < *
w u my abi(a) = U U rmy abi(a) > €.
wi® — a(w® —w;™) w,” — a(w” —w™)
l m l ml nm il
wy!fa(wy™—wpt) g wy Fo(wy™"—w) . . . .
If W —a(w ;) ay; () > 0, then W a(w! ™) ayp;(a) > 0. Since | - | is an increasing
function in (0, 00), we get
l l " m ml
wy + a(w™ —wy') < | Yo +a(wy” —wy') ! <
u m my ap; ()| < | = 7 sy — api(@)| < €7
wi — a(w® — w;™) w!" — a(w!™ —w!™)
. . . . . . w! fa(w!™—w!! w4 a(w,™—wlh)
Similar argument can be given if f is decreasing in [0, 1], i.e., wg,‘a_a(w;’?u_w;%)) < wf’u—a(w'f“—w;%)'

In similar manner, it can be proven that for W, all other abosulte differences are also less
than or equal to €*. Since « is arbitrary, this holds for all values of @ € F. Hence W is an
optimal weight set. Now it remains to prove that W is normalized.

n n ! l m m w ”
Aw! 1—MNw! 4 % (' 1—XNw? pYTI 1— \Mw”
Now, Y R(w;) = Z( wi' 4+ (1= Nwf") + 4% Q] +é Jw!™) + (A" + (1 — Nw!™)

=1 =1

_ AZ?Zl(wgl +4xw™ +w") + (1= N) Z?Zl(wg’l +4xw!™ + w!™)

6
e e ) (o A )
= +(1-X)
6 6
= A+1-—-AX
= 1.

So, W is a normalized approximate optimal weight set corresponding to F' with R(wio) = Wj,-
This completes the proof. O

Theorem [2] shows that for the given F, the collection of defuzzified approximate optimal
weights of criterion is of the form (a,b), (a,b], [a,b) or [a,b], i.e., an interval. For computational
purposes, this interval can be treated as [a,b]. To calculate the values of a and b, i.e., the GLB

13



and the LUB of this interval, consider the following minimization problems.

l Q™ u
min R(zIJk)< _ Wk %k * wk)
subject to:
l m l u m
wy + a(wy' —w,) e |wy —alwy —wyt) x
4 < : <
w;/, _ a(w;,a _ w;rn) abl(a) €F7 wi + O[(U)Zn _ wﬁ) bl(a) 6F7
! m _ ol u_ U
o O 20l o) < e [ () <
wh — a(wl — ) wl, + alwy —ul) (10)
l m .l u U m
b ) )| < | ) <6
wi — a(wy — wip) wy, + a(wy — w,)
0< wfz <wy" < wy,
n
> R(i) =1
i=1
forie {1,2,..,n} \ {b,w},a € F and ¢ € {1,2,...n} and
l m u
- wy, + 4w +w
max R(wk)< =k 6k k)
subject to:
l m l u U __ oym
wp H OWR Z )t o) <, | DO )] <
wi — a(wj — wi") w} + a(w] — w))
! mo_ gl U _ U qpm
Al =) ()| < e, | AT o) <
wh, — alwl — wy) wl, T alwy — wh) a1
l m .l u U pm
e ) )| s | ) ) <,
Wy, _a(ww _ww) ww+a(ww _ww)
0< wé < wy' < wy,
n
> R(i;) =1

forie {1,2,...,n}\ {b,w},a € F and q € {1,2,...n},

where €} is the optimal objective value corresponding to F' in problem @

Note that and are minimization problems having 3n variables which have the GLB
and the LUB of the collection of defuzzified approximate optimal weights of criterion k& corre-
sponding to F' as the optimal objective values respectively. Let wj (lower) and wj (upper) be the
said GLB and LUB. Then wj(avg) = w’:(lower);w’t(upper). Further computation can be done by
treating wj (avg) as the weight of criterion k.

4.3 Consistency index

To measure the accuracy of weight set, Rezaei[I8] developed the concepts of consistency index
and consistency ratio for crisp BWM. Here we extend these concepts for fuzzy environment.

For the given ayp,, Consistency Index (CI) is the maximum possible optimal objective value
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in the problem @ So,
ClI|s,, = sup{e” : € is the optimal objective value for some FPCS (A, A,,) having given dg, }.

Let {wy,wa, ..., Wy} be a weight set. Then Consistency Ratio (CR) for this weight set is defined

as
*

n
CR = or
where 17" = max{rwb<“§ — aly(@)], |2 — ()], [ — al, (o), 1 — b (o)), | 25

at (a)l, ‘wl ) —abw(a)\ 2i=1,2,...,n,i #b,i #w and « € [0, 1]}.

Remark. Let (Ay, Ay,) be a FPCS, and let {&f, @5, ..., } be an optimal weight set for (Ay, Ay,),
i.e., a solution of problem (7). Then €* = n*, where €* is the optimal objective value. So,
CR=&.

CI

Definition 3. A FPCS (A4, A,) is said to be consistent if there exist fuzzy numbers (not
necessarily triangular) @y, ws, ..., W, satisfying the system of equations .

Theorem 3. Let (Ay, Ay,) be a consistent FPCS. Then for all i1,y € {1,2,...,n}\ {b,w}, a €
[0,1] and some functions Ky, Ky of «,

ag(@) x afy,(a) = Ki(a), (12)
ap(@) x aj,(a) = Ka(a), (13)
ay, (@) X af, (@) X af, (@) X al,,(@) = ah, (@) x afy, (@), (14)
ap(@) x afy,(a) < aj,(@), (15)
api(a) x afy, (@) < ap, (@), (16)
ahi(@) x (@) < af,(@) (17)
and the functions f,g,h of a given by
al (o) x a¥ (o
f( ) — bz( a);:x(az)w( )’ (18)
a at (o
g(O[) _ bz( a)bx(a)w( )’ (19)
al at (o
h( ) — bz( )l X ( ) (20)

are increasing functions.

Proof. Let (flb, lew) be a consistent FPCS, i.e., system of equations has a solution. So, there
exist {wy, Wy, ...., W, } such that

for all i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w}. From (), it follows that

’wl (67 w (o
ap (@) x afy, () = wi((oc))’ al (@) x aly,(a) = wg‘)((oz)) and

aéh( ) X azlw(a) X abig (O[) X aézw(a) = abw(a) X (ng(a)



for all 7,141,492 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w},a € [0,1].

