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Extended Abstract

Theoretically AHP is based on relative measurement with a ratio scale which is different from the interval
scale of traditional MAVT (Saaty, 1997). This implies that the concepts and meanings of criteria or
attribute weights are also different. However, in the literature this fact has not been made clear enough to
the practitioners. In the current tradition of reporting about AHP applications the weights are easily only
seen as a result of the eigenvector estimation procedure. On the other hand DMs, can give the weights a
very important role when they communicate and explain their decisions. So, can we be sure that these
interpretations match with the underlying theory? Do the stakeholders or citizens understand the weights
in the same way? This is an issue of growing importance, for example, in environmental policy
formulation where decision analytic methods are becoming increasingly common and important. Also the
fact, that multiattribute weighting sofiware running both AHP and other methods is now available to
everybody in the internet (Hamil4dinen and Mustajoki, 1998), makes it important to pay attention to the
correct understanding of the methods.

The MAVT framework has a clear separation of the DMs preference relation, on one hand, and the
methodology through which this relation is modelled, on the other hand. Thus, if the DM accepts the
underlying axioms and follows the MAVT elicitation procedures, he can be sure of obtaining results
which conform to the axioms he has accepted. In the AHP preferences do not exist in isolation of the
process of decision support.

Starting from the foundations of multiattribute value measurement, we have demonstrated (Salo and
Hémildinen, 1997) that the value difference interpretation of ratio comparisons allows the AHP weights
to be given the same meaning as in MAVT or, in other words, the AHP can be regarded as a variant of
MAVT. In MAVT the pairwise comparisons in ratio estimation should be interpreted in terms of value
differences between pairs of underlying alternatives. This interpretation is general and applies to all
methods (including the AHP and SMART) which makes use of ratio statements in the elicitation of
hierarchical models.

This observation does not, however, lead us to make categorical statements about the "correctness" of the
procedures applied, or of the similarity of the results that might be obtained in actual decision analyses
(P6yhdnen and Hamdldinen, 1997). Instead, we wish to emphasize the analyst’s responsibility -of being
aware of different approaches to preference elicitation. Particularly in the case of significant public policy
decisions the interpretation of weights obtained from alternative approaches may be of concern.

The important question is how the weights are explained and understood. In many papers it is made clear
that the weights are different if elicited and estimated with a different method or mode of AHP and if the
normalization of the final scores is eliminated or not (Belton and Gear, 1997, Donegan, 1997, Himéldinen
and Salo, 1997, Laininen and Hidméliinen, 1999, Saaty, 1997, Schoner et al., 1997, Stam, 1997, Weber,
1997). There is not just one AHP as different modes of questioning including the network process can
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produce different weights. For example, we think that only few practitioners know that the absolute
measurement mode of AHP corresponds to the interval scale model of MAVT. Schoner et al. (1997) point
out that the weights obtained by the linking pins or referenced AHP can be transformed into interval scale.
So far, we have not seen a case where the possibility for such a transformation would have been explained
in connection with a real life problem. When reporting about applications we should start a new tradition
of really explaining what the method or mode in question is and how it has been used. Without this the
weights cannot be understandable at all.

Recently there has been growing interest in the use of models allowing imprecise preference statements in
AHP (see e.g. Himil#inen and Salo, 1995) and value tree models (see e.g. Salo and Hidmildinen, 1992).
There already exists the freely available WINPRE sofiware (H4mildinen and Helenius, 1998) running
these methods. Such approaches are assumed to be attractive as decision makers do not need to specify
preferences as point estimates. However, so far we do not have behavioural evidence on the benefits of
such relaxations. Moreover, the interpretation of the statements and results can bring additional problems
if preference intervals are given a statistical interpretation. This interesting area clearly calls for more
research effort,
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