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ABSTRACT

Intuitionistic Fuzzy Analytic Hierarchy Process (IFAHP) has undeniably becoming
well known as one of the methods to solve Multi Criteria Decision Making (MCDM)
problems. MCDM tools help in doing selection or evaluation of multiple criteria in
decision making. Basically, some of MCDM tools such as [FAHP use linguistic scale
as a step in the method. However, linguistic scale for each individual may vary
depends on individual interpretation. The information on the consequences of using
different Triangular Intuitionistic Fuzzy Numbers (TIFNs) is also limited. Since
FAHP can only be used to solve the fuzzy decision-making problems with the
preference information of symmetrical distribution, IFAHP is proposed to deal with
the uncertainty by taking both degree of the membership and non-membership
function because it is more flexible and practical than fuzzy sets. This project aimed
to apply the IFAHP method with different sets of TIFNs to solve MCDM problems.
The project also aimed to compare the relative weightage and ranking of both criteria
and alternatives for all respondents derived from the application of IFAHP with
different sets of TIFNs. The study also aimed to check the consistency sensitivity
between the three sets of TIFNs. The implementation of this method will use the data
from a study made on video software selection. It is found that the ranking sequence
for the five alternatives of three sets of TIFNs using the proposed method were
different. Statistically, the relative weightage of the criteria and alternatives show that
there is no significant difference among the criteria and alternatives of the three
TIFNs. However, mathematically the weight dispersion for each criteria and
alternatives were slightly different. The consistency sensitivity for the three TIFNs
also shows different results with TIFN 2 and TIFN 3 have lower consistency
sensitivity and TIFN 1 has moderate consistency sensitivity.
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