1 u
are independent from i. Take K;(«a) = “(@) and Ko(a) = =& @)

wiy,(a)

Observe that wy (@) and wi ()

wi, (@) wi (o)

This gives
api(a) % ajy,(a) = Ki(a)  and  ap(a) x aj,(@) = Ka(a).
for all i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w},a € [0,1].

Now, from (@, we get

al.(a) x al (a
wi(e) = bz(;gx(al)l"( )xwz?(oz),
w' (o — Cl};i(a) Xaéw(a) w* (o
ab;(a) x ak, (o
o) = WS )

for all i € {1,2,...,n}\ {b,w}, a € [0,1]. We know that wi(a) < w¥(a) for all a € [0,1]
(well-defineness of a-cut intervals). So, we get

S
T~
B
X
S
g <
—~
Q
IN
s=
g

Q
~

for all i € {1,2,....,n} \ {b,w} and « € [0, 1].

Let ap < ag. Then w!(a1) < wl(ag) and w(a1) > w!(az) (nested property of a-cut inte-
vals). This gives

ab;(on) x a,(a1) _ al(og) x al,(as)

g, (1) - ag,,(o2)

aps(en) x aj, (1) _ api(ag) X aj, (o) and
ag,, (1) B ag,,(a2)

ap; (1) X ak, (1) _ aj;(ag) x af,,(a2)
(1) - ap,, (a2)

So, the functions f, g and h of «a given by

f(Oé) — a%n'(a) X a?w(a) g(a) _ a;fi(a) X aéw(a) and h(a) _ a%n‘(a) X aliw(a)

ay () ’ ay (a) al ()
are increasing functions for all 7 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b, w}. O

Let atleast one of to (20) does not hold. Then (A, A,,) be an inconsistent FPCS

Case 1. Suppose that does not hold. So, there exist i1,i2 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and
a € [0,1] such that aéil () x a (o) # afné (a) x ai (o). In order to make (4, Ay) consistent,
we need to change one or more of these four values.
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The Consistency Value (CV) of aéil( ) x af (o) # abm(a) x ai . (a), say ¢, is defined as

e = inf{max{e1, ez, €3, €4} 1 (ay, (@) £ €1) X (al', () £ €2) = (ap;, () £ €3) X (afs, () + €g)
and €1,€2,€3,€4 Z O}.

So, the CV of albil(a) a (o) # ale () x af,(a) is the minimum possible change required
in comparision values to make them consistent. Without loss of generality, we may assume that
aéil( ) xai,(a) < afm( ) xat ., (a). By IVT, it can be proven that € is the root of the equation

(api, () + ) % (af, (@) + 2) = (g, (@) — ) x (a,(a) = 2).

This gives

by (e) xat, (@) ~ diy (o) x at, (o) o
ay, (@) + a¥,(a) +aj; (@) + af, , (@)
Observe that
l l
a;. () X a [0 ay. X a «
€ < l bzz( ) zzw( ) . < bzz( 1 zzw( ) :aéiz(a)7 1.6‘7 e<aéi2(o¢).
ay;, (@) +af., (@) + aj;, (@) + aft (@) ag, (@)

Similarly, € < a! ().

Remark. CV can be defined even if aéi (@) x af (o) = aéiz( ) x ag (). In this case, CV = 0.

Proposition 1. Let iy,io € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and o € [0,1] such that aéil(a) x at (o) <
!

ay, (@) X ait (), let € be the C'V of this inequality, and let €* be the optimal objective value in
(@. Then € < €*.

iLw

Proof. Since € is the CV of ab“(a) x af,(a) < aéiz(a) x af (), we have (aéi1 (@) + €) %

(af () +¢€) = (abu(a) —¢€) x (af, (o) —¢€). As € is the solution of , there exist fuzzy
numbers w7y, W3, ..., w;, such that

wil(a)

*[ *U
wy, (O[) l * Wy, (OJ) u * 4 *
— ay; <e€, — Qy; , —a;,(a)] <€,
’w;‘“(a) bz( )’ = ‘ U}:l(a) b'L( ) = U)Z}L(Oé) zw( ) €
w:u<a> u * ltl(a) l * wgu(a) u *
—at < — < — <
’ w:}l(a) azw(a) =% w;,;]u(a) bw( ) = ) w;‘ul(a) abw(a) > €
for all i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and a € [0,1]. So,
*[ *U
wy (a) o _ w;(a) u
w;klu(Oé) iy (Oé) =, ‘ wful(a) zlw(a) 2,
le(a) ! ‘wzz‘%a) “
¥ — Gy, (Oé) =13, . ] (a) N4,
wir(a) willa) e
for some 0 < 11, m2,n3, N4 < €*. Thus
*[ *U
Wy (a) l Wi, (a) u
= at. + =a; +
w;*lu(a) Qpiy (Oé) M, w;"ul(a) azlw(a) 72,
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L0 @m0 =

w

This gives (abz (@) £m) x (af (o) £12) = (abw( a) +n3) x (ai,,(a) £14). To prove € < €,
it suffices to prove that at least one of € < 11, € < 12, € < n3 and € < 74 hold. Suppose,
if possible, € > 11, € > 12, € > 13 and € > ny. This implies (abll( a) +e€) x (af (o) +€) >

(ag;, (@) £m) x (af, (@) £12) and (%2( a) =€) x (af, (@) =€) < (ap;, (@) £113) x (af,, (@) £ma).
So, (abz () —€) x (af,,(a) —€) < (abll( a) +€) x (af (o) + €), which is contradiction. Hence
e <¢* O

Proposition 2. Let i1,i9,i3 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and o € [0, 1] be such that
agnj (Od) S aéig (Oé) S aéig (Oé), aglw((l) S a%w(a) S a%w(a),

and let €1, €a, €3 be the CVs of

aéil (Oé) X a’Ll’w(a) — a’éig (Oé) X azgw(a)
a’%n'g (O[) X alg’w(a) S aéig, (Oé) X a13w(a)
a’gn'l (a) X azlw(a) S aéig (a) X azdw(a)

respectively. Then €1 < €3 and €3 < €3.

