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Abstract 

Purpose: The main purpose of this study is to solve a real world 

supplier selection problem of Carglass Turkey.  

Design/Methodology/Approach: This problem includes both 

tangible and intangible criteria therefore analytic hierarchy process 

(AHP) is accepted as the methodology. In this study, we took three 

main criteria as cost, availability and quality, additionally six sub-

criteria as product price, transportation costs, quality assessment, 

technical capability, business improvement and management approach 

and four suppliers into account. During this study, a strict cooperation 

with Carglass Turkey’s Supply Chain Management Team (SCMT) is 

ensured and maintained.  

Findings: According to the calculated weights, availability emerged 

as the most important criteria and followed by cost and quality. These 

criteria also gave dominance to the selected supplier among other 

alternatives.  All results with interpretations were presented to SCMT 

as a report. Implementation of the outcome was carried out by SCMT 

accordingly.  

Originality/Value: In this study we implemented AHP to a real world 

supplier selection problem. The results that we obtained were 

considered acceptable and feasible by the decision maker. 

 

Keyword: Analytic hierarchy process (AHP); Multi-criteria decision 

making (MCDM); Real-world problem; Supply chain management 
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Introduction 
In today’s vying environment companies should meet customer needs 

completely and in a timely manner in order to compete with their 

rivals. Furthermore, due to developments in technology and global 

market circumstances, customers now have an instant access to a wide 

range of product and service alternatives. Along with the attributes 

such as quality and cost, rapid accessibility has become a prioritizing 

factor for the customers. 
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Thus, it can be stated that being agile is crucial for the companies that follow customer 

oriented approaches. In order to reach the state of readiness, making right decisions and 

choices regarding suppliers is essential and this will definitely render an enterprise 

discernible in above mentioned global competition area. Therefore supply chain 

excellence is a significant characteristic of competitiveness in most industries globally. 

Supply chain management mainly offers an effective use and harmonious interaction of 

the processes from customer to supplier (Setak et al., 2012). At this point, the decisions 

made by companies become especially critical. Yet either in manufacturing or service 

businesses, regardless from the concentration, effective supply chain management can 

lessen purchasing costs, boost customer satisfaction, provide faster product presentation 

and make positive contribution to competitive ability (Liao & Kao, 2009). In some 

situations that a supplier also appears to be a competitor, well planned supply chain 

management may also secure the companies’ position in above stated highly 

competitive environment.   

As being discussed in numerous studies, the main consensus of scholars is that one of 

the key issues in supply chain management is the selection of supplier (Deng et al., 

2013; Wu & Barnes, 2011; Huang & Keskar, 2007). In accordance with this, today’s 

dynamic state of quality management and increased variety of production concepts 

points out the supplier selection matter as a critical issue for companies (Muralidharan 

et al., 2002).  Therefore it can be said that decision makers’ particularity is 

comprehensible and somehow essential while selecting suppliers.  

Supplier selection is picking up the competent business partner that ensures providing 

required quality products and services with an acceptable cost, at sufficient quantities 

and on time (Sonmez, 2006). Procedure primarily begins with the formation of 

conditions or circumstances that requires a selection of the supplier. This is naturally 

followed by the decision of the organizations to start the selection process. The search 

for a suitable supplier proceeds with determination and evaluation of different aspects, 

which are generally, defined as supplier selection criteria. These criteria may present 

tangible and/or intangible features. It is obvious that prominence of these criteria is 

related with the distinctive features of the company. As each company expected to have 

its own typical characteristics, structures, backgrounds and needs it’s advised that the 

supplier selection criteria must be determined according to these features (Chen & 

Chao, 2012). Determining the appropriate criteria is followed by choosing a best 

supplier. As a multi-criteria decision making (MCDM) problem various different 

methods has been used to date in supplier selection and these methods have been 

presented in a research recently (Chai et al., 2013). In this study, Carglass Turkey’s real 

world supplier selection problem is handled. As it was a MCDM problem and the 

determined criteria were both in tangible and intangible function, analytic hierarchy 

process (AHP) was accepted as the main methodology. 

This study divided into four sections: In Section 1, the concepts of supply chain 

management (SCM) and outline of supplier selection problem is explained. In Section 

2, a brief review of AHP method and its applications are presented. In Section 3, the 

real world study, selection of the best supplier for Carglass Turkey along with 

explanation of the model, components, analysis applied and results are given. Section 4 

includes the evaluation of the outcome. 

