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Table 9. Comparison Rubric values and the new BNP values

g Fuzzy AHP— 1 Fuzzy AHP - 11 Rubric N Fuzzy AHP —1  Fuzzy AHPII Rubric
BNP; Ranking BNP; Ranking Arit.Mean Ranking BNP; Ranking BNP; Ranking Arit.Mean Ranking

Ay 75.175 2 79.928 2 17.667 2 Ay 24354 49 26.683 41 6.667 53
A, 55.165 14 58.808 13 13.333 15 Az, 48321 24 51.300 22 11.667 26
A; 48,640 23 47.596 26 11.667 25 Ay 27915 44 24.449 44 7.000 45
A, 25912 47 20.695 54 7.667 39 Az, 49978 21 58.545 14 12.667 19
Ag 55.547 13 54.001 19 12.667 18 A, 1312 63 13.049 62 5.000 63
A, 44246 28 46.478 28 10.667 31 Azg 35333 34 35.655 34 9334 34
A, 22024 54 21.002 53 6.667 52 Az, 44.049 29 47.596 27 11.334 28
Ag; 47605 25 50.261 23 12.667 20 A, 58716 9 63.355 10 14.333 11
Ay, 29161 41 29.729 38 7.667 40 Ay, 30752 38 26.064 42 7.333 44
A, 21315 55 19.892 55 6.334 55 A,, 27.889 45 24.190 45 7.000 46
Ay, 73.609 4 74.953 5 16.667 - A,; 19563 58 21.057 52 6.667 50
Ay, 17695 60 19.465 56 6.334 56 Ay, 47529 26 48.659 24 12.000 24
Ay, 32881 36 31.007 37 8334 36 Ay 73721 3 76.455 3 17.000 3
A, 13850 62 12.26 63 5.667 61 A, 52.690 19 53.019 20 12.667 22
A 61475 7 70.546 6 15.334 6 Ay, 24238 50 23.053 48 6.667 51
Ay, 33653 35 31.438 36 8.000 38 Asg 51570 20 48.044 25 12.333 23
A, 68746 5 75.387 4 16.334 5 A,y 53241 17 55.385 18 13.334 14
A 14975 61 16.458 60 6.334 57 Ag, 53238 18 51775 16 13.000 16
A, 8.678 64 7.137 64 4.667 64 Ag, 26936 46 23.945 46 7.667 41
A,y 31154 37 32.151 35 8.667 35 Ag, 29.066 42 22.590 49 7.334 42
A,, 30420 39 26.752 40 8334 37 Ag; 28.694 43 23.925 47 7.334 43
A,, 30277 40 27919 39 6.667 49 Ag, 43599 30 43.744 31 11.333 29
A,; 40262 31 40.248 32 10.667 32 A 19.987 57 14.126 61 5.667 62
Table 9.(Continue) Comparison Rubric values and the new BNP values

A,, 17947 59 19.214 57 6.334 58 Agg 53244 16 56.390 17 13.000 17
A, 48984 22 52.691 21 12.667 21 Ag; 79.563 1 91.934 1 20.000 1
A 2Q 724 27 AL ARS 2n 11 224 27 A SQ AAS in A1 RK2Q 11 12 RK7 1

It is shown as separate tables because Erasmus Committee determines minimum 15 points for the students of
the School of Foreign Languages Department and minimum 10 points for the students of the other
departments when using Rubric. It is determined how many points correspond to these points in fuzzy AHP.
For this calculation, it is considered that DMs evaluate a student by using linguistic terms as “fair” for each
of the criteria. Threshold point in fuzzy AHP is achieved as 42.683 points. Thus, after the students are listed
from 1 to 64, since minimum threshold point is 10 the first 33 students must be selected, if the students are
assessed according to Rubric. However, if the fuzzy AHP is used, the first 30 students must be selected
because minimum threshold point is 42.683. For the students of the School of Foreign Languages
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Department, the student Agg in Table 10 must be selected according to Rubric; all of the students in Table 10
must be selected according to fuzzy AHP.

Table 10. BNP values, rank and ratios of students and comparison Rubric values and the new BNP values for
thestudents of the School of Foreign Languages Department

Stadents DM, DM, Compromised (Fuzzy AHP —I) Fuzzy AHP-II Rubric
BNP; Ranking BNP; Ranking BNP; Ranking BNP; Ranking Arit.Mean Ranking
Ags 44.592 4 61.715 3 53.760 3 58.811 3 13.000 3
Age 47.135 3 64.342 2 55.968 2 63.708 2 14.000 2
Ag7 51.974 2 52.629 4 52.844 -4 56.775 4 12.667 4
Agg 63.842 1 70.989 1 67.410 1 70.315 1 15.667 1

4. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, instead of Rubric, the fuzzy MCDM approach is proposed for the student selection problem in
Erasmus oral examination. The student selection problem is defined in detail. The fuzzy MCDM approach
and Rubric are given step by step. The case study demonstrates how the proposed framework can be applied
in practice. 68 students are evaluated and ranked by using these methods. The obtained rankings are different
for each approach. The ranking obtained by the fuzzy MCDM approach is more satisfactory for DMs. The
fuzzy MCDM approach is more flexible than Rubric because the criteria weights can change from DM to
another as explained in the case study. Also, more criteria can be considered for evaluating the student
qualifications. The proposed method is more sensitive than Rubric in terms of the differences of the foreign
language skills. The fuzzy MCDM approach allows sensitivity analysis by changing the criterion weights and
DM weights.

Different MCDM methods can be applied in the selection process and results can be compared. A
mathematical model can be proposed to assign students by considering the requirements of the system.
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