Proof. Suppose, if possible, e3 < €;. By hypothesis, we have afm (a) < aéi3(a). So, (asz (o) —
€1) < (albis(oz) —€1). As ez < ey, (aéig(a) —€) < (abZ (o) — €3). This gives 0 < (abiz( a) —e) <
(afn-g(a)—eg) Similarly, 0 < (a (o) —€1) < (af,, (@) —€3). So, we get (abl (o) +e1) x (af () +
1) = (a, (0) —ex)x(nt (2)—61) < (o, (0) —60) X (a0 —e5) = (o, 0)-+) (0] ).
Thus (aj; (@) 4 €1) x (a (@) + e1) < (ap; (@) + €3) x (af (@) + €3). But e3 < €1 implies
(ap; (@) + €3) x (af (@) + €3) < (a; (@) + €1) x (a},(a) + €1), which is contradiction. So,
€1 < €3. Similarly, it can be proven that es < e3. O

Note that dy;, @i € {1,2,...,ap}. S0, by Propositions [2, it follows that, in this case, we
get the maximum possible CV if ap;, = aj,0 = 1 and ap, = Giyw = Qpyw for some iq,iy €

{1,2,...,n}\ {b,w}.

Proposition 3. Let i1,iy € {1,2,....,n}\ {b,w} be such that Gy, = @iy = 1 and apiy = iy =

Apw, and let €, be the CV of 14(a) x 1%(a) < al (o) x a¥ (a). Then sup {en} = €1. Conse-
a€l0,1]

quently, €1 is the mazximum possible CV for Case 1. Also 1 < CI, i.e, €1 is a lower bound of

CI.

Proof. If @, = 9, then by equation , we get €, = 4 for all « € [0, 1].

Now assume that dp, # 9. Let a € [0,1]. Observe that a! (a) = a’, — 1 + a, al (a) =
a® +1—aand 1Y(a) = 1%(a) = 1. So, by equation , we get

(ag, =14+ a) x (ap, +1—a) — (1 x 1)
IL+1+ap +ap,
—(1—a)?—(1x1)
1+1+ag;;+ag;v
az, — (1 x1)
1+1+ap +ap,

€ —

2
Aoy
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= €1.

So, in both cases, we get sup {e,} = €1. Now, Proposition [2| and Proposition |1| implies that €;
a€l0,1]
is the maximum possible CV in Case 1 and €1 < CI respectively. This completes the proof. [

The values of such €; corresponding to different values of ay,, are given in Table 2.

Case 2. Suppose that (13) does not hold. So, there exist i1,i2 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and
a € [0,1] such that af, (a) x L, (a) £ af,, (@) x al,, (). Then the CV of af, (a) x by, (a)

2w 11w
ap;, (@) X aﬁQw(a), say €, is defined as

e = inf{max{e1, e, €3, ea} : (afy, (@) £ e1) X (af,,, (@) £ €2) = (ap, (@) £ €3) X (af,, (@) £ €a)
and €1,€2,€3,€4 Z 0}.

l

Without loss of generality, we may assume that agil(oz) X @y

replicating the argument of Case 1, we can prove that

(a) < af,(a) x af,, (o). By

iow

() % el () — () x d (o) -
ap, (o) + anw(a) + ag;, (o) + amw(a)

Proposition 4. Let i1,i2 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and o € [0,1] such that ay; (o) x al (@) <
ap, (a) x at . (a), let € be the CV of this inequality, and let ¢* be the optimal objective value in
2 2W

(@. Then e < €*.

Similar to Case 1, it can be proven that CV of 1%(a) x 1!(a) # a (o) x a} (a) at o = 1 is
the maximum possible CV in Case 2, which is same as Case 1. These values are given in Table[2].

Case 3. Suppose that does not hold. So, there exist i1,i2 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} such
that afn- (@) x af (o) x ap; (@) ¥ ak, (@) # ab, (o) x aft, (a) for some a € [0,1]. There are two
possibilities.

l

Subcase 1. a; (o) x af (o) X a; () X aiw(a) > al (a) x a,(a). Here, the CV of

aéil(a) x ai (o) ¥ aZiQ(a) Z2w( a) > aéw( ) % ap («), say e, is defined as

e = inf{max{ey, e, €3, €4, €5, €6} 1 (ap;, (o) £er) x (aft (@) e2) X (ags, () £es) x (af,, (o) £eg) =

(abw( ) + 65) (abw(a) + 66) and €1,€2,€3,€4, €5, €4 Z 0}.

Consider the equation
(abs, (@) = 2) x (af; (@) = 2) x (af, (@) = 2) x (@, (@) = 2) = (af, (@) + ) x (ap, (@) +2).(23)

Let f(x) = (aéle (@) —z) x (af () — ) x (ai‘iz(a) —x) X (aéw(a) —z) and g(z) = (aéw(oz) +
x) X (ap,(a)+x), z € R. Then f and g are continuous functions. Observe that f(0) > ¢(0). Let
y = min{aéil (@), af (@), ap;, (@), ak,,(@)}. Then f(y) < g(y). So, by IVT, there exist 0 < ¢ < y

such that f(c) = g(c). So, c¢ is a positive root of above equation, ¢ < aéil(a), c < af (),
c < ap, (o) and ¢ < amw(oz)

Note that € is the smallest positive root of equation (23)). So, it follows from above discus-

sion that € is strictly less than aéil (@), ai (@), ap;, (@), and aww(a)

19



Proposition 5. Let i1,i2 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and o € [0,1] such that afn-l(a) x af  (a) x

1w
ap;, () X at (a) > aéw(a) x ap, (), let € be the CV of this inequality, and let €* be the optimal

2w

objective value in (@ Then € < €*.
Proposition 6. Let iq,i2,13,14 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} be such that

l l l l
ap;, (@) < ay, (@), agy, (@) < ajy, (@), ay (@) < ay, (@), agy (@) < aj,(@),

and let €1, €o, €3 be the CVs of

l l l

ap;, (@) X @y (@) X ag;, (@) X ajg (@) 2 ay,(@) X ag,(a),
iy (@) X afh, () X apy (@) X @l (@) > ah,(a) x ap,(a),
ap, (@) X af,y (@) X @y (@) X aj, (@) 2 (@) x aj,(a)

respectively. Then e < €2 and €1 < €3.