 

AHP and Its Applications    
AHP was developed by Saaty in 1976 (Saaty, 2000). It has been one of the most widely 

used multi-criteria decision making tool to model real world decision problems. In 

compliance with the subjectivity factor in real world problems, this method takes both 
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tangible and intangible criteria into account (Erdogmus et al., 2006). Another advantage 

of this method is the convenient usage of hierarchies to structure complex multi-period, 

multi-person and multi-criteria problems, since the steps of the solution includes 

configuring these hierarchies and synthesizing outcomes of judgments (Yusuff et al., 

2001). It can be said that this type of hierarchical visualization facilitates the 

contribution of decision-makers and may lead them to reassess their judgments in 

accordance with the development of the decision process. Thus a state of consensus can 

also be built among several decision-makers. In general AHP consists of four steps. The 

first step of AHP is the determination of main and sub-criteria in accordance with the 

decision problem. AHP methodology continues with conversion of the decision 

problem into hierarchies (Wind & Saaty, 1980). The hierarchical structure can be 

generated and presented in many forms. Nevertheless a general illustration of a 

hierarchical presentation which consists of ultimate goal, criteria and alternatives is 

shown below in Figure 1.  

 

 
Figure 1: General structure of the hierarchy (Saaty, 2000) 

 

Second step is subsequently followed by collecting data. In this step, data are collected 

through pairwise comparisons which are performed by the decision-maker. These 

comparisons are made by using the scale of relative importance which ranges the values 

from 1 to 9 and presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1: Fundamental scale used in AHP (Saaty, 2000) 
 

Intensity of                        Definition                                   Explanation 

Importance 

1                                     Equal Importance               Two activities contribute equally to the objective 

 

2                                     Weak                                                                        -- 

3                                     Moderate Importance        Experince and judgment slightly favour one activity 

                                                                                   over other   

4                                     Moderate Plus                                                          -- 

5                                     Strong Importance              Experince and judgment strongly favour one activity 

                                                                                   over other   

6                                     Strong Plus                                                              -- 

7                                     Very strong                         An activity is favoured very strongly over another 

8                                     Very, very strong                                                    -- 

9                                     Extreme Importance          The evidence favouring one activity over another  

                                                                                   is of highest possible order of affirmation 
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Grounds of these pairwise comparisons are to take (i) every sub-criteria into account for 

each alternative, (ii) every main criteria into account for each sub-criteria, (iii) the goal 

into account for each main criteria (Aras et al., 2004).  

As a result, pairwise comparison matrices are obtained by these comparisons. 

Afterwards, inconsistency ratios for every matrix are checked in order to determine the 

misevaluation of comparisons. Inconsistency ratios are generally acceptable up to the 

limit of 0.10, while some scholars offer a limit up to 0.20 (Cox, 2000; Soma, 2003). If 

all matrices are consistent, the process can proceed to the next step. If not, inconsistent 

matrices should be reassessed in order to provide consistency for all matrices. 

Concerning the above explanations, the third step includes synthesis of these judgments 

in order to determine an overall priority among alternatives and criteria (Korpelaa et al., 

1998). In the fourth step the best decision is acquired through this synthesis.  

Many researches have been published which include applications of AHP in different 

fields such as planning, selecting the best alternative, resource allocations, resolving 

conflicts, optimization problems, etc. (Vargas, 1990). This can be seen through studies 

that presents collections and reviews of the applications of AHP (Boer et al., 2001; 

Sonmez, 2006; Vaidya & Kumar, 2006; Ho, 2008; Bruno et al., 2011; Wu & Barnes, 

2011; Subramanian & Ramanathan, 2012). AHP is also one of the most utilized 

methodologies to solve the supplier selection problems. In accordance with the main 

concentration of this study as a real world problem, a compilation of some studies that 

have applications of AHP and integrated AHP in real world supplier selection problems 

are mentioned below in Table 2.  

