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Research on employee competency evaluation based on FAHP and GRA
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Abstract ; Competency evaluation is a multi-index decision-making problem, and its indicators have the char-

acteristic of fuzziness, therefore a new competency evaluation method was proposed based on fuzzy analytic hi-

erarchy process (FAHP) and grey relational analysis (GRA). For calculating indicator weight, FAHP based

on fuzzy numbers can make up well for the shortcomings of AHP. Moreover, the evaluation method based on

GRA has such advantages as a smaller sample size, less analysis and calculation, and easiness to master. The

rationality and feasibility of this evaluation method were verified by taking the competency evaluation of an air-

line’ s ground crew as an example. Such a method can also provide decision-making reference for relevant in-

dustry and academic circles.
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Tab.1 Evaluation scale of the hierarchical analysis
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Fig.1 Ground crew competency evaluation

indicator system
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Tab.2 Weight of each indicator for ground crew competency evaluation

— a8 hR EH & MR EE BRA
MR TAEZLT Al 0.525 0.115
HIH A 0.219 LlbiEf RS A2 0.142 0.031
LA AR A3 0.333 0.073
FRikEETT BI 0.259 0.111
PATmAHES B2 0.084 0.036
HE B 0.48 ﬁlﬁ&\?{’ﬁ B3 0.079 0.034
HICEET) B4 0.100 0.043
i % AR 55 S ) BS 0.250 0.107
NBrH.3h B6 0.227 0.097
Bk Esh C1 0.236 0.083
gzt o) @2 0.405 0.143
SEC 0.353 AT €3 0.159 0.056
IS 4E 4 0.081 0.028
SFaEfd 5 0.072 0.025




54

PFT, 2. FT FAHP F1 GRA 19 5 T AT Z BiEM Ao

407

HR A5 1 B 5% AT 3R o A R 1 45 45
AL, — 248 br 0 2 BE HE Y Oy BRE (0.428) >
AP (0.353) >H1H (0.219) . EFZ AL REJZ 1 1)
TRARRR T, FRIRRE T A (I K, HUC R
MR 555 ), AR B S5 /N R AT BASAE 5 S i iR )2
T — R Aa b i FEEFEHE Y A G TAE & 50 >
Flp R > Lol UE A5 B 5 76 52 ) 285 B )2 1T ) —
AR, FrE ) B (R, R R &
3, BORE Fr8e S X TAERR DL KA
BE 155 A8 bR A (B AR X 32 5, 2T AS A )
PR DA I b B N B Sy Y B AT
23 ET GRA #iTHE A RMERRRSHF

PR 1 TR RE

58, B3 APPSR T SCRT N7
R B FE bR IR ZR 0 DL o 25 25 5 |
I ARE I R RBORITE AR (AN SR 3 TR ) XS
PERELE BEATIEA, IEXT 3 00 & R AT ER
BOP 0 1 A T8 At FIPRI B 2ROm 5, 7
BRI BUEL, BV A TR B AL 5 A=K

(8) HEATAFAIMIAL . X &5 PR (LR AT M AR 1
R BIR R PRI MR AN 3R 4 B, AT,
AT AL 5 AR PR3 T 01 Z [, IRt G
 FARELL

x3 EWEETE

Tab.3 Fuzzy linguistic variables

G PR BRI

L1 A 2= (0,0,0.25)
12 = (0,0.25,0.5)
L3 ELSh] (0.25,0.5,0.75)
14 it (0.5,0.75,1)
Ls E[Sg/58 (0.75,1,1)

L PR NN/ S WS IR S S
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Tab.4 Evaluation value of each indicator (negotiation matrix)
7T
VES
Al A2 A3 Bl B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 Cl Cc2 C3 C4 C5
H 0.583 0.361 0.083 0.222 0.500 0.583 0.417 0.278 0.417 0.333 0.333 0.500 0.500 0.417
4 0.417 0.250 0.333 0.417 0.333 0.278 0.500 0.222 0.222 0.333 0.250 0.333 0.361 0.222
5] 0.750 0.583 0.750 0.667 0.639 0.722 0.667 0.778 0.639 0.722 0.806 0.722 0.583 0.722
T 0.639 0917 0.806 0.500 0.917 0.861 0.722 0.861 0.667 0.750 0.667 0.917 0.861 0.722
% 0.500 0.500 0.750 0.500 0.500 0.417 0.417 0.417 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.750 0.500 0.500
£S5 BEGHNEEKRXKRERKRIKF
Tab. 5 Weight value, grey relational coefficient and grey relational sequence of each indicator
Ei=tan Al A2 A3 Bl B2 B3 B4 B5 B6
VES 0.115 0.031 0.073 0.111 0.036 0.034 0.043 0.107 0.097
G 0.6190 0.4937 0.3939 0.4382 0.5652 0.6190 0.5200 0.4588 0.5200
4 0.5200 0.4483 0.4815 0.5200 0.4815 0.4588 0.5652 0.4382 0.4382
2] 0.7647 0.6190 0.7647 0.6842 0.6610 0.7358 0.6842 0.7959 0.6610
T 0.6610 1.0000 0.8298 0.5652 1.0000 0.9070 0.7358 0.9070 0.6842
% 0.5652 0.5652 0.7647 0.5652 0.5652 0.5200 0.5200 0.5200 0.5652
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ECEA C1 2 3 Cc4 s -
J% 0083 0143 0056  0.028  0.025 PO
i 0.4815 04815  0.5652  0.5652  0.5200 0.4965(4)
Z 0.4815 04483 04815  0.4937  0.4382 0.4690(5)
] 0.7358  0.8298  0.7358  0.6190  0.7358 0.7231(2)
T 0.7647  0.6842  1.0000  0.9070  0.7358 0.7533(1)
1% 0.5652  0.5652  0.7647  0.5652  0.5652 0.5725(3)
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