In Proposition [6] 41 and iz are not necessarily distinct. So, in this case, CV is maximum for
the scale [1|if ap; = @iy = Gpy for some ¢ € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w}.

Lemma 1. Let i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} be such that ap; = iy = Qpw, and let €, be the CV of

al (@) x al (a) x a(a) x ak, (o) > al (o) x a¥ () for a € [0,1]. Then eq < a®, — /2.

Proof. If ap, = 9, then €, = 5.2279 < 9 — /2 for all a € [0, 1] and we are done.

Now assume that dp, # 9. For a € [0,1], we get a} (o) = a’. — 1+« and a¥, () = al’, +1—a.
This along with equation gives

(@', —14+0a) —ea)?* x (@, +1—a) —€a)?* = ((a]’, =14 ) + ) x (a7, +1 — ) + €4).

Fix a € [0,1]. Let f(z) = ((a)t, =1+ a) —2)? x (a]t + 1 —a —z)? and g(z) = (a, — 1 +

a+z) % ((apt +1—a)+x), x € R. Then f and g are continuous functions. Observe that
£(0) > g(0). Let y = a®, — /2. Then f(y) = (2— (1 —«)?) and g(y) = (2", — v2)? — (1 — )%
If we show that f(y) < g(y), then by IVT, there exist 0 < ¢ < y such that f(c¢) = g(c). So,
c is a positive root of above equation such that ¢ < (a;, — V2). As ¢, is the smallest positive
root, €, < (a’, —v/2). So, it remains to prove (2—(1—a)?) < (24, —v/2)?—(1—a)? for a € [0, 1].

Define hy(a) = €4 < (ai. —v/2) and ha(a) = (2 — (1 — a)?) < (2a), — V2)?2 — (1 — a)? for
a € [0,1]. Since ap! > 2,ha(0) > 5.70. Thus 4 = hi(1) < 5.70 < ho(0). Also, hy and he
are continuous, increasing functions. So, for a € [0,1], h1(a) < hi(1) < h2(0) < ho(«). This
completes the proof. O

Lemma 2. Let f(e,a) = (al*, —1+a—e€)? x (" +1—a—e)?—(al’, —1+a+e€) X (@', +1—a+e),
e, € R. Let fo,(€) = f(e,ap) and fe,(a) = f(eo, ) for ap,e9 € R. If ap € [0,1], then fo, is
a decreasing function for e € [0,ay!, — V2] and if ¢y € 0,ap — V2], then feo 15 an increasing
function for a € [0, 1].

Proof. Let o € [0,1]. Since 0 < (at, —1+ap—e¢) and 0 < (a*,+1—ag—e) for €g € [0, al — /2],
fao is a (strictly) decreasing function in this domain.

Let e € [0,a) —v/2]. Then f/ (a) =2(a, — 1+ —€o)(aj, + 1 — a—€9)(2—2a) — (2—2a). So,
(@) =0givesa=1,1% \/(a% —€9)2 — 3. Since f/ (a) > 0forz € [1— \/(a,% —€)? — 3,1],

20



feo is an increasing function in this interval. As 0 < ¢y < ap — V2, we get (ap, — €0)? — % >

(2—a" ++v/2)*— % = 2. This implies 1 — \/(CLZZU —€)2 — 3 < 0. So, fe, is an increasing function
in [0,1]. O

Proposition 7. Let i € {1,2,...,n}\ {b,w} be such that ap; = Giyw = Gy, and let €, be the CV

of ab, (a) x at (a) x al (o) x ab («) > al (o) x a («). Then sup {en} = €1. Consequently,
a€(0,1]
€1 18 the mazimum possible C'V for Subcase 1 of Case 3. Also 1 < CL

Proof. If Gy, = 9, then e, = 5.2279 for all a € [0, 1].

Now assume that ap, # 9. Let a € [0,1). Suppose, if possible, ¢; < €,. By Lemma ,
€ar€1 < @ — /2. As €, is the CV of given inequality, fa(€a) = 0. So, by Lemma , we get
0 = fa(ea) < faler) < fi(er) = 0 which is contradiction. Hence e, < €;. So, in both cases,

we get sup {en} = €1. Now Proposition |6| and Proposition |5 implies that €; is the maximum
a€l0,1]
possible CV in Case 3 and €; < CI respectively. Hence the proof. O

The values of such €; corresponding to different values of ay,, are given in Table[Z].

Subcase 2. afn-l(a) x af,(a) X ay () x al (o) < a, (@) x ay, (o). Here the CV of aéil (o) x
!

aj (@) X ag; (@) x a;

o ipw(@) < ab () x a (), say €, is defined as

e = inf{max{ey, €9, €3, €4, €5, €6} : (aéil(a):lzel) X (@, () Ee2) X (ay;, (a) £ e3) x (aézw(a):i:q) =

(aéw(oz) + 65) X (a%fw(oc) + 66) and €1, €2,€3, €4, €5, € > 0}.

Consider the equation

l l l
(@, (@) + 2) X (a4, (@) + 2) X (ap;, (@) + 2) X (az,, (@) +2) = (ay,, (@) —z) X (ap, (@) — x).(24)
It can be proven that the above equation has a positive root, € is the smallest positive root of
equation and € is strictly less than al () as well as al (a).

Proposition 8. Let iy,i2 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and o € [0,1] such that aéil(a) X af,(a) x

ay;, (@) x aéw(a) <al (a) xa (a), let € be the OV of this inequality, and let €* be the optimal
objective value in @ Then e < €*.

Proposition 9. Leti € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} be such that Gy; = Gz = 1, and let e, be the CV of

(a) x 1% (a) x 1%(a) x 1(a) < @}, () x a¥ (). Then s1[10p1}{6a} = ¢e1. Also, €1 is the maximum
agl0,
possible C'V for Subcase 2 of Case 8 and ¢; < CL

The values of such €; corresponding to different values of Gy, are given in Table[2].

Case 4. Suppose that does not hold. So, there exist i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and a € [0, 1]
such that al,(a) x a, (a) > a¥, («). Then the CV of al,(a) x a¥, (o) > a¥ (), say e, is defined
as

e = inf{max{e, €2, €3} : (aéil(a) + €1) x (af, (@) £ e2) < (ag, (o) & €3) and €, €2,€e3 > 0}.

Consider the quadratic equation

(api(a) —2) x (afy,(@) — @) = (ap, (@) + ).