 

Table 2: AHP-based applications to real world supplier selection problems  

Industries Applications 

General electronics 
 

Chen et al. (2007), Gencer et al. (2007), Che et al. (2008), Lee 

(2009), Lee et al. (2009), Levary (2008), Yang et al. (2008), Wu 

et al. (2009) 

 

Home appliances  

 

Sevkli et al. (2003), Zaim et al. (2003), Demirtas et al. (2007), 

Demirtas et al. (2008), Sevkli et al. (2008), Kilincci et al. (2012) 

Automotive/tyre 
 

 

Noorul Haq et al. (2006) 

 

Semiconductor 

industry  

Yu et al. (2008) 

 

 

Food industry  

 

Cebi et al. (2003), Bottani et al. (2005) 

 

Telecommunication  

 

Onut et al. (2008) 

  
 

Manufacturating 
 

Ozgen et al. (2008), Tahriri et al. (2008), Asamoah et al. (2012), 

Ramanathan (2013), Verma et al. (2013) 

 

Logistics  

 

Buyukozkan et al. (2008) 

 

Commercial tools  Schoenherr et al. (2008) 
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As it can be seen from the Table 2, there are several studies in various industries 

including AHP-based solutions to real world supplier selection problems. In this study a 

real world supplier selection problem in auto glass industry is handled.  

 

A Case Study of Carglass Turkey 

The main motivation behind this study is solving Carglass Turkey’s real world problem 

of selecting the best supplier. Carglass Turkey operates in vehicle glass repair and 

replacement and serves more than 110.000 customers ever year with 12 branches and 

198 franchises. Apart from Carglass Turkey, including world’s majority brands such as 

Carglass Europe, O’Brien Australia and Safelite Unites States of America is owned by 

Belron Inc. which operates in 28 countries for 8 million customers.  

As one of the pioneers in its line of business, Carglass Turkey faced a supplier selection 

problem recently. This was a strategic decision problem which is considered to effect 

Carglass Turkey’s competitiveness in above mentioned arduous environment.  In 

addition, this problem includes both tangible and intangible criteria therefore AHP is 

accepted as the methodology to solve this real world supplier selection problem. The 

process followed to solve this problem is shown in Figure 2.   

 

 
Figure 2: Solution process of Carglass Turkey’s supplier selection problem 
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The process followed in this study consists of six steps which are shown in Figure 2. 

These steps are explained below respectively. 

The first step of this solution process is the definition of the problem. In this step, all of 

the components (alternatives, main and sub-criteria) of Carglass Turkey’s supplier 

selection problem are defined clearly. In order to determine these components, a 

meeting was held with Supply Chain Management Team (SCMT) of Carglass Turkey. 

This team consists of a supply chain manager and two specialists. In this meeting, we 

were informed that there are four suppliers which are also competitors of Carglass 

Turkey. These suppliers were renamed as A, B, C and D respectively in accordance 

with the request of the company regarding their confidentiality policy. According to 

SCMT, each of these four suppliers has different characteristic advantages which 

changes from the aspect of one criteria to another. Therefore, several criteria have been 

taken into account with essential literature review. As a result, 40+ criteria were 

presented to SCMT. Finally, three main criteria which are also stated as Belron Inc.’s 

essential supplier evaluation principals, are selected by SCMT. These main criteria are 

cost, availability and quality.  

Cost can be defined as financial outcome of business relations related with purchase. 

According to SCMT, product price and transportation costs are pointed as critical cost 

related criteria, therefore these were taken as sub-criteria.  

Availability simply means the accessible sources of products for which SCMT did not 

state any sub-criteria.  

The last criteria quality is the level of sufficient business interactions. The sub-criteria 

that have been stated by SCMT are: Quality assessment by which quality will be 

improved and maintained; technical capability which means the ability to control field 

related skills (Chan & Chan, 2010); business improvement which ensures future 

developments in accordance with changing customer needs; management approach 

which includes strategic management and applying new methods.  

The second step is establishing the hierarchical model. In this step, we hierarchically 

modeled the supplier selection problem of Carglass Turkey. This hierarchical model is 

shown below in Figure 3: 



Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 6, No. 1 (2014) 

  

7 

Transportation cost

Selection of the 
  best supplier

  CostAvailabilityQuality

Product price

  Quality 
assessment

Technical 
capability

   Business 
improvement

Management 
  approach

Alternative
 suppliers

DA B C
 

Figure 3: Hierarchical model of Carglass Turkey’s selection of the best supplier 

problem 

                          

After establishing the hierarchical model data were collected by pairwise comparisons. 

