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Abstract

This paper propose the Fuzzy AHP(Analytic Hierarchical Process)-based negotiation support (FAHP-NEGO)
mechanism to support the dynamic negotiation process in Electronic Commerce(EC). Negotiation is a form of
decision-making with two or more actively involved agents who can not make decisions independently, and therefore
must make concessions to achieve a compromise. Having concerned that point, the theoretical framework of
FAHP-NEGO mechanism is presented by means of fuzzy membership functions and AHP. This mechanism
encompasses both qualitative and quantitative conditions, and the use of multiple negotiation procedures for solving the
electronic negotiation problem, adjusting the fuzzy membership function, and.restructuring the problem representation.
A hypothetical example of a healthcare products purchase is given to illustrate the quality of the proposed mechanism.
The results showed that the Fuzzy AHP-based negotiation support mechanism could reflect both qualitative and
quantitative conditions in EC. The implications of the study for future directions of research on electronic negotiation
support modeling and systems are presented.
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Figure 1. Fuzzy membership function
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2.2. AHP (Analytical Hierarchical Processing)
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Figure 2. FAHP-NEGO mechanism
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Figure 3. Fuzzy membership function for negotiation
conditions
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Table 3. Fuzzy membership function for negotiation
offers

Quantity
Price
Quality

SAE 2R3k ¥t
08 E 4% d3xdd % 7H, 2, 2F7IkE 3
Aol zze] AEATE w2AE AEHIR (paired

comparisons among objectives or contract conditions)&
Esto] AMgE dajolch & Ab)e AR ARE oA A
A vz Fo2 ir Auksld (normalized) #kelth 4
Wulw AR SAEsE Sl 73 B Ao vehdth

E 4 FAzde A o gEda A7
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conditions
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Table 5. Pairwise comparison matrix for price
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and final results
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