It can be proved that there exist 0 < ¢ such that c is a root of the above equation, ¢ < aéi(a)
and ¢ < a}, (o). Note that e is the smallest positive root of the above equation. So, it follows
that € is strictly less than al () as well as a?, ().

The above equation can be rewritten as

2 — (ap;(@) + ajyy(a) + 1) x @ + ay(a) x afy, (@) = ajy, () = 0.

Roots of this quadratic equation are
4 % (aj;() x afy, (@) = ajy, (@)).

(aéi(a)+a?w2(a)+l)i\/£, where A = (al.(a) + al, (@) +1)% —

Since the above equation has a real root which is less than al () and a¥, (), we have A > 0.
We also have al,(a) x a? (o) > a¥ (a). So, al.(a) x a¥ (a) — a% () > 0. This implies
0 < (al(a) + a¥, (o) + 1)? — 4(al,(a) x a¥y(a) — a, (o)) < (al;(a) + a¥,(a) + 1)2.  So,
VA < al(a) + a?,(a) + 1. Thus, both roots of the above equation are positive. Since e is
the smallest positive root, we get

(a; () + af, (@) +1) = VA

€= 5 , (25)

where A = (a}y(0) + a2, (0) + 1) — 4(al(a) x a2, () — af, ().

Proposition 10. Leti € {1,2,...,n}\ {b,w} and a € [0,1] such that a},(a) x a¥, (o) > a¥ (),
let € be the CV of this inequality, and let €* be the optimal objective value in (@ Then € < €*.

Proposition 11. Let iq,is € {1,2,....,n} \ {b,w} and o € [0, 1] be such that

api, (@) < ap, (), aj(a) < ajf

and let €1, ey be the CVs of

l l
g, (@) X @y (@) 2 apy, (@), ay, (@) X @i, (a) > ap, (@)

respectively. Then e; < €.

From Proposition , it follows that in this case, CV is maximum for the scale 1| if a;; =
Qi = Gpy for some i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w}.

Proposition 12. Let i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} be such that ap; = @iy = Apw, and let € be the CV

of ab;(a) x al, (o) > a¥, («). Then sup {e,} = e1. Consequently, €1 is the maximum possible
a€l0,1]
CV for Case 4. Also 1 < CL

Proof. If Gy, = 9, then by equation , we get e, = 5.2279 for all « € [0, 1].

Now assume that dp, # 9. Let a € [0,1]. Observe that a} (o) = > — 1 + « and a?, (o) =
apy +1 —a. So, by equation , we get

. (2ap,, +1) = VA4
o 2 )

where Ay = (242 +1)? — 4((@f™ —a’) — (1 — @)* — (1 — a)).

Note that €y, < €4, iff Ay, > Ay,. Since 0 < a < 1, (1 —a) > 0. This gives A, =
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(2ajy, +1)* = 4((afy,)* — afy,) +4(1 — @) + 4(1 — ) = (247, +1)* — 4((az,,)* — af;,) = A1
Thus, €, < €1. So, in both cases, we have sup {e,} = €.

a€l0,1]
Now Proposition [T1] and Proposition [I0] implies that €; is the maximum possible CV in Case 4
and €; < CI respectively. Hence the proof. O

For different values of ap,,, corresponding such € are given in Table [2] .

Case 5. Suppose that does not hold. So, there exist i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and « € [0, 1]
such that a¥(a) x al, (a) > a¥, («). Here, the CV of a¥(a) x al, (o) > a¥ (), say ¢, is defined
as
e = inf{max{ey, 2, €3} : (ap;, (o) £ €1) x (al, (@) £ €2) < (ap,(a) £ €3) and €1, €2, €3 > 0}.
Similar to Case 4, it can be proven that € is the smallest positive root of the equation (aj;(a) —
x) % (af, (@) — x) = (a},,(a) + ). So,
(api(@) +af, (@) +1) = VA

€= 5 , (26)

where A = (ag(a) + al (@) + 1)2 — 4(ag (@) x ab, (@) — af, (a)).

Proposition 13. Leti € {1,2,...,n}\{b,w} and a € [0,1] be such that al’(a) xa, (o) > a¥ (),
let € be the CV of this inequality, and let €* be the optimal objective value in @ Then e < €*.

Similar to Case 4, it can be proven that CV of af, (o) x al (a) > al (a) at a = 1 is the
maximum possible CV in Case 5 which is same as Case 4. These values are given in Table |2 .

Case 6. Suppose that does not hold. So, there exist i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and a € [0, 1]
such that al,(a) x al, (o) > @} («). Here, the CV of al (o) x al, (a) > al (), say e, is defined
as

e = inf{ey, €9, €3 : (aéil(oz) +e) X (aélw(a) + €5) < (al, () £ €3) for some €1, €a, €3 > 0}.

By similar argument as in Case 4, it can be proven that e is the smallest postiove root of the

equation (al;(a) — z) x (al,(a) — x) = (a},(a) + ). So,

LW

_ (@h(e) +dly (@) + 1)~ VA
2 9

(27)

where A = (aby(0) + al,, () + 1) — 4(aly(a) x aly, () — aj, ().

Proposition 14. Leti € {1,2,...,n}\ {b,w} and o € [0,1] such that a},(a) x a},,(a) > @} (),
let € be the CV of this inequality, and let €* be the optimal objective value in @) Then € < €*.

Proposition 15. Let i1,i2 € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and a € [0, 1] be such that

l l l l
abi1 (Oé) S a’biz (O[), ail’w(a) S aiz’w(a)’

and let €1, e be the CVs of

I I I I I
i, (@) X af, (@) > apy, (@), ahy, (@) X aj,, (@) > ap,(a)

respectively. Then €1 < €.
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From Proposition [T5], it follows that in this case, CV is maximum for the scale [I] if ap; =
Qi = Qpy for some i € {1,2,...,n}\ {b,w}.