These comparisons were performed in a meeting with SCMT. In this meeting, each 

comparison was evaluated by using the scale in Table 1 (see Section 2) and finalized 

singly as a collective judgment of SCMT.  

After carrying out all comparisons, pairwise comparison matrices were obtained. As an 

example, the pairwise comparison matrix which includes judgments of SCMT regarding 

main criteria is given below in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Pairwise comparison matrix of the main criteria 

 Cost Availability Quality 

Cost 1 1/3 2 

Availability 3 1 4 

Quality 1/2 1/4 1 

 

According to this matrix, availability is three times as important as cost which means 

availability has moderate importance over cost. Also, availability is four times as 

important as quality which means availability has moderate plus importance over 

quality. In addition cost is two times as important as quality which means cost has weak 

importance over quality. Following the acquisition of matrices, inconsistency ratios 

were checked. In this study the inconsistency ratios are 0, 0.07 and 0.08 for main 

criteria, 0.09, 0.04 and 0.07 for sub-criteria. For this reason, no reassessments were 

made.  

The analysis step of the process consists of calculating the weights of both criteria, 

alternatives and selection of the best supplier. In this study, Expert Choice 11 software 

was used for all the analyses. Firstly, relative weights of all criteria were calculated and 

presented in Figure 4: 
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Transportation cost
           (0.167)

Selection of the 
best supplier

  Cost
(0.238)

Availability
  (0.625)

Quality
(0.136)

Product price
     (0.833)

Quality assessment
        (0.570)

Technical capability
          (0.200)

Business improvement
           (0.072)

Management approach
             (0.157)

 
Figure 4: Relative weights of main and sub-criteria 

 

Based on the results that are shown in Figure 4, availability is the core criteria for 

selection of the best supplier for Carglass Turkey. Cost and quality follow this criteria 

respectively. With a quick glance to sub-criteria weights; (i) for cost, product price is 

more important than transportation cost and (ii) for quality, quality assessment has 

dominance over technical capability, management approach and business improvement.  

Before selection of the best supplier, validation of these results was checked in a 

meeting with SCMT. In this meeting, relative weights of all criteria were evaluated.  

According to the evaluation of main criteria, SCMT approved the validity of the 

importance order. Because, logically a broken glass needs to be fixed by repairing 

and/or replacing instantly; therefore availability happens to be the most important 

criteria for an emergency solution. For this reason availability seems to be the dominant 

criteria in selection of the best supplier. SCMT also approved the importance order of 

cost’s sub-criteria. “Product price has the power to boost competition of supplier 

market in order to be the best supplier” SCMT mentions. Similarly the order of 

quality’s sub-criteria is accepted by SCMT, because it is compatible with company 

policy.       
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This step continues with calculating the importance values of supplier alternatives. 

These values are presented in Table 4:  

 

Table 4: Importance values & ranks for alternative suppliers 

Alternatives                                Importance Values                              Rank 

 A                                                       0.438                                              1 

 C                                                       0.259                                                      2 

 D                                                       0.198                                              3 

 B                                                       0.105                                              4 

 

As it can be seen in Table 3, Supplier A has the highest importance value among all 

alternative suppliers.  

The last step of the process is the implementation of the results. In this step, all results 

with their interpretations have been presented to SCMT in a meeting. Consequently 

Supplier-A suggested as the best supplier and approved by SCMT accordingly. 

 

Discussions and Conclusions 

In nowadays competitive business environment, supply chain management (SCM) 

attracts a significant attention. Regardless from the business concentration, companies 

can take advantage from the benefits of efficient management of supply chains. As a 

crucial issue of supply chain management, supplier selection process will display 

contradictions regarding intentions. These intentions may consist of emergency 

solutions to the customer needs, keeping an efficient business in terms of quality and 

maintaining this delicate relationship in a highly vying environment. Because of these, a 

supplier selection problem can present a complex situation as it also includes 

tangible/intangible factors. Therefore AHP appears to be one of the most convenient 

methods for complex decision problems due to its simple concept and acceptable 

feasibility.  