Proposition 16. Let i € {1,2,...,n}\ {b,w} be such that ap; = @iy = Apw, and let € be the CV
of at;(a) x al, (o) > al, («). Then sup {e.} = e1. Consequently, €1 is the maximum possible

a€l0,1]
CV for Case 6. Also e < CI.
Proof. By equation , we have

 (ap,(@) +ap, (@) +1) = VA,

€ = 2 )

where A, = (ab () +al, (o) +1)2 —4(al (a) x al (o) —al («)) = 8al, (a) + 1. Since dp, €
{2,3,...,9}, we get 1 < al (a) <9 for all € [0,1]. Define f(z) = (22 +1) — 8z + 1,2 > 0.
We know that if oy < ag, then al (1) < al (as2). So, to prove e, < € for all a € [0,1], it is

sufficient to prove that f is an increasing function in [1,9]. Here f/'(z) = 2— \/siﬁ‘ So, f'(z) =0

implies « = 3. Observe that f/(z) < 0 for z € [0,2) and f/(z) > 0 for z € (2,00). Thus, f is an

increasing function in the domain (%, o0), particularly in [1,9]. This gives sup {ey} = €1.
a€(0,1]

Now Proposition [I5 and Proposition [I4] implies that €; is the maximum possible CV in Case 6

and €1 < CI respectively. Hence the proof. O

For different values of apy, corresponding such €; are given in Table 2] .

Case 7. Suppose that (18) does not hold. So, there exist ¢ € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and
l u l u
ap(@2)xapy,(@2) @y (0)xaiy(@1) - gape the CV of this

ag, (02) ag, (1)

a1,y € [0,1] such that a1 < a2 and
inequality, say ¢, is defined as

(ap; (1) £ e1) x (afy, (1) Eea) _ (ay;(02) & 1) X (afy, (02) & €5)
(ap,(a1) £e3) - (ap,(a2) £ €6)

and €1,€2,€3,€4,€5,€6 2 O}

e = inf{max{ey, €2, €3, €4, €5, €6 } :

So, € is the smallest positive root of the equation
(api(az) + ) x (afy,(az) + ) x (apy,(a1) + @) = (aj;(a1) — z) x (afy,(@1) =) x (ajy,(az) — ).

l u
Proposition 17. Leti € {1,2,...,n}\{b,w}, aq, s € [0, 1] such that a1 < ay and % <
al;(a1)xa¥ (

T (o) al), let € be the C'V of this inequality, and let €* be the optimal objective value in
bw
Then € < €*.

Proposition 18. Let i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and a1,y € [0,1] be such that a7 < a2 and
l u ! u
Ay (02) X0t (02) abi(al)xaiw(al), and let € be the CV of this inequality. Then

Ay (@2) ag,(a1)

e < max{

ay(a) —aj(a1) al (o) — aly(a2) af, (1) — ap, (o) }
2 ’ 2 ’ 2 '

Proof. First observe that (aéi(a”;a%’i(al)), (a?w(al);aﬁ“(w)), (ayw(al);a}:w(az)) > 0. Also note that

(afi(a2) — W) x (a¥,(a2) + M)

afy () - Al
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ag;(a1)+ap,; (a2) % ap,, (a1)+agp, (o2)
2 2
agw(a1)+agw(a2)

2

(ab(a) + GOy o (qu (q) — M)

ap (a1)—ap (a2)

agw(al) - 2
! ol u _ LU u Jp 73
So, by definition of CV, we get € < max{ abi(a2)2abi(a1), ai“’(al)gaiw(QQ), abw(al)Qab“’(a2) } O
ay, if Gp; =1 or 9
Remark. For the scale [l , we have al,(a) = ¢ ¥ b _ and al (o) =
ap; — 1+, otherwise
ar, if Gjp =101 9

. for all i € {1,2,...,n} and « € [0,1]. So, we get

apn +1—a, otherwise

. < max{ ap;(az) — a;(a1) afy, () —af(2) ap,(a1) — aj, (a2) } L -
- 2 ’ 2 ’ 2 - 2

<05. (28)

Case 8. Suppose that does not hold. So, there exist ¢ € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and
aji(02)xa,(a2) < agi(al)xa’l"w(al). Here, the CV of this

ahy () @y (1)

a1, a9 € [0,1] such that oy < ag and

inequality, say €, is defined as

(api (1) £ e1) X (al,(o1) £ e2) _ (api(a2)  e4) X (al, (a2) £ €5)

e = inf{max{ey, €9, €3, €4, €5, €6} : <

(a}jw(al) + 63) (a}jw(ag) + 66)

and €1, €2, €3, €4, €5, €6 2 0}
So, € is the smallest positive root of the equation
(afs(az) +2) x (afy,(a2) + ) x (apy, (1) + ) = (afi(ar) = z) x (af, (1) — @) x (af,(az) — ).

u l
Proposition 19. Leti € {1,2,...,n}\{b,w}, aq, s € [0,1] such that a1 < ay and ahi(02)xay, (02)

ey
a’b‘i(al)xaﬁw(

T (o) al), let € be the C'V of this inequality, and let €* be the optimal objective value in
bw
Then € < €*.

w U 1 _ 4l u . 73
Similar to Case 7, it can be proven that € < max{ ag;(a1) 2%1'(0‘2) ’ @y (22) Z‘liw (1) , Sow (1) Q%w(‘m) }’

and consequently for Scale ,e< % < 0.5.

Case 9. Suppose that (20) does not hold. So, there exist i € {1,2,...,n} \ {b,w} and
l ! l l
ap, a0 € [0,1] such that oy < ag and @y (02) X a;,, (a2) < abi(all)xa““(al). Here the CV of this

aéw(az) ap, (a1)

inequality, say ¢, is defined as

(ap; (1) £ €1) x (al,(0n) £ €2) < (af;(a2) £ €4) x (al,,(o2) * €5)

(@}, (01) & €3) (ag, (02) + €6)
and €1, €2, €3, €4, €5, €6 > 0}

e = inf{max{e;, €9, €3, €4, €5, €6} :

So, € is the smallest positive root of the equation

(api(az) +2) x (g, (a2) +2) x (ap, (1) + ) = (a;(a1) — 2) x (ajy,(a1) = 2) X (ap,(a2) — ).
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l !
Proposition 20. Leti € {1,2,...,n}\{b,w}, a1, s € [0, 1] such that a1 < ay and abi(a%)xa“"(w)

abw(ag)

<

l 1
M, let € be the CV of this inequality, and let €* be the optimal objective value in (7).
ap,, (a1)
Then € < €*.
l _ql ! ) l )
Similar to Case 7, it can be proven that ¢ < max{ @y (02) Qabi(al) , 2 (2) 2[1“” (1) , Zow (a2) 2ab“’(a1) }

and consequently for scale [1}, € < *25% < 0.5.

Remark. From the above discussion, it follows that max{e; : ¢ = 1,2,...,n} < CI, where ¢; is
the maximum possible CV in Case i. From numerical examples, we have observed that max{e; :
i =1,2,...,n} = CI, but this observation lacks theoratical support. Due to this limitation, we
cannot calculate the exact value of CR but we can calculate its upper bound, which is sufficient
to determine whether a weight set is acceptable or not in most cases.

Table 2: Lower bounds of Consistency Index

Maximum possible CV Lower
& Case 3: bounds
Y| Case 1 & 2| Subcase 1, | Case 3:Subcase 2 | Case 7,8 & 9 | of CI
Case 4,5 & 6 €
2 0.5 0.4384 0.3027 0.5
3 1 1 0.5615 1
4 1.5 1.6277 0.7912 1.6277
) 2 2.2984 1 <05 2.2984
6 2.5 3 1.1925 3
7 3 3.725 1.2722 3.725
8 3.5 4.4688 1.5413 4.4688
9 4 5.2279 1.7015 5.2279

4.4 Numerical examples

Now we discuss some numerical examples to illustrate the proposed model and compare it with
FBWM]S]. For that, first we introduce a notation.

For m > 2, let F,, = {0, ml_l,mQ_I,...,zj = 1}, i.e., F,, is subset of [0,1] having m el-
ements that partitions [0,1] into m — 1 uniform sub-intervals. For example, F» = {0,1},

Fip={0,0.1,0.2,...,0.9,1}. Let (flb, flw) be a triangular FPCS, let €* be the optimal objective
value of problem @, and let 3, ~be the optimal objective value of problem @ formulated using
F,,. Note that |[Fp||lso==15. So, by Theorem [I| we get [e* — ng, | < —L_. This implies that
the DoA of an approximate weight set obtained using F},, in problem @) is ﬁ Therefore, this
relationship helps to find the DoA of the weights set. We can also set the value of m to obtain
a weight set with the desired DoA.

Observe that for m = 2, problem (9] is precisely the minimization problem of FBWMIJ|, i.e.,
F3 is the optimal accuracy of FBWM. From the above discussion, it follows that an optimal
weight set of FBWM has DoA equal to 1. By taking higher value of m, we can get better DoA.
For example, m = 11 gives DoA equal to 0.1. On the other hand, to get DoA equal to 0.01,
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we need to take m = 101. In the following examples, we have computed the weights by taking
m = 2" +1,i € NU{0}, because for such m, the successive partition divides each sub-interval of
the previous partition into two equal intervals.

Example 1. Let C = {c1,c2,...,c5} be the set of decision criteria with co and c5 as the
best and the worst criterion respectively. Let A = (2,1,4,2,8) and A, = (3,8,5,4,1)T be the
best-to-other and the other-to-worst vectors respectively. Then computed weights for ¢ = 0,4
and 6 are given in Table

Example 2. Let C = {c1,¢2,...,c5} be the set of decision criteria with co and c5 as the

best-to-other and the other-to-worst vectors respectively. Then computed weights for ¢ = 0,4
and 6 are given in Table

Several conclusions can be drawn from these examples.

Table 3: Computed weights: Example 1

Criterion ™= 2 (Same as FBWMJg]) m =17 m =129
Interval-weight | Average | Interval-weight | Average | Interval-weight | Average
c1 [0.1245,0.2106] 0.1676 [0.1269,0.2072] | 0.1671 | [0.1270,0.2071] | 0.1671
ca [0.3863, 0.4780] 0.4322 [0.3943,0.4778] | 0.4365 | [0.3946,0.4778] | 0.4367
cs [0.1513,0.1907] 0.1710 [0.1516,0.1837] | 0.1677 | [0.1516,0.1836] | 0.1676
c4 [0.1319,0.2477] 0.1898 [0.1336,0.2431] | 0.1884 | [0.1336,0.2430] | 0.1884
cs [0.0418,0.0522] 0.0470 [0.0420,0.0509] | 0.0465 | [0.0420,0.0509] | 0.0465
€r. 1.3945 1.3945 1.3945
CR< 0.3120 0.3120 0.3120
DoA 1 0.0625 0.0078125
Table 4: Computed weights: Example 2
Criterion L= 2 (Same as FBWMIg]|) m =17 m = 129
Interval-weight | Average | Interval-weight | Average | Interval-weight | Average
c1 [0.0801, 0.2040] 0.1421 [0.0835,0.1953] | 0.1394 | [0.0836,0.1951] | 0.1394
co [0.3143,0.4476] 0.3810 [0.3364,0.4476] | 0.3920 | [0.3368,0.4476] | 0.3922
c3 [0.2118,0.3140] | 0.2629 | [0.2118,0.2931] | 0.2525 | [0.2118,0.2928] | 0.2523
cq [0.1073,0.2534] 0.1804 [0.1117,0.2438] | 0.1778 | [0.1118,0.2436] | 0.1777
cs [0.0454, 0.0652] 0.0553 [0.0463,0.0617] | 0.0540 | [0.0463,0.0617] | 0.0540
€r 1.5360 1.5360 1.5360
CR< 0.5120 0.5120 0.5120
DoA 1 0.0625 0.0078125

1. As discussed earlier, for a higher value of m, we get a better DoA. This is also evident from
the nested property of the approximate interval-weights of a criterion. In other words, as
the value of m increases, the corresponding interval of criterion weights becomes smaller.
This implies that less accurate weights are removed from the interval as we consider a
higher value of m. This shows the superiority of the proposed model over FBWM.

2. We have calculated an upper bound of CR instead of exact value.
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5 A real-world application

In this section, we discuss a real-world application of the proposed model in ranking of risk
factors in supply chain 4.0.

Supply chain is an important part of any industry. It is basically a network of individuals,
organizations, technologies and resources that deal with procurement of raw materials, their
transformation into final products and distribution of these products. All strategic and opera-
tional decisions related to location of facilities, production of materials, inventories to store raw
materials and final products, distribution of products, etc. are covered under the Supply Chain
Management (SCM) [7].