 

In this study, AHP is used to solve Carglass Turkey’s real world supplier selection 

problem. The process in Figure 2, which consists of five steps was followed accordingly 

to solve this problem. Firstly, the problem was defined including main/sub criteria and 

alternatives. In compliance with these components, the hierarchical model was 

established which is given in Figure 3.  Pairwise comparisons were performed and 

related matrices were obtained. In order to determine if there were any misevaluations, 

inconsistency ratios for every matrix were examined. As all matrices were consistent, 

we calculated the relative weights of all criteria. These weights were presented in Figure 

4. According to Figure 4, availability is the criteria that has highest importance value. 

Availability is followed by cost and quality. Concerning the sub-criteria weights, 

product price has dominance over transportation costs and similarly quality assessment 

is much more important than technical capability and business improvement. Finally, 

the importance values of suppliers were calculated. These importance values were 

presented in Table 3. Consequently, the superiority on the most significant criteria, 

availability, put Supplier A forward among other suppliers. It can be clearly seen that 

one specific criteria appeared to have the ability to give dominance to the supplier 

among others in this study.  

In accordance with our outcomes which were acquired in this study, a report has been 

presented to SCMT. After several discussions, SCMT approved the validity of all 

results. In conclusion, SCMT accepted Supplier A as the best supplier.  
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The limitation in this study is that it was performed in one particular area which is auto 

glass industry. Therefore the main and sub-criteria were presented to SCMT in 

accordance with their branch. As a general problem which may occur in several 

industries, the criteria for a supplier selection problem should be determined in 

compliance with the related branch.  

On the contribution aspect of this study, it has two significant values added to the 

literature: Firstly, to handle a real world supplier selection problem, secondly and more 

importantly to offer an implementable solution to this problem. Thereby, this study will 

guide researchers as well as executives who are experiencing a decision problem similar 

to this field and offer a valid solution. 

 

References 

Aras, H., Erdogmus, S., Koc, E., (2004). Multi-criteria selection for a wind observation 

station location using analytic hierarchy process. Renewable Energy, 29 (8), pp. 

1383-1392. 

Asamoah, d., Annan, J., Nyarko, S., (2012). AHP approach for supplier evaluation and 

selection in a pharmaceutical manufacturing firm in Ghana. International Journal 

of Business and Management, 7 (10), pp. 49-62. 

Boer, L., Labro, E., Morlacchi, P., (2001). A review of methods supporting supplier 

selection. European Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management, 7, pp. 75-89. 

Bottani, E., Rizzi, A., (2005). A fuzzy multi-attribute framework for supplier selection 

in an e-procurement environment. International Journal of Logistics Research 

and Applications, 8 (3), pp. 249–266.  

Bruno, G., Esposito, E., Genovese, A., Passaro, R., (2011). AHP based metholodogies 

for suppliers selection: A critical review. International Symposium on the Analytic 

Hierarchy Process, pp. 1-15. 

Buyukozkan, G., Feyzioglu, O., Nebol, E., (2008). Selection of the strategic alliance 

partner in logistics value chain. International Journal of Production Economics, 

113 (1), pp. 148–158. 

Cebi, F., Bayraktar, D., (2003). An integrated approach for supplier selection. Logistics 

Information Management, 16 (6), pp. 395–400. 

Chai, J., Liu, J. N. K., Ngai, E. W. T., (2013). Application of decision-making 

techniques in supplier selection: A systematic review of literature. Expert Systems 

with Application, 40, pp. 3872-3885. 

Chan F. T. S., Chan H. K., (2010) An AHP model for selection of suppliers in the fast 

changing fashion market. The International Journal of Advanced Manufacturing 

Technology, 51, pp. 1195-1207. 

Che, Z.H., Wang, H.S., (2008). Supplier selection and supply quantity allocation of 

common and non-common parts with multiple criteria under multiple products. 

Computers and Industrial Engineering, 55 (1), pp. 110–133. 

Chen, Y., Chao, R., (2012). Supplier selection using consistent fuzzy preference 

relations. Expert Systems with Applications, 39, pp. 3233–3240. 

Chen, Y.M., Huang, P., (2007). Bi-negotiation integrated AHP in suppliers selection. 

International Journal of Operations and Production Management, 27 (11), pp. 

1254–1274. 