As we know, the present age is the age of digitization as it is widely influenced by internet
and digital technologies. Almost all sectors are affected by digitization. The industrial sector
is no exception to this paradigm shift and as a result, supply chains are directly affected by
it[I0]. A Digital Supply Chain (DSC) is known as supply chain 4.0. It includes technologies
from Industry 4.0[I3], Smart Manufacturing (SM)[32], Internet of Things (IoT)[14], etc.

The study of risk factors in supply chains has been an important topic. Many researchers
have studied various risk factors like financial risks[6], supply risks|28|, environmental risks[6],
demand risks[11], etc. in depth. Digitization of supply chains has significantly increased their
efficiency, but it has also created some new risks, such as cyber security[4]. Here we rank the risk
factors involved in supply chain 4.0 in terms of their criticality which will help an organization
in supply chain risk management. Zekhnini et al.[30] identified elevel such risk factors which
they further divided into 5 categories. These categories and risks are given in Table The
pairwise comparison values between these risk factors are adopted from [30]. These values are
given in Table[6] The weights of risk factors are calculated using the same method as in the nu-
merical examples. These weights and the ranking of risk factors using them are shown in Table[7]

The results are similar to those of numerical examples. Although the ranking of the risk factors
is the same for all values of m, there are significant differences in the corresponding weight sets.
For m = 17 and m = 129, we get better approximation of optimal weights than the existing
model. A higher value of m yields a weight set with better DoA, which is evident from the nested
property of the approximate interval-weights. We measure the accuracy of the weight set with
respect to the upper bound of the CR.

6 Conclusion and future plan

The best-worst method is one of the widely accepted MCDM methods used to calculate the
weights of decision criterialI8§]. To deal with ambiguity and uncertainty of decision judgments,
Guo and Zhaol8] proposed a model of BWM consisting of fuzzy sets, called Fuzzy BWM
(FBWM). In this paper, we propose a model of FBWM using a-cut intervals as an improve-
ment over the existing model. To illustrate the model, we discuss two numerical examples and a
real-world application. Some salient features of this paper are as follows.

1. In FBWM, optimal weights are calculated by solving a minimization problem formulated
using only 0 and 1-cuts. In the proposed model, this problem is modified in such a way
that a-cut intervals for all o € [0, 1] are included in the weight calculation. Therefore, the
entire shape of fuzzy comparison values is optimized. This also helps in reducing data loss.
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2. Fuzzy arithmetic operations are defined using a-cut intervals. Therefore, the use of a-cut
intervals naturally involves the exact fuzzy arithmetic operations in the weight calculation
unlike the existing model of FBWM which uses approximate operations.

3. It turned out that calculation of optimal weights using problem @ is difficult due to the
involvement of infinitely many constraints. Therefore, optimal weights are approximated
using finite subsets of [0,1] and Degree Of Approximation (DoA) of these approximate
weight sets are estimated. The resulting weight set of the existing model of FBMW is also
one of the approximate weight sets of the proposed model with DoA equal to 1. Then we
develop a way to obtain a weight set with a better DoA than this weight set. We can also
get a weight set with the desired DoA.

4. Optimal weights are approximated using an optimal solution of problem @D that is formu-
lated using a finite subset F' of [0,1]. Note that it is a non-linear minimization problem.
Therefore, it can lead to multiple solutions. To deal with this problem, first we establish
the fact that for a given F', the collection of all approximate (defuzzified) weights of a
criterion is an interval. Then we calculate the GLB and LUB of this interval using the
problems and respectively. Finally, the center value of this interval is adopted as
the approximate weight of the criterion.

5. To measure the accuracy of a weight set, we first derive the necessary conditions for FPCS
to be consistent. Based on these conditions, a lower bound of CI is calculated, which
leads to an upper bound of CR. In most cases, this upper bound is sufficient to check the
admissibility of weight set.

Although the proposed model is superior than the existing model, it has several drawbacks.

1. A major drawback of the proposed model is that the calculation of optimal weights is
difficult and hence we have to work with approximate weights.

2. It is not known whether the necessary conditions of consistent FPCS given by the Theorem
are sufficient. Because of this limitation, we can only calculate the lower bound of CI
(and consequently the upper bound of CR) and not the exact values.

The proposed model also opens up some important future directions.

1. It would be interesting to develop a method to easily solve the minimization problem
as it would lead to optimal weights.

2. Characterization of consistent FPCS is of great importance as it will help in calculating
the exact values of CI and CR so that we have better estimation of accuracy of a weight
set.

3. Using a similar technique, the best-worst method can be extended to other extensions of
classical sets such as intuitionistic fuzzy sets, hesitant fuzzy sets, etc.
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Table 5: Risk factors in supply chain 4.0[30]

’ Sr no. H

Types of risk

‘ risks

1

Supply risks (c1)

Product arrival variability (ci11)
Loss of suppliers (c;2)

Industry 4.0 risks (¢2)

Cyber-attack (c21)
Information security (c22)
Computer security (c23)

Demand risks (c3)

Fluctuation (c31)
Demand (c32)

Operational risks (c4)

Shortage of skilled workers (c41)
Breakdown of fractioning (c42)

Financial risks (c5)

Macroeconomic fluctuation (cs;)

Coordination in supply chain (cs2)

(a) Types of risk (¢; — ¢5)

Table 6: Best-to-other and other-to-worst vectors|30]

’ Criteria H cl ‘ Co ‘ c3 ‘ cq \ c5(worst) ‘ (b) Risks of ¢;
1 i I 4 ’ Criteria H c11 ‘ c12 (worst) ‘
co(best) || 3] 1] 5 |4 5 ey (best) || 1 5
% e 2 12 - 1
C9 - - - - 2
Cs - - - 1

(c) Risks of ¢o

’ Criteria H co1 ‘ €29 ‘ ca3 (worst) ‘

ca1 (best) || 1 2 6
€29 - - 3
C23 - - 1

(e) Risks of ¢4

’ Criteria H c41 ‘ cq2 (Worst) ‘
cq1 (best) 1 7
C42 - 1

(d) Risks of c3

’ Criteria H c31 ‘ c32 (worst) ‘
c31 (best) || 1 2
C32 - 1

(f) Risks of ¢s

’ Criteria H 51 ‘ 52 (worst) ‘
cs1 (best) || 1 5
C59 - 1
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