Cox A.M., Alwang, J., Johnson, T.G., (2000). Local preferences for economic 

development outcomes: Analytical hierarchy procedure. Growth and Change 

Summer, 31, pp. 341–366. 



Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 6, No. 1 (2014) 

  

12 

Demirtas, E. A., Ustun, O., (2007). Analytic network process and multi-periodgoal 

programming integration in purchasing decisions. Computers and Industrial 

Engineering, 56(2), pp. 677–690.  

Demirtas, E. A., Ustun, O., (2008). An integrated multiobjective decision making 

process for supplier selection and order allocation. Omega 36, (4), pp. 76–90. 

Deng, X., Hu, Y., Deng, Y., Mahadevan S., (2013). Supplier selection using AHP 

methodology extended by D numbers. Expert Systems with Applications, 41 (1), 

pp. 156-167. 

Erdogmus, S., Aras, H., Koc, E., (2006). Evaluation of alternative fuels for residential 

heating in Turkey using analytic network process (ANP) with group gecision-

making. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 10, pp. 269-279. 

Gencer, C., Gurpinar, D., (2007). Analytic network process in supplier selection: A case 

study in an electronic firm. Applied Mathematical Modelling, 31 (11), pp. 2475–

2486. 

Ho, W., (2008). Integrated analytic hierarchy process and its applications - a literature 

review. European Journal of Operational Research, 186, pp. 211–228. 

Huang S. H., Keskar, H., (2007). Comprehensive and configurable metrics for supplier 

selection. International Journal of Production Economics, 105 (2), pp. 510-523. 

Kilincci, O., Onal, S. A., (2012). Fuzzy AHP approach for supplier selection in a 

washing machine company. Expert Systems with Applications, 38, pp. 9656-9664. 

Korpelaa, J., Tuominen, M., Valoaho, M., (1998). An analytic hierarchy process-based 

approach to the strategic management of logistic service: An empirical study in 

the mechanical forest industry. International Journal of Production Economics, 

56-57, pp. 303-318. 

Lee, A.H.I., (2009). A fuzzy supplier selection model with the consideration of benefits, 

opportunities, costs and risks. Expert Systems with Applications, 36 (2), pp. 

2879–2893.  

Lee, A.H.I., Kang, H.Y., Chang, C.T., (2009). Fuzzy multiple goal programming 

applied to TFT-LCD supplier selection by downstream manufacturers. Expert 

Systems with Applications, 36 (2), pp. 6318–6325. 

Levary, R. R., (2008). Using The analytic hhierarchy process to rank foreign suppliers 

based on supply risks. Computers and Industrial Engineering, 55, pp. 535–542. 

Liao, C., Kao, H., (2009). Supplier selection model using Taguchi loss function, 

analytical hierarchy process and multi-choice goal programming. Computers and 

Industrial Engineering, 58, pp. 571–577. 

Muralidharan, C., Anantharaman, N., Desmukh, S.G., (2002). A multi-criteria group 

decision making model for supplier rating. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 

38 (3), pp. 22-33. 

Noorul Haq, A., Kannan, G., (2006). Design of an integrated supplier selection and 

multi-echelon distribution inventory model in a built-to-order supply chain 

environment. International Journal of Production Research, 44 (10), pp. 1963–

1985. 

Onut, S., Kara, S. S., Isik, E., (2008). Long term supplier selection using a combined 

fuzzy  MCDM approach: a case study for a telecommunication company. Expert 

Systems with Applications, 36 (2), pp. 3887–3895. 

Ozgen, D., Onut, S., Gulsun, B., Tuzkaya, U. R., Tuzkaya, G., (2008). A two-phase 

possibilistic linear programming methodology for multi-objective supplier 

evaluation and order allocation problems. Information Sciences,178 (2), pp. 485–

500. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/09255273


Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 6, No. 1 (2014) 

  

13 

Ramanathan, U. (2013). Aligning supply chain collaboration using analytic hierarchy 

process. Omega 41, pp. 431-440. 

Saaty, T. L., (2000). Fundamentals of decision making and priority theory with the 

analytic hierarchy process. Pittsburgh: RWS Publications. 

Schoenherr, T., Rao Tummala, V.M., Harrison, T.P., (2008). Assessing supply chain 

risks with the analytic hierarchy process: providing decision support for the 

offshoring decision by a US manufacturing company. Journal of Purchasing and 

Supply Management, 14 (2), pp. 100–111. 

Setak, M., Sharifi S., Alimohammadian A., (2012). Supplier selection and order 

allocation models in supply chain management: A review. World Applied 

Sciences Journal, 18 (1), pp. 55-72. 

Sevkli, M., Koh, S.C.L., Zaim, S., Demirbag, M., Tatoglu, E., (2003). An application of 

data envelopment analytic hierarchy process for supplier selection: a case study of 

BEKO in Turkey. International Journal of Production Research, 45 (9), pp. 

1973–2003. 

Sevkli, M., Koh, S.C.L., Zaim, S., Demirbag, M., Tatoglu, E., (2008). Hybrid analytical 

hierarchy process model for supplier selection. Industrial Management and Data 

Systems, 108 (1), pp. 122–142. 

Soma, K., (2003).  How to involve stakeholders in fisheries management—a country 

case study in Trinidad and Tobago. Marine Policy, 27, pp. 47–58. 

Sonmez, M., (2006). A review and critique of supplier selection process and practices. 

Leicestershire: Loughborough University Business School Occasional Papers 

Series. 

Subramanian, N., Ramanathan, R., (2012). A review of applications of analytic 

hierarchy process in operations management. International Journal of Production 

Economics, 138, pp. 215–241. 

Tahriri, F., Osman, M. R., Ali, A., Yusuff, R. M., Esfandiary, A., (2008). AHP 

approach for supplier evaluation and selection in a steel manufacturing company. 

Journal of Industrial Engineering and Management, 1 (2), pp. 54-76. 

Vaidya, O., Kumar, S., (2006). Analytic hierarchy process: An overview of 

applications. European Journal of Operational Research, 169, pp. 1-29. 

Vargas, L.G., (1990). An overview of the analytic hierarchy process and its 

applications. European Journal of Operational Research, 48, pp. 2−8. 

Verma, D. S., Pateriya, A., (2013). Supplier selection through analytical hierarchy 

process: A case study in small scale manufacturing organization. International 

Journal of Engineering Trends and Technology, 4 (5), pp. 1428-1433. 

Wind, Y., Saaty, T. L., (1980). Marketing applications of the analytic hierarchy process. 

Management Science, 26 (7), pp. 641–658. 

Wu, C., Barnes, D,. (2011). A literature review of decision-making models and 

approaches for partner selection in agile supply chains. Journal of Purchasing and 

Supply Management, 17 (4), pp. 256-274. 

Wu, W.Y., Shih, H.A., Chan, H.C., (2009). The analytic network process for partner 

selection criteria in strategic alliances. Expert Systems with Applications, 36 (3), 

pp. 4646–4653. 

Yang, J.L., Chiu, H.N., Tzeng, G.H., Yeh, R.H., (2008). Vendor selection by integrated 

fuzzy MCDM techniques with independent and interdependent relationships. 

Information Sciences, 178 (21), pp. 4166–4183. 

Yu, J.R., Tsai, C.C., (2008). A decision framework for supplier rating and purchase 

allocation: a case in the semiconductor industry. Computers and Industrial 

Engineering, 55 (3), pp. 634–646. 



Global Business and Management Research: An International Journal 

Vol. 6, No. 1 (2014) 

  

14 

Yusuff, R. D., PohYee, K., Hashmi, M.S.J., (2001). A preliminary study on the 

potential use of the analytical hierarchical process (AHP) to predict advanced 

manufacturing technology (AMT) implementation. Robotics and Computer 

Integrated Manufacturing, 17, pp. 421–427. 

Zaim, S., Sevkli, M., Tarim, M., (2003). Fuzzy analytic hierarchy based approach for 

supplier selection. Journal of Euromarketing, 12 (3/4), pp. 147–176. 

 

Acknowledgments: The authors of this study would like to thank Mr. Yasin Tekdemir, 

the Supply Chain Manager of Carglass Turkey for his sincere contributions and 

supports. 

 

 

To cite this article: 

Koç, E., & Burhan, H.A. (2014). An Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) Approach to a 

Real World Supplier Selection Problem: A Case Study of Carglass Turkey. Global 

Business and Management Research: An International Journal, 6(1), 1-14